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Abstract 

Creativity is an important lifetime skill for students to develop, and it is 

commonly mentioned as an important component of lessons, curriculum and classroom 

practice. The landscape of today’s classroom is shaped by accountability measures and 

other quantifiable student achievement data, which leave little room for teachers to 

nurture and grow creativity in their students. The present study utilized a convenience 

sample of 213 elementary teachers for an n of 181, from a large school district in Texas 

to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis of The Attitudinal Survey of Teachers’ 

Perceptions of Classroom Creativity (ASTPCC), an online Likert survey instrument 

created and piloted by the researcher. The CFA confirmed three components identified in 

the exploratory factor analysis done on the same instrument. The resulting instrument 

measures three constructs of classroom creativity, teacher creativity, student creativity 

and creativity as a teaching tool, along with overall attitude toward classroom creativity, 

with a total of 13 attitudinal items.  Using the factor structure identified in the CFA, a 

series of ANOVA’s were run, based on the identified factor components as dependent 

variables, along with demographic information such as, years of experience, level of 

education and creativity training as the independent variables. The ANOVA’s revealed 

significant relationships between teachers’ years of experience and hours in creativity 

training with their overall attitude toward classroom creativity. The ASTPCC, a reliable 

and valid instrument as demonstrated by this study, can be used by practitioners and 

researchers to better understand the landscape of classroom creativity in today’s 

classrooms.  
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

In our highly technical, fast paced world, creativity is given quite a bit of attention 

as a means to adapt, achieve and advance. We are surrounded by innovations that 

developed as solutions to problems as a result of the innovators’ creativity, so there is 

little doubt that creativity is an important construct in our world. There are certain aspects 

of society, primarily the creative arts, where creativity is prioritized and nurtured, where 

the value of creativity is without question because it is the force that drives the original 

works of art and creative expression that garner the respect and attention of society.  The 

business world has recently begun to place an emphasis on creativity in the workplace 

because a company’s ability to adapt and adjust to an ever changing market place could 

mean the difference between fortune and foreclosure. In education, creativity has long 

been a buzzword that is given a lot of attention because the value of being able to flexibly 

solve problems and respond, successfully, to novel situations is an invaluable skill for 

students to acquire.  

  Understanding that creativity is important and talking about how valuable it is, is 

easy. The real work is in understanding how to nurture and grow creativity in our society, 

the foundation for which is built in elementary classrooms. Unfortunately, the landscape 

of the elementary classroom has been shaped by accountability measures and the need for 

quantifiable data, neither of which fit well with the messy nature of creativity. The results 

of this shift toward a focus on quantifiable student achievement data, has been a steady 

decline in the creativity of American students (Kim, 2011).  
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In the early 1980’s, A Nation at Risk (1983) put all Americans on notice that the 

current state of education was failing the current generation, and for the first time, putting 

the whole country in danger of being overtaken by global competitors in industry, 

technology and commerce. The report detailed all the indicators that signified the rapid 

decline of American intelligence such as:  low rankings in international comparisons of 

student achievement data, a rise in the percentage of Americans who were considered 

functionally illiterate, and steadily declining SAT, science achievement, and other 

standardized test scores, among others (p.11).  This report was a rallying cry and or a call 

to action, to make the changes necessary to keep the country competitive in the global 

marketplace by improving schools and student achievement.   

Fast forward almost 20 years to 2001, President George W. Bush signs the No 

Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act into law, which among many provisions, continued and 

ensured the emphasis on student achievement data to serve as indicators of school 

success.  As a result, we are now living in a time where schools are measured by their 

performance on standardized assessments instead of by their production of lifelong 

learners equipped with the skills necessary to tackle the challenges life presents them. In 

our attempt to leave no child behind, the quality of teaching has been undermined as we 

have focused more on rote learning and regurgitation of facts to help students succeed on 

the arbitrary measures that are supposed to indicate educational success (Gross, 2005). 

This is all happening at the expense of critical and divergent thinking, problem solving 

skills, and creativity because these concepts are difficult to assess (Kaufman &Sternberg, 

2007) and use for program and or student achievement comparisons (Eisner, 1999). This 

attempt to improve the country’s global competiveness in education and beyond, via the 
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continued, long term emphasis on measurable data, has forced teachers to conform their 

teaching to a predefined set of skills, which indicate adequate learning as defined by 

NCLB and called for in A Nation at Risk, in place of the “active learning and 

internalization of knowledge through creative means” (Gross, para. 2), which, ironically, 

are the skills that success in the global marketplace depends upon.  

 Global competitiveness is not the only issue in danger when the educational 

landscape is lacking in the area of creativity. Also at stake, is the need for effective 

solutions to such pressing global concerns as climate change, technology, and national 

security and because our educational system is focused more on “mastery of discreet 

measurable behaviors” (Lyons as cited in Tuerck, p149) we are falling short in meeting 

the demands of a globalized society that needs risk takers, new perspectives, and people 

who can produce novel ideas and solutions to tomorrow’s challenges. A complete 

overhaul of current educational practice and policy, while likely very necessary, would be 

cumbersome and seemingly insurmountable, given the current, heavy emphasis on 

standardized assessment measures. However, the necessary shift in attitude and focus, 

away from the easily measurable, towards a more creative, open-ended learning 

environment may be possible by aiming directly at the source: classroom teachers.  

Need for the study 

Many undergraduate and graduate teacher education programs do not address 

creativity beyond a domain specific concept. If we want to move toward classrooms that 

value the concepts of creativity, such as, novelty, critical and divergent thinking, risk 

taking and problem solving skills, then current and future educators need to be equipped 

with the knowledge and skills to nurture creativity in their classrooms without requiring 
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them to abandon their subject matter (Beghetto, 2009; Beghetto & Kaufman, 2007; 

Esquivel, 1995; Gross, 2005).  As a result of the lack of attention given to creativity in 

teacher preparation programs and professional development workshops pay little 

attention to equipping educators with the skills needed to help them encourage and 

promote student creativity, it is often seen as an enrichment activity for only the highest 

level students (Beghetto &Kaufman, 2007).  If our education system is to produce a 

workforce competitive within a global market place, more than just our gifted students 

need to have the tools of creativity at their disposal. In order for this to happen, teachers 

need to feel comfortable incorporating the elements of creativity into their lessons 

without the fear that student assessment scores will suffer. Offering teachers training to 

help build their creative knowledge and skill set is a logical step towards bringing 

creativity into the general education classroom.  

 There exists a need for teachers to become skillful and knowledgeable in 

creativity because their knowledge of and attitude toward creativity and how it can exist 

in the classroom may help their students concurrently achieve the necessary assessment 

goals imposed on them while developing their own creativity. A previous study (Collins, 

2013) developed the Attitudinal Scale of Teachers’ Perceptions of Classroom Creativity 

(Appendix A), that attempts to measure how teacher attitudes and perception of 

creativity. The main focus of this study is the validation of this instrument by means of 

confirmatory factor analysis. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of 

the Attitudinal Scale of Teachers’ Perceptions of Classroom Creativity (ASTPCC), and to 
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examine the relationship between teacher variable such as subject and grade level taught, 

years of experience, and professional development or formal training in the area of 

creativity, utilizing the resulting factors.  This research study evolved from the author’s 

belief that equipping classroom teachers with implicit knowledge and skills in the area of 

creativity will cause them to adjust their teaching practices to nurture and encourage 

creative thinking and problem solving in their students. If educators are taught to 

understand and value exceptional and everyday creativity, it will be seen as a useful tool 

in achieving their educational goals and requirements, as opposed to a luxury with no 

place in the classroom.  

Research Question 

 Inasmuch as the purpose of this study was to conduct a CFA on the attitudinal 

instrument, the resulting factors will be utilized to examine what, if any, relationship(s) 

exist between teacher attitudes and specific teacher variables such as years of experience, 

subjects and grade levels taught, and formal education or professional development in 

creativity. Specifically the following research questions will be addressed: 

1. Is there a relationship between teachers’ years of experience and their reported 

attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity? 

2. Is there a relationship between teachers’ grade level and their reported attitudes 

and perceptions of classroom creativity? 

3. Is there a relationship between the subject being taught and the teachers’ reported 

attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity?  

4. Is there a relationship between teachers’ formal instruction in creativity and their 

reported attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity? 
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Definition of Terms   

Because this study’s focus is creativity as a general classroom practice, the term 

creativity will be defined as relevant originality or novelty as evidenced through problem 

solving, divergent thinking and/or product development (Bruner, 1960; Runco 2004,). It 

is important to identify “little c creativity”(LCC).to better understand the scope of this 

study. The term, little c creativity, is defined as purposeful originality of thought, 

process or end product as expressed through daily tasks and conversations (Craft 2001, 

Beghetto 2007).  

The difficulties in determining a definition such a subjective concept are 

discussed at length in the proceeding chapter 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Chapter II 

Literature Review 

This section details the historical background of creativity research. Next, the 

theoretical framework of understanding what creativity is and how it is situated on the 

education landscape is discussed. Finally, a summary of the important research findings 

about teachers’ roles in the development of student creativity is provided.  

In his 1950 presidential address to the American Psychological Association 

(APA), J.P. Guilford questioned the lack of focus on creativity in education, and through 

his subsequent works, he sought to further understand the relationship between creativity 

and educational practices (1967, 1972 & 1975). While creativity was not a new concept 

at the time, Guilford’s address is often cited as the catalyst for a renewed and 

reinvigorated interest in creativity research (Beghetto, 2007a; Beghetto, Plucker 

&MaKinster, 2000; Fasko, 2000; Hennessey, 2003 Kaufman & Sternberg, 2007; Plucker, 

1998; Runco, 2004). Shortly after Guilford’s call to action, in 1957 Russia successfully 

launched Sputnik, which caught the United States off guard and forced us to take a look 

at our education system and ways to improve upon it so that we could ensure our security 

and standing as a global leader.  One of the effects of this introspection was an increase in 

creativity research, and though the focus of the research as evolved over the decades, 

there has been a stable body of work in the area of creativity which continues to present 

day (Khatena, 1976; Runco, 2004; Kaufman & Sternberg, 2007). 

There are numerous theories of creativity, from the traditional approaches of 

Freud, Skinner, Maslow and Rogers to the more contemporary approaches of Sternberg, 

Gardner, Csikzentmihalyi, Runco, Beghetto, and many, many others. The classical 
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theories are interpreted through the traditional approaches of psychoanalysis, behaviorism 

and self-actualization, and though these views are not a major emphasis of this research, 

they do help to illustrate the evolution of creation. The most notable psychoanalytic 

theorist with a theory about creativity was Sigmund Freud, who posits that creativity is 

motivated by an unconscious conflict between sexual urges and conscience and requires a 

child-like thought process (Davis, 1999). B.F. Skinner’s behavioral view of creativity 

asserts that there is no such thing as creativity, and acts which are seen as creative are 

actually just a product of the “creative” behavior being reinforced by a positive 

consequence or reward. The Self-actualization approach describes creativity as a process 

engaged in by a mentally healthy, psychologically whole person, who is using their 

talents to reach their full potential (Maslow 1971, Rogers, 1962).  Self-actualization is a 

concept that is called upon in the more contemporary views of creativity and many of its 

components such as, receptive and flexible environments, self-evaluation, and open-

mindedness, are factors relevant to many of the contemporary theorists. 

There are several contemporary theorists discussed throughout this literature 

review, but the focus of this section will be on some of the theories that provide a broad 

conception of creativity, other contemporary theorists are discussed throughout the 

remaining section of this review of literature. Robert Sternberg has a three part model of 

creativity which focuses on characteristics of intelligence, cognitive style and personality 

of the creative person (Davis, 1999). Sternberg and Lubart (1997) later identified six 

resources of creative people which included the three mentioned above in addition to 

knowledge, motivation, and environment.    In his keynote speech at the 2012 conference 

of the National Association of Gifted Children (NAGC), Sternberg described creativity as 
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a macro-decision made up of the 13 micro decisions which include a willingness to: 

redefine problems; analyze creative solutions; sell solutions; realize that intelligence and 

knowledge both help and hurt creativity; take sensible risks; overcome obstacles; 

recognize when an idea is not ready for ‘prime-time’; find what one loves to do; continue 

to grow; believe in yourself; tolerate ambiguity; take yourself and your ideas with a sense 

of humor and seek an environment that encourages and rewards creativity. 

Similar to Sternberg, Amabile’s theory of creativity is also based on a three part 

model which includes; domain skills, which lead to an individual’s competence in the 

area of their creative endeavors; creativity skills, which refer to the ability to engage in 

the appropriate cognitive skills, divergent thinking and a working style  required for 

creative output; and motivation, which describes the intrinsic factors associated with 

engaging in creative activities and the ability to be creative despite external pressures and 

influences (Amabile, 1990; Hennessey, 2003). Yet another 3 part theory of creativity is 

Csikszentmihalyi’s which includes the interaction of the creative person, the domain, and 

the field (or press). In this theory, the creative person, who has the necessary 

characteristics to be creative, receives the appropriate training in a domain or field and is 

able to impact the creative field with their creativity.  Like Amabile, this theory has a 

focus on the external influences on creativity, but is more related to eminence in the field.   

It is an understatement to describe creativity as a complex phenomenon as is 

evidenced by the numerous definitions of and approaches to research of the subject. In 

the same keynote speech mentioned above, Sternberg discussed this complexity by 

likening it to the fable, which is commonly referred to for this purpose (Villable, 2008) of 

the blind men who were trying to describe an elephant by touching different parts of its 
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body. The man who touched the tail had a very different concept of the elephant than the 

men who touched the trunk or the leg. As with the elephant fable, the approach a 

researcher takes to understanding creativity ultimately determines the context in which 

they come to comprehend the concept. This variability in defining creativity makes it 

difficult to agree on common standards to identify and determine its value, and in the 

current climate of standards and assessment, it is difficult for a concept without clear and 

agreed upon standards to be seen as relevant and valuable (Makel, 2009). 

In general, most definitions of creativity center around the concepts of useful 

novelty, originality, and address the alliterative components proposed described by 

Rhodes (1987) as the creative person, process, product, and or press (Beghetto & 

Kaufman, 2007; Kaufman & Sternberg, 2005; Paulus & Nijstad, 2003; Runco, 2004; 

Sternberg & Lubart, 1999). The definitions that focus on the creative person are typically 

used to describe eminent creativity that has made history or contributed significantly to 

the betterment of society (Beghetto & Kaufman,2007; Richards, 1999; Plucker & 

Beghetto, 2003). Unfortunately, this definition has been the main focus of the research 

over the last several decades (Runco, 2004). This focus on eminence places creativity out 

of reach of most of the population and “precludes the study and understanding of more 

common forms of creativity” (Beghetto & Kaufman,2007 p.74). A product definition 

involves the creation of tangible product that is useful and new (Mumford, 2003; 

Gardner, 1984), but may confuse the concepts of invention and creativity (Runco, 2007). 

Runco (2007) posits that innovation and creativity exist in the process leading up to the 

invention which is the basis for a process centered definition. The role the creative press 

plays in defining creativity is that of the context in which it occurs, it is the press that 
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provides the value judgment of the relevance and usefulness of the creativity (Amabile, 

1990; Murray 1938; Sternberg & Lubart, 1999; Rhodes, 1987). 

Adding to the complexity of creativity, is its ambiguity, which allows any 

opinion, theory or definition to be validated and justified subjective to the beliefs and 

interests of the theorist.  Going back as far as ancient Greece or Plato, creativity was 

being attributed to gods or a “mysterious information source said to float throughout the 

universe”(Davis p10, 1999),  Add to that Freud’s position about creativity stemming from 

the conflict between the Id’s sex drive and the superego, Jung’s attribution of creativity to 

primordial archetypes, and Murphy’s (1963) suggestion that paranormal or psychic forces 

fall into the same category as creativity, and it isn’t difficult to understand how 

creativity’s credibility is suspect. 

Other issues complicating the matter include the affective components of 

creativity, which will be explored further in this review of literature, such as motivation, 

personality and attitudes, which are also difficult to quantify and measure (Amabile, 

1989; Barron & Harrington, 1981; Flieth, 2000).  Further complicating any attempt to 

objectify and explain it, creativity can occur in any area of a person’s life, be it 

educational, professional or personal, so it can take on an infinite number of forms 

(Torrance, 1979). It can also be a product of intentional and focused work or a moment of 

inspiration and anyone, of any age, is capable of being creative (Davis, 1999). It is an 

understatement to state that creativity does not lend itself well to scientific study 

(Sternberg & Lubart, 1999), but it is a fact that must be accepted and embraced by 

creativity researchers who wish to further the field. 
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Though creativity is difficult to define and study as there are likely as many 

definitions  and research approaches as there are people attempting to understand it, its 

inherent value is not in question. Since the beginning of the 21
st
 century, the idea of 

creativity being a valuable skill to possess has been gaining momentum.  This shift in 

focus is evidenced by several high profile recognitions including, the revision of Bloom’s 

taxonomy in 2001 to include creativity as its highest level of cognitive processes 

(Kratwohl, 2002), the inclusion of creativity in the learning and innovation skills in the 

framework of the partnership for 21
st
 Century skills (http://www.p21.org, retrieved 

March 2011), and the European Council designated 2009 the year of creativity and 

innovation. Creativity is beneficial not only for individuals but also for our society and 

culture as a whole (Simonton, 1991), and has also become a major focus in the business 

world (Runco, 2004;Villalba, 2008) with companies such as Google and Pixar planning 

the layouts of their buildings and campuses to encourage their employees to engage in 

creative behaviors (Lehrer, 2012). In a world where technology is constantly changing, 

improving and increasing the human potential to gain knowledge and information, 

flexibility is of paramount importance for survival (Runco, 2004).  “The flexibility of 

creative people is what gives them the capacity to cope with the advances, opportunities, 

technologies, and changes that are part of our current day to day lives”(Runco, 2004 

p658).  Despite this momentum, Kyung Hee Kim’s 2011 study, The Creativity Crisis, 

found that levels of creative thinking, as determined by scores on the Torrance Test of 

Creative Thinking, have decreased significantly since 1990. When such a disparity exists 

between beliefs about a concept and the measurement of the engagement in the behavior 

associated with it, it is important to attempt to understand why.  
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In the world of teacher education there is a universally accepted belief that 

creativity is an important teacher characteristic (Abdallah, 1996; Mohan,1973), but a 

study done by Mack (1987) found that out of 10 university and college teaching programs 

examined, only three had a course in creativity. The fact that all three of these courses 

were electives in their programs, along with the seven programs with no creativity 

component at all, shows a disparity between the belief in the value of creativity and what 

is actually offered in the teacher education curriculum. Teachers themselves, recognize 

their role in fostering student creativity in their classrooms, but don’t feel well equipped 

to do so due to lack of confidence and training (Kampylis, Berki & Saariluoma 2009).   If 

prospective teachers are not being exposed to creativity before entering their own 

classrooms, then the likelihood that they will be able to provide a classroom environment 

conducive to creative thinking is drastically reduced. “Creative teaching and learning do 

not just happen. Training and guiding the novice teachers to be creative in their 

classrooms will sensitize them to nurture creative behavior in their pupils” 

(Abdallah,1996 p.57). 

 If educators are not knowledgeable about how creativity can exist in the 

classroom as opposed to as a rare phenomenon experienced only by people of great 

intelligence, its relevance may not be immediately obvious to them (Mack,1987; Westby 

&Dawson, 1995).  Beghetto and Kaufman (2007) describe this everyday creativity, where 

knowledge development and later forms of creative expression begin, as little-c creativity 

(LCC).  Little-c creativity “is the initial spark of creativity” (p76) and if it is not nurtured 

can be crushed.  “With an increased focus on standardized test scores, creative 

teachers…often are accused of being idealists or missing the big picture” (Kaufman & 
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Sternberg,2007 p.55).  The idea of LCC was first discussed in the literature by Anna 

Craft (2001) as she distinguished it from “high creativity” of eminent leaders in specific 

domains.  It is necessary to have an understanding of LCC, in order to see how the 

construct of creativity relates to the education of young children (Craft, 2001). Amabile 

(1983) points out, all children are creative and possess a creative spirit that causes them 

to look at the world creatively until about the third or fourth grade. After years of being 

exposed to classroom environments that offer only evaluation, competition, restricted 

choices, conformity pressure, frequent failures, and rote learning, most children lose that 

creative spirit altogether.  

 The need for an accountability system in the school setting has led to a confining 

system of evaluation and competition among teachers, students, schools, and school 

districts. Determining which schools are exemplary by measuring how much information 

students can successfully regurgitate on command, student aspects such as motivation, 

interest,  and curiosity,  related to the subject matter have been completely left behind.  

While, this constant evaluation and reward system may work well for the purposes of 

standardized assessment, it does nothing to increase and nurture student creativity. 

Extrinsic factors such as test scores and grades inhibit creativity and create contribute 

environments that do not support creative endeavors (Amabile, 1989).  “Hundreds of 

published investigations reveal that the promise of reward made contingent on task 

engagement often serves to undermine intrinsic task motivation and qualitative aspects of 

performance, including creativity”  (Hennessey, 2003 p258). Because evaluation is a 

necessary component of school accountability, it would be difficult, if not impossible, to 

eliminate it as an extrinsic influence on student productivity.  In order for students to take 
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creative risks they must begin to operate from a place of personal fulfillment, instead of 

fear of negative evaluation or competition, they are more willing to take risks and be 

creative (Hennessy, 2003).  

 Creativity requires a willingness to take risks; if teachers do not value risk-taking 

and do not take risks themselves, then there is little chance their students will do so.  To 

counteract the mid-elementary school drop off in creativity, Amabile (1989), Feldheusen 

and Treffinger (1977) and McGreevy (1990) suggest that classroom environments need 

to: make learning fun and relevant to teachers and students; give students an active role 

and a feeling of ownership; allow the teacher to act as a facilitator; give students the 

confidence to discuss their problems in an open manner; and employ cooperative learning 

in place of competitive learning. The students need to feel safe in their environment in 

order to take risks and test novel ideas. 

 The profession of teaching, when successful, requires a certain level of creativity 

on the part of the teacher.  If that teacher is a product of an education system that killed 

off their creativity early on, it would seem that finding people who qualify to teach for 

creativity would prove to be difficult. Torrance reviewed studies of teacher variables and 

found that “teachers’ creative motivation was stronger than teachers’ creative abilities in 

influencing student creativity” (as cited in Esquievel, 1995 p.190).  If educators are not 

taught to see the value in creativity, their creative motivation may be non-existent, as too, 

will their influence on student creativity.  In her study on teacher and student perceptions 

of creativity in the classroom environment, Flieth (2000) found that teachers’ perceptions 

about “classroom characteristics that enhance students’ creativity focused primarily on 

teachers’ attitudes” (p 148), and that even though teachers were aware of the 
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characteristics that promote creativity, they were not necessarily engaging in those 

behaviors in their practice. Similarly, the participants in Susan Daniels’(2013) 8-week 

professional development course on creativity come with an understanding that creativity 

is important for students, but respond to an initial survey about creativity with confusion 

and conflict regarding how it might exist in the classroom. This conflict illustrates a need 

for formal instruction and training in creativity to help guide the efforts and knowledge of 

teachers in the promoting creativity in the classroom. To that end, Liu and Lin (2013) had 

similar had similar findings in their study of science teachers’ beliefs about creativity. 

Their results indicated that teachers value and recognize aspects of creativity in their 

science classrooms, but lack a comprehensive knowledge of creativity in general. These 

teachers only allow creativity to exist within the confines of the science domain, and had 

little understanding or motivation to bring in creativity beyond divergent thinking skills. 

The good news, though, is that it may be possible to help teachers. Patricia Gross 

(2005) teaches a graduate course for teachers interested in increasing the creativity in 

their classrooms, and she reports that, as a result of taking the course, the teachers come 

to the understand that it is possible to adjust their teaching style to incorporate creativity 

while still meeting federal and state accountability requirements. Park, Lee, Oliver and 

Cramond (2006) examined the change in science teachers’ perceptions of creativity after 

participating in extensive creativity training, and found that their perceptions not only 

improved, but their teaching practice was reflective of those perceptual changes. If 

teachers’ attitudes and behaviors towards creativity are likely to be improved after 

receiving training in creative methods (Esquivel,1995) then it should be self-evident that 

creativity training is a worthy endeavor. 
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To be effective in offering training in creativity to teachers, it is important to 

understand how the vast array of teacher variables, such as grade level, years of 

experience, and subjects taught can impact how creativity lives in each unique classroom.  

Though there is not a great deal of literature regarding teacher variables and their 

attitudes toward creativity, the majority of literature that does exist in this area originates 

outside of the United States. Countries represented in the literature include Finland 

(Kampylis, Berki & Saariluoma 2009), Hong Kong (Park, Lee, Oliver & Crammond, 

2006,), China (Liu & Lynn 2013), Kenya (Kinai, 2013), England (Craft, Jeffery & 

Leibling, 2001), South Korea (Hong & Kang, 2010), among many others. While these 

studies all contribute to the body of knowledge creativity in education, they may do little 

to inform what is actually taking place in the U.S.. Researchers can make assumptions 

based on the creativity research from other countries, but with the significant differences 

in education policy and programming from country to country, generalizing for the U.S. 

population of teachers and students may not be as effective as is desired. Limitations 

aside, the multi-national literature does provide some interesting information about how 

teacher variables impact attitudes towards creativity. In general, teacher backgrounds, 

teaching experience, gender, age and qualifications, have less impact on beliefs about 

creativity than do teaching techniques (Forrester & Hui, 2007, Kinai,2013), furthering the 

idea that incorporating creativity training into teacher education is an effective way to 

impact classroom creativity.  

Collins (2013) developed an instrument, the ASTPCC, which attempts to measure 

teacher attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity. An exploratory factor analysis 

of this instrument identified the following five factors: Creativity as a Teaching Tool, 
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Teacher Creativity, Student Creativity, Creative Problem Solving and Creativity within 

the Curriculum.  In order to confirm the factor structure from this initial study, the 

present study focused on a CFA on the instrument. Additionally, the resulting factors 

were utilized to examine how teachers differ in their attitudes and perceptions toward 

classroom creativity based on variables such as years of experience, subject and grade 

levels taught, and formal instruction in creativity. Specifically the following research 

questions were addressed: 

1. What is the relationship between teachers’ years of experience and their reported 

attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity? 

2. What is the relationship between teachers’ grade level and their reported attitudes 

and perceptions of classroom creativity? 

3. What is the relationship between the subject being taught and the teachers’ 

reported attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity?  

4. What is the relationship between teachers’ formal instruction in creativity and 

their reported attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity? 



 

 

 

Chapter III 

Methods 

This chapter describes the methodology used for the confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA) and the descriptive, survey research study. The purpose of this study was to 

conduct a confirmatory factor analysis on the Attitudinal Survey of Teachers Perceptions 

of Classroom Creativity (ASTPCC) and to determine which characteristics (education, 

grade level taught, subject/s taught, and creativity training) influence teacher attitudes 

towards classroom creativity. This chapter will define the research design, the population 

and sample, and the instrument and procedures used for the study. The present study is 

based on data collected in January 2015.  

Research Design 

 A survey research design was chosen to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis on 

the ASTPCC. In addition to the CFA, this study also addressed the following research 

questions: 

1. Is there a relationship between teachers’ years of experience and their reported 

attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity? 

2. Is there a relationship between teachers’ grade level and their reported attitudes 

and perceptions of classroom creativity? 

3. Is there a relationship between the subject being taught and the teachers’ reported 

attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity?  

4. Is there a relationship between teachers’ formal instruction in creativity and their 

reported attitudes and perceptions of classroom creativity? 
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Population and Sample 

The ASTPCC was designed as a means to measure attitudes, of core subject 

teachers in grades K-5, towards classroom creativity, so this was the target population for 

this study.  A convenience sample was drawn from a large school district located in 

Southeast Texas. At the time of data collection, two of the schools were identified as 

Title 1, indicating that at least 40 % of their student populations qualified as low income. 

Along with that, one of the Title 1 schools was also a bilingual campus, offering 

instruction in both English and Spanish to English-only, Spanish-only and bilingual 

students. Despite the Title 1 designations at two of these schools, the socioeconomic 

make-up of the student populations varied greatly because the major employers in the 

area are in the medical and aeronautical science industries. The survey was sent to a total 

of 213 teachers in grades K-5 in these four schools. The researcher chose this district 

because of a previously established working relationship with several faculty members at 

each school. 

Demographics 

 Of the 181 participants, 174 responded to all of the seven demographic items on 

the survey. The demographic items included: years of teaching experience, number of 

years in current teaching assignment, number of clock hours spent learning about 

creativity, grades currently taught, subjects currently taught, gender, and highest degree 

earned.  The results of these items are discussed in this section. 

 There were 176 female and 3 male participants for a total 179, given that the 

sample was made up of elementary teachers, this result was not unexpected.  The 

participant’s education levels ranged from Bachelor’s degree to Doctorate, with 1 
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participant (<1%) holding a doctorate, 61 participants (34%) holding a Master’s degree 

and 117 participants or (65.4%) holding a bachelor’s degree. 

Table 1 

 

  Highest Degree Earned 

 

 

 

 

Years of teaching experience was varied for the 179 response to this item, with 56 

participants (31.2%) having 16 + years of experience, 28 participants (15.6%) having 11-

15 years of experience, 40 participants (22.3%) having 6-10 years of experience, 43 

participants (24%) having 3-5 years of experience, and 10 participants (.06%) having 0-2 

years of teaching experience.  

Table 2  

 

Years of Experience 

 

 

 

 

 

Number of years the participants had in their current teaching assignment were as 

follows, 11 participants (6.1%) had been in their current assignment for 16+ years, 13 
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participants (7.2%) for 11-15 years, 38 participants (21.2%) for 6-10 years, 50 

participants (27.9%) for 3-5 years, and 67 participants (37.4%) for 0-2 years.  

   Table 3 

 

   Years in Current Teaching Assignment 

 

 

 

 

The grades currently taught by 176 of the participants who responded to this item 

ranged from 5
th

 through Kindergarten.  Participants could choose from the following 

ranges to respond to this item: K-2 and 3-5. This number was almost evenly split between 

the two choices with 85 participants in 3-5
th

 grade and 89 teachers in K-2
nd

 grades. 

   Table 4 

 

   Grade Level Taught 

 

 When identifying the subjects currently taught, several participants indicated 

more than one subject. The options were, All (self-contained), math, science, language 

arts, and social studies/history, Participants could choose as many options as were 

89 

85 

82 84 86 88 90

K-2nd

3rd - 5th
N = 174
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applicable to them. Of the 153 participants who responded to this item, 94 (61.4%) were 

self-contained and taught all subjects,3 (.2%) taught only math, 3 (.2%) taught only 

science, 13(8.4%)  taught only language arts, 19 (13.7%) taught language arts and social 

studies, and 21 taught math and science. 

   Table 5 

 

   Subjects Taught 

 

 

 

 

The number of clock hours the participants had previously spent in creativity 

trainings was varied, with 12 (6.9%) having 0 hours, 30 (17.3%) with 1-5 hours, 42 

(24.2%) with 6-10 hours, 21 (12.1%) with 11-15 hours, 15 (8.6%) with 16-20 hours, and 

59 (34.1%) with 21+ hours of training. 

   Table 6 

 

   Hours of Creativity Training 
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Instrument 

The ASTPCC (Appendix A)is an online instrument created and housed at 

www.surveygizmo.com .The version used for this study consisted of 15- closed response, 

Likert-scale items that required subjects to identify their level of agreement with 

statements that measure five constructs of classroom creativity, identified in the 

exploratory factor analysis in the pilot study completed by Collins (2013). Table 1 below 

identifies the items by construct. 

Each item had five responses numbered 1-5, for subjects to choose from, that 

went in order from 1  strongly disagree,  2-disagree,  3-neutral,  4-agree, to 5-strongly 

agree. The inclusion of a neutral option was available so respondents had an opportunity 

to indicate a position of neutrality on any given item for which they felt they neither 

agree nor disagree. A ‘not-applicable’ option was not available, so subjects had to 

identify a definite position on each item, though it was possible that participants chose 

the neutral option when they might have otherwise chosen ‘not-applicable.’ Demographic 

information was also collected through seven, open-response and multiple choice items. 

This section of the instrument consists of the following items: number of years of 

teaching experience, number of years in your current teaching assignment, current 

grade(s) taught, current subjects taught, number of (clock) hours you have spent learning 

about creativity, highest degree earned, and gender. 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.surveygizmo.com/
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Table 7 

 

ASTPCC Items by Construct  

Component 1: Student Creativity 

3. I feel comfortable allowing my students to decide how to solve a problem. 

4. My students feel comfortable taking creative risks in my classroom. 

7. Students can learn how to be more creative. 

10. My students enjoy opportunities to be creative. 

Component 2: Teacher Creativity 

5. I am a creative person. 

8. I am confident in my ability to nurture creativity in my students. 

12. It is important for me to be a creative role model for my students. 

Component 3: Creativity as a Teaching Tool 

6. Sometimes, asking open-ended questions slows the pace of my lessons too much. 

13. Smart students are more creative than average students. 

14. Creativity can only be taught in certain subjects. 

15. Creativity is an effective tool only when it helps my students get the right answers. 

Component 4 : Creative Problem Solving 

9. Students learn more about a topic when they are encouraged to be creative. 

11. Students should be encouraged to come up with more than one solution to a 

problem. 

Component 5: Creativity with the Curriculum 

1. It is easy to incorporate creativity into the curriculum. 

  2. I often find opportunities for my students to be creative. 

  

The first page of the survey explained that clicking the “next” button was an 

indication of consent to participate in the survey for the purpose of the author’s 

dissertation research. Each of the 15 creativity questions on the survey did not require a 

response before participants could proceed through to the next page of questions.  If a 

question was skipped, an error message was sent, requesting a response to the skipped 

item(s). The participants had the option of skipping the error message and proceeding 

through the instrument. At any time, the participants could exit the survey prior to 

completing all the items which resulted in their responses being labeled “partial”. The 

raffle entry on the last page of the survey was optional and if participants chose to click 
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past it, their surveys were still coded as “completed” The average time participants spent 

taking the survey was approximately 7 minutes (surveygizmo.com). 

Pilot Study 

 The ASTPCC was piloted in 2012 by Collins (2013).  The version of the 

instrument at the time the pilot study was conducted (Appendix B) had 20 Likert-

response items that were designed to measure three constructs of creativity, (Table 8). 

Prior to piloting, items were reviewed by a panel of doctoral students in the college of 

education, to address redundancy or confusing wording.  The final 20 items included on 

the instrument were then sent to three experts in the field of creativity to determine 

construct validity. Changes were made to several items based on the input of the expert 

panel, before data were collected. 

 



 

 

 

Table 8 

 

Pilot Items by Construct 

Teacher Creativity Items Student Creativity Items Creativity as a Teaching 

Tool 

It is important to encourage 

creativity in my students 

All students are capable of being 

creative 

It is easy to incorporate creativity 

into the curriculum. 

I feel comfortable allowing my 

students to decide how to solve a 

problem. 

It is okay when a student uses 

creative problem solving to 

complete an assignment instead 

of doing it the way I presented it. 

I often find opportunities for my 

students to be creative. 

I am a creative person. My students feel comfortable 

taking creative risks in my 

classroom. 

I often ask open-ended questions 

in my lessons. 

I am confident in my ability to 

nurture creativity in my students. 

Students can learn how to be 

more creative. 

Sometimes, asking open-ended 

questions slows the pace of my 

lessons too much. 

It is important for me to be a 

creative role model for my 

students. 

My students enjoy opportunities 

to be creative. 

Students learn more about a topic 

when they are encouraged to be 

creative. 

Originality is as important as 

accuracy. 

Students should be encouraged to 

come up with more than one 

solution to a problem. 

Creativity can only be taught in 

certain subjects. 

 Smart students are more creative 

than average students. 

Creativity is an effective tool, 

only when it helps my students 

get the right answer. 

 

The principal component analysis used as the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the 

instrument, left the ASTPCC with the 15 items measuring the 5 constructs of classroom 

creativity outlined in table 1. 

Procedure 

 Data were collected once approval from the university’s Committee for the 

Protection of Human Subjects (CPHS) was granted (Appendix C). The school district 

required a completed and approved research application prior to data collection.  

Approval from both the university’s committee for the protection of human subjects 
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(CPHS) and the school district’s research review board (Appendix D) , was given in Dec. 

2014. At this time, the researcher contacted the 4 building administrators via email 

(Appendix E) to introduce and explain the study. Upon receiving each building 

administrator’s approval, the researcher attended 3 of the 4 schools during a faculty 

meeting on a professional development day in Jan. 2015, to make an in-person appeal for 

participants (Appendix F). The fourth school did not have a meeting scheduled at the 

time the researcher could attend, so the building principal explained the study to her 

faculty. After these meetings, the link to the online instrument was sent to all the 

kindergarten-5
th

 grade, core subject teachers at the four schools. 

After the initial email containing the link was sent to the schools, the researcher 

sent a follow up reminder email to all the teachers at each school (Appendix G).  Two 

weeks after the follow-up email was sent, a final email thanking teachers for their 

participation and reminding them that anyone who hadn’t completed the survey could 

still take the survey until the closing date of Jan.23 was sent. The third email was the 

final contact (Appendix H) regarding the survey to all schools that participated in the 

study.  

Along with the in-person request for participation at each of the school’s faculty 

meetings, an incentive was offered for participation.  After completing the survey, 

participants were given an opportunity to enter their name for a raffle for one of ten 

$25.00 gift cards.  This section of the survey was optional and could be skipped, but the 

majority of participants did enter the raffle. Data collection began on January 5, 2015 and 

continued through January 23, 2015, at which time the survey was closed.   
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After data collection was complete, all identifiers were removed from the data, 

and the demographic items were coded for purposes of analysis. Demographic items that 

required participants to indicate how many years of experience or hours of training were 

coded with the shortest amount of time starting at 1 and going up to 6. For example, the 

item asking about the years of teaching experience, responses indicating 0-2 years were 

coded as a “1”, 3 – 5 years was coded as a “2”, and so on.  The item identifiying subjects 

taught, was coded in a similar manner with responses coded from 1 to 7 as follows: 

All(self-contained) was coded as “1”, Math was coded as “2”, Science was coded as “3, 

Language Arts was coded as “4”Social Studies/History was coded as “5” responses with 

multiple subjects, such as Language Arts and Social Studies were coded as “6”and Math 

and Science were coded as “7”. Because the sample was made up only of elementary 

teachers, the only two responses were k-2 which was coded as “1”and 3-5 which was 

coded as “2”.  One participant chose 3-5 and 6-8, and indicated in the comment section 

that she taught two students who were accelerated to 6
th

 grade math in her 5
th

 grade class. 

The researcher chose to code this as a “2”since the 6
th

 grade math was a special situation 

with only 2 students.  Highest degree earned was not coded because at the time of 

analysis this was not a teacher variable of focus for the research.  

The next chapter will discuss the results of all of the analyses (CFA and one-way 

ANOVA’s). First, the results of the CFA will be presented, followed by the results of the 

ANOVA’s. 

 

 



 

 

 

Chapter IV 

Results 

The purpose of this research was to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis and a 

subsequent data analysis based on the identified factor structure using SPSS 22, on the 

ASTPCC. An in depth discussion of the data analysis, split into two sections, CFA and 

ANOVA’s, is included after a brief discussion of how missing data were addressed.   

Missing Data 

In total, the link to the survey was sent to 213 teachers, resulting in a total sample 

(n) of  181. In addition to the 181 completed surveys, there were 31 surveys that were 

opened, but never begun. It is impossible to know if the participants who opened these 

surveys, eventually returned to complete the survey in a subsequent attempt, or if they 

opted out after reading the consent page. Of the 181 surveys begun, 7 either did not 

answer any of the demographic items or skipped several of them, these 7 surveys were 

included in the CFA, but were not included in any subsequent data analysis. It is possible 

that some of the abandoned or incomplete surveys were begun by participants who 

eventually returned to the link and began a new survey. To avoid this, the researcher had 

the option of giving a unique login to all participants so that they could abandon the 

survey and return to it at a point in the future, but because the survey was very short and 

the estimated time commitment for participants was less than 10 minutes, this option was 

not utilized.   

Items 9-15 were skipped by one participant, leaving these items with an N of 180. 

Because only one survey left these items blank, the researcher conducted the data 

analyses with the lower n for these 7 items. An alternate to using a lower n would have 
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been to substitute the mean average for each skipped item for the missing data, but 

impact because it was such a low number of skipped items, the impact of the substitution 

would have been negligible.  

Analysis 

In total, the link to the survey was sent to 213 teachers. The study examined this 

data for the purposes of a confirmatory factor analysis to determine if the factor structure 

identified by Collins (2013) in the exploratory factor analysis on the same instrument can 

be used for data analysis. The factor structure of this CFA was then utilized to analyze 

the data to answer the research questions identified previously.  A series of ANOVA’s 

were used to try to understand any relationship between the teachers’ demographic 

factors and their attitudes and perceptions about classroom creativity, with each factor 

being the dependent variable in the analysis.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The data were downloaded from Survey Gizmo into an Excel spreadsheet and 

then uploaded into an SPSS 22 document to begin the confirmatory factor analysis. 

Principal component analysis was run on the 15 creativity items. Several tests were run to 

determine the factorability of the data collected. The Keiser Myer Olkin measure of 

sampling adequacy (KMO) provides information about the appropriateness of conducting 

factor analysis on a data set. The closer to 1 the KMO score is, the more appropriate 

factor analysis is, and values above. 8 are considered “good” (Field, 2013).The Keiser-

Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of .817 indicated that factor analysis was possible, the 

determinant of <.001 was statistically different from 0 and the Bartlett’s Test of 

Sphericity, which examines whether a variance/covariance matrix is proportional to an 
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identity matrix (Field, 2013) showed that the correlation matrix was significantly 

different from the identity matrix, allowing the researcher to reject the null hypothesis 

and continue with factor analysis for this data set. 

The item means (Table 9) ranged from 1.9 to 4.40, with the four items, 6, 13, 14, 

15 worded to contrast the other 11 items, with the lowest means of, 2.73, 2.15, 1.90, 2.02, 

respectively. Items 9-15 were left blank on one survey, so the “n” for these items is 180.  

This might indicate that the items were unintentionally skipped due to error, or the 

participant abandoned the survey prematurely, but it is impossible to know.  

Table 9 

 

Item Means 

  Item1 
Item 

2 
Item 

3 
Item 

4 
Item 

5 
Item 

6 
Item 

7 
Item 

8 
Item 

9 
Item 
10 

Item 
11 

Item 
12 

Item 
13 

Item 
14 

Item 
15 

N Valid 181 181 181 181 181 181 181 181 180 180 180 180 180 180 180 

Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Mean 3.59 3.69 4.19 3.87 3.89 2.73 4.12 3.90 4.21 4.38 4.40 4.29 2.15 1.90 2.02 

Std. Deviation 1.027 .922 .684 .763 .912 1.010 .677 .687 .660 .644 .657 .699 .815 .763 .818 

 

The principal component analysis, a variable reduction technique that is similar to 

and used interchangeably with factor analysis in practice (Laerd, retrieved 2015),  was 

run on the 15 closed-response items from the survey instrument. The component matrix 

was then examined to determine if and where any bivariate relationships existed, and if 

they corresponded to the expectations of the researcher. Based on the exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA), items were expected to have strong correlations with the other items 

grouped in the same construct of creativity (Table 7). 

For all 15 items, the correlations ranged from -.379 to .678, and 14 of the items 

correlated with at least one other item (Appendix G). The only item that had weak 

correlations across the matrix was item 6, sometimes, asking open-ended questions slows 
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the pace of my lesson too much. This item’s strongest correlation of -.272 was with item 

4, My students feel comfortable taking creative risks in my classroom, which was an item 

with which no relationship was expected. Because all items showed at lease a moderate 

correlation with other items in the instrument, they were all included in the component 

matrix.  

Principal component analysis was then examined to determine the number of 

components extracted from the data and to compare those components and factor 

loadings to the three constructs that the items were created to measure. All factors with an 

Eigenvalue greater than 1 (Table 10), which indicates that the factors are contributing to 

the total variance more than any variable on its own (Sapford 2007), were extracted and 

included in the component matrix. 

Table 10 

 

Component Eignevalues 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 4.64 30.936 30.936 

2 1.878 12.517 43.453 

   3 1.305 8.702 52.155 

4 1.227 8.183 60.338 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
  

With an Eigenvalue of 4.640, component 1 accounted for approximately 31 % of 

the total variance. The other three components with Eigenvalues greater than 1, were 

components 2, 3 and 4, accounted for a total of 29% of the total variance. Components 1, 

2 and 3  were the factors above the elbow on the scree plot (Table 11), again indicating 

that they account for the most significant percentage of variance, but because the forth 
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component also had an Eigenvalue greater than 1, it was not eliminated from the 

instrument at this point. 

Table 11 

 

Scree Plot 

 

The initial component matrix showed four extracted components (Table 12), but 

most of the strongest factor loadings were for component 1, while the rest of the 

components had only a few items with moderate to weak factor loadings. Factor loadings 

greater than .4 are highlighted and bolded to indicate a strong enough loading to be 

considered as an item for the respective component. 
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Table 12 

 

Initial Component Factor Loadings 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Item1 0.51 0.362 0.327 -0.46 

Item 2 0.6 0.47 0.245 -0.36 

Item 3 0.61 -0.24 0.33 0.206 

Item 4 0.58 -0.08 0.45 0.092 

Item 5 0.45 0.63 -0.38 -0.01 

Item 6 -0.33 0.33 -0.47 0.193 

Item 7 0.61 0.076 -0.07 0.27 

Item 8 0.65 0.43 -0.13 0.007 

Item 9 0.7 -0.18 -0.11 0.171 

Item 10 0.67 -0.2 0.18 0.245 

Item 11 0.52 -0.3 -0.14 0.343 

Item 12 0.73 0.199 -0.36 0.128 

Item 13 -0.26 0.374 0.234 0.59 

Item 14 -0.49 0.48 0.339 0.2 

Item 15 -0.41 0.45 0.288 0.338 
Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis. 

a. 4 components extracted. 

To get a better understanding of how the items were loading on each factor, the 

component matrix was rotated using Varimax with Kaiser Normalization where the 

rotation converged in 18 iterations. This rotated component matrix showed a more equal 

distribution of factor loadings within the four identified components. With this 

information, the researcher then examined the items within each component in an attempt 

to identify and label the four components (Table 13). 
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Table 13 

 

Rotated Component Matrix 

 

Component 

1 2 3 4 

Item1 -0.08 0.72 -0.1 0.417 

Item 2 0.053 0.82 -0.05 0.328 

Item 3 0.53 0.069 -0.04 0.54 

Item 4 0.389 0.217 0.031 0.6 

Item 5 0.274 0.72 0.039 -0.37 

Item 6 -0.06 0.001 0.2 -0.7 

Item 7 0.6 0.28 -0 0.076 

Item 8 0.417 0.67 -0.02 -0.03 

Item 9 0.66 0.179 -0.25 0.169 

Item 10 0.63 0.119 -0.08 0.408 

Item 11 0.68 -0.07 -0.17 0.093 

Item 12 0.64 0.499 -0.19 -0.15 

Item 13 0.085 -0.09 0.76 -0.1 

Item 14 -0.37 0.014 0.69 -0.05 

Item 15 -0.21 -0.02 0.72 -0.08 

 

Extraction Method Principal Component Analysis 

Rotation Metho Varimax with Kaiser Normalization 

a. Rotation converged in 18 iterations 

 

Six items loaded onto component 1: 

 3. I feel comfortable allowing my students to decide how to solve a problem. 

 7. Students can learn how to be more creative. 

 9. Students learn more about a topic when they are encouraged to be creative. 

  10. My students enjoy opportunities to be creative. 

 11. Students should be encouraged to come up with more than one solution to a 

problem. 

 12. It is important for me to be a creative role model for my students. 
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Cronbach’s Alpha was run to examine the reliability, or internal consistency, of this  

group of items. Chronbach’s Alpha ratings run between 0 and 1.  In general, 8 considered 

to be a strong rating, and for attitude scales, .6 is considered an acceptable rating 

(Sapford,2007), so the researcher’s goal was to identify the components with a 

Chronbach’s Alpha close to or above .7. With all six items together, the Cronbach’s 

Alpha was.792, indicating that all six items together are reliable measures of this 

component. Eliminating any of the items did not strengthen the Alpha rating, so all six 

items remained on this component. Items 3, 7 and 10 were identified in the EFA as 

measures of “student creativity” and since items 9,11, and 12 all contain the word 

“student” and relate to student creativity, this component was labeled “Student 

Creativity”. 

 Four items loaded onto component 2: 

 1. It is easy to incorporate creativity into the curriculum. 

 2. I often find opportunities for my students to be creative. 

 5. I am a creative person. 

 8. I am confident in my ability to nurture creativity in my students. 

The Chronbach’s Alpha rating of these four items was .754, and elimination of any of the 

items did not increase this number, so all four of these items were identified as reliable 

items to measure component 2. Items 5 and 8 were identified in the EFA as measures of 

teacher creativity, and the items 1 and 2 are directly addressing teacher aspects of 

creativity, so this component was labeled “teacher creativity”. 

Three items loaded onto component 3: 

 13. Smart students are more creative than average students. 
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 14. Creativity can only be taught in certain subjects. 

 15. Creativity is an effective tool only when it helps my students get the right 

answers. 

The Cronbach’s rating for these three items was .634, slightly less than the .7 rating 

desired by the researcher, but above the minimum acceptable rating of .6 for attitudinal 

research.  Elimination of any one of these items did not increase the Alpha rating, so all 

three were grouped onto component 3. In the EFA, these three items loaded onto the 

same component called “Creativity as a teaching tool”, so given these results this 

component kept this label.  

 Three items loaded onto component 4: 

 3. I feel comfortable allowing my students to decide how to solve a problem. 

 4. My students feel comfortable taking creative risks in my classroom. 

 6. Sometimes, asking open-ended questions slows the pace of my lessons too 

much. 

Item 6, was a negatively worded item, so the researcher first reversed scored the data for 

this item prior to running the reliability scale.  The Cronbach’s Alpha score for these 

three items was .549.  Deletion of item 6 would raise the alpha score to a more acceptable 

.651, but doing so would leave only two items to measure this component. Item 3, loaded 

almost as strongly onto component one, with a higher reliability rating, so the researcher 

designated this item for component one.  Items 4 and 6 only had weak factor loadings on 

the other 3 components, so they did not appear to measure anything but component four. 

Due to the low reliability rating of this component, the researcher chose to eliminate the 
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two remaining items from the instrument, dropping component four altogether. This was 

done to achieve the simplest structure possible for this instrument.  

 The results of the CFA, left the instrument with 13 items with moderate to high 

factor loadings onto 3 different components, all with strong reliability ratings. The 

Chronbach’s score for all 13 items was .769, indicating that together, they are a reliable 

measure of overall attitude toward classroom creativity. These 13 items and 3 

components identified by the CFA, were then used as the dependent variables in a series 

of ANOVA’s to determine if certain teacher characteristics can predict teacher attitudes 

toward the  overall classroom creativity and each of 3 identified components of 

classroom creativity measured by the instrument. 

ANOVA 

 To determine if there were any statistically significant differences between the 

means of two or more independent groups, a one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 

used. Due to low factor loadings, items 4 and 6 were dropped from the instrument, and 

reverse scores were run on the negatively worded items 13-15. Using the 13 items 

included on the instrument, a series of ANOVAs were run to determine if any 

relationship existed between teacher attitudes towards creativity and each of the teacher 

variables addressed in the research questions, grade level, subjects taught, years of 

experience and hours of creativity training. Typically, when an ANOVA identifies a 

significant relationship, post hoc testing is done to gain a better understanding of the 

relationship.  In many cases, Bonferroni correction is performed to control Type 1 error 

rate when multiple significance tests are performed (Field 2013), but because the group 
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sizes were so varied in this study, this correction would not have yielded meaningful 

results. As a result of this, no post hoc testing was performed with this data. 

 The first analysis was done by looking at the overall scores on all 13 items, 

indicating the teacher attitudes toward classroom creativity overall. The overall attitude 

was the dependent variable with each of the teacher variables identified as the 

independent variable.  In this initial phase of analysis, the only significant relationships 

that existed were between overall attitude towards classroom creativity and years of 

teaching experience and overall attitude towards classroom creativity and number of 

clock hours of creativity training.  Because no other relationships were identified as 

significant with the overall attitude score, a second set of ANOVA’s were run only with 

years of experience and clock hours of creativity training as the independent variables 

with each of the three identified components as the dependent variables, teacher 

creativity, student creativity and creativity as a teaching tool.  

Years of experience 

 Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to examine the relationship between 

years of teaching experience and teacher attitudes toward creativity. Participants could 

indicate their years of teaching experience based on the following categories, (a) 0-2 

years, (b) 3-5 years, (c) 6 to 10 years, (d) 11-15 years and (e)16+ years.  Prior to data 

analysis, these responses were coded from 1-5 with 1 being 0-2 years, 2 being 3 -5 years 

and so on.  Homogeneity of variance was not violated (Table 14) with a sig of .317, p > 

.05.  Descriptive statistics for this ANOVA are presented in Table 15. ANOVA analysis 

revealed significant mean difference in overall attitude toward creativity between groups 
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based on years of experience, f(4,174)=2.60,p=.038, η2=.06 (Table 16), allowing the 

researcher to reject the null hypothesis.  

Table 14 

 

Test of Homogeniety of Variance Over Years of Exp. 

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.190 4 174 .317 

 

Table 15 

 

ANOVA Descriptives: Overall Years of Exp. 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

0-2 years 10 50.3000 8.62876 2.72865 

3-5 years 43 51.2093 4.69325 .71571 

6-10 years 40 53.0000 5.15404 .81492 

11-15 years 29 51.8621 5.09709 .94651 

16+ years 57 54.2281 5.70406 .75552 

Total 179 52.6257 5.55358 .41509 

 

Table 16  

 

ANOVA: Overall Creativity/Years of Experience 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 309.222 4 77.306 2.596 .038 

Within Groups 5180.700 174 29.774     

Total 5489.922 178       

 

Because a significant relationship was identified with years of teaching 

experience as the independent variable, this was then analyzed with each of the three 

identified components as the dependent variables. A significant relationship was found 

with component 3, Creativity as a teaching tool. Homogeneity of variance was not 
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violated with a sig of .520, p>,05 (Table 17).  Descriptive statistics for this ANOVA are 

presented in Table 18.  ANOVA analysis revealed a significant mean difference with 

component three, teacher attitudes towards creativity as a teaching tool between groups 

based on years of experience, f=(4,174)=2.47,p=.047,η2=.05 (Table 19). Again, allowing 

the researcher to reject the null hypothesis for this set of data.  

Table 17 

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variances Years of Exp/Component 3 

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

.810 4 174 .520 

 

Table 18 

 

ANOVA Descriptives Years of Exp/Component 3 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

0-2 years 10 6.4000 2.45855 .77746 

3-5 years 43 6.5581 2.06216 .31448 

6-10 years 40 6.1500 1.65715 .26202 

11-15 years 29 6.2759 1.70915 .31738 

16+ years 57 5.4912 1.58253 .20961 

Total 179 6.0726 1.82685 .13655 

 

Table 19 

 

ANOVA Years of Exp/Component 3 

 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 31.912 4 7.978 2.469 .047 

Within Groups 562.143 174 3.231     

Total 594.056 178       
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Clock hours in Creativity Training 

Analysis of variance was used to examine the relationship between clock hours of 

creativity training and teacher attitudes toward creativity. Participants could indicate the 

number of clock hours they’d previously spent in creativity trainings based on the 

following categories,  (a) 0 hours, (b) 1-5 hours, (c) 6 to 10 hours, (d) 11-15 hours and (e) 

16-20 hours, and (f) 21+ hours.  Prior to data analysis, these responses were coded from 

0-5 with 0 being 0 hours, 2 being 1 -5 hours and so on.  Homogeneity of variance was not 

violated (Table 20) with a sig of .244, p> .05. Descriptive statistics for this ANOVA are 

included in Table 21. ANOVA analysis revealed significant mean difference in attitude 

toward creativity overall between groups based number of clock hours of creativity 

training, f(5,173)=4.12,p=.001, η2=.10 (Table 22), allowing the researcher to reject the 

null hypothesis. 

Table 20 

 

 Test of Homogeneity of Variance  

Creativity Training/ Overall Attitude 

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.353 5 173 .244 

 



 

 

 

Table 21  

 

ANOVA Descriptives Creativity Training/Overall Attitude 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

0 hours 12 48.9167 5.28219 1.52484 

1-5 hours 26 50.4231 5.15498 1.01098 

6-10 hours 46 52.6087 6.07171 .89523 

11-15 hours 20 51.1000 5.71148 1.27713 

16-20 hours 16 55.1250 3.30404 .82601 

21+ hours 59 54.2034 5.07115 .66021 

Total 179 52.6257 5.55358 .41509 

 

Table 22 

 

ANOVA Creativity Training/Overall Attitude 

  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between 

Groups 584.593 5 116.919 4.123 .001 

Within Groups 4905.329 173 28.355     

Total 5489.922 178       

 

Because a significant relationship was identified with clock hours of creativity 

training as the independent variable, this was then analyzed with each of the three 

identified components as the dependent variables.  A significant relationship was found 

with component 2 as the dependent variable. Homogeneity of variance was not violated 

with a sig of .158, p>,05 (Table 23). Descriptive statistics for this ANOVA are presented 

in Table 24. ANOVA analysis revealed significant mean differences in attitude toward 

student creativity between groups based number of clock hours of creativity training, 
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f(5,173)=3,88,p=.002, η2=.10 (Table 25), leading the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis.   

Table 23  

 

Test of Homogeneity of Variance Creativity Training/Component 3 

Levene Statistic df1 df2 Sig. 

1.615 5 173 .158 

 

Table 24 

 

ANOVA Descriptives Creativity Training/ Component 2 

  N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

0 hours 12 13.0833 3.39675 .98056 

1-5 hours 26 14.1538 2.32710 .45638 

6-10 hours 46 15.0870 2.55453 .37664 

11-15 hours 20 14.4000 3.05045 .68210 

16-20 hours 16 16.2500 1.77012 .44253 

21+ hours 59 15.8136 2.64884 .34485 

Total 179 15.0838 2.72292 .20352 

 

Table 25 

  

ANOVA Creativity Training/ Component 2 

 

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 133.040 5 26.608 3.879 .002 

Within Groups 1186.703 173 6.860     

Total 1319.743 178       

 

In sum, the principal component analysis of the ASTPCC conducted on this data 

set, n = 181, confirmed three of the factors identified in the exploratory factor analysis of 

the same instrument in the pilot study. The three components, Teacher Creativity, Student 
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Creativity, and Creativity as a Teaching Tool are measured by a total of 13 Likert-

response items. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine if any 

significant differences in means between groups existed in their reported attitudes 

towards classroom creativity.  The dependent variables in these ANOVA’s were, overall 

attitude toward classroom creativity, attitude towards teacher creativity, student creativity 

and creativity as a teaching tool.  A discussion of these results, including implications, 

future directions and study delimitations, will be addressed in the final chapter. 

 



 

 

 

Chapter V 

Discussion and Conclusions 

The final chapter of this study focuses on analytical interpretations of the results 

of the confirmatory factor analysis to determine the structure of the final instrument and 

the series of ANOVA’s to respond to the four research questions. A discussion of study 

delimitations and suggestions for implications and future directions follows.  

Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

 The ASTPCC was originally a 20 item instrument piloted in 2012 with a snowball 

sample (n = 97) of elementary and secondary teachers. The principal component analysis 

was run on the pilot data and identified 5 constructs of classroom creativity measured by 

15 items.  This 15-item instrument was used in a second round of data collection with a 

larger sample (n = 181) of elementary teachers. The researcher completed a second 

principle component analysis in SPSS to test the hypothesis that the initial factor 

structure would be confirmed, also known as CFA.  By conducting a second factor 

analysis with the more precise instrument, the researcher was able to add a level of 

statistical precision to the construct validity of the instrument.  

 As a result of the confirmatory factor analysis, the ASTPCC is a 13 item, Likert 

survey that measures teacher attitudes towards three constructs of classroom creativity, 

student creativity, teacher creativity and creativity as a teaching tool, along with their 

overall attitude toward classroom creativity (Table 26).  These three constructs were the 

original three constructs of classroom creativity the instrument was designed to measure 

(Collins, 2013) prior to the pilot study.  
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Though, this factor structure is not identical to the factor structure identified in the 

piloting phase of the study, the three components identified in this phase of testing, were 

present in both the EFA and the CFA. The initial goal of researcher in the design of this 

instrument, was to create a quick, practitioner-friendly, instrument with a simple structure 

that could provide researchers, teacher educators, and professional development 

professionals information about teacher attitudes about classroom creativity. 

Table 26  

 

ASTPCC Items by Construct 

Component 1: Student Creativity 

3. I feel comfortable allowing my students to decide how to solve a problem. 

7. Students can learn how to be more creative. 

9. Students learn more about a topic when they are encouraged to be creative. 

10. My students enjoy opportunities to be creative. 

11. Students should be encouraged to come up with more than one solution to a 

problem. 

12. It is important for me to be a creative role model for my students. 

 

Component 2: Teacher Creativity 

1. It is easy to incorporate creativity into the curriculum. 

2. I often find opportunities for my students to be creative. 

5. I am a creative person. 

8. I am confident in my ability to nurture creativity in my students. 

 

Component 3: Creativity as a Teaching Tool 

13. Smart students are more creative than average students. 

14. Creativity can only be taught in certain subjects. 

15. Creativity is an effective tool only when it helps my students get the right answers. 

 

 

There are instruments and interview protocols that provide information about 

teacher attitudes towards creativity (Daniels, 2010, Park et. al., 2006 Kampyli, 2013)  , 

but these have all been used with teacher’s enrolled in a graduate teacher education 

program or an extensive professional development program.  The ASTPCC was created 

by a practicing teacher, with the practioner in mind, with the intention of creating a tool 
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that could inform current classroom practice. With a simple structure, 13 items, and an 

estimated time commitment of less than 5 minutes, the ASTPCC could potentially be 

used as a means to reliably and validly assess teacher attitudes about classroom creativity 

on a larger scale and shorter time frame than the instruments previously available. An 

understanding of how teachers feel about creativity that is based primarily on a 

population of teachers who have voluntarily chosen to take a course in creativity or attend 

a professional development workshop on the topic, does not provide a complete picture 

of the population of teachers.  Understanding how all teachers feel about creativity in 

their classrooms, even the ones who do not pursue training in it, is essential to 

understanding how to bring creativity back to the forefront of today’s assessment focused 

classrooms.  

 The theory to practice divide in the education world is often quite vast, and with a 

construct that is as subjective and ambiguous as creativity, the gap between what is 

known to be best practice and what is actually happening in classrooms is even more 

pronounced.  Teachers are aware that creativity is important and should be nurtured and 

facilitated in their students, but how to do so is not always intuitive or apparent 

(Fleith,2000, Craft, 1996,  Grey 2012).  

The results of Kim’s (2011) study, that creativity scores are declining for the first 

time since their measurement began, should be a call to action for anyone interested in 

the success of our education system, from teacher educators and researchers to building 

level administrators.  The over decline in creativity Kim discovered is alarming in and of 

itself, but the sharpest decline was in children’s ability to take an interesting idea and 

expand on it or change it in an interesting or novel way, known as “Creative 
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Elaboration”. In simpler terms, children are losing the ability to take what they know and 

make it better, more useful, more purposeful, more efficient. This should be the work 

done in the classrooms, but instead they are spending their class time answering, or 

preparing to answer test questions with only one right answer (Gray, 2012). It is this 

researcher’s belief that understanding how teachers feel about creativity and how it really 

exists in today’s classrooms is the first step to finding ways to bridge the theory-practice 

gap and start taking steps to bring creativity back to children in real and practical ways. 

This study, confirming the factor structure of the ASTPCC, may indicate that it is an 

valid instrument that can reliably measure teacher attitudes towards creativity and 

provide an entry point for professional development decisions and research in teacher 

education.  

 The literature indicates that there is a significant decline in creativity in 

elementary school children around the age of 9, in the third of fourth grade (Amabile, 

1983). Teachers are a major factor in the climate of creativity in their classrooms, 

whether it is nurtured or discouraged (McGreevy 1990, FeldHeusen & Treffinger, 1977). 

This confirmatory factor analysis indicates that the ASTPCC may provide data regarding 

teacher attitudes toward creativity, which can offer insight and direction for 

administrators and teacher educators interested in understanding and increasing the 

atmosphere of creativity in a school or school district. With a better understanding of how 

creativity is existing within a school or district’s climate, it may be possible to reduce the 

impact of the mid-elementary drop-off, or at least, have a better understanding of how it 

is impacting students and teachers. 



 

 

 

ANOVA’s Discussion  

After the CFA was completed, the researcher could then examine the data to see 

what information it could potentially reveal about teacher attitudes towards creativity. 

This was done by completing a series of ANOVA’s to identify any significant 

relationships between the teacher variables and their attitudes.  Analysis of variance were 

first run using the overall score derived from all 13 items as the dependent variable and 

each of the demographic items addressed in the research questions as the independent 

variables.  The results of this analysis found statistically significant relationships existing 

between teacher attitudes towards creativity and their years of teaching experience and 

their prior training in creativity. Because significant relationships existed with these two 

independent variables, more ANOVA’s were run to using the three factors identified in 

the CFA as the dependent variables. Significant relationships were found between 

“number of years of teaching experience” and component 3, “creativity as a teaching 

tool” also between training in creativity and “student creativity” The other two 

independent variables, grade level and subjects taught, did not have significant 

relationships with any of the dependent variables. 

That grade level and subject taught did not have significant relationships with 

teacher attitudes toward creativity, is interesting given findings to the contrary in 

previous studies. In a 2006 study, Beghetto, looked at creativity preferences of 

prospective teachers and found that responses varied based on grade level and academic 

subject taught.  Overall his sample preferred relevant student responses over more 

creative and unique responses.  The lowest tolerance for creativity by subject was in 

math, and by grade level was in the secondary grades. It is possible that the present 
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study’s sample being made up of only elementary teachers accounted for the lack of 

significance found in this analysis. As a rule, elementary teachers are less specialized by 

subject area, and must be certified to teach all subjects. This detail could make it difficult 

to find a significant impact on attitudes based on subject area. The group sizes of subject 

area teachers was not controlled for in this study, leaving only an “n” of 19 teachers 

teaching only one subject, and an “n” of 139 teachers teaching more than one subject. 

The influence of subject area on attitudes towards creativity may not be as important at 

the elementary level due to the generalist nature of the teachers at this level.  It is 

interesting to note that the majority of the literature available on the topic of creativity 

and academic subject matter involves secondary science. 

 The present study’s findings that grade level taught did not have a significant 

relationship with teacher attitudes toward creativity may also be a result of the all 

elementary sample.  Participants only having k-2 (kindergarten – second) and 3- 5 (third 

– fifth) as options to indicate the grade they taught, may not have provided specific 

enough information to yield meaningful results. With a mid-elementary drop-off in 

student creativity (Amabile, 1983) the researcher expected to see a relationship based on 

these two categories, its absence is an indication that this is an area that might benefit 

from further research.  

 The ANOVA did identify a significant relationship between years of teaching 

experience and teachers’ attitude toward creativity, which was contrary to a previous 

study (Kinai, 2013) that found that teaching experience was not significant.  The Kinai 

study doesn’t give information about how the participants indicated their years of 

experience, it only gives a range from 4-28 years that was reported by their sample. The 
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participants of the present study, had 5 categories of years of experience to choose from 

ranging from 0-2 years to 16 + years. Because group size was not controlled and the 

groups were not close in size, it wasn’t possible for post hoc testing to identify the nature 

of the relationship between this dependent and independent variables. This would be an 

interesting topic to pursue further in research as it leads to more questions than answers.   

The ANOVA’s run using years of experience as the independent variable with 

each of the three components as dependent variables, identified a significant relationship 

with component 3, creativity as a teaching tool. Again, post hoc testing was not utilized 

due to the large differences in group sizes between groups. This may be an important 

finding because using creativity as a teaching tool could be an area emphasis for 

professional development and teacher education to help address any disparities that exist 

between teachers in different phases of their careers.  For example, if further research 

shows that teachers with less teaching experience have a more negative attitude toward 

this construct of classroom creativity, it could be incorporated in new teacher workshops 

and professional developments in an attempt to lessen the impact. Conversely, if more 

teaching experience leads to a more negative attitude toward this construct, building 

adminstrators and professional development planners may find ways to remediate this 

teacher drop-off in attitude.  

 Finally, the finding that training in creativity had a significant relationship with 

teacher attitudes is consistent with the literature (Park et al.2007, Kinai 2013, Beghetto, 

2006, Renzulli, 2003).  All the previous studies that have looked at this relationship have 

found that as teacher training in creativity increases, so too does their positive attitudes 

and feelings about creativity in their classrooms. Most of the studies found in the 
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literature have a pre-test post-test methodology, which may be a good direction for the 

use of ASTPCC. Again, due to the differences in group sizes, post hoc testing could not 

give any more information about the nature of this relationship with this sample, but 

future research using this instrument could reveal some important specifics about 

creativity training and teacher attitudes.   

 The ANOVAs conducted with the three components for the instrument as 

variables found a significant relationship between the number of clock hours in creativity 

and component 2, student creativity. This data cannot indicate the nature of this 

relationship, but further research using the ASTPCC, where group size is controlled for 

this independent variable, might provide information useful to researchers and 

professional development planners. This is an important relationship to understand, 

because the underlying goal with all research done in this area is to increase creativity in 

students. Understanding how teacher training impacts their attitudes towards student 

creativity, is an important step towards understanding how to bring creativity back to the 

students. 

Delimitations 

 The results of this study are cast against the backdrop of a convenience sample 

made up of all elementary teachers from four schools in a large school district in Texas. 

The data were collected for the primary purpose of confirmatory factor analysis of the 

ASTPCC, so further analysis using a series of ANOVA’s could only identify significant 

realtionships without providing more specific information about the nature of those 

relationships. The response rates for all items were acceptable with a total “n” of 181 for 

items 1-8 and 180 for items 9-15, out of a possible n of 213. Several of the demographic 
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items were skipped by many of the participants which may have contributed to the 

difficulty in explore post hoc testing on the significant relationships identified. 



 

 

 

 Conclusion and Future Directions 

 By confirming the factor structure of the ASTPCC, this study offers a new 

attitudinal instrument, with the potential to impact the body of knowledge about how 

creativity exists in today’s classrooms.  An instrument that could be used by practioners 

and people in a position to have a direct impact on the daily activities in classrooms, is an 

important step toward bridging the gap between what teachers know to be true about the 

value of creativity and the reality of the difficulties involved with incorporating into the 

assessment driven classrooms. With a quick snapshot of how creativity is existing in a 

school or district, building level adminstrators and professional development creators can 

make decisions about the focus and directions of their trainings in order to have the 

greatest impact on changing or improving the culture of creativity in their schools. For 

researchers, having an instrument that current teachers can respond to quickly and easily, 

may increase their access to research populations (i.e. teachers that are not in graduate 

school or in pre-service courses) that are not always included in creativity research. This 

could give a broader perspective on the landscape of creativity in education. 

 Future directions for the ASTPCC might include additional CFA with a broader 

sample including secondary teachers and non-core subject teachers.  Because there was a 

significant relationship between attitudes and hours of creativity training, future studies 

may use the ASTPCC in a pretest/posttest research format to track any changes in attitude 

as a direct result of training. Much of the literature is based on this model of research, but 

with instruments and interview protocols that are much more involved and cumbersome 

for the researcher. Controlling for group size of the independent variables will give more 
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detailed information about the significant relationships between teacher attitudes and 

their demographic variables.  

 All children possess a creative spirit that causes them to look at the world 

creatively until about the third or fourth grade, but our assessment driven classroom 

environments are playing a role in this decline (Amabile 1983, Hennesey, 2003). The 

idea that this drop off is cultural as opposed to developmental, as is evidenced by the fact 

that it does not occur at the same time across cultures (Kim 2011) should be a rallying cry 

to educators. A reliable and valid attitudinal instrument such as the ASTPCC, could play 

a role in better understanding this drop off and the success of future attempts to lessen it’s 

impact. For example, a study comparing data between groups of primary elementary 

teachers (K-2) and upper elementary teachers (3-5), to see if the drop off in creativity can 

be seen through teachers’ attitudes, could offer an understanding of the teachers role in 

the drop off. This study did not identify a significant relationship between grade level and 

teacher attitudes, but at least one previous study has (Beghetto, 2006), so using a larger 

sample size that controls for group size, may yield some informative data.  

 A large portion of the literature indicates that teachers are aware that creativity is 

important and that they play a role in fostering it in their students, but many don’t feel 

equipped to do so (Kampylis, Berki & Saariluoma 2009, Abdallah 1996, Feldhausen & 

Treffinger).  To better understand the impact of creativity trainings with a faculty, a 

building administrator could use the ASTPCC as a pre/post test study as teachers 

participate in various workshops.  This could provide information about the efficacy of 

workshops and mark any attitude changes in teachers, related to their classroom 

creativity. To gain a full picture of how teacher attitudes and trainings are impacting a 
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building’s culture of creativity, longitudinal data could also be collected using the 

Torrance Test of Creative Thinking with the students of the teachers who are 

participating in the workshops. This might help to mark any trends with student creativity 

as teacher attitudes and knowledge of creativity improves and increases.  Another way to 

use the ASTPCC in conjuction with a measure of creative ability such as the Torrance 

Test, might be for a principal or building administrator to measure students’ creative 

abilities, and use that information in placement decisions based on teachers reported 

attitudes on the ASTPCC. This could possibly provide information about how teacher 

attitudes impact student creativity from year to year. 

 One area of particular interest to the researcher is how subject matter and domain 

impact teacher attitudes toward creativity.  There is not much literature in this area, but 

many of the studies that track changes in teacher attitudes towards creativity use samples 

of science and mathematics teachers (Park et al.2006, Beghetto, Hong & Kang 2009).  

Teachers of other subjects may provide very different data and an understanding of how 

the subject taught is impacting teacher attitudes could yield useful information about how 

to bring creativity into subjects where it is not as present.  For example, in a study that 

controls for group size among teachers of different subject areas, the ASTPCC could 

potentially show which teachers report more positive and negative attitudes towards 

creativity. This information could be used by a professional development designer to 

facilitate focus groups of the teachers with positive attitudes to help identify what aspects 

of their subject matter or teaching domain allow them to engage in more creativity in 

their classrooms.  This information could then be analyzed to determine if any of these 
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areas do or could be incorporated into subject areas where teachers’ attitudes are more 

negative.  

 This study’s identification of a significant relationship between teachers’ years of 

experience and attitudes, indicates that teacher variables outside of training do have an 

impact on the culture of classroom creativity. This finding was contrary to Kinai’s (2013) 

study that found training as the only variable of significance.  The ASTPCC could be 

used in a school district to identify if this or any other teacher variable might affect 

teacher attitudes toward classroom creativity. This information could be useful as districts 

determine mentoring relationships, training protocols, and team dynamics among grade 

level or subject matter teams. The researcher is employed in a school district where 

professional learning communities are formed based on interest and personality variables, 

with the ASTPCC, creativity attitude could also be used in this manner.  For example, a 

principal might purposely place teachers with positive attitudes towards creativity with 

groups of teachers who reported more negative attitudes for training or teaching in 

general, to allow an organic working relationship of creativity learning amongst teachers. 

 In conclusion, the introduction of the ASTPCC as a reliable and valid measure of 

teachers’attitudes towards creativity, holds a great deal of promise in the attempts to 

better understand this complicated and subjective issue of how creativity is existing in 

today’s classrooms. In a world that is changing at a unprecedented pace, educators are 

charged with the task of preparing students for an unknown future, where their problem 

solving skills and creative ingenuity will be more important than their ability to correctly 

respond to test questions. The lack of literature coming from the U.S. in this area is 

reason enough to start looking for ways to examine the culture of creativity in our 
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classrooms, in ways that can have a purposeful impact. With a simple structure and 

minimum time requirement for participants, the ASTPCC developed for and by a 

practicing teacher, may be a valuable tool that could add to the body of knowledge for 

both researchers and practitioners. 
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Appendix A 

The Attitudinal Survey of Teachers Perceptions of Classroom Creativity 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

Classroom Creativity Survey 2014 

 

Informed Consent 

You are being invited to participate in a research project conducted by Jessica Collins from the College of Education Department of 

Curriculum and Instruction at the University of Houston. This research is for the purposes of a dissertation study supervised by Dr. F. 

Richard Olenchak. Your participation is voluntary and you may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time without penalty or loss of 

benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. The purpose of this study is to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis on the ASTPCC. 

You will be one of approximately 250 subjects to be asked to participate in this project. To participate in this research, you will 

respond to the 22-item online survey regarding your level of agreement with statements about classroom creativity, basic information 

about your teaching experience and current teaching assignment. If you choose to enter the raffle, you will provide your contact 

information which will not be connected to your survey responses and will be deleted after the raffle drawing. You will receive a total 

of three emails from the researcher. Your total time commitment should be no more than 10 minutes. Your participation in this project 

is anonymous and there are no forseeable risks of participation. While you will not directly benefit, your participation may help 

investigators better understand how creativity exists in the elementary classroom. Participation in this project is voluntary and the only 

alternative to this project is non-participation. The results of this study may be published in professional and/or scientific journals. It 

may also be used for educational purposes or for professional presentations. However, no individual subject will be identified. For 

questions, you may contact Jessica Collins at 281 744-9719. You may also contact Dr. F Richard Olenchak, faculty sponsor, at 832-

842-0550. ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING YOUR RIGHTS AS A RESEARCH SUBJECT MAY BE ADDRESSED TO THE 

UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS (713-743-9204). BY CLICKING 

THE "NEXT" BUTTON YOU ARE GIVING YOUR CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY. 

 

 

1) Please click the box to indicate that you consent to participate in this study.* 

[ ] I agree 
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Page One 

 

1) It is easy to incorporate creativity into the curriculum. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

2) I often find opportunities for my students to be creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

3) I feel comfortable allowing my students to decide how to solve a problem. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

4) My students feel comfortable taking creative risks in my classroom. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Page Two 

 

5) I am a creative person. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

6) Sometimes, asking open-ended questions slows the pace of my lessons too much. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

7) Students can learn how to be more creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

8) I am confident in my ability to nurture creativity in my students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Page Three 

 

9) Students learn more about a topic when they are encouraged to be creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

10) My students enjoy opportunities to be creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

11) Students should be encouraged to come up with more than one solution to a problem. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

12) It is important for me to be a creative role model for my students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

  



74 

 

 

 

Page Four 

 

13) Smart students are more creative than average students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

14) Creativity can only be taught in certain subjects. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

15) Creativity is an effective tool only when it helps my students get the right answers. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Please tell me about yourself. 

 

Number of years of teaching experience. 

( ) 0-2 

( ) 3-5 

( ) 6-10 

( ) 11-15 

( ) 16+ 

 

Number of years in your current teaching assignment. 

( ) 0-2 

( ) 3-5 

( ) 6-10 

( ) 11-15 

( ) 16+ 

  



76 

 

 

Please think about any professional development, teacher trainings, or in-services you have attended that addressed creativity. 

Number of (clock) hours you have spent learning about creativity. 

( ) 0 

( ) 1-5 

( ) 6-10 

( ) 11-15 

( ) 16-20 

( ) 21+ 

Comments:  

 

 

What grade(s) do you currently teach? Check all that apply. 

[ ] K-2 

[ ] 3-5 

[ ] Other (please list in comment box) 

Comments:  
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What Subjects do you currently teach? Check all that apply. 

[ ] All (self-contained) 

[ ] Math 

[ ] Science 

[ ] Language Arts 

[ ] Social Studies/History 

[ ] Other (explain in comment box) 

 

Gender 

[ ] Female 

[ ] Male 

 

Highest Degree Earned 

( ) Bachelor's 

( ) Master's 

( ) Doctorate 

( ) Other-Please Specify 

Comments:  
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Enter to win! 

 

If you are interested in entering a drawing to win one of four $25.00 gift cards, please fill out the following information. Odds of 

winning will depend on the number of people who enter. You can skip this if you prefer. 

First Name: _________________________________________________ 

Last Name: _________________________________________________ 

Email Address: _________________________________________________ 

Contact Phone Number: _________________________________________________ 

 

 

(untitled) 

 

 

Thank You! 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix B 

Pilot ASTPCC 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Classroom Creativity 

 

Welcome 

Introduction and Informed Consent 

 

Thank you for participating in this study. This survey is designed to provide information about teachers' attitudes and beliefs about 

creativity in the classroom. Understanding how educators feel about creativity is important when considering decisions about 

curriculum, teacher education and student programs. Your responses will help to further the research in this area. 

The  survey consists of 26 questions and should take about 10 minutes to complete. Your participation is voluntary and your responses 

will be kept confidential. After you have completed the survey you can enter your name for a chance to win 1 of four $25.00 giftcards 

to Target or Amazon.com. By clicking the "next" button you are giving your consent to participate in this study. 

Once again, thank you for your help! 

Jessica Collins,  3rd grade teacher and Doctoral Student at the University of Houston. 
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Page One 

Questions 1-4 Please think about your classroom as you respond to the following questions. Click on the button below the answer that 

most accurately reflects your level of agreement with each statement. Once you have answered all the questions on this page click the 

"next" button. 

 

1) It is important to encourage creativity in my students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

2) All students are capable of being creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

3) It is easy to incorporate creativity into the curriculum. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

4) I often find opportunities for my students to be creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

  



82 

 

 

 

Page Two 

Questions 5-8 Please think about your classroom as you respond to the following questions. Click on the button below the answer that 

most accurately reflects your level of agreement with each statement. Once you have answered all the questions on this page click the 

"next" button. 

5) It is okay when a student uses creative problem solving to complete an assignment instead of doing it the way I presented it. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

6) I often ask open ended questions in my lessons. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

7) I feel comfortable allowing my students to decide how to solve a problem. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

8) My students feel comfortable taking creative risks in my classroom. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

  



83 

 

 

 

Page Three 

Questions 9-12 Please think about your classroom as you respond to the following questions. Click on the button below the answer 

that most accurately reflects your level of agreement with each statement. Once you have answered all the questions on this page click 

the "next" button. 

9) I am a creative person. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

10) Sometimes, asking open-ended questions slows the pace of my lessons too much. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

11) Students can learn how to be more creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

12) I am confident in my ability to nurture creativity in my students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Page Four 

Questions 13-16 Please think about your classroom as you respond to the following questions. Click on the button below the answer 

that most accurately reflects your level of agreement with each statement. Once you have answered all the questions on this page click 

the "next" button. 

 

13) Students learn more about a topic when they are encouraged to be creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

14) My students enjoy opportunities to be creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

15) Students should be encouraged to come up with more than one solution to a problem. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

16) It is important for me to be a creative role model for my students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Page Five 

Questions 17-20 Please think about your classroom as you respond to the following questions. Click on the button below the answer 

that most accurately reflects your level of agreement with each statement. Once you have answered all the questions on this page click 

the "next" button. 

17) Originality is as important as accuracy. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

18) Smart students are more creative than average students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

19) Creativity can only be taught in certain subjects. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

20) Creativity is an effective tool only when it helps my students get the right answers. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Please tell me about yourself. 

Demographic Information 

Number of years of teaching experience. 

( ) 0-2 

( ) 3-5 

( ) 6-10 

( ) 11-15 

( ) 16+ 

Number of years in your current teaching assignment. 

( ) 0-2 

( ) 3-5 

( ) 6-10 

( ) 11-15 

( ) 16+ 

Grade(s) and subject(s) you are currently teaching. 

_________________________________________________ 

  



87 

 

 

Please think about any professional development, teacher trainings, or in-services you have attended that addressed creativity. 

Number of (clock) hours you have spent learning about creativity. 

( ) 0 

( ) 1-5 

( ) 6-10 

( ) 11-15 

( ) 16-20 

( ) 21+ 
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Enter to win! 

 

If you are interested in entering a drawing to win one of four $25.00 gift cards to Target or Amazon.com,please fill out the following 

information. Odds of winning will depend on the number of people who enter, maximum of 120 entries. Once you click "submit" your 

survey is completed. 

First Name: _________________________________________________ 

Last Name: _________________________________________________ 

Email Address: _________________________________________________ 

Contact Phone Number: _________________________________________________ 

Target or Amazon Gift Card: _________________________________________________ 

 

 

Thank You! 
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Appendix C 

Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects Approval 
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December 10, 2014  

Jessica Collins 

 c/o Dr. Richard Olenchak  

 

Dean, Education  

 

Dear Jessica Collins,  

The University of Houston's Institutional Review Board, Committee for the Protection of 

Human Subjects reviewed your research proposal entitled "Notes from the Trenches. A 

confirmatory factor analysis of an attitudinal survey of classroom creativity." on 

November 7, 2014, according to federal regulations and institutional policies and 

procedures.  

At that time, your project was granted approval contingent upon your agreement to 

modify your protocol as stipulated by the Committee. The changes you have made 

adequately fulfill the requested contingencies, and your project is now  

APPROVED.  
• Approval Date: December 10, 2014  

• Expiration Date: December 9, 2015  
 

As required by federal regulations governing research in human subjects, research 

procedures (including recruitment, informed consent, intervention, data collection or data 

analysis) may not be conducted after the expiration date.  

To ensure that no lapse in approval or ongoing research occurs, please ensure that your 

protocol is resubmitted in RAMP for renewal by the deadline for the November, 2015 

CPHS meeting. Deadlines for submission are located on the CPHS website.  

During the course of the research, the following must also be submitted to the CPHS:  

• Any proposed changes to the approved protocol, prior to initiation; AND  

• Any unanticipated events (including adverse events, injuries, or outcomes) 

involving possible risk to subjects or others, within 10 working days.  

If you have any questions, please contact Samoya Copeland at (713) 743-9534.  

Sincerely yours,  

Dr. Daniel O'Connor, Chair Committee for the Protection of Human Subjects (1)  

PLEASE NOTE: All subjects must receive a copy of the informed consent document, if 

one is approved for use. All research data, including signed consent documents, must be 

retained according to the University of Houston Data Retention Policy (found on the 

CPHS website) as well as requirements of the FDA and external sponsor(s), if applicable. 

Faculty sponsors are responsible for retaining data for student projects on the UH campus 

for the required period of record retention.  

Protocol Number: 15140-01 Full Review: Expedited Review: X 

316 E. Cullen Building Houston, TX 77204-2015 (713) 743-9204 Fax: (713) 743-9577 

COMMITIEES FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS. 
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 November 14, 2014  

 

Re: Application for Research #20141113014  

 

Jessica Collins  

1009 Phyllis  

Deer Park, TX 77536  

 

 

Dear Ms. Collins:  

 

 

Based on my review of your research proposal, I give permission for you to extend your 

original study to include the following four additional campuses in the Clear Creek 

Independent School District: Landolt, Ward, Weber, and Whitcomb, contingent upon 

principal approval. As stated in your research proposal, the goal is to measure K-5th grade 

teachers’ attitudes and perceptions about classroom creativity through a voluntary survey. All 

data should remain entirely anonymous and should be reported or referenced only as a 

district/campuses in Texas. You are responsible for all costs related to this research.  

Sincerely,  

Robert Bayard, Ed.D.  

Director of Assessment & Evaluation  

Clear Creek ISD 
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My name is Jessica Collins and I'm the GT specialist at Robinson. I am also a doctoral 

candidate at U of H and I am trying to find some schools where I can collect data from 

teachers about their attitudes toward creativity in the classroom. Yolie suggested I contact 

you because she felt like there may be a chance you'd be willing to help. 

My survey is a very quick, totally voluntary, online survey that takes most participants 

fewer than 5 minutes to complete. Teachers will have the opportunity to remain 

completely anonymous. They also have the option to enter a raffle to win one of 10 $25 

VISA gift cards, which might be helpful right before the holidays.  

I'm including the link so that you can become familiar with the survey.  

http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-2014 

 If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at  

 

Jacollins2@uh.edu 

 

You may also contact my faculty sponsor, Dr. F. Richard Olenchak at 832-842-0550 or 

rolenchak@uh.edu 

 

This project has been reviewed by the University of Houston Committee for the 

Protection of Human Subjects (713) 743 9204. 

 

Please let me know if you are willing to allow me to contact your teachers with the link to 

my survey. Thanks so much for your time. 

 

 

 

 

https://mail.ccisd.net/owa/redir.aspx?C=po9w1O-35Ue0QFR2blJPAvnYulry0tEI5NvqJCZWYLuDCmIWLqjYVqzKWrR8D3WgDA1-lpjvyrY.&URL=http%3a%2f%2fwww.surveygizmo.com%2fs3%2f1864147%2fClassroom-Creativity-Survey-2014
mailto:Jacollins2@uh.edu
mailto:rolenchak@uh.edu
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Teachers, 

My name is Jessica Collins, I'm a doctoral student in the College of Education at the 

University of Houston, and I'm also a fellow elementary teacher. 

In the next several days, you will receive an email from me with a link to my online 

survey. 

If you could take 5 minutes out of your day to take this quick survey regarding your 

feelings about creativity in your classroom, you'd not only be helping me complete my 

dissertation requirements, but your input could help add to the body of knowledge 

regarding the state of creativity in public schools today.  

 

Your answers will be totally confidential and used only for the purpose of my dissertation 

study. There is also an optional raffle entry for completed surveys. You could win one of 

10 $25.00 Visa Gift Cards! 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at Jacollins2@uh.edu 
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Teachers, 

My name is Jessica Collins, I'm a doctoral student in the College of Education at the 

University of Houston, and I'm also a fellow elementary teacher. 

If you could take 5 minutes out of your day to take this quick survey regarding your 

feelings about creativity in your classroom, you'd not only be helping me complete my 

dissertation requirements, but your input could help add to the body of knowledge 

regarding the state of creativity in public schools today.  

 

http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-

2014 
 

Your answers will be totally confidential and used only for the purpose of my dissertation 

study. There is also an optional raffle entry for completed surveys. You could win one of 

10 $25.00 Visa Gift Cards! 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at  

 

Jacollins2@uh.edu 

 

You may also contact my faculty sponsor, Dr. F. Richard Olenchak at 832-842-0550 or 

rolenchak@uh.edu 

 

This project has been reviewed by the University of Houston Committee for the 

Protection of Human Subjects (713) 743 9204. 

 

Thank you so much for your time! 

http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-2014
http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-2014
mailto:Jacollins2@uh.edu
mailto:rolenchak@uh.edu
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Teachers, 

Thank you to those of you have taken the time to complete my survey on classroom 

creativity. If you haven’t had a chance to respond, please consider taking 5 minutes out of 

your day to take this quick survey regarding your feelings about creativity in your 

classroom. You'd not only be helping me complete my dissertation requirements, but 

your input could help add to the body of knowledge regarding the state of creativity in 

public schools today.  

 

http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-

2014 
 

Your answers will be totally confidential and used only for the purpose of my dissertation 

study. There is also an optional raffle entry for completed surveys. You could win one of 

10 $25.00 Visa Gift Cards! 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at  

 

Jacollins2@uh.edu 

 

You may also contact my faculty sponsor, Dr. F. Richard Olenchak at 832-842-0550 or 

rolenchak@uh.edu 

 

This project has been reviewed by the University of Houston Committee for the 

Protection of Human Subjects (713) 743 9204. 

 

Thank you so much for your time! 

 

 

 

http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-2014
http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-2014
mailto:Jacollins2@uh.edu
mailto:rolenchak@uh.edu
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Final Teacher Email 

 



 

 

 

 

Teachers, 

Thank you for participating in my study. Winners of the raffle will be notified in two 

weeks via email. 

 

I’m including the link just in case some f you haven’t had a chance to complete the 

survey.  Thanks again for your time. 

http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-

2014 
 

Your answers will be totally confidential and used only for the purpose of my dissertation 

study. There is also an optional raffle entry for completed surveys. You could win one of 

10 $25.00 Visa Gift Cards! 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at  

 

Jacollins2@uh.edu 

 

You may also contact my faculty sponsor, Dr. F. Richard Olenchak at 832-842-0550 or 

rolenchak@uh.edu 

 

This project has been reviewed by the University of Houston Committee for the 

Protection of Human Subjects (713) 743 9204. 

 

Thank you so much for your time! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-2014
http://www.surveygizmo.com/s3/1864147/Classroom-Creativity-Survey-2014
mailto:Jacollins2@uh.edu
mailto:rolenchak@uh.edu


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix I 

ASTPCC Final 13 item Instrument 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Classroom Creativity Survey 2014 

 

Informed Consent 

You are being invited to participate in a research project conducted by Jessica Collins from the College of Education Department of 

Curriculum and Instruction at the University of Houston. This research is for the purposes of a dissertation study supervised by Dr. F. 

Richard Olenchak. Your participation is voluntary and you may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time without penalty or loss of 

benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. The purpose of this study is to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis on the ASTPCC. 

You will be one of approximately 250 subjects to be asked to participate in this project. To participate in this research, you will 

respond to the 22-item online survey regarding your level of agreement with statements about classroom creativity, basic information 

about your teaching experience and current teaching assignment. If you choose to enter the raffle, you will provide your contact 

information which will not be connected to your survey responses and will be deleted after the raffle drawing. You will receive a total 

of three emails from the researcher. Your total time commitment should be no more than 10 minutes. Your participation in this project 

is anonymous and there are no forseeable risks of participation. While you will not directly benefit, your participation may help 

investigators better understand how creativity exists in the elementary classroom. Participation in this project is voluntary and the only 

alternative to this project is non-participation. The results of this study may be published in professional and/or scientific journals. It 

may also be used for educational purposes or for professional presentations. However, no individual subject will be identified. For 

questions, you may contact Jessica Collins at 281 744-9719. You may also contact Dr. F Richard Olenchak, faculty sponsor, at 832-

842-0550. ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING YOUR RIGHTS AS A RESEARCH SUBJECT MAY BE ADDRESSED TO THE 

UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS (713-743-9204). BY CLICKING 

THE "NEXT" BUTTON YOU ARE GIVING YOUR CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY. 

 

 

 Please click the box to indicate that you consent to participate in this study.* 

[ ] I agree 
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Page One 

 

1) It is easy to incorporate creativity into the curriculum. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

2) I often find opportunities for my students to be creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

3) My students feel comfortable taking creative risks in my classroom. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Page Two 

 

4) Sometimes, asking open-ended questions slows the pace of my lessons too much. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

5) Students can learn how to be more creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

6) I am confident in my ability to nurture creativity in my students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Page Three 

 

7) Students learn more about a topic when they are encouraged to be creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

8) My students enjoy opportunities to be creative. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

9) Students should be encouraged to come up with more than one solution to a problem. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

10) It is important for me to be a creative role model for my students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Page Four 

 

11) Smart students are more creative than average students. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

12) Creativity can only be taught in certain subjects. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 

 

13) Creativity is an effective tool only when it helps my students get the right answers. 

( ) Strongly disagree  ( ) Disagree  ( ) Neutral  ( ) Agree  ( ) Strongly agree 
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Please tell me about yourself. 

 

Number of years of teaching experience. 

( ) 0-2 

( ) 3-5 

( ) 6-10 

( ) 11-15 

( ) 16+ 

 

Number of years in your current teaching assignment. 

( ) 0-2 

( ) 3-5 

( ) 6-10 

( ) 11-15 

( ) 16+ 
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Please think about any professional development, teacher trainings, or in-services you have attended that addressed creativity. 

Number of (clock) hours you have spent learning about creativity. 

( ) 0 

( ) 1-5 

( ) 6-10 

( ) 11-15 

( ) 16-20 

( ) 21+ 

Comments:  

What grade(s) do you currently teach? Check all that apply. 

[ ] K-2 

[ ] 3-5 

[ ] Other (please list in comment box) 

Comments:  
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What Subjects do you currently teach? Check all that apply. 

[ ] All (self-contained) 

[ ] Math 

[ ] Science 

[ ] Language Arts 

[ ] Social Studies/History 

[ ] Other (explain in comment box) 

 

Gender 

[ ] Female 

[ ] Male 

 

Highest Degree Earned 

( ) Bachelor's 

( ) Master's 

( ) Doctorate 

( ) Other-Please Specify 

Comments:   
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Enter to win! 

 

If you are interested in entering a drawing to win one of four $25.00 gift cards, please fill out the following information. Odds of 

winning will depend on the number of people who enter. You can skip this if you prefer. 

First Name: _________________________________________________ 

Last Name: _________________________________________________ 

Email Address: _________________________________________________ 

Contact Phone Number: _________________________________________________ 

 

 

(untitled) 

 

 

Thank You! 
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Table J1 

Correlation Matrix 

 Item1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 6 Item 7 Item 8 Item 9 Item 10 Item 11 Item 12 Item 13 Item 14 Item 15 

Item1 1.00 .678 .221 .246 .258 .157 .164 .299 .275 .232 .093 .276 -.114 -.066 -.089 

Item 2 .678 1.00 .218 .331 .385 .160 .272 .498 .273 .264 .123 .377 -.056 -.092 -.116 

Item 3 .221 .218 1.00 .512 .041 .221 .398 .291 .345 .459 .316 .269 -.131 -.253 -.217 

Item 4 .246 .331 .512 1.00 .144 .272 .334 .279 .277 .418 .201 .260 -.061 -.158 -.222 

Item 5 .258 .385 .041 .144 1.00 .122 .272 .554 .186 .116 .071 .531 -.016 -.039 -.012 

Item 6 -.157 .160 .221 .272 .122 1.00 .037 .127 .237 -.261 -.163 -.081 .157 .214 .095 

Item 7 .164 .272 .398 .334 .272 .037 1.00 .409 .369 .397 .195 .398 -.082 -.236 -.155 

Item 8 .299 .498 .291 .279 .554 .127 .409 1.00 .306 .301 .176 .540 -.053 -.190 -.096 

Item 9 .275 .273 .345 .277 .186 .237 .369 .306 1.00 .468 .500 .519 -.142 -.379 -.236 

Item 10 .232 .264 .459 .418 .116 .261 .397 .301 .468 1.00 .380 .409 -.108 -.275 -.228 

Item 11 .093 .123 .316 .201 .071 .163 .195 .176 .500 .380 1.00 .411 -.071 -.288 -.214 

Item 12 .276 .377 .269 .260 .531 .081 .398 .540 .519 .409 .411 1.00 -.107 -.301 -.246 

Item13 -.114 .056 .131 .061 .016 .157 .082 .053 .142 -.108 -.071 -.107 1.00 .321 .330 

Item14 -.066 .092 .253 .158 .039 .214 .236 .190 .379 -.275 -.288 -.301 .321 1.00 .451 

Item 15 -.089 .116 .217 .222 .012 .095 -155 .096 .236 -.228 -.214 -.246 .330 .451 1.00 

 



 

 

 

 


