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Abstract

This study investigates Norwegian art and crafts teachers’ conceptions of creativity through the
responses to a questionnaire from 791 teachers in compulsory education. The curriculum in Nor-
way for compulsory education emphasizes the development of creativity in the art and crafts field
more than in the other core subjects. However, the curriculum does not offer a clear definition of
creativity or how creativity-related goals should be reached. According to prior research, teachers
express different ideas about what creativity involves, and their conceptual understanding can affect
their teaching practices. Results indicate that teachers hold beliefs that are in misalignment with
recent literature, and a better conceptual understanding could support them in emphasizing cre-
ativity in the classroom. This applies especially to individual creative capacity, assessment, and the
role played by domain knowledge in education.

Keywords: Art and crafts education; compulsory education; Norway; creativity

Received: May, 2019; Accepted: November, 2019; Published: February, 2020

Introduction

Creativity is recognized as a fundamental skill that is indispensable in a complex and
ever-changing digital age (Craft, 2011). For this reason, the issue of creativity is receiv-
ing increased attention within compulsory education in many countries (Beghetto
& Kaufman, 2017). According to a recent Norwegian study, leaders of innovative
production companies often identify creativity and experience as more important
than formal education when seeking new employees (Svare, 2014). Despite creativity
being highlighted in the national curriculum (Ministry of Education and Research,
2006), Gjerum and Gran (2016) posit that the Norwegian compulsory education
system tends to depress creativity and demotivate students with significant emphasis
on theoretical subjects. Others have stressed that creativity is in crisis and that cre-
ative thinking has decreased (Kim, 2011). Many creativity scholars have suggested
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ways to support student creativity in all school subjects (e.g., Beghetto, 2013; Craft,
2000; Renzulli, 2017). Gjeerum and Gran (2016), however, point to art and crafts as
well suited for supporting creativity skills in compulsory education.

Art and crafts (A&C) as a school subject has indeed often been viewed as a suitable
platform for practicing creativity. Previous research indicates that teachers in Norway
consider A&C as important for student’s general development, creativity, and for
improving academic results in other subjects (Espeland et al., 2013). Therefore, it
is no coincidence that concepts related to creativity appear 16 times in the national
compulsory A&C curriculum, but only six times in the curriculum for Norwegian,
and twice in the natural sciences curriculum in comparison. Consequently, the A&C
curriculum aims to provide students with opportunities to practice their creativity
using a range of different materials and through utilizing various techniques and tools
(Ministry of Education and Research, 2006).

Nevertheless, this does not mean that A&C students actually receive more opportu-
nities to be creative. The report, Art for Art’s Sake, on the impact of arts education in
the OECD countries, states that “[d]espite the common assumption that arts educa-
tion teaches creativity, we found little evidence for this hypothesis in the area of multi-
arts and visual arts education” (Winner, Goldstein & Vincent-Lancrin, 2003, p. 185).
This could be linked to the fact that teachers find it difficult to translate positive atti-
tudes regarding creativity to creativity-fostering practices (Bereczki & Karpati, 2018;
Eckhoff, 2011). According to Craft (2000), fostering creativity requires a commitment
to fostering the physical space in which creativity occurs as well as a clear conceptual
understanding. When reviewing recent research literature on creative learning environ-
ments, Davies et al. (2013) concluded that teachers have different ideas regarding the
concept of creativity, and this can be an obstacle when attempting to teach creativity
(see also Bereczki & Karpati, 2018; Diakidoy & Kanari, 1998). With clear conceptual
knowledge, teachers will know better when or how to encourage creative experimenta-
tion and risk-taking, or how to respond to students’ mistakes, questions, and actions.

Given the strong link the A&C school subject has to creativity, it appears that A&C
teachers have greater responsibility to develop creativity skills in students. This study,
therefore, sets out to investigate how Norwegian A&C teachers within compulsory
education understand creativity. Some previous research studies have included A&C
teachers without identifying explicitly their conceptions. The question asked in this
article is: How do A& C teachers in Norwegian compulsory education comprehend creativity?

Art and crafts in compulsory education in Norway

The current Norwegian compulsory curriculum, Kunnskapsloftet (i.e., the Knowl-
edge Promotion Reform), aims to help students overcome life challenges, prepare
for undiscovered professions, master changing environments, and confidently face a
constantly evolving future (Ministry of Education and Research, 2006). The devel-
opment of creativity in individuals is thus, both explicitly and implicitly, one of the
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most important aspects of compulsory education. For this reason, its relevance is
emphasized in a number of different subject areas.

The national curriculum underlines the importance of developing creativity
through A&C education. Moreover, it considers knowledge acquired through A&C
to be an important basis for “... personal development that is a premise for pur-
poseful creative idea generation, visual communication and production” (Ministry
of Education and Research, 2006). Furthermore, it underlines the importance of
developing aesthetic competence within a creative context to help students influence
their environment and society.

The A&C curriculum is divided into four main areas: visual communication,
design, art, and architecture. Creativity is emphasized in all these areas. Competence
aims are formulated for each area by the end of Grades 2, 4, 7, and 10. Five funda-
mental skills form the basis of the four main areas. Accordingly, the students should
be able to:

— express themselves verbally; communicating with others and presenting their own
work,

— express themselves in writing; using both visual and symbolic expressions,

— read; interpreting signs and symbols and finding inspiration in the creative work
of others,

— calculate; working with proportions, dimensions, and geometric drawings, and

— use digital tools; finding information and producing digital drawings.

(Ministry of Education and Research, 2006, p. 93)

More than in the past, the current A&C curriculum emphasises creativity, problem-
solving skills through craft and design, and artistic activities based on students’
experiences. These creative activities enhance the students’ understanding of their
environment, their abilities to express themselves and to communicate.

The students learn to work with different materials and to develop their own ideas
through problem solving. The students’ experiences are linked to art, design, and
architecture, which relate their practical work to a social context. Creativity in the
A&C curriculum is regarded as important for students’ general development and
their abilities to influence their environment (society). The A&C curriculum, further-
more, encourages students to participate in entrepreneurial activities, focusing on the
development of skills or attributes that enable the realisation of a creative idea.

According to these aforementioned elements, the intention of the A&C curriculum
is to have creativity as a well-integrated part of teaching and learning.

Creativity and learning

Creativity is defined in this paper as the invention of something that is both novel and
task-appropriate (Helfand, Kaufman, & Beghetto, 2017; NACCCE, 1999; Runco &
Jaeger, 2012). Creativity is a key component in human cognition, and many scholars
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have pointed out that there is a strong relationship between creativity and learn-
ing (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2007; Sawyer, 2010; Vygotsky, 1967/2004). Vygotsky
(1967/2004) states that creativity is the combinatorial process of the imagination. He
says that when an individual acquires new knowledge, it does not transmit passively,
but is internalized through verbal communication, observation, and participation. By
transforming and connecting information with prior knowledge and experience, the
receiver creates a unique understanding (Moran & John-Steiner, 2003). This trans-
formative internalization can in itself be creative, and the unique individual under-
standing can be a part of later objective creative expressions (Beghetto & Kaufman,
2007). Consequently, all healthy individuals who are able to learn should have the
capacity to be creative.

This personal understanding is subjective. However, in education the focus is usu-
ally on objective products within a school subject or domain. Little dispute exists
among creativity scholars that extensive domain knowledge is important to make a
valuable contribution to a domain and reach the status of eminent creators (Csiksz-
entmihalyi, 1998; Gardner, 1993; Sawyer, 2012). However, debate continues on
whether creativity is best viewed as domain-general or domain-specific in the context
of education (e.g., Baer, 2019; Plucker & Beghetto, 2004). Creativity can be viewed
as domain-general because it can be defined as an attitude toward life, and people
can develop a creative mindset that can potentially be used across domains (Olafsson
& Gulliksen, 2018; Sternberg, 2009). The main argument for domain-specificity, on
the other hand, is that creativity is not something that can be taught without con-
text but must be taught domain by domain (Baer, 2019). According to Plucker and
Beghetto (2004), one way of looking at this dichotomy is to focus on transfer of skills
and knowledge to new situations. Plucker and Beghetto (2004) argue that transfer
can be hindered with too much specificity or too much generality; they propose
balance and flexibility between the two in education. However, recent research liter-
ature on transfer indicates that deep understanding of essential knowledge and skills
in a subject matter will support transfer (Pellegrino & Hilton, 2013; Sawyer, 2014).
Knowledge that extends beyond the surface memorization, and is authentic to real-
life work experience, will be easier for students to apply in new and meaningful ways
(National Research Council, 2000; Sawyer, 2010). Consequently, focusing on deep
knowledge in school subjects will increase transfer and thereby creativity, because
creativity is all about making new and novel connections within and across domains.

To support the creativity of students, teachers must be able to assess the pro-
cess (Beghetto, 2010, 2013). Assessment is also a challenge when it comes to A&C
(Lutnees, 2013), and attempts have been made in Norway to design tools to assess
creativity (e.g., Lutnees, 2009; Lutnaes 2018; Moe, 2012; @idvin, 2010). Lutnzes
(2011) interviewed seven Grade 10 A&C teachers within compulsory education in
Norway and found that they focused mostly upon mastering technical skills together
with original and personal expression. The respondents had a clear conception of how
to describe the quality of the technical skills, but struggled to verbalize the original or
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personal aspects. Another indication of the complexity of assessment in A&C is that
there are more complaints about the final grade in A&C than in other school subjects
(Skolt, 2014). In a study on the quality, practice, and possibilities in A&C education
in Norway, Bamford (2012) concluded that criteria and directions on assessment are
insufficient and need to be developed further.

One of the most widely documented assessment techniques for creativity is the con-
sensual assessment technique developed by Amabile (1982; 1996), in which groups
of expert judges assess the actual creative performance. Self-grading measures have
also been developed in which individuals rate their own abilities, but according to
Hennessey (2017) a comprehensive model that captures the complexity of creativity
is yet to be developed.

Teachers’ conceptions of what creativity is

According to Pajares (1992), teachers’ conceptions about creativity may influence
their understanding, teaching practices, and evaluations. A conception is defined in
this article as an idea of what something or someone is like, or a basic understanding
of a situation or a principle (Colman, 2008). A conception, therefore, does not have
to be evidence-based, but can be opinions or beliefs held by an individual.

Bereczki & Karpati (2018) reviewed recent research on teachers’ beliefs about cre-
ativity and found that several studies reveal inconsistencies between teachers’ con-
ceptions and their pedagogical practices; as a result, this can affect children’s learning
and development. Furthermore, they found that even though teachers are positive and
knowledgeable about creativity, many find it difficult to convert their ideas into effective
practices. Many teachers, additionally, identify non-creative fostering classroom activi-
ties as creative and cannot distinguish between the two (e.g., Al-Nouh, Abdul-Kareem
& Taqi, 2014; Newton & Newton, 2012; Zbainos & Anastasopoulou, 2012).

Teachers’ basic conceptions of creativity are similar in different parts of the world
(Newton & Beverton, 2012). Teachers tend to support the idea that creativity can be
nurtured and used in all domains. The majority, furthermore, connect creativity with
originality, independence, and the arts (Davies et al., 2013; Fryer & Collings, 1991).
These ideas are indeed linked to creativity but are in misalighment with current lit-
erature and research. Most creativity scholars, for instance, do not link the arts more
strongly with creativity than other domains and include task-appropriateness in addi-
tion to originality in the basic definition. Studies have also demonstrated that teachers
have highly dissimilar views on many aspects of creativity (Cachia & Ferrari, 2010).

Teachers use ideas intentionally or unintentionally when aiming to support the cre-
ativity of children. One of the problems with using ideas unintentionally is that what
counts as creative can be different for different school subjects, and the teacher must
recognize what represents creativity within his or her subject (Newton, 2012). Teach-
ers in different school subjects may also have various opinions on what represents and
constrains creativity. However, little research is available on teachers’ conceptions of
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creativity in different school subjects and how their understanding influences their
teaching.

Method

The aim of this research was to explore Norwegian A&C teacher’s conceptions on
creativity in Norwegian compulsory education. The research utilized an anonymous,
online survey that focused upon various aspects of creativity within the context of
A&C compulsory education classes. The author prepared the survey with reference
to the Four C model of creativity (see Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009), two other surveys
(Cachia & Ferrari, 2010; Oskarsdottir et al., 2014), and other recent literature (Ama-
bile, 1996; Baer, 2012; Craft, 2011). An initial survey was discussed with experts in
the field before being piloted by 29 A&C teachers. Following this, some amendments
were made, mostly to the wording, to increase the likelihood of a similar under-
standing of the questions and statements by all the respondents. However, given
that previous research has demonstrated different understandings of the concept of
creativity (see Bolden, Harries, & Newton, 2010; Lev-Zamir & Leikin, 2011; Mullet,
Willerson, LLamb & Kettler, 2016), the respondents’ understanding of the questions
was expected to differ to some extent.

Emphasized in this article, is how respondents answered 22 closed-end statements
that are divided into nine themes (see Appendix 1, a matrix where statements are
categorized by themes). A 5-point Likert scale was used to rate the responses.

Administration

The survey was set up in ProQuest, an online tool for collecting research data. As
there is no exclusive register for A&C teachers in compulsory schools in Norway; the
size of the population is unknown. Consequently, it was not possible to conduct a ran-
dom sampling for a study that explicitly targeted that group of teachers. Therefore, in
the spring of 2017, the link to a survey intended for A&C teachers was e-mailed to all
2,872 compulsory schools in Norway (based on a list from the Norwegian Director-
ate for Education and Training, www.udir.no). The schools’ public e-mail addresses
were used, and the recipient was asked to forward the survey link to all A&C teachers
within the school. The survey received 791 responses. The response rate is not identi-
fiable due to the unknown population size. Consequently, the results are not optimal
because the only teachers who answered were those interested in responding. It is,
however, unclear how much this has affected the results. Despite this limitation, the
results provide useful intimations about A&C teachers’ perception of creativity.

Respondents

In the current paper, an A&C teacher is defined as someone who teaches at least
two classes in A&C. This definition excludes those class teachers who are respon-
sible for teaching most subjects to their own class including that of A&C. A similar
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definition was used in an earlier research project in which the author had participated
(Oskarsdottir et al., 2014).

In total, 85.8% of the respondents were women, eight respondents were under
25 years of age, and the largest age group was 40-49 years, as depicted in Figure 1.

Of the respondents, 41.3% had a general teacher education (allmennlererutdan-
mng), 36.8% had a specialist teacher education (faglererutdanning), and 16.8%
had completed a one-year program in educational theory and practice (prakrisk-
pedagogisk utdanning) in addition to a bachelor’s degree in a subject linked to A&C.
Moreover, 15.7% had no formal education in A&C, and the largest group, consisting
of 29.2%, had 90-120 ECTS credits for formal education in art and crafts (Euro-
pean Credit Transfer System credits) as demonstrated in Table 1.
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Figure 1. Gender and age of respondents.

Table 1. ECTS credits for formal education in art and crafts.

n %
No formal education in A&C 123 15.7
15 ECTS or less 57 7.3
16-30 ECTS 105 13.4
31-60 ECTS 129 16.4
61-90 ECTS 72 9.2
90-120 ECTS 229 29.2
More than 120 ECTS 70 8.9
Total 785 100%
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Approximately 28% of the respondents taught only A&C. Of these, 12% had less
than 15 ECTS credits for specializing in A&C. For nearly half the respondents, or
43%, of those who also taught other subjects, less than 20% of their teaching duties
consisted of A&C.

As depicted in Table 2, 42.8% of the respondents had taught for seven years or less
and 33% for 16 years or more.

Table 2. Number of years in service.

n %
Three years or less 164 20.9
4-7 years 172 21.9
8-11 years 114 14.5
12-15 years 75 9.6
16 years or more 259 33.0
Total 784 100%

Results

The overall results of the 22 statements are presented in Table 3 that shows how
many respondents strongly agree or agree(*), neither agree nor disagree(**) or disagree
or strongly disagree(***) to each statement. Over 90% of the respondents strongly
agreed or agreed on the following five statements: whether creativity could be used
in all school subjects, whether it was an important skill, whether it should be empha-
sized in schools, and whether everyone could be creative.

Notably, opinions were very dissimilar with regard to several statements. As
described earlier, one of the core definitions of creativity concerns originality. Nearly
half of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed that creativity could be defined as
producing something original, but 21% disagreed or strongly disagreed with this
statement. Twenty-six percent strongly agreed or agreed that creativity is innate, and
27% disagreed or strongly disagreed. Even though most stated that creativity could
be central in all school subjects, almost half of the respondents strongly agreed or
agreed that it was easier to develop creative abilities in A&C than in other school
subjects and only 21% disagreed with this statement.

The two statements that were linked to creativity and adult life and experience
received different answers. Forty-six percent neither agreed nor disagreed on whether it
takes a long time to attain the same level of creativity as significant artists and inventors,
but 40% strongly agreed or agreed with this statement. However, interestingly, 93%
strongly agreed or agreed that children can develop creative ideas just as well as adults.

Two statements within the survey related to assessment. Two thirds of the respon-
dents agreed or strongly agreed that it was possible to assess creativity and 27% neither
agreed nor disagreed. Only 24% agreed or strongly agreed that the teacher is the one
who assesses creativity while 21.5% disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement.
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Table 3. The respondents’ answers to the 22 statements on creativity.

Statement * **  *%k Total n

It is only relevant to work with creativity in art and crafts 6% 6% 88% 100% 771
Creativity can be defined as producing something original 49% 30% 21% 100% 758
Creativity can be used in all school subjects 97% 2% 1% 100% 772
Everyone can be creative 93% 5% 2% 100% 772
Creativity can be taught 89% 10% 1% 100% 773
Creativity is innate 26% 48% 27% 100% 770
It is possible to assess creativity 66% 27% 7% 100% 762

It is easier to develop creative abilities in art and crafts than in other subjects 44% 35% 21% 100% 775

The inventory in the classroom and access to materials will affect creativity 88% 10% 2% 100% 771

Student collaboration is important for developing creativity 73% 24% 3% 100% 769
It is important for all to learn creativity 93% 6% 1% 100% 769
The teacher is the one who assesses student creativity 24% 55% 21% 100% 764
Students need to learn working techniques before they can be creative 34% 36% 30% 100% 769
Children can have creative ideas that are just as good as adults’ 93% 5% 2% 100% 766

It is important to emphasize the student’s interpretation of the experience 65% 32% 2% 100% 742
when working with creativity

Creativity is a fundamental trait that should be emphasized in schools 92% 7% 1% 100% 770

It takes a long time to attain the same level of creativity as significant 40% 46% 14% 100% 759
artists or inventors

Creativity is important for future working life 96% 4% 0% 100% 770
It is possible to emphasize creative processes in the classroom without 89% 9% 2% 100% 768
focusing on the final product

It is important for children to develop knowledge in order to become 80% 18% 2% 100% 767
more creative

The social environment in the classroom will affect individual creativity 86% 13% 1% 100% 771

Students have different needs when it comes to the development of creativity 89% 10% 1% 100% 762

*Strongly agree or agree **Neither agree nor disagree ***Disagree or strongly disagree

There was a significant difference between those who had specialist teacher educa-
tion and those who did not with regard to three of the statements: creativity is innate,
1t is possible to assess creariviry and the teacher is the one who assesses student creativity.
Table 4 shows the difference in answers between the two groups. A smaller per-
centage of those who had a specialized teacher’s education stated that creativity was
innate. A larger percentage of those who had a specialized teacher education stated
that it was possible to assess creativity, and that the teacher was the one who does
so. Interestingly, however, only 30.7% of that group stated that this assessment was
actually the teacher’s task.

There was also a significant difference between those who had taught for seven years
or less and those who had taught for more than 16 years with regard to two of the
statements; it is possible to assess creativity and it takes a long time to reach the same level of
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Table 4. Comparison between those with a specialist teacher education and those without.

Creativiry is innate (X2(2, N =765 = 6.06, p = 0.048))

* *x fololo Total N
Have specialist teacher education 21.2% 48.1% 30.7% 100% 283
Do not have specialist teacher education 27.8% 48.1% 24.1% 100% 428

It is possible to assess creativiry (X2(2, N = 757 = 7.84, p = 0.020))

* ** * Kk TOtal N
Have specialist teacher education 69.9% 26.2% 3.9% 100% 279
Do not have specialist teacher education 63.6% 27.2% 9.2% 100% 478

The teacher is the one who assesses student creativity (X2(2, N = 759 = 12.33, p = 0.002))

* * *kk Total N
Have specialist teacher education 30.7% 51.4% 17.9% 100% 280
Do not have specialist teacher education 19.8% 56.6% 23.6% 100% 479

*Strongly agree or agree **Neither agree nor disagree ***Disagree or strongly disagree.

creativity as significant artists or inventors. Table 5 shows the difference in answers between
the two groups. Of those who had taught for 7 years or less, 57.4% stated it was possi-
ble to assess creativity, while for those who had taught 16 years or more the figure was
71.6%. A larger percentage of those teachers with more experience suggested that it
takes a long time to attain the same level of creativity as significant artists or inventors.

Table 5. Comparison between those with 7 years or less teaching experience in A&C and those with

more than 16 years of experience.

It is possible to assess creativiry (X2(2, N = 557 = 12.31, p = 0.002))

* ** *kk TOtal N
7 years or less 57.4% 32.7% 10.0% 100% 251
16 years or more 63.6% 27.2% 9.2% 100% 306

It takes a long time to reach the same level of creativity as significant artists or inventors (X2(2, N = 554 = 20.67,
p = 0.000))

* *x ool Total N
7 years or less 30.8% 48.0% 21.2% 100% 250
16 years or more 46.4% 43.8% 9.9% 100% 304

*Strongly agree or agree **Neither agree nor disagree ***Disagree or strongly disagree.

Discussion

These findings provide insights into varying aspects of the conceptions that teach-
ers have regarding creativity. In the results of the study, three themes stand out as
interesting for discussion. These are individual creative capacity, domain knowledge,
and assessment. The emphasis in the discussion is on how that understanding could
possibly affect creativity-fostering practices.

10
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Individual creative capacity
The majority of respondents agreed that creativity is important, as other studies have
also revealed (e.g., Cachia & Ferrari, 2010; Kampylis, Berki & Saariluoma, 2009).
The respondents, however, expressed various opinions on the nature of the individ-
ual’s creative capacity. Approximately one-quarter disagreed that creativity is innate
and one-quarter agreed with this statement. This ratio was different for both Cachia
and Ferrari (2010) and Kampylis et al. (2009), where a much lower percentage
believed creativity was innate. However, in Lutnzes’ (2011) findings, respondents out-
lined creativity as an innate ability rather than something that could be learned. It is
also interesting to note that only 89% of the respondents strongly agreed or agreed
that creativity can be taught. Considering this figure and the answers to whether cre-
ativity is innate, one might conjecture that some respondents hold the opinion that cre-
ativity could simply be out of reach for some students, or that they find it challenging
to support students who show poor creativity or motivation in A&C. However, if one
looks at the strong relationship between creativity and learning, as many scholars have
pointed out (e.g., Beghetto & Kaufman, 2007; Sawyer, 2010; Vygotsky, 1967/2004),
all healthy individuals should be capable of creative thinking. This does not mean
that all learning is creative, but that every individual has creative potential and can
develop his creativity. Furthermore, the national curriculum (Ministry of Education
and Research, 2006) outlines creativity as something that all students should learn
and develop. Awareness of the relationship between creativity and learning and other
creativity-fostering elements would support teachers to look beyond the actions of a
person and attempt to find ways to motivate and help students develop their creativity.
Interestingly, the results of this study also reveal that smaller groups of respondents
who have specialized teacher education say that creativity is innate. This could mean
that teachers with specialized teacher education in A&C find it easier to develop cre-
ativity in their students than those who do not. Perhaps this is because they have a
better conception of creativity or that their own creativity and domain knowledge help
them understand how they can support students. Creativity scholars have suggested
a strong link between a teacher’s creativity and student creativity, and even suggesting
that a teacher’s creativity is a premise for student creativity INACCCE, 1999; Olafs-
son & Gulliksen, 2018). Therefore, student creativity may largely be dependent on
the teacher’s knowledge and skill in the A&C school subject.

Domain knowledge

This study indicates that many of the respondents view creativity as getting an idea
and being domain-general. Despite the majority saying that creativity can be used in
all school subjects, almost half of the respondents stated that it was easier to develop
creativity within A&C. As noted earlier, creativity has often been linked to the arts
(e.g., Kampylis et al., 2009). It is not surprising that A&C teachers, who value their
school subject, have this opinion. Furthermore, 93% stated that children could have
ideas that are just as creative as those of adults. This indicates that the majority

11
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of the respondents perceive creativity as forming an idea and undermining the role
of domain knowledge for new and novel ideas. Furthermore, this indicates a lack of
focus on the sociocultural (contributing with something of significance to a domain).

Domain-specific or domain-general emphasis will lead to various approaches to
teaching and different learning outcomes. If a teacher seeks to focus on domain-
specific excellence, he should focus on task-specific instruction (Baer, 1998). On
the other hand, if the focus is on domain generality, the teacher should introduce
students to a variety of materials and techniques, and expose them to a wide area of
contexts in which those can be applied in a creative way (Barab & Plucker, 2002).
The current A&C curriculum (Ministry of Education and Research, 2006) empha-
sizes the latter, as it requires the teacher to introduce students to varieties of materials
and techniques. In fact, it could be argued that it connects to several domains with
emphasis on art, design, and vocational education.

However, creativity scholars have pointed out that extensive domain knowledge
is important to make a groundbreaking contribution to a domain (e.g., Csikszent-
mihalyi, 1999; Gardner, 1993; Sawyer, 2013). Consequently, focusing on domain
knowledge and creativity as domain-specific will, in theory, support students to
greater creative achievements later in life. Indeed, 80% of the respondents in this
research stated that it is important for children to develop knowledge to become
more creative. That seems logical, or to take an example: Without knowledge of the
attributes of wood and the appropriate tools to process it, it is difficult to make a
wooden toy in a creative way in A&C. Nevertheless, controversially, only 40% of the
respondents agreed that attaining the same level of creativity as significant artists or
inventors takes a long time. Again, this indicates that many of the respondents look at
creativity as getting an idea rather than something that is a result of extensive knowl-
edge and experience. However, the results reveal that teachers’ views in this regard
change somewhat as their level of experience increases (see Table 5), which indicates
that a better understanding of the importance of domain knowledge for creativity
comes with more experience.

Deeper conceptual understanding of a domain will also support flexibility and the
transfer of knowledge to new situations (Sawyer, 2014). This requires deep learning;
going deeper into certain aspects of the curriculum and certain core elements within
a domain as well as task-specific instruction. Deep learning will support the gener-
ation of new ideas, creative flexibility, transfer, and domain knowledge that could
lead to eminent creativity. Deep learning is a main emphasis in the new Norwegian
national curriculum for compulsory education, Fagfornyelsen, which will be imple-
mented in 2020 (Gilje, Landvald & Ludvigsen, 2018; UDIR, 2019a). One of the
aims for the new curriculum is to reduce the number of learning goals to enable
teachers to meet the goal for deep learning. However, the latest draft of the new
A&C curriculum for compulsory education still requires the teacher to cover a wide
range of materials, techniques, and theory (UDIR, 2019b) that could be a hindrance
for deep learning.

12



Norwegian art and crafts teachers’ conceptions of creativit
g 'y

Assessment

There are no guidelines for assessment of students’ creativity in the Norwegian A&C
curriculum. However, the curriculum requires teachers to give students grades when
they finish studies of the A&C subject in compulsory education. Nevertheless, it was
not clear to the respondents how to assess creativity, as only 66% of the respondents
agreed or strongly agreed that it was possible to assess creativity and 7% disagreed or
strongly disagreed with this statement. This supports Lutnees’ (2011) findings relat-
ing to how teachers struggled to define originality and personal expression and found
it easier to assess the technical aspects of student products. Assessment has been a
weakness in A&C education in Norway, and no clear criteria for how to assess cre-
ativity currently exist (Bamford, 2012; Lutnes, 2013, 2018). Norwegian A&C teach-
ers have developed several tools, such as portfolios and rubrics, to assess students’
achievements (e.g., Lutnaes, 2009; Lutnaes 2018; Moe, 2012; @idvin, 2010), but it
is difficult to capture the complexity of students’ creative achievements or provide
teachers the confidence they need. The fact that there are more complaints about final
grades in A&C and other practical school subjects in compulsory education (Skolt,
2014) is another indication that assessment in A&C is unclear and complicated.

Assessment of creativity in any domain is complicated, and a good model is yet to
be developed (Hennessey, 2017). However, Beghetto (2005) points out that assess-
ment during creative activities in a classroom is fundamental to the development
of students’ creativity. Consequently, continuous assessment and feedback might be
vital for the progress of students’ work. Adequate knowledge and experience in A&C
is needed to develop domain-specific practices for continuous assessment. Follow-
ing a domain-general guideline for assessment may potentially reduce creativity to a
mechanical process that does not take into account how creativity unfolds in A&C.
Additionally, teachers’ conceptual understanding of creativity can affect the way they
perceive assessment. For example, previous research has indicated that those who
believe creativity can be assessed understand creativity as a skill, while others look at
creativity as innate, and therefore something that could not be acquired (Rogers &
Fasciato, 2005).

A larger percentage of those who have specialized teacher education in A&C agreed
that it is possible to assess creativity, as depicted in Table 4. Moreover, only 24%
strongly agreed or agreed that the teacher was the one to assess student creativity.
Again, a larger percentage of those with specialized A&C teacher education agreed
with this statement compared to those with no such specialization (see Table 4).
Consequently, those with specialized A&C teacher education are more confident in
assessing creativity.

Conclusion

The aim of this study was to gain knowledge on how A&C teachers in Norwegian
compulsory education comprehend creativity. The results confirm recent findings
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that teachers’ ideas are in misalignment with current literature. In this research, this
misalignment became especially evident regarding individual creative capacity and
domain knowledge. The results indicate that some A&C teachers hold the opinion
that creativity cannot be developed in all students, and that they find it challenging
to support students showing poor creativity skills or a lack of motivation. Further-
more, the results indicate that most A&C teachers view creativity mainly as domain
general. As a result, they focus less on domain knowledge that underpins possible
prominent socio-cultural creative accomplishments later in life. This understanding
can influence how teachers approach deep learning and transfer of knowledge, as
emphasized in the new national curriculum for compulsory education that will be
implemented in 2020 (UDIR, 2019a; UDIR, 2019b). Emphasizing domain knowl-
edge, deep learning and transfer in creative work will require a different approach
in teaching than focusing on creativity as a domain general trait. Results indicate,
furthermore, that A&C teachers find it challenging to assess creativity. This substan-
tiates the findings of Bamford (2012), calling for an improvement of the criteria and
directions on assessment in A&C education in Norway.

The results presented here do not suggest that A&C teachers lack techniques or
practices to encourage students’ creativity, development or expressions. Rather, they
indicate that A&C teachers may build on their positive attitudes and facilitate bet-
ter creative practices by improving their conceptual understanding. The following
recommendations can be made on the basis of this study. First, the results should
encourage in service A&C teachers to acquire and implement new research-based
knowledge on creativity in education. A forum for sharing theoretical- and research-
based ideas for teaching would support their understanding and teaching practices.
Second, A&C teacher education needs to implement a deeper conceptual under-
standing of creativity. According to Beghetto (2017) teaching about creativity will sup-
port the creativity of students through an awareness and understanding of different
personal and socio-cultural creativity manifestations. Third, the results suggest that
legislators need to apply evidence-based knowledge and definitions when establish-
ing creativity as a significant learning outcome in the national curriculum, in order
to support teachers practice and understanding. Fourth, in order to meet the goals
of individual creativity development and assessment in the curriculum, improved
guidelines are needed. The new A&C curriculum draft encourages deep learning and
creativity (UDIR, 2019b), yet it is not evident how this might be realized in practice.

Finally, the findings in this article show the need for additional research in order
to identify how A&C teachers aqcuire their conceptions of creativity — and how these
conceptions in turn influence their teaching practices.
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Appendix 1

The 22 statements and how they relate to themes
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Statement

It is only relevant to work with creativity in art and crafts

Creat1v1ty can be deﬁned as producmg somethlng 0r1g1nal

It is easier to develop creative ab1l1t1es in art and crafts than other
subjects

The 1nvent0ry in the classroom and access to rnaterlals w1ll affect

c eat1v1ty

Student collaboratlon is 1mportant for developmg creat1v1ty

Itis 1mp0rtant to emphasme the student S 1nterpretat10n of the

exper1ence when w0rk1ng with creat1v1ty

It takes a long time to attain the same level of Creat1v1ty as 51gn1ﬁcant

a tlStS or 1nvent0rs

Itis posmble to emphasme creative processes in the classroom without

focusing on the final product

It is important for children to develop knowledge in order to become

more creatlve

Students have dlfferent needs when it comes to the development of

cre at1v1ty
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