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ABSTRACT
Creativity is considered to be an essential life skill that should be fostered throughout the
educational system. However, public elementary school classrooms in the USA generally
do not appear to be creativity-fostering places. A better understanding of teachers’ beliefs
about creativity would provide valuable insights into their practices in the classroom and
facilitate the planning and evaluation efforts to foster creativity in all classrooms.

Using a validated survey instrument, adapted from the Teachers’ Conceptions of
Creativity Questionnaire (TCCQ), the researcher collected beliefs from 120 public
elementary school teachers from six schools within one mid-sized public unified school
district in the Los Angeles area. The survey included 25 forced choice and seven open
ended items. Participating teachers taught in kindergarten through fifth grade and
possessed teaching experience from 3 to 40 years.

Major conclusions include that the teachers believe creativity is primarily expressed
in the form of originality of product, behavior or thought. However, these teachers were
not aware that creativity should also be appropriate for the situation, an aspect critical to
scholars. The teachers believe creativity to be connected mainly with the arts and school
subjects in the arts. These teachers support that creativity can be developed in all students
but that only a small percentage of students are highly creative. When describing creative
students, teachers reported only the positive traits of creative students. The teachers
believe that creativity is essential in academic learning, however, teachers expressed an
ambivalence regarding their training and capability to effectively promote student
creativity within the classroom. The teachers feel impeded to promote student creativity in

the classroom by the emphasis on testing, standards, and expectations of the school system.



Some implications for practice are that pre-service teacher education and in-service staff
development should provide courses, workshops, and activities that assist teachers with
knowledge and skills to foster creativity in all students within the classroom. Policy
makers and educational authorities must establish creative thinking as an essential
learning goal in the educational system so that all children can develop their full personal

and work creative potential.

XV



Chapter 1: Background

Today creativity is considered to be an essential life skill, which needs to be fostered
by the education system (Craft, 1999), because it has the potential to solve a range of social,
political, and economic problems (Burnard & White, 2008; Kampylis, 2010). Creative
industries, in the United States and around the world, are part of a leading economic sector
that is developing at a pace greater than other economic sectors (Florida, 2002), and
creative thinking is regarded as a key commodity of human capital (Florida, 2002; Pink,
2005), as well as a source of many marked benefits for healthy social and emotional well-
being (Skiba, Tan, Sternberg, & Grigorenko, 2010). Based on socioeconomic demands and
on learning theories (such as those of Bruner, Dewey, Piaget, and Vygotsky), fostering of
students’ creative thinking is regarded today as a key education target, albeit it a
challenging one, by a number of education systems around the world (Kampylis, 2010).
Statement of the Problem

Teachers’ role in the development of elementary school students’ creativity is very
important because they act as role models and mentors and spend a considerable amount
of time with students (Kampylis, Berki, & Saariluoma, 2009). The importance of providing
creative learning opportunities in the regular classroom is well established (Aljughaiman &
Mowrer-Reynolds, 2005). However, overall, there seems to be a consensus that creative
potential is not identified systematically or nurtured in the schools the way it should be
(Andliou & Murphy, 2010; Beghetto, 2010a; Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002; Hennessey &
Amabile, 1987; Sawyer, 2010; Sternberg, 1996). Classrooms generally do not appear to be

creativity-fostering places (Furman, 1998; Plucker, Beghetto, & Dow, 2004).



A number of researchers report that teachers hold negative attitudes and little
tolerance for behaviors and characteristics associated with creativity (Beghetto, 20073,
2010a; Beghetto & Kaufman, 2010; Beghetto & Plucker, 2006; Fasko, 2001; Runco, 2003b;
Westby & Dawson, 1995), even though they generally value it (Andiliou & Murphy, 2010;
Chappel, 2007; Fleith, 2000; Kampylis et al., 2009; Runco & Johnson, 2002). Therefore,
some teachers may follow practices that inhibit the expression of students’ creativity and
realization of their creative potential (Alencar, 2002, p. 15; Kampylis et al., 2009), and
schooling may have a debilitating effect on student creativity (Beghetto 2009; Beghetto &
Plucker, 2006; Guildford, 1950; Robinson, 2001; Torrance, 1970).

A number of studies also reveal conflicts between teachers’ and researchers’
conceptions of creativity (Chan & Chan, 1999; Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002; Fryer & Collings,
1991; Kampylis et al., 2009). For example, many teachers mistakenly believe that
creativity is an extremely rare trait of gifted youngsters (Beghetto, 2010a; Kampylis, 2010),
even though several theories of creativity have emphasized that all of us can fulfill our
creative potential if we are given the appropriate means and opportunities (Cropley, 2001;
Kampylis, 2010; Moran, 2010; Smith, Ward, & Finke, 1995). Additionally, teachers have
been found to connect creativity with the arts, and subjects such as music or drama
education (Aljughaiman & Mowrer-Reynolds, 2005; Craft, 2003; Diakadoy & Kanari, 1999;
Fryer, 1996; Kampylis, 2010), and see it as irrelevant in “rigorous” subjects such as science
or mathematics (Cropley, 2010), even though research has shown that students’ creative
thinking can be fostered in all school subjects and curriculum areas (Craft, 2005; Kampylis,

2010; Starko, 2005; Wilson, 2009) and many contemporary scholars have argued that



creative learning should be embedded in all subject areas (Craft, Jeffrey, & Liebling, 2001;
Gardner, 2007; Sawyer, 2011).

In sum, teachers may have a narrow and stereotypic view of creativity (Davies,
Howe, Fasciato, & Rogers, 2004 as cited in Kampylis et al., 2009), and hold misconceptions
about creativity (Kampylis, 2010; Plucker et al., 2004) and implicit theories
(generalizations from personal experience) which are problematic when they are not
aware of their subjectivity and inconsistency (Kampylis, 2010) and how they can lead to
inhibiting students’ creative thinking (Kampylis, 2010; Kowalski, 1997). There is,
furthermore, a lack of attention to creativity in teachers’ education (Davies, Howe, Fasciato
& Rogers, 2004 as cited in Kampylis et al., 2009) and in-service training (Kampylis et al.,
2009), and so, little opportunity for teachers to confront the misconceptions and implicit
theories they hold about this topic.
Statement of the Purpose

According to researchers, in order for creativity to find a legitimate space in the
classroom, we must examine and understand how teachers conceptualize creativity
(Beghetto & Plucker, 2006). Teachers who have a clear understanding of the nature of
creativity are able to avoid negative stereotypes and misconceptions about creativity and
thereby, make room for creativity in their curriculum (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2010;
Beghetto & Plucker, 2006). Studies on implicit theories have revealed that individuals
formulate latent but existing implicit creativity theories, and that they use them in
identifying, describing, and evaluating creativity, both in themselves and in others
(Kampylis, 2010). A better understanding of teachers’ beliefs and implicit theories could

provide valuable insights into their practice and facilitate both the planning and evaluation



efforts to foster creativity (Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002; Kampylis, 2010; Plucker & Renzullj,
1999).

Therefore, the purpose of this study was to describe Los Angeles area public
elementary school teachers’ beliefs and implicit theories about creativity—including the
nature of creativity, creative students, and fostering creativity within the classroom. More
specifically, this study aimed to describe teachers’ beliefs and implicit theories on the
nature of creativity—including:

* Teachers’ implicit definition of the construct of creativity, and what they believe the
essential features of creativity to be.
* Teachers’ beliefs about its distribution among children and to what extent creativity
is a characteristic of all students or a rare phenomenon.
* Teachers’ beliefs about its ability to be developed.
* Teachers’ beliefs about its presence across school subjects, and if some subjects are
more creative than others.
This study also sought to describe teachers’ beliefs about creative students and the
characteristics teachers perceive to describe them. Furthermore, this study aspired to
describe teachers’ beliefs about environments and strategies that promote or inhibit
creativity in the classroom, as well as teachers’ beliefs about the importance of creativity
and their role in fostering student creativity. Lastly, this study sought to determine what
the relationship is between public elementary school teachers’ years of experience teaching
and their beliefs about creativity.
According to research, the facilitation of creativity in the classroom will ultimately

depend on the teacher’s ability to identify creative potential, to recognize creative



outcomes, to encourage personal characteristics and cognitive processes that have been
found to relate to creativity, and, finally, to structure the classroom or educational
environment in a way that will render it more conducive to creativity (Beghetto, 2010a;
Beghetto & Kaufman, 2010; Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002; Kampylis, 2010; Kampylis et al.,
2009). According to Diakidoy and Phtiaka (2002), when the objective is to promote
creativity in educational settings, there are two interrelated issues: (a) the extent to which
training prepares teachers to successfully identify and facilitate creativity in the classroom,
and (b) teachers’ theories of and beliefs about creativity and the factors that may influence
it. The purpose of the present study is focused on the second issue—the beliefs and
implicit theories that elementary-school teachers hold about creativity.
Research Questions

This study aimed to gain deeper understanding and clarity on five main research
questions, regarding public elementary-school teachers’ beliefs about creativity in the
classroom. The first research question addressed the topic of teachers’ beliefs on the
nature of creativity—including its implicit definition, perceived distribution among
children, perceived malleability or ability to be developed, perceived specificity or presence
across school subjects, and its perceived level of importance for enhancing student
academic learning. The second research question investigated teachers’ beliefs on
characteristics that describe the creative child. The third research question addressed
teachers’ beliefs on classroom environments and teaching strategies that foster or inhibit
creativity within the classroom, including whether school is a good environment for
students to manifest creativity, if creativity is essential for academic learning, and what

barriers keep teachers from effectively promoting student creativity in the classroom. The



fourth research question investigated teachers’ beliefs about the importance of creativity
and their role and responsibility in fostering student creativity within the classroom,
including how well trained they feel to enhance or facilitate student creativity. Lastly, the
fifth research question examined the relationship between teachers’ years of experience
teaching and their beliefs on creativity. These five main research questions are stated
below:
1. What are public elementary-school teachers’ beliefs and implicit theories about the
nature of creativity?
2. What are public elementary-school teachers’ beliefs about the characteristics of
creative students?
3. What are public elementary-school teachers’ beliefs about classroom environments
and teaching strategies that promote or inhibit creativity in the classroom?
4. What are public elementary-school teachers’ beliefs about their role in fostering
student creativity in the classroom?
5. What is the relationship between public elementary school teachers’ years of
experience teaching and their beliefs about creativity?
Theoretical Framework
There are varied explanations and theories of creativity. The varied views and
definitions of creativity imply different research approaches to creativity (Lin, 2011),
which have drawn from scholarly fields including: behaviorist, cognitive (and creative-
cognition), psychodynamic, developmental, humanistic, and social-psychological
approaches (Craft, 2001a; Lin, 2011; Moran, 2010; Piirto, 2004). The approach to

creativity in education, as Craft (2005) suggests, has its unique concerns, including the



relationship between creativity and knowledge, curriculum, and appropriate pedagogical
strategies to foster creativity in the classroom (Lin,2011). Creativity researchers in
education have integrated earlier approaches, such as creative-cognition—which
contributed the important assertion that creativity arises from ordinary cognitive process,
and therefore can be facilitated through education—but which focused on the individual
(Kampylis, 2010), with new ones, such as sociocultural approaches—Ilike the social
dynamic perspective of Vygotsky (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2010; Moran, 2010; Sawyer 2006).
According to Moran (2010), this social dynamic perspective on creativity provides a solid
foundation for leaders, parents, teachers and others interested in education to affect
children’s creativity, because it emphasizes what and how children experience the world,
not just “innate abilities” (Moran, 2010, p. 321).

Part of a four-c model of creativity (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009), mini-c creativity is
informed by a Vygotskian (or sociocultural) view of knowledge that stresses the
transactional relationship between the individual and the social world (Beghetto &
Kaufman, 2010). Mini-c creativity focuses on the novel and personally meaningful
interpretation of experiences, actions and events that often occur during the process of
learning (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2010, 2007) and is focused more on the process, rather
than the product of creativity (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2010; Lin, 2011). In contrast to a
product-orientation, process-oriented creativity focuses on the “mental process” involving
creative potential to generate new ideas, solution of problems, and the self-actualization of
individuals (Esquivel, 1995; Fryer, 1996; James, Lederman & Vagt-Traore, 2004; Lin,2011).
According to researchers, a product-oriented focus on creativity within the classroom can

be problematic (Runco, 2005) because it confuses potential with accomplishment



(Beghetto & Kaufman, 2010) and minimizes the more dynamic and developmental nature
of creativity (Cohen, 1989), resulting in teachers failing to recognize that students’ unique
insights and interpretations (mini-c) might be developed into larger-c creative products
and accomplishments (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2010). Thus, a developmental process and a
social dynamic approach are underlined and useful in advocating educational efforts in
creativity (Lin,2011).

Furthermore, the research questions in this study, fit within the conceptual
framework derived by Andiliou and Murphy (2010) on teachers’ beliefs about creativity

(see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Framework on teachers’ beliefs about creativity. From “Examining variations
among researchers' and teachers' conceptualizations of creativity: A review and synthesis
of contemporary research,” by A. Andiliou and P.K. Murphy, 2010, Educational Research
Review, 5, p. 214. Copyright 2010 by Elsevier. Reprinted with permission (see Appendix A).



Significance of the Study

Within the framework of education, the implicit theories of teachers have been
regarded as extremely important (Kampylis et al., 2009; Kowalski, 1997; Runco & Johnson,
2002). Teachers’ beliefs about educationally relevant issues and constructs may influence
their perceptions and evaluations of learning outcomes, as well as their choice of
instructional methods and tasks (Diakidoy & Pthiaka, 2002; Hofer & Pintrich, 1997;
Pajares, 1992). According to Runco, Johnson, and Baer (1993), teachers’ idiosyncratic
implicit theories act—intentionally or unintentionally—as prototypes against which
students’ creative behavior and performance are judged. Teachers’ beliefs and implicit
theories may facilitate or inhibit students’ creative behavior, because the ways in which
teachers organize the classroom practices are primarily influenced by what they know and
believe (Beghetto, 2006, 2007a; Kampylis et al., 2009).

Although a multitude of studies have examined teachers’ attitudes toward and
beliefs about teaching and learning, pedagogical content knowledge, and multicultural
education (Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002), for example, studies that have explicitly addressed
teachers’ beliefs about creativity are few (Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002; Kampylis, 2010).
There is a gap in research and literature on teachers’ beliefs and implicit theories of
creativity (Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002; Kampylis, 2010; Kampylis et al., 2009) and a need for
further research on how these relate to their role in students’ creative thinking (Kampylis
etal,, 2009). Within the United States, a limited number of studies such as this have been
undertaken (Andiliou & Murphy, 2010). Furthermore, a number of creativity scholars

worldwide (Beghetto, 2010a; Chan & Chan, 1999; Craft, 2001a; Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002;
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Kampylis, 2010; Kowalski, 1997; Lin, 2011; Runco & Johnson, 2002) have stressed the
importance of studying teachers’ implicit theories and beliefs about creativity.

Therefore, the examined research problem is significant both at a national and an
international level, and this study sought to give a robust and in-depth look at Los Angeles
area teachers’ beliefs about creativity. It is well documented that teachers play a vital role
in the facilitation of students creativity (Beghetto, 2010a; Kampylis et al., 2009; Kowalski,
1997; Nickerson, 1999; Sawyer, 2011). Primary teachers need a clear idea about what
creativity is in order to effectively foster it in real classroom settings (Beghetto, 2010a;
Kampylis, 2010). Understanding teachers’ beliefs about creativity may provide valuable
insights into their practice with respect to creativity and may also provide the foundations
for the improvement of professional preparation and in-service training (Diakidoy &
Phtiaka, 2002). Policymakers, curriculum designers, educational authorities, and creativity
researchers may find valuable situated knowledge and insights into teachers’ experiences,
implicit theories, and conceptions of creativity (Kampylis, 2010).

Definition of Terms

In order to clarify meaning, definitions of relevant terms in this study are included
below. These listed definitions inform the meanings referred to in the present study.

* Creativity: the activity (both mental and physical) that occurs in a specific time-
space, social and cultural framework and leads to a tangible or intangible
outcome(s) that is original and useful... (Kampylis et al., 2009 p. 18)

* (Creative thinking: a type of higher order thinking that requires students to generate

ideas, to elaborate and refine ideas, but also to critically evaluate their ideas and
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argue about the effectiveness and appropriateness of their proposed ideas (Andiliou
& Murphy, 2010, p. 217).
* Beliefs: ideas, doctrines, tenets, etc. that are accepted as true on grounds which are
not immediately susceptible to rigorous proof (University of Southern California
Library, 2013).
* Implicit creativity theory: a latent but existing theory (including beliefs or values,
images or metaphors, and biases) that an individual has developed and uses in
identifying, describing, and evaluating creativity, both in themselves and in others,
and that governs expectations and guides certain behaviors (Kampylis, 2010, p. 50;
Kercz, 1992, Runco & Bahelda, 1986, Sternberg, 1985).
* Explicit creativity theories: scholarly theories of creativity based mainly on relevant
psychological theories such as psychoanalytic, behaviorist, developmental, systems,
and cognitive theories (Kampylis, 2010, p. 36).
* Teacher: a certificated, Los Angeles area public elementary school teacher in a
regular classroom of grades kindergarten through 5th.
Assumptions

Additionally, behind any research endeavor there are assumptions that determine
the researcher’s decisions and, consequently the research outcomes (Creswell, 2009;
Kampylis, 2010). Here are the main assumptions that consciously influence my research:

*  QOur world is undergoing continuous change and faces numerous urgent problems
that require creative approaches and solutions.

* By nurturing students’ creative potential, we offer them more opportunities to



12

become creative adults who can adapt and contribute to our continuously changing
world.
* (Creativity is an ability that all humans have, and their creative potential can be
fulfilled or constrained through education and schooling.
* All students should be provided with the opportunities and means to express their
creative potential to the maximum degree.
* Teachers play a key role in the fulfillment—or not—of students’ creative potential.
* Teachers need appropriate initial education and in-service training as well as
support in practical and theoretical issues to carry out their significant role of
fostering students’ creative thinking.
* Teachers beliefs and implicit theories of creativity greatly influence their everyday
classroom practices and determine whether, to what degree, and how they
endeavor to foster students’ creative thinking.
* Aclearer understanding of teachers’ beliefs on creativity can facilitate both the
planning and evaluation efforts to foster creativity.
* Teachers will honestly and can accurately represent their beliefs in a survey
questionnaire.
[ am grateful to the various researchers who helped me to clarify these assumptions
(Beghetto, 2010a; Craft, 2001a; Kampylis, 2010; Plucker & Renzulli, 1999).
Limitations of the Study

The framework of this study was within the context of public elementary education,
within the urban United States, in one Los Angeles area school district, with kindergarten

through fifth grade, full-time, regular classroom teachers; thus, findings on teachers’ beliefs
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are limited to similar public education systems and populations. Furthermore, public
education systems may differ in underlying values, objectives and supports available, so it
may be beyond the scope to generalize, depending on such contexts (Creswell, 2012;
Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002).
Summary

Today creativity is considered to be an essential life skill, which needs to be fostered
by the education system (Craft, 1999), because it has the potential to solve a range of social,
political, and economic problems (Burnard & White, 2008; Kampylis, 2010). Teachers’ role
in the development of elementary school students’ creativity is very important because
they act as role models and mentors and spend a considerable amount of time with
students (Kampylis et al., 2009). However, classrooms generally do not appear to be
creativity-fostering places (Plucker et al., 2004), chiefly due to the biases of teachers and
traditional classroom organization (Furman, 1998; Plucker et al, 2004). There is,
furthermore, a lack of attention to creativity in teachers’ education (Davies, Howe, Fasciato
& Rogers, 2004 as cited in Kampylis et al., 2009) and in-service training (Kampylis et al.,
2009), and so, little opportunity for teachers to confront the misconceptions and they hold
about this topic. According to researchers, in order for creativity to find a legitimate space
in the classroom, we must examine and understand how teachers conceptualize creativity
(Beghetto & Plucker, 2006). A better understanding of teachers’ beliefs could provide
valuable insights into their practice and facilitate both the planning and evaluation efforts
to foster creativity (Diakidoy & Phtiaka, 2002; Kampylis, 2010; Plucker & Renzulli, 1999).
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to describe Los Angeles area public elementary

school teachers’ beliefs and implicit theories about creativity. The study proposed five



main research questions. A definition of terms and a presentation of assumptions

influencing this research were presented, as well as the limitations of the study.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

Life in the 21st century is marked by great uncertainty, due in part to
unprecedented social, economic, and global changes (Beghetto, 2010a; Cropley, 2001;
Florida, 2002; Kampylis, 2010; Robinson, 2001). The world is changing more rapidly than
ever before (Cropley, 2001; Kaufman & Sternberg, 2010). In the last several decades, many
of the world’s most developed countries have shifted from an industrial economy to a
knowledge economy (Drucker, 1993; Sawyer, 2010).
The Need for Creativity in the 21st Century

The social demand for creativity has been steadily increasing, since the turn of the
century, in almost every field of human activity (Florida, 2002; Kampylis, 2010).
“Creativity is at a historical premium” (Kaufman & Sternberg, 2010, p. xiii). Today,
creativity is considered to be an essential life skill, which needs to be fostered and
promoted by the education system (Craft, 1999) because it has the potential to solve a
range of social, political, and economic problems (Burnard & White, 2008; Kampylis, 2010).
Knowledge Age Society

Scholars of our “knowledge age” have argued that creativity, innovation, and
ingenuity are more important today than ever before (Sawyer, 2010, p. 172). In our global
and wired society, creativity is in demand, cultivated, and rewarded (Gardner, 2007).
Creative industries are part of a leading economic sector that is developing at a pace
greater than other economic sectors (Florida, 2002); and, include art, design, fashion,
architecture, cinema, music, the performing arts, publishing, computer science, mass
media, and education (Florida, 2002; Kampylis, 2010). Some claim that we have entered a

revolutionary new age, and that this future belongs to a very different kind of mind than
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the past, including that of synthesizers, creators, and meaning-makers (Gardner, 2007;
Pink, 2005; Robinson, 2001).

Consequently, creative thinking is regarded today as a commodity and a key
“employability” skill, as well as a key factor of human capital (Florida, 2002; Gardner, 2007;
Kampylis, 2010; Pink, 2005; Robinson, 2001). However, the conceptualization of human
creativity as a commodity—and an accompanying globalized market approach to creativity
in education (Beghetto, 2010a)—raises many concerns—among researchers, including this
one— about its use in simply meeting the needs of the modern capitalist economy (Craft,
2006; Peters, 2009) rather than the common good (Banaji & Burn, 2006; Craft, 2006). This
motivation for the cultivation of creativity can have ...“potentially destructive and ethically
questionable ecological and cultural consequences” (Beghetto, 2010a, p. 449). A wise
creativity in education is needed—one that takes into account multiple needs and
perspectives (Craft, 2008). Outside capitalistic drives, a broader understanding of human
creativity reveals that it has many marked benefits for people’s personal lives as well as for
society as a whole (Skiba et al., 2010). Personality theorists Maslow (1970) and Rogers
(1961) defined creativity as no less than a vital life force (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006), and
Maslow included creativity as part of self-actualization in his theory of motivation (Moran,
2010; Richards, 2010). Creativity appears to be an important component of healthy social
and emotional well-being (Plucker et al.,, 2004), and the use of creative abilities to solve
relevant problems in one’s life can contribute to one’s overall success, both personal and
financial (Skiba et al., 2010; Sternberg & Lubart, 1999). In any case, although it is clear that
modern creative industries require creative employees, 21st century education systems are

still based on the needs of 19th-century industries (Darling-Hammond, 2010; DeZutter,
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2011; Makel, 2009; Robinson, 2001; Senge et al., 2000; Sawyer, 2011), in which “there was
little room for originality on a production line” (Kampylis, 2010, p. 21).
Industrial Age Education

The current systems of education were not designed to meet the challenges we now
face (e.g., Cropley, 2001; Darling-Hammond, 2010; Hartley, 2003; Robinson, 2001; Senge et
al., 2000). At their birth, the education systems in North America and Europe were
designed to meet the labor needs of an industrial economy, based on manufacturing,
engineering and related trades (DeZutter, 2011; Robinson, 2001; Sawyer, 2006). Educators
of the mid-19th century explicitly borrowed their designs from factory builders, and the
result was an industrial-age school system shaped in the image of the assembly line
(Robinson, 2001; Senge et al., 2000). Nineteenth-century writers spoke admiringly of
schools as equivalents to machines and factories (Senge et al.,, 2000); though, few of us
today appreciate how deeply assembly-line concepts are embedded in the modern school.
Senge et al. (2000) write the following:

While the assembly-line school system dramatically increased educational output, it
also created many of the most intractable problems with which students, teachers,
and parents struggle to this day. ... It established uniformity of product and process
as norms, thereby naively assuming that all children learn in the same way. It made
educators into controllers and inspectors, thereby transforming the traditional
mentor-mentee relationship and establishing teacher-centered rather than learner-
centered learning. ... The assembly-line model tacitly identified students as the
product rather than the creators of learning, passive objects being shaped by
educational processes beyond their influence. (pp. 31-32, italics added)

With conformity as a core value of industrialism—an assembly line that produced

continuous variety would not be considered efficient (Senge et al., 2000)—education
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systems designed to meet industrialist interests have little room for creativity within them
(Sawyer, 2010).

As mentioned earlier, the rapidly changing global marketplace and requirements of
the 21st century have put a special emphasis on the need for creative thinking. This has
brought increased international attention to the ineffectiveness of traditional pedagogies in
preparing students for the demands of the next century (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Hartley,
2003; Kampylis, 2010; Skiba et al,, 2010). Based on these new socioeconomic demands,
and on learning theories like those of Dewey, Bruner, Piaget, and Vygotsky, the fostering of
students’ creative thinking is held as a key education goal, by a number of education
systems, including Australia, China, Finland, Greece, Hong Kong, and the United Kingdom
(Kampylis, 2010) and has had an increased emphasis in Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Denmark,
France, Iceland, Japan, Macau, The Netherlands, Northern Ireland, New Zealand, Qatar,
Scotland, Serbia, Singapore, Turkey, Sweden, Switzerland, Taiwan, Wales, USA (Craft,
2008).

The current environment puts pressure on schools to educate and train the next
generation for a future that cannot be foreseen and is not easily predictable from what
currently exists (Darling-Hammond, 2010; Florida, 2002; Makel, 2009; Moran, 2010).
Individuals need to be able to adjust to change that is both rapid and widespread, both for
their own well being and for that of the societies in which they live (Cropley, 2001). More
and more, our economy, culture and daily lives depend on and require our ability to
generate and manage new knowledge (DeZutter, 2011). It has been shown that knowledge
is expanding at a mind-blowing pace (Darling-Hammond, 2010). For example, in the 3

years from 1999 to 2002, the amount of new information produced nearly equaled the
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amount produced in the entire history of the world previously (Varian & Lyman, 2003 as
cited in Darling-Hammond, 2010). As a consequence, education can no longer be
productively focused primarily on the transmission of pieces of information, as it was in the
1900s, when emphasis in schools was on acquisition of text-based knowledge and rote
procedures, like the memorization of a stable storehouse of knowledge (Darling-Hammond,
2010; DeZutter, 2011; Makel, 2009; Moran, 2010; Sawyer, 2006, 2008).

New pedagogies and education must enable students to “...learn how to learn,
create, and invent the new world they are entering” (Darling-Hammond, 2010, p. 3). We
need to develop more than just their factual knowledge base (DeZutter, 2011). Needed for
today is successful critical thinking, along with the increasingly important ability to think
creatively and innovate, which depends on deep conceptual knowledge that goes beyond
rote memorization or basic comprehension of facts (DeZutter, 2011; Sayer 2006). Of more
importance now is not access to information, but how to find, select and use the desired
information—which requires procedural knowledge, as well as evaluation and creativity
(Makel, 2009). Despite this shift in importance, the transmission of knowledge remains a
top priority in schools (Beghetto, 2010a; Makel, 2009; Sawyer, 2006). “This mismatch
between educational actions and societal value fails to establish a solid foundation for the
future. We need to stop educating our kids for the 20t century!” (Makel, 2009).

Although it is difficult to predict what the future might hold, it is clear to many
researchers that students will need to be better equipped to successfully navigate the
increasingly complex and changing nature of life in the 21st century (Beghetto, 2010a;

Hartley, 2003; Skiba et al,, 2010; Wells & Claxton, 2002). Establishing a common curricular
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goal of developing the creative competence of children is one way to help prepare students
for an uncertain future (Beghetto, 2010a).
History of Creativity in Education

People have long been interested in notions of imagination and inspiration. Ancient
Greek, Judaic, Christian and Islamic traditions saw creativity as mystical, stemming from
divine inspiration (Craft, 2008). During the Romantic Era of mid-19th century Europe,
creativity was increasingly recognized as a human capacity for originality, insight, and
subjectivity of feeling (Craft, 2001a; Pope, 2005).

The twentieth century saw a move toward more practical investigation of creativity within
the new discipline of psychology; however, the early decades were influenced more by
philosophical speculation than by empirical investigations (Craft, 2001a; Runco & Albert,
2010). Surprisingly, the abstract noun ‘creativity’ did not appear at all in the 1933 edition
of The Oxford English Dictionary and was not widely current until the 1940s and the 1950s
(Pope, 2005).

Most creativity theorists use the 1950 presidential address of scholar J.P. Guilford
to the American Psychological Association as the beginning of the modern era of creativity
research (Cropley, 2001; Fasko, 2001; Smith & Smith, 2010). In it, he stressed the
importance of developing the creative potential of school-age children (Beghetto, 2010a)
and called on researchers to make creativity a more focal point of inquiry (Guilford, 1950;
Simonton, 2000). In conjunction with the successful launching of Sputnik by Soviet
engineers, both events stimulated a strengthening interest in creativity and the utilization
of U.S. education to identify and nurture scientific talent and creativity (Cropley, 2001;

Esquivel, 1995; Kampylis, 2010). “Americans rushed to embrace new ideas about
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intelligence and education, which might position the country to compete more effectively in
the space race” (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006, p. 322). The National Defense Education Act
was passed in 1958 as a comprehensive educational reform bill to strengthen teacher
practices in the areas of math and science, foreign languages, and creative arts (Dow, 1991;
Esquivel, 1995). With this view of creativity—as a problem-solver and an instrument of
social engineering, contrasted with that as a medium of self-expression or a means of
human development—major educational efforts were launched by the federal government
and national organizations (Esquivel, 1995; Pope, 2005). By the turn of the decade,
systematic, empirical research on the topic of creativity was thriving (Feldman & Benjamin,
20006).

J.P. Guildford contributed much to our understanding of creativity, in particular with
regard to giftedness and the measurement of creativity (Smith & Smith, 2010). Another
key researcher during this early modern era of creativity was E.P. Torrance, who looked at
creativity teaching and creative thinking in children and also developed the Torrance Tests
of Creative Thinking, which still rule approaches to creativity testing in the United States
(Smith & Smith, 2010; Torrance, 1972). Most scholars agree that Guilford and Torrance
can be rightly considered the pioneers of modern creativity theory and research (Smith &
Smith, 2010).

Educational issues were central to creativity research throughout the 1960s and
mid 70s, but it took the social revolution of the 1960s and the push for change in all
segments of U.S. society to broaden the field’s view of creativity from a 1950s narrow focus

on technological inventiveness—until then taken to represent creativity as a whole—to
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something greater (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006). There were two very different (and,
reportedly incompatible) educational agendas being pushed under the banner of creativity:

The first followed Guilford’s argument that schools needed to do a better job at
identifying critical qualities in students in areas essential to the survival of the U.S.
The second agenda proposed a fundamental reorientation of schooling to foster
freedom of expression, to promote tolerance of widely different perspectives, and to
give students greater control over what they chose to study and how they
participated in school life. (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006, p. 328)

Attempts to reform education led educators to re-examine issues such as: the
nature of the learning process; the replacement of conventional approaches with
experimental and nondirective methods; and the implementation of teaching strategies for
stimulating inquiry, creativity, and self-directed learning (Dow, 1991; Esquivel, 1995).
Piagetian theory of cognitive development guided general curriculum reform in the United
States during the late 1960s (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006) and peaked with the open
classroom movement, in which one of the major goals was to foster creative thinking
(Esquivel, 1995; Walberg & Thomas, 1972). Elementary education aligned more with the
practices of early childhood education and put into effect innovations such as hands-on,
active learning, team teaching, independent learning, cooperative learning, and
individualized instruction (Esquivel, 1995; Feldman & Benjamin, 2006), which showed
“positive psychological outcomes in terms of attitudes and resulted in creative
development” (Esquivel, 1995, p. 188; Horowitz, 1979). Moreover, scholars report the
gains were not made at the expense of academic achievement (Tayak, 1974), as some
critics expected would be the case (Esquivel, 1995); however, at least one scholar reports
an often failure of children in open classrooms to achieve academic competence (Feldman

& Benjamin, 2006). During this progressive period, attention was also given to the creative
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characteristics and strengths of children from disadvantaged or culturally diverse
backgrounds (Esquivel, 1995) and the need to consider the concerns of poor and minority
families (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006).

During the 1970s the momentum of curriculum reform in regular education began
to wane (Dow, 1991; Esquivel, 1995), but during this same time the gifted child movement
spurred the development of special programs for gifted students and the implementation
of creative techniques and approaches (Davis, 1992; Esquivel, 1995). Creativity
researchers working primarily in the area of gifted education made the most strides in
discovering how to help educators support students’ creative potential (Beghetto, 2010a).
Unfortunately, nurturing creative potential was viewed as separate from the mainstream
academic curriculum and reserved only for the select few (Beghetto, 2010a).

The 1980s brought an apparent decline in school performance, with the lowering of
achievement test scores (Esquivel, 1995; Tayak, 1974) and a back-to-basics mentality
(Smith & Smith, 2010). There was a palpable sense that something had to be done to
improve educational standards (Ravitch, 2010). Open education’s popularity had ended,
and authors argued that progressive schools had better attend to literacy before fretting
about creative thinking (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006). Questions about the quality of
teaching were raised anew, and research on teacher performance suggested that regular
classroom teachers were still emphasizing traditional methods of rote learning and basic
skill training, at the cost of higher-level thinking skills and creativity (Goodlad, 1984). The
National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE; 1983) formed to examine the
problem and issued its report A Nation at Risk which stated that “the educational

foundations of our society” were “being eroded by a rising tide of mediocrity” in our
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schools (NCEE, 1983, p. 5; see also Esquivel, 1995; Ravitch, 2000). Not much had changed,
despite the increased research on creativity in education (Esquivel, 1995; Goodlad, 1984).

In the 1990s, constructivist learning theory, rooted in the work of Russian
psychologist Vygotsky, became the dominant idea among educational theorists and widely
popular among educators (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006; Lobman, 2011; Moran, 2010;
Ravitch, 2000; Sawyer, 2011). Vygotsky’s ideas included active learning and the
construction of knowledge, as well as the importance of imagination and creativity in
learning (Moran, 2010). Also during this time, school reform initiatives called into question
programs for gifted students, so that creative teaching and practices for the gifted would be
infused into the regular curriculum, through approaches such as the school-wide
enrichment model (Renzulli & Reis, 1997) and provide an opportunity for the development
of strengths and potential abilities of all students (Esquivel, 1995).

But, the core of state educational reforms over the last decade has been the
development of educational standards to guide school practices; and increasingly, this has
centered on test-based accountability (Darling-Hammond & Rustique-Forrester, 2005). A
“major and unrelenting call for more testing of students” escalated over the last 2 decades
(Baer & Garrett, 2010, p. 6), highlighted with the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act in
2001, which still requires all states receiving funding to test students annually and to
enforce penalties for schools that do not meet specific test score targets each year (Darling-
Hammond & Rustique-Forrester, 2005). With the press for greater accountability through
testing, low-quality tests have driven a narrow curriculum “disconnected from the higher-
order skills needed in today’s world” (Darling-Hammond, 2010, p. 67). No Child Left

Behind “sucked all the air out of the ruminations of educators who might embrace
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creativity in the United States” (Smith & Smith, 2010, p. 252). This recent education
movement in the United States, dominated by standardized testing, is not surprisingly
viewed with suspicion by progressive educators, particularly as it endangers practices that
are believed to promote creativity (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006, p. 324).

In sum, creativity is, and historically has been important in such areas as early
childhood education and gifted and talented education, and has been important in
education generally only during certain times, most notably the 1960s and 1970s (Smith &
Smith, 2010). The study of creative teaching and learning has traditionally been associated
with arts educators, but many contemporary scholars have argued that creative learning
should be embedded in all subject areas (Craft et al., 2001; Gardner, 2007; Sawyer, 2011).
Fundamentally, the influence of creativity on education has been intermittent and irregular
(Feldman & Benjamin, 2006), and the impact of creativity research on education has been
referred to as tepid and “not as strong as it might be (Smith & Smith, 2010). Yet creativity
may be undergoing a renaissance of importance in education globally, and in particular in
the United Kingdom (Craft, 2005; Moran, 2010; Smith & Smith, 2010). It has been stated
that governments do not want creativity in practice, despite their declarations (Kampylis,
2010), but in contrast to the American experience, British practitioners, policy-makers,
interested scholars, school officials and teacher preparation programs have established a
“pattern of collaboration as they implement a coordinated movement to enhance creativity
among schoolchildren” (Feldman & Benjamin, 2006, p. 331). Educational policy-makers
have traditionally neglected creativity (Beghetto, 2010a) however, and although there are a
number of efforts in research and practice to rectify the situation, creativity simply is not at

the forefront of the educational debate today (Smith & Smith, 2010).
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Definitions of Creativity

The numerous definitions, conceptions, and theories of creativity accurately reflect
the complexity of the construct (Skiba et al., 2010). Without a clear definition of it,
however, those who are most interested in understanding and conveying it to others—
educators and other practitioners—are left confused and challenged (Moran, 2010). In
fact, one of the factors limiting the progress of educational implementation of creative
thinking lessons and assessment is the lack of a coherent definition of creativity that can be
agreed on widely (Plucker et al., 2004). Although researchers have entered the seventh
decade of contemporary scientific research on creativity, hundreds of definitions are
available and the term remains unclear (Kampylis, 2010; Kaufman & Sternberg, 2010;
Negus & Pickering, 2004). Developing a working definition with specific goals is a
necessary step in effectively translating creativity theory into educational practice (Skiba et
al,, 2010). The definitions of creativity reviewed within this chapter will focus primarily on
those pertaining to the field of education.

Facets and levels of creativity. Many researchers have noted that creativity has
four major facets or avenues of approach: the person, the process, the product and the
press or situation—known as the 4Ps (Kozbelt, Beghetto, & Runco, 2010; Simonton, 2000).
That is, creativity is defined as: a personal trait or special type of person, a mental or a
social process, a product or artifact, or an aspect of the environment or climate (Moran,
2010). A creative product may be an actual physical outcome, such as a work of art or
invention, or a nonphysical outcome, such as original ideas and their relevance to a
problem at hand or their aesthetic qualities (Cropley, 1999, 2001; Skiba et al,, 2010), or a

behavior (Guthrie, 2003; Plucker et al., 2004). Increasingly, the 4Ps are represented or
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studied in interaction (Moran, 2010; Skiba et al.,, 2010). Following, one current definition
which synthesizes elements of many recurring definitions (Kampylis & Valtanen, 2010;
Skiba et al., 2010) is: “Creativity is 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” (Plucker et al., 2004, p. 90, emphasis in
original).

So, there is general agreement that in order for an idea, a product, or a behavior to
be considered creative it must be a combination of originality, uniqueness or novelty and
meaningfulness, usefulness or task appropriateness (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2010; Kampylis
& Valtanen, 2010; Moran, 2010; Plucker et al., 2004; Sternberg & Lubart, 1999). What s
considered original and meaningful is defined within a particular social, historical, and
cultural context (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2011; Plucker et al., 2004), as reflected in the
definition above. Then, what creativity appears to consist of depends on the various
participants who evaluate the creative act, person, or product (Plucker et al., 2004).

Four C model of creativity. Furthermore, there are different levels of creative
expression (Cropley, 2001; Houtz, 2003), as a Four C Model of Creativity developed by
Kaufman and Beghetto (2009) illustrates, ranging from interpretive or mini-c creativity
(such as, a child having an insight about how to include a character from a favorite story
into a song just learned), to so-called everyday or little-c (such as, a home cook creating a
tasty fusion of leftover and fresh ingredients from the refrigerator), to expert or pro-c (such
as, a mathematics professor developing a novel solution to a difficult mathematical
problem), to legendary or big-C creativity, such as Beethoven composing music that is still

enjoyed today (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2007, 2010, 2011; Skiba et al,, 2010). In the context
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APPENDIX E

Permission To Use Or Modify Survey Instrument (1)
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APPENDIX F

Permission To Use Or Modify Survey Instrument (2)

Gmail - permission to use your 2005 research survey 3/27/13 11:32 PM

permission to use your 2005 research surve
Abdullah Aljughaiman Thu, Mar 21, 2013 at 10:36 AM
To: dina aish

Dear Dina,

Thanks for your interest in our research.

[ hereby grant Dina Aish full permission to use and modify the survey instrument from our
study entitled Teachers'Conceptions of Creativity and Creative Students (2005) published
in the Journal of Creative Behavior for her dissertation study as part of her doctoral degree
at Pepperdine University's Graduate School of Education and Psychology.

All the best,

Prof. Abdullah M. Aljughaiman
King Faisal University

Saudi Arabia

March, 21, 2013

g e§JJ°

Abdullah Aljughaiman, Ph. D.

IRATDE President www.iratde.org

Special Education Department, College of Education
P O Box 755 Al-Ahsa, 31982

King Faisal University

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia

Email:
Fax:
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APPENDIX G

Permission To Use Or Modify Survey Instrument (3)

re: request permission to use your research survey instrument
Irianna Diakidou Wed, Mar 20,2013 at 9:02 AM
To: dina aish

[ hereby grant Dina Aish full permission to use and modify the survey instrument from our
study entitled Teachers' Beliefs about Creativity (2002), published in the journal Advances
in Psychology Research, for her dissertation study as part of her doctoral degree at
Pepperdine University's Graduate School of Education and Psychology.

[ wish you success in your research,
Irianna Diakidoy

Irene-Anna Diakidoy, Ph.D.
Associate Professor & Chair
Department of Psychology
University of Cyprus
Tel
email:

From: dina aish | NN

Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2013 12:31 AM
To:

Subject: request permission to use your research survey instrument
[Quoted text hidden]
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APPENDIX H

Permission To Reprint Table

Gmail

by Google

Permission

Emily Feistritzer <emilyf@teach-now.com> Thu, Jun 26, 2014 at 4:10 AM
To: dinaaish@gmail.com
Cc: Katie McManus <katie@teach-now.com>

| hereby grant Dina Aish full permission to use the entirety, or portions therein,
of the table entitled, Table 1. Demographic Profile of Teachers in the U.S.
found in the publication entitled, Profile of Teachers in the U.S.2011, published
by our National Center for Education Information in 2011, for her dissertation
research and publication at Pepperdine University’s Graduate School of
Education and Psychology.

Typed name indicating signature: C. Emily Feistritzer

Date:June 26, 2014
Please reference.
All the best with your dissertation,

Emily Feistritzr

.‘::‘:':..’.‘44
TEACH-NOW
PO XY
Yeam
C. Emily Feistritzer, Ph.D.
Founder and CEO
TEACH-NOW
Washington, DC 20008
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APPENDIX I
Informed Consent
Dear Participant,

The survey you are about to complete is for the purpose of my dissertation research on the
topic of teachers’ perspectives on creativity in elementary education. Your thoughtful
responses are very valuable to this research. It should take only about 20 minutes of your
time to complete, in full.

Your responses to the survey will be kept completely confidential, and there are no
personal identifiers on your survey instrument. The results of this research will be
summarized as a whole, as so no persons will identify you or your responses, individually.

Your participation in the research study is completely voluntary, and you have the right to
withdraw or refuse to participate at any time, with no negative consequences to you. There
are no risks to you in participating in this study.

Your participation in this study will help to benefit student teachers by contributing
information to improve professional preparation and in-service training programs. Your
participation may also help policymakers, curriculum designers, educational authorities
and creativity researchers by providing valuable information on teachers’ perspectives.

Your initials here will indicate your willingness to participate.
Date:

If you would like a summary of the results of this research or would like to contact me for
further information, you may reach me, the primary researcher, using the below
information.

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation in this research!

Sincerely,

Dina Aish, MS
Certificated Elementary School Teacher
Doctoral Student, Graduate School of Education and Psychology
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APPENDIX]

IRB Exemption Notice

PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY

Graduate & Professional Schools Institutional Review Board

April 23, 2013

Dina Aish

Protocol #: E0413D09 Project Title: Public Elementary School Teachers' Beliefs About Creativity in the Classroom:
A Descriptive, Mixed-Methods Study

Dear Ms. Aish,

Thank you for submitting your application, Public Elementary School Teachers' Beliefs About Creativity in the
Classroom: A Descriptive, Mixed-Methods Study, for exempt review to Pepperdine University’s Graduate and
Professional Schools Institutional Review Board (GPS IRB). The IRB appreciates the work you and your faculty
advisor, Diana Hiatt-Michael, have done on the proposal. The IRB has reviewed your submitted IRB application and
all ancillary materials. Upon review, the IRB has determined that the above entitled project meets the requirements
for exemption under the federal regulations (45 CFR 46 - http://www.nihtraining.com/ohsrsite/guidelines/45¢fr46.html)
that govern the protections of human subjects. Specifically, section 45 CFR 46.101(b)(2) states:

(b) Unless otherwise required by Department or Agency heads, research activities in which the only involvement of
human subjects will be in one or more of the following categories are exempt from this policy:

Category (2) of 45 CFR 46.101, research involving the use of educational tests (cognitive, diagnostic, aptitude,
achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures or observation of public behavior, unless: a) Information
obtained is recorded in such a manner that human subjects can be identified, directly or through identifiers linked to
the subjects; and b) any disclosure of the human subjects’ responses outside the research could reasonably place
the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be damaging to the subjects' financial standing, employability, or
reputation.

In addition, your application to waive documentation of consent, as indicated in your Application for Waiver or
Alteration of Informed Consent Procedures form has been approved.

Your research must be conducted according to the proposal that was submitted to the IRB. If changes to the
approved protocol occur, a revised protocol must be reviewed and approved by the IRB before implementation. For
any proposed changes in your research protocol, please submit a Request for Modification Form to the GPS IRB.
Because your study falls under exemption, there is no requirement for continuing IRB review of your project. Please
be aware that changes to your protocol may prevent the research from qualifying for exemption from 45 CFR 46.101
and require submission of a new IRB application or other materials to the GPS IRB.

A goal of the IRB is to prevent negative occurrences during any research study. However, despite our best intent,
unforeseen circumstances or events may arise during the research. If an unexpected situation or adverse event
happens during your investigation, please notify the GPS IRB as soon as possible. We will ask for a complete
explanation of the event and your response. Other actions also may be required depending on the nature of the
event. Details regarding the timeframe in which adverse events must be reported to the GPS IRB and the appropriate
form to be used to report this information can be found in the Pepperdine University Protection of Human Participants

6100 Center Drive, Los Angeles, California 900450 310-568-5600



177

in Research: Policies and Procedures Manual(see link to “policy material” at
http://www.pepperdine.edu/irb/graduate/).

Please refer to the protocol number denoted above in all further communication or correspondence related to this
approval. Should you have additional questions, please contact me. On behalf of the GPS IRB, | wish you success in
this scholarly pursuit.

Sincerely,

Doug Leigh, Ph.D. Chair, Graduate and Professional Schools IRB Pepperdine University Graduate School of
Education & Psychology 6100 Center Dr. 5th Floor Los Angeles, CA 90045 Doug.Leigh@pepperdine.edu W: 310-
568-2389 F: 310-568-5755

cc: Dr. Lee Kats, Vice Provost for Research and Strategic Initiatives Ms. Alexandra Roosa, Director Research and
Sponsored Programs Dr. Doug Leigh, Chair, Graduate and Professional Schools IRB Dr. Diana Hiatt-Michael,
Graduate School of Education and Psychology



