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Abstract. The purpose of this study was to explore teachers’ conceptual beliefs about
creativity. Using the Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT), 17 elementary school
teachers rated students’ creativity in two separate studies. In the first study, 11 teach-
ers analyzed the stories of 67 male and 70 female students from kindergarten, first,
and second grades. In the second study, 6 teachers rated the stories of 67 male and 72
female students from third, fourth, and fifth grades. In both studies, teachers were
required to use a list of clearly established guidelines in which the final step was
to report the criteria used to evaluate students’ creativity. Teachers’ reports, which
comprised 51 documents, were organized and analyzed. After coding and analyzing
the data using NVivo software, the authors identified 8§ major themes: (a) fluency,
(b) voice, (c) originality, (d) imagination, (e) elaboration, (f) complexity, (g) making
connections, and (h) writing clarity. Future researchers are encouraged to challenge
the identified themes by replicating the current study in many places and in a variety
of domains to enrich the theory of Creativity as a Social Construct (CSC).
Keywords: Creativity as a Social Construct (CSC), teachers’ beliefs and creativity,
creativity in students’ writing, and rating creativity.

When visiting an interesting museum or art exhibition, people have almost
always reacted to or otherwise shown appreciation for works that were of
particular interest to them. Most people move beyond initial observation and
engage an artwork or artifact even further. For instance, a person might gaze
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upon a painting for hours trying to imagine what message its creator meant to
deliver or what emotion the painting was intended to evoke. The viewer usu-
ally enjoys engaging with a piece of art in this way — that is, in the open-ended
task of ascertaining what the work of art was ‘about’ and what motives or in-
spiration were below its surface. Some viewers have even conjured ideas, ex-
planations, or connections that the artist himself was not imagining when he
created his work. In general, similar behaviors have been observed in persons
presented with any product — music, novels, movies, and even food. However,
in daily life most audiences have seen themselves passively, as consumers,
and thus have not often recognized the value of their judgments!

Many researchers have approached creativity in the same manner (i.e.,
creator or product), with few exceptions. For instance, creativity has often
been conceptualized around the creator as a person (Barron, 1988; Guilford,
1967, Taylor, 1988; Torrance, 1962; Weisberg, 1986), motivating researchers
to make great efforts in testing or identifying cognitive abilities, personality
traits, or behavioral characteristics that have influenced creative individuals in
engaging in the complex behaviors that accompany creativity. Other research-
ers have focused on studying the environments in which creativity might have
been developed (Elam & Mead, 1987; Mouchiroud & Lubart, 2002; Torrance,
1990; Sailer, 2011; Williams, 2001), focusing on whether creativity could be
enhanced and reinforced by external factors. Studying creativity as a product
has also played a part in this field, whether as a tool for measurement (Ama-
bile, 1983, 1996; Hennessey & Amabile, 2010), or as an innovation that might
vary from one culture to another or across genders (Alhusaini & Maker, 2010,
2011; Goldenberg et al., 2001; Kaufman, 2006; Rob & Jan, 1992).

Theoretical Framework

The authors of the current study believed it could be limiting to study crea-
tivity strictly within one of the traditional micro levels of the concept. We
believed focusing solely on either the creator or product of creative works
might not sufficiently expand the understanding of creativity, and that doing
so could potentially drive researchers to conduct superficial investigations or
even mislead the interpretations of their findings. We believed that shifting
the focus to a macro-level perspective would be beneficial in seeing the holis-
tic picture of Creativity as a Social Construct (CSC), in which receivers (i.e.,
audiences) were recognized as active and essential components of creativ-
ity, and in which creativity was conceptualized as a communication process
between creator and receiver. Therefore, the concept of CSC included three
essential components: creator, product, and receiver.
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Social Communication

Discussing the original framework from which the concept of CSC was devel-
oped has aided us in understanding the concept. Schramm (1954), whose work
was in the field of communication, presented a model explaining the essen-
tial components of social communication and the communication processes.
Schramm included three essential components in his model (i.e., sender, mes-
sage, and receiver). In Schramm’s model, all three components were equally
important, and the removal of any of them would end the process of commu-
nication. Also, Schramm’s model allowed that the ‘message’ component could
be any type of human behavior, such as verbal or written communication or
body language. Therefore, when someone read one of Shakespeare’s novels
or looked at a da Vinci painting—according to Schramm’s model—that person
was actually communicating with the author or artist. Schramm’s model thus
allowed for communication to occur across time and place.

The receiver in Schramm’s model was emphasized as an important com-
ponent of the creative process because he or she considered, recognized, and
understood the message of whatever was created, particularly when judg-
ing the object’s value and then responding (see Figure 1). Thinking critically
about both the sender and receiver in Schramm’s model poses the question
of whether the message would still be delivered clearly if sender and receiver
did not share the same or at least a common background (e.g., language). The
answer to this question would likely be no, underscoring that similarity in
senders’ and receivers’ backgrounds has been an important part of complet-
ing the process of communication.

Figure 1: The components of Social Communication

Message(s)

Sender(s) Receiver(s)

Feedback

Note. Adapted from “Social Communication” by Schramm, W. (1954). How communication works. In W.
Schramm (Ed.), The Process and Effects of Mass Communication (pp. 3-26). Urbana, IL: University of II-
linois Press.
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Schramm’s Model and Creativity

Adapting Schramm’s model (1954) to the field of creativity was useful be-
cause we could see creativity as a social communication between two parties
(i.e., creator and receiver). Hennessey and Amabile (2010) defined creativity
as a product, idea, or solution to a problem that was of value to a person or
society. Emphasizing the recognition of the product’s value in Hennessey and
Amabile’s definition raised the arguments of whether the receiver had to be
considered as an essential component of creativity as a social construction,
and whether the product’s value would still be judged effectively if creator and
receiver did not share the same (or at least a common) background. Most of
these questions would be answered by moving from a micro to macroscopic
level of approaching creativity and viewing it more holistically. Therefore, the
concept of CSC was developed to explain creativity as a complex communi-
cation between creator and receiver across place and time.

The “product* in CSC has been interpreted as any type of actual product,
idea, or solution of value to a person or to a society. The creator might be one
person or a group of people (e.g., a company), and the receiver might also be
a person or a group (e.g., a community). In the same way as in social commu-
nication (i.e., Schramm’s model), if any components of creativity as a social
construct (i.e., creator, product, or receiver) were absent, this also meant an
end to creativity. For example, lack of a receiver would make the value of a
product unknown. Also, sharing the same or at least a common background
between creator and receiver has been important for recognizing the prod-
uct’s value.

A final idea is that both creators and receivers of valued products have
used creative and critical thinking to both invent and judge products. These
thought processes inevitably have been influenced by individuals’ back-
grounds (e.g., personality traits, cultures, lifestyles, environments, experienc-
es, and the needs of their societies), which illustrates how important a shared
background between creator and receiver has been in recognizing creativity.
Nonetheless, some products (e.g., the iPhone) have spread throughout global
society over the course of a few months. These products have been considered
original, useful, practical, adaptable, functional, accessible, and beneficial
across culture, place, and time (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2: Creativity as a Social Construction
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Westmeyer (1998) compared the assumptions of the social construction and
psychological assessment approaches to creativity, and argued that the as-
sumptions made by the social construction approach seemed more appropri-
ate than those made in psychological assessment. Also, Runco (2007) argued
that the concept of creativity as a social construct could be inferred in any
definition or theory, because the concept of CSC meant the interpersonal
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judgment of any creative work—so the assumption of a dialogue between crea-
tor and viewer has always been considered. For instance, when a specialist
developed a traditional tool to measure students’ creativity, he or she would
judge students based on his or her interpretation of creativity within some
socio-cultural context, whether the tool was a checklist of behavioral charac-
teristics or a traditional test of ability.

Review of the Literature

Researchers in the field of creativity have recognized the value of studying
teachers’ beliefs regarding their students’ creativity by investigating many
different variables. For example, Diakidoy and Kanari (1999) explored the
conceptualization of creativity for 49 student teachers using teaching expe-
riences as a variable. The researchers found that student teachers tended to
perceive creativity as a general ability manifested primarily in the context of
artistic endeavors. On the other hand, Scott (1999) performed a comparison
between 144 teachers and 133 student teachers who had been asked to judge
four profiles of students: a high-creative boy and high-creative girl, and a low-
creative boy and low-creative girl. The researcher found that teachers were
significantly more likely than student teachers to rate accurately and thus
produce creative children.

Within the variable of differences among cultures, Runco and Johnson
(2002) conducted a study in which they included 150 adults (parents and
teachers) from both the United States and India, and asked them to rate 68
adjectives for creativity and desirability. The researchers found that all groups
distinguished between adjectives for creativity and desirability, and no dif-
ferences were found between parents and teachers. However, significant dif-
ferences were found between the participants in the United States and those
in India, which could be interpreted as influences of culture, tradition, and
expectations. In Hong Kong, Chan and Chan (1999) evaluated 204 prima-
ry and secondary school teachers’ beliefs by asking participants to list the
characteristics of either creative or uncreative students. The most frequently
mentioned creative attributes were ‘imaginative,” ‘always questioning,” and
‘quick in responding.” The most frequently mentioned uncreative attributes
were ‘conventional,” ‘timid,” ‘lack of confidence,” and ‘conforming.’

In Korea, Seo, Lee, and Kim (2005) examined the beliefs of 60 teach-
ers of gifted students to determine their understanding of the components of
creativity (i.e., cognitive, personal, and environmental) as mentioned by Ur-
ban (1995). By asking teachers to respond to an open-ended question of ‘what
is creativity?’ and then classifying their answers into the three components,
the researchers found that the cognitive component was mentioned more of-
ten than the other components. In a follow-up study, Lee and Seo (2006) also
studied the beliefs of 42 teachers of gifted students to examine these teach-
ers’ understandings of the components of creativity. The researchers found
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that the cognitive components—originality, problem solving, and thinking
ability—were mentioned frequently. When defining the environmental com-
ponent, teachers mentioned only social value. When defining the personal
component, only one teacher mentioned task commitment and two teachers
mentioned personal characteristics. Researchers concluded that the frequency
of the components of creativity as listed by the teachers was cognitive, envi-
ronmental, and then personal.

Purpose

In two quantitative studies (Alhusaini & Maker, 2010, 2011), the researchers
used the Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT) to measure students’ crea-
tivity when writing open-ended stories. As a part of these studies, teachers
were asked to list the criteria by which they judged students’ creativity after
they finished their judgment processes. The purpose of this study was to iden-
tify the criteria that were reported by the teachers after they had completed
their assessments. The following research questions were answered: What
were the teachers’ criteria for judging creativity in students’ original written
stories?

METHOD

Research Design

The authors used a qualitative method to answer the research question. Fraen-
kel and Wallen (2010) stated that the most complex aspect of qualitative re-
search was that a variety of approaches could be used in an attempt to obtain
a holistic picture. Using content analysis (i.e., document analysis) has been
an effective method in qualitative research to study human activities in an
indirect way.

Participants. Seventeen elementary school teachers from an urban area
of the Southwestern United States were chosen as judges to rate students’
stories using the CAT in two separate studies. In the first study (Alhusaini &
Maker, 2010), eleven teachers participated: (a) seven females and four males;
(b) seven native English speakers and four non-native English speakers; and
(c) seven Caucasians, three Mexican Americans, and one African American.
In the second study (Alhusaini & Maker, 2011), six teachers participated: (a)
four females and two males, (b) six native English speakers and three bi-
linguals, and (c) five Caucasians and one Mexican American (see Table 1).
Therefore, the total number of responses in both studies was 51, as teachers in
each study judged each grade level separately.



What is Creativity: Teachers’ Beliefs about Creativity in Students’ Written Stories

169

‘a10wW 10 sofenJue] om) yeads oym 91dodd = [1g ‘s1oyeads aen3ue]
Ppuooag e se ysiSug = [sq ‘s1oyeads ysiSug oATeN = Suf Q[ewd] = J ORI = N JUOPNIS SIASBIA = S VA U9pN)s [210300(J = S ' Ud 09130 SIOISEN = VIA
‘uoneonpy AI1RIUSWH = "PH "IUSWI[H ‘UAIP[IYD PAYID JO UONEINPY = PAIJID JO "PH ‘ULIP[IYD PIYLD) 10§ UOHEINPY AIBJUSUWID[H = PAYID "W :POOYP[IY)
AJeq Jo uoneonpy = 140 A[Ieq "pH {UBOLIOWY-UBOLIJY = Y "BOLIJY ‘UROLIOWY-UBOIXIA = WY-XIN ‘([1107 TONBIN 29 Tutesny[y “o°1] Apnis puooas oy ut sagpnl
A} 219M /] 0} 7] SIdquInu pue ‘(0] TONBIA 2 TUIESNy[Y “o'1] Apnjs Js11J Y3 ur sa3pn[ oY) 919M [] 0} | SIOQUINU “'T) /] 0} | WOIJ PAIIqUINU SIOM SIQYOBI] "2JON

01 ¥ €l 14 9 S 4 11 9 uonnqiisiqg SI9Ydea], [BI0L
IS M M M VI uoneonpy ueIseone)) A
M M M M VIA uoneaNpg wy-XoN 91

M M M VIN P Juowd[g ueIseone)) SI
M M IS VIN uoneonpy uerseone)) b1
M N M VIN P Juowd[g ueIseone)) ¢l
M M M N VIN uoneonpyg ugIseoOne)) Tl
M N r VIN uoneonpy ueIseone)) 11
M M N 3 S 'VIN PoyID "Wy uelseonen 01
M S S 3 VIN uoneonpy WY-Xo\ 6
M M M IS S ‘aud uoneaNpg wy-X3 8
N N N VIN P3O JO “pH uelseoney L
M M IS IS S VIN payID "Wy UBISEONE)) 9
N 8 M VIN uoneonpyg ueIseone)) §S
S IS IS VIA ) Aped pa ueIseone) b
M M N N S ‘aud ) Apred pa V eolyy €
S M S S VIN D Areq py Wy-Xo\ K4
M M N N VIN ) Apred pa ueiseoney) 1l
pg sa Sug e SI= o= s= i W
EERET(| Jolen Ayprayyyg RELIRIEY )
agengue| QUILIdAXY JO saBdx IIpuUdID)

(sa3pny) s4oyova JO $I13S1121004DY)) ] 2]QN[



Abdulnasser A. Alhusaini, June C. Maker and Regina Deil-Amen 170

Data Collection

The DISCOVER Written Linguistic Assessment. The students’ stories were re-
sponses to the DISCOVER Written Linguistic Assessment. This writing was
part of an assessment to determine the students’ strengths and capabilities
in specific domains, and from that, to identify giftedness within culturally
diverse groups. The total number of students whose stories were selected and
judged by the teachers was 276, from kindergarten to fifth grades. Students
represented different ethnicities in urban and rural areas of the Southwestern
United States. The characteristics of the students were: (a) 142 girls and 134
boys; (b) 45 kindergarteners, 45 first graders, 47 second graders, 45 third
graders, 46 fourth graders, and 48 fifth graders; and (c) 90 Caucasian, 93
Mexican American, and 93 American Indian children. The distribution of
students is shown in Table 2.

The Consensual Assessment Technique (CAT). Students’ open-ended sto-
ries were rated using the CAT, which was developed by Amabile (1982) to
assess creativity. The CAT has been used to assess the creativity of tangible
products for nearly 30 years (Hennessey & Amabile, 2010). The CAT was
developed as an explicit tool for measuring creativity as a product with a
scientific perception as well as a socio-cultural view. The students’ stories,
which were written in response to open-ended writing prompts, fit Amabile’s
(1996) requirements for using this technique.

Teachers’ responses. Alhusaini and Maker (2010, 2011) developed a clear
list of guidelines, which included 12 steps based on Amabile’s (1996) require-
ments and recommendations, to assist the teachers in completing their assess-
ments. In the final step, the teachers were instructed to write what differenti-
ated the stories that were given the highest and the lowest ratings. In other
words, they were asked to write the criteria by which they had judged the
stories. These particular responses of the teachers were the data analyzed in
the current study. During the judgment processes of both studies, Alhusaini
and Maker (2010, 2011) divided students’ stories into three groups based on
grade level to avoid the influence of students’ writing abilities on teachers’
decisions during their assessments. They also asked the teachers to judge stu-
dents” work in each group (i.e., grade level) together and compare students’
work with other students in the same grade level.
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Methodological Approach to Analyzing the Data

Creswell (2009) emphasized that the procedure of data analysis used in quali-
tative research involved making sense out of the transcribed data. In-depth
analyses of teachers’ responses were conducted to determine the major
themes that most frequently emerged when they were expressing their be-
liefs about students’ creativity. The following steps were applied: (a) typing
the handwritten responses, (b) considering each response as an independent
case, (c) developing a coding system to organize the data, (d) entering the
data into the N'Vivo software, (¢) composing memos, (f) generating some gen-
eral themes, (g) challenging the overall identified themes by using deductive
and inductive reasoning strategies to organize the data into key themes, (h)
analyzing the data for concepts as well as for context, (i) using comparative
analysis as the main strategy to expose similarities and differences among the
responses, and (j) asking 4 out of the 17 teachers (i.e., 6, 7, 10, and 11) to read
and evaluate the current study’s findings.

Findings

When analyzing teachers’ responses, we found approximately 40 categories
that were conceptually grouped into eight major themes: (a) fluency, (b) voice,
(c) originality, (d) imagination, (e) elaboration, (f) complexity, (g) making
connections, and (h) writing clarity. The authors challenged the categories
and the identified themes by three levels of analyses that were teacher-based,
document-based, and grade-level based.

Fluency. Among the 17 teachers, 12 individuals (70%) in 22 out of 51
documents (43%) indicated that fluency was considered during their judg-
ment. For instance, teacher 1 reported, “/ also looked at the sentence fluency
and consistency in their thought process;” teacher 11 wrote, “giving evidence
of greater fluency [and] generation of more ideas;” the teacher later on said,
“excellent voice or word choice or sentence fluency;” teacher 2 indicated flu-
ency was shown in a “story that was complete and easy to understand;’ and
teacher 4 said, “there were more readable papers.”

Voice. Among the 17 teachers, 11 individuals (64%) in 21 out of 51 docu-
ments (41%) described some creativity criteria that could be organized into
the theme of voice. For instance, teacher 12 wrote, “Voice is clearly present
[,] a sense of audience [, and] imagery is engaging;” teacher 10 said, “the
stories [that got the highest score] are all about students themselves, they
either wrote their goals, and the future or the past about themselves;” she also
wrote, “[students] expressed their feelings;” teacher 12 wrote, “strong voice,
humor or some sarcasm or emotional tie or tone;” he also said, “purpose and
good sense of audience [,] imagery clear and exciting [,] mood lends itself to
strong possible humor [,] and/or sense of macabre.”
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Originality. Among the 17 teachers, 11 individuals (64%) in 20 out of 51
documents (39%) listed originality as one of the essential criteria that they
considered when rating students’ creativity. For instance, teacher number 13
elaborated, “stories [that were rated with the highest score] were interesting
to read and original, creative ideas with a lot of detail[s];” teacher 4 said, “/
moved a few papers for detailed drawings or originality in the dictation;”
she also stated, “/ was looking more for voice, vocabulary and originality of
thought;” teacher 9 wrote, “they included unique elements;” and teacher 15
said, “my focus was word choice and unique ideas.”

Imagination. Among the 17 teachers, 10 individuals (58%) in 18 out of
51 documents (35%) reported that imagination was one of the important fac-
tors in their judgments. For instance, teacher 5 wrote, “stories with details
[and] imaginations;” teacher 6 reported that stories were arranged”...accord-
ing to these criteria: daily life, imagination, feeling, drawing, and extraor-
dinary words and actions,” he also said that, “more imagination, and more
feeling, better drawing skill, and extraordinary words and actions got more
points;” and teacher 8 stated, “writer expresses hypothetical [and] imaginary
situations [to] awareness of the future [and] life possibilities;” teacher 8 said,
“writer presents characters in imaginary situations, with goals.”

Elaboration. Among the 17 teachers, 10 individuals (58%) in 11 out of
51 documents (21%) considered the elaboration of interesting details as one
of their criteria for judging creativity. For teacher 3, this was demonstrated in
“attention to interesting details, getting story told about unusual or creative
experiences,” while teacher 5 wrote, “events framed into a story [, and] some
details provided,” teacher 13 added, “stories with interesting ideas, original-
ity land] details received [the highest score]”.

Complexity. Among the 17 teachers, eight individuals (47%) in 13 out of
51 documents (25%) stated that complexity was one of their criteria for as-
sessing students’ creativity. For instance, teacher 11 said, “the highest scores
went to works that seemed original and complex with excellent voice,” teach-
er 3 preferred, “complex retelling of events outside of every day experiences
or retold in an unusual way;” and teacher 11 reiterated, “creativity can be
shown in many ways. Some stories stood out because of their complexity and
sophisticated use of language.”

Making connections. Among the 17 teachers, eight individuals (47%) in
10 out of 51 documents (19%) emphasized the ability to make connections as
one of the criteria for judging creativity. For instance, teacher 1 said, “/ looked
at the drawing’s details to see if it made connections to the story.” Teacher 8
wrote, “story has characters with goals [. It] may be fantasy or impossible.
[Also,] story is related to pictures.”
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Writing clarity. Among the 17 teachers, seven individuals (41%) in 14 out
of 51 documents (27%) indicated writing clarity as one of the criteria they
used during their judging. For example, teacher 14 wrote, “stories [that were
scored high] gave evidence of creative fictional writing that did not seem to
be based on pre-existing stories, movies, or TV shows;” teacher 16 stated,
“writing is clear with intact conventions,” and teacher 17 said, “very good
adjectives and adverbs make the story more interesting.”

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to identify the criteria that teachers used to
assess students’ creativity in open-ended story writing. We conducted multi-
ple analyses. From the data obtained, the authors first classified the writing
styles teachers used in their assessments of students’ creativity. Second, we
completed three levels of analysis, including teacher-based, document-based,
and grade-level based. Among the three levels of analysis, we identified at
least 40 possible criteria (i.e., original coding categories) used by teachers
during their assessments. These criteria were then grouped into eight ma-
jor conceptual themes. We found that the same major themes emerged from
among the three levels of analysis, with some slight differences in frequency.
In the teacher-based analysis, we focused on answering the question of how
many out of the 17 teachers listed each major theme. Our main focus in the
document-based analysis was answering the question of how many of the 51
documents included each major theme. Finally, we also included a grade-level
based analysis to answer the question of which grade levels had criteria from
each major theme most often (see Table 3).

Table 3: Overall Summary of the Analyses

Major Themes Teacher Document Grade-Level Based

-Based -Based K 1% 2% 3 4B gh

% % % % % % % %
Fluency 70 43 1 54 36 50 83 33
Voice 64 41 3 36 36 50 50 50
Originality 64 39 1 36 36 50 66 50
Imagination 58 35 2 18 36 66 33 50
Elaboration 58 21 1 27 27 16 16 16
Complexity 47 25 1 18 36 16 33 33
Making 47 19 2 27 27 16 0 0
Writing Clarity 41 27 9 9 18 66 66 33

Note. Teacher-Based = how many teachers mentioned each major theme? Percentages were calculated
out of 17 teachers; Document-Based = in how many documents was each major theme mentioned?
Percentages were calculated out of 51 documents; Grade-Level Based=from which grade levels was
each major theme reported? From grade K to 2nd, percentages were calculated out of 11 teachers, and
from 3rd to 5th, percentages were calculated out of 6 teachers; % = percentages; K = kindergarten; 1 =
first grade; 2" = second grade; 3" = third grade; 4" = fourth grade; 5" = fifth grade.
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In the literature on creativity, an inconsistent recognition among scholars has
been found, especially when writing about components of creativity, such as
fluency, flexibility, and originality. For instance, Guilford (1967) and Tor-
rance (1974) referred to those components as cognitive abilities of divergent
thinking, and Adams (2005) recognized those components as thinking skills.
On the other hand, David (1971) described some of the components as criteria
for evaluating creativity. In fact, we believe that all three recognitions are cor-
rect, and describing the components of creativity is dependent on which per-
spective the scholars are adapting. For instance, the components of creativity
could be cognitive abilities of divergent thinking if an author is writing from
a psychology oriented theoretical perspective; they could be thinking skills if
an author is writing from an educational and creativity-development perspec-
tive, and they could be criteria for creativity when an author is writing about
judging and evaluating people’s products or ideas.

In the current study, we identified the criteria used by 17 teachers as
responses to actual students’ products and adapted the concept of the CSC.
Based on the sample data, older theories of creativity—which were mostly
developed based on theoretical views—were challenged. For example, when
defining or testing creativity as divergent thinking, researchers such as Guil-
ford (1967), Wallach and Kogan (1965), and Torrance (1974) identified four
essential components: originality, which is the statistical infrequency of a re-
sponse; fluency, which is the number of responses; flexibility, which is the
degree of difference in the responses; and elaboration, which is the amount
of detail in the response. Three out of four criteria (vis., originality, fluency,
and elaboration) emerged in the current study’s findings, along with five new
criteria (vis., voice, imagination, complexity, making connections, and writ-
ing clarity).

Eberle (1997) stated that imagination is the basic ability of creativity,
and it can be seen as the non-visible power behind any creative work. Also,
Torrance and Torrance (1978) when developing the Future Problem Solving
(FPS) program, documented the importance of training and encouraging stu-
dents to use their imaginations so they will be able to find solutions for future
problems. Eberle also stated that dealing with complexity is one of the main
behavioral characteristics that have been found in creative persons. Among
eight major themes, imagination and complexity were listed by expert teach-
ers as essential criteria for creativity. Urban (1995), Urban and Jellen (1989),
and Urban and Jellen (1996) described creativity as having three major com-
ponents: cognitive, personal, and environmental. In this context, voice can
be considered a personal factor, which is an important aspect of creativity. In
the TCT-DP, which was developed by Urban and Jellen (1996), connections
made with a line and connections made to produce a theme were included as
aspects of creativity; we also found that making connections was a criterion
for judging creativity in written stories.
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Among the eight major themes that were identified in the current study,
the criterion of writing clarity has not been discussed in previous research.
However, writing clarity may be equally important because in most written
creativity tests, such as the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking (TTCT) devel-
oped by Torrance (1974), the Paragraph Completion Test (PCT) developed by
Jones and Davidson (2007), and other similar tests, researchers ask students
to solve a problem in writing. Researchers then interpret students’ writings to
score the different components of creativity. However, interpreting students’
writing can be problematic if a creative student does not write clearly, or if
the examiners cannot understand what a student is trying to say. In fact, the
criterion of writing clarity can be seen as the most important but least em-
phasized criterion in most written creativity tests, even if the developers of
the tests made no mention of it. In this context, Sternberg (2007) stated that,
“creative ideas do not sell themselves” (p. 10). Therefore, creative individuals
are in charge of making their ideas clear and marketable.

When comparing the findings of the current study with those of other
studies, we found them to be consistent with the results of Scott (1999) (i.e.,
teachers can rate accurately and thus produce creative children). Also, during
our analysis, we found that teachers most frequently used specific themes to
describe students’ creativity. In this context, Runco and Johnson (2010) found
that 150 adults (i.e., parents and teachers) were able to distinguish between 68
adjectives for creativity and desirability. In the study of Chan and Chan (2010),
researchers found that the most frequently mentioned creative attributes were
‘imaginative,” ‘always questioning,” and ‘quick in responding.” The first result
of Chan and Chan’s study was consistent with the current study’s findings, in
which imagination was one of the important themes. Also, the findings of the
current study support what Seo, Lee, and Kim (2005) have found, especially
when teachers pay much attention to the cognitive component. In the current
study, teachers reported six criteria (i.e., fluency, originality, imagination,
elaboration, complexity, and making connections) that can be categorized as
cognitive components.

References

Adams, K. (2005). Sources of Innovation and Creativity: A Summary of the Research. Na-
tional Center on Education and the Economy. Retrieved March 20, 2012 from World
Wide Web http://skillscommission.org/commissioned.htm

Alhusaini, A. & Maker, C. J. (2010). Creativity in Students’ Writing of Open-ended Stories
across Ethnic, Gender, and Grade Groups: from Kindergarten to Second Grades (un-
published manuscript). Tucson, AZ: University of Arizona.

Alhusaini, A. & Maker, C. J. (2011). Creativity in Students’ Writing of Open-ended Stories
across Ethnic, Gender, and Grade Groups: From Third to Fifth Grades (unpublished
manuscript). Tucson, AZ: University of Arizona.

Amabile, M. (1983). The Social Psychology of Creativity. New York, NY: Springer Verlag.

Amabile, M. (1996). Creativity in Context. Boulder, CO: West-View.



177 What is Creativity: Teachers’ Beliefs about Creativity in Students’ Written Stories

Barron, F. (1988). Putting Creativity to Work. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), The Nature of Creativ-
ity. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Chan, D. & Chan, L. (1999). Implicit Theories of Creativity: Teachers’ Perception of Student
Characteristics in Hong Kong. Creativity Research Journal, Vol. 12, No. 3, 185-195.

Creswell, J. (2009). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Methods Ap-
proaches. Los Angeles: Sage.

David, H. (1971). Unusualness, Appropriateness, Transformation and Condensation as Crite-
ria for Creativity. The Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Associa-
tion. Retrieved May 5, 2014 from http:/www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED050166.pdf

Diakidoy, I. & Kanari, E. (1999). Student Teachers’ Beliefs about Creativity. British Educa-
tional Research Journal, Vol. 25, No. 2, 225-243,

Eberle, B. (1997). Scamper: Creative Games and Activities for Imagination Development.
Waco, TX: Prufrock Press.

Elam, J. & Mead, M. (1987). Designing for Creativity: Considerations for DSS Development.
Information and Management, Vol. 13, No. 2, 215-222.

Fraenkel, J. & Wallen, N. (2010). How to Design and Evaluate Research in Education (7th
ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Goldenberg, J., Mazursky, D. & Solomon, S. (2001). Structures of the Mind and Universal
Music. Science, Vol. 292(5526), 2433-2433.

Guilford, J. P. (1967). The Nature of Human Intelligence. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Hennessey, A. & Amabile, M. (2010). Creativity. In S. T. Fiske (Ed.), Annual Review of Psy-
chology. Vol. 61, (pp. 569-598). Palo Alto, CA: Annual Reviews.

Jones, S. & Davidson, R. (2007). Measuring the Problem-Solving Abilities of Accounting and
other Business Students: A Comparison and Evaluation of Three Methods. Accounting
Education, Vol. 16, No. 1, 65-79.

Kaufman, J. (2006). Self-reported Differences in Creativity by Ethnicity and Gender. Applied
Cognitive Psychology, Vol. 20, No. 8, 1065-1082.

Lee, E. & Seo, H. (2006). Understanding of Creativity by Korean Elementary Teachers in
Gifted Education. Creativity Research Journal, Vol. 18, No. 2, 237-242.

Mouchiroud, C. & Lubart, 1. (2002). Social Creativity: A Cross-sectional Study of 6- to 11
year-old Children. International Journal of Behavioral Development, Vol. 26, No. 1,
60—69.

Rob, L. & Jan, R. (1992). Ethnic Background, Social Class or Status? Developments in School
Attainment of the Children of Immigrants in the Netherlands. Ethnic and Racial Stud-
ies, Vol. 15, No. 2, 284-303.

Runco, M. (2007). Creativity: Theories and Themes: Research, Development, and Practice.
Burlington, MA: Elsevier.

Runco, M. & Johnson, D. (2002). Parents’ and Teachers’ Implicit Theories of Children’s Cre-
ativity: A Cross-cultural Perspective. Creativity Research Journal, Vol. 14, No. 3—4,
427-438.

Sailer, K. (2011). Creativity as Social and Spatial Process. Fuacilities, Vol. 29, No. 1-2, 6-18.

Schramm, W. (1954). How Communication Works. In W. Schramm (Ed.), The Process and
Effects of Mass Communication (pp. 3-26). Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press.

Scott, C. (1999). Teachers’ Biases toward Creative Children. Creativity Research Journal,
Vol. 12, No. 4, 321-328.

Seo, H., Lee, E. & Kim, K. (2005). Korean Science Teachers’ Understanding of Creativity in
Gifted Education. Journal of Advanced Academics, Vol. 16, No. 2-3, 98—105.

Sternberg, R. (2007). Creativity as a Habit. In T. Ai-Girl (Ed.), Creativity: A Handbook for
Teachers (pp. 3-26). Hackensack, NJ: World Scientific Publishing Co.

Taylor, W. (1988). Various Approaches to and Definitions of Creativity. In R. J. Sternberg
(Ed.), The Nature of Creativity (pp. 99—121). Cambridge, England: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.



Abdulnasser A. Alhusaini, June C. Maker and Regina Deil-Amen 178

Torrance, E. P. (1974). The Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking-Norms-Technical Manual Re-
search Edition-Verbal Tests, Forms A and B- Figural Tests, Forms A and B. Princeton,
NJ: Personnel Press.

Torrance, E. P. & Torrance, J. P. (1978). Future Problem Solving: National Interscholastic
Competition and Curriculum Project. Journal of Creative Behavior, Vol. 12, No. 2,
87-89.

Torrance, P. (1962). Guiding Creative Talent. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Torrance, P. (1990). The Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking: Norms-technical Manual. Bensen-
ville, IL: Scholastic Testing Service.

Urban, K. (1995). Creativity: A Component Approach Model. Paper presented at the World
Conference on the Education for the Gifted and Talented, Hong Kong.

Urban, K. & Jellen, H. (1989). Assessing Creative Potential World-wide: The First Cross-Cul-
tural Application of the Test for Creative Thinking-drawing Product (TCT-DP). Gifted
Education International, Vol. 6, 78—86.

Urban, K. & Jellen, G. (1996). Test for Creative Thinking-Drawing Production (TCT-DP).
Lisse, Netherlands: Swets & Zeitlinger.

Wallach, M. A. & Kogan, N. (1965). Modes of Thinking in Young Children: A Study of the Crea-
tivity-intelligence Distinction. New York: Holt.

Weisberg, R. W. (1986). Creativity: Genius and other Myths. New York, NY: Freeman.

Westmeyer, H. (1998). The Social Construction and Psychological Assessment of Creativity.
High Ability Studies, Vol. 9, No. 1, 11-21.

Williams, S. (2001). Increasing Employees’ Creativity by Training their Managers. Industrial
and Commercial Training, Vol. 33, No. 2, 63—68.

[Mpumibeno 06.10.2013; npuxsaheno 3a mrammny 24.03.2014.



179 What is Creativity: Teachers’ Beliefs about Creativity in Students’ Written Stories

AbnynHacep A. Anxycannu, [Ilyn Cu Mejkep u Pepnna Jlen-Amen
IITA JE KPEATUBHOCT: CTABOBU HACTABHUKA
I[MPEMA KPEATUBHOCTH Y ITPUYAMA YUEHUKA

Ancmpaxm

[{usp oBOr MCTpaxkMBama jecTe Ja Ce CTEKHE YBHJ y CTaBOBE HACTaBHHKA IpeMa
kpeatuBHocTH. [Tomohy TexHuKe KoHCeH3yanHOr onewmubama (CAT), cemamuaect
OCHOBHOIIKOJICKMX HaCTaBHHMKA MPOIEHHBANIO je KPEaTUBHOCT YUCHHKA Y JIBE Of1-
BOjeHe cTyauje. Y NpBOj CTYIUjH, jeAaHACCT HACTABHUKA aHAIM3MPAJIO je Ipudie
67 nedaka u 70 meBojunua Koju noxalajy mpeiukoicKy yCTaHOBY, IPBU H APYTH
paspen. Y apyroj CTYIujH, MIeCT HACTaBHHIKA OICHUBAIIO je mprude 67 ydeHuKa u 72
y4YeHHILIE Tpeher, 4eTBpTOr u meTor paspena. Y 006a HCTpakuBarba O HaCTaBHUKA
Ce 3aXTeBaJIo Jia KOPUCTE JIUCTY jaCHO L[e(bI/IHI/Icaan CMEpHHII, & 3aBPLIHA KOPAK
MPEJCTaBIbANIO je oOpasiiarame KpUTepujyma Koju cy kopuithenn y eBanyauH]H
YUCHHUKE KPEaTHBHOCTH. AHanu3upaHu cy N3BELITAjH HACTABHHUKA KOjU CE CacToje
O IIeJIeCeT jeTHOT TOKyMeHTa. HakoH kopupama 1 aHau3e nogaraka momohy Nvivo
CO(TBEPCKOT IMaKeTa, ay TOPH Cy H3ABOJUITH OCaM IITaBHUX TeMa: (a) pIryeHTHOCT, (0)
rac, (B) OpuTHHAITHOCT, (T) MaiTa, (1) paspana, (h)) cioxkeHocT, (€) mpaBJbeme CIo-
Ha 1 (k) jacHoha y mucamy. Y Oyayhnum uctpaxkupamuma Tpedaio Ou mpercrnuTaTu
HUICHTH(HUKOBAHE TEME ITOHABJbAEM OBE CTYIUjE Y PA3IMYUTHM KOHTEKCTUMA U Y
pazIMYMTHM JOMEHHMaA Kako O ce oboraruiia Teopuja KpeaTHBHOCTH Kao APYIIT-
BEHH KOHCTPYKT.

Kwyune peuyu: KpeaTHBHOCT Kao JPYIITBEHH KOHCTPYKT, CTAaBOBH HACTaBHHKA H
KpPEaTUBHOCT, KPEaTHBHOCT y IIpUYaMa yUYCHHKa, OLCHUBAbE KPEaTHBHOCTH.
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Abnynnacep A. Anxycaunu, Jxxyn Cu Meiikep u Perxkuna Jlenb-Amen
YTO TAKOE TBOPYECKA I CTIOCOBHOCTbh: MHEHW $I YUUTEJIEN
O TBOPUECTBE B COUMHEHUAX YUAIIUXCA
Pesiome

Hacrostmee ncciiegoBanue ObUT0 TPOBEICHO C IIENBIO BBRISABICHN S MHCHUN YUUTENCH
0 TBOpYecTBe ydamuxcs. [Ipu momomu TeXxHUKN KoHCeH3yanbHOH ouneHku (CAT),
CEeMHANATh yYUTeNel OCHOBHBIX HIKOJ B JIBYX OTAEIBHBIX HUCCICTOBAHUSIX OLICHU-
BaJIM TBOpYECKHE CIIOCOOHOCTH yualuxcs. B nmepBom ncciieoBanny ogMHHAIIATE
y4yuTeNed aHaJIU3UPOBAIN COUMHEHUS 67 MaJbUMKOB U 72 N€BOYEK U3 JETCKHUX Ca-
JIOB, TIEPBOTO M BTOPOTO Kjlacca, Bo BTOpOM HMcCClenOBaHUH IIECTh MPEToIaBaTe-
JIel OIEHUBAJIM COUMHEHMS 67 MaJbYUKOB M 72 IEBOYEK M3 TPETHETO, YETBEPTOTO
H IISITOrO KJIACCOB. B 000MX HCCIeI0BaHUSIX OT yUUTENIEH TpeOOBaIOCh, YTOOBI OHU
HCIOJIb30BAJIU MEPEUEHb YETKO ONPEAEICHHBIX MHCTPYKLUH, a 3aKII0UUTEIbHBIM
1IaroM SBJISJIOCH 00OCHOBAaHWE KPUTEPHEB, MUCIIOJIB30BAaHHBIX B OLIEHKE TBOpYEC-
KHX criocoOHOCcTeH ywamuxcsi. OT4eTsl yuuTenei, cocrosBiinecs u3 51 1oxkyMeH-
Ta, OBUTH CTPYIIIHPOBAHBL, a IOTOM ITOJIBEPTHYTHI aHanu3y. [locie xogumpoBaHus u
aHaJM3a JJAaHHBIX TPU TOMOIIK NVivo cOpTBEPCKOro MakeTa, aBTOPaMHU BbIJICIICHbBI
BOCEMb TJIABHBIX TEM: (2) JIETKOCTh B HAXOXKJIEHUH CJIOB, (0) Tosoc, (B) OpUTrHHAIIb-
HOCTB, (I) MEUTaTeNbHOCTH, (1) pa3paboTKa, (€) CIOKHOCTh, () HAXOXKJCHHE CO-
CIMHUTEIIBHBIX 3BEHBEB, 1 (3) YeTKOCTh B TUCBMEHHOM BBIpaKeHUH. B 3akiroueHne
JMAIOTCS CTUMYIIBI IS JaTbHEHIITNX UCCICIOBAHUN, KOTOPHIC OJKHBI OBITH MPO-
BEJICHBI B Pa3HBIX MECTax M B Pa3HBIX OOJACTAX B IIEISAX IMOBTOPHOI OIIEHKH BaK-
HOCTH BBISBJICHHBIX T€M W OOOTAIICHHS TEOPHUH TBOPUECTBA KaK OOMIECTBEHHOTO
koHCTpyKTa (CSC).

Kuroueswvie ciosa: TBOPUECTBO KaK OOIIECTBEHHBIH KOHCTPYKT, MHEHUS YUUTEICH U
TBOPYECTBO, TBOPYECTBO B pacckazax ydallnxcsi, OLEHKA TBOPYECKUX CHOCOOHOC-
Tel.



