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ABSTRACT

This thesis aims to contribute to our understanding of the current position of creativity in British schools and the impact of policy. The research develops this discussion by providing fresh insight into head teachers' attitudes towards creativity, an area that has received little attention to date. The premise for this thesis is that there remains a lack of critical focus, not only on the definition of creativity, but also on the purpose of education itself. Arguably, progress in the discipline of education is currently restricted by a lack of attention to educational values, the philosophical underpinnings of the educational institution, and to those aspects of schooling that cannot easily be assessed. In assessing these issues, previous research is explored and semi-structured interviews utilised to search for continuity and discontinuity in the participants’ responses. The thesis does not seek to create generalizations; rather to build understanding. 

One finding is that creativity continues to sit more comfortably amidst traditional ‘creative’ disciplines like the arts. Another is that, while head teachers were aware of the need to create appropriate conditions for creative growth, they considered it a complement to academic processes such as critical reasoning and subject knowledge. It was not statutory or policy guidance, but their own personal creativity and vision for the future that helped them cope with the challenges posed by the wider political and educational environment and which prompted them in turn to look for better ways to nurture creativity in their pupils. 

Here, creativity is found to be more multi-faceted than anticipated, with two different forms of creativity co-existing and aimed at fulfilling the needs of pupils with different abilities. In this sense, this thesis subsequently argues that there is a risk creativity could, in fact, increase inequalities by widening the disparity in educational results, rather than fulfilling the democratic ideal.
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INTRODUCTION

My decision to enter the teaching profession was driven by an awareness of the importance of instilling not just aptitude for learning, but an appreciation of its broader value on a personal and social level. To achieve this, I sought ways to imaginatively engage with both interested and uninterested learners, to support them in their learning so that they might develop both the desire to discover things for themselves and the skills to do so. I encouraged children to become independent learners, so that they could enhance their own learning without needing to continually rely on the support of teachers and other educators. Raising my own five children alongside my teaching role only made me more aware of the importance of creativity to a child's personal development, as well as the need to help children become active inquirers in their own learning. As part of this process of reflection and teaching I looked for ways to deepen my own learning, including undertaking postgraduate studies in Psychology. This provided a valuable opportunity for me to reflect on the vital role of the learning environment on an individual's development. Furthermore, my reading in the field of neuropsychology heightened my awareness of the neural plasticity of the brain, especially the brain's ability to develop and change in response to external stimuli. This ignited an even more positive view of the education process, which excited me, because it suggests that it is possible, given an appropriate learning environment and experiences, for all learners to achieve remarkable outcomes. Acknowledging both the essential role that schools play and the increasing autonomy given to head teachers, however, I became fascinated to discover how and to what extent they prioritise creativity.

My teaching career commenced two years after the publication of the 1988 Education Reform Act, an Act that introduced both market reforms and the National Curriculum. This reform was underpinned by a belief that educational standards would improve if schools were treated like businesses, encouraging such concepts as competition and accountability. Parents and students alike were positioned as consumers of education. This time saw a shift from teachers having considerable freedom over what and how they taught to one of centralisation. I found myself having less time to allow for following learners' interests and directions, with the requirements of the daily timetable becoming more rigid. The introduction of mandated Literacy and Numeracy Hours are examples of the way in which the government was seeking to control not only teaching content, but also pedagogy. I found this pressure to plan according to attainment targets and to measure outcomes, along with the continually changing targets, meant that staff meetings became more concerned with ensuring that lessons were structured appropriately than with finding ways to encourage learners’ creativity. As a recently qualified teacher, my main frustration centred around the demands of the National Curriculum being at odds with my own belief in the importance of teaching in ways that facilitate creative learning.


Our world is evolving at a rapid pace. Significant innovations, for example the internet, have placed increasing pressure on the British education system to ensure that children are able to respond to the challenges they encounter and build on the knowledge and skills they gained in their school years. This need for flexibility in the face of new pressures has prompted a call for renewed emphasis on 'creativity'. The subjective nature of ‘creativity’ means, however, that it is difficult to identify, assess and approach. My experience exploring creativity has not been as straightforward as I had initially expected. It was apparent that, before I could understand how to approach and position creativity in schools, I needed to answer two even more fundamental questions: what do we mean by education and what is its purpose? These questions will be examined at a later point in this thesis. 
Having witnessed three decades of change in the education services industry, I am fascinated by the purpose of creativity both within and for educational institutions. I have found myself questioning issues such as why some individuals are described as more creative than others; what society conventionally means when specific individuals are labelled as ‘creative’; what are the primary benefits of being ‘creative’, and how are creative individuals valued compared with people described as being ‘gifted’ with other attributes such as analytical or critical intelligence, or the practical intelligence required to negotiate the world? 

I believe that creativity is a vital aspect of a flexible educational environment, one that can show students how knowledge learnt today can be applied in new ways over time. I consider it to be both an essential element of both the self and a social good. I believe that creativity is an essential ingredient of personal fulfilment. Maslow (1970) refers to this ability to transcend levels of psychological and social needs, to obtain fulfilment of personal needs as self-actualization. It is creativity that frees us from conformity, enabling us to question alternatives. As such, in my opinion, creativity is an important element of our general health and well-being, a gateway to exploring our own individuality. Furthermore, I believe that everyone is capable of creativity if they are provided with appropriate conditions as well as relevant knowledge and skills. Accordingly, I hold the view that determining how best to provide these conditions, knowledge and skills should be a priority for educators. Ultimately, this ideology initiated my personal journey towards unpicking the many complexities surrounding creativity. I am keen to explore why, despite the overuse of the term and the mass marketing of the concept, 'creativity' itself remains shrouded in myth and uncertainty. The paradox that ‘creativity’ has recently become both a globally sought after ideal and an increasingly elusive reality is also inherent in this question. My aim is to explore these contradictions.

I consider it important that governments, schools, and parents find ways to ensure that educating for creativity becomes a central aim of education. This is so that learners might develop the necessary confidence to respond positively and confidently when confronting fresh challenges. The response of these stakeholders and influencers as to the place of creativity in the curriculum is ultimately connected to their values and personal subjectivities. Their answers determine which educational curriculum, and indeed which learning environment, is considered most appropriate. Pring (1995) recognises this when he states:

Within any culture and system of schooling, there lies an implicit idea of the educated person- the kinds of skill, knowledge, qualities and attitudes that are valued and thus regarded as important enough to be learnt in the preparation for adult life (p.107).

I define the role of education as “encouraging students to learn how to learn and to develop enquiring, creative mind sets so that they are not only able to use knowledge but are able to produce and interpret knowledge”. I argue that nurturing creativity is one of the most intriguing and difficult challenges for educators, especially given the political context. Furthermore, it is necessary that we recognise the multi-dimensionality of creativity and how it is enriched by other capacities such as emotion, feeling, and imagination. Einstein reinforces this connection between creativity and imagination when he states:

Imagination is more important than knowledge. For while knowledge defines all we currently know and understand, imagination points to all we might yet discover and create (cited in Viereck, 1929, p.17). 
Our approach to creativity should be one that embraces not only the individual, but also the social dimension. Most creativity does not come about through isolated thought; rather through collaboration with others. Furthermore, sharing the creative process with others reinforces the social values of co-operation and teamwork. When building on this, it is important that we acknowledge the relationship between creativity and culture and recognise that people from different cultural backgrounds will approach creativity in different ways. My view that it is possible to teach all pupils to be creative underpins this, although as with any learning, the degree of success depends on both individual and external factors. I believe that for individuals to be creative, they need to be given access to the necessary knowledge and see knowledge not as something simply to be transmitted, but as something that arises alongside the development of creative, enquiring minds. This learning is more likely to happen through pedagogy that encourages open-ended questioning and risk taking. In summary, the question of how we might best enhance learners’ creativity is central to this thesis. 

This enquiry explores and contemplates the subject of creativity, tracing its historical and philosophical development and examining how it has been approached by researchers from four key psychological perspectives, namely psychoanalysts, behaviourists, cognitivists, and humanists. The emphasis in this instance is not on one single perspective, however; rather on a multi-disciplinary, systemic perspective, recognising that many factors are necessary if creativity is to be encouraged. The fact that creativity is surrounded by an air of mystery may explain why it is such an appealing concept to those looking to it for solutions. Conversely however, the elusive quality of creativity might be why others find it less appealing as a topic of study. Despite such differences in opinion, and the intangibility of the concept, there is nonetheless a prevalent view in many societies that if we are creative then we will have a competitive advantage: in other words, that 'extra' skill will enhance our thinking in ways that allow us to be more in control of our destiny, and have more success in achieving personal fulfilment.

This thesis concerns itself with what schools and governments are doing to enable young people to develop their innate creativity. It does not address the concept of ‘creative genius’; rather what Anna Craft (2000) refers to as “little c creativity”, i.e. creativity as a form of, ‘possibility thinking’. Craft defines creativity as, “being imaginative, going beyond the obvious, being aware of one’s own unconventionality, being original in some way” (p. 15). As will be shown in this thesis, creativity has many definitions with some linking it to self-expression and others considering it a useful skill. Indeed, as Robinson (2001) states:
Raising academic standards alone will not solve the problems we face: it may compound them. To move forward we need a fresh understanding of intelligence, of human capacity and of the nature of creativity (p.9).
A key factor that prompted me to commence this study was the realisation that so many definitions of creativity are used in existing research and the fact that this has contributed to confusion regarding the outcomes of research and its implications. I was keen to unpick these contradictions. "The essential aspect of creativity, as explicitly defined by most researchers, and that all of the major definitions have in common, is that it results in products (e.g. ideas, stories, objects) that are both novel (i.e. original) and useful" (Feldhusen and Goh, 1995, p.235). My own stance on creativity is more closely aligned with Craft’s (2000) definition, where the emphasis is primarily on the creative process and does not necessarily lead to a creative outcome:

Creativity involves being imaginative, going beyond the obvious, being aware of one’s own unconventionality, being original in some way. It is not necessarily linked with a product-outcome (p.3). 
This thesis explores the status of creativity in British schools, focusing on learners at Key Stage Three (KS3) level, ages 11-14. I felt that attention should be focused on this stage because, while this is a critical phase in a child’s education, it has largely been overlooked in previous creativity studies, as I will show in chapter 4. As previously indicated, my decision to focus on creativity arose from my belief that even though it is an essential element of personal growth and development, it is under threat in the current educational climate with its narrow focus on performance measures. Recent research has highlighted a continuous decline in creativity among school children over the past two decades (Kim, 2011, p.285-295). This causes me to wonder what our education system might be doing to contribute to this apparent lack of interest and what might be done to redress this situation. Egan (2010) writing for the Bevan Foundation, states:
Increasingly there is evidence that the age phase 8 to 14 is perhaps the most critical in relation to student engagement and aspirations, a stronger focus on supporting disadvantaged students through this phase of education is needed (p.79). 
This period sees learners facing the additional hurdles of adjusting both to the secondary school environment and to a new school curriculum. The curriculum in secondary schools tends to be primarily subject-based learning, where the focus is on knowing the ‘correct’ answer and not about personal discovery, rather than the interdisciplinary approach found in most primary schools. Robinson (2009a) in his TED talk, warns that the current educational focus on standards is leading to children being educated out of creativity as they pass through their schooling. If schools want to nurture creativity, they need to encourage their students to ask questions and take risks in their learning rather than encouraging conformity. Indeed, there remains ambiguity as to the true purpose of our education system. Hargreaves (2003) points to the importance of establishing clear values in the minds of both educators and pupils. Values themselves are not easy to define, however, as they are influenced by opinions, cultural norms, and moral beliefs. He states that: "teaching for the knowledge economy fosters and thrives on creativity, flexibility, problem solving, ingenuity, collective intelligence, professional trust, risk-taking and continuous improvement” (p.29). Whether something is deemed ‘creative’ or not implies a judgment based on an underlying set of values that are themselves socially constructed. 
Recent policy showed the Government claiming to have handed back the curriculum to the teachers with an increase in the number of Academy schools that have been granted freedom to devise their own curricula. Academies were expected to be leaders in innovation and their independent status was supposed to allow them the freedom to be innovative. These developments make this a fascinating moment at which to consider the impact that this alleged freedom of choice might have on creativity. During the rise and passing of successive governments, concern about the type of learning that we should be encouraging in our schools has remained. Emphasis remains on rewarding knowledge acquisition, yet there is an acknowledgement of uncertainty as to what knowledge students will need in the future. In this thesis, I consider whether schools are too focused on the development of intellectual knowledge and whether head teachers believe that their schools are paying sufficient attention to other key dimensions of learning, particularly learners’ creativity. Furthermore, an examination of existing literature and policy on knowledge reveals that ‘knowledge’ as a concept lacks a secure, consistent definition. One example of this lack of consistency was shown when Michael Gove, as Education Secretary for the previous Coalition government, adopted a definition of knowledge that was more aligned with the past, a definition in which knowledge did not encompass creativity; rather it was more narrowly concerned with the assimilation of facts. He favoured objective facts over subjective interpretations and considered memorisation a key tool for raising educational standards:

Only when facts and concepts are committed securely to the working memory - so that it is no effort to recall them and no effort is required to work things out from first principles - do we really have a secure hold on knowledge. (Walker, 2012 in The Guardian 2012).
Any discussion around creativity needs to be situated not only within an historical, but also a socio-political context. Currently, the 'creative industries' and the ‘knowledge society’ are being promoted by policy makers, but with far more emphasis on their importance for the economy than the individual. Meanwhile, our schools face the practical challenge of embracing many new initiatives without any agreement as to which values they should be promoting.
The promotion of ‘Academy schools’ for disadvantaged pupils and failing schools was initially introduced by the Labour government in 1997. This was dramatically expanded by the subsequent Coalition government. Academy Schools are state funded, but receive their funding directly from central government, being independent from local authorities. Schools are, once again, considered the solution for social change rather than there being a need to consider more fundamental social issues. A key differentiating feature of Academy Schools is that the head teacher is responsible for the day-to-day running of the school, overseen by Academy Trusts. This arguably gives them more freedom to innovate. This move towards granting teachers greater autonomy over their curriculum is, however, taking place against a backdrop of increased emphasis on ‘accountability’ and value being placed on the provision of rigorous academic qualifications. Furthermore, schools are accountable to parents who are free to choose the school their children attend as well as to the government. The inevitable fear of failure is more likely to result in teaching for results. This thesis explores how these developments have impacted on Academy secondary schools' stance on creativity. I question whether creativity is a high priority or whether it is something that has become simply an extracurricular aim or even been removed from the school curriculum altogether. In doing so I draw on a range of sources of data - literature, education policy and interviews with head teachers.
This thesis has been arranged into seven chapters as follows: Chapter 1 explores popular opinions of creativity and what has influenced researchers’ shift in thinking. Chapter 2 is concerned with a description of my methodological approach and details the rationale behind the choice of research questions. Chapter 3 unpacks the concept of creativity and how it has impacted on our educational ideology, considers whether it is possible to teach creativity and considers how it might best be developed in our schools. Chapter 4 considers education policy documents addressing creativity, and explores the implications their underlying and overt values have on the education system, particularly for pupils working at KS3. Chapters 5, 6 and 7 set out my findings, analysis and conclusions respectively.
CHAPTER 1:
THE EVOLUTION OF CREATIVITY: CONTEXTUALISING RESEARCH TRENDS

The introduction to this study focused on the need to understand creativity and to address how it should be positioned in our schools. Banaji et al. (2006) emphasise its complexity by referring to the many ‘rhetorics’ surrounding creativity, stating:

The idea of creativity is constructed as a series of rhetorics: claims emerging from the contexts of academia, research, policy and practice. The purpose of such an approach is to help educators and practitioners to see more clearly how such constructions work, what claims are being made, and how they might locate themselves in relation to these rhetorics (p.4).


This chapter concentrates on exploring these constructions and is split into four sections. The first section looks at how early research into creativity was focused on the individual, with attempts to understand individual factors and their contribution to creativity. Section 2 outlines the four key creativity theories: psychoanalytic, behaviourist, cognitive, and humanistic. Section 3 looks at the cognitive tradition, which I would argue is the most influential and which particularly considers the relationship between individual differences in creativity to individual differences in cognitive abilities such as intelligence. Section 4 questions whether an act is considered creative due to the individual acting alone or whether the wider social environment is taken into account. This final section thus moves towards a consideration of the wider social influences on the individual.
Section 1: Early research and theoretical developments
Creativity was given little attention by researchers until Guilford, the then-President of the American Psychological Association (1950), called for it to become "a key area of focus"(Runco, 2004 p.659). This was unexpected, because until that time, psychological research had been dominated by behaviourists and psychoanalysts. The behaviourists believed that the mind was not observable and as such could not be studied in a scientific way, while the psychoanalysts believed that creativity was the result of repressed desires and impulses. The latter's emphasis on repression meant that it could not be accessed for objective study. It was the humanistic movement that turned attention away from repressing unconscious drives and behavioural responses towards positive aspects of personality and self-discovery. A key figure at the time was Abraham Maslow (1967) who believed that education held the key to psychological well-being and should thus be centred on nurturing the positive aspects of development. This contrasted with the approaches of previous researchers, particularly the psychoanalysts, who had focused on the negative aspects of the self.

Maslow (1995) distinguished between two types of creativity, which he referred to as ‘primary' and ‘secondary'.  He saw ‘primary creativity’ as being about self-actualisation, which he believed was part of a linear growth towards personal fulfilment. ‘Secondary creativity’, on the other hand, involved the creation of an exceptional product or outcome. He considered it ‘secondary’ due to it requiring logical thought, which comes from hard work rather than simply inspiration or the possession of a creative personality. Maslow saw creativity as the result of an inbuilt drive towards self-actualisation. He considered this most likely to be nurtured in an environment that enabled experimentation and freedom of thought. His 'Hierarchy of Needs' has been criticised for its reliance on subjective studies as well as it not paying sufficient attention to the impact of society on human development. This is significant as research on creativity mainly arose from an underlying national concern that conformity was suppressing social change and economic development. Education was thought to be central to this social transformation (NACCCE, 1999, p.8)
Early research, then, was focused on the individual and concerned mostly with creative genius. Research into individual genius still occupies a large part of creativity research and is often referred to as ‘big-c' creativity. A fundamental problem however with the emphasis being on creative genius and creative outcome is that the creative process has often been overlooked. This lack of attention to the process of creativity has resulted in there being little understanding about the experience of creativity itself.

In the last few decades there has been a move from attention being focused on the individual towards a belief that it is possible for everyone to be creative albeit to different extents. This is referred to as the ‘democratisation' of creativity. Importantly, this acknowledgment that everyone is capable of creativity has placed responsibility on educators to look for appropriate ways to nurture creativity in their schools. Guilford (1980) highlights this when he states: 
It is the business of education more than any other institution to determine to what extent creativeness and creative production can be improved and how this shall be done: it is apparently no longer doubted that there can be an improvement in creative thinking and problem-solving. There is increasing realisation of education's responsibility in this direction (p.viii).
This shift in thinking has prompted a move towards researching the creativity of ordinary people and a methodological shift towards qualitative research, away from large-scale, positivist studies focused on quantitative outcomes. The move towards studying everyday creativity has been termed ‘little-c' creativity, in contrast to the focus on ‘big-c' creativity or genius (Cohen, 2000). This ordinary, everyday creativity, "involves being imaginative, going beyond the obvious, being aware of one's own unconventionality, being original in some way [but] is not necessarily linked with a product-outcome" (Craft, 2001, p.13-15).


The move towards qualitative research represents a further shift in research on creativity as it began to take the influence of the environment and factors external to the individual into account. Csikszentmihalyi (1996) is one such researcher who highlighted the vital role played by the environment believing that it is through manipulating the environment that creativity can be nurtured. "It is easier to enhance creativity by changing conditions in the environment than by trying to make people think more creatively" (ibid, p.1). It is now widely accepted that creativity does not solely exist within an individual, but that it is influenced by the external environment and that education plays a vital role in its development. 
This section has indicated how early research into creativity was focused on the individual with attempts to understand individual factors and their contribution to creativity. Emphasis was on genius and individual talent, meaning that the focus was centred on a few individuals rather than the wider population. Furthermore, the focus was on scientific inquiry. Section 2 begins by outlining the four key psychological theories of creativity that are evident today. Craft et al. (2008) refer to these as the psychoanalytic, behaviourist, cognitive, and humanist theories. It then moves on to explore research that adopts a multidisciplinary perspective, especially studies which adopt an integrative perspective, believing that "multiple components must converge for creativity to occur"(Sternberg and Lubart, 1999, p.10). This research proposes this latter perspective as offering a positive step away from the separation of current research on creativity, not only across perspectives but also across disciplines. Despite the value of this approach, however, it does still create spaces within which myths about creativity such as those referred to in the previous chapter continue to linger. This chapter concludes by considering what current research tells us about what makes an individual creative, why creativity varies between individuals, and what educators can do to nurture it in schools, highlighting the research that has had the most significant impact on current thinking.

Section 2 - The psychology of creativity and ‘the Four Traditions'

Psychoanalysis
"The psychoanalytic tradition is considered “the first major Twentieth-Century theoretical approach to the study of creativity” (Sternberg, 1999, p.6). Psychoanalytic theory is influenced by a belief that creativity is affected by the unconscious. Sigmund Freud, often referred to as ‘the father of psychoanalysis,' (Nobus, 2000, p.3) understood that all individuals repress thoughts and emotions that are disturbing and the mind is thus in a state of constant conflict. He saw psychoanalysis as the way that these repressions can be accessed and released and the mind can be freed from stress and anxiety. One psychoanalytic route into accessing the unconscious was through the interpretation of dreams: "the royal road to a knowledge of the unconscious activities of the mind" (Freud, 1953, p.608).

Freud believed that individuals were driven by instinctive drives which he referred to as the libido and the death instinct. The former refers to basic instincts of which creativity is considered part. Freud believed that everyone is capable of creativity and that it arose from both the conscious and the unconscious working together. He aimed to bring the unconscious emotions that caused his patients upset into the open so that he could examine them and help his patients better understood and deal with them. He saw spontaneous creative impulses and ideas as being derived from instinctual desires that are often perceived negatively by society. Freud made a connection between neurosis and creativity, believing that they both originated in internal conflicts. His views remain influential today although his work does have its critics one being the psychologist Lawrence Kubie (1985) who rejected Freud's notion that creativity must be grounded in neurosis or conflict, suggesting that "it could be the outcome of healthy preconscious activity" (in Starko,1995, p.48). Nevertheless, like Freud, he believed that it is only through psychoanalysis that the unconscious can be accessed. More recently, there has been a more widespread recognition that creativity involves a collaboration of conscious and unconscious processes. 
Behaviourism
The behaviourist tradition is the least applied in creativity research, largely due to the unobservable nature of creativity making it unsuitable for behavioural analysis. Indeed, behaviourists consider psychology to be the science of behaviour, not the science of the mind. Behaviourists understand creativity to be the result of an individual´s genetic predisposition and their environment. They do not recognise inner mental processes or information processing as valid explanatory causes of behaviour. B.F. Skinner (1936) was a key figure in the field of behavioural analysis and proposed a scientific investigation of creativity. His behaviourist model was based on the view that individuals respond directly to their environmental conditioning and that behaviour is influenced through both repetition of the correct response and feedback or reward. Behaviourists believe in the power of associations; if an action is followed by a positive consequence, it will be more likely to be repeated. In this sense, if a creative behaviour is reinforced, then it should be developed. Behaviourism has contributed to the study of creativity by investigating the controlling variables for behaviours that people may consider creative. There is no doubt that positive reinforcement for original ideas will encourage an individual in this direction. However, Runco (2008) warns that: "reinforcement must be such that it does not encourage ‘over-justification.'. He explains that:
This occurs when a behaviour which is initially intrinsically motivated is rewarded. The individual over forgets about the intrinsic motivation and focuses entirely on the extrinsic. That is a concern because intrinsic motivation is often very useful for creative thinking, and when it is lost, the creative thinking may very well suffer (p.102). 


Certainly, one difficulty with applying the behaviourist perspective is its reliance on overt behaviours and the view that not only is there no such thing as free will, but that a person's interactions with their environment along their experiences exert a strong influence over their behaviour. This view of creativity suggests that any creativity occurs as a response to controlled programming and does not explain how creativity often occurs when individuals go beyond their current knowledge and experiences.

Cognitivism
The cognitive tradition is the most dominant in the field of creativity research and for this reason is the focus of the following section. It considers "creativity to be a fundamental activity of human information processing"(Feinstein,2006,p.138). Researchers working within this tradition believe that it is important to understand what it is about the processes of cognition that contribute to creativity. 
In the creative cognition approach "ideas and tangible products that are relatively novel, adaptive and useful are assumed to emerge from the application of ordinary, fundamental cognitive processes to existing knowledge structures" (Ward, 2006, p.28). Studies are primarily experimental, ranging from psychometric studies exploring the creative personality to more recent studies in cognitive neuroscience which examine the brain mechanisms involved in creativity. Pfenninger and Shubik (2001) state: “Any theory on creativity must be consistent and integrated with contemporary understanding of brain function” (p.217). Key figures in this area are Boden and Boden (1969) who focused on the hemispheric asymmetry of the brain in creative thinking, and Duncan and Owen (2000) who identified the existence of specific neural circuits. The connection between creativity and neuroscience is so recent that there is a scarcity of studies in this area, although this is a promising area for future research.


Recent cognitive research has concluded that creativity does not require one exceptional creative process, but utilises many types of ordinary cognitive processes which can be nurtured in an individual. Creative thinking is believed to involve similar cognitive processes to non-creative thinking. Cognitive researchers focus on developing information processing models that build connections between cognitive processes, cognition, and creative products to develop our understanding of creativity.
Humanism
The humanist tradition began as a reaction to the psychoanalytic and behaviourist approaches which focused on explaining people's behaviour and is often referred to as the ‘third force’ in psychology. Its key figures were Abraham Maslow (1962) and Carl Rogers (1980). Humanists felt that the behaviourists focused too much on the behaviour of animals and that the psychoanalysts focused too much on the unconscious. The humanists chose to place their focus on the uniqueness of the individual and his or her ability to exercise free will. To them, the creative process was more important than the creative product; rather, creativity was believed to offer a means of self-actualization and to be an essential component of a healthy life. 


These varying traditions hold different views of human experience which impact on their theories of creativity. Nonetheless, there are commonalities in many of their theories, particularly the view that creativity is linked to divergent thinking. Of all the approaches, the cognitive tradition has been the most dominant and has been a key influence on both research and classroom practice. It can be broadly split into three areas of research, all centred on the individual: psychometric tests to measure divergent thinking; the ‘creative personality', and the creative process. The following section explores these key areas before turning its attention towards research that shows how social systems contribute to creativity.
Section 3: Unpacking the cognitive
Part 1: The psychometric approach

Psychometric tests arose from the view that it is possible to measure creativity in a reliable and valid way. They are concerned with core characteristics and personality traits. Psychometric research adopts a methodology comprised of controlled experiments carried out under experimental conditions. An important element of this approach is that "creativity is regarded as a multidimensional set of abilities, rather than a single creative ability" (Thompson et al., 2008, p.5). Widely used tests have included measuring divergent thinking, such as Guilford’s (1967) and Torrance’s (1966) methods. ‘Divergent thinking’ test involve asking open-ended questions rather than closed questions that necessitate a single correct answer. It requires the ability to generate many possible ways of solving a problem and has been referred to as ‘parallel thinking’. Recognition of its value resulted in the development of the "Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking" which are still the key tests used to measure creativity. It has been argued, however, that tests such as these attempting to quantify creativity also risk restricting our understanding of it. Runco and Acar (2012) point out that: "divergent thinking should not be viewed in the same way as creativity"(p.1). Divergent thinking is an important aspect of creativity but it needs to be accompanied by appropriate knowledge and skills if it is to succeed in a genuinely creative outcome. This importance of knowledge and skills should remain central to our thinking if we are to develop our knowledge around how we might best nurture creativity in our schools as should the need to ensure creativity is given a firm position in the schools' curriculum. "Specific skills have been shown to be valuable in increasing divergent ideas and general creativity. These skills include heuristics for generating creative ideas as well as cognitive styles, working styles, and personality traits” (Amabile, 1983, p.394). This is an important point in that it recognises that although everyone is capable of being creative, its attainment is not only dependent on the development of skills to support it, but also a desire to do so. What is uncertain, however, is exactly what skills and knowledge an educated person should possess. We have, according to education policymakers, entered a ‘knowledge age', but what does that mean? Should we, for example, still aspire to memorise facts when they can now be so easily accessed online, or should emphasis be on the development of critical thinking skills and ‘learning how to learn’? One of the myths of creativity is that few people are creative. Recent research is however demonstrating that, although some people might have a greater capacity for creativity than others, we can all develop our creativity if placed in an appropriate environment. The following section explores whether there is such a thing as a ‘creative personality’.

Part 2: The Creative Personality
Individual differences in disposition towards creativity have been more closely linked to temperamental factors and personality traits than to pure cognitive abilities. Past research has focused on identifying personality characteristics associated with creative achievement. Barron and Harrington (1981) concluded that correlational studies and research contrasting creative people with non-creatives have produced a common set of core characteristics, including factors like "an attraction to complexity, high energy, independence of judgement, autonomy, intuition, self-confidence, and interestingly, a firm sense of the self as creative" (p.453). Shallcross (1981) identified similar traits, the most commonly identified traits being: "openness to experience, independence, self-confidence, risk-taking, playfulness, and enjoyment of experimentation" (cited in Craft, 2000, p.13).
It follows that schools might find it easier to encourage some of these traits more than others, although this is a rather daunting list for educators to take on board. They might want to promote individualism and divergent thinking, but this needs to sit comfortably within the framework of the institution. Research into teachers’ perceptions of creativity has highlighted the reasons why understanding creativity in the curriculum has been far from straightforward. Stoyvecha (1996) concludes that "teachers tend to place a low value on creativity traits as being useful in the school environment." (in Craft, 2001, p.7). Studies conducted by Fryer and Collings (1991) of 1028 teachers’ perceptions of creativity concluded that creativity was perceived predominantly in terms of imagination and self-expression with half the sample regarding divergence as synonymous with creativity. Furthermore, they discovered gender differences in terms of how creativity was defined male teachers being more concerned with the creative outcome. These conclusions suggest that creativity needs to be freed from these tensions and ambiguities to be fully developed in our classrooms.

Part 3 explores the link between cognition and creativity, with a specific focus on how two educational thinkers, namely Benjamin Bloom (1956) and Howard Gardner (1943) have had considerable influence on thinking and practice in education and, as such, the ways in which creativity has been approached in schools. 


Part 3: Creativity and Cognition
The cognitivist argument that creativity is not something extraordinary, but an everyday phenomenon that utilises ordinary cognitive processes, led them to determine which mental processes were involved. Examples of cognitive processes include attention, memory, perception, information processing, problem solving, insight, intuition, and associative processes. Research by Darcy (1989), which focused on the link between creativity and cognitive styles, concluded that what set creative individuals apart from others was their degree of cognitive flexibility and the way that they processed information. Sawyer (2006) split the creative process into four parts: "preparation, incubation, insight, and verification"(p.58). The role that creativity plays in problem solving has been acknowledged since Wallas’ (1926) study and Sawyer's description of the creative process, despite being more recent, is very similar in the way he describes the creative process. The four stages are as follows:
· Preparation - "the initial phase of preliminary work: collecting data and information" (Sawyer, 2006, p.58). If a solution is found at this stage, the remaining stages are not needed. 

· Incubation - "the delay between preparation and the moment of insight. During this interlude, prepared material is internally elaborated and organised"(Sawyer, 2006, p.58). Helie and Sun (2010) stated: “Incubation can last from a few minutes to many years, during which the attention of the problem solver is not devoted to the problem” (p.6). Dodds et al. (2003) demonstrated empirically that the longer the incubation period the greater the probability of eventually finding the correct solution. 

· Insight -  "the subjective experience of having an idea, the 'aha' or ‘eureka' moment" (Sawyer, 2006, p.58). Helie and Sun (2010) found that: "Even when insight does not directly point to the solution, it leads to grasping essential features of the problem that were not considered previously" (p.8).
· Verification -  this stage includes the evaluation of the worth of the idea. (Sawyer, 2006, p.58-59).
Bloom's Taxonomy of Cognition defines learning objectives, introducing creativity at its apex thus showing creativity as the ultimate expression of educational achievement. Bloom presented his taxonomy as a pyramid, suggesting that creativity could only be possible once the other skills have been developed. This framework suggests that there should be more emphasis on building knowledge than creativity and that without knowledge, creativity cannot be achieved. As such, this has serious implications for the way in which schools might choose to approach creativity and where they might place their focus. 

Howard Gardner´s ‘Theory of Multiple Intelligences' (1983) adopts a different stance to creativity. His theory was founded on a belief that students must acquire understanding through exploration and creativity. Gardner saw intelligence as: "a set of skills that enable an individual to find solutions to problems involving gathering new knowledge". (Singh and Sinha, 2013, p.1). He initially formulated a list of seven intelligences as follows:
· Linguistic intelligence

· Logical-mathematical intelligence
· Spatial intelligence
· Musical intelligence
· Bodily-kinaesthetic intelligence
· Interpersonal intelligence 

· Intrapersonal intelligence.
Gardner acknowledged that there may be other intelligences and that although we all have elements of each of the intelligences, we will have them in varying amounts. Indeed, he suggested that naturalist intelligence, spiritual intelligence, and existential intelligence might be included (Singh and Sinha, 2013, p.1). He regarded the individual mix of intelligences as being influenced by such things as culture, values, and motivation. This recognition of different types of intelligence creates a need for schools to employ a variety of learning approaches rather than expecting one approach to suit every child. Gardner saw the teacher's role as being to assist students to access information and adapt it to the type of intelligence that will best allow them to acquire knowledge. Furthermore, he suggested that two types of knowledge are necessary for creativity to occur - in-depth expertise in one or two areas, and a broad knowledge across multiple domains. The value of his theory lies in the way that it turns attention away from seeing intelligence as a unitary, measurable concept towards a richer, broader definition that embraces individuality while acknowledging the impact of the social environment and makes space for creativity. Also, it was his view that for an individual to produce something creative requires not simply intelligence within a certain domain, but also personal characteristics and the support of those who influence what is judged ‘creative’ in that domain. In this way, Gardner (1993) supports Csikszentmihalyi´s social systems model, which is explored in the following section. This model approaches creativity not as stemming from the individual alone, but socially and culturally embedded.

What is evident is that creativity is not just a cognitive phenomenon existing within an individual but takes place in the interaction between an individual and the environment. As such, we cannot judge creativity independent of the context. Margaret Boden (1994) describes the individual creatively working within a “bounded conceptual space” (p.75-76). She argues that working within these constraints is what allows for their transformation: "Creativity is associated not with ‘thinking outside the box’, but thinking up to the edges of the box, at the limits of what is possible” (p.127). 
This section has examined research concerned with uncovering the creative personality and individual cognition. Focusing on the individual perpetuates the myth that only certain individuals can be creative. The following section explores the more recent emphasis on social research, which links creativity to culture. 

In the 1980s, attention moved from studies of the creative individual towards an acknowledgment of the cultural and social dynamics which impact on the individual. Shifting attention from the individual to the interaction between the individual and the social allows us to understand creativity in all its complexity, as essential to all development. 
Feist and Runco (1993) examined research published in the Journal of Creative Behaviour between 1969 and 1989. They found a decrease in the attention being given to personality, and an increase in social research and educational studies of creativity (in Runco, 2004, p.674). 
This shift in emphasis has been accompanied by a shift in discourse, with the emergence of terms such as group creativity, collaborative creativity, and social creativity. Some researchers acknowledging the complex nature of creativity, have developed a more interdisciplinary approach and although some might retain a more cognitivist orientation, they recognise that social and environmental factors have a major impact. Section 4 considers this research and the implications this new focus has for schools in the United Kingdom today.
Section 4: The impact of social research 

Csikszentmihalyi (1988) introduced a systems model for creativity, stressing the fact that creativity cannot be observed solely from an individual's cognitive perspective, but must take account of other aspects of the environment in which the individual operates:

A truly creative idea …. does not come out of the void; it must rely on the insights of predecessors. (p.50)
Csikszentmihalyi put forward what he termed a “DFI model of creativity”. This model is comprised of three components; the domain (D), the field (F) and the individual (I). He believed that culture consists of many domains such as the domains of art, music, science, mathematics and so on. Individuals need to have knowledge of their domain and produce a variation on the existing knowledge to demonstrate creativity. He considered creativity not to be an outcome of an individual acting alone but to be the result of environmental and social influences. The field comprises those to whom Csikszentmihalyi refers as ‘gatekeepers’ who can influence the structure of the domain. These gatekeepers are not only experts, but anyone with influence within the given domain, for example social institutions, peer groups, wider society, class teachers who judge whether something is creative or not. Starko (1995) points out that:

Even in objective domains such as the sciences, there is a structure to the field that influences the possibilities for high-level creative accomplishments. It is difficult to become influential without the ability to publish in the right journals or to be accepted by the right conferences (p.66). 
This field not only judges whether something is creative, but also exerts its own influence on an individual. What is deemed to be of value is ultimately a relative judgement that depends on the cultural context in which the creative product is located. There are many examples of individuals that we now consider creative geniuses who were not regarded as such when they were alive. Csikszentmihalyi (1996) reminds us that:

No matter how much we admire the personal insight, the subjective illumination, we cannot tell whether it is a delusion or a creative thought unless we adopt some criterion - of logic, beauty or usefulness - and the moment we do so, we introduce a social or cultural evaluation (p.403). 
Human creations are embedded in a social-cultural-historical context, which in turn acts on them and affects the way people interact with them. Creative acts are emergent and not bound to individual dispositions; they emerge from the collective consciousness. This thinking has led to researchers attempting to determine which environmental conditions would provide the optimum environment for creativity to flourish. 

Amabile (1988) developed a model of creativity that placed its emphasis on the environment over and above the cognitive aspects. She warned that "individual creativity may be affected by even very minor aspects of the immediate social environment" (in Craft, 2005, p.49). Her systemic approach was comprised of three elements: intrinsic motivation, creative thinking, and expertise and the social environment. Amabile (2012) believed that creativity arose through the confluence of these three components:

· Knowledge - all the relevant information that an individual uses to solve a problem;

· Creative thinking - the way an individual approaches a problem - this might depend on their personality;

· Motivation - the central feature of creativity, the most important being intrinsic to the individual. 

She highlighted the importance of allowing sufficient freedom for creativity, the existence of good role models and: “norms in which innovation is prized and failure not fatal” (Witt and Beorkrem,1989, p.31–32). This research highlights the need for schools to adapt their learning environments to encourage creativity. It follows that it is imperative that we understand which environmental factors are most likely to promote or inhibit creativity in our schools. 

Whilst a growing body of research exists concluding that it is important for schools to strive to create environments that philosophically and operationally support creativity, this is ultimately problematic. Schools are under pressure to ensure that their pupils do well in formal examinations. This risks a situation in which pupils are more likely to be rewarded if they perform well in tests rather than when they demonstrate creativity in their thinking.

Traditional education systems often create barriers to the development of creativity through such practices as prioritising assessment results. The style of the examinations themselves, increasingly stress the need to use specific key words in answers to achieve the marks as stated in the marking scheme criteria. These constraints place stress on pupils. This along with the fact that teachers have been shown to "place a low value on creativity traits, as being useful in the school environment" (Fryer, 1996 in Craft, 2001, p.26) is a threat to the development of creativity. Findings such as these have influenced the approach taken by researchers many of whom have shifted focus away from the isolated individual towards a more complex, yet more promising recognition that including the broader sociocultural context increases the value of the research findings. This broad approach enables deeper insights for understanding various aspects of creativity.

Summary
This chapter has provided a general overview of how researchers have approached the study of creativity. It recognises that education has an essential role to play in nurturing creativity and acknowledges the complexities it involves. Creativity is largely portrayed as beneficial for the individual and society. Bastalich (2010) points out there is a “widespread cultural fascination with ‘creativity... a kind of secular religion, [which] expresses all that is highest in humanity and [is] beyond contestation” (p.849). It is only recently that researchers such as Craft have highlighted the dangers of ignoring the ethical dimensions of creativity.

The following chapter introduces the methodology chosen for this thesis. It details the reasons underlying my choice of the interview method and the philosophical factors that underpinned this choice.
CHAPTER 2:
METHODOLOGY

This study sets out to explore the status of creative learning under the British state school education system, drawing on the perspectives of head teachers of national teaching academy schools. Evaluation and awareness of creative learning in schools today is an important area of research, especially because of a growing sentiment that creativity within the current education system is under threat from society’s increasingly results-based priorities for the young. Furthermore, a speech given by Nicky Morgan, the former Education Secretary, served as a reminder of both the continuation of political misunderstandings about creativity and the purpose of education as preparation for the workplace. Morgan (2014) referred to the humanities and arts as being traditionally creative subjects and stated that studying these subjects would restrict children's career choices, suggesting that they hinder the accumulation of more rigidly academic knowledge.

I recognise that leadership in education is shaped by the social and political context. Furthermore, many head teachers may not be fully aware of the different educational priorities under the recent, consecutive Labour, Coalition and Conservative governments. In my opinion, however, the voice of head teachers is underrepresented in existing research. Head teachers are ultimately accountable for their school's outcomes. They need to make sense of policy whilst also satisfying and fulfilling the demands and aspirations from the parents and children whose lives are affected by these policies. They are charged with satisfying the demands of both key figures within the school and policy makers. My concern lies in understanding the factors that impact attitudes towards, and decision-making about, creativity in education and its role in our constantly changing and transforming environment. 

I selected the interview method as I considered it the most appropriate way of accessing the values, feelings, and attitudes of head teachers. These values play an integral role in their pupils’ education. Recent history has seen a continual change of direction, from the emphasis on progressivism in the 1960s in which creativity and individuality of experience were considered more important than learning facts, towards a greater emphasis on attainment targets and knowledge that is highly structured by a National Curriculum. Crucially, these shifts have been accompanied by interchanges in the emphasis on creativity and the constituent elements within it that have been considered worth pursuing (Runco, 2008b).

Through this study, I intended to discover how these shifts might have impacted head teachers’ values, the definitions of creativity they have chosen to adopt, and the impact on their decision making. I hoped that these findings would prompt further reflection on creativity and its place in the school systems of the future. My own constructivist belief is that: "Knowing is a process of actively interpreting and constructing individual knowledge representations" (Jonassen,1991, p.5) which has influenced my choice of research method.
This research presents my personal interpretation and conclusions, which I reached after a critical review of the research and policy literature and the collation and evaluation of head teacher views. I am aware however that, although free from intentional bias, a certain amount of unconscious bias is inevitable in any work. As such, in a bid for transparency, I begin this chapter by outlining my own position.
Personal position
In 1998, Clark and Chalmers (1998) posed the critical question, "where does the mind stop and the rest of the world begin?" (p.7). Their work acknowledges the role of the environment on cognition. As part of my philosophy, I, like Clark and Chalmers, recognise the significance of the environment and indeed the culture in which we are situated. I believe we are a product of our environment and that this environment is a complex social and cultural system. It follows that this complexity means a separately existing reality "out there" is not accessible and is not a feasible aim of research within the human sciences. 

I recognise, however, that just as I am aware of my unconscious and unintentional bias, these interpretations are subjective and may, therefore, be contradictory or based on false interpretation. “Since constructivist researchers tend to rely on participants’ viewpoints about the situations under investigation ... the vast majority of inductive research remains interview-based and interpretivist in nature” (Creswell, 2003, p.8).
Qualitative research is concerned not simply with objective facts but recognises the subtleties of subjective experience. Accessing individual subjectivity enables analysis of the root causes of divergence and contradiction between different head teachers. This is a strength of the interview method. Guba and Lincoln (1994) acknowledge that neither the researcher nor the participant can be immune from their own bias and they use this to build understanding. An understanding of the complex nature of individual participant bias might, for example, prove useful in uncovering why a certain response may have been given, or how participants assign meanings and values to concepts and situations. In this way, knowledge is not out there to be discovered, but is actively created and negotiated. I recognise that there are multiple realities and no right or wrong answers can be accessed, rather a situated truthfulness, i.e. the experienced reality of subjects within a given social context. As such, this methodological stance reflects the view of knowledge that underpins my own educational philosophy.

In the first chapter I explored the different approaches that researchers have taken towards studying creativity and found that their focus has tended to be either on the individual, the product, or the environment. This study does not attempt to unravel the individual from the external environment, recognising instead that they act upon each other. I accept that my findings are bound by the moment in which the research was conducted. As such, I believe that isolating a moment in time for reflection is of great value because it is more likely to promote the depth of thinking necessary for the transformation of thought and practice. Finding space for meaningful reflection is an indulgence that many educators crave as they are continuously bombarded with new policies, agendas and curriculum initiatives.
Research method
My decision to adopt this style of constructivist interview approach to the research project was threefold. Firstly, it was based on my discovery that very few studies offer insights into the origins of teachers’ beliefs and practices, particularly concerning creativity. Of the studies already in existence, barely any have chosen to focus on the views of head teachers on the importance of creativity and the effects of government policy, despite the crucial role they play in schools and the way in which education is delivered by the staff within them. As such, I decided to contact head teachers of schools that have been granted teaching school status. I decided on this demographic because this status is a sign of government approval and indicates the direction that the current government wants schools to take. It also suggests that these schools are at the forefront of government education policy and therefore serve as exemplars of the types of education the government seeks to promote and expand across other state schools nationwide. Furthermore, the current emphasis on teacher training schools means that these schools will influence an increasing number of our future teachers' own decision-making values and practices. Teachers-in-training are both consciously and unconsciously influenced by the culture of the schools in which they train and therefore they are shaped in terms of the position they take towards creativity throughout their own professional careers. If, for example, teaching schools are placing less emphasis on nurturing creativity, trainee teachers could conclude their teaching experience with a narrow view of creativity. Subsequently, I find it significant that the UK’s education system has been shown to be a primary barrier to creativity in the UK (NESTA, 2002). These findings reinforce the notion that exploring the status of creativity in teaching schools is a social necessity. 

Secondly, my initial literature search revealed that existing studies that have focused on head teachers have tended to concentrate on those working in early years and primary schools rather than secondary school-age students. This made me question whether this might be a result of secondary schools experiencing more government pressure to focus on those aspects of the curriculum that are likely to have a direct positive impact on examination results. I decided that this would be a productive line of inquiry.
Thirdly, existing research has tended to adopt a questionnaire or survey-based approach. One example is the research carried out on behalf of the Arts Council that considered head teachers’ views on creativity after having been involved with the Creative Partnerships programme (Mackey and Ulman, 2006). My decision to conduct semi-structured interviews arose through a conviction that this method would enable me to ensure that I would receive responses to questions that I considered important to my research, yet would also give me the freedom to follow up points as they were raised. I had prior experience conducting research using a questionnaire-based approach and felt that this limited my ability to probe the reasons why particular responses had been given, placing unnecessary constraints on the research. Before conducting any interviews, I made a list of questions to remind myself of points I wanted to discuss and areas that needed to be covered over the course of the discussion to enable points of comparison. Critically, however, I allowed the interviews to be fluid, with questions posed naturally as appropriate rather than in a set fashion. I thought that this would enable more open-ended discussion and a better degree of insight into different views. Indeed, this approach is strongly supported by Thomas (2009), who states: "The structure reminds you of your aims and themes, but it does not constrict you" (p.166).

Considering Thomas´s point regarding the importance of structure, I concluded that it was important to locate and interpret my findings within a policy context. I recognised that the participants’ leadership roles meant that they held a key position as the interface between their school and the wider policy environment. As Bell and Stevenson (2006) state:

Understanding and anticipating policy therefore becomes a key feature of ‘leadership' (Day et al., 2000 in Bell et al., 2008, p.8). Understanding where policies have come from, what they seek to achieve, how they impact on the learning experience and consequences of implementation are all essential features of educational leadership […] Leaders in educational institutions, therefore, are both policy implementers and policy generators (p.9).

I drew on my analysis of creativity in education policy to help determine the extent to which school leaders support those policies that might create tensions between their values and those imposed on them from outside agencies.
Research aims
I wanted to discover how important creativity is to school leaders; what creativity means to them, and what, if anything, they are doing to nurture creativity in their learners. I was keen to uncover their views about the current government´s stance on creativity and the extent to which they felt government policy impacted upon their own implementation of values such as creativity within their schools. Finally, I wished to identify any administrative/parental/political pressures that head teachers might feel impacted their decision-making.  
Research approach
I conducted a series of semi-structured one-to-one interviews. I considered this the most appropriate method for accessing participants’ attitudes and values. I recognised that this study was exploratory, that I was searching for continuities and discontinuities in the voices - I was not aiming to create generalisations. This study was ultimately about understanding, since "Understanding is a more fundamental concept for qualitative research than validity" (Wolcott, 1990, p.39). As part of this approach, I established a list of questions that were intended to stimulate thought and dialogue that I could use as a guide to the areas I wanted to be certain to cover in my conversations. These questions arose through an earlier review of existing literature. Some of the questions I used have been listed below (the remainder can be seen in the appendices): 

· What is creativity?

· What is of educational value?

· What place does creativity have in the existing education system? Is there a place for creativity within education in the prevailing economic-political climate?

· What are the challenges and realities of nurturing creativity in our schools?

Having devised this list of skeleton questions, I proceeded to conduct a pilot interview to develop an awareness of any potential problem with the question set and to improve my confidence and competence in the role of interviewer. 
Following the pilot interview, having finalised the list of interview prompts, I developed a purposive sample. I began contacting head teachers whose secondary schools had been rated either ‘good’ or ‘outstanding’ by Ofsted and had been awarded teaching school status. These schools were located nationwide and in different economic zones with varying degrees of average household income. I introduced myself via email, giving a brief description of my research and asking for no longer than one hour of their time to talk with them about their stance on creativity. I was aware that the decision to engage head teachers as participants would be problematic due to their busy schedules and this proved to be the case. Fortunately, however, ten head teachers agreed to give me the requested hour of their time. 

Having set up appointments with each head teacher, I visited the schools to conduct the interviews, having previously clarified the purpose of my research, asked their permission for me to record our discussion and informed them that their comments would remain anonymous. I provided my email address at the beginning of the interview and indicated that they should feel free to contact me if they had any concerns after completing the interview. I also reminded them that they could stop the interview at any time.

Interview Process 
During the interviews, I allowed myself the freedom to follow different paths of conversation as they emerged, or to prompt the informant to clarify and expand on certain points, using my set of skeleton questions to help me do so.  I hoped that I could come closer to my participants’ attitudes and experiences and therefore benefit more from the discussion. The additional use of the series of question prompts enabled comparisons across interviews. This face-to-face contact made it possible to establish rapport and thus promote openness of response. I believed knowledge to be constructed in the interaction between the researcher and participant and was thus mindful of the power of language to shape understanding. In this sense, I saw the interview process as an opportunity to generate new knowledge and new possibilities.

To begin the process of consolidating and transcribing my findings, I listened to the recordings of each interview several times and wrote down my initial impressions. The interviews were then transcribed and coded into four main themes: ideas, concepts, terminology, and phrases used. Memos were written where appropriate alongside printed copies of the transcribed interviews, helping me to keep track of my thinking and reassess the path I was following towards my conclusions. This also enabled me to define further ideas that best fit the views expressed by the head teachers. Coding was thus developed from the data itself rather than from any preconceived hypotheses. This meant that my findings were less influenced by any presuppositions and previous knowledge of the subject, allowing new themes to emerge.

Throughout the process of consolidating my findings, I remained open to the possibility of unanticipated categories and concepts emerging throughout the coding process. Once coding was complete, I asked another researcher to independently read the transcripts to see if they would draw comparable conclusions and to thus act as a reliability check. I then referred to the existing literature to determine how well my findings fit with those that had already been conducted in this area.  I found Creswell’s (2008) work particularly helpful in enabling me to identify an appropriate course of action that I have summarised below:

· Read through the data and underline significant parts making marginal notes.  

· Read and rereading the raw data to develop knowledge and look for themes.
· Look for repetitions and relationships to facilitate in devising codes. Make a list of categories and code the data using this initial set. Codes could be based on Themes, Topics, Ideas, Concepts, Terms, Phrases and Keywords.

· Notice how well the material fits the code themes, if the data is not compatible then combine and rename the themes.

· Review the results, looking for overlap.

· Select a few instances of verbatim narrative from the data for the elaboration of each theme.

Conclusions were queried to determine the extent to which they aligned with existing literature. Literature had been sourced through online databases, scanning the contents of key journals, books, and government websites, as well as conducting more general searches online. In this way, the approach to the research was constructivist in its orientation.
Strengths and weaknesses of the research approach
The strength of this approach is that the open-ended questions offered a route towards a more authentic understanding of people’s experience. Additionally, the fact that I met the participants face to face encouraged frankness. Achieving an understanding of head teachers’ values and the extent to which these values drove their decision-making was critical to the process – were their values and decisions their own, or were they driven by values imposed externally, and if so by whom? The recognition that our individual attitudes reflect deeper ideologies which affect how we see things and what we value was central to this approach. The semi-structured format often resulted in long descriptive narratives that have been found to enable a more in-depth understanding than statistical tables (Silverman, 2006). 

The most significant disappointment I experienced was the difficulty I had in gaining access to head teachers, with a significant number being unwilling to assist with the research, perhaps suggesting that they did not feel creativity to be particularly important to the operation of their schools. I appreciated that they all had extremely busy schedules. I was aware that agreement to participate in research could be due to many reasons such as interest or simply a desire to be helpful and take part. The next chapter explores what existing research tells us about how different views about creativity have impacted on our response to it in our schools.
CHAPTER 3:

THE METAMORPHOSIS OF CREATIVITY, IDEOLOGY AND DECISION-MAKING
Chapter 1 explored the shift in researchers’ thinking about creativity. Chapter 2 set out the methodology adopted for this study, explaining why interviews were considered the most appropriate method to access head teachers’ values, attitudes, and reflections on creativity. This chapter begins by exploring the cultural understandings and myths surrounding creativity and the impact they have had, both on our interpretation and educational response to it. 

Creativity has not shed its connection with ‘creative genius’ and the notion that it occurs as a ‘flash of inspiration'. A search on the internet finds many bestselling books connecting spirituality, or even mysticism, and creativity. Burkus, (2014) warns that prevailing misconceptions surrounding creativity, such as a belief that creativity is heralded by a ‘Eureka’ moment, are a barrier to progress in understanding how to harness it for the benefit of both individuals and society.
Society’s understanding of creativity has followed a complex path, originating with the idea that its origins lay in divine inspiration possessed by special individuals. It is often regarded as something transcendental despite both influencing and being influenced by the historical and cultural conditions in which it is rooted. Sawyer (2012) points out that: “There hasn’t been a single historically continuous definition of creativity” (p.33). Nevertheless, it is through understanding the philosophical and historical background of thinking around creativity that we can develop a deeper understanding of it and understand how different notions have impacted, in this instance, the stance taken by others. 

It is not surprising that there are multiple definitions of creativity when researchers studying it are spread across many domains, from neuroscience to business. This chapter is concerned with how the changes in thinking surrounding creativity has impacted on our educational ideology. It questions whether creativity can be taught and considers how it might best be nurtured in our schools. It is split into five sections. Section 1 outlines the path of educational thought on creativity from the Ancient Greeks up until 20th century trends in progressive education. Section 2 explores how this evolution of thinking, along with other factors such as epistemology (our theory of knowledge and how it is acquired) and our educational ideology have influenced the construction of our education system. Section 3 begins by deliberating the purpose of education and establishes where creativity should be positioned before moving on to set out the factors educationalists might consider if they wish to encourage creativity in schools. Section 4 considers the appropriateness of assessment and looks at what it is about creativity that makes assessment so difficult. Section 5 concludes by highlighting the importance of situating creativity within a values framework.
Section 1 - The path of creativity
Creativity is ultimately a social construct with what is considered ‘creative’ varying according to the time in which it takes place. Van Gogh, albeit an example of 'big C' creativity, (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996) is one famous example of an individual whose immense creativity was only recognised after his death. Whether creativity is recognised and valued depends upon whether the wider social framework is in place and at an appropriate stage of development to support and nurture it. This social framework is what Csikszentmihalyi refers to as 'the field' and will be examined in more detail later in the chapter. Kaufman (2016) states: "Theorizing about creativity will [therefore] be built on a constantly shifting foundation, as individuals and their works become ‘creative’ and ‘not creative’ over generations” (p.8). He asks for criteria that doesn’t change over time concluding that "the value of a person’s work may change from one generation to the next but its creativity cannot'"(p.8). 

Originally, creativity was considered a divine gift, as can be seen in the creativity myths of various societies. The Ancient Greeks believed creativity was inspired by the gods. They invented heavenly beings called ‘Muses' as its supervisors. Each Muse was a spirit that guided individuals towards creativity.
 According to the legend, Zeus, the reigning god in the Greek pantheon, fathered nine daughters who responsible for heroic or epic poetry, lyric and love poetry, sacred poetry, tragedy, comedy, music, dance, astronomy, and history (Simonton, 2001, p.3).
Kipling believed that a 'daemon' possessed him when he wrote, and it was from this that his creativity flowed. In Something of Myself (1990) he wrote: "after blocking out the main idea in my head the pen took charge and I, watched it begin to write stories" (p.71-72). Kipling's mode of thinking derives from Renaissance thought, as it was during the Renaissance period that creativity began to be regarded as stemming from the individual rather than from a divine source. This was a time when artists, scientists, and philosophers were developing an idea of man in charge of his own destiny and there was a gradual drift away from dependence on traditional authorities such as the church. This was a time when creativity was believed to be possible to attain through disciplined training; this evident through the emergence of Art academies to train students in how to be creative. Renaissance creativity was considered to derive from the use of past authors (antiquity) as models. "In fact, the artist, the poet and the writer in the Renaissance were not yet being judged for originality but rather for interpretation" (Godin, 2008, p.10). These Renaissance ideas were followed in the 18th century by Enlightenment thinkers who, having witnessed the discoveries of great men like Galileo, saw value in the scientific process and free thought.

Debates throughout the 18th century eventually came to four important, acceptable distinctions, which were to become the bedrock of our present day ideas about creativity: 1. Genius was divorced from the supernatural; 2. Genius, although exceptional, was a potential for every individual; 3. Talent and genius were to be distinguished from each other; 4. Their potential and ability to exercise depend on the political atmosphere at the time (this last distinction would not be recognised for many years, however). (Albert and Runco, 1997, p.26). 

It should be noted that the distinctions that Albert and Runco make are not clear-cut. It is not uncommon to witness talent and genius being treated as one and to see genius regarded as a gift from God. The general belief that creativity was either a divine gift or a technique to be learned meant that there was no call for studying creativity itself. Moreover, it was the development in the understanding of individual dispositions to learning and the emerging belief that creativity was possible for everyone that led to creativity becoming an interesting subject for research. 

These developments impacted on educational ideology. Meighan and Siraj-Blatchford (1997) define ideology as:

A broad interlocked set of ideas and beliefs about the world held by a group of people that they demonstrate in both behaviour and conversation to various audiences. These systems of belief are usually seen as 'the way things are' by the groups holding them, and they become the taken-for-granted way of making sense of the world (p.180).

Schools play an important part in the construction and persuasiveness of ideologies. Understanding their historical development, what was considered of most value and why is important in our understanding as to where creativity is positioned. Carr (1998) highlights the value of considering how the curriculum is impacted by educational ideologies stating:

In most contemporary curriculum discussions, the general ideological perspectives underlying contending curriculum views remain unarticulated and undisclosed and, therefore, serve to conceal the larger ideological assumptions that contaminate curriculum thinking and make ideologically dominant educational views seem unproblematic and self-evidently true (p.326).

Three key ideologies dominate thinking around the most appropriate curriculum content. Ball (2008) refers to these as: "the ‘classical-humanist', the ‘liberal-progressive' and the ‘modernist-vocational' ideologies" (p.11). These frames of reference have been adopted in the next section. Importantly, while these ideologies did emerge in chronological order, elements of all three remain today, each of them impacting the positioning and understanding of creativity in our schools.

Section 2 - Curriculum ideology
The classical-humanist ideology was dominant until the 18th century. It marks a belief that society, rather than the individual learner, should take centre stage. Education is considered to involve internalizing the values and knowledge of the culture and conformity with cultural norms. Its view of society is one “ruled by an elite group acting as the custodians of traditional values and universal truths” (Scott, 2006, p.118). Knowledge is regarded as a set of truths to be learned as transmitted by the teacher. There is a belief in the value of rigorous testing and pupils are grouped according to ability. Motivation is extrinsic, with an emphasis on discipline, while creativity and risk-taking are discouraged. The aim of education is to develop a society of rational and reflective individuals. Over time, classical humanistic education has become both more egalitarian and more liberal. 

The liberal-progressive ideology marked a shift away from focusing on objective knowledge towards recognising the importance of subjective experience. The purpose of education was not about imposing broader cultural values; rather the values that are held by the individual. Its philosophies were rooted in the works of such people as Jean-Jacques Rousseau and Friedrich Froebel. Rousseau’s (1712) philosophy of education still retains influence today. He believed that it is important for children to build up their sense of independence before they are confronted with the negative influences of society. He considered the evils of a man to be the result of the bad education that he has received. In his book, Emile, or On Education (1921) Rousseau reveals his concerns regarding the aims of education and the child. Emile, his fictitious pupil, is used by Rousseau to show how he believed a child should be educated and trained. This education emphasises spontaneity and naturalistic principles to enable individuals to preserve their fundamental nature and not to succumb to the evils of society. Rousseau devised a structured regime, governed by what was and what was not, in his view, appropriate for the child. This was dictated by the stage of development of the child. He considered that each developmental stage has special characteristics. Rousseau’s educational ideology emphasised the inner self and its connection with nature as opposed to rules and social constraints. Knowledge was regarded as being about self-awareness and experience rather than facts. There was a concern with learning processes rather than learning objectives. Progressives judge the worthiness of an educational approach by the effect it has on the behaviour and development of the learner. Educational institutions were regarded as responsible for not only the child’s development, but for the development of society itself. There was an emphasis on the notion of the individual’s free choice. Dewey (1938) was a central figure in this educational movement, referring to this approach as ‘new education'. In his book Experience and Education, he contrasted this with the traditional approach, which he believed emphasised the transmission of bodies of information and skills and considered students to be passive and obedient. He was a believer in the importance of the emotional, artistic, and creative aspects of human development, in which schools were social communities and co-operation was encouraged.

"The modernist-vocational ideology emerged with the introduction of mass schooling in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries" (Carr,1998, p.11). It was considered essential for education to be relevant to economic and social needs rather than cultural expectations. Emphasis was placed on preparing a workforce for the future. Its focus was on practical skills and instrumental knowledge. Vocational relevance was considered central to the curriculum. "It is also critical of traditional distinctions between education and training and between ‘high-status’ academic knowledge and ‘low-status’ practical knowledge" (Carr in Scott, 2003, p.119). It is supportive of a meritocratic society in which effort and open competition bring about reward. The best performers are those who succeed. Pupils are grouped according to vocational needs and given practical tests to assess skill.

Elements of each of these three ideologies exist today, their influence permeating curriculum, pedagogy, and personal values. These ideologies do not sit comfortably together, however, which inevitably creates tensions. Each has a different emphasis, from cultural conformity to economic regeneration and from academic excellence to practical skills as demonstrated through applied knowledge.

All these ideologies adhere to different definitions of knowledge. In classical humanism, knowledge is an end to itself and a means of maintaining the established social order. The liberal-progressives’ focus is on pupils learning from experience and constructing knowledge for themselves, while the concern of the modernist-vocationalists is on practical knowledge. These different ideologies not only impact our epistemology, but inevitably impact our attitude towards creativity, raising questions such as whether creativity is important and whether any specific form of knowledge exists that is more important for creative thinking. This research is complicated by the nature of the three concepts. Young (2008) highlights the fact that we now refer to living in a ‘knowledge society', but there is no explanation for what that really means. Government policy documents have been remarkably silent about what this knowledge is. Is it more of the old disciplinary knowledge, or is it a new kind of interdisciplinary knowledge that is more transient and localised? (Young, 2008, p.18).

Runco (2004) draws attention towards the distinction between two forms of knowledge, namely declarative and procedural, which he believes work together in creative cognition. ‘Declarative knowledge’ refers to the factual knowledge and information that a person possesses. ‘Procedural knowledge’, on the other hand, refers to knowing how to perform certain activities. The latter requires practical hands-on experience and is not knowledge that can be learned simply from reading or talking. Runco (2004) believes that "declarative and factual knowledge may supply the individual with options when he or she is solving problems, but at the same time can inhibit creative thinking if the individual looks only to established knowledge" (p.667). Researchers agree that while it is important to have some knowledge in a domain to be creative within it, but some researchers have warned that too much knowledge can stifle creativity (Schank,1988). 

Sawyer, (2012) states that the challenge is understanding how, "to help students master domain knowledge so that they are prepared to be creative using that knowledge - not simply to memorise it and regurgitate it on tests" (p.396). The following section questions whether it is possible to teach creativity and, if so, how this might best be achieved in schools.
Section 3 - The purpose of education and making space for creativity
It is my belief that if we are to be successful in nurturing creativity, it is imperative that we are confident in our understanding as to how it should be positioned relative to other concepts such as intelligence and knowledge and that we recognise the importance of the learning environment.
This section begins by deliberating the purpose of education and establishing where creativity should be positioned before moving on to set out the factors educationalists might consider if they wish to encourage creativity in schools. It questions whether it is possible to teach creativity, reflecting on what can be ascertained from both existing models of education and educational ideologies from the past. It considers what might be learnt from early year's practice and follows this with a consideration of creative learning initiatives for older children. This is followed by section 4 which explores the implications of assessment on creativity and concludes with section 5 which highlights the importance of situating creativity within a values framework.
What is the purpose of education?
Education does not have a single purpose. In fact, it has multiple objectives, such as preparing individuals for the workplace, encouraging a sense of cultural identity, building cultural and social awareness, and developing the personal self. As outlined in Chapter 2, history reveals that the purpose of education has shifted over time in a bid to respond to the prevailing view of society’s needs at each stage in its social development. Nonetheless, the concept of education as the acquisition of knowledge has been present since the beginning of the history of education. We appear to have entered into a situation in which, as Robinson (2006) states: “education places more emphasis on economic as against personal development” (TED talk). This emphasis is made clear by Villalba (2008), who states:

Education needs to accommodate to the new demands of a society that requires flexible workers, lifelong learners ready to adapt to a constantly changing environment. It is not only necessary to discover the talents of each individual and to get each individual to the maximum of his or her capacity, it is also necessary to give young people the adequate set of tools to exercise creativity (p.6).

As we shall see in the following chapter which examines education policy, the Coalition government in their 2010 White Paper signalled that their priorities were teaching and learning. It seems that there are as many opinions as to the purpose of education as there are about which kinds of knowledge are of most value. Within any system of schooling, there is a general notion of what it means to be an ‘educated person’; the knowledge, skills, and understandings that are considered important if an individual is to be considered ‘educated’ and where the emphasis should lie.

We are living in a world in which people are increasingly valued for their ability to think creatively and respond confidently to complex situations, yet in our schools the ability to give the correct answer is what is predominantly rewarded. Furthermore, society’s emphasis is placed more on extracting economic benefit from creative citizens and less on supporting these citizens to achieve personal fulfilment through accessing their own creativity. Robinson warns that learners are being educated out of creativity as they pass through the schooling system, which views education as the production of knowledge and skills for predetermined products and markets (Robinson, 2009). There is no doubting the importance of children developing the skills, knowledge, and dispositions that will best prepare them to become morally responsible members of the wider community. This does, however, make the issue of what should be taught and how it should be done fundamental to the very essence of educational progress.  

Creativity should primarily be valued as a social good. It not only contributes to an individual’s psychological health, but is beneficial to society more generally. Schools should be places where students feel able to experience the freedom and build the confidence to explore and discover for themselves. As such, educators should do all they can to enable learners to develop their creative confidence and become comfortable with risk-taking and uncertainty. According to Runco, (2004) these skills are valuable in that they offer individuals “The capacity to cope with the advances, opportunities, technologies, and changes that are a part of our current day-to-day lives” (p.658). The think-tank Demos (2008) stressed the need for the curriculum to nurture creativity so that pupils can contribute to the economy stating:

To realise the creative potential of all citizens, and to boost competitiveness in the knowledge economy, we must make radical changes to the education system. We must especially restructure the school curriculum to reflect forms of learning that develop creative ability (viii).

Sawyer (2006) highlights the fact that nurturing creativity in our schools is not without its challenges. He points out that, despite the recognised importance of creativity, schools do not adequately prepare young people to become creative thinkers. There is research to support his claim that our wider educational climate presents a challenge to creative endeavours: “education policies emphasising written summative examinations inhibit teacher innovation and reduce the possibility of student creativity” (Banaji et al., 2013, p.6). According to Robinson (2001):

We have a big problem at the moment - education is becoming so dominated by this culture of standardised testing, by a particular view of intelligence and by a narrow curriculum and education system, that we’re flattening and stifling some of the basic skills and processes that creative achievement depends on (cited in Azzam, 2009, p.25).

Sarason (1990) calls for educational reform, warning that consideration of these issues needs to be thorough and that “most educational reforms will fail unless the culture of the school will become the focus of change” (in Sahlberg, 2012, p.340). Andiliou and Murphy (2010) found that teachers believe that it is possible to teach and foster creativity, although more than half say that the school climate and curriculum guidelines prevent them from fostering student creativity (in Sawyer, 2013, p.390). It is essential that the value of creativity is acknowledged and that steps are taken to ensure that creativity is encouraged in our schools. The following section considers both past and current thinking as to whether creativity can be taught and questions what can be learnt from existing models.
Can creativity be taught?
It was in psychometric researchers, such as Guilford and Torrance, who first sought ways to measure creativity. Torrance (1981) was a firm believer that individuals can be trained to be creative and believed that we are surrounded by evidence of this creativity: 

A few years ago, it was commonly thought that creativity, scientific discovery, the production of new ideas, inventions, and the like had to be left to chance. Indeed, many people still think so. With today´s accumulated knowledge, however, I do not see how any reasonable, well-informed person can still hold this view. The amazing record of inventions, scientific discoveries and other creative achievements amassed through deliberate methods of creative problem solving should convince even the most stubborn sceptic (p.99).

Research since, however, has not delivered a consistent response to the question of whether people could be trained to be more creative. Martindale (1989) concluded that creativity cannot be taught, stating:

Attempts to train people to be more creative have not been very successful. This is rather surprising as it is clear enough what one needs to do in order to be creative. The problem is not that creativity is difficult to teach but that creativity is impossible to learn (p.226).
Despite Martindale’s statement, there remains a persistent level of disagreement regarding the question of whether creativity can be taught. This can be seen in factors such as the existence of a vast number of courses on offer, both in further education and online, aimed at building creativity, despite research papers denying that creativity can be taught in this way.

As we saw in section 1, tracing the historical development of education reveals changes in the ways that we teach and learn, as well as shifts in thinking about the nature of knowledge and about the importance of the learning environment. These developments reflect current thinking at the time, beginning with a belief that intelligence was fixed and not learnable. This thinking implied that teaching was simply the imparting of facts without attention to the methods used. In the past two decades, researchers have shown that intelligence can be developed and that, amongst other things, the mind-set of the learner has a significant role to play (Dweck,1986). Section 2 is written from the premise that creativity, like intelligence, can be taught and thus sets about exploring the factors that schools can influence. It begins by focusing on three crucial elements: the teaching approach; the learning environment; teacher attitude, and concludes by considering what might be learnt from existing educational models.
Teaching approach

Since the 1980s, there has been a growing interest in the learning process: “For nearly 20 years it has been known that students with more elaborated conceptions of learning perform better in public examinations at age 16” (Watkins, 2010, cited in Lucas, 2010, p.4). The most common approaches are those focusing on metacognition, the development of multiple intelligences, the development of learning dispositions, and problem solving. Lucas, (2010) explains how "early forms of learning to learn got into schools in the 1980s via the teaching of study skills"(p.3) then in the 1990s as part of emotional intelligence. 

Metacognition

Metacognition is about awareness of the processes involved in the learning process and then using this awareness to know which method is most appropriate for the task (Flavell,1976).  If we accept that creative thinking involves everyday processes rather than special abilities, then it follows that creativity is something that can, and should, be explicitly taught. What is necessary is for schools to develop an educational environment and educational practices to support it. Davis (1991) highlighted the value in teaching students about metacognition, which, put simply, refers to thinking about thinking stating:

 It is [...] important to help students metacognitively understand the topic of creativity (p.240). In turn, this increased understanding of creativity would increase creativity consciousness, demystify creativity, and increase creative ideas and products (Cited in Fasko, 2001, p.240). 
This acknowledgment of the importance of metacognition to learning was not new, with Guilford (1975) also having suggested that “the student be taught about the nature of his own intellectual resources, so that he may gain more control over them” (p.120). 

A classroom tool which has been widely adopted by schools to nurture learner metacognition is Edward de Bono's Six Thinking Hats (1985), a thinking tool which aims to clarify thinking through focusing a learner's attention on one direction of thinking at a time. Each hat represents either facts, creativity, cautions, benefits, feelings or process. De Bono's idea, although controversial, was that teaching pupils 'how to think' would facilitate critical thinking, collaboration, communication and creativity. He coined the term 'lateral thinking' interchangeably with creative thinking; his view being that the brain organises information into patterns which need to be disrupted to encourage novel, new ideas. He advocated the practising of specific lateral thinking techniques examples being: challenging assumptions, generating alternatives, suspending judgement and brainstorming. He considered the ability to ‘think laterally’ as the distinguishing feature of creative people from non-creative people. There are, however, critics of his work one being Weisberg (2006). Weisberg argues that creators build past experience rather than the thinking processes De Bono proposes. Furthermore, a significant limitation of the De Bono approach is the shortage of research in support of his work. Indeed, Sternberg (2005) points out that there is no empirical evidence to validate these strategies. Certainly, no studies have concluded that lateral (or parallel) thinking is effective as a creativity enhancement tool, although there is a clear benefit in bringing a fresh approach to a situation to explore new possibilities. ‘Group brainstorming’ is still widely used despite research having repeatedly highlighted its comparative ineffectiveness to that of individuals generating ideas alone. (Nijstad et al., 2006).

Recent advances in neuroscience offer promising insights and have supported the use of cognitive techniques in the classroom such as brainstorming, and Edward de Bono’s ‘mind maps’ and ‘thinking hats´. Most notable are the findings by Takeuchi (2010) that the physical structures of the brains of creative individuals are different from those of others, with the brains of creatives containing significantly more white matter than the comparison group. Within the brain, neuron cell bodies are referred to as ‘grey matter’ and appear greyish in colour, while the axons that connect the neurons to each other are covered with a fatty sheath that appears white in colour. Interestingly, further studies have concluded that, with training, it is possible to change the structure of the brain, rather than our capacity for creativity being fixed at an early age:

The emerging science of the brain is significantly changing the way we view these issues. We now understand that, with the right kind of stimulation and activity, the brain can dramatically change and remodel itself to become more efficient and effective in processing information, paying attention, remembering, thinking creatively, and solving novel problems (Hardy et al., 2009, p.3).
It follows that the field of neuroscience will have a valuable contribution to make to our understandings of creativity in the future. Progress in our understanding of brain plasticity is revealing the importance of the provision of environmental enrichment (OECD, 2002). Another concept that has impacted on thinking and practice in education has been the theory of multiple intelligences. In this theory, creativity is referred to as “a way of applying intelligence” (Gardner, 1983).

Multiple intelligences

The theory of multiple intelligences, which was referred to in more detail in Chapter 2, was developed in 1983 by Howard Gardner, who regarded each type of intelligence as a separate system of functioning, all of which work together to produce intelligent performance. The primary value of this approach is its recognition that there are many forms of intelligence, not simply those measured by the standard IQ test which simply measures logical and linguistic intelligence. Individuals are believed to possess a unique blend of the various intelligences that contribute to their personal predilections and abilities. This recognition has encouraged educators to look at ways of working which fully develop each child´s own intelligences. Gardner (1999) set out conditions that supported his theory of learning. These included:

· Readiness - an awareness, curiosity and motivation;

· Culture - recognizing the importance of the educational environment;

· Collaboration - new approaches will benefit from discussion with others;

· Choice - meaningful choice within the curriculum, and;

· Arts - a programme rich in visual and musical arts.
The question is, where does creativity fit? Is intelligence a necessary prerequisite for creativity, or does creativity lead to intelligence? Howard Gardner believed that it was not intelligence, but personality that was the most significant predictor of whether an individual would be creative or not: "The most finely- honed set of intelligences are unlikely to yield creative products unless the individual also exhibits certain traits of personality" (Russo, 2004, p.179). This has implications for the way that we approach creativity in our schools and supports an emphasis being on creativity as playing an important role in personal development. This is reinforced by Claxton’s (2006) work on nurturing learning dispositions. 

Development of learning dispositions

Claxton (2006) warned that we should not be simply adding lessons in lateral thinking on top of a core curriculum that is traditional in its orientation. He, like Gardner, recognised the importance of developing an appropriate school culture, yet one that focuses on learning dispositions rather than simply focusing on developing thinking skills.
The term ‘dispositions’ is synonymous with other terms used in literature on creativity such as ‘characteristic’, ‘quality, ‘attribute’ and ‘habits of mind’. Claxton highlights eight dispositions that he considers crucial and which he refers to as ‘the Magnificent Eight’:

· Curiosity: wonderment, scepticism and questioning;
· Courage: risk-taking, persistence and patience;
· Investigation: attending, researching and experimenting;
· Experimentation: rehearsing, playing and re-drafting;
· Imagination: visualisation, mental rehearsal and intuition;
· Reason: disciplined thinking, analysing and critiquing;
· Sociability: collaboration, talking and giving and receiving feedback, and;
· Reflection: strategizing, evaluating and self-awareness (2008; p.122).

Other theorists such as Treffinger et al. (2002) have created their own lists of dispositions and have advocated their use as starting points for assessment, although a problem with this approach lies in its focus being on the individual and its exclusion of external factors. This is especially significant given the collaborative nature of creativity. Nonetheless, "the embedding of creative (and other learning) dispositions into lessons actually raises achievement, with attempts to enhance creativity and develop more powerful learners leading to increases in measured test results" (Watkins, 2010; in Lucas et al., 2013, p.9). The question of how to assess creativity is the focus of Part 2 of this chapter.
Problem solving

This approach connects creativity to experiential learning in the belief that creativity arises through exploration and discovery. Feldhusen and Treffinger (1980) proposed that: “experience with discovery learning enhances creative performance by forcing the learner to manipulate the environment and produce new ideas” (cited in Rashmi, 2012, p.192). There are many teaching methods designed to enhance problem solving. There remains uncertainty as to the extent to which knowledge and practice of these techniques can be transferred across disciplinary boundaries, however. Furthermore, creativity does not always require problem solving.
What is clear from this section is the importance of a creative pedagogy. Mayer (1989) stated that: "creative teaching occurs when a teacher teaches subject matter in ways that help students to transfer what they have learned to creative problem solving” (p.203). He defined creative learning as “when students use active learning strategies for mentally representing new material in ways that lead to problem solving transfer” (cited in Sawyer, 2012, p.401). It is however not sufficient simply to focus on pedagogy as the learning environment is a powerful influence. This is the focus of the next section.

The learning environment
According to social constructivist and socio-cultural accounts, learning is viewed as an individual and social activity in which interactions with others and the external environment are conducive to learning (Truman, 2011, p.2). 

Beghetto et al. (2007) distinguish between two classroom-learning models according to their approach to knowledge and learning which they refer to as teacher-centred and learner-centred. The latter refers to classrooms where children are encouraged to draw on their own experiences as against relying on the teacher to impart knowledge. The first model therefore requires a largely passive response from learners, thus risking a lack of active engagement with learning. It follows that schools need to ensure that knowledge is an active process and that learners are not simply required to memorise facts. Amabile (2011) describes how a school environment that stresses memorisation over freedom of thinking affected even Einstein's enjoyment of learning describing how he:
…felt so overwhelmed by the strict examination period at his militaristic boarding school that he almost lost interest in science altogether. It wasn’t until he fortuitously failed an exam and subsequently enrolled in an academy emphasising individual thought that his creativity truly began to flourish (p.4). 
Evidence such as this, however anecdotal, suggests that attention needs to be focused on ways to ensure that creativity is supported in our schools and that we encourage learners both to explore alternatives and be open to new experiences. Creativity is complex and requires a variety of skills and competencies to develop - it is not simply an intellectual process. As Amabile points out, creativity is not simply a case of ‘thinking creatively’; it also requires expertise and motivation. Furthermore, she adds that this motivation should be intrinsic to the individual; people will feel most creative when they choose to engage in the activity for the challenge and enjoyment rather than motivation coming from elsewhere. Ageyev (2012) warns of the damage that exposure to a rigid education system can bring. He believes it is the rigid “organisation of the education, which suppresses the free personality and ‘destroys’ its intellectual elite” (p.2). It seems that freedom such as that described does not necessarily sit easily within an institution.  Runco (2004) warns that: "It is because it is so strongly tied to originality and original behaviour is always contrary to norms, all creativity is a kind of deviance. No wonder there is frequent stigma attached to creativity" (p.677).
Sternberg and Lubart (1991) tested the role of creative intelligence in creativity in several studies. They believed that creativity was not innate, but could be taught and was dependant on individuals developing attitudes conducive to creativity. They proposed an ‘investment theory’ of creativity, wherein being creative is a decision in the same way as investing would be. According to them, creative people are those who are prepared to take risks often following lines of thought that do not sit comfortably in the established context. They assert that teachers should aim to:

· Develop the kind of intelligence that enables learners to not only identify problems but also find solutions to these problems;

· Encourage aptitudes for selecting from existing knowledge;

· Enable learners to enjoy looking at things from different angles, thereby promoting the development of new associations and connections;

· Encourage tolerance for ambiguity and an inner confidence that enables them to take risks and believe in themselves, and;

· Enable learners to feel motivated, although this motivation should come primarily from within rather than relying on extrinsic rewards, and this should take place in an environment supportive of creative expression (in Craft 2001, p.21). 
The environment should be supportive enough to encourage individuals to explore and take risks in their learning and should include consideration of the way time is structured. Claxton (1999) highlights the generative aspect of creativity and stresses the importance of sufficient time being allowed for the creative process. Another crucial element, however, is the teacher’s attitude towards the creative process. This is the subject of the following section.

Teachers’ attitudes
In 1991, Fryer and Collings reported that research into teachers' attitudes towards creativity had been somewhat neglected. Subsequent research however highlighted that teachers would benefit from critically reflecting on both their definitions of creativity and their choice of pedagogy. Davies et al. (2013) concluded that there was evidence to suggest: "that teachers hold a range of preconceptions about creativity and pedagogy which need to be unpicked as part of the professional learning process" (p.88). 

Uncovering these preconceptions is a key focus for this study. Existing research into the personality correlations of creativity gives support to the idea that there is something special about ‘creative’ people in that they demonstrate such things as openness to new experiences, flexibility and a preparedness to take risks. Some traits connected to creativity however such as non-conformity have been shown to be regarded as undesirable by teachers within a classroom context. Getzel and Csikszentmihalyi (1973) noted that those labelled ‘creative’ were considered to have less self-control, less concern for social approval, and were less likely to conform to socially accepted norms. Stone (1980) showed that even in Grade 2, "children who scored highest on tests of creativity were the ones most often in trouble with teachers" (Cropley, 2001, p.137). Sternberg and Lubart (1991) found that teachers rarely rewarded creativity in classrooms. Westby and Dawson (1995) concluded that “Judgements for the favourite student were negatively correlated with creativity whereas judgements for the least favourite student were positively correlated with creativity” (p.1). It follows that there would be a benefit in making teachers’ preconceptions about creativity more open to discussion throughout a teacher's career and particularly during initial teacher education. Furthermore, these findings indicate that we might be stifling creativity not only by our attitudes and practices but by presenting learning environments that are not conducive to creativity. Considerations such as these have important implications for the future of creativity in our schools, especially given Feldhusen and Treffinger’s (1975) conclusion that:

Potentially creative students might learn to conform so as to improve the teacher-student relationship […] This filter may allow only the most behaviourally adaptable creative students to succeed within the traditional education system (p.8) 
Child development - what we can learn from existing education models.
Recent years have seen interesting initiatives that have attempted to promote creativity in older learners. These have, however, tended to place their focus more on creative thinking skills and less on the learning environment itself. There has been a move towards developing domain specific creative skills. Two recent examples are the Let’s Think programme that was developed for raising thinking abilities and CASE (Cognitive Acceleration Through Science Education) both introduced by Shayer and Adey (2002). In the former, quality of thinking was used as the main criteria for assessing the outcome. The Let’s Think programme was shown to be successful in developing "the scientific creativity of secondary school students and the effects were not necessarily immediate, but tended to be long-lasting" (in Lin et al. 2003, p.143). 
Kim (2011) reviewed creativity via the Torrance tests of creative thinking, including pupils from kindergarten through to adults. "Analysis of the normative data showed that creative thinking scores remained static or decreased, starting at sixth grade. Results also indicated that since 1990, even as IQ scores have risen, creative thinking scores have significantly decreased" (p.285). This decline in creativity is unlikely to be simply due to either the teaching approach, environmental context, or teachers’ attitudes; rather it is more likely to be influenced by a combination of these factors. Kim (2011) suggests that this result might be an indicator of the increasing pressure on schools to focus on enabling their pupils to perform well in examinations, which means an emphasis on convergent instead of divergent thinking. 

If we are to be serious in our quest to nurture creativity, we need to deepen our understanding as to what can be done to counter this decline. "Adolescents are an important but often neglected population in creativity" (Lassig, 2013, p.3) yet Rothenberg (1990) highlights this period as critical for the development of creative capacity. This section looks at educational models that have been deemed successful in nurturing creativity, albeit for younger learners, to determine what could be applied to older learners.
Creative learning is connected to progressive philosophies that place the child at the heart of the education process and where children are guided through experiences that encourage creative exploration. Examples of educational practices that are widely understood to stimulate creativity have often been taken from early year's education, such as the Montessori and the Reggio Emilia approaches. These approaches see freedom as the single most important factor in allowing children to develop as spontaneous, creative individuals; the encouragement of ‘playfulness’ and a willingness to take risks being considered central to building creativity. Certainly, Einstein saw creativity as intelligence having fun - perhaps it is the focus on play that makes creativity easier for young learners to access. The following section considers the underlying educational philosophies of these approaches, looking particularly at the various ways creativity has been framed in educational practice. 
The Reggio Emilia approach
The Reggio Emilia approach (Edwards et al. 2011) was developed by a teacher, Loris Malaguzzi, after World War II with the co-operation of the parents of Reggio Emilia in Italy when they felt the need for a new form of education. This approach focuses much more on social collaboration than individuals, with children working together in groups. This is a child-led project approach where the activities are led by the child rather than planned by the teacher. Projects structure the children’s and teachers’ learning experiences. There is a firm belief that learning by doing is of great importance and that collaborative experiences are central. Reggio Emilia practitioners place emphasis on the learning environment, regarding it as the ‘third teacher’, a flexible environment in which teachers and children create knowledge together. The first teachers are the child’s parents or main caregivers who guide their child’s learning, then the class teacher who assumes the role of researcher, exploring the learning environment alongside the child. There is recognition that children use many ways to express their thoughts and creativity, which is referred to by Malaguzzi as “The hundred languages of children” (cited in Edwards et al., 1993, p.6). 

Education is considered a communal activity in this model, with children and adults working together. There is no planned curriculum or standards to achieve, as "these would push our schools towards teaching without learning” (Malagazzi, 1993, p.8). Knowledge itself is perceived as being socially constructed, with a belief in the existence of multiple forms of knowledge and a focus on the process of learning. Rinaldi (1993) warns of the dangers of focusing on the product: “The potential of children is stunted when the endpoint of their learning is formulated in advance” (p.104).
The Montessori approach
Dr Maria Montessori opened her first school in 1907. To her, learning was a process of discovery, with the child’s natural curiosity directing their learning. Children were allowed to choose their activities, but these activities were developmentally appropriate and were set in a carefully prepared environment. Learning was regarded as involving all five senses, with emphasis not being placed on the assimilation of facts but on the mind and cultivating the child’s own desire to learn.

Both the Reggio Emilia and the Montessori approaches were responses to a perceived need for a new kind of learning to prepare children for the future. Although these differ in many ways - the Reggio Emilia approach being about collaborative co-learning and problem solving, whereas the Montessori approach adopts a more individualised learning approach - what they do have in common is the belief that the environment is crucial to learning. Both differ in their assumptions about the origin, nature and limits of knowledge, with Montessori practitioners believing that children will simply absorb knowledge if the appropriate environment is provided, whereas Reggio Emilia practitioners take a social constructivist approach, believing a child constructs his or her own knowledge base through a carefully planned though emergent curriculum. 

Nonetheless, creativity does not take place in isolation. Despite their differences, both approaches shed light on the importance of an environment within which children are given a sense of empowerment and allowed to make choices within carefully defined boundaries. In both, mistakes are not seen as ‘bad’ but as essential for learning, while the process of learning is paramount and creative learning is a prerequisite for creativity. Neither approach is about unbridled encouragement of free expression; rather a structured system that offers freedom to choose within prescribed limits. 

There is much that can be learned from these approaches that might be appropriate for older pupils. "Adolescence is a time of important changes in the structure and function of the brain; other than the first three years of life, no other developmental stage is characterized by more dramatic changes" (Steinberg, 2011 in Roaten and Roaten, n.d, p.3). Recent research into the adolescent mind has revealed that both the learning environment and the learning experiences and activities should be central considerations when educating adolescents. Jensen (2010) states, “Nature made the brains of adolescents excitable. Their brain chemistry is tuned to be responsive to everything in the environment. That’s what makes them susceptible to thrill-seeking” (p.1). 

The above findings would suggest that creative thinking scores should increase during adolescence, especially given the increase in domain knowledge and experience. As referred to earlier, however, Kim (2011) concluded that creativity, when measured by the Torrance tests of creative thinking, has been shown to remain static or even decrease from sixth grade onwards. This result could be attributed to a problem with measurement, but some researchers suggest that this might be due to children’s increasing susceptibility to other viewpoints and a desire to conform, or at least not stand out. Sternberg and Lubart (1995) for example, state that creativity is often: "harder to find in older children and adults because their creative potential has been suppressed by a society that encourages intellectual conformity” (p.93). These findings are a concern, especially given reports that "adolescence could be the critical period for development of creative capacity" (Rothenberg, 1990; in Lassig, 2012, p.6). Burgess and Addison’s study (2007) concluded that secondary-aged pupils appreciated a structured and supported environment, stating “The provision of ‘safe’ structure appears to be particularly important to enable pupils to take risk, to think creatively and critically and to question” (p.85). Their findings are supportive of the environments proposed by great educational thinkers such as Montessori, who, as previously cited, proposed a ‘freedom with guidance’ approach to learning. It is evident that a creative environment does not mean a disorganised or chaotic one; rather an enabling environment where teachers provide appropriate learning conditions alongside appropriate expectations, creating an environment that supports what Amabile (2006) refers to as ‘intrinsic motivation’. Boden (2010) describes this as “The freedom of creative thought is not the absence of constraints, but their imaginative yet disciplined development” (p.102).
This section began by questioning the purpose of education and concluded by exploring what educational practice in the early years has revealed about ways that creativity might be nurtured in older learners. It is imperative to take heed of what we can learn from past practice as we explore how we might best encourage creativity across all age groups. The most persuasive ideas that have emerged from past and present theory and practice are that creative education will benefit from being placed at the forefront of curriculum planning. We should make use of recent findings in the fields of neuroscience and continue in our quest to understand both what is involved in the thinking process and how this connects with knowledge itself. A further important question is whether there is any value in teaching creative thinking skills alone, or whether it should always be part of a learning experience. Indeed, it could be argued that the reduction of creativity to a thinking skill has little merit and has simply been sparked by the need to capture and assess it. A further complication of the concept of creativity is that its identification and assessment are more complex due to it being anchored in a social and historical framework
The following section considers assessment, questions whether educationists should be attempting to assess creativity, and asks what it is about the creative product that makes it so difficult to assess.  

Section 4 - The question of assessment
Craft (2003) states that “The idea of the concept of creativity being at all limited, is paradoxical in itself. For it seems that creativity is an open-ended concept, concerned with the development and application of possibilities and thus inherently unlimited” (p.117-118). This leads us to question whether we should be defining creativity at all, as any definition imposes limitations. This question is not easy to answer. The open-ended nature of creativity, along with the fact that it is not a simple concept to pin down, has meant that the question of how to assess it, if at all, has become one of the most controversial topics in creativity research. Assessment is only appropriate if it is accompanied by a belief that creativity can be taught. Black and Wiliam's (2001) definition of assessment has been chosen for this thesis. They state: "assessment refers to all those activities undertaken by teachers, and by their students in assessing themselves, which provide information to be used as feedback to modify the teaching and learning activities in which they are engaged” (p.1).
It is important to recognise instances where any assessment of creativity might be worthwhile. Do we, for example, wish to assess creativity so that the results can provide an opportunity for comparing its achievement across schools or, do we want the results to inform our practice so that we are more likely to understand which educational practices and approaches are most likely to have a positive impact on the development of creativity? Notably, one benefit of measurement is that any ensuing data may be useful to teachers when devising educational programmes to support learning.
Assessing creativity is however, fraught with complexity. The ‘creative product’ can be something tangible, such as a design, a composition or artwork. It can also be intangible, such as an idea. This variation means that measurement is not simple, but it nonetheless signals a point for reflection on assessment. An OECD working paper, Progression in student creativity in school (2013), reveals how a benefit of assessment is that it  makes seeking a definition for creativity necessary. Connected to this, the authors, Lucas et al. (2013) conclude that the benefits of assessment are:
Teachers are more able to be more precise and confident in developing young people’s creativity, and learners are better able to understand what it is to be creative (and to use this understanding to record evidence of their progress (p.1).

When seeking to understand the meaning of creativity, it is important to recognise that creativity itself is situated in a time and a place: what one society might understand to be 'creative' at a given point in time may not correlate with the definition of creativity colloquially adopted by another society at a different stage in its development. In agreement, Csikszentmihalyi (1988) stresses that creativity must be studied in terms of an individual acting within a social and historical context. Throughout history there have been many occasions where a creative product or outcome hasn't been recognised for its creative value until a later point in time. For example, the artist Vincent Vam Gogh, whilst celebrated today for his creatively artistic masterpieces, was virtually unknown during his lifetime, selling only one painting while he was alive. Kleiman (2005) highlighted this aspect of creativity - that its processes, most particularly its products, are socially situated and socially constructed. Similarly, in 1994 Boden had recognised that novelty and value, the essential components of creativity, are relative judgements. It follows that the criteria for assessment are historically contingent with our ideas of what counts as creativity changing over time and across communities, cultural groupings, class, and so forth. Secondly, as Sternberg et al. (2005) suggest, it is important to recognise the important role the environment plays in the creative process:

Creativity may be viewed as taking place in the interaction between a person and the person´s environment…we cannot fully judge that person´s creativity independent of the field and the temporal context in which the person works (p.351). 
The importance of context in assigning any 'value' to creativity means that defining creativity might be very difficult, even impossible, to access in terms of the results that might be obtained from sitting in an examination hall. Despite this, attempts have nonetheless been made by researchers to measure creativity. Agreement on the most appropriate tool for measurement is not simple, however with a variety of tools being used. Indeed, while there are such attempts to measure creativity all these forms of assessment have been criticised, especially when it comes to the question of their validity and reliability. To date, most measurements of creativity have centred on the Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking (TTCT) (Torrance, 1974). These tests were devised to identify children with high creative potential through measuring divergent thinking. Sawyer (2006) pointed out, however, that “some scholars have serious concerns about their reliability and validity” (p.49). A primary problem with divergent thinking tests is that creativity has been shown not simply to rely on divergent thinking alone, but requires convergent thinking as well:

Creative achievement requires a complex combination of DT, convergent thinking, critical evaluation and other abilities and creative people are good at switching back and forth at different points in the creative process (p.51).

Accordingly, it would thus be wrong to think that those who produce a larger number of ideas are more creative than those who might produce fewer ideas but of a higher quality.

Research has been influential in the practice of assessment. Boud and Falchikov (2006) suggested that "there are two purposes or forms of assessment - formative and summative. Where the latter ultimately provides certification of achievement at the end of a course, the former is designed to support learning to improve understanding and practice" (p.401). Black and Wiliam (1998) believe that policy treats the classroom as a ‘black box’ where certain inputs are fed in with the intention of generating positive outputs, such as an increase in pupils’ knowledge. They describe inputs as “pupils, teachers, other resources, management rules and requirements, parental anxieties, tests with pressures to score highly, and so on” (p.1). They highlight that what is going on inside the box remains uncertain unless there is formative assessment alongside it; furthermore, they believe that it is only through this form of assessment that teachers will know the impact of their teaching and be able to ascertain whether any adjustment of teaching and learning practices is required. Certainly, there has been a tendency for the government to emphasise summative assessment where students are labelled as ‘successful’ if they can provide academic results that can be judged through empirical means, i.e. to focus on the output alone. This emphasis on remembering facts means that there is too little attention placed on the learning process, leaving little room for creativity. Gergen and Dixon-Román (2012) found that current testing practices have negatively impacted on teaching and learning processes, resulting in a narrowing of the curriculum and pedagogical methods. An education system focused on learners knowing the correct answer to a given problem is less likely to encourage risk-taking and problem solving. As part of their criticism, Gergen and Dixon-Román blamed summative assessment for reduced levels of motivation and engagement they found in both teachers and students. Another of their comments was that any measurement of creativity within education is inherently socially divisive. This conclusion was reinforced by Burnard and White (2008). Building on previous arguments, they said that not only was the emphasis on test results detrimental to society, but that the performativity discourse; a term used by Ball (2008) to describe society’s obsession with statistics, testing, grades, and goals in England; had effectively hijacked creativity discourse. 
As an interesting comparison, it is worth noting that recent years have witnessed Asian nations like Singapore reforming their education system due to a belief that their education system was neglecting creativity, with popular book titles such as Why Asians Are Less Creative than Westerners (Ng, 2001) and Can Asians Think? (Mahbubani, 2002). It follows that the impact of culture on creativity should not be underestimated, because any response from an expert in the field is inherently subjective. Amabile (1982) adopted a model called the ‘consensual assessment technique’, wherein “a product or idea is creative to the extent that experts agree it is creative’ (Hennessey and Amabile, 1988, p.14). Any judgement will however, be influenced by a myriad of other, often irrelevant, factors. It is subsequently also worth noting that the current testing system, which focuses on the individual as an isolated unit and pays little attention to collaborative outcomes, is bound to have a negative impact on creativity. This is because creative outcomes often come about through group work, sharing and building on others’ ideas. 
Stoycheyva (1996) found that teacher's confidence when making assessments of their pupil's work was impacted by the subject they taught with art and design teachers being more confident than teachers of other disciplines. In addition, Runco and Bahleda (1987) discovered that creativity was expressed by artists and scientists in very different ways concluding that:

there were significant differences between judgements artistic and scientific creativity. Artists said they felt that scientific discovery was ‘thorough’ and ‘patient’, and that artistic creativity involved emotions, imagination and expressiveness…Different groups seem to have quite different implicit theories of creativity (p.674).
These findings expose the trustworthiness of assessment and the need for further research in understanding exactly what creativity might look like in different domains.
There are many types of creativity, just as Gardner argues that there are many types of intelligence and there is no one simple formula for assessment. Craft (2001) noted that: "In the CAPE (UK) study some teachers prefer not to have creativity defined as they feel that this will limit the extent to which pupils will be encouraged to show a wide range of creative responses" (p.25). In 1996, Amabile proposed that the appeal of creativity as a social objective has been reduced because of too much emphasis on creative process, as opposed to product, and the simultaneous undermining of the creative product. Whilst exploring the reasons behind this focus on creative process over creative product, Isaksen (1988) believed that the creative product had received so little attention because people mistakenly believe they know what is ‘creative’ when they see it. Building on this, one could argue that any such belief is inherently impossible because creativity is expressed differently in different disciplines. 
The psychological grounding of creativity is evident through the dominant model of assessing it via psychometric cognitive and personality tests. In Creativity: find it, promote it, QCA turned their attention away from the creative product and towards the creative process. They suggested: "that it is possible to identify when pupils are thinking and behaving creatively in the classroom" and listed some of the pedagogical activities that might encourage creativity providing the following framework: 

· questioning and challenging;

· making connections and seeing relationships;

· envisaging what might be;

· exploring ideas, keeping options open, and;

· reflecting critically on ideas, actions and outcomes" (QCA, 2004 in Briggs, 2015, p.18).

It thus follows that if attention is turned away from the creative product towards exploration of the creative process, this move might hold the key to methods of assessment that are free from the limitations of externally imposed targets.

The fact that there is a range of responses to questions concerning assessment means that there is still much to be done in ascertaining what it is about creativity that is worth pursuing and encouraging and ultimately, what it is about creativity that we value both as individuals and as members of society. There is a danger that we are so intent on promoting creativity that we do so in a manner that is not located within a broader framework that takes account of social context and inherent ethics. This is vital given that the primary purpose of education referred to earlier in this chapter was the need to produce social beings who are mindful and considerate towards others. This need is arguably more relevant than ever given the increased societal emphasis on entrepreneurship and competition. Sawyer (2006) points out that cultural change always involves creativity and that any transformation of cultural practices and ideas of appropriateness must be of value to a community. The following section looks at the reason why considering values is crucial in our pursuit of creativity.
Section 5: Creativity and values
Schools are places where society´s values are reinforced, so it is important that agreement is reached as to the values and the type of creativity that we are choosing to promote in our schools. Baucus et al. (2008) identified four serious ethical issues concerning creativity: (a) breaking rules; (b) challenging authority; (c) creating conflict, competition and stress; and (d) taking risks. Unfortunately, not only does creativity sometimes arise from behaviours regarded as negative by society, but it also does not necessarily result in positive outcomes. Csikszentmihalyi (1996) warns that it is the desire to make progress that brings with it its own dangers: “the main threats to our survival as a species, the very problems we hope creativity will solve, were brought about by yesterday´s creative solutions” (p.318). Arguably, there is a genuine risk that in our desire to embrace creativity, we may inadvertently do so outside a moral framework. Craft (2006) warns of the danger of promoting creativity without reference to the underlying values we promote in doing so:

Creativity developed without wisdom, may not serve children, their families and communities, and the wider social and cultural groupings to which they belong - and thus may be seen as a questionable endeavour (p.344).
Sternberg (2003) also points to the need for creativity to be balanced by ‘wisdom’, and for wisdom to ensure that creativity serves the common good: “The members of a field are devoted to advancing the hegemony of their domain without much regard for the rest of the culture” (p.322).

Kampylis and Valtanen (2010) argued for a holistic approach to creativity in which intentions and values are emphasised, they refer to this throughout their work as ‘conscientious creativity’. Like Craft (2001) they emphasise the importance of attaining a sense of morality, particularly given the subjective nature of how we evaluate what is and what is not valuable. Earlier in this thesis, reference was made to Guilford’s belief that the value of creativity is its ability to increase an individual’s personal happiness. This is evident when he states:
This volume provided substantial evidence that there is indeed a creativity movement and that it now has nearly world-wide proportions. This is a hopeful situation, for a world population of creative solvers should be more productive and happy as well as more self-confident and more tolerant and, therefore, more peaceful (Guilford in Raina 1980, foreword).
His underlying assumption that creative people are more tolerant and peaceful is questionable.
Summary
This chapter has examined ideas about the possibility of educating for creativity. It raises the fact that creativity appears to sit more comfortably in early years' classrooms and has questioned whether we are making full use of our understandings of how creativity can best be developed in adolescence. It asks whether it is the focus on the creative product, rather than the creative process itself, that is the main barrier to progress. It concludes by calling for a focus on values and a reminder that we need to nurture ´conscientious creativity´, or what Craft (2008) refers to as ‘wise’ creativity. It is important that we critically reflect on the values and ideologies underpinning our education system. Carr (2004) highlights this when he states: “The discourse of educational debate is never neutral. However covertly and however implicitly it always promotes some educational values and marginalises others” (p.35).

This chapter began by tracing the philosophical development of educational thinking surrounding the concept of creativity. Education cannot be neutral as if it ignores the political aspects of education, it by default supports the dominant paradigm which informs the socio-political aspects of the education system. Avis (2014) points out that although some policies are progressive in orientation, progressivism and liberal values are ultimately being stifled by deeply engraved conservatism. 

Questions as to what to teach and how to teach it are important philosophical and political questions. With schools having been given more freedom over their curriculum, the decisions that head teachers make regarding such matters as the emphasis to place on creativity will become of even greater importance. It is therefore imperative to question the underlying ideological assumptions that are often concealed in statements or in policy texts. Robinson (2004) warns:

Our system on education is predicated on old assumptions about the supply and demand for labour. New models of education for the post-industrial economies are struggling to emerge in many parts of the world. These models are being shaped by new patterns of work, by the accelerated impact of technologies and by new ways of living (p.23).

Robinson considered creativity to hold the key to genuine transformation of both the individual and society due to its association with new ideas, solutions or products. In 1997, he was commissioned by the UK government to advise on how creativity could be developed through schooling. His report, All Our Futures: Creativity, Culture and Education (1999) will be discussed in the following chapter. Robinson’s (2004) call for a fresh approach to learning that is more fitting for the future contrasts with that of Michael Gove who while acting as Education Secretary referred to the progressive approach to education as being:

This misplaced ideology has let down generations of children. It is an approach to education that has been called progressive, but in fact is anything but. It privileges temporary relevance over a permanent body of knowledge which should be passed on from generation to generation [...] We need to tackle this misplaced ideology wherever it occurs (Guardian, 09/05/2008).

Gove’s comment reveals his view that learning is simply concerned with convergent thinking over students being encouraged to build their own knowledge. He provides an example of the classical-humanist ideology with his emphasis on the transmission of facts and universal truths to be learned. In blaming the progressive approach to learning, he dismisses the more practical hands-on approach of both the progressive and the modernist-vocationalist ideologies:

The vocational curriculum in England has since the early 1980s embodied most of the characteristics associated with the progressive model. This has, in a sense, been part of the problem in relation to vocational programmes achieving parity of esteem with 'academic' courses such as GCE A Levels (Avis, 2014, p.47).

Over the last two decades, creativity has been embraced by cultural policy makers and promoted by the creative industries, moves that have implications for the way it is perceived. The creative industries firmly link creativity with the economy and can be defined as “industries which have their origin in individual creativity, skill and talent and which have a potential for wealth and job creation through the generation and exploitation of intellectual property” (Higgs et al., 2008, p.3). Despite this definition, however, there is a lack of clarity as to what it means. If we are to pursue creativity then we must be aware what it is that we are seeking to embrace and exercise caution as to what underlying values we are pursuing. We should not focus our attention on solely learning facts or even developing creativity without first considering the implications of the creative outcome on others. Ultimately schools have a responsibility to support their pupils in how to make wise decisions. 
Chapter 4 explores the choices made by the government and in particular how they are presented in the form of education policy. It considers contemporary educational policy, focusing on policy documents and the curriculum and examines the underlying values while doing so. Key government policy, notably All Our Futures (DfEE,1999) and Expecting the Unexpected: Developing Creativity in Primary and Secondary Schools (Ofsted, 2003) firmly link their definition of creativity with ‘value’, although what ‘value’ means is left only partially defined: Creativity is defined as: "imaginative activity fashioned so as to produce outcomes that are both original and of value” (NACCCE, 1999, p.30).
I question whether the type of creativity the government is pursuing is one that is driven by the desire to produce happy, confident, creative problem-solvers such as those Guilford describes, or whether policy is primarily being promoted for its economic value. I begin the chapter by defining what is meant by ‘educational policy’.
CHAPTER 4:
EDUCATION POLICY
Policy is complex, interactive and multi-layered. The primary aim of this chapter is to uncover the values, both overt and covert, inherent in key education policy documents focused on creativity, and to explore the implications of these underpinning values on schools. Values are fundamental beliefs that guide our choices and behaviours. Teachers juggle multiple policies and competing demands and the ways in which they choose to interpret policies is crucial and inherently linked to their values. Understanding the impact of the current policy landscape on teachers and on their stance on creativity is a key focus of this study. This chapter begins by defining what is meant by 'education policy', since “In order to comprehend education policy and policy-making in the present day…it is imperative to look back and examine the position education has held in the past” (Forrester and Garratt, 2012, p.10). 

Section 1 provides a brief narrative of how creativity has been situated in educational policy since the 1998 Education Reform Act in England and the impact of subsequent changes in government. Section 2 takes this further, focusing on key policies that have had a significant impact on the status of creativity education in schools for pupils working at Key Stage 3 (KS3), i.e. 11-14 year olds. This chapter concludes by considering how current policy might impact actual practice.

What is education policy?
There are many definitions of 'education policy', which is defined by Haddad (1995) as:

An explicit or implicit single decision or group of decisions which may set out directives for guiding future decisions, initiate or retard action, or guide implementation of previous decisions (p.18).
A result of the number of definitions is that schools are left to interpret policy and decide how it should impact on their educational practice. The decoding of these texts is itself a subjective process, leading to multiple interpretations. Olssen et al. (2004) remind us of the highly political arena in which education is situated: 

Education is political, its policies being value statements that attempt to offer a solution to educational and/or social concerns. There was a time when educational policy as policy was taken for granted [...] Clearly, that is no longer the case. Today, educational policies are the focus of considerable controversy and public contestation [...] Educational policy-making has become highly politicised (p.2–3).
The previous chapter considered the purpose of education, concluding that there was not one but many purposes, and highlighted underlying political ideology as a primary influence. It is therefore important that our consideration of the place of creativity in schools is both historically and politically situated. We are presently witnessing a shift in political emphasis away from Keynesianism, which saw the government as playing an active role in the growth and stability of the economy, towards neoliberalism, which encourages free markets. This move sees a key aim of education as the imparting of skills necessary for a future workforce, with control transferring away from the government towards private markets. 

Neoliberalism argues that an economy run on free-market lines offers "a more effective mechanism for the distribution of social resources and the revival of economic individualism" (Forrester and Garratt, 2012, p.47). Emphasis is on the entrepreneurial individual of use to the economy rather than on education being about personal fulfilment. It upholds a simplistic idea of ‘social good’, equating it with a freed-up, deregulated economy, presuming that society will benefit implicitly from such an economic regime. This move has both impacted on and been impacted by policies around the globe, with the subsequent introduction not only of increasing comparisons between schools, but of international competition through comparisons of literacy and numeracy rates and examination results (PISA). Policies are inevitably value statements and as such are judgements about which activities and knowledge are considered most worthwhile. Kogan (1975) defines "a basic value is one that requires no further defence than that it is held to be right by those who believe it” (cited in Bell et al., p.53). He highlights the impact of market mechanisms, stating:

There is an unmistakable trend towards a convergence in thinking about educational values. There is also a global shift towards a neoliberal values orientation, manifested most clearly in privatisation policies and in policies that assume the validity of market mechanisms to solve the various problems and crises facing governments (p.72).
Policy making is not a simple task, as it involves negotiating a path between conflicting demands and is shaped by many ideologies and philosophies. Pring (1995) notes that: “Disagreements about the success or otherwise of our schools are in effect disagreements about the values which underpin the whole enterprise” (p.109). An added complication is that policies are in a continual state of transformation. It is these transformations that are the focus of this chapter. 
The relationship between creativity and the curriculum has proved to be far from straightforward. Primary education was heavily influenced by the Plowden Report (1967) which highlighted the importance of pupils’ creative development through child-centred and experiential pedagogies. This led to a somewhat arts-based, product-orientated view of creativity, one still found among many teachers and students today. Creativity was widely accepted as something positive to the extent that there is a multitude of references to its importance in educational policy, although the creativity that was promoted was often ambiguous and lacked a clear vision. Forrester and Garett (2016) signal the mid-to-late 1970s as a point at which concern over educational standards began to mount. This was marked by the publication of The Black Papers (1969-77) by anti-progressive academics, advocating a return to traditional teaching methods and the abandonment of child-centred, progressive education.

The following section takes a brief look at the evolution of creativity in educational policy from the Conservative policy of the 1980s through New Labour to the current situation. Codd (1988) states: “the analysis of policy documents is a difficult task and warns against simply accepting policy statements as expressions of political purpose - intentions may be different from statements of intent” (p.88). 
In this section I consider the underlying values and intentions asking what has driven the policy, who has driven it and why. I acknowledge that creativity not only has a history in policy, but that it sits alongside other policies, which will in turn inevitably have an impact on it. The key theme throughout is to consider the proper purpose of education and where creativity fits into this.

Section 1: Policy variations
Conservative policy 

In the 1980s, there was a conflict between two opposing wings of the Conservative party, both hostile to the progressivism that had been adopted in the 1970s. The party had largely split into traditionalists (or neoconservatives) on one side and neoliberals on the other. Their aims could not be reconciled. The former was concerned with control of the population and a return to traditional standards, the other with radical change, using education as a means of developing an entrepreneurially minded citizenry. Bartlett and Burton (2012) emphasise this mix of ideologies and how they demonstrate contradictory thinking, listing these contradictions as: “the individual versus strong government; freedom of choice versus social authoritarianism, a market society versus a disciplined society; laissez-faire government versus hierarchy and subordination, and; minimal government versus the state” (cited in Adams, 2014, p.12).
There was a belief that education was doing little for the future needs of the economy. The government introduced the Technical and Vocational Education Initiative (1982) believing that there was “a direct link between better vocational preparation and better individual contribution to the workplace, and consequently greater economic growth” (Shavinina,2013, p.559). Continuing concern with low standards of attainment provided the impetus for the introduction of the Education Reform Act in 1988 and the subsequent National Curriculum, the explicit aim of which was to bring standardisation and rigour into the education system. Educational policies were largely concerned with focusing on a ‘core curriculum’ of basic knowledge.

Over the course of the Conservative Party’s rule, there were several initiatives. The National Curriculum (1988) marked an attempt by the government to reject previous liberal progressive ideologies prescribing what children should be taught. In 1990, government regulation was visible through the increased use of assessments, with Standard Assessment Tests (SATs) introduced in 1990 for all seven-year-olds in state schools. Market style mechanisms were introduced into the education system, bringing notions such as accountability and performance measurement. Curricular freedom was thus replaced with attainment targets, substantially increasing teachers’ workloads and consequently leaving reduced space for creativity. This shift took place without explicit reference to values, although as we shall discuss later in this chapter, decisions would inevitably have involved making value judgments that would have had to come from somewhere. Notably, Lawton (1996) points out that a fundamental problem with the National Curriculum was: "it was never clear whether the planning was based on content (subjects) or objectives (attainment targets) and …the underlying values and aims were not specified" (p.8). The policy makers of the time believed that there should be a diverse range of schools so that parents could choose the most appropriate school for their child/children, thus becoming educational 'consumers'. Furthermore, schools were encouraged to break away from Local Authority control and become ‘Grant Maintained’ schools, therefore lessening the role of Local Education Authorities. (1993 Education Act).

A central concern of the Conservative government was the need to "compete economically on the global stage" (Education Bill No 137, 2010-11, p.88) and the view that education provided the ideal platform with which to bring about this enterprise culture. Margaret Thatcher, the then leader of the Conservative Party, revealed this emphasis when she recounted how she made the decision to move the serving Minister of Industry into the role of Minister of Education to combat what he perceived to be an ‘anti-enterprise culture’ within the education system:
Keith Joseph had told me that he wished to move from Industry. With his belief that there was an anti-enterprise culture which had harmed Britain’s economic performance over the years, it was natural that Keith should now wish to go to Education where that culture had taken deep roots. (Thatcher, 1993, cited in Lawton, 1996, p.151). 

Education was evidently seen as a political tool with which to achieve largely economic goals. As a sign of the government's intention to link education and industry, the DES ceased being known as the Department for Education and Employment (DfEE) and became known as 'the Office for Standards in Education' (Ofsted) Its primary purpose was responsibility for school inspections. This increased surveillance suggested a lack of confidence in the teaching profession. Schools were encouraged to abandon the focus on creative child-centeredness and maintain an emphasis on teaching skills and knowledge.

John Major, the subsequent Prime Minister, followed this focus with a ‘Back to Basics’ campaign, his response to his concern with the moral decline of young people and his perceived need to return to traditional values:

It is time to return to those old core values, time to get back to basics, to self-discipline and respect for the law, to consideration for others, to accepting a responsibility for yourself and your family and not shuffling off on other people and the State (1993).

Conservative Party rule came to an end in the 1997 election, following the decisive victory of Tony Blair’s ‘New Labour’.
New Labour policy

Blair made it clear from the outset that education was a key resource for the development of a knowledge economy, promising that the top three priorities would be "education, education, education". His concern with promoting basic skills was apparent through the continuous introduction of accountability mechanisms such as end of Key Stage tests (SATs). These measures were, however, implemented alongside a belief that creativity was an important driver of change, which was evident through the existence of government-led creativity initiatives such as Creative Partnerships (2002) which emphasised arts and cultural education. Creativity was considered good for both the individual and the economy:

This Government knows that culture and creativity matter. They matter because they can enrich all our lives, and everyone deserves the opportunity to develop their own creative talents and to benefit from those of others ... They also matter because creative talent will be crucial to our individual and national economic success in the economy of the future. (Blair, 2007). 

Despite this promise of a change in direction, many policies that had been initiated by the Conservative Party continued, such as parents’ ability to choose the school their children attended. This led to further marketisation of the education system and increased competition between schools for students, with an increased focus on results. Through these policy decisions, New Labour revealed their underlying support for much of what had been put in place by the Conservatives, one example being their introduction of ‘Specialist Schools,' established to boost pupil achievement by encouraging specialism in certain areas of the curriculum. This, rather than being a new initiative, was much akin to the City Technology Colleges which had been introduced by the Conservatives in 1994. Furthermore, the School Standards and Framework Act (1998) allowed these schools "to select up to 10% of their pupils on the basis of aptitude in a relevant subject" (Pennell et al., 2006, p.3) Accordingly, the selection of pupils based on their ability continued. 

Academy schools were introduced in 2002. Academy schools were independent of their local authority, being financed by central government. This move was due to the government’s concern that standards were falling in schools, especially schools in disadvantaged areas. These Academies were non-selective and were managed by co-sponsors who delegated management to a largely self-appointed board of governors. The government hoped that these initiatives would act as a catalyst for schools to adopt a more innovative teaching approach, but this did not prove to be as straightforward as had been hoped. Wilson (2011) highlighted schools’ desire to attract more able pupils believing that Academy schools had raised the average quality of their intake by lowering their admissions of weaker attaining students. He highlighted the following finding: 
Students enrolled in Academies in Year 7 had higher average primary school results than either the predecessor schools or the non-Academy control schools in the study ... school renewal of this kind appears to have resulted in a more ‘exclusive’ pupil profile within Academies and reduced entry into these schools of pupils that may have otherwise lowered the general academic performance of the school. (p.67).
In 1997, a Creative Industries Task Force was established to promote the creative industries as being vital to the country’s economic success:
Our aim must be to create a Nation where the creative talents of all the people are used to build a true enterprise economy for the twenty-first century where we compete on brains, not brawn (Blair, 1999, cited in NACCCE, 1999, p.5).
The ‘Creative Industries' were those industries: "requiring creativity, skill, and talent with potential for wealth and job creation through the exploitation of intellectual property" (DCMS, 2015). The definition comprised the following key sectors: "advertising, architecture, the art and antiques market, crafts, design, designer fashion, film, interactive leisure software, music, the performing arts, publishing, software, and television and radio" (DCMS, 1998 in Henry et. al 2011, p.14). The term ‘Creative Industries’ replaced what was known as ‘the Culture Industries’. Bilton (2012) notes: 

The substitution of “creative” for “cultural” indicates a shift away from a concept of cultural production rooted in specific cultures or “structures of feeling” towards a more individualised, commodified and managerial logic (p.9). 
The Creative economy brought great financial benefit to the economy. It was valued for the contribution it made to the market and its cultural impact was downplayed. The decision to place the individual at the centre brought with it notions of competition instead of teamwork and collaboration. Furthermore, the influence of business discourse into the realm of education and creative policy reinforced existing notions of performance and accountability. 

New Labour extended control from the curriculum to how the curriculum should be taught, this being visible through the introduction of the Literacy Strategy (DfEE, 1998) and the Numeracy Strategy (DfEE, 1988). This desire for intervention and prescription revealed both a lack of confidence in teachers and a desire for them to conform to specific pedagogies. Teachers were not expected to be creative, but were encouraged to "deliver education" and their promotion prospects were linked to their performance. This was followed by a call for creativity: “Creativity and imaginative activity must inform teaching and learning across the curriculum” (Alexander, 2009, p.23). This was not to prove a simple move, as will be explored in the following section of this chapter.

Coalition government policy
The Liberal Democrats and the Conservatives came to the Coalition government with quite different policy trajectories. The Liberal Democrats were interested in finding ways to provide resources for educating the more disadvantaged through such initiatives as the Pupil Premium, which provided additional funding aimed at raising the attainment of disadvantaged pupils. The Conservatives, however, were concerned with ensuring that standards were set and that performance was improved. The result was a Coalition government that was strongly Conservative in orientation, with more emphasis on knowledge and a return to traditional educational values rather than skills development. The new Education Secretary, Michael Gove, reinforced this when he stated:
I'm an unashamed traditionalist when it comes to the curriculum. Most parents would rather their children had a traditional education, with children sitting in rows, learning the kings and queens of England, the great works of literature, proper mental arithmetic, algebra by the age of 11, modern foreign languages. That's the best training of the mind, and that's how children will be able to compete. (The Times, 6 March 2010).
The Coalition promised to give schools more autonomy, hoping that this freedom from top-down control would promote diversity of provision and increase innovation: 

We will replace many of the centrally-driven and targeted programmes with fair and consistent funding to every school and a strong mandate for teachers and head teachers to use their judgement and professional skill to ensure every child realises his or her potential (DfE, 2011, p.30).
They, unlike the Labour government before them, were not concerned with developing a government imposed pedagogy. They referred to the need to encourage creativity, but the emphasis was on the creative approach as opposed to how best to teach for creativity:
Progress depends on encouraging creativity. To underline our belief that innovation drives improvement, we have already announced the creation of an Education Endowment Fund. This fund will enable schools, local authorities, parents, voluntary and community sector organisations and social enterprises to bid competitively for money to trial innovative approaches to raising the attainment of pupils from deprived backgrounds - especially in underperforming schools (DfE, 2011, p. 41). 
They encouraged more schools to attain Academy status, incentivizing them with the promise of greater control over their operations. Schools that had been deemed ‘Outstanding’ by Ofsted were fast tracked to Academy status. Free Schools were also introduced, which permitted any interested people to set up a local school in response to parental demand. Studio Schools were another initiative (2009), offering a mixed academic and vocational curriculum. Studio schools catered for pupils with a wide range of abilities, adopting a personalised curriculum with project-based learning and opportunities for work placements.

The thinking behind these initiatives was that further school diversity would improve standards through increased competition, yet this initiative was set within a policy culture that emphasised a traditional curriculum. Furthermore, there was rather more concern with the behaviour of children in schools than with addressing social inequalities, evidenced through the introduction of a ‘Troops to Teachers’ scheme, whereby ex-military personnel, with or without university degrees, were encouraged to join the teaching profession: 

Every child can benefit from the values of a military ethos. Self-discipline and teamwork are at the heart of what makes our Armed Forces the best in the world - and are exactly what all young people need to succeed (Gove, 2012)

In 2012, a new ‘English Baccalaureate Certificate’ was announced and set to be introduced in 2015. This was to act as a measure of school performance and address the decline in the uptake of foreign languages and what were considered ‘core’ academic subjects: English, Mathematics, humanities, and the sciences. This promoted the message that these ‘traditional’ subjects were of most value and resulted in a significant decline in the uptake of arts and technical subjects. Indeed, a report into the impact of the E-Bac concluded:

The most commonly withdrawn subjects were drama and performing arts, which had been dropped in nearly a quarter of schools where a subject had been withdrawn (23%), followed by art (17%) and design technology (14%). BTECs have also seen a decline (dropped in 20% schools where subjects have been withdrawn (Greevy et al., 2012 p.6). 

This focus on core academic subjects was taking place at the same time as a government drive to improve both skills and knowledge. In a speech entitled ‘Closing the Skills Gap and Our Plan for Education’ Nicky Morgan stressed that skills should lie at the heart of education:

Now more than ever we need to ensure that more of our young people are leaving education, not just with the skills to succeed in modern Britain but to compete in an increasingly global economy. That is why the coalition government of which I am a part has put addressing the skills gap at the heart of our plan for education (Speech 20 Nov 2014).
Two months later, however, in her speech entitled ‘Why Knowledge Matters’, she indicated which of the two she believed to be of most value when she stated:

At the heart of our reforms has been a determination to place knowledge back at the core of what pupils learn in school. For too long our education system prized the development of skills above core knowledge (Speech 27 Jan 2015).
This reduction in the emphasis on skills does not bode well for the future of creativity, given that it has been included as a thinking skill. Furthermore, emphasis on developing basic skills risks restricting rather than opening minds and represents a move away from the notion of a broad and balanced curriculum. A new national curriculum for secondary schools was introduced from 2014, along with the reform of GCSEs, to make them “more challenging” (DfE, 2014). This new framework states:

The national curriculum is just one element in the education of every child. There is time and space in the school day and in each week, term and year to range beyond the national curriculum specifications. The national curriculum provides an outline of core knowledge around which teachers can develop exciting and stimulating lessons to promote the development of pupils' knowledge (para 3.2).
It follows that schools are faced with navigating a route between fulfilling government set objectives and nurturing the many facets of pupil development. A trend that has continued with the present Conservative government.
The present Conservative government
Since summer 2016, pupils have been encouraged to study eight GCSEs, at least five of these selected from the core 'academic' subjects. The new ‘Attainment 8' measure assesses average grades in the eight key GCSEs. The average of all pupils' progress scores across eight subjects would create a school result, which would then be compared with the child’s scores when they entered secondary school and was to be called 'Progress 8'. This will replace the present measure of five A*-C GCSE grades, including English and Maths, as the main accountability measure and would measure school performance not simply by attainment, but by the progress made by pupils. This initiative has already raised the concern that lower ability pupils’ results will lower the school's position on league tables and encourage schools to be selective in their intake. This will also affect the enthusiasm teachers are likely to have towards taking time for creativity in their classrooms. One practical concern with this scheme is that Progress 8 narrows pupils’ curriculum choices by forcing schools to make sure children take traditional academic GCSEs over creative subjects. 
Section 2: Key documents
This section explores five key documents published since the New Labour government came to power that are concerned with the place of creativity in schools. These documents heralded a key initiative, entitled Creative Partnerships. My decision to include it in this thesis was prompted through it being introduced as "the UK government's flagship creative learning programme" (Maclean, 2017, p.216). Its very existence demonstrated not only how important creativity had become for the government, but also its belief that the current system should be altered. Notably, it was abandoned despite considerable investment and reputed success. It demonstrated that New Labour considered that creativity could be taught and believed that it was important to find ways to support creativity and provide environments for teaching and learning that would improve educational opportunities and outcomes for all students. The Coalition government reduced this emphasis on the quality of the physical learning environment and abandoned the Building Schools for the Future programme. 

My starting point is a report published in 1999 by the National Advisory Committee on Creative and Cultural Education (NACCCE) entitled All Our Futures: Creativity, Culture, And Education. I focus on this document because of its call for change and its attempt to offer a definition of creativity that has remained the most influential to date. Rather than present the policies one by one, I have chosen to provide further context when appropriate to better determine the dominant government ideology.
All Our Futures: Creativity, Culture, and Education.
As we have seen, the New Labour government believed that the National Curriculum was doing little to promote creativity and that schools had to change to accommodate the learners of the 21st century. Creativity was considered the solution, the key which would enable both individuals and British society more generally to compete internationally. The NACCCE was established in 1998 "to make recommendations to the government on the creative and cultural development of young people through formal and informal education" (p.2). Chaired by Ken Robinson and with a committee comprised of people from a diverse range of professional backgrounds, the paper gave the reader a sense of confidence in its recommendations. The frequent use in the report of ‘us’ and ‘we’ added to this sense of consensus. 

This report marked a shift in Government thinking, as it recognised the importance of the creative and cultural development of young learners and acknowledged that the social environment in which learning plays a crucial role. They offered the following definition of creativity as “…imaginative activity fashioned so as to produce outcomes that are both original and of value” (1999, p.29). In this report, creativity is described as involving four stages: "thinking or behaving imaginatively; ensuring this imaginative activity is purposeful; that processes should generate something original, and; the outcome of the process must be of value in relation to the intended objective" (NACCCE, 1999, p.29). This definition left many questions unanswered for me, however. What does it mean for something to be regarded as ‘original’, for example, especially in the school context; who determines whether the outcome is of value, and indeed whether this ‘value’ benefits the individual or the wider community. 

Notably, creativity was thus seen as something that everyone is capable of and not simply about the individual but the broader environment: “All people are capable of creative achievement in some area of activity, provided that the conditions are right and they have acquired the relevant knowledge and skills” (p.5). It was in this report that the term ‘democratic creativity’ was first used, to refer to the fact that creativity is possible for everyone. Creativity was recognised as being good for an individual’s sense of wellbeing: “When individuals find their creative strengths, it can have an enormous impact on self-esteem and on overall achievement” (NACCCE,1999, p.6).
It also raises the notion that the concept of creativity may be culturally specific although there is very little exploration of the cultural dimension. This is particularly significant given the myriad of cultures present in English schools and the fact that the stance taken towards creativity has been shown to differ greatly. Markus and Kitayama (1991) for example, found that the western take on creativity is predominantly individualistic, whereas Asian cultures tend to emphasise the community aspect.
The report concluded that creativity needed to be developed across the school curriculum and not be simply arts-based: “We must change the concept of creativity from being something that is ‘added on’ to education, skills, training and management and make sure it becomes intrinsic to all of these” (NACCCE, 1999, p.5). The report calls for ‘balance’ and warns of the dangers of approaching educational decision making as choosing between dichotomies:

There has been a tendency for the national debate on education to be expressed as a series of exclusive alternatives, even dichotomies: for example, as a choice between the arts or the sciences; the core curriculum or the broad curriculum; between academic standards or creativity; freedom or authority in teaching methods [...] Creating the right synergy and achieving the right balance in education is an urgent and complex task, from national policy making to classroom teaching (p.9).
The report connected creativity with innovation, problem solving, and craftsmanship. Overall, it represented an exciting step that both sparked interest in creativity and led to important initiatives, perhaps the most significant being Creative Partnerships, which will be explored further later in this section. This government strategy was not mandatory, however, and the following year the National Curriculum Handbook for Primary and Secondary Teachers (1999) included creativity as a mere sub-section within a section on thinking skills: 

Creative thinking skills […] enable pupils to generate and extend ideas, [...] to look for alternative innovative outcomes (NACCCE, 1999, p.29).
Notably, this paper was produced alongside a ‘back to basics’ curriculum and the introduction of school effectiveness strategies such as performance related pay and ‘super teachers'. Such moves call into question the government's underlying political values behind its education policy. From these changes, it appears evident that creativity was being promoted because it was thought necessary for economic growth. The fact that creativity was being promoted at the same time as the renewed emphasis on ‘the knowledge economy’ makes us question the perceived relationship between the two. The report stated that businesses: 

[...] want people who can adapt, see connections, innovate, communicate and work with others. [...] The new knowledge-based economies, in particular, will increasingly depend on these abilities. Many businesses are paying for courses to promote creative abilities, to teach the skills and attitudes that are now essential for economic success but which our education system is not designed to promote (p.14).

There was little difference between New Labour and the previous Conservative government, as both were ultimately concerned with measurement and performance. Indeed, the most striking finding in tracking creativity as it occurs in key policy documents through different governments is the fact that there is a very little change of direction. Consecutive governments speak as if they are going to bring about major change, yet they are inhibited by ideas and developments put in place by previous governments.

September 2001 marked the launch of the Schools White Paper, Schools: Achieving Success. This once again "raised the status of creativity and the arts by pledging to provide a range of additional opportunities for creativity and curriculum enrichment" (p.7). Joubert (2001) notes, however, that the government was not sending out clear messages about creativity, “while it sometimes equates creativity with the arts, sometimes with the higher order thinking skills and sometimes as something else altogether” (p.113). Despite these ambiguities, 2002 marked possibly the most significant government initiative concerning creativity, entitled Creative Partnerships. 
Creative Partnerships (2002)
Creative Partnerships was a government programme led by the British Arts Council, with the intention of strengthening creativity across all domains and especially within the arts. It set out to develop young people's creativity through artists and other creative practitioners’ engagement with schools. Creativity was acknowledged as "being good for the individual, for society and good for education" (Jeffrey and Craft 2001, p.11). This was a fresh approach, with its focus not being how best to teach basic skills, but how best to engage disaffected pupils through enjoyable activities. "Creativity is not only about the arts: it is about thinking, problem-solving, inventing and reinventing and flexing one's imaginative muscles" (Creative Partnerships, 2002, p.7). Its focus was on schools located within areas of disadvantage and was considered a tool to enable social and economic growth. There was recognition that everyone was capable of being creative and that factors external to the individual were important for creativity as well as individual characteristics: “Creativity is not the preserve of the few, but something that, given the right qualities, environments and characteristics can be developed in everybody” (p.7). The aims of this programme were: "to develop the following three themes: the creativity of young people, raising their ambitions and achievements; the skills of teachers and their ability to work with creative practitioners, and schools’ approaches to culture, creativity and partnership" (Wyse et al, 2009, p7).
This paper addressed not simply how to tag creativity on to the curriculum in the form of a special project or an extra-curricular activity, but also how to transform the curriculum, making creativity feature throughout. This initiative was concerned both with enabling disaffected pupils to re-engage with learning, and providing a means by which they might more easily enter the world of work. 
We believe creativity is the wider ability to question, make connections, innovate, problem solve and reflect critically. These are skills that are demanded by today´s employers (Creative Partnerships, 2009, p.4).
The paper was produced at a time in which the creative industries had taken centre stage. This emphasis deepened the link between creativity and the workplace and reinforced the importance of the creative product. Diminished emphasis was placed on the benefits of creativity for personal fulfilment or indeed any form of creativity unrelated to the workplace. The concept of the creative industries in this document placed the individual at centre stage and pushed the cultural aspects of creativity into the background. Creative Partnerships thus set about developing the skills that were considered attractive to employers, with a focus on the application of appropriate pedagogies so that the learning experience would be enjoyable. A clear sign that creativity was a genuine priority was the considerable expenditure spent on the initiative. 

In 2003, the school inspectorate OFSTED, conducted a survey, "identifying good practice in the promotion of creativity in schools"(para.7). This was an encouraging report in which creativity was seen to play a central role in raising standards of achievement. The results of this survey were presented in a report entitled Expect the Unexpected: Creative Learning in Primary and Secondary Schools. Creativity was once again defined as: “imaginative activity fashioned to produce outcomes that are both original and of value” (p.4). The learning environment was highlighted as playing a central role, key characteristics being the encouragement of trusting relationships in which learners feel confident to take risks without fear of failure. There was, however, an absence of discussion as to who decides whether the outcome is valuable or indeed how ‘value’ should be defined, resulting in blurred objectives. Selzer and Bentley (1999) express their concern that creativity is valued for the role it might play in bringing prosperity to the economy. They recognise that education does need to be reformed, but believe that any reformation should pay close attention to the values that underpin it:

In the absence of any sustained epistemological or ethical discussion of what are valued [educational] goals, creativity appears supine to the needs of the economy with education policy at heel… to boost competitiveness in the knowledge economy, we must make radical changes to the educational system (p.10).

The Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (2005) Creativity: Find it! Promote it! 
This paper set out to provide a framework for policy. It identified three reasons for promoting creativity: "improving student self-esteem and motivation; equipping students with life skills, and more broadly enriching their lives" (p.3). The title of the paper suggests that creativity exists in everyone, it simply needs to be found and promoted in an appropriate manner. This belief built on the earlier paper All Our Futures (1999) and was published in response to demand, having begun as a website resource. Its significance and value for teachers lies in the way it sought to demonstrate how creativity can exist alongside the National Curriculum. It sought to free notions of creativity from complexity, its approach being one in which creativity is made to appear simple and uncomplicated.

The report is based on the QCA´s collaboration with 120 schools and offers readers “information and guidance” (p.5). Nonetheless, there is a tension between how much freedom should be allowed and how many institutional constraints should be applied. The paper suggests “ways that planning and teaching can be focused on promoting pupils’ creativity within each teachers’ existing curriculum plans” (p.6). It offers a straightforward approach to introducing creativity in the curriculum, made simple through its definition of creativity as both a thinking skill and an observable behaviour. 
Interestingly, the booklet itself is presented in an aesthetically pleasing manner, with bright colours, splashes of paint and a title cover that depicts a child jumping - creativity must be fun! These serve to reinforce creativity as something artistic and playful. Creativity is portrayed as imaginative, purposeful, original, and valuable – furthermore, it is presented as an everyday phenomenon that all are capable of experiencing. This is a report that is designed to be an easy read, offering prompts for teachers to consider and providing short, simple solutions. The almost child-like approach appears reductive of the notion of creativity, however.
Nurturing Creativity in Young People (Roberts, 2006)

The Roberts paper set out to "provide a clear set of assumptions on which to base future policy in this area" (p.2) so its recommendations had the genuine potential to be translated into legislation and practice. It once again firmly placed the needs of the economy on the agenda, concluding:

There was a need for a stronger connection between existing creativity work and the emerging policy context in education and children´s services which would produce a ´win-win´ - creativity embedded in these developments enhanced by the impact of creativity. (p.5).
The reference to ‘win-win’ and the subsequent reference to ‘cost effectiveness’ is a reminder of the way that the language of business and markets has been allowed to filter into the world of education. Creativity has become a valuable commodity to be bought, rather than sensitively nurtured. It is the new ‘industry’, and we are reminded of this through references to such notions as ‘pitching and auditioning’. Education has become a battle to be won, which requires the mobilization of its people through releasing their creative capacities:
Britain will need an education system that encourages the widespread development of generic skills of creativity which include: idea generation, creative teamwork, opportunity sensing, pitching and auditioning, giving criticism and responding to it, mobilising people and resources around ideas to make them real. The national curriculum may support the acquisition of many of these skills. But an award or qualification more directly focused on creative skills may be needed (p.22).

Creative Britain: New Talents for the New Economy, Department for Culture, Media and Sport (2008)
This paper saw creativity as the link between culture and the arts. It followed a speech given by Tony Blair at Tate Modern (2007) about the value brought by creative workers, in which he stated:

Our aim must be to create a nation where the creative talents of all people are used to build a true enterprise economy for the twenty first century - where we compete on brains, not brawn (Blair, 1999, p.3).
Blair thus saw creativity as being vital to the economy. This paper revealed the government's plan to invest in creativity and make Britain "the world´s creative hub" (p.2) as an aid to economic growth. It adopted a democratic stance towards creativity with everyone "unlocking their creative talents” and introduced the new Find Your Talents initiative, with opportunities for such discoveries to be made through experiencing arts and culture: “Talent is the life-blood of the creative industries. If the UK is to retain a world leading creative sector it will be through winning the race to develop our creative skills.” (p.19). The need to compete globally is emphasised: “Global competition is growing as other countries recognise the economic value of creativity” (p.6). Explicit links are made between education and the workplace and alternative educational routes such as vocational opportunities and apprenticeships are encouraged. Importantly, this focus on the creative industries supports the notion of creativity being centred on the arts:

The bedrock on which the strategy is built is the Government´s fundamental belief in the role of public funding to stimulate creativity and sharpen Britain´s creative edge. This is reflected in its support for the arts (DCMS, p.6). 

The Find Your Talents programme built on the work of Creative Partnerships. It was a three-year pilot programme in which £25 million was invested and involved aspects such as "lessons about culture - helping young people develop as critical spectators, participants, and creators in the cultural world - learning through culture - using engagement with the arts and other activities to boost creativity, attainment and personal development" (p.14). There is, however, no mention of talents lying in creative fields other than the arts. The lack of focus on the arts in prior policy initiatives played a major role in contributing to the confusion that is evident in both the definition of creativity and how it has been approached in our schools.
The Importance of Teaching (2010) (Coalition government)
This White Paper signalled great changes in the education system, the three most significant being:

· The promise that teachers would be given greater autonomy over the curriculum, choosing what to prioritise, and that there would be a curriculum review with the intention of reducing statutory elements. Interestingly, this talk of freedom from constraints is accompanied by mention of a new qualification with which to measure individual and school success - the English Baccalaureate;
· More schools would be encouraged to opt out of local authority control, becoming free schools or academies;
· Initial teacher education would become more schools-based.
There is no doubt that this paper marked a point at which there was a genuine possibility for teachers to truly explore how they might encourage their pupils’ creative potential, especially given the learning from the many creative initiatives that had gone before. The emphasis was, however, on knowledge and not skills, against a backdrop that emphasised accountability and standards. This paper signalled a move away from education as being a platform for social development back towards narrower concepts of teaching and learning. This was seen through the stated purpose of Ofsted (p.4) "so that inspectors might spend more time in the classroom and focus on key issues of educational effectiveness, rather than the long list of issues they are currently required to consider” (p.13). Furthermore, there was discord between those who wanted the curriculum to be good for the economy and those who wanted it to promote personal fulfilment. Tomlinson (2005) talks of this clash between:

Those who want the curriculum to reflect economic relevance and those who want it to promote personal autonomy and the pursuit of truth, between those who think the performance of a school can best be judged by quantifiable outputs and recorded in league tables and those who would judge a school in terms of the critical understanding, imaginative insight and human relationships it generates (p.119).
The Government promised empowerment, with teachers being encouraged to make decisions as to what is best curriculum and pedagogy for their pupils, yet could at any point, decide to close the school if standards were not met. This threat undoubtedly had an impact on the decisions that were subsequently made.

Nicky Morgan (2015), while Education Secretary, gave a reminder that teachers have been given freedom over pedagogy, not content. Her statement in Reforming Qualifications and the Curriculum to Better Prepare Pupils for Life After School reinforced her predecessor Michael Gove´s view that education is about rigour and knowledge. There appeared to be little space for creativity in this document:

We believe making GCSEs, and A levels more rigorous will prepare students properly for life after school. It is also necessary to introduce a curriculum that gives individual schools and teachers greater freedom to teach in the way they know works, and that ensures that all pupils acquire a core of essential knowledge in English, mathematics, and sciences. (accessed online)
This happened at the same time as an announcement by the Russell Group of universities that the more arts-based subjects at A-level and GCSE, such as drama and design and technology, would not, in future, be considered ‘challenging’ enough to count as prerequisites for entry to the top institutions of higher education. This raises the question as to what the future is for the creative industries. Furthermore, the obsession with academic standards and qualifications places emphasis on the end- product, not the process. 

This section concludes with a review of a report entitled Learning: Creative Approaches that Raise Standards (Ofsted, 2010). It is significant not only because it was conducted by Ofsted inspectors but because it evaluates the impact of creative approaches on pupil's achievement and personal development.
Learning: Creative Approaches that Raise Standards (Ofsted, 2010)
This report reveals a belief that it is possible to observe and assess creativity. The title of this document indicates that standards are central and that ‘creative approaches’ are only of value if they can measurably increase creativity. This report details Ofsted’s search for examples of creativity being captured and assessed. The conclusion that ‘creativity’ was interpreted and approached by teachers in a variety of ways is, however, a reminder of the danger of undermining the complexity of the concept. The desire to nurture creativity reveals a tension between the need for both teachers and pupils to be given sufficient freedom to experiment and the need for control, conformity and assessment. It is evident that the focus ultimately remains on ensuring the maintenance of academic rigour rather than on creativity itself: “A greater emphasis on pupils’ independence as creative learners did not imply any lessening of rigour; challenging topics were explored in creative ways”. (Ofsted, 2010, p.14)
Summary
This chapter has shown the progression of creativity's inclusion in education policy, beginning in the 1980s, during which time there was a concern that education standards were falling. This was largely attributed to the progressive methods that had been employed in schools. Education policy began to adopt the discourse of business and market-style mechanisms taken from the business sector were employed to introduce a more competitive environment and thereby bring about change. In the 1990s, creativity began to feature in education policy as being a ‘cure for all ills’, capable of raising achievement, reducing inequality, and enabling the country to compete more successfully in the economy. This positioning of creativity in education policy was most dominant during the New Labour government’s administration and has subsequently declined with successive governments. The policies addressed in this chapter have revealed clues as to why this decline happened. Ultimately, policy reveals hidden tensions, such as the ‘marketization’ of the education system, in which tests and league tables have been introduced to measure effectiveness, as a major constraint on the nurturing of both teachers’ and pupils’ creativity. Furthermore, the competition created by this marketised approach, along with wider social policy, supports an emphasis on the individual rather than encouraging co-operative and collaborative learning.

Secondary education increasingly resembles a business, in which schools have become retailers with direct control over their funds. The head teacher’s role has shifted more towards that of a business manager, with the language of education borrowing from dominant discourses of neoliberalism and business, with its frequent references to 'performance', 'delivery', and 'effectiveness'. Underlying each initiative has been the belief in the power of the market to improve standards through increased competition. This move has not only taken place in the UK, but as Marshall (2013) points out, is part of a global movement of policy towards autonomy and accountability: “governments around the world tend to favour policies based on accountability, autonomous school structures and choice in the schooling market to improve standards” (p.88). Despite these obstacles, creativity in education policy has had its positive moments, the most significant perhaps being the publication of the NACCCE report (1999). This embraced a new democratic version of creativity which recognised that creativity was about more than the arts and was just as relevant in each area of the curriculum. It seems, however, that despite reports such as this one, which was built on both academic research and practitioner evidence, creativity has remained a problematic concept for policy makers.

General support exists for the notion that creativity exists across all disciplines, yet frequent references to ‘creative subjects’ that imply a lesser value still remain. Nicky Morgan (2007) while Education Secretary, for example, when launching an education campaign aimed to promote the subjects of science, technology, engineering and maths (STEM), said that pupils choosing to study traditionally creative subjects such as the humanities and arts would restrict their career choices. This return to a narrow definition of creativity, despite the preceding plethora of reports, policies, and research on creativity, raises the question as to whether education and creativity can ever sit comfortably together within the current political framework. The years since the start of the Coalition government have seen an erosion in the appeal of creativity as a means by which we might be able to compete more successfully on the economic stage, this having been replaced by governmental desire to ensure that young people have sufficient ‘basic skills’. As statute has not made creativity a required element of the curriculum, creativity is at risk of being undermined to the extent that it doesn’t feature in the curriculum at all. This problem is intensified by further difficulty that creativity as a concept; the freedom of thought it encapsulates, its desire to push against boundaries, and its exploration of alternative possibilities; sits at odds with the desire for conformity and social order. This fear of disorder, the development of a ‘critical consciousness’ leads to what Freire (1993) refers to as a ‘banking system of education’ (p.53), where individuals are educated sufficiently to receive such knowledge that is safe for them to access without risk of social discord. There is no doubting the importance of knowledge, but we need to turn our attention towards the way that we approach it. We must ensure that learning encourages questioning and challenging assumptions rather than simply focusing on the assimilation of facts. 

CHAPTER 5:
RESEARCH FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings obtained through the head teacher interviews. Quotes from these interviews are presented as they were delivered. These findings have been divided into several themes as follows: the purpose of education; the definition of creativity; whether creativity can be taught; creativity and the school curriculum, and the learning environment. The following chapter will provide a more in-depth analysis of how these results fit into the context of existing research findings, what they reveal about the current perception and status of creativity in schools, and finally what this suggests about the place of creativity and the future of Britain’s educational curriculum.
The purpose of education
To maintain a consistent interview approach, each interviewee was asked an initial question about what they individually assumed the purpose of an education to be. How the different head teachers defined education appeared to play a critical role in how they responded to later interview questions. Head D, for example, saw education as being “to have good skills ... and learn how to learn”. Over the course of this investigation, each head teacher’s choice of definition was shown to have a critical influence both on how they devised their curriculum and what they hoped each child would take and the benefits they would gain from the education system implemented in their school. 

My interviews showed that while the different head teachers interviewed were all passionate about the importance of a ‘good’ education, their responses to the question of what they regarded the purpose of ‘an education’ to be varied to a surprising degree. I nonetheless found that while responses to the question varied, all head teachers remained fundamentally concerned with character formation and imparting a set of moral beliefs regarding civil conduct. The head teachers also showed a broad concern with imparting a firm understanding of right and wrong, both on an individual and societal level. Expressions used in the interviews included, for example, “turning out well rounded individuals” (Head B) and “preparing them for life” (Head C).

When describing the purpose of education, another similarity between the head teachers interviewed was an appreciation of the importance of enabling students to take an active role in their own learning and to develop skills that would most appropriately help prepare them for their lives as world citizens in an unknown future. One of my most interesting findings was that the head teachers had very different views on which skill sets would be the most beneficial for the development of the students under their care. One head teacher, for example, thought that equipping their students with the techniques for exam success was ultimately the most useful purpose of a secondary school education. In contrast, another stressed the importance of ‘softer’ skills and implied that leaving school with a strong set of Christian morals and values was more important than equipping students for academic exam success. 
I found that when considering the purpose of an education, the interviewed head teachers weighted the importance of different aspects of education differently - and subsequently had different standards and measures for their success as educational institutions. They nonetheless shared a common acknowledgment that schools should produce ‘well rounded’ individuals. Moreover, they appeared in agreement that this ‘well roundedness' was dependent on a combination of both exam results and life skills. It is this characteristic that head teachers, either explicitly or implicitly, suggested would enable students to maximise the positive contribution they could make as individuals to society, as well as support them in their personal lives: 
It’s about development of the all-round whole person and that standards, results, academia are very much part of that. I'm very passionate about the development of skills, particularly skills about the development of people relationships and also about the building of character with all the offshoots of that … building such things as resilience, diplomacy and tact. (Head I)
The reference to ‘skills’, and what its thought that these life skills should incorporate, will be explored in more detail in the following chapter.
The definition of creativity
Defining creativity has long been recognised as an area of heated debate within the education sector. Unsurprisingly, asking head teachers to define creativity provoked a diverse range of responses, even more diverse than the responses to the purpose of an education itself. Paradoxically, despite the range of responses, there was also a surprising consistency in the language employed to define it. Findings from the interviews showed that the value of creativity was generally perceived to come from the fact that creativity offered freedom from other constraints imposed on school teaching - constraints that are mostly a product of the current testing culture dominating the educational arena. Creativity, in direct contrast to the rigidity of the ‘testing culture’, unleashed individual potential and made it possible to push against boundaries. One head teacher said:

Creativity can have many strands…an opportunity to think outside the box and not to be shackled into a particular way of thinking (Head G).

Across the board, creativity was notably regarded as an important thinking skill; one that all the head teachers separately agreed would provide invaluable preparation for future success. As a particularly highly regarded thinking skill, the head teachers interviewed universally seemed to believe the value of creativity lay in enabling the individual to push through and even defy normal social parameters. This was specifically the case with regards to areas of thinking that helped them to think about and approach situations in more original and effective ways. When seen as a tool to this end, creativity is the problem-solving thinking skill that arguably most effectively helps individuals and society to break rules and acquired habits in the interest of progress and innovation, stretching the limits of our collective generational imagination: 
Preparing them for life and giving them the life chances that will advantage them when they leave school…it’s about giving them life skills…being creative in their thinking and aspirations and visions (Head C).
‘Originality’ was an aspect that the interviewees commonly incorporated into their definitions of creativity, with comments such as the following: “creating something that didn’t exist before”; “creating something new within given boundaries”; “looking for new solutions to problems”, and “looking for different ways of doing things”. Of interest is the fact that many of the head teachers regarded creativity as something innate waiting to be unleashed given appropriate conditions, but not in all cases requiring specific teaching. 
The interviews also revealed other definitions of creativity, and a series of common words head teachers attached to their image of a ‘creative’ individual. Supporting this, one of the head teachers interviewed saw creativity as the confidence to engage in risk-taking and "creating something new within given boundaries" (Head B). As well as creativity being a way of exposing oneself to risk, references were made by different head teachers to creativity as innovation and a means of discovering and following one’s passion:

Giving them a chance to pursue, to be innovative, to develop a passion, to explore, to think in directions you wouldn't necessarily get a chance to think in. I strongly argue that this is all part of a creativity agenda within the school curriculum (Head G).

Notably, all the participants interviewed recognised that creativity is important throughout the curriculum and is not confined to the arts:

I don't see creative as exclusive to those students who excel in the arts; the best scientists are creative in their thinking in terms of not accepting the norms and not accepting what seem to be the rules of orthodox thinking (Head C)

This is significant because of the long-standing connection between creativity and the arts that has too often perhaps clouded or shaped perceptions of what creativity is and how it can and should be incorporated alongside academic learning. Despite this, head teachers were more likely to draw examples of creative activity from arts-based subjects than not. For example, during the interviews subjects such as fine art and film studies were more frequently equated with the term ‘creative arts’ than others: the very existence of the term ‘creative arts’ implying that creativity should be seen within an artistic frame and not applied to other areas of education. The notion of a distinctly arts-based conception of creativity will be further explored in the next chapter.

An underlying tension between creativity and the pursuit of academic studies was evident with Head A saying: “We encourage the children to have their academic subjects and to have, if they can, some sort of creative subject alongside that”. This comment stands out because the head teacher here seems to suggest a belief that creativity does not ordinarily play a part in serious academic discipline and that the school does not seem to place as much priority on those areas of the academic curriculum that it labels as ‘creative', as contrasted against those that are traditionally seen as more academic. The following section takes a detailed look at responses to whether creativity can be taught.
Can creativity be taught?
While participants had different opinions on the extent to which creativity can and should be explicitly taught, most considered it possible to teach creativity regarding it as a skill and not something innate. On a practical level, there was also an acknowledgement by some of the head teachers that developing creativity required certain personality traits, namely an enquiring, active mind, as well as the capacity and willingness to apply a deal of effort. This supports the findings of Barron and Harrington (1981), referred to in chapter 1, in their identification of characteristics associated with creative achievement. Emerging from the interviews was the idea that ‘taught creativity' was felt to emphasise the importance of creative collaboration and decision-making. A belief was also expressed that individuals have different creative potential, with one participant making an explicit link between creativity and the importance of personalised learning. This participant considered this approach best as it helped all children become more creative, despite them having different starting points, as some students would be more used to thinking more creatively than others. All participants considered the teacher's role essential to ensuring that every student was given an appropriate environment within which their creativity could be nurtured. As one head teacher said, “You need to provide the right set of circumstances for people...you need to provide opportunities to unleash potential” (Head F). This recognition of the importance of the environment is reflected in current research such as that by Amabile (1988) and Csikszentmihalyi (1988).
Interestingly, the idea of creativity as a means of self-fulfilment was less common in the discussion interviews, with only one head teacher formulating a direct link between creativity and personal happiness and satisfaction. This head teacher was the same participant that made a link between creativity and spirituality. This is a good example of where the personal background of the participant was likely to have affected their viewpoint; this participant was the head teacher of a Roman Catholic high school and spirituality clearly affected her personal view towards the purpose and values of the educational establishment and the guidance it should offer to students preparing to enter the ‘adult' world. Nonetheless, there were also references to the "spirit of creativity" and "a spirit of enterprise" used by other participants, a connection between creativity and the subconscious. The former characteristic was regarded as something that could make the world a better place by adding beauty through expression. One head teacher stated: "for children, creativity is hugely important so that things come alive" (Head F). The question of whether creativity can be taught also prompted a broader shared recognition that creativity is a collaborative process, one that is not simply about individuals working alone. “It’s about children working together … about being confident” (Head K). Another head teacher expressed the following view:

One of the key things is working together on something that is really significant in sparking creativity…you saw all those kids working individually on their final pieces of art for their exam but it's all because in the past they worked together, ideas sparked and they shared with each other the possibilities that existed (Head F). 

The idea that creativity is a collaborative process links back to the idea expressed at the beginning of this section that creativity requires a supportive environment to be most effectively taught, and that some children have a more innate aptitude for ‘creative thinking.' Furthermore, references to creativity as something that is ‘sparked’ supports the notion that creativity is something special that requires specific conditions to be optimally nurtured.
I don't teach creativity but I give them an indication of what they can achieve if they use a particular skill…you can open the doors to creativity, but you can't actually teach it (Head C).
The interviews demonstrated a recognition of the value of creativity as a thinking skill and an important part of a child's personal development; although the definition of this creativity, its purpose, and its degree of benefit to the individual were contentious. This contentiousness can be seen in the different ideas expressed regarding the degree to which creativity was something that could be taught, and the different subjects and situations in which its values should be highlighted when devising the school curriculum.

When questioned on the relationship between knowledge and creativity, there were a variety of responses from the different head teachers. Some regarded creativity as a thinking skill that sat outside knowledge and others spoke of their belief that knowledge was a necessary precursor that needed to be in place before creativity could occur:  

If they have knowledge they are more likely to think outside the box ask questions, but without the understanding, they don't develop the skills but if you have all three together that underpins and promotes the enthusiasm to be creative (Head C).
One head teacher, when talking about the teaching of mathematics, stated: 

I think they (teachers) see their role as keeping it very simple, straightforward and transactional, the opposite of creativity really and yet what they do is to provide the sort of conditions where children can progress and succeed within the subject and Maths is creative ultimately and they provide them with the skills and the ability to be creative if they get to a point…It's a bit like skiing, you can't do anything clever on skis until you know that you won't keep falling over all the time so doing the basics before you do anything  (Head F). 
Teachers considered every child to be creative to an extent and saw it as their responsibility to provide the conditions and the quality of teaching needed to nurture it:

Every child has creativity within them ... unfortunately for some students that creativity is massively restricted dependent on what aspects of the curriculum they are engaged or disengaged with (Head C). 
The provision of quality teaching, along with the idea of knowledge as a precursor to creativity, permeated discussions across the board, with one head teacher stating that it was not necessarily through their own knowledge but through accessing the expertise of the teachers that the pupils could develop their creativity, stating “That doesn't mean you have to teach them knowledge you need access to expert knowledge from staff with a high intellectual capital in their own learning” (Head A).
The question as to what level of knowledge is necessary for students to be able to fully exercise their personal creativity is an important one not only today but also for educationalists to consider for the future given the easy access to knowledge that the advances in technology both in and outside the classroom have made possible. Pritchard et al. (2010), for example, highlight the fact that access to digital technologies has altered the role of the teacher, stating: 
'Expertise’ is mediated by technology rather than relying on direct access to people as ‘experts.’ Children may also use communicative technologies to communicate with experts beyond the classroom, e.g. primary pupils using video conferencing to access specialist modern foreign language teaching (cited in Burnett, 2016, p.22).
We will now consider where creativity is positioned in the school curriculum. 

The school curriculum
As was mentioned earlier in this chapter head teachers were more comfortable maintaining a curriculum in which subjects were taught separately rather than one focused on project work. This was despite their recognition that project work was more likely to be considered enjoyable than traditional learning. There was a tendency for creative learning to occur through projects for ‘special days' or in a specific timetabled slot. One head teacher shared her opinion that thematic teaching would take too much time and would not make the most of the subject specialists. There was a common view that thematic teaching was more likely to be considered appropriate when teaching children who were either experiencing difficulty accessing the mainstream curriculum or those who were in need of additional learning support, as opposed to a way of ‘every-day' teaching. It was also perceived as a way to enable students to discover and develop their non-academic interests and passions, or to delve deeper into subject areas through extension work to the usual curriculum:

We build in the extended project qualification… it connects to primary school where much of what they do is project based and gives them the chance to pursue things they   are passionate about (Head G).
Overall, project based curriculums (such as the Opening Minds curriculum) appeared to be used more as a tool for younger students than their counterparts in later age groups. When questioning why this was the case, it was interesting that one head teacher suggested her preference would be to teach through projects but stated that it was the existence of exams and the need to perform well in them that was behind the decision to move away from project-based learning, saying “If you said to me next year there's going to be no exams what would you do, I would completely tear up the curriculum, and it would be projects” (Head K). There was a clear sense that teachers were calling on their creative pedagogy to stimulate the creativity of their pupils. One head teacher, when describing how Pythagoras’ theorem had been taught to a group of maths students in a way that encouraged the children’s creativity, commented “That’s just one example of creativity in what for many students could be seen as a turgid curriculum” (Head B). 

This reference to teaching methods reflects one of the tensions that came across most starkly during the interviews. On the one hand is the teacher's belief that one of the most appropriate ways to promote creativity is through active projects involving such things as team investigations of topics and active research, both in school and in the community. On the other hand, is the school's need to follow a prescribed course of study and achieve results within an allocated time frame and a belief that teaching subjects separately is the most appropriate:

In science, one's creativity comes down to the sorts of investigations one does, of course, there is a little bit of that in their curriculum, but they've got a five-year programme of study to get through (Head B). 

The conflict between creativity and academic achievement can also be seen in the different levels of importance given to extracurricular activities among the different schools interviewed. When one head teacher described the ‘extra-curricular days’ their school offered its students, he chose to highlight the cost of such days when the regular timetable was suspended and less attention was paid to what were considered key subjects: 

However, what they are missing is humanities, languages, maths, science, so its weighing these things off because, yes, they’re important, but if you did them every week you’re robbing Peter to pay Paul and ultimately, we’re judged on how well Paul does, not how well Peter does. So, creativity in the curriculum is probably the best way to get people to be creative (Head B). 

One head teacher had decided to lengthen the school day and the school year to be able to make space for activities that would nurture creativity. The pressure to keep on track, and the lack of time to experiment and make space for a more creative curriculum, was a feature of all the interviews.
Overall, it was clear that the head teachers believed in the importance of schools providing rich, diverse experiences through quality teaching and academic opportunities, although it was clear that they also felt that this was not easy especially with older learners who were approaching external examinations:

One of the things they try and do is to be as creative as possible, certainly at Key Stage 3, because as I said it’s very difficult to be creative at Key Stage 4 because you've got a very firm idea of what you've got to learn, what you're going to get tested on (Head B).

How schools engage with creativity lies at the heart of the debate on creative educational practice. During the conducted interviews, there were frequent references to ‘creative leadership’ for example, a term taken to describe how staff look for the best ways to maximise the number of different learning opportunities on offer. One head teacher stated that their curriculum was by nature creative because the teaching staff were themselves creative. Despite this, some schools took a much more hands-on approach to engaging with creativity as part of the curriculum than others. Some schools felt that creativity being developed through the implementation of learning programmes like the Accelerated Learning Cycle and Learning to Learn, while others organised extra-curricular ‘challenge days’ which were bolted on to a more traditional curriculum. One school decided to offer ‘enrichment activities.' These enrichment activities consisted of a range of activities that the head teachers themselves were passionate about and that crucially, they believed their pupils would benefit from experiencing. Enrichment activities tended to be more arts-based and, unlike extracurricular activities that take place after school, took place first thing in the morning during prime learning time. This curriculum decision reinforced the importance attached to creativity by that school:

So that in a way has been part of our solution that we have built in these opportunities for the children to pursue these interests…they’ve often got, yes, very intelligent, but they’ve often got those other tremendous gifts as well so we like to give them a chance to pursue them alongside other stuff as well as giving them a chance to pursue, to be innovative, to develop a passion, to explore, to think in directions you wouldn't necessarily think in. I strongly argue that this is all part of a creativity agenda within the school curriculum. (Head G).
Some schools planned thematic teaching sessions, but this tended to be occasional. One head teacher was strongly against a move away from traditional separate subject teaching: 

A lot of secondary schools now are looking to promote a more primary type curriculum, but I think that's a mistake ... I think that kids enjoy having different subjects, make them think that they are really studying those subjects, we occasionally do curriculum days where the subjects are all interwoven around a theme but we do it very occasionally ...  I think that everyone benefits from it being occasional its exciting because of the novelty. If it was every day, the novelty would be lost (Head F).
This link between creativity and ‘novelty’ is particularly interesting and will be considered more fully in the following discussion section. Certain similarities were shared by all head teachers interviewed across the country. In each school where interviews were conducted, all the head teachers claimed that creativity was promoted throughout the curriculum but considered it more easily accomplished in the arts. The head teachers interviewed recognised that it is possible to be creative in all domains yet more readily gave examples from the more arts-based subject areas. One head teacher summarised this, stating “I think often creativity gets pigeon holed into how much art we are offering, how much DT” (Head G).
All participants recognised the importance of providing a breadth of opportunities, hence schools devising programs like enrichment activities and extra-curricular opportunities. One belief expressed was that a creative curriculum that encouraged and supported creativity was most likely to develop pupils’ confidence. One head teacher who had herself been educated at a private school indicated that private schools are more successful in this, largely through the breadth of the curriculum and the extra-curricular experiences they offer. This led to pressures to counteract the limitations of the school's situation, which she expressed in this way:
It’s because we are being creative in our curriculum, in the way that we grow them, that's the evidence really that they are confident, articulate and able to compete with students at private schools and get to the Universities and I suppose that's the measure (Head K).

Two of the schools I visited decided to employ vertical teaching - bringing together different year groups for lessons – to enable them to provide more curriculum breadth. They considered the specific interests and strengths of their staff and pupils in making these decisions. 

More schools are using the vertical teaching model but it’s fairly unusual to have schools going a step further and having groups where they actually learn together and its actually the creative subjects where it works best (Head D). 

Both schools felt confident to do this because they felt secure in their position (high academic performance across the board) and had developed good relationships with their school inspectors, who had displayed confidence in their school’s vision and their ability as educational leaders. Notably, all the schools visited looked for possible learning opportunities beyond the immediate school environment, taking active roles in the local community both through the offering of work experience to pupils and using the community as an additional platform for real life learning. Such experiences made learning seem more purposeful and valid. 
The learning environment
Regardless of school philosophy or teaching methodology, the head teachers shared a fundamental belief that: “If you create the right kind of environment the kids would be creative” (School J).  Every participant claimed to value creativity, however, there was a tension between the promotion of creativity and creative enterprise, and the desire to help pupils achieve the best grades, which was also noted in the ‘knowledge’ section of the results. The interviews revealed that there was a tendency to encourage creativity through extra-curricular days, one-off projects and Young Enterprise lessons rather than making a more radical curriculum change, although some recognised that this probably was not enough:

Every child has creativity within them ... unfortunately for some students that creativity is massively restricted dependent on what aspects of the curriculum they are engaged or disengaged with (Head C)

The interviews revealed an overall recognition that creativity benefits from collaboration. This idea is rather paradoxical however, as references to collaboration sat alongside references to creativity being an independent process. This contradiction posed the question of whether creativity is a tool best learned through personal or group exercises. Despite this paradox, there was a general opinion that creative teachers and creative people play a vital role in encouraging creativity, and that contact with creatively minded people should extend outside the classroom and into the wider community. Every head teacher I spoke with had, for example, forged links with the local community to take full advantage of this: “It's tapping the creativity of other people” (Head D).
It was clear that the head teachers were continually looking for ways that they could make improvements to the learning environments they offered. The head teachers all considered one of the greatest advantages of being a school that offered teacher training opportunities (i.e. being a teaching school) was the greater opportunity this then presented the school for building alliances and support networks:

That's the great thing about teaching schools, you build up alliances with other schools and you can learn from what they're doing and you can take the ideas back to base and think, ‘we will try that’ (Head G).
There was a definite sense that schools could learn from each other’s good practice. Two head teachers provided examples of the personal risks they had taken when making the decision to restructure their curriculum, making a switch to a vertical teaching structure to offer a broader curriculum. Head G stated: “We still do a lot of teaching in year groups, but we also do a lot in cross age groups that's really good for creativity…its actually the creative subjects where it works best”.
In terms of the role of teachers in passing on creativity, every head teacher I met also made a statement of their commitment towards encouraging their teachers to develop creativity: 

My staff are innovators - I give them license to take risks in their teaching…we have put money behind these things too …there are a number of research projects going around the school each year…we are learning with everyone else…there is a genuine openness…it's about having boundaries and allowing children to work within them in a creative way (Head I).
The more interesting questions are therefore what the head teachers and indeed the government deemed the boundaries on creativity to be, why they were put in place and how rigidly they were set. One head teacher noted the tension between enabling children to get good grades and allowing their students to be more experimental in their learning and “go off piste” (Head C). For some head teachers, demonstrating that they valued creativity and providing space for creativity was enough and this was considered possible within a traditional curriculum timetable, with Head F stating: “I think it's what you do with the fabric is really important, just providing the right set of circumstances for people”.
Should creativity be the responsibility of the school or considered a more general life skill that people should primarily develop outside the classroom? This question was raised multiple times during the interviews, with one head teacher revealing his belief that the journey to creativity is a lifelong process and one that might not necessarily commence during the school years. He said: “A lot of adults have learned to be creative as they got older rather than being creative at school” (Head C). This statement prompts consideration whether schools should feel a responsibility to work within a creative framework, or even incorporate one at all. If head teachers do not feel that creativity should be regarded as a taught subject, but a life skill that develops with age, how will this attitude transmit to and be reflected in the creative potential of young learners today? All these questions and unknown factors represent issues that urgently need to be addressed and which I will consider later in this thesis.
Teacher creativity was regarded as a high priority in every school intent on nurturing creativity and was visible in both the emphasis the teacher placed on the role of creativity in the curriculum and on their choice of pedagogy. As Head D said, “you have to have staff who are creative and flexible”. While ‘good quality teaching' was considered essential to each school, the priority was very clearly placed on providing the necessary knowledge: “doing the basics before you do anything” (Head F). It was clear from my interviews with Head F that creativity was not regarded as one of the ‘basics’. One result of this focus on ‘basics first’, particularly in his case, was that head teachers often chose to approach creativity through the extra-curricular options and not the daily curriculum. While there were references to creativity being fostered through non-traditional teaching “so that children could be shown different ways of doing things” (Head G), creativity was often encouraged and developed primarily through extra-curricular enrichment opportunities: “It's almost like a break from the grind that we are doing so regularly and I think people do find that quite refreshing” (Head G).


The interviews showed a clear call for time and space for both teachers and pupils to make room for creativity. Little space for creativity was provided within a traditional subject-based curriculum: “We have a creative staff they love coming together and sharing ideas teachers love being creative it’s just giving them the time and the space to be able to do that” (School K). Space for reflection was, however, regarded as a luxury rather than an everyday occurrence. This is reflected in this quote from Head A:

It's about giving yourself the ability, space and time to come up with ideas that are different, that challenge previous orthodoxies, that find third-way solutions to problems … that it will come up with solutions that are not ordinary that come up with new and innovative ways of solving a problem or of presenting something.
This notion of ‘space for reflection’ will be explored more fully in the following section.
The wider educational context
My interviews showed that there were certain key words and phrases that repeatedly appeared when head teachers were asked what they thought influenced parental choice of school. Phrases such as ‘child welfare' were commonly used, mainly followed by references to happiness, success, confidence, character building, and achieving good exam results. As Head D said:

Parents want kids to be safe, they want them to be happy, and thirdly they want them to be successful…safe and confident, to be able to make mistakes, confident to try new things and push them on. Happy comes from staff atmosphere.
Each participant expressed recognition of the importance of a learning environment in which children could feel secure and confident enough to take risks and exercise their creativity. Among the head teachers, there was a strong belief that parents desired more than simply for children to achieve good exam results and were also concerned about their children's broader personal development. This was expressed in the tension between schools pushing grades while maintaining their integrity as ‘well-rounded’ institutions and not succumbing to becoming ‘exam factories':

Parents want to hear that I am going to get their children the best exam results but that we are not just an exam factory, parents are really keen to hear about the enrichment activities and how we are going to develop their child’s character (Head G).
There was a sense that the diversity of schools on offer was considered a good thing, with parents more able to choose the type of learning environment that they felt was most appropriate for their child. There was, however, a tension between parents’ desire for their children to achieve good examination results and their desire for them to experience a more balanced education. This importance of a balanced, well-rounded education and development of each child in a holistic sense was a view shared by the teachers. One described how they made use of parent-teacher meetings to emphasise this:
My experience of parents is that they are fairly sophisticated and they do look at a range of things, not just the last set of exam results…they do want opportunities, they want sport and the whole broader strand that goes into the development of the whole person. (Head G).
Nonetheless, despite making the most of parent-teacher meetings to increase awareness of the importance of creativity, my interviews suggested head teachers believed creativity was not rated highly by parents, for example a belief that creativity was not something that the teachers believed parents considered when they were choosing a school for their children: ‘I'm not sure at the moment whether it (creativity) is on the parents’ radar really' (Head A). One head teacher further expressed his disappointment that this was the case and his belief that the media was behind this lack of parental attention: “the media influence on schools does inevitably influence people's choices, league tables and so on” (Head G). 

There was a view that it was the parents who prioritised academic results: 

Pressure from parents and children because they want to do as well as they possibly can as well they would much rather be taught to an exam specification they would much rather do exam questions and do things in an old school standard way…as an educational practitioner, we know how our children learn best and part of that is creativity […] we want children who are going to be creative and able to adapt for the rest of their lives […] Do the parents think creativity is important here […] I'm not sure if they listed what the top ten things they felt we ought to do I don't think creativity would be one of them (Head H).


Many of the head teachers interviewed drew comparisons with their primary school counterparts, who they believed had been given greater freedom over their curricula and thus had more opportunity to take risks with their curricular decisions and make space for creativity. As the head teacher of one school said:

The squeeze on standards has had a detrimental impact on creativity […] we are trying to funnel creativity down a smaller and smaller diameter tube with restrictions and I have always felt it was sad that compared to primary schools I sense there is inherently more creativity than there is in secondary schools (Head I).
This head teacher gave examples as to why he considered he had less freedom to teach in a creative way under the current education system and the values and priorities it emphasises. Life as a head teacher was described as stressful. One of the most notable of these stresses was the risk of unemployment if pupil results were below expected. This left some teachers feeling fearful about taking any risks that might have a negative impact on test results. As the head teacher said: ‘it's brave head teachers and leaders who make the decision to keep creativity in the curriculum because there's a risk involved in that' (Head I).
It seemed that, despite the risks mentioned, most head teachers who took part in this study had experienced enough success in meeting wider governmental and academic standards to feel confident in adopting a more experimental stance in their curriculum decisions. It appeared that the security of producing good grades was the biggest factor in giving them the confidence to ‘do things differently'.  One example of this was the implementation of vertical teaching, whereby a group of mixed-age pupils (taken from two to three year groups) are taught together, which differs from the conventional practice of teaching children only within their age groups. The majority of participants in this study voiced their concern for colleagues leading schools that were underachieving. They mentioned that teachers from these schools had shared their concern that they might lose their head teacher position if the school did not improve results. As the head teacher of School E said: “you go to some schools and they're fighting for numbers under the spotlight, and you can understand why they'll move with the latest performance measures so they can be seen in a good light”. This pervading pressure to deliver results was what many believed caused less attention to be placed on creativity. As the head teacher of School K noted, “we were a failing school we had to turn it around, and we had to focus on exam results because then the students felt more successful and the parents thought, this is a good school, we want to send our children there”. The need to perform well in league tables was exacerbated, with government emphasis not only being on comparisons between schools in England, but also with the rest of the world.  


Many expressed a concern that the government was out of touch with the realities of schooling, one stating:

Unfortunately, particularly recently, politicians base their idea of a curriculum plan and curriculum diet as fit for purpose to compete with the rest of the world based on their perceptions of what the rest of the world are doing and based on their experience of some 40 years ago possibly in some public school somewhere (Head C).

This head teacher went on to highlight the fact that the current emphasis on standards could be traced back to Margaret Thatcher's policy, despite successive governments making claims to be different: 
It's very interesting that some of the most radical changes in education started way back when Margaret Thatcher was in power…was heavily criticised by the opposing government but was never changed once they were in office, so nothing was ever undone and very little has been undone (Head C). 
This implies that the model put in place by Kenneth Baker and Margaret Thatcher have had ramifications far into the future, with successive governments only modifying, rather than reforming, what they established.
One of the limitations of the interviews was that discussion of actual policy was quite limited. This may, however, highlight a wider problem with the fact that head teachers themselves can neglect reading up on government educational policy changes. Some head teachers even expressed a distrust of policy, with one commenting that policy is only relevant if it is sustained over time and comes with a financial incentive: “I don't think that there have been any real incentives that have been launched in terms of an incentive to promote creativity that has had any real impact”. (Head A). Recognition of the need for incentives is crucial to educational policy makers, especially given that recent years have witnessed a constant stream of policy initiatives. Contrastingly, where head teachers did have a more current understanding of and interest in government policy, one complaint was that there were few or no real incentives for schools to promote creativity as part of state educational aspirations. As Head G said: “the rhetoric is saying one thing but the actual hard cash and logic is saying something different”.


The commitment of all the head teachers interviewed to be true to their values despite external pressures remained clear throughout the interviews. One head teacher, when discussing creativity and its current place in the government’s philosophy, showed his inherent passion to do what is right for his pupils when he stated:

[Creativity is] essential and we have to be creative in finding ways to keep it in the curriculum so as an approach within teaching its always been there but we’ve also with a government agenda which isn’t stunningly geared towards creativity a lot of people would say broadly antagonistic towards it we’ve had to think laterally we’ve had to be creative and imaginative to find ways to keep it in (Head G).

There was a sense of creativity existing simply because of the teacher’s belief that it is important. One head teacher said that government support for creativity was lacking in substance, poorly defined and without monetary backing, and that incentives were pointless without financial backing.

I think it’s no coincidence that we are now in an age of austerity and we seem to have entered into an austerity curriculum which is broadly, it’s much more ‘Gradgrindish’, it's more ok what do you need to get a job and, well, you shouldn't be doing anything else (Head G).
This fact that the head teachers themselves were required to be creative in looking for ways to keep creativity in the curriculum was common throughout but not surprising given their agreeing to participate in this study. Indeed, teachers’ creativity played a primary role in encouraging creativity in the pupils. Head teachers saw themselves as having to operate within the model of business leaders, looking for creative solutions to enable them to pursue particular objectives: “We need a data manager to manage the data…we need to think creatively about every single thing we do” (Head D). This had focused the teachers’ attention on ways to combat this negative direction in which they felt the government were moving. Time to reflect was something that every head teacher wanted, yet considered to be in short supply and was recognised as important not only for the teaching staff but also for their pupils. One head teacher stated that the current situation was one in which:

…the pressures of the content drive the pace…therefore compromising creative thinking…There has not been enough collaborative learning applied and not enough reflective thinking in some ways - it’s a bit false economy as if you’ve got an hour’s lesson and that's a relentless drive to impart information and knowledge and then to expect young people to develop that knowledge and apply the skills without giving them the time to reflect on what's been presented to them, not giving them the opportunity for dialogue and creativity, it's a bit of a false economy (Head C). 

Every head teacher referred to examples of this external pressure, as shown through their expressions such as, ‘Treading the line,' you're on a tightrope,' and references to ‘football manager's syndrome.' As one head teacher said, there was a feeling that “if something goes wrong, everything is swept away, so the pressures are quite high” (Head G).


The interviews showed a prevalent belief that the educational climate was moving in a more negative direction, with one referring to Ofsted “becoming increasingly brutal” (Head G). Accountability was regarded as essentially a good thing, but one that had got out of control. One head teacher highlighted the ambiguity that still surrounds creativity and its position in the curriculum when he stated:

The only reason we can maintain that and do the things the way we do them is because we get results at the other end as well. The big question is do we get those results because we push the creativity or do we get those results because we are good at getting results that allow us to be creative at the other end of the school (Head C).
It is this uncertainty, along with the need for pupils to achieve good test results within a specified time frame, that acts as a barrier to creativity in schools. One head teacher referred to this pressure, stating:

I would like to see that creativity in all aspects of the curriculum encouraged through a measured, supportive, learning environment that is not compromised by the pressure to deliver a lot of content in a short time to a very high standard (Head C).
When interviewing the various head teachers, one of the things that struck me was the metaphors of struggle and conflict embedded in their language. This seemed to be prompted by the pressure they felt under to be accountable and meet external targets and standards. This was expressed most prominently through their choice of vocabulary - teachers referred to the ‘battles' they were fighting, using expressions such as ‘fighting for numbers’. There was a feeling that they were ‘under the spotlight’ and were continually overcoming barriers, instead of government policy, parents, and educational institutions working together to further the academic and personal development of young people today. One head teacher, when describing his desire to maintain a balanced curriculum against a target driven backdrop, stated “It's a battle I think if you want to fight that you can fight that battle and I like to think that we do to an extent” (Head H).

It was clear that while the head teacher’s role is demanding, they felt these demands even more because they embraced challenge and performance-enhancing change, driven by a deep-seated need to do the best for their students. The interviews showed, for example, that they were aware that at times they needed to make decisions that involved taking a risk if an opportunity presented itself to them. There was a shared sentiment of seeing education as a continual balancing act between different educational priorities:

I don’t think you will meet many head teachers who say they don’t want to encourage creativity but it’s just the teaching and learning and operations of the school its often the willingness is there but creativity is compromised by the pressures of the school (Head C).
This discourse not only highlighted the challenges but also the restrictions that the head teachers perceived. Desires for their institutions to not become ‘exam factories’ sat alongside recognition of ‘the system’ that they were ultimately part of. As previously stated, examples that were given of creative initiatives tended to be arts-based despite head teachers recognising that creativity is more than that. There was a feeling that the teachers could be encouraged to look for more ways to nurture creativity as a response to external pressure. One head teacher attributed his successful art department to the increased energy injected to combat the restraints, acknowledging that “people are creative in difficult situations; the fact that the Arts have been under a lot of pressure is possibly one of the reasons why it has become so dynamic” (Head F). Alongside this pressure on the arts, there was an underlying tension between the desire to promote creativity whilst taking care not to become regarded as ‘alternative’ or ‘different’, which Head E put as “We're very strong on arts and creative subjects we're not alternative, creative Steiner types and we don't have ‘freaky Fridays’”. Furthermore, some head teachers, as we have already seen, although supportive of creativity, still believed that focusing on creativity was more necessary for those pupils who find a traditional curriculum difficult to access:

Your first priority is to get these grades…the worry with the present education system is it will stifle creativity because people won’t take the risk…we still have quite a traditional curriculum here because most of our children will go onto A-levels and they are academic A levels and 95% of our kids will go on to university (Head J). 
Despite these efforts by head teachers, there was an overall sense that rather than being free to choose how best to educate the pupils in their care, this freedom that political leaders had promised was limited by a wider educational climate that is based on measurement and target setting.
Should creativity be assessed?
The topic of whether creativity should be assessed was by far the most contentious and one that came up as a side point in the discussion of many previously mentioned aspects to creativity (such as where it fits into the curriculum and whether it can be taught). Arguably, the main reason the question of whether creativity should be assessed has been debated so much is due to society's wider focus on measurement and testing in the education sector, as well as the social perception that students should be separated and distinguished from one another on the basis of academic results. In this particular study, while some head teachers believed there was a definite need for ‘more planned assessment' of creativity, others believed we are already subjecting pupils to excessive levels of, and focus on, assessment. Indeed, some head teachers, such as Head G, felt that the any assessment of creativity "might actually destroy it": 
Our regulated obsession with, if it moves assess it, and I would strongly say don’t assess it because we’re over assessed and regulated…let them just enjoy it and let the teachers enjoy it too because there is so little left
One of the reasons some head teachers believed creativity should not be assessed is because they thought that given the subjective nature of creativity assessment would be too complex and time-consuming. As the head teacher of School B said, “I don't think it is valid to try and assess creativity because you would end up with something really contrived”. The lack of clarity regarding what creativity itself is not only leads to misconceptions, but also changes to the form of assessment deemed most appropriate in any different time. One head teacher highlighted this transient nature of creativity when she stated, “creativity is evolving because every time we try to pin it down it evaporates” (Head A). 

Another equally important reason why some head teachers didn’t favour assessment was because they felt assessment itself was too intrinsically focused on results as opposed to the process of acquiring them. This conflicts with the argument that the process is as important as the product when acquiring a life skill. This desire to keep creativity free from assessment supports another argument that creativity serves as an antidote to the need to follow exam specifications in other areas of education, enhancing the curriculum and its benefits for pupils. As the head teacher of School B said:

I suppose it's about being different and playing to your own strengths and you've got an exam specification you've got to work towards, where on earth can youth creativity come, because someone said this is what you've got to learn and this is what we’re going to test you on and there's very little room, so you can have a tiny bit of creativity, but having the fun stuff actually engages, motivates.

In addition, some head teachers believed creativity shouldn’t be assessed because of their belief that creativity can’t be measured fairly across subject areas. These head teachers thought creativity was difficult to measure outside the more arts-based subjects where measurement was mainly reduced to measuring divergent thinking. Those who did see a need for assessment stressed the importance of clearly identified criteria, as exemplified by Head’s C’s comment: “It’s impossible to say that we have a creativity assessment framework. It has to be specific to the type of creativity in the context of which it is encouraged, the assessment criteria have to be built around that”.
During the interviews, consideration of why creativity shouldn't be assessed led to discussions of the broader dangers of assessment more generally, as will be explored in part two of this chapter. As one head teacher said:

I’m not keen because I can guess what would happen, they wouldn’t be able to resist it, it would become regulated, it would become another qualification, Ofsted would inspect it you know. It’s used in other cultures, and that's fine but they don't have our regulated obsession with ‘if it moves assess it’, and I would very strongly say don't assess it because we're over regulated…let them just enjoy it and let the teachers enjoy it too, because there is so little left (Head G). 
In contrast to those that thought creativity shouldn't be assessed, some of those who thought creativity should be assessed cited parents as a constituent factor in forming their viewpoint. Some indicated that there was external pressure for assessment, not only from the government but from the parents as well: “It's being able to argue why giving that many hours for something they don't have an exam in is beneficial to the children” (Head K).
Summary
Creativity was clearly valued by all the head teachers who chose to participate in the study, who all shared the opinion that creativity exists across all areas of the curriculum. Despite this belief, their examples were almost always more readily drawn from the arts. They saw creativity as a skill that could be taught, although they considered individual children to have different creative potential. There was a general view that creativity is more likely to take place when a creative pedagogy is adopted and that this pedagogy is more successful when pupils are encouraged to be more active in their learning. Some approaches to creativity were considered to have become more reductionist than others, in a bid to capture creativity and make assessment easier. ‘Creative pedagogy’ was defined as encouraging new ways of presenting information, employing open questioning techniques, and requiring children to ‘think outside the box’. The majority expressed a marked resistance to rote learning, whereby children are drilled through repetitive exercises: “we want to encourage children to ask what if?” (School H). Crucially, every participant identified the fact that they had been given positive feedback on their recent inspections as the prime motivator and enabler for them to be more experimental in their approach to teaching and learning and feel confident to take risks that they might otherwise have found too difficult.
CHAPTER 6:
ANALYSIS

This chapter commences with a reminder about why I personally considered the role creativity plays in education to be a worthy topic for research and why I sought to approach this through uncovering head teachers’ subjective responses. The discussion then moves on to explore what can be learnt from the findings presented in the previous chapter, maintaining the same themed format, and questions how the findings of this study fit alongside the findings of existing, similar research. It is followed by the conclusion, which considers what these findings suggest about the future of creativity in our schools and offers suggestions for future research directions.
The subject of this study arose from my desire to learn more about the status of creativity in our schools at Key Stage Three (KS3) and to unpick the complex interplay between a teacher’s own values towards creativity and the influence this has on their decision making.  This recognition of the role that values play in the learning process was formerly recognised as significant in the Microsoft-funded research project, Enquiring Minds (2008) which stated:
When schools take up innovations they interpret and implement them in ways that reflect their own values and missions. This depends on social context, teacher’s own biographies and existing beliefs about teaching and learning, as well as on institutional and policy pressures. What this amounts to, then, is a complex set of variables that should be considered in order to analyse the ways in which ideas about knowledge are constructed, circulated and maintained in schools (p.49).
The notion of creativity is not simply connected with conscious thoughts and emotions, but also with thoughts on an unconscious level. As Gaut (2010) states:

One of the most influential introspective reports on creativity was provided by Henri Poincaré who described his own experience of creativity in terms of swarms of ideas arising and combining randomly in his unconsciousness and then his selection of the most promising ones according to aesthetic criteria (p.1035).
Implicit theories are subjective beliefs held by individuals, which by implication influence their behaviour. Wishing to apply this understanding of implicit theories, I decided to explore the value that head teachers; as the driving force behind teaching practice in their educational establishments; ascribed to creativity and, its application in the context of the learning experiences they offered. My decision to use head teachers as the subject of my research was influenced by an awareness that these professionals were charged with the difficult task of negotiating a path between policy and practice. Previous research enquiries have shown that the behaviours of school leaders have a greater impact on pupil performance than school structures or leadership models (Price Waterhouse Coopers 2007, p.1; Leithwood and Jantzi, 1990). I was consequentially interested to discover the extent to which the head teacher’s personal educational philosophy, along with their implicit theories of creativity, impacted on their decision-making. I was also intrigued by the intersection between government prescription and school/professional autonomy. 
In Chapter 4, which looked at education policy, we saw how the Coalition government claimed to recognise teachers’ professionalism, demonstrating this through their promise of greater autonomy. I was aware, however, through both conversations with teachers and reading existing literature, that this autonomy came with the need to fulfil certain conditions such as meeting government targets. I was eager to discover how the head teachers I interviewed were navigating these prevailing tensions. I was particularly keen to assess the extent to which they were encouraging and rewarding creativity in both their pupils and teachers and how they were going about it. I hoped to uncover the criteria with which they rated their own or others’ levels of creativity and believed that any consistent findings among implicit theories would make these findings more valid. 

The aim of this investigation into the treatment of creativity in state secondary schools is to contribute to existing understanding with regards to the ways in which schools that have been given more freedom over their curriculum have chosen to respond to creativity, the definitions of creativity they have adopted, and the degree to which they feel supported by the wider policy framework. As an educationalist, I recognise that the stance educators take towards creativity not only influences the likelihood of creativity being identified as an educational tool and objective, but also plays a fundamental role in determining whether it is/has been rewarded and encouraged within the education system.

As previous studies have already shown, creativity not only has an important role to play in education, it is also critical both to how we approach our everyday interactions and manage our conduct with one another. It offers a route to personal fulfilment and is more likely to lead to success in the workplace (Baer and Oldham, 2006). The complexity of creativity stems both from its range of uses and the range of results thinking ‘creatively’ can offer, even to a single individual or institution. In education, the term ‘creative’ is often used to apply to academically or otherwise ‘gifted’ individuals. It is also used as a tool of engagement and a way to encourage those who otherwise struggle to engage with academic material or interact in an academic setting. In addition to this, creativity can also refer to what takes place when the education provider experiments with pedagogy so that it nurtures learning potential and enables learners to more easily process information.
In the light of the interviews conducted in this study, unpicking this rhetoric is the focus of the remainder of this section. 

The purpose of education and the quest for ‘values’
The revised National Curriculum for Key Stage 3 and 4 (DES, 2004) began with a chapter on educational values, stating: “Education influences and reflects the values of society, and the kind of society we want to be. It is important therefore, to recognise a broad set of common values and purposes that underpin the school curriculum and the work of school” (p.10). In June 2014, Michael Gove, as education secretary announced that schools should be “Promoting British values in schools to ensure young people leave school prepared for life in modern Britain” (DES, 2014). These ‘British values’ were not only supposed to prepare young people for the future, but were also considered necessary to protect young people from the risks of rising extremism and radicalisation. There was no indication of these values being open to questioning; rather they were values to be ‘accepted’ and ‘respected’. The government demonstrated their support for this policy by adding them to Ofsted’s inspection list, this list contributing to the decision as to whether a school was 'outstanding', 'needs improvement' or somewhere in between. 

It was evident from the interviews that the head teachers had secure personal values, were committed to their role as educators, and were concerned with nurturing their pupils in a broader sense than simply focusing on exam results: "turning out well-rounded individuals" (Head B). They felt responsible for developing the characters of their learners as well as their academic ability. This was not surprising, seeing as ‘character’ has been the focus of much recent debate in educational politics, with the Education Secretary, Nicky Morgan, wanting England to become a global leader in teaching character: 

Schools that develop and build character, resilience, and grit in their pupils will also be recognised for the first time through the new character awards - so that more schools focus on developing well-rounded pupils prepared for life in modern Britain (DfE, 2014)

There were many examples of this association between creativity and character, such as head teachers encouraging students to have sufficient confidence to take risks in their learning. "Learning to anticipate, take, and manage risks"(Rolfe, 2010, p.4) is regarded as a core skill essential for individuals in understanding how best to manage and deal with change and uncertainty, as well as for society in finding solutions to economic and social problems "We want our children to ask what if?" (School H). It was evident that there was a need for more discussion around identifying the values that should inform our education system although all those interviewed emphasised the lack of time for such discussion given their many targets: "Creativity is compromised by the pressures of the school" (School C).
Claxton and Craft (2008) put forward the case for "wisdom, which seeks to recognise the complex and competing values driving creativity" (p.34) and stress the importance of a shared agreement. Similarly, Postman (1996), called for the need for clear narratives, or values, to inform education in the future. For Postman, these elements were moral guidance, a sense of continuity, and understanding of past, present, and future (in Craft, 2005, p.11). Richard Sennett, a sociologist concerned with the development of character and how it is affected by the wider society, defines wisdom as: “the ethical value we place on our own desires and on our relations to others” (p. 10). He stressed the importance of society nurturing an individual's values so that they are encouraged not to pursue self-interest at the expense of others. He questions how we decide what is of value in our society that is focused on continual redesign and change over continuity and commitment. He refers to the “chameleon values of the new economy” (p.26) and describes the lives of American workers whose identities have been challenged by continual changes in the workplace, leaving them struggling to cope with their sense of failure. Sennett uses such examples to warn of the destructive potential of the capitalist economy in which we now live. Through his work, he successfully raises important questions as to how individuals can decide what to choose as lasting values and long-term goals in a society that is continually reinventing itself. He warns against the current situation in which individuality and flexibility are prioritized, believing that this erodes our sense of community and connection and builds insecurity. Sennett’s concerns are valuable as reminders of the need to make space to consider the importance of building a secure set of fundamental values that are shared and lasting. The performance-orientated culture that currently exists in our schools is distorting our values so that what matters most is test results, with emphasis placed on what is measurable and thus comparable:

Driven by reductive outcome measures, which fail to provide space for creativity, it appears that education has lost sight of the needs of students and is failing to recognise the broad range of capacities inherent in an increasingly diverse student population (Slee, 2010, cited in Hennessey, 2013, p.9).

It appears that the merging of the world of business and its associated discourse with the world of education has led to a lack of clarity as to the aims of education and the values that education seeks to promote. One example is the blurring of creativity with innovation and entrepreneurship. Smyth and Dow (1997) summarise the implications for education: 

... the focus is on how to best control education by making it do its economic work through greater emphasis on vocationalism [...] Coupled with this is a worldwide move towards re-centralising control over education through national curricula, testing, appraisal, policy formulation, profiling, auditing, and the like while giving the impression of decentralisation and handing control down locally (p. 2).

The values driving the economic view of education are individuality, competitiveness and consumption. Education is a tool for achieving economic wealth. However, the purpose of education, as described in the review of the research literature, is to encourage collaboration and ability to analyse information, and view problems from a multitude of diverse perspectives. Furthermore, it is to nurture a creative mind-set through encouraging such things as open-mindedness, perseverance and motivation.
Ultimately, allowing market values to impact on the education that we are offering is imposing limitations on the possibilities of learning and its transformative potential: "Your first priority is to get those grades" (Head J). We need to do what we can to renew our focus on creating shared values that acknowledge diversity, recognise the value of education and prevent education from becoming secondary to the needs of society. Education is a realm with its own ethic and its own values. These should not be reduced to those of the market. 
Defining creativity
Through the interviews, I sought to discover head teachers’ definitions of creativity and whether they were more concerned with nurturing the creative process or the creative product. It was, as I stated in the introduction to this chapter, my hope that this study would contribute to current understanding of creativity and prompt reflection on the topic. I was keen to encourage educationalists to open their students’ minds to new ideas and encourage them to take risks and imagine alternative possibilities rather than focus on attaining the end- product whilst neglecting the process. This is particularly significant given the emphasis on outcomes encouraged by policy makers in our schools: 

Process outcomes are of greater valance than the outcomes of subject specific content because to be literate in the content students must know and practice the processes by which that content came into being (Costa, 2008, p.66).
Having set out to explore the meaning of creativity and the way it is defined by senior educators, I was interested to discover that not only was creativity still lacking a secure definition, but that the wider purpose of education still showed signs of lacking consistency in response, although it was evident that school leaders were intent on doing their part to ensure that their pupils left school as individuals who would have a positive impact on society. 
This study revealed that creativity is still thought to be influenced by the unconscious 'spirit'. This finding is supported by Underwood (1996), who points out that:

More recently there has been a shift toward wider acceptance of this notion of the psychological unconscious - the idea that mental structures, processes, and states can influence experience, thought, and action outside of phenomenal awareness and voluntary control (p.259).

As previously mentioned, it was Freud who was the first to recognise the power of the unconscious to break through the repressive barrier into consciousness, especially in the minds of those with a creative orientation. More recently, Kaufman and Singer (2012) quoted Fry, co-creator of the Post-it, who also made this connection between conscious and unconscious processes when he described how he accessed his personal creativity:

I back away from conscious thought and turn the problem over to my unconscious mind. It will scan a broader array of patterns and find some new close fits from other information stored in my brain (cited in Doug, 2010, p.196).

Kahnemann (2011) is a contemporary psychologist who supports a view of the unconscious as being impossible to avoid as rational thinking relies on facts, knowledge and critical thinking, which can't be switched on all the time. Similarly, Ritter et al. (2011), in their study of unconsciousness, concluded that individuals who had unconsciously thought about ideas were better in selecting their most creative idea. 
There is no doubt that progress on encouraging creativity in our schools, with the objective of enabling learners to attain a more fulfilled and meaningful life, is dependent on understanding these complexities.
If creativity can be taught, then where does it sit within the curriculum?
Despite a renewed focus on pedagogy, my research shows that there remains a tendency to adhere to a largely traditional subject-orientated curriculum as against more integrated learning. One head teacher, for example, stated that any deviation from the more traditional curriculum structure should be reserved for special days: "I think that everyone benefits from it being occasional its exciting because of the novelty. If it was every day, the novelty would be lost" (Head F). This adherence to tradition is interesting, particularly given the move towards a greater acceptance that we are preparing our young learners for a very different future with different career and lifestyle prospects to the one we currently have. Furthermore, past research projects such as Creative Partnerships (2002) and Enquiring Minds (2005) have concluded that there are numerous benefits in considering alternative curricular possibilities. There was a sense that shifts in pedagogy were considered sufficient, rather than seeking changes in curricula. Craft (2005) points to the need for a pivotal curriculum shift and that focusing on pedagogy alone is insufficient when she states:

At a point in educational history where pupil voice and co-participation is increasingly highly valued, creative educational futures demand consideration of fundamental change to how we conceive of curriculum, pedagogy, and learning, together with who teaches and learns, where, how and why (p.11).

For some school leaders, a creative learning environment was considered more necessary in situations in which learners had become disengaged with the curriculum on offer. These findings indicate that schools might press for more able learners to follow a more rigidly structured traditional curriculum than those pupils deemed to be less able. As such, there is a danger that creativity could become more geared towards struggling students and underachievers as a tool for engaging them with their schoolwork instead of a life skill necessary for all students regardless of academic ability. The ill-defined nature of the supposed educational benefits of ‘creativity’ for this cohort of children is summed up by this statement: 

And I say your curriculum can be as creative as you like so if that means that it’s going to be more project based and different, whatever it takes to hook those children in …you need to do whatever it takes to get those children up to speed and experience helps (Head K). 

The question becomes: what it is about projects that are considered to encourage pupils to take part? There is no doubt that encouraging pupils to question and consider wider perspectives is a valuable form of learning. It was clear that projects were considered a way of introducing more active, real-life creative learning into the curriculum. It is important, however, that the incorporation of projects is not relied upon as the sole way of encouraging creativity or that projects are initiated without a deep consideration of both pedagogy and planning. In this study, the interview responses supported the notion that, even when creativity is supported and actively promoted, it is a challenging concept to embrace, especially given its many interpretations. Creativity was considered a quality indicative of a ‘gifted’ learner, yet paradoxically was also seen as offering an alternative option for those pupils not regarded as academic. 

It is fascinating that a pedagogy that nurtures creativity was considered a means to harness reluctant learners, whilst at the same time it was also used as a means of identifying gifted and talented pupils. Beghetto (2010) noted the tendency to equate creativity with the gifted when he stated that “nurturing creative potential is often still viewed as separate from the mainstream academic curriculum and reserved only for the select few” (p.448). The alignment of creativity with talent and ‘giftedness’ challenges our democratic notion of creativity by emphasising the individual rather than the collaborative nature of creativity. It is still seen as something that everyone is capable of, but also retains its definition as a special talent. Creativity now appears in the reformed secondary curriculum (2008), as one of six personal learning and thinking skills, alongside critical thinking. It is thus regarded as important for personal development, a higher order thinking skill and a means of promoting engagement with the curriculum. This study revealed that teachers do recognise that creativity exists across domains, but arts examples were more readily given because creativity was found to be simpler to identify and promote it in the more arts-based subjects. This supports Stoycheyva's (1996) findings referred to in chapter 1. Craft (2005) warns of the negative implications of a narrowly-defined creative approach when she says: “endorsing the implicit theory of creativity as art is a misconception that leads to an underestimation of the potential of creativity for other domains of knowledge” (p.10). This reinforces Carr's (1998) conclusion referred to in chapter 3 that reinforced the importance of articulating underlying ideological assumptions that influence our decision-making and response to educational issues. Undoubtedly, there is still more that can be done to promote creativity across the disciplines but progress might be more likely if we focus on how it works within specific domains rather than assuming it shows itself in a consistent manner no matter whether it is in the arts or the sciences. This study's conclusions are supportive of Davies et al. (2013), referred to in chapter 3, when he stressed the value inherent in encouraging teachers to unpick their preconceptions about creativity and pedagogy as part of their professional learning process.
Creativity and skills
Research has shown how the creative process involves the integration of several cognitive functions. When questioning head teachers about creativity, there were frequent references to creativity being a ‘skill’. This is unsurprising, as recent attempts to incorporate it into academic learning have focused on thinking skills. The National Curriculum defined creative thinking skills as skills that enable pupils: "to generate and extend ideas, to suggest hypotheses, to apply imagination, and to look for alternative innovative outcomes" (DfES, 2004, p.22). Advances in neuroscience support the importance of activities that need both divergent and convergent thinking processes to occur simultaneously. Highly creative people have been shown to be adept at using both sides of their brain and practice has been proven to strengthen cognitive performance. (The Creativity Crisis, n.d.)
There were references to the importance of ‘transferable skills’, a category in which creativity was often bracketed as just one component. The value of ‘transferable skills’ seemed to lie in their ability to enable learners to find it easier to adapt to new tasks or situations. This supports Mayer's (1989) view, referred to in chapter 3, that creative teaching occurs when students are encouraged to transfer what they have learned to solve problems. A succinct definition of transferable skills is:
Skills that are developed in one situation which can be transferred to another situation. They are sometimes called generic, soft or key skills. They are believed to be necessary for effective performance, not only in the workplace …  but in life in general. Some examples of such skills include team working, communication skills, problem-solving, planning and time management (Trinity College Dublin).
A general literature search revealed the strong connection between transferable skills and employment. Bailey (2010) emphasises the fact that transferable skills are not domain-specific when he states: “On the Oxford University Skills Portal students are told that transferable skills ‘can be a welcome addition to the knowledge-based skills specific to your subject” (p.356). 
It seems that focus on transferable skills has arisen largely in response to a perceived need that we need to do what we can to prepare for a changing society so they will enable us to cope with constantly changing employment. The value of transferable skills is thus due to a belief that they are skills of lasting value as against more content specific skills that might become less beneficial. Husen (1979) suggests:

In a changing society, the school cannot provide an intellectual fare of specific items of knowledge for lifelong use. The shift that has to take place in the content of teaching is one from emphasis primarily on specific items of knowledge which may soon become obsolete, to one with emphasis on the intellectual skills that are applicable to a broad and largely unforeseen repertoire of tasks and situations (p.153)
The importance of skills in education is evident in UK policy texts, although its meaning has moved from referring to practical and technical skills towards ‘soft’ skills such as developing the ability to get on with others.  Another concept that has gained prominence is “21st century skills”. This term, despite being frequently used, lacks a consistent definition, and is often referred to alongside references to cross-curricular skills, transferable skills, and soft skills. Johnson (2007) highlights the changing definition of skills employed by the government when he states:

The Government decided that ‘key skills': application of number, IT, communication, problem-solving, working with others and improving own learning and performance, should be taught across the curriculum. These should not be confused with the ‘basic skills' of literacy, numeracy, and ICT (p.34).
Barrow (1987) analyses the term ‘skill’, stating how it blurs important differences between the many types of skills. He lists examples of such skills as physical skills, motor skills, social skills, personal skills, intellectual skills, perceptual skills, and creative skills. He advocated adopting a narrow approach to skills, restricting them to only those abilities that, "are discrete, specific, physical and trainable" (Barrow, 1999, p.133). If Barrow's definition of skills were accepted, however, it would mean that creativity would not be recognised as a skill. Given that this study revealed frequent reference to the importance of skills and the fact that no clear consensus exists as to the definition of the numerous terms used when referring to skills, it is inevitable that there will be a variety of interpretations and applications in our schools. This will create confusion and ambiguity while placing genuine learning at risk. It is also important to note that, historically, the notion of ‘key skills’ gained prominence in schools in the 1970s as a way of addressing youth unemployment. This fact might be responsible for the tendency for core or key skills to be considered less important than academic content. 
In 1999, the RSA’s Opening Minds initiative was set up due to a belief that the National Curriculum was neglecting life-skills that they felt needed to be taught, both directly and indirectly. They, like the Labour government of the 1970s, reinforced the link between life skills and employability whilst neglecting skills for personal development: “In difficult economic circumstances, it is even more important that skills and qualifications are aligned with employer and customer demand” (2013, p.6). The UK Government commissioned Lord Leitch “to identify the UK’s optimal skills mix for 2020 to maximise economic growth, productivity and social justice, set out the balance of responsibility for achieving that skills profile and consider the policy framework required to support it” (2006, p.3). It follows that the Government’s commitment to the development of skills was founded upon a belief that employability skills were lacking. This leads to a broad debate as to exactly what education is for.

The interviews in this study revealed a broad variation in what was meant by ‘skills’, with references to all these descriptors: creativity as a thinking skill, individual, collaborative, a talent, yet also possible for everyone. There was also a clear recognition that, as society is in a state of continual change, schools need to equip pupils with the skills to succeed in these changing environments. A failure to adequately prepare students in this way has potentially significant consequences for the individual, society, and the economy. Most importantly, however, skills should be approached in a democratic manner, with their value being appreciated for all, rather than them being used to satisfy employment needs by the less privileged. 
Education policy and its impact on creativity
Educational policy today continues to prioritise academic results and league tables of results, both nationally and internationally through benchmarked tests such as those conducted by PISA. This means that comparing test scores has become an area of international competition, with countries competing over which has the best education system through this method of measurement and qualification. Research has, in recent years, seen a reverse in this trend of inter-country competition, with Asian countries such as Singapore, which as discussed previously has traditionally placed its emphasis on test results, now shifting their focus and becoming more concerned with how best to nurture creativity. In 2005, the Singaporean government introduced a policy entitled "Teach less, learn more", signalling a shift away from rote learning and the inherent emphasis on content and cramming for examinations. Singapore has clearly recognised the negative impact that pursuit of test results can have on creativity. Existing research supports the fact that learning by rote is likely to result in a workforce less able to think imaginatively. While countries such as Singapore are looking for ways to nurture creativity, emphasis in the UK is being placed on academic results, with creativity being regarded as valuable but not a necessity. This negative impact of summative assessment on teaching and learning was highlighted by Gergen and Diuxon-Roman (2012) and raised in chapter 3.
Such attitudes in the UK might have arisen partly due to the uncertainty as to whether there is a positive relationship between academic achievement and creativity.  Indeed, research conducted in this area has resulted in conflicting results. Jensen (1998) found that students’ academic achievement in high school strongly correlates with creativity scores (p.49). Other researchers, however, such as "Getzels and Jackson (1992), produced evidence that creativity and intelligence were largely independent traits" (p.24). The conflicting nature of these results, while leading to doubts as to the validity of measurement instruments, makes it possible to see why educators’ approach to creativity is so varied. In the current environment where creativity is linked to competitiveness, the quest for creativity is likely to be greater if there is an accompanying perception that creativity produces a higher measure of academic success. 
 Marketisation of creativity
One of the most pertinent developments in the educational arena is the continual political move towards increased marketisation, privatisation, and individualism. This market-driven approach threatens to dilute essential educational values and reduce creativity simply to a cog in the wheel of a culture driven by innovation and entrepreneurialism. Baez (2007), points to the expansion of economic rationality into cultural, political, and social spheres and the promotion of a meritocratic society as being the most distinctive aspect of neoliberalism. "This meritocratic ideology is very attractive to the dominant classes, as it not alone justifies their privileged position in society on the basis of their 'natural giftedness' but it also helps to gain acceptance for this system from the underprivileged"(Bourdieu and Passeron, 1990 in Hennessy 2013, p.12). It is the attribution of success or failure to individual ability that enables the state and society more generally to absolve themselves of any responsibility for inequalities in the education system.

Craft (2003) warns of the inherent danger of complacency concerning the place of creativity in schools and of accepting that creativity in the curriculum is unproblematic (p.113). She also states that creativity should not be allowed simply to become a form of resistance against policy initiatives. This warning is significant, as creativity remains a difficult concept to pin down despite having been a focus of government policy and initiatives.  

The link between creativity and the economy is emphasised by Florida in his book, The Rise of the Creative Class (2002) when he states how the knowledge and ideas of the ‘creative class’ have become "the primary source of economic productivity" (p.8). The ‘creative class’ that he refers to is primarily comprised of creatives working within the digital industries and the arts. The present situation is one in which the government appears as if it is handing power to schools, but through their emphasis on performance through results they still retain a high degree of control. The government repeatedly calls for creativity, yet schools, under the present performance culture, are under pressure to become yet more outcome-orientated, which does not rest easily alongside the more unpredictable and process-driven nature of creativity. This leads us to question the extent to which, with schools under pressure to perform, teachers can have genuine autonomy "The willingness id there but creativity is compromised by the pressures of the school" (Head C).
It was clear that the head teachers interviewed in this study were grounded within the social context of the school, recognising that they were caught between multiple expectations both internal and external. Despite their convictions that nurturing creativity was important, they described how they often felt they were in a state of constant negotiation between the demands of colleagues, pupils, and parents, as well as examination demands. Perhaps the greatest impediment to embracing creativity is the potential for failure. They all believed that parents were more likely to endorse the more conservative elements of the curriculum. Most parents were happy to celebrate ‘creative days’ but became concerned if they considered that these creativity days were replacing the regular, more academic curriculum.
The Coalition government 
As evident in chapter 4, one of the most striking elements of the Coalition government’s education policy was increased reference to teachers as ‘professionals’. Hill (2004) unpicks this discourse of "professionalism” and its construction of teachers as being committed to self-improvement, to the upgrading of skills and the effectiveness of their work. He suggests that "this discourse institutes a mentality of self-regulation by which the teachers themselves become the mechanism for legitimising the surveillance, marketisation and codification of their work practices” (p.512). 

All the head teachers participating in this series of interviews believed in the value of creativity, this having been the catalyst behind their agreement to be interviewed. The interviews revealed that they all also possessed creative minds and used this creativity as a tool, both to help them find solutions to their educational dilemmas and in their choice of teaching pedagogy, being significant role models themselves. This supports findings by Karnes et al. (1961) "Teachers who are amenable to change and who model divergent thinking themselves seem the most effective in stimulating creativity in students" (cited in Fasko 2001, p.320). 

A major stress on teachers was the pressure on accountability, a finding that is supported by recent research carried out by Hutchings (2015) entitled Exam Factories. This report warned that accountability not only increases teacher stress, but was also found to threaten children’s self-esteem and mental health. Sennett (1998) states how this emphasis also leads to “corrosion of character”, as teachers are often forced to set aside their personal values and beliefs and focus on meeting targets. This tension was evident in the interviews and undoubtedly impacted on the degree with which schools could successfully nurture creativity. Lewis and Murphy (2008) highlight the restrictions that a head teacher is under despite talk of autonomy. They state that much of the school leadership literature appears to:
Assume that the head teacher is in charge of the school's destiny... Yet the reality is that, in some respects, many head teachers are more like branch managers than [chief executive officers]. They are handed down expectations, targets, new initiatives, and resources - all of which may or may not be manageable in their context (p.26). 
Educational ‘standards’ are often described in ways that are narrowly focused on disciplinary content rather than on skills.  This myriad of expectations and the pressure they created was a notable feature of the interviews as was a sense of an ever-changing educational landscape. These changing policy priorities appeared to strengthen head teacher’s personal values.
Head teachers and ‘vision’
Maintaining a consistent school vision was the single most important goal for head teachers. Despite pressures from parents, teachers, and changes to government policy, all the head teachers had their own visions for their schools, linked to the kind of learning environment they thought was best for student development and their own views on the purpose of education more broadly. For some of the head teachers who participated in this study, changes to educational policy were a cause of concern and uncertainty and they considered such changes a threat to realising their overarching educational vision, while for others it created opportunities and new areas of potential growth. This supports the statements by Olssen et al. (2004) referred to in chapter 4 that: "There was a time when educational policy as policy was taken for granted [...] Clearly, that is no longer the case. Today, educational policies are the focus of considerable controversy". All the head teachers in this study exhibited creativity in the way they looked for ways to overcome obstacles they encountered in their professional lives. They made frequent references to the importance of following a ‘passion’ both for the teachers and pupils. These were teachers that wanted the best for every pupil and revealed an open-minded attitude towards looking out for ways to make this happen. This commitment that the head teachers displayed towards the value of education is vital for the nurturing of learning in the educational domain: "It's a battle I think if you want to fight [...] and I like to think we do to an extent" (Head H).
All voiced their commitment to staff development. Several explained how, when they were looking for new members of staff, they looked for additional experience that new members of staff could bring with them, alongside teaching experience and the ability to work as a member of a team. The importance of teamwork was noted by Mulford and Silins (2003). They concluded: “it is striking… how frequently team-working is cited as a key ingredient to the success of new approaches to school management” (p.191). This additional experience was put to good use in opening the pupils’ minds to alternative possibilities. The head teachers in this study recognised that they could help their pupils cope with the demands of the future and help them to adapt to an ever-changing environment through exploring alternatives. They recognised that collaboration was not simply beneficial to the staff, but was valuable to the pupils in their schools. They also revealed their belief in the importance of the school environment supporting staff being able to follow and develop their interests and concerns.

Teamwork and the individual
Gaut (2010) said, “if creativity requires traditions and traditions are essentially social, then creativity is essentially social” (p.1037). The link between the individualistic and societal benefits of creativity is an important, albeit complex one. Wilson (2010) pointed to the problem posed by embracing an individualistic model of creativity that “perpetuated the notion that creativity is the exclusive property of a particular type of talented person” (p.371). Research has repeatedly shown that creativity rarely occurs in isolation and is more likely to arise through building on prior learnings and collaborative inquiry, although some researchers such as Hillmann (2006) warn of the inherent danger of too much emphasis being on co-operative learning, believing this might endanger individual imagination. What is important is recognition of the benefits of both individual and collaborative work on creativity. This study revealed varying points of emphasis, but notably both recognised and encouraged collaborative and individual creativity.

Creativity and health
Recent studies have proved that there is a link, both physical and emotional, between creativity and health (Singh et al., 2013). Children are, according to some researchers, more inclined to think creatively in a happy school environment. The interviews conducted as part of this research supported this finding and revealed that a common goal among head teachers was a desire to make their schools ‘happy’ places. One head teacher described how the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA) was far less prescriptive at Key Stage 3, recognising the value of schools having the freedom to create a programme of study tailored to the needs of their students and their local context.


The values that head teachers choose to prioritise are particularly significant given the extent to which recent research has chosen to more frequently reference reports concerning the general level of happiness of school children. The government has responded with the introduction of a programme set out to formally teach social and emotional skills (SEAL), although this has not been made compulsory. Sennett (1988) warns against the notion of skills being taught within an otherwise hostile environment.  Very recently, some schools have decided to introduce mindfulness programmes and other classes directed towards self-reflection and self-led learning. This leads on to the question of whether these initiatives would have been considered necessary if our education system had placed more emphasis on the learner's needs before those of the economy. What is happening now is a layering of attributes, individuals accumulating skills without attending to the core meaning of what it is to be a fulfilled person who has a sense of the overall direction and meaning of their life.

Teaching creativity
This study revealed a consistent belief among educationalists that as far as creativity is concerned, children enter school with different ‘creative’ starting points, with some being naturally more creative than others or having come from homes where they had been encouraged more to explore their creativity. Nonetheless, they believed that creativity could be developed in all children to some extent. Some schools in this study had chosen to follow educational learning programmes designed to encourage creativity; one such example being Edward de Bono's ‘Thinking Hats' (1995) which was referred to in Chapter 4. A key advantage of creative learning programmes such as these is their ability to raise students’ awareness of the value of creativity. These programmes focus on the ‘value' of creativity as a thinking skill, however, and do not suitably recognise the full value of creativity for personal development more broadly. Furthermore, there is a possibility that schools believe that by adopting programmes such as these they have sufficiently helped to encourage creativity in their schools and can, therefore, dismiss or fail to consider the importance of building creativity into other elements of their educational environment too. 

Evident in every interview was recognition of the importance of the ‘implicit curriculum’ - what children learn through the behaviours and attitudes exhibited by the school and the people within it. One key example of this was head teachers’ recognition of the value of being taught by passionate teachers who, when following their own interests and hobbies, could filter and channel their enthusiasm and love for those interests into the way they taught their pupils. Similarly, when learning was linked to real life situations, the authenticity of the learning experience was considered to have a vital role to play in offering further enrichment. 

Every head teacher was keen to give examples of lessons that nurtured creativity and took learning beyond the textbook, past teacher-led activities to real-world situations. The teachers offered these experiences as examples of creativity in action. The value of these learning experiences is supported by research conducted by the NFER on "Pupils’ experiences and perspectives of the National Curriculum and assessment" (Lord and Jones, 2006) and is noted as particularly beneficial for those pupils who are at risk of losing interest in learning. The NFER study pointed to a ‘Year 8 dip' in pupils’ motivation and engagement with the curriculum and a preoccupation with tests. This study supported the head teacher's statements as they revealed their belief that the education system was focused on examination results rather than the process of learning itself. Robinson (2000) warns of a curriculum that leaves little space for creativity when he states: 

Creative development is not an optional extra to an already overcrowded curriculum. It must be integral to the ways in which all subjects are taught and learned. Creative thinking not only involves techniques. It calls for attitudes to learning that are open-minded, constructive, tolerant of diversity and ambiguity, co-operative and experimental (p.viii).
Despite head teachers’ efforts to nurture creativity, it seems that the current emphasis on results is a definite barrier to creativity's position in the curriculum. The question that appears to lie at the heart of this uneasy relationship concerns the extent to which it is possible to focus on nurturing creativity while also raising education levels. Rowlands (2011) raises concerns that a curriculum focused on creativity over knowledge would lead to difficulties learning the defined subjects and result in failure and disadvantage:

The promotion of creativity at the expense of knowledge content has the potential to create a two-tier system whereby the children of the rich will learn the disciplines (and with quality teaching learn to be creative within it) and the children of schools in the state sector learn to become eclectic, such as learning consumer arithmetic as a creative life-skill and figuring out why the school pond has turned green (p.48). 
It is important to note that it is not only traditionalists on the right who are suspicious of ‘progressive’ teaching, but also figures on the left. The Italian communist philosopher, Antonio Gramsci was also profoundly suspicious of the diluted, unchallenging child-centred education being offered to the children of the proletariat by Mussolini.

A key issue is that there remains doubt as to whether creativity and rigour can go together in a curriculum that equally supports and promotes each important aspect of school learning. Certainly, recent Education Ministers such as Michael Gove have done little to promote creativity, with their policy emphasis being placed on rote learning and results. "Creativity represents a balance between knowledge and freeing oneself of that knowledge" (Johnson-Laird, 1988 in Sternberg 2012, p.4). The culture of performativity within which we sit means that teachers are made to feel that they are taking a gamble if they place a greater focus on developing creativity than on academic achievement. Roberts (2006) states that “it is vital that creativity and attainment are not depicted as in competition - they are different sides of the same coin” (p.15). There remains concern, however, that creative students might perform worse in examinations where questions demand answers that rely on more conventional ways of thinking.

There is a tension between creativity and conformity. Tuckman (2001) discovered that: "although people tend to express admiration and high regard for creativity and those who exhibit it, students who exhibit creativity in the classroom are often regarded as nonconformist by their teachers"(p.78). Getzels and Jackson (1962) found that students who scored high on creativity tests were generally disliked by teachers, who preferred students who were high-performing but less creative. Csikszentmihalyi and Wolfe (2000) recognised that schools themselves require a degree of conformity if they are to operate effectively, yet creativity requires freedom from constraints. Creativity is celebrated, but within certain parameters and some head teachers impose tighter parameters than others. The conflict between conformity and freedom is expressed by Head J when he states:

To be fair, children have to conform because they have to live in society, so they have to be subject to society, but we say to children consistently we expect them to be leaders and we expect them to change the world for the better.

This supports the findings of contemporary researchers such as Turnbull (2012), who concluded:

Probably one of the major misconceptions that cause concern about creativity in education is […] it's associated with an image of chaotic classrooms, children running riot, lack of control. It harks back to short-lived "laissez-faire” trend in the 1970s when certain ‘progressive schools were castigated by government for lack of formal teaching and learning (p.67)

Creativity is multidimensional. It does not simply need to be about extraversion, because it equally requires quiet incubation and reflection. It can also be both individual and collaborative. What is important is that schools embrace its multiplicities and do their best to support these creating a variety of learning spaces and opportunities. The fact that there are so many definitions of creativity has resulted in different assumptions and approaches to assessment, however. This is the focus of the following section.
Assessing creativity
The fact that creativity is such a complex concept means that whether it should be measured is a difficult question on which to find a common agreement. Whether creativity should be assessed or not was debatable, according to the interview findings, with some believing that if we value creativity then it must be assessed and others voicing a concern that any assessment would be detrimental to its development. Those who believed in the value of assessing creativity acknowledged that any judgment ultimately required a social evaluation. This supports Csikszentmihalyi’s view:
No matter how much we admire the personal insight, the subjective illumination, we cannot tell whether it is a delusion or a creative thought unless we adopt some criterion – of logic, beauty or usefulness – and the moment we do so, we introduce a social or cultural evaluation (1996, p. 403). 
Csikszentmihalyi calls into question the optimism of some researchers that creativity can be easily defined and assessed. This study revealed that some head teachers believed that any identification of creativity should be centred on the creative outcome. This supports Plucker, Beghetto, and Dow’s (2004) description of creativity as “The interaction among aptitude, process, and environment by which an individual or group produces a perceptible product that is both novel and useful as defined within a social context” (p.90). Others, however, felt that the creative process was as important as the product, and arguably even more important. Furthermore, they saw creativity as a process involving both conscious as well as unconscious thinking and considered it necessary for any evaluation to acknowledge the complexities inherent in the creative process. Studies such as Zeng et al. (2011) concluded that we should avoid predicting cognitive ability through divergent thinking tests alone. Simonton (1999) states: “Generalised tests do not have as much predictive validity as tests more specifically tailored to a particular domain...Hence, tests of divergent thinking must be tailored to each domain” (p. 86).
Given the range of responses and the inherent difficulties in capturing creativity noted in existing research, it was not surprising that this study exposed differing views as to whether creativity should be assessed and indeed whether it is possible. The most appropriate measurement of creativity remains one of the most difficult issues on which to reach a common agreement. Schenkel and Quintin (2009), in the forward to a conference on measuring creativity, stated: “it is clear that creativity can, in fact, be measured, both at the societal and at the individual level” (p. viii). They later went on to state:

If we want to foster creativity we need to measure it. Without adequate tools to monitor whether the policies in place are actually raising the capacity to be creative, there is no way to know that the policies are being effective. The main conclusion of the conference was that, despite its complexity, creativity can be measured. Still, further work is needed to ascertain what aspects of creativity should be measured and for what purpose. (p.ix).
In this study, head teachers appeared to be more supportive of formative assessment, which provided an indication of progression and improvement than an assessment that was summative and could be used for pupil comparison. There was a concern that summative assessment might lead to creativity being yet another criterion used for ranking schools. "It would become regulated, it would become another qualification. Ofsted would inspect it" (Head G). This might also encourage schools to divert attention away from co-operative group work and focus instead on the individual. The continued dominance in the practice of subject-based teaching in the curriculum is likely to make assessing creativity more challenging.

One advantage of assessing creativity is that it would raise its status in the curriculum and among educators and parents who are more concerned with their students developing and performing well in ways that can be numerically graded. Brierley (2011), in his speech to the European Parliament, stated:

More and more young people are querying the validity of the accumulated knowledge they are taught as a basis for future engagement in society. Vital questions concerning our understanding of creativity, innovation and renewal are deeply connected to other issues such as life-long learning, self-esteem, well-being, health and resilience (p.71)

A survey commissioned by the National Union of Teachers (2015) which set out to explore the impact of the current range of accountability measures in schools on children and young people in England highlighted the negative aspects of measurement, with around 84% of pupils responding that the focus on academic targets meant the social and emotional aspects of education tend to be neglected and 93% claiming that the emphasis on targets meant fewer opportunities for them to take part in creative, investigative and practical activities. If creativity was measured, then it might be more likely to take a firm place in the curriculum. This was highlighted by Ing (1999), who states: "Over a number of years we have tended to value that which we can measure, rather than measure what we value" (p.5). 

This study did reveal a belief that if creativity were assessed, then it would mean that schools would do more to ensure that it was being promoted in the curriculum and that it would be adopted more prominently as a target in their learning objectives. Nonetheless, these results have indicated that not only is it difficult to achieve consensus on whether creativity should be assessed without alignment as to its definition, but that any definition would itself be reductive and limiting. It is possible that the current media and government attention on results is distorting our wider view and distracting attention away from reflecting on the importance of creativity for education. Ultimately, a great deal would be gained from a fresh consideration as to the purpose of education and the role that creativity plays.
Summary
In this chapter, I have identified and explored key themes that concern head teachers in terms of how they determine creativity’s place in their schools. Craft et al. (2009) point to the importance of professional judgement, stating that it: “emerges as pivotal in fostering creativity, wisdom, and trusteeship among learners” (p.10). The head teachers’ professional judgement was evidenced in this study, as shown through their possessing a firm sense of values and through their concern with nurturing pupils with a socially desirable set of values. It was this and not education policy that influenced the way they selected and made decisions as the policies themselves lack any deep consideration of values. Jeffrey and Craft (2001) warn that:

Since the policy perspective on the generation of creativity in classrooms by teachers and schools appears to be value neutral lacking a moral and ethical framework, the very encouragement of creativity in education raises fundamental questions and dilemmas. It could certainly be argued that creativity, developed without wisdom, may not serve children, their families, and communities, and the wider social and cultural groupings to which they belong, and thus its uncritical encouragement may be seen as a questionable endeavour (p10). 
This quote points to the necessity of creativity occupying a moral-ethical context, one that head teachers, against the odds, attempt to foster. It seems that there would be great benefit from the government building on this professionalism and entering into renewed dialogue as to how schools can best nurture values that are anchored within an ethical framework and where what it means to be educated has creativity at its core.
CHAPTER 7:
CONCLUSION

This thesis was inspired by my fascination with creativity and the fact that I saw it as a key to unlock people’s minds so that they are more able to feel fulfilment in their everyday lives. I was not interested in understanding creative genius but rather what is often referred to as ‘everyday’ creativity. Vygotsky (2004) recognises this form of creativity when he states: “Creativity is present, in actuality, not only when great historical works are born but also whenever a person imagines, combines, alters and creates something new” (p.10). This marks my personal journey in unpacking the many nuances inherent in the concept. It has been a journey that has challenged my own previously held paradigms. 

Creativity not only has many definitions but has been approached from a variety of disciplines and domains this adding to its complexity. An examination of existing research reinforced the fact that creativity remains a difficult concept to pin down. Some researchers such as Villalba (2009) warn of the dangers of posing limitations and restrictions on what has been shown to be a multi-faceted concept. Without an agreed definition, however, measurement is impossible. It was important to me to seek a definition from the outset from which to anchor the exploration of my ideas. As stated in the introduction the definition that has been adopted in this study is that of Craft (2000) who states: “being imaginative, going beyond the obvious, being aware of one’s own unconventionality, being original in some way” (p.15).

Although I set out to understand creativity, I began by questioning the very purpose of education. I was aware that education, as defined in policy, was narrowing towards preparing students for the economy. The definition I adopted is most closely aligned with that of Peters (1965) who states: “To be educated is not to have arrived at a destination, it is to travel with a different point of view” (p.65). Ultimately, it was evident that education is about opening students’ minds to alternative possibilities. There is no doubt that education and creativity are good for the economy, as I have attempted to demonstrate here, but they are also essential for individual and societal well-being. This is particularly significant given the increasing reports of stress and depression young people are experiencing. Indeed, Hutchings (2015) report warns that schools are becoming 'exam factories'. She concludes: "Children and young people are suffering from increasingly high levels of school-related anxiety and stress, disaffection and mental health problems" (p.5).
It became clear that our approach to creativity had moved a long way from being considered an individual ability towards the current acknowledgment that creativity often emerges through collaboration with others. Brown and Lauder (2001) refer to this as ‘collective intelligence’, which they define as a different way of thinking about intelligence, recognising that there is not one but multiple ways of knowing while acknowledging the valuable role that imagination and creativity play in its development. If schools are concerned with developing their pupils’ intelligence, they need to both recognise and respond to its multiple dimensions and the valuable role that creativity plays. The language of education is saturated with references to competencies, such as transferable skills, critical thinking, problem-solving and, to a lesser extent, reflective thinking and openness to intuition. These competencies are all important to creativity, yet they are often treated as if they are isolated concepts. Furthermore, we need to unpick what we mean by knowledge itself so that the emphasis in education is not on the retention of facts, but on the learner's creation of knowledge, often in collaboration with others.
Research has moved towards a recognition of the importance of the social context on creativity. Examination of education policy however has revealed increasing emphasis being placed on schools as places for assessment. It was, therefore, necessary to establish a view as to whether creativity should, or indeed could, be included for assessment. This study revealed conflicting opinions as to whether creativity should be assessed, but an agreement that if we are to measure creativity, we should avoid focusing solely on the outcomes and turn our attention towards the creative process. School assessments in single subjects encourage a largely subject-centred curriculum, as opposed to an integrated curriculum that arguably lends itself more readily to creativity. Whichever curriculum is chosen it is vital that schools nurture attitudes conducive to creativity so that both children and teachers feel able to take risks and explore alternative possibilities so they can develop their cognitive abilities.
This study revealed that head teachers valued creativity, but experienced challenges when translating this value to the school curriculum. An interesting finding was that they exhibited a high degree of personal creativity in the way that they led their working lives and drew on their personal creativity to look for ways to nurture creativity in their students, despite the external prescriptions and restrictions. The fact that this research uses results from a small sample inevitably means that generalizations cannot be drawn from these findings; rather it is my hope that they offer points to prompt reflection. Certainly, this new educational promise of autonomy, albeit amidst a backdrop of accountability and performativity, does offer an opportunity for further research to uncover how creativity can exist alongside these constraints. The head teachers in this study revealed it was their personal values and their determination to provide an education that opened their pupils’ minds that encouraged them to work together with their colleagues to bring about change. In doing this, they themselves became problem solvers drawing upon the strength of collaborative creativity and demonstrating creativity to their staff, who in turn demonstrated it to the pupils in their schools. 

Nonetheless, there is a tension between policy makers putting in place statutory requirements in which emphasis is on the retention of knowledge for exams and their recognition of risk-taking as a core skill. This is one example of a policy that is problematic for both pupils and teachers alike. Schools are concerned about accountability and performance and are often tempted to ‘play safe’ rather than experiment with new ideas. The head teachers in this study clearly valued creativity, although they varied in their readiness to take risks with the curriculum in a bid to nurture it. Rolfe (2010), in her report commissioned by the National Endowment for Science, Technology and the Arts, highlights the importance of risk taking, stating: 

Despite the demand for skills of innovation and enterprise, and despite recognition of the value of invention and original thinking, the role of risk taking in preparing young people for the future is often overlooked by educators and policy makers. In the context of young people’s lives, risk is seen as largely negative, linked to danger and regarded as something to be avoided (p.3).
We need to ensure that our educational environments are places that value creativity as a vital learning, personal and social capacity where, as Boden (2001) states: "Creativity and knowledge are seen as two sides of the same coin not opposing forces" (p.102). We need to move away from the belief that assessing outcomes is the way to evaluate teachers, students and school improvement more generally. Recent advances in neuroscience lend support to the fact that creativity can be taught and even offer a route through the tensions that have formed in the field of education, such as the competing demands for creativity and accountability.

Teacher training is increasingly becoming less university-based, with more learning taking place within schools. This move places greater emphasis on head teachers to develop their staff and promote a shared school vision, along with a need for the government to offer a supporting framework for head teacher actions. Ultimately, a solid framework is only possible if there is underlying agreement as to which educational values are worth pursuing. Creativity, and the acknowledgment that it enhances learning and is itself a form of knowledge creation, is one such critical value. 
An interesting direction for further research would be to explore the extent to which current teacher training programmes make space for considering the position of creativity in schools. It would also have been interesting to determine the extent to which those head teachers interviewed translated their thoughts and beliefs into actions and their pupils and colleagues response. A key limitation of this study was the fact that I was an outsider and further access was not possible. In addition, the participants revealed a preference to share their experience of the impact of policies on their decision-making rather than discuss the policies themselves.
This thesis sought to assess the extent to which creativity is being valued in secondary schools, through the explorative medium of understanding head teacher vision and values. It determined that government policy to date has failed to provide schools with clear direction on how creativity should be approached as shown through the sometimes vague, perhaps disjointed views of the heads, all of whom nevertheless held firmly to an idea of the importance to education of creativity. It also concluded that, even where there are firm head teacher values, we should not rely on these values being imparted through the efforts of  isolated individuals, struggling within a discouraging and unclear policy environment, but should recognise the power of collaborative effort from the wider school community, combined with a supportive social environment. Significantly, this study has shown, through its examination of research in this area, that the current audit culture in schools with its emphasis on test outcomes by way of summative assessment, has damaging impacts on education as process and creates an environment that is hostile to invention and creativity.

In summary, head teachers play an important role in the construction and persuasiveness of ideologies. This study has exposed the lack of clarity in educational vision at a government level and has provided constructive insight into how some head teachers are seeking to protect and nurture creativity despite the constraints of society’s ‘grades-based’ view of a successful education. Harnessing the power of more creatively-focused teacher visions is critically important today, especially as the location of teacher training increasingly shifts from campus to classroom. Particularly significant is the fact that it was the personal creativity of the head teachers  and the strength of their values that was their strength when confronting educational dilemmas and constraints. We should be concerned not simply with nurturing the creativity of our pupils but with doing what we can to ensure that student teachers are assisted in developing their creative potential. Without clear support from the government and its policy makers, no amount of teacher ingenuity and research argument will firmly establish creativity where it needs to be,  at the heart of education.
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APPENDIX 1:

Participant Information Sheet
Research Project Title
Valuing creativity: Creativity policy and practice from the perspectives of Head Teachers.
Invitation paragraph
You are being invited to take part in a research project. Before you decide it is important for you to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve. Please take time to read the following information carefully and discuss it with others if you wish. Ask me if there is anything that is not clear or if you would like more information. Take time to decide whether you wish to take part. Thank you for reading this. 
What is the project’s purpose?
This research project aims to bring into focus and challenge the values underlying the promotion of creativity in the school curriculum at Key Stage 3. It is arranged in two parts. Part one considers the analysis of government policy texts, beginning with and continuing up until the present time.

The second part of the study is to investigate how policy is interpreted and implemented in schools that have been granted National teaching status. My hope is that the analysis of leadership values and insights will enrich current understanding of creativity in the curriculum at key stage 3 and might be used to shape future policy development

Why have I been chosen?
This study concerns the development and implementation of creativity in education policy. You have been selected from a general search of schools that have been designated as ‘outstanding’ and awarded National teaching school status. Ten senior educators will be interviewed for this project.

Do I have to take part?
It is up to you to decide whether to take part. If you do decide to take part you will be given this information sheet to keep (and be asked to sign a consent form) and you can still withdraw at any time without it affecting any benefits that you are entitled to in any way.  You do not have to give a reason.
What will happen to me if I take part?
If you agree to take part I will arrange for a convenient time to interview.  I expect this interview to last approximately one hour and it will be very helpful if I could record these using a digital audio recording device. I will be very happy to send you a copy of the interview questions beforehand.

It would be helpful if I could send any follow up questions by e-mail, and `I would also seek an opportunity to share my findings with you, as this will help me to be certain of the conclusions I reach.
What do I have to do?

The interviews would take place at your own work setting, and would be held at a time convenient to you.

What are the possible disadvantages and risks of taking part?

There are no possible risks or disadvantages for taking part. Any responses from you will be kept anonymous and I will exclude from the transcript and other records anything that you do not wish to be seen by others. All recorded media will be stored in a password protected folder.
What are the possible benefits for taking part?

I would hope that the opportunity to talk about your own views and practices regarding creativity would help you to reflect and even to further enhance the provision in your school. You will also be helping me to develop an argument that contributes to the national discussion about the place of creativity in education at key stage 3. However, primarily, this is an activity that will enhance my understanding of how creativity can be nurtured in schools and I hope that it will contribute towards my success towards the completion of my doctorate.
What happens if the research study stops earlier than expected?

If the project needs to end earlier than expected you will be informed of this and provided with an explanation.
What if something goes wrong?

There are three levels of response, if you feel unhappy about any aspect of this research:

1) In the first instance please consult with me. It is in my interests to ensure that I retain your confidence and support for this project.

2) 2) If you are unhappy with my response you may contact my supervisor, Mr Roy Goddard, at the University of Sheffield, on 
3) Finally, you may contact the University of Sheffield’s registrar and secretary via the University website – http://www.shef.ac.uk/
Will my taking part in this project be kept confidential?

While the information I collect during this investigation will be used to inform my research none of it will be attributable and all participant and setting names will be made anonymous. I will not disclose, either formally or informally, which schools are involved. Participants will be consulted to check they are happy with the nature of the reports.

What will happen to the results of the research project?

The results of this project are primarily intended for my own doctoral study at Sheffield University. It is possible that I will report on some aspects of the work in national peer-reviewed journals. The protection of individual identities will always be of paramount importance.
Who is organizing and funding the research?

The research comprises the main body of my work towards the award of Doctor of Education.
Who has ethically reviewed the project?

These proposals have been subject to the ethics review procedures of Sheffield University’s education department. The University’s Research Ethics Committee monitors the application and delivery of the University’s Ethics Review Procedure across the University.
Contact for further information

Judith Blackburn

Tel: 07780296367

E-mail: judithblackburn14@gmail.com

You may keep this copy of the information sheet and I will provide a copy of the signed consent form for your records.
Thank you for taking the time to read this document

Date

Signature

APPENDIX 2:

Research Questions

How would you define creativity?

What do you consider to be the purpose of education?

What is of educational value?

What place does creativity have in the existing education system?

What do you consider are the challenges and realities of nurturing creativity in school?

What do you consider to be the future of creativity in our schools?

Does the government encourage creativity? Can it do more?

Do you think parents take creativity into account when they are choosing a school for their child?

What do you consider to be the relationship between knowledge and creativity?

Have you made changes to your curriculum to encourage creativity?

In an ideal world what would your curriculum look like and where would creativity fit?

Can you assess creativity? Should it be assessed?
(Note: Transcripts of interviews are available on request)
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