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TO CETERMINE THE EFFECTS OF AN INSERVICE FROGRAM W
TEACHERS' ATTITUDES ABOUT CREATIVITY, ABCUT 250 TEACHERS AND
ADMINISTRATORS, FROM ALL GRADE LEVELS, IN A CITY CF ABCUT
20,065 IN NORTHERN NEW YORK ATTENDED A 4-DAY INSTITUTE IN
CREATIVE FROBLEM-SCLVING. THE FROGRAM CONSISTED OF ONE-HOUR
FORMAL FRESENTATICNS ON CURRENT THEORY AND RESEARCH IN
CREATIVITY AND PRCBLEM-SOLVING, AND DISCUSSICNS OF THE
PRESENTATIONS. A 14-ITEM ATTITUDE.SURVEY, UTILIZING BOTH A
5-FOINT LIKeRT-TYPE SCALE (STRONGLY AGREE <4d DISAGREE) AND A
RATING ON A 5-FOINT SCALE oF THE TRUTH CF A STATEMENT WAS
ADMINISTERED BEFORE AND AFTER THE PROGRAM. IT WAS FOUND THAT
AFTER THE FROGRAM (A) MORE TEACHERS AGREED WITH THE
STATEMENTS, (1) “"THE CREATIVE CHILD IS NOT LIKELY TQ BE
WELL-LIKED DV HIS CLASSMATES," (2) "IT IS FPOSSIBLE TO IMPROVE
STUDENTS' ABILITY TO THINK CREATIVELY AND TO SOLVE FRCBLEMS.®
(3) "I COULD IDENTIFY THE CHILDREN IN MY CLASSRCOM WHD ARE
THE MOST CREATIVE." AND (4) "THERE IS A VERY THIN LINE
BETWEEN THE VERY CREATIVE ACT AND THE FATHILOGICAL." AND (B)
MORE TEACHERS DISAGREED WITH THE STATEMENTS, (1) "OUR EFFORTS
TO IMFROVE CREATIVITY ARE IN VAIN BECAUSE IT IS FROBABLY A
NATIONAL STRENGTH." AND (2) "MIST PAPER AND FENCIL TESTS. DO
NOT REALLY MEASURE STUDENTS® CREATIVE ABILITIES." IT IS
CONCLUCED THAT SUCH INSERVICE PROGRAMS ARE VALUABLE IN
DEVELOFING INCREASED UNDERSTANDING CF CREATIVITY. (AW)
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[fom ) There ds an inereasing recognition omong educators of the role

i '
of the school in identifying and nurt surding the creative problem -
solving 2bilities of pupils. The need Tor more ellicient teaching
and learning strategies, in the face of tle cxplosion of knowledge,
and more sophisticated understanding of creakiviﬁy in education,
psychology, and sociol Cgy, have COhlebuoOd to this recegnition.

It is clear that the cffectivencss of the school in helping
pupils realize their ereative potential hinges on the attitude of
teachers towerd crectivity and its expression in their pupils,
Several recent studies suggest that teachers do not understand vhat
is meant by creativity in education and are unsble to identify creative

. talent among their pupils (Williams, 1964; Eperle, 1966). Williams

(1L965) reports thut when

betier sble to identify
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teachiers are exposed to in-service education

on ~hat is known about crectivity and the creaiive person, they are

and work with creative pupils. It would seem

that in-serviece education programs for teachcrs hold the pronise of
inereasing the efiect roness v h which the schonl is sble to fulfill

its role in identifyding and worburi ng creablive proolem-solving @bilities

of pupils, This nurer de-~erides such en in-service orogramn and reports

attitudes ehovls ereativily,
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Description of the Yrogram

The in-scrvice cducabion program to be described here covered a
four-day period, and involved approximately 250 teachers and adminis-
tretors abt all grade levels from publlc and parochial uohool.s in a
city gf about 20,000 people in Northern New York. Classes throughout
the city were dismissed at noon on each of the four days, so that'
schoel. personnel would be free to participate in the prozram. The
program was conducted by the authors of this paper,

The obJectives of tﬁe program wére to help teachers become more
eble {o: |

a. ubilize innovative instructional materials and approaches
as an integral part of their classroom procedures

b. discuss and criticize identifiable epproaches to the
nature and nurture of creabivity and its measurement;

c. recognize problems that nust be dealt with if they are to
identify and work effectively with creative pupils;

d. apply the recommendations emerging from theory and research
regerding teacher methods and other classroom procedures
facilitating creative pupll behavior; '

e. critically evaluate the effectiveness of instructional
materials designed to facilitete creative thinking and
problem solving abilities, and to nake aqproprlate nodifica- .
tions for particular purposes.

The daily program began with a luncheon meeting, during which

the leaders were available for informal discussion. Following the

luncheon, an afternoon session was held., These sessions consisted

of two formal presentations, each apout one hour in length. The
presentations included current theoretical approachss to creativity
and problem-solving (e.g., Guilford, 1959, 1966; Torrance, 1962, 1953;
Mednick, 1962; Maltzman, 1960), recent research o crestivity in

childven {Getzeic and Jackson, 19623 Weilzch end Kogan, 1¢57) snd in
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adwlts (icKinnon, 1962). Other sessions dealt with the personality
correlates of creative abglity (Cetzels and Jackson, 1952; Wallach

and Kogan, 1965; MacKinnon, 1962; Dacey and Ripple, 1967). Innovative
instructional materials were also demonstrabed and discussed (Crutch-
field and Covingbon, 1565; Covingbon and Crutchficld, 1965; Crutchfield,
Covington and Davies, 1966; Myers and Torrance, 1966; Cumnningbon and
Torrance, 1966! Ripple and Dacey, 1957).

Each of the four daily programs concluded with informal two hou
evening discussion sections, Elementary? Junior high, and. secondary
school. personnel met separately. These discussions gave the partici-
pants opportunities to react to the afternoon presentations, to challenge
and exploce ideas in greater detail with the seminar leaders, to éxchange
ideas among themselves, and to ecngage in creativity testing, teacper
ratings of creative students, and other activities, Approximaﬁely
200 persons participated in thesc meetings.

The Attitude Survey

Prior to the first session, all pariticipants were asked to
complete & ih-iten atbitude suxvey. Tﬁe same survey vas re-administered
at the conclusion of the program. Respondents were impersonally
identified by recording their telephone numbers on each page of both
surveys. Reliably matched pre- and post- measures were obtained for
approximately 130 vespondents. OFf the 14 items on the attitude survey,
11 items were presented as statements to which the respondents indicated
agreement or dissgrecment on a S5-point Likert-type scale (strong}y agree -
strongly disagrec). Three items asked the respondent to evaluate the

surtlar Senoint sealsz,

-
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For vurposes of analysis of the responses, strongly disogree anrd

 disagree responscs were combined as a measure of disagrecment, and a

similer combination was made Yo assess agreement (The remaining

response on the scale indicated no opinion. )

The statenents vere:

l. The creative child is a llab¢31ty to my ciassroom because
of his disruptive manner.

2. Creative problem solving ability is p obably a natural
streng&h that some students have and others don't, so that most of
our efforts to improve it in our studenis are in vain. |

3. The creative child is not likely to be well-liked by his
classmates.

L. It is possible to improve pupils’ ability to think creatively
and to solve problems through direct instructica in creat1v1ty.

5. Only a few people in every thousand can truly be considered
creative. : '

6. Because of the explosion of knowledze in the world, children
cannot be taught how to cope with every situation they will ever meet
this indicales the need for teaching creative thinking if we can.

7. I think that I could identify the children in my class who
are the most creative.

8. Most paper and pencil tests of creat¢v1ty do nol really
measure creative abilities of pupils.

9. The nost typical creative person is the "beatnik" or
"non~conformist" type who may well be in need of a bath.

10. BEven if it is possible to teach children to become more
creative, there are serious questions about the necessity or wisdom
of doing so.

1l. Creative people are born, not made.

2, “Creativity" is something wvhich is found among only a
few people; most of us lack it almost entirely.

13. There is a very thin line which divides the very creative
act from the pathological.

b, If we wave to try 1o teach pupils Lc become more creative, ug
ruu the risk of crzeting a rn-tion of non~coplorming individualists wihe
will be uneble tu meintaia norial social. rels-tions.
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Table 1 presents the nuaber and pexr cent of respondents agreeing,
disagreeing, and exoressing no opinion on the pre- and post-aititude
measures, ,

Insert Table L about here
On both pre- and post- measures, a high percantage of the respon-

dents were in dis agreewent with these statements:

1. that becouse of his disruwptive manner, the creative child
is a liability to the classroom;

2. that crcativ vy 1s a natural strength, meking our efforts
to imorove it fruitless;

_ 5. 1that only a few people in every thousand can truly be con-
sidered crcative;

9. thev the most typical ercative persen is stereotyped a
"beatnik" or "non-conformist";

10. that there are serious questions aboul the wisdom or
necessity of teaching children to bhecome more creative

1. thalt creative pcople arc born, not made;
12. that most of us almost entirely lack crealivity;

1, and that, by atterpting to foster creativity, we risk developing
a nation of non-conforming individualists uncble to maintain normal
soclal relations. '

iste nt with the objectives

Disagrecment with these 1oev wvas cons
and prcsentations f the Program, ’

On hoth pre.- and vosit~ mecsares, a high percentage of the respondents
vere in agreement with these stalements:

k., that it i3 -ossitle oo foster creabivity through direct

e exnlon’iin of knowledse voints v the need lor teaching
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7. that the respondent would bz =hle to identify the pupils with
creative talent in his classcoom; '

8. and that most paper and pencil tests of creativity are not
really measuring pupils' creative ability.

For the most part, these resulls were not surprising. As a
gencralization, it is suggesled that the'grea+ majority of the
participants were sensitive to the importance of teaching pupils to
become better creative problem solvers and were able to approach the
topics without rigid stereobypes about the nature of the creative
person or process,

The strongly~-held position that paper and pencil tests do not
really tap creabtive abilibies was surprising. Presentations and
discussions'utilizcd several such mecasures, and attempts were made
to relate these to current theoretical notions of creative thinking
dbilities.such as the tests based on the Structure of Intellect Model
(Guilford, 1959).

The results presented.above do not represent an adeqﬁately sensitive
treatment of the program's impact on the participants. There is no
vay of identifying ffom the data in Table I whether those holding a
given opinion on the pre-test held the same opinion on %he post~test.

As a result, the amount of change that was observed for each item has

also been tabulated. These are presented in Table II.
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It will be noted that on every iten, there was some change of
attitude from pre- tv post- measuree. In six of the 14 items, the

change in 2 given direction rzas significantly greaver thar the change
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in the oppocite direction (e.g., greatew change from disagreement or

¢

neutrality to agreerent than from agreerent or neutrality to disagreement).

In all six cascs, the greater change was in a direction consistent
with the content and objectives of the program.
Specifically, significant changes were noted in these items:

a.) greater disagrecment with Statement 2, that our efforts to

improve creativity are in vain because it is probably a natural strength;

b.) greater agrecment with Statement 3, that the creative child
'is not likely to be woll-liked by his classmates;

c.) greater agrecment with Staterent b, that it is possible to
improve pupils' ability to think creatively and to soive problems
through direct instruction;

d.) greater agreement with Statement T, that "I could identify

{he children in my classroom who arc the most creative;"

e.) greater disagrecement with Statement 8, that most paper and pencil

£ests doAhét.réally.ﬁeasure pupils' creative abilities;

and, T,) greater agreement with Statement 13, that there is a very
thin line between the very creative act and the pathological.

The data presented in Table II offer support for the value of

in-service education programs for teachers in the arca of creative

roblem solving. In defense of this stabement each of the six significant
(&} (48]

changes reported in Teble I wil} be discussed.

Despite the fact thet over CO per cent of the respondents disagieed
with Statement 2 on “he pre-test, there was sigeificant change in the
direchtion of disagre ment on the post-test., EFEvidence from many sources
supporbs the notion ithat it is possgiltle for us te Improve our pupils’

creative thinking and yroblen--sorving gbilivies. This ide. has been
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supported by considerable research in racent years (e.g., Covington ' i
and Crutchfield, 19565; Hellman, 1964%). It was considered desirable
that respondents should disagrce with the statement.

The change toward agreement with Statement 3 ("the creative child
is not likely to be well~liked by his classmabes") probabiy reflects
consideration of the "freedom" or "openness to experience and expres-
sion" which has been discussed frequently in recent characterizations
of creative childven (c.g., Getzels and Jackson, 1962; MacKinnon, 1962;
Anderson, 1961). Scveral éiscussions might have led the participants
to the inference that the expression of creative behavior by a child
might often b judged "erazy" or "wild" by his peers.

The change toward agrecment with Statement 4 probably indicates.
that there was considerable merit in demonstrating meterials currehtly
aval able, and in discussing the kinds of activities which teachers
might originally construct and carry out in tbelr classrooms. One of
the concerns expressed by many teachers ’uring the early part of the
viorkshop wvas that there was a need o see examples of how research and
theory could actually be implemented iﬁ the classroom, It‘would seen
that attermpts to mecet those concerns mel with some degree of success.

Regarding the cnungc in the direction of dALsaf*nc'ee.mfr with Statement
8 (that paper and pencil tests of creativity do not really measure the
ereative ability of pupils), an interesting phenomenon can be observed.
As has been noted adbowe, almos’ three cul of four respondents agreed
with the statement on the pre.test, and halfl cn the post»test. This

2s surprising in view of the position teken in formal presenﬁationq

and informsl group discussions, However, despite the fact thaet some

participents remained steadfast o their originel positions (in all,

2 per coent of the s ubﬁec ! wesponses were ideuntical on both W”GDUI€<)
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it is apparent “hat the presentations ﬁnd discussion were effective
for a substantial nmuwber of the participants.

The change noted toward agreement wi%h Statement 7, regarding
identification of creative pupils, also reflects the impact of the
program on the participants. The teachers were presented with a
definition of creative behavior and a procedure for meling a teacher
rating. In an informal evening session, to which teachefs had been
asked to bring class lists, the teachers actually attempted to make
such a rating. There vas a good deal of discussion about how the
ratings might be utilized at a later date, and‘of the value and
limitations'of such procedures.

Fir~lly, the change in the direction of agreeing with Staterent
13 also scems to reflect the influence 6f presentatioﬁs énd discussion
~of recent theory and research. Again, it would appear that characferizau
tions of .creative expression in terms of preferences for "ecognitive

" may have

complexity," “stimulus freedom,” or "opengess to exverience,
suggested to the participants that in fact a "thin line" divides the
creative act from the»pathological. Of course, the demands of task

appropriateness were also discussed, and it was suggested that it is

ossible to distinsuish creative talent from vathological behavior.
: (%] - -

Conclusions

The results of the present stucy support the notion that 1n~°exv1ce
educabtion programs in creative problem solving meke & valuable contribu~
tion to the professional deveiopuent of participante, Not only is it

1itube teachers'

l—h

[
UI

possible te use sual in-service prograns to Ta
ebility to 1ue.%i'y creabive pupils Twt, perhaps egually as irportant,

it secems poussible to hul; teache: s and adminis tra?ors deveiop increased

understanding and rore Lavorsihlie atiitules aboat creubive problen-sclvin

1

abilities.



' ' Lreffinger . 10 -

Abstract

At Grneient o ) St

Two hundred Lifty teachers and adninistrators participated in

a four~day ine-service program on creative problem-solving. Attitude

:
surveys were gdministergq before and.afper the program, Comparisons
indicate that there were significant changes in atbitudes consistent

vith the objectives of the program. For example, participants recog-
nized the need for consideration of ereative problem-~solving in the
classroom, rejected unfavorable stereotypés of the creative person,

and changes were observed ﬁoward greater confidence in teacher's

ability to rate pupils on creativity and in utilizing available materials
to foster creative problem-solving abilities. The data presented.yere
interpreted as supporting the value of such in-service programs énd

as indicating conbributions to teachers' understanding of creabivity

and creative pupils through participation in such programs.
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a) A, ACG£0, p<.05,
Y) A, A-CF0, p %01,
c) C>A, C-A7#0, p<.05.
a) C>A, C-A£0, D<.OL,
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TARLE IX:
Sumary of Changes in Pairs of Obscrvations
from fre~ and Post~ Attitude Measures
(A) (8) (c)
From Disagrecment .. From Agree@ent
Ttem Ba?ée X;rgé;lgl‘il%&\)rgw No Change (“7"’)2 gis{jz?zéii;ty (‘1}2(;2 R};
1. 169 8 (h.7) | ibé (63:§5 Al (8.3) n.s.
2 178 & (L.5) 100 (56.2) 23 (12.9) a
3 178 65 (36.5) 78 (43.8) 10 (5.6) b
Iy 177 28 (15.8) oL (51.4) 15 (8.5) a
5 175 .22 (12.6) g2 (52.6) 23 (12.1) . n.s.
6 176 5 (5.8) 121 (68.8) L (2.3) n.s.
T L5 30 (17.1) 108 (61.7) 6 (3.4) - b
8 176 11 (6.3) 74 (12.0) ko (27.8) d
9 119 9 (5.0) 98 (5h.7) i (7.8) n.s.
1.0 176 18 (10.2) - 87 (Lo.h) - 22 (12.5) n.s.
11 172 21 (12.2) 97 (56.4) ol (1k.0) n.s.
12 173 15 (8.7) 93 (53.8) 12 (6.9) n.s.
13 L7k 51 (29.3) 63 (3§.2) 29 (16.7) b
175 | 13 (7.4) ok (53.7) 13 (7.4) n.s.
l/ Pi‘oba‘n:?.lﬁ:i'.y statements:

1’!. - 3 . - ' \.-; - o3 ~ f]”" _J— -
2, Yercertages need not sum to 100 because 9f‘ Jithin ga’cegory va1_1<~mon° (agree-to
strongly agrec; strongly disszgrec- to= disagreec, ete. ) -

- )
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