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ABSTRACT
Teacher’s autonomy has become a popular research topic in the field of teacher education
in the world; however, as a result of No Child Left Behind initiative, teacher autonomy has be
marginalized in schools in the U.S. and, most research studies that advocate the importance of
teacher’s autonomy were conducted outside the United States. Therefore, the purpose of this
study is to understand the role of American teachers’ autonomy in predicting their students’
creativity. The simple linear regression model was significant in explaining the relationship
between teaching autonomy and students’ creativity. Student characteristics made up the highest
percentage of the variance, approximately 32%, and were, therefore, the most influential
independent variable. Within student characteristics, Gender was the strongest indicators of
influence. However, given the participants’ demographic information and the school
characteristics, the findings of the study, therefore, should be generalized with caution.
INDEX WORDS: Teacher Autonomy, Creative Teaching, Student Creativity,
Professionalization of Teaching, Educational Reforms, Simple Linear
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TEACHER’S AUTONOMY AND STUDENT CREATIVITY

TAKUYA IWATA

B.A., Albright College, 2010

A Thesis Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of The University of Georgia in Partial Fulfillment

of the Requirements for the Degree

MASTER OF ARTS

ATHENS, GEORGIA

2013



©2013
Takuya Iwata

All Rights Reserved



TEACHER’S AUTONOMY AND STUDENTS’ CREATIVITY

TAKUYA IWATA

Major Professor: Bonnie Cramond
Committee: Thomas Valentine
Trek Grantham

Electronic Version Approved:

Maureen Grasso

Dean of the Graduate School
The University of Georgia
August 2013



DEDICATION

For everybody who made this thesis possible



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

LIST OF TABLES ...ttt e e e e e s nb e e e ta e e e teeeannes Vil

LIST OF FIGURES ... .ottt e e e et e e et e e st e e e naeeannns viil
CHAPTER

1 INTRODUCTION ..ottt sttt e e ba e e s ae e e snaaeennaeeens 1

Background of the ProbIem ..o 1

Statement of the Problem ... 7

Significance of the StUAY ........ccoiiiiiii e 8

2 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ...ttt 10

3 METHODOLOGY ..ottt a e snaa e s naa s saeeanns 17

Measurement FraMEWOTK .........ccooiiiieienieiieie et 17

INSEIUMENTALION ...t st ae s 19

StUAY POPUIALION ... e 21

Data CONECLION ..o 22

Data ANAIYSIS ...ttt ettt ae s 23

LIMITATIONS ..ttt et et n e nne e 23

A RESULTS Lot e et e e e e et e e et e e e et e e e snbaeeanaeeaas 25

Respondent DemOgraphiCs ..........coeeiieieiieiiee e 25

Findings Related to Research QUESLION 1 ..........ccooiiiiiiininiereee e, 26

Findings Related to Research QUESLION 2 ..........ccoiiiiiiiirieniere e, 28



Vi

Findings Related to Research QUESLION 3 ..........ccooiiiiiiiiiniee e, 31
Findings Related to Research QUESLION 4 ..........ccooiiiiiieiinieee e, 34
O DISCUSSION ...ttt sbe e nb e seneenes 36
REFERENGCES ... .ottt b et e s ae e bt e s be e e be e snneenbeesnneas 41
APPENDICES ...ttt et h et et e e et e a b bt nae e beenneas o1
A THE TEACHING AUTONOMY SCALE.......ccoi et 52

B SAMPLE ITEMS OF THE TTCT ACTIVITIES AND DIRECTIONS FOR
AMINISTRATION. ..t 95
C PRINCIPAL PERMISSION FORM ....ccoiiiiiiiiieeeee s 59
D INFORMED CONSENT FORM ...t 62
E PARENTAL/GUARDIAN PERMISSION FORM ......cooviiiiiiiineeieeene e 65
F SCORING DIRECTIONS FOR THE TEACHING AUTONOMY SCALE ...... 68



Table 3.1:

Table 4.1:

Table 4.2:

Table 4.3:

Table 4.4:

Table 4.5:

Table 4.6:

Table 4.7:

Table 4.8:

Table 4.9:

Vil

LIST OF TABLES

Page
Frequency Distribution fOr Grade ... s 22
Profile OF STUABNTS .......eiieiiicee et 26
Summary Statistics 0f the TTCT ..o e 26
Simple Linear Regression Analysis for Research Question 1 ..........cccccccevevieiiieeinnnns 27
Simple Linear Regression Analyses for Research QUEStion 2 ...........cccceevveveeiieeinnnn, 29
Multiple Regression Analysis for Research QUeStion 2 ..........cccccoveviveivievieccec e, 31
Simple Linear Regression Analyses for Research QUestion 3 ...........ccccevveveeiiieeninnne 33
Multiple Regression Analysis for Research QUestion 3 .........cccccoeviievie e, 33
Simple Linear Regression Analyses for Research QUeStion 4 ...........ccccccveveeiieeninns 34

Multiple Regression Analysis for Research QUeStion 4 ..........cccccoevvveveecie i v, 35



viii

LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 3.1: Conceptual Model Of the STUAY .........ooviiiiiiiiec s 18

Figure 4.1: Scatter Plots and Regression Line of Student Creativity and Teacher Autonomy ... 28



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Throughout the world, companies and organizations are looking for people who are can
compete in the world of rapid economic and technological changes in the 21* century through
creativity, innovation, and flexibility. The appearance and use of new technologies have changed
the nature of work everywhere. Unlike the old industrial economies in which workers were
expected to perform mechanical, algorithmic, and straightforward tasks, new forms of work rely
increasingly on high levels of interdisciplinary knowledge and creativity. Such new technologies
require entirely different skills/abilities/capacities from those required by the previous industrial
economy. Consequently, those in the field of business heavily emphasize the recruiting and
retaining of individuals who have the ability to imagine new services and new opportunities or
can devise ideas for inventing smarter ways to do old jobs; energy-saving ways to provide new
services; new ways to attract old customers; or new ways to combine existing technologies
(Robinson, 2011).

Background of the Problem

The trend of affinity for creativity has been extended to people at all levels in every sort
of field—CEOs of multinational corporations and non-profit organizations, politicians, artists,
scientists, students, parents, and educators. Given the speed of change and complexity of new
technologies, this contemporary society needs more creative “inventors” than ever before—
physicians who can create scientific theories serendipitously; journalists who can effectively

advertise multimedia campaigns; artists who can capture environments in a distinctive way;



comedians who can create insightful jokes; interior decorators who can coordinate fine furniture
arrangements; and people who can think outside the box to create something original and
appropriate in their daily lives. Nevertheless, the current educational system in the U.S. is based
on not diversity but conformity (Robinson, 2013). Differentiated instructions and a classroom
climate that accepts diversity are requisite elements to support student creativity (Starko, 2010).
Hargreaves and Shirley (2009) have advocated for a new educational policy that enables
educators to promote differentiation and diversity in classrooms. The United States needs a new
educational policy that produces creative innovators; otherwise, the U.S. will fall behind
emerging countries such as China, India, and Brazil (Wagner, 2012).

As many developed countries reform their educational systems to provide children with
opportunities to learn what will be necessary in the future, the United States has employed
corporate-world management models in their educational systems in order to strengthen teachers
as well as the performance of students (Hargreaves and Shirley, 2009). In 2001, after the Bush
administration introduced the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, all states were required to have
standards for teaching practices, student performance, and state tests in order to ensure the
quality of education (Hodge, 2003). As a result of NCLB, the teaching profession in the U.S.
became highly structured and scripted, creating a less autonomous working environment in
which teachers have less control over pedagogy in their classrooms. For instance, every
kindergarten teacher in Chicago, Illinois, has a teaching script to follow. On day 53, teachers are
required to assemble students on a rug, read The Bath, and warn the children about the dangers
of hot water. In accordance with the script, they are also required to ask 75 questions while

teaching this 25-page picture book. Every kindergarten teacher in Chicago says the same basic



words in the same way on the same day (Schwartz, 2009). Although this is an extreme example,
it illustrates how modern American education has become very scripted and rigid in its curricula.

In addition, some form of reward and punishment is implied or stated by state legislatures
in order to enforce the written standards. In Teaching at Risk: A Call to Action, the Teaching
Commission (2004) argued “not only that the nation must increase base pay for teachers, but also
that teachers must be measured—and compensated—on the basis of their classroom performance,
including the academic gains made by their students” (p. 16). Hargreaves and Shirley (2009)
explained that NCLB legislation had narrowed and dumbed down the curriculum, increasing
competition among schools and fuelling the obsession with school rankings and test results. The
stakes are high not only for students, but also for administrators and teachers as well (Mathers,
2001). As a result of NCLB and post-NCLB, policy makers hoped that tightened control over
schools; stronger accountability for student performance, firing unqualified teachers, and
increased competition among teachers and students would improve the educational systems and
secure children’s academic performance. However, minor changes within the system will not
make it possible to reach the goals that have been identified as crucial for success in the 21°"
century.

The confluence of current education reform efforts—test-based accountability, which
provides extra compensation for teachers who perform their duties in an exemplary fashion and
increased competition among teachers—may increase teachers’ motivation and performance and
result in higher quality education. Following the predecessors, New York and Illinois, the state
of Georgia has implemented a new teacher evaluation system, called the Teacher Keys
Effectiveness System. The school reform was merged into the $400 million Race to the Top

grant introduced by the Obama administration, and, in part, it attempts to dislodge ineffective



teachers and to attract more high-quality instructors to the profession. Under the new system,
“student-growth” scores weigh heavily in teachers’ and principals’ evaluations, and the top
performers can earn extra pay increases (Sarrio, 2011; Strauss, 2013).

Nevertheless, a teacher’s performance cannot be accurately measured by students’
academic performance for two reasons. First, the teaching profession is highly contextual, so a
teacher’s effectiveness relies not solely on his/her teaching ability but also on sundry variables,
including students’ interactions, students’ characteristics, students’ race/gender, and students’
backgrounds. For instance, Henry and Rickman (2007) revealed that the ability level of a child’s
peers in a classroom has a direct effect on the child’s cognitive skills, pre-reading skills, and
expressive language skills. Lavy, Silva, and Weinhardt (2009) also found that low achieving
students affect everyone’s scores in the class. Moreover, the education of a student’s mother and
father has a significant effect on a student’s academic performance. Also, Hoxby (2000)
confirmed that the percentage of females, the percentage of African American students, the
percentage of Asians, and other compositional configurations affect everyone’s scores. Therefore,
a student’s academic performance is not solely the product of his/her teachers’ efforts.

The second reason lies in the contingent and extemporaneous features of the teaching
practice. In their article, Roth, Lawless, and Tobin (2000) described students as dynamic
individuals and collective entities and introduced teachers’ anecdotes. For instance, Cam, a
student who was pursuing her Master’s degree in an urban teacher education program, came to
school with a well-prepared lesson plan. However, only a few students showed an interest in
doing what Cam was trying to demonstrate in a lab; most of them were unruly and disrespectful.
Consequently, the preparation for the lab work took longer than she expected, and very little time

remained in the period to start the experiments. As in the case of Cam, Nadine, who was a new



teacher at a suburban elementary school, shared her experience about her students’ misconduct.
When she teaches in her classes, she always deals with misbehaving students by taking them
outside the classroom, talking to them without an audience present, resolving the issue, and
continuing the discussion in the forum selected by the students in accordance with a teacher’s
manual. However, one day some students unexpectedly denied their misconduct and stubbornly
refused to leave the classroom with her. As a result, she stumbled through the first few months of
her first year of teaching and was not able to deal satisfactorily with misbehaving students. These
examples demonstrate there is no guarantee that a teaching strategy that works with some
students will always work with other students or with the same students at a different time (Roth,
Lawless, & Tobin, 2000). Even with the same instructions, strategies, and materials, a teacher’s
effectiveness is different, depending on whom he/she teaches. Teaching is contextual, contingent,
and extemporaneous. Some low-achieving students might not perform well on standardized
exams because of multifarious outside-of-school factors even when exposed to outstanding
teachers (Berliner 2009). Test-based accountability—measuring a teacher’s performance largely
by students’ academic performance—burdens teachers with demands for students’ academic
success over which the teacher does not always have complete control.

Another problematic aspect of the current educational system is that it has been created
based on the needs of industrialism. According to Robinson (2010), the current education system
reflects the economic circumstances of the Industrial Revolution. School structures have been
organized along factory lines, having separate facilities and specialized subjects and punctuating
times by ringing bells. Children are usually “put through” the system by age group as if their
graduation date were their date of manufacture. The historical materialist perspective regards the

model of industrialization as problematic. Prasad (2005) stated:



In Marx’s view, conditions of work under capitalism are responsible for removing all

control over work from labor and for minimizing workers’ involvement in work itself. As

a result, workers are estranged from the products of their own labor, stripped of all pride

in their work, and ultimately left in a condition of total alienation. (p.120)

One can draw parallels between the current educational system and the description of work in the
historical materialist view. The highly structured and scripted working conditions of teachers in
the U.S. remove much of the teachers’ control over individualized instruction or instruction for
active learning and minimize their interpersonal relationships with students. The overall
consequence is alienation; teachers in the U.S. experience their own work and abilities as
commodities to be bought and sold on the wage market and return another commaodity, which is
their students, to the market.

The notion of industrialized educational systems is problematic since teachers’ behaviors
and characteristics within alienating working conditions cannot create a classroom environment
in which the creativity of students can be nurtured. Esquivel (1995) described a teacher who does
not foster students’ creativity as an authoritarian figure controlling his/her students and
preferring impersonal relationships with them. On the other hand, a teacher who fosters
creativity in his/her students is one who tends to provide the students with a creativity-friendly
classroom atmosphere in which the students are encouraged to pursue creative learning in class.
An important teacher characteristic that fosters creativity in students is valuing interpersonal
relationships with his/her students (Esquivel, 1995). Teachers’ experiences with work and life
under capitalist modes of production in the interest of industrialism tend to be quite far from any

kind of creative praxis.



In today’s increasingly flat world, citizens in the U.S. are highly concerned about how to
educate their children to compete in the global market. In order to assess and develop children’s
academic performance, education policy makers have tended to rely on immediately and easily
identifiable measurements, such as test scores, so an emphasis has been placed on short-cuts and
instant success (Torrance, 1979). In order to raise the students’ academic performance, initiatives
that promote tight control and strong accountability for student performance have been
introduced in the U.S.; as a result, teachers face more and more highly-structured, pre-scripted
lessons that allow for little creativity and further exploration (Sahlberg, 2010). Therefore, people
ought to be aware of the need for a radically different approach to educational system reform and
the need to abandon a linear-line mode of production. Torrance (1979) asked, “Can people reared
in the American culture accept a concept of creativity that cannot be attained instantly—a kind of
creativity that requires perseverance, diligence, time, and hard work?” (p. 3).

Statement of the Problem

Teacher autonomy has become a popular research topic in the field of teacher education
(Jiang & Ma, 2012b); however, many research studies focus on teacher autonomy in the field of
second language education (Jiang & Ma, 2012a) or in the field of physical education (Sung &
Reeve, 2012). Moreover, most research studies that advocate the importance of a teacher’s
autonomy were conducted outside the United States (Hargreaves, Berry, Lai, Leung, Scott, &
Stobart, 2013; Koustelios, Zournatzi, & Karabatzaki, 2012; Oztirk, 2012)

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to understand the role of American teachers’
autonomy in predicting their students’ creativity. Specifically, the research questions that guide
this study include:

1. To what extent does teacher autonomy, by itself, explain their students’

creativity?



2. To what extent do teachers’ characteristics explain the level of autonomy?
3. To what extent do teachers’ characteristics explain their students’ creativity?
4. To what extend do students’ characteristics explain their creativity?

Significance of the Study

This study aims to spread awareness of the importance for an autonomous working
environment for teachers in the U.S. The author speculates that a teacher’s autonomy in the
classroom plays an integral role in creative teaching and teaching to nurture students’ creativity.
In fact, many talented and potentially talented teachers have left their classrooms because of the
dearth of autonomous working environments for teachers. According to the National
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (2003), teacher attrition has been increasing.
From 1990 to 1991, 1993 to 1994, 1999 to 2000, the average number of teachers who left their
classrooms during the school year was approximately 200,000. In 2001, U.S. schools lost more
than 287,000 teachers, 55,000 more than had been hired. In addition, one in three new teachers
leaves after his/her first year of teaching; almost half of all new teachers leave their schools
within the first 5 years. When asked why they leave their teaching jobs, teachers respond that the
number one reason was their working conditions. Teachers crave a working environment that
respects learning, honors teaching, and teaches for understanding (The National Commission on
Teaching and America’s Future, 2003).

Another important reason for promoting an autonomous working environment for
teachers is to retain teachers’ intrinsic motivation and to increase their creativity. Among
teaching skills, teaching experiences, and passion, passion plays the most integral role in
teaching (Perkins, 1988). Also, teachers become most creative when they are motivated by
enjoyment, satisfaction, and challenging work, not by external pressures (Esquivel, 1995).

Therefore, the passion they feel for teaching has a great impact on the creativity of their teaching



(Hennessey & Amabile, 1996). However, Perkins (1988) advocated that passion is not enough.
Because creative teachers often encounter great difficulty, they need an autonomous environment
that can offer the maximum opportunity for maintaining that passion. Therefore, there is an
urgent need to be aware of the importance of setting up a working environment of psychological
safety and freedom for teachers.

In U.S. public schools, teachers have had almost no authority over scheduling, curriculum
and text content, and planning and allocation (Retsinas, 1982). Educational environments have
become virtual factories that produce “a servile labor force”(Langen, 2004, p.22). Consequently,
teachers in the U.S. tend not to have flexible working conditions, professional control, and
opportunities for intellectual growth. Teachers are not able to provide students ample choices
over what and how to study in an elementary classroom. Students enter an elementary school
with a great alacrity, but many leave with an apathetic view of education. A systematic decrease
in their academic intrinsic motivation from age 8 to 14 years has been documented (Harter, 1981;
Harter & Jackson, 1992; Lepper et al., 2005; Corpus et al., 2009). Moreover, Fasko (2010)
reported that teacher educators and prospective teachers generally advocate the need for
creativity in youth. However, teachers found their identities thwarted, their creativity and
autonomy undermined after the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Crocco & Costigan, 2007),
and education programs to promote the understanding and enhancement of creativity inadequate
(Fasko, 2001).

This study is expected to explore a potential association between teachers’ autonomy and
students’ creativity and to reveal the importance of teachers’ autonomous working environments
and the key predictors of students’ creativity. The findings of this study can assist in guiding

teachers in fostering greater individual initiative and creativity in their teaching.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

There has been a growing body of research on autonomy over the past decades. The term
autonomy refers to self-regulation and self-direction (Pink, 2009a). Self-determination theorists
claim that autonomy is one of the fundamental components that fuels intrinsic motivation (Ryan
& Powelson, 1991). And, intrinsic motivation is central to creativity (Amabile, 1996).

Copious cases in the field of business have shown that people’s experiences of autonomy
can positively affect their intrinsic motivation and creativity. For example, a software company,
Atlassian, has special working days called “FedEx Days” (Pink, 2009a, p. 91). On these
occasional working days, the workers have complete autonomy over what to work on, when to
work, where to work, and with whom they work. In return, their bosses expect the employees to
show their results to the company. Because they are essentially expected to deliver something
overnight, the days are named after FedEx. The pure undiluted autonomy on FedEx days has led
to a whole array of fixes for existing software and ideas for new products that otherwise would
have never emerged (Pink, 2009a). Inspired by the autonomous working environment at
Atlassian, Google has started providing its workers 20 Percent Time in which the engineers can
spend 20 percent of their time working on anything they want and have individual authority over
their time, their task, their team, and their technique. Included as results from this 20 Percent
Time, Google employees have produced new products such as Gmail, Orkut, and Google News

(Pink, 2009b)
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In the field of business, organizations and companies have paid particular attention to
autonomy because research studies have bolstered its powerful effects on individuals’ attitudes,
performance, and creativity, which are integral parts in almost all aspects of business today (Way,
2012). For example, employees offered an autonomous working environment by their bosses at a
company were allowed to take on new projects and were given ample choice over what to do and
how to do it. As a result, the workers showed enhanced job satisfaction, motivation, performance
(Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004; Wang & Cheng, 2010), and creative behaviors (Cekmecelioglu &
Gunsel, 2011). The level of autonomy in the workplace was also found to determine the quality
and frequency of employees’ creative problem finding and solving when they generated ideas for
new processes and products (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) and when they were in conflicting,
turbulent, or uncertain situations (Troyer, Mueller, & Osinsky, 2000). Increased autonomy in the
workplace was found to play a crucial role in nurturing individual creativity not only in
individual societies but also in collectivist societies as well (Liu, Chen, & Yao, 2010). These
effects could carry over to educational settings.

In the field of education, the creators of the Autonomous Learner Model, Betts and
Kercher, noted the importance of providing students with an autonomous environment and
advocated that educators help each gifted student become an autonomous learner—*“one who
solves problems or develops new ideas through a combination of divergent and convergent
thinking and functions with minimal external guidance in selected areas of endeavor” (Betts &
Kercher, 1999, p. 14). Self-determination theorist claimed that creating a supportive context for
autonomy and encouraging students to make their own choices, rather than pressuring them
toward particular outcomes, facilitates positive integration of behavioral change (Deci & Ryan,

2010). Deci and Ryan (2008) revealed that providing students with autonomous learning
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environments promoted greater conceptual understanding, better grades, and increased
persistence at school. In addition, students also showed higher productivity, less burnout, and
greater levels of psychological well-being during sporting activities (Deci & Ryan, 2008).
Student autonomy is also beneficial to enhance academic performance and motivation in at-risk
students (Alfassi, 2004) and potentially at-risk students (DiCintio & Gee, 1999; Elaine, 2007).

Unlike autonomy, creativity is such a complex psychological phenomenon (Weisberg,
2006). Because creativity can be observed as a property of people, processes, or products,
different researchers have their own theorizations of creativity, and they have discussed the terms
and theories of creativity over decades (Fisher & Williams, 2004). Also, there have been many
attempts to define creativity (Sternberg, 1999; Weisberg, 2006; Starko, 2010). Almost all
researchers who study creativity have their own definitions that are a bit different from one
another, but their definitions also have a few things in common to some extent. The definition of
creativity subsumes two elements: originality and appropriateness/effectiveness/usefulness/value
(Sternberg, 1999; Robinson, 2001; Weisberg, 2006; Starko, 2010; Runco & Jaeger, 2012).

Some researchers started to pay particular attention to how creativity can be promoted,
assessed, and taught in schools. For instance, pioneer and international authority on creativity Dr.
E. Paul Torrance (Fisher & Williams, 2004) claimed that educators need to respond to students
creative needs by creating an environment in which the students can be curious and ask
questions; meet adequate levels of challenges and attempt difficult tasks; have differentiated
instruction; and search for the truth (Torrance, 1970). The early work of authorities, like Dr. E.
Paul Torrance and Dr. Teresa M. Amabile, on the identification and teaching of creativity has
been promoted in various school programs worldwide (Bleedorn, 1998; Taylor & Littleton,

2012). Creativity has been a contemporary concern for policy makers and educators in the
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United States, as well (Taylor & Littleton, 2012). In recent years, Eastern Asian countries, like
China, have also started to restructure their educational systems in order to respond to the need
of developing student creativity (Starko, 2013).

In attempts to nurture creativity in youth, autonomy is a foundational component of
student creativity. Thomas and Chan (2013) conducted a 3-year longitudinal study to understand
the development of art school students’ belief about creativity. Their semi-structured interviews
revealed that art school students were able to show authentic expression or sophistication in their
art works. The students also reported that sometimes they felt they stultified their originality or
creative expression when they had to comply with teachers’ advice that they do not concur in
order to avoid alienating themselves in a classroom (Thomas & Chan, 2013). Amabile (1979)
also revealed that student autonomy led to student creativity. In her study, students who were not
art majors were asked to form a design and express a feeling of silliness, using only the materials
provided by the experimenter. One group received explicit instructions on how to make their
artworks; the other group did not receive any specific instructions for performance. Judged by
graduate students enrolled in an art school, the students under nonspecific instructional sets
produced more creative works than the students who received the instructions. In recent years,
the South Korean government has implemented the Self-directed Learning Policy to encourage
South Korean students to cultivate their interests and to increase their intrinsic motivation for a
few particular fields or topics, rather than to cover a gamut of subjects with low levels of interest
and motivation to learn. With this policy, a creative and autonomous individual becomes the
image of an educated person in Korea (Ryoo, 2011).

Teacher autonomy is defined as the teacher’s “self-rule and independence in conducting

their tasks in terms of process, decision making, and time management” (Song, Uhm, & Kim,
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2012, p.65). Jen-Chia and Yu-Mei (2009) were interested in teacher autonomy’s influence on
students innovation and creativity and conducted multiple regression analysis. They used their
own 26-item questionnaire with an overall a coefficient value of .963, measuring four variables:
Teacher autonomy, organizational learning, group cohesion, and students innovation and
creativity. The multiple regression analysis revealed that teacher autonomy was the most
powerful predictor of students innovation and creativity. However, this study used teacher-rated
students creativity and did not measure students creativity directly.

Although empirical evidence is still scant regarding the relationship between teacher
autonomy and students’ academic performance, intrinsic motivation, and creativity, this
important realization has come to the policy makers in some countries, and they have decided to
go against the contemporary educational norms in order to increase the quality of education.
Singapore is one example. In 2005, the government introduced a unique educational policy
called “Teach Less, Learn More.” It provides a 10% autonomous environment, time, and space
for teachers to bring individual initiative and creativity into the classroom (Hargreaves & Shirley,
2009). Thoarman (2005) reported that teachers use the free time to conduct a variety of
assessment to understand the needs of their students or to customize lessons in order to appeal to
students and better engage them in learning. In Finland, its government places great emphasis on
high-quality teaching at both the primary and secondary levels, and teachers in Finland are
considered esteemed professionals similar to medical doctors or lawyers. Teachers in Finland
enjoy an autonomous working environment, exercising their professional knowledge and
judgment both widely and freely in their schools (Sahlberg, 2011).

Teachers in the countries, mentioned above, where the governments promote teacher

autonomy, demonstrate that the freedom they have enables them to have more time to prepare
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lessons; to introduce their practical, effective, and individualized programs or strategies; to inject
more quality into teaching in response to students’ aptitudes; and to provide students with room
to exercise initiative and shape their own learning (Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009). Ng (2007)
reported that under the “Teach Less, Learn More” initiative, every teacher in Singapore has the
autonomy to use 10-20% of curriculum time, known as “white space,” and also to receive an
average of two hours per week to reflect on, discuss, and plan their lessons by decreasing
teaching time at schools. Given the autonomous environments, they are successfully able to
engage students, to amalgamate various subjects, and to provide a vibrant learning environment
for the students. For instance, with the approval of their teachers, students at Bedok South
Secondary School energetically work on and learn through projects, such as “designing and
making movies and posters for the Singapore Heart Foundation, [and] designing gadgets, [a]
handphone charger and pencil holder using IT, Computer Aided Design” (Ng, 2007, p. 7).
When reforming its public education system in the 1970’s, the Finnish government
focused on its teacher education programs, which provide a comprehensive framework for all
prospective teachers from primary to secondary schools. The government has established
probably the most competitive teacher education system in the world in which all the prospective
teachers have to meet rigorous academic requirements and complete a research-based Master’s
thesis in Finnish graduate schools. Therefore, teaching is considered a professional career, and
Finnish teachers are able to access and follow the ongoing development of their own profession
and to implement freely new knowledge within their own instructional work (Sahlberg, 2010).
For example, Juuti (2010) revealed that Finnish science teachers are flexible and sensitively
listen to students’ opinions and desires in order to customize and select appropriate teaching

methods for their students. They are aware that students with a positive perception of school
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science are eager to learn science through creative activities, group discussion, and group
projects and students who are not interested in science tend to be satisfied with direct teaching.
The teachers differentiated their teaching methods to accommodate the different interest levels of
the students.

Although there is no research on the effectiveness of teachers in Singapore and Finland
on students’ creativity, according to data from the Programme for International Student
Assessment, in 2006 and 2009, Singapore and Finland improved their educational performances
and ranked in the top five among the 34 Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development countries. Moreover, autonomous teachers can provide students with meaningful
information and feedback, encourage students to use the information to solve problems in their
own way (Black & Deci, 2000), minimize threats to their autonomy, and convey acceptance and
respect (Koestner et al., 1984). Classroom environments, including classroom routines, practices,
and evaluation procedures, established by teachers, greatly influence student learning and
creativity (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002; Tighe, Picariello, & Amabile, 2003). Beghetto (2006)
reported that prospective teachers, who had experienced creativity-diminishing environments,
tended to learn from their own past experiences and were committed to promoting creativity in
students. Thus, there are clear suggestions that providing teachers with autonomous working
environments can enhance students’ creativity, because autonomous teachers are more likely to
structure assignments that can give students autonomy, provide an opportunity for students to
develop fluidity in thought, and supply their students with supportive environments in which the
students can nurture their creativity.

The purpose of this study is to explore potential relationships between teacher autonomy

and student creativity.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study is to investigate the role of teachers’ autonomy in predicting

their students’ creativity. This chapter describes the methodological details employed for this
study, which was designed to answer the following questions:

1. To what extent does teachers’ autonomy, by itself, explain their students’ creativity?

2. To what extent do teachers’ characteristics explain the level of autonomy?

3. To what extent do teachers’ characteristics explain their students’ creativity?

4. To what extent do students’ characteristics explain their creativity?
This chapter is organized into six sections describing the study’s measurement framework,
instrumentation, study population, data collection, data analysis, and limitations.

Measurement Framework
A retrospect view of human motivation in the mid and late 20 century was that the way to

motivate people is through rewards. If school principals or policy makers reward a teacher, they
expect to get more of a desired behavior; if they punish a teacher, they will probably get less of
an undesired behavior. In contrast to this view of human motivation, the practicality of rewards
have been challenged by self-determination theorists. According to self-determination theory
(Deci & Ryan, 2010), autonomous self-regulation has been associated with a variety of positive
performance and affective outcomes in the areas of education, parenting, work, health care, and
sports. Self-determination theorists advocate that, because self-determination derives from

intrinsic motivation and integrated extrinsic motivation, one needs to support the satisfaction of
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people’s basic psychological needs, competence, and relatedness in order for them to internalize
behavioral regulations more fully and become more self-determined in regulating their behaviors.
Those behaviors that are self-determined result in a stronger sense of personal commitment,
greater persistence, more positive feelings, higher quality performance, and better mental health
(Deci & Ryan, 2000).

Through this exploratory research study, | attempted to understand phenomena,
particularly related to the interpretation of regression coefficients as indices of the effects of
teachers’ autonomy on their students’ creativity. Three variables were included in the model
guiding this study. In addition to teachers’ autonomy, | predicted that two variables affect
students’ creativity in this logical model. A set of variables for both the teachers’ characteristics
and the students’ characteristics have been identified based on the literature, expert input, and
personal experience. A conceptual model of the independent and dependent variables is
displayed in Figure 3.1. The development and selection of each of the variables are discussed

throughout this chapter.

Teacher Characteristics
- Years of Teaching Experience >
- The Highest Education
-Age \
Teacher Stiidati
Autonomy =
\ Creativity
Student Characteristics
- Grade >
- Gender

- Age

Figure 3.1 Conceptual Model of the Study
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Instrumentation

This study requires three distinctive measures; teacher autonomy, student creativity and
background variables. For data collection, principally two instruments were used; the Teaching
Autonomy Scale (TAS) and Torrance Tests of Creative Tests (TTCT), Figural.

In order to measure teachers’ autonomy levels, the TAS was used (See Appendix A,
Teaching Autonomy Scale). Pearson and Hall (1993) developed and the TAS, a questionnaire
that contains 18 scale items which were designed to elicit the degree to which teachers perceive
that they have autonomy. The Cronbach alpha coefficient was used to determine the TAS’s
internal consistency reliability. When conducting a study to validate the TAS, the initial total
number of items was 20, and the reliability was calculated to be .78. Two items were deleted
because of their poor item-total correlations, and the internal reliability with the final version
yielded a coefficient of .80 (Pearson & Hall, 1993). Pearson and Moomaw (2006) improved the
internal consistency reliability of the TAS (r = .83) and confirmed two factors, general autonomy
and curricular autonomy

General autonomy is related to “classroom standards of conduct and personal on-the-job
discretion” while curricular autonomy is pertinent to “issues concerning the selection of activities,
materials, and instructional planning and sequencing” (Pearson & Hall, 1993, p. 177).

Combining the general autonomy score and curricular autonomy score, the questionnaire also
produces the total autonomy score. The TAS uses a 4-point, Likert-type scale, ranging from 1
(definitely false) to 4 (definitely true) to eliminate a neutral response. (Pearson & Hall, 1993).
For this study, I chose to use the total autonomy scores in order to avoid multiple significance

testing with a comparatively small population.
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Demographic variables of interest were included on the 2nd page of the TAS (See also
Appendix A, Teaching Autonomy Scale). Teachers’ characteristics, teaching experience, and
highest degree variables are pertinent to this study at the school level. Teachers’ characteristics
and teaching experience are expressed in terms of open-ended responses and highest degree
earned in terms of five categorical responses: Bachelor’s, Master’s Ed Specialist, Doctorate, and
Other.

The TTCT was used to measure students’ creative thinking abilities. The TTCT was
published by Torrance and his associates in 1966, and it has been renormed five times: in 1976,
1984, 1990, 1998, and 2006 (Kim, 2011). The TTCT was chosen for this study because it is one
of the largest norming samples with 50-years of longitudinal studies over a very wide age range
(ages 6 through 19) (Runco, Millar, Acar, & Cramond, 2010). The TTCT has two components:
the TTCT-Figural and the TTCT-Verbal, and the TTCT-Figural was used in this study since the
TTCT-Figural is the most widely used test of creativity (Colangelo & Davis, 1997; Cropley,
2000).

There are two forms (A and B) of the TTCT-Figural. Both Forms A and B are comprised
of three activities, but there are slight differences between Form A and Form B. Activity 1
involves constructing a picture based on a single curved shape in both Forms A and B; Activity 2
involves completing ten incomplete linear figures in both Forms A and B. Activity 3 in Form A
comprises three pages of sets of parallel lines; whereas, the activity in Form B consists of three
pages of sets of small circles. Given the figures or shapes, students are asked to add lines and
details, draw, and give a title to their pictures (For sample items of these activities and directions
for administration, see Appendix B). These three activities are measures of five subscales of

creative potential: fluency, originality, elaboration, abstractness of titles, and resistance to
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premature closure. In addition to the five subscales, the TTCT also provides indications of the
Creative Strengths subscales—13 criterion-referenced measures. The creative Strengths include
Emotional Expressiveness, Storytelling Articulateness, Movement or Action, Expressiveness of
Titles, Synthesis of Incomplete Figures, Synthesis of Lines or Circles, Unusual Visualization,
Internal Visualization, Extending or Breaking Boundaries, Humor, Richness of Imagery,
Colorfulness of Imagery, and Fantasy. Although I obtained the scores of all five subscales of
creative potential and creative strengths from Form A and B, only the average standard score was
used in order to avoid multiple significance testing with a comparatively small population.
Study Population

The target population for this study consisted of 8 teachers and 92 students. The
frequency distribution for grade is shown in Table 3.1. All of the teachers who participated in the
study were Caucasian; the students were predominantly Caucasian as well. The sample of
teachers and students was drawn from an inter-denominational religious school located in a small,
southeastern city. This private school serves students in grades Pre-K — 12" grade, and yearly
tuition is $3684 for Pre-K and K; $5040 for 1% grade to 4" grade; $5484 for 5™ grade to 8"
grade; and $5904 for 9" grade to 12" grade. The total enroliment is approximately 700 students,

and the student-teacher ratio is 14:1.
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Table 3.1
Frequency Distribution for Grade

Grade

Male Female
Teacher Student Teacher Student

3rd
4th
STh

0 13 2 16
14 25

Total

0 3
0 16 3 8
0 43 8 49

Data Collection
Data were collected through the following procedures:
Approval was obtained from the school principal to administer the instruments—the
TTCT-Figural and the TAS (See Appendix C, Principal Permission Form).
Prior to data collection, emails describing the study and informed consent forms were
sent to teachers (See Appendix D, Informed Consent Form).
After the principal agreed to have the teachers and students participate in the study,
parental/guardian permission forms were sent to parents of students in 3, 4™, and 5™
grades (See Appendix E, Parental/Guardian Permission Form).
The administration of the instruments took place on a designated day scheduled by the
school principal. On a day before the designated day, | attended a teachers’ morning
meeting to introduce myself and to follow up with the teachers.
I administered the TTCT-Figural to the whole class (12-15 students in each class) for one
hour, and students whose parents did not provide permission were given other activities
by their classroom teachers.
Teachers’ data were collected through a confidential, paper-and-pencil survey, and the

teachers completed the survey while their students took the TTCT-Figural.
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Data Analysis

Consistent with the first research questions, simple linear regression was used to
determine the relationship between teachers’ autonomy and students’ creativity, using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Raw scores on the TAS were summed in
accordance with the scoring criteria provided by Dr. Carolyn Pearson, one of the creators of the
TAS (See Appendix F, Scoring Directions for the Teaching Autonomy Scale). As dependent
variables, data collected from all students in 4™, 5™, and 6™ grades taking the TTCT were scored
by me, who was trained and achieved .90 inter-rater reliability, in accordance with the instrument
directions. For the second, third, fourth, and fifth research questions, simple linear regressions
and multiple regressions were conducted to test the relationships among autonomy, teachers’
characteristics, students’ characteristics, and creativity. The demographic information of the
teachers and students was obtained from the 2" page of the TAS and the cover sheet of the
TTCT. The regression model conveyed the level of significance of each variable on students’
creativity. The level of significance is discussed in Section 4.

Limitations

Limitations to the study’s external validity arose from the selection of subjects for the
research. The sample for the quantitative study was limited to teachers and students at a school
selected on the basis of the school principal’s willingness to have her teachers and students
participate in a research study on teaching autonomy and student creativity. The participants
were recruited solely from one private elementary school that operates in a suburban/rural setting
in a poor northern Georgia County, an area where students’ families are predominantly lower- or
lower-middle class. In addition, due to the extremely low proportion of ethnic minority

representation in both student and teacher population, information related to race/ethnicity was



not used in this study. Given the participants’ demographic information and the school

characteristics, the findings of the study, therefore, should be generalized with caution.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

In attempts to explain the variability of a phenomenon of student creativity, | conducted
simple linear and multiple regressions using SPSS in order to understand its relations with the
following variables: teacher autonomy, teacher’s characteristics, and student’s characteristics.

Respondent Demographics

Summaries of the respondents’ characteristics are shown in Table 4.1.The total number of
the students was 92 (3rd grade n = 29; 4th grade n = 39; and 5th grade n = 24). The gender ratio
is 43 boys to 49 girls, ranging in age from eight to thirteen. The total number of the teachers was
8. One hundred percent of the teacher participants were Caucasian women. The teachers’ ages
varied from twenty-five to fifty-five. The years of teaching experience varied; the longest was 32
years, and the shortest was 2 years. Six of eight teachers have a Bachelor’s degree in education;
and others have a Master’s degree.

Using descriptive statistics, the sample size of 92 students was analyzed to determine the
statistical Mean (the TTCT average standard score average), Median, and standard deviation for
the TTCT average standard score and subscales. Minimum (lowest standard score) and
Maximum (highest standard score) were identified for the average standard score and each
subscale standard score. Table 4.2 reports summary characteristics of the average standard score.
Average standard scores of 85 — 115 on the TTCT are considered average with a standard
deviation of 15. Mean and median standard scores were within the average range with minimum

standard scores at the lower extreme to maximum standard scores above the average range.
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Number Percentage

3rd 29 31.5%
Grade 4th 39 42.4%

5th 24 26.1%
Gender Male 43 46.7%

Female 49 53.3%
Age 8 10 10.9%

9 25 27.2%

10 39 42.4%

11 16 17.4%

12 1 1.1%

13 1 1.1%
Table 4.2
Summary Statistics of the TTCT

Boys Girls

Grade M Median SD M Median SD Min  Max
3rd 104.23 104.00 10.10 112,25 11400 1259 90 130
4th 102.71 107.00 17.98 115.64 118.00 11.89 92 142
5th 109.31 111.00 17.79 110.88 11350 11.38 95 125

Findings Related to Research Question 1

Simple linear regression analysis was conducted to examine the relationship of the

independent variable with the dependent variable. The independent variable was score of the

TAS, a measure of teacher autonomy; the dependent variable was the TTCT average

standardized score, a measure of the students’ creativity. The summed score of the 18 items in
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the TAS was calculated to derive the score representing the independent variable teacher
autonomy. The higher the score, the greater the perceived autonomy.

The simple linear regression analysis results for the relationship between teacher
autonomy and student creativity are shown in Table 4.3, and the scatter plots and line graph are
represented in Figure 4.1. The analysis indicated that 22.9% of the variance in student creativity
was explained by teacher autonomy (R? = .229). The regression model was significant in
explaining the relationship between student creativity and teacher autonomy, F (1, 90) =4.973, p
=.028. The coefficient of determination was calculated as r = .052, which, as seen in Figure 4.1,
indicates a relatively moderate relationship between teacher autonomy and student creativity.
Thus simple linear regression analysis revealed that teachers’ autonomy, by itself, positively

explains their students’ creativity.

Table 4.3
Simple Linear Regression Analysis for Research Question 1

IV: Teacher Autonomy (Total Autonomy Score)
DV: Student Creativity (TTCT Average Standard Score)

Analysis of Variance: F =4.973, p < .05

R? = .229
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Teacher Autonomy 1 229 2.23*

*p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Figure4.1 Scatter Plots and Regression Line of Student Creativity and Teacher Autonomy

Findings Related to Research Questions 2
In order to examine to what extent each teacher’s characteristics influence teacher
autonomy, three simple linear regressions were performed. Table 4.4 summarizes three simple
regression analyses. Each regression provided a parameter estimate indicative of how much an
independent variable would be expected to increase for a dependent variable. The results of
simple linear regression revealed that Years of Teaching Experience was predictive of teacher
autonomy, R? = .338, F(1, 90) = 11.588, p < .01 and that Age was predictive of teacher

autonomy, R? = .277, F(1, 90) = 7.478, p < .05.



Table 4.4

Simple Linear Regression Analyses for Research Question 2
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IV: Years of Teaching Experience

DV: Teacher Autonomy (Total Autonomy Score)

Analysis of Variance: F = 11.588, p < .01

R*=.338
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Years of Teaching 1 -.338 -3.404**
Experience
IV: Teacher’s Highest Degree
DV: Teacher Autonomy (Total Autonomy Score)
Analysis of Variance: F = .145
R*=.040
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Teacher’s Highest 1 -.040 -.381
Degree
IV: Age
DV: Teacher Autonomy (Total Autonomy Score)
Analysis of Variance: F =7.478, p < .01
R®=.277
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Age 1 =277 -2.735**

*p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001

As a preliminary analysis, the relationship of each of the independent variables to each
dependent variable was examined through use of the Pearson correlation in order to determine

collinearity of variables. Using the Pearson correlation, it was, however, determined that all

coefficients did not exceed .60 except for the correlation between Years of Teaching Experience

and Teacher’s Age (r* = .87). In addition, according to Collinearity Statistics, Years of Teaching

Experience has a variance inflation factor (VIF) around 5 (VIF = 4.987), and Teacher’s Age also
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has a VIF around 5 (VIF = 4.199). Therefore, the variable Teacher’s Age was removed from the
following multiple regression analysis in order to avoid collinearity.

Table 4.5 represents the multiple regression results. The analysis reported that 42.0% of
the variance in teacher autonomy was explained by the two teacher characteristics: Years of
Teaching Experience and Teacher’s Highest Degree (R* = .420). The regression model was
significant in explaining the relationship between teacher’s characteristics and teacher autonomy,
with F(2, 89) = 9.507, p =.000. The test of relative contributions of independent variables was
used to explain the influence of teacher’s characteristics and teacher autonomy. The test showed
that Years of Teaching Experience was the strongest indicator of influence on teacher autonomy,
with a standardized coefficient of -.561. Teacher’s Highest Degree was the second strongest
indicator, with a standardized coefficient of .334. The t-value for Years of Teaching Experience
was significant at the .001 level, and the t-value for Teacher’s Highest Degree was significant at
the .05 level. In accordance with the multiple regression analysis, within teacher’s characteristics,
Years of Teaching Experience negatively predicts teacher autonomy, and Teacher’s Highest
Degree positively predicts teacher autonomy. Even though, for the second research question, the
analysis reported that teacher’s characteristics explained the level of autonomy, the findings of
the multiple regression were incongruent with the results of simple linear regressions. These

incongruences are discussed in Chapter 5.
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Table 4.5
Multiple Regression Analysis for Research Question 2

IV: Teacher’s Characteristic
DV: Teacher Autonomy (Total Autonomy Score)

Analysis of Variance: F = 6.32 and p <.001

R®= 421
Factors DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Years of Teaching 2 -.561 -4.340***
Experience
Teacher’s Highest 2 334 2.587*
Degree

*p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Findings Related to Research Question 3

The third research question asked to what degree teachers’ characteristics explain their
students’ creativity. First, three simple linear regressions were conducted in order to examine to
what extent each teacher’s characteristics influence student creativity. As shown in Table 4.6,
the simple regression analyses reports that Years of Teaching Experience was not significantly
predictive of student creativity , R = .093, F(1, 90) =.791, p = .376; Teacher’s Highest Degree
was not significantly predictive of student creativity, R* = .077, F(1, 90)= .535, p = .466; and
that Age was not significantly predictive of teacher autonomy, R? = .116, F(1, 90) = 1.225, p
=.271.

Multiple regression analysis was also performed to further explore the relationship
between teacher’s characteristics and student creativity. The results of the multiple regression of
the third research question can be viewed in Table 4.7. As described earlier, due to the presence
of collinearity, the variable Teacher’s Age was removed from the multiple regression analysis.

The multiple regression analysis indicated that 20.9% of the variance in student creativity was
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explained by the two teacher’s characteristics: Years of Teaching Experience and Teacher’s
Highest Degree (R* = .209). The regression model was not significant in explaining the
relationship between teacher’s characteristics and student creativity, with F (2, 89)= 2.032, p
=.209. The test of relative contributions of independent variables was used to explain the
influence of teacher’s characteristics and student creativity. The test showed that Teacher’s
Highest Degree was the strongest indicator of influence on teacher autonomy, with a
standardized coefficient of .251, and the t-value for Teacher’s Highest Degree was close to
significant at the .05 level. The t-values for Years of Teaching Experience was not significant
with a standardized coefficient of -.261.Therefore, for the third research question, the analysis

reported that teacher’s characteristics do not explain student creativity.
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Table 4.6
Simple Linear Regression Analyses for Research Question 3

IV: Years of Teaching Experience
DV: Student Creativity (TTCT Average Standard Score)

Analysis of Variance: F = .791

R*=.093
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Years of Teaching 1 -.093 -.890
Experience
IV: Teacher’s Highest Degree
DV: Student Creativity (TTCT Average Standard Score)
Analysis of Variance: F = .535
R*=.077
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Teacher’s Highest 1 077 731
Degree
IV: Age
DV: Student Creativity (TTCT Average Standard Score)
Analysis of Variance: F = 1.225
R*=.116
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Age 1 -.116 -1.107

*p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 4.7
Multiple Regression Analysis for Research Question 3

IV: Teacher’s Characteristic
DV: Student Creativity (TTCT Average Standard Score)

Analysis of Variance: F = 2.032

R*=.209
Factors DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Years of Teaching 3 -.261 -1.875
Experience
Teacher’s Highest 3 251 1.803
Degree

*p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Findings Related to Research Question 4
The fourth research question asked whether or not there is a relationship between
students’ characteristics and student creativity. | examined each student characteristic’s influence
on student creativity using simple linear regression analyses. Table 4.8 reports three simple
regression analyses. The results of simple linear regressions show that Gender was only

significant predictive of student creativity , R* = .283, F (1, 90) = 7.821, p < .006.

Table 4.8
Simple Linear Regression Analyses for Research Question 4
IV: Grade
DV: Student Creativity (TTCT Average Standard Score)
Analysis of Variance: F =.109
R*=.035
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Grade 1 .035 742
IV: Gender
DV: Student Creativity (TTCT Average Standard Score)
Analysis of Variance: F =7.821, p< .01
R*=.283
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Gender 1 283 2.797**
IV: Age
DV: Student Creativity (TTCT Average Standard Score)
Analysis of Variance: F =1.138
R*=.112
Factor DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Age 1 112 1.067

*p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001
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In addition to the simple linear regression analyses, multiple regression analysis was
conducted to examine the relationship between student’s characteristics and student creativity.
Table 4.9 represents the multiple regression results for the fourth research question. The analysis
showed that 32.4% of the variance in student creativity was explained by the three students’
characteristics: Grade, Gender, and Age (R? = .324). The regression model was significant in
explaining the relationship between student’s characteristics and student creativity, with F (3, 88)
= 3.444 and p = .020. The test of relative contributions of independent variables was used to
explain the influence of student’s characteristics and student creativity. The test showed that
Gender was the only significant indicator of influence on student creativity, with a standardized
coefficient of .293. The t-value for Gender was significant at the .05 level. The t-values for
Grade and Age were not significant with a standardized coefficient of -.106 and .231. Thus, for
the fourth research question, the multiple regression analysis reported that Gender within

student’s characteristics was the only factor which explains student creativity.

Table 4.9
Multiple Regression Analysis for Research Question 4

IV: Student’s Characteristic
DV: Student Creativity (TTCT Average Standard Score)

Analysis of Variance: F = 3.444 and p < .05

R?=.324
Factors DF Standardized t-value
Coefficient
Grade 3 -.106 -.621
Gender 3 293 2.875*
Age 3 231 1.362

*p< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

There are several discussions on the discovery of students’ creativity in the extant
literature. Chapter Five presents discussions following the results of the data analysis with extra
caution expended on explaining the phenomenon of teacher autonomy and student creativity at
an inter-denominational religious school. This research study revealed an additional possible
factor in the development of creativity that has not previously been described in the literature.
Specifically, the construct of students’ creativity has not previously been associated with teacher
autonomy. The perspective of self-determination theory describes that teachers acting with a
sense of choice, volition, and commitment tend to elicit positive performances from their
students. The findings of this study may have implications about giving teachers individual
authority over making important decisions that affect classroom creativity.

Although I was able to find some statistical significance with the tests, | need to be
mindful about interpreting the findings due to the absence of both random assignment and
variable manipulation. Pedhazur (1997) warned researchers to interpret results from multiple
regression analysis in non-experimental research with extra care and caution since it is very
difficult to untangle the effect of each independent variable. Cook and Campbell (1979) also
addressed problems concerning the interpretation of regression equations estimated from data
obtained in non-experimental research. Multiple regression analysis in non-experimental
research reflects average relations between a dependent variable and a set of independent

variables, not necessarily the process by which the latter produces the former. Therefore, | tried
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to go back into the data and the literature to find a unifying theoretical concept that explains the
phenomenon under study and to avoid fallacious arguments or misleading conclusions.

The simple linear regression model was significant in explaining the relationship between
teaching autonomy and students’ creativity. Teaching autonomy may play an integral role in
students’ creativity because autonomous teachers are able to initiate a creativity-friendly learning
environment. When learning outcomes are heavily prescribed and students have few
opportunities to define their own learning goals, teachers with a high sense of autonomy are
more likely to be open to students’ other strengths and assets and to bring greater awareness to
their classroom practices than teachers with a low sense of autonomy. Such an open-minded
learning environment is imperative for high ability learners to develop self-efficacy and a sense
of entitlement (Hébert, 2011).

Years of Teaching Experience significantly predicted teaching autonomy. The indication
that Years of Teaching Experience negatively predicted teacher autonomy was quite contrary to
what | expected prior to conducting the analysis, since | envisioned that teachers accumulate
their teaching expertise over time and have a sense of authority over their teaching practices.
This profound, negative prediction could be accounted for by educational reforms after the
NCLB initiatives. Nichols and Berliner (2007) stated that educational reforms based on high-
stake testing have undermined the teaching profession, and the collateral damage on teachers’
professional motivation, classroom creativity, and curriculum in social studies, health education,
and the arts was prevalent throughout the U.S. In the Change Over Time study that captured the
teaching profession’s feelings of fear, frustration, and lost effectiveness during the era of
standardized reforms, teachers in the U.S. bemoaned the loss of professional judgments and

autonomy in their teaching practices (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). Therefore, whatever degree
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he/she has, the longer one teaches under the high-stake testing educational reforms, the less
he/she might perceive autonomy.

However, there was incongruence in this study. A Teacher’s Highest Degree was a
positive indicator of influence on teacher autonomy in simple linear regression analysis, but a
negative indicator in multiple regression analysis. This could be explained that slight fluctuations
in the data were caused by sampling, measurement error, or random error and might lead to
substantial fluctuations in the sizes of such estimates.

The teachers’ characteristics—Teacher’s Highest Degree, Years of Teaching Experience,
and Age—did not seem to account for students’ creativity. However, it is daunting to conclude
that these independent variables have no effect on student creativity since the sample size was
very small (n = 8). Whether or not a teacher’s characteristics profoundly influence students’
creativity remains in doubt as this aspect needs further study.

Student characteristics made up the highest percentage of the variance, approximately
32%, and were, therefore, the most influential independent variable. Within student
characteristics, Gender was the strongest indicators of influence. It was quite obvious that girls
scored relatively high, and boys scored relatively low. This notion is convoluted. In addition to
the result that girls scored higher on the TTCT than the boys, girls made higher scores than boys
in verbal skills, and their academic performance in school is equal to that of boys in math and
almost equal to boys in science (Sadker & Sadker, 2010). Moreover, the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (2010) reported that girls outperform boys in reading
in the U.S. by a wide margin. Boys in the U.S. tend not to perform well in school.

Caw-Chellman (2011) explained that boys in the U.S. do not perform as well as girls do

because of the low number of male teachers and the U.S. school curriculum. First, because 93
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percent of teachers are female, male students do not have a chance to be exposed to male role
models at school. Then, male students are less likely than female students to receive high
expectations and are more likely to be scolded by female teachers (Ling-hui & Min-hua 2008;
Caw-chellman). Second, Caw-Chellman (2011) also stated that because American education has
become very scripted and rigid with its compressed school curricula after NCLB teachers need to
force their students to act as the teachers wish. Since male students tend to show more active and
aggressive behaviors than female students, the teachers silence male students quite often (Caw-
Chellman, 2011). Consequently, at elementary schools in the U.S., boys’ energetic, distinctive
behaviors are no longer viewed as competent behaviors but as problematic behaviors. Educators
think that boys make pointless and irrelevant attempts to distract or even embarrass educators.

Caw-Chellman’s indications could also explain why boys score lower on the TTCT than
girls in my study. Cramond (1995) reveals that the defining characteristics of Attention Deficit
Hyper-Activity Disorder (ADHD)—inattention, hyperactivity, and impulsivity—are also key
descriptors in biographies of highly creative individuals and that boys tend to be misdiagnosed as
ADHD more than girls. According to the website Boys Project, for every 100 girls diagnosed
with a learning disability, 276 boys are diagnosed with a learning disability. Therefore, creative
boys could be disciplined more harshly, more publicly, and more frequently than gifted girls are.
Creative male students might tend to suppress their creative and artistic expressions in today’s
classrooms.

There are several reasons to be cautious about over generalizing these results. In addition
to the absence of both random assignment and variable manipulation, this study was conducted
with a relatively small sample size and homogeneous population. Moreover, in non-experimental

research, the reliability of the measure of the independent variable tends to be low to moderate.
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This particularly applies to certain attributes used in such research like cognitive styles, self-
concept, and attitudes. Thus, a researcher needs to be mindful about bias in estimating the
regression coefficient in non-experimental research (Pedhazur, 1997). Nunnally (1960) averred,
“We should not feel proud when we see the psychologist smile and say ‘the correlation is
significant beyond the .01 level.” Perhaps that is the most he can say, but he has no reason to
smile”(p. 649).

However, my intention is that the main emphasis in this exploratory research is on
understanding the phenomena of student creativity and teaching autonomy. Simple linear and
multiple regression analyses do not enable the author to conclude that the independent variables
significantly affect students’ creativity. Nevertheless, this study can be used to determine the
relative importance of teacher autonomy on student creativity and create the requisite conditions
for the achievement of future research studies. The findings might allow people to rethink highly
scripted standards-based education reforms and question an unquestioned belief among policy-
makers and education reformers that setting up clear and high performance standards for teachers
improves the quality of outcomes. The fundamental task of science is to explain phenomena. The
phenomena of creativity and autonomy are complex, and complex phenomena always require
extensive research. In attempts to explain the variability of the phenomena of creativity and
autonomy, other facets and causes, such as the population in public schools, socio-economic

status, race, and different regions should be taken into consideration in future research studies.
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FOSTERING CREATIVITY IN THE CLASSROOM

Different teachers approach their classes in different ways. Some teachers feel completely
in control while others feel that they are very much controlled by the system in which they
work. This questionnaire will ask you to describe your own experiences.

PART 1—ABOUT YOUR TEACHING

Please read each of the following items and indicate to what extent you agree Definitely Definitely
with True — False
1. I am free to be creative in my teaching approach 1 2 3 4
2. The selection of student-learning activities in my class is under my

control. 1 2 3 4
3. Standards of behavior in my classroom are set primarily by myself. 1 2 3 4
4. My job does not allow for much discretion on my part. 1 2 3 4
5. In my teaching I use my own guidelines and procedures. 1 2 3 4
6. In my situation I have little say over the content and skills that are

selected for teaching. 1 2 3 4
7. The scheduling of use of time in my classroom is under my control. 1 2 3 4
8. My teaching focuses on those goals and objectives I select myself. 1 2 3 4
9. | seldom use alternative procedures in my teaching. 1 2 3 4
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

I follow my own guidelines on instruction.

In my situation I have only limited latitude in how major problems
are solved.

What | teach in my class is determined for the most part by myself.

In my class I have little control over how classroom space is used.

The materials I use in my class are chose for the most part by
myself.

The evaluation and assessment activities used in my class are
selected by people other than myself.

I select the teaching methods and strategies | use with my students.

I have little say over the scheduling of use of time in my classroom.

The content and skills taught in my class are those | select.

PART II—DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

In what year were you born?

What is your race/ethnicity?

What is your gender?

What is your highest degree? (Check one)

Bachelor’s

Master’s

Ed Specialist
Doctorate

Other (Specify)

O 0Oo0good™

How many years of teaching experience do you have?
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Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking—Figural and Verbal
Demonstrator

Directions: Do not begin until you are told to do so.

Try to think of things that no one else will think of.

Try to think of as many ideas as possible.

Add details to your ideas to make them complete.

If you finish before time is up, you may continue to add details or sit quietly.
Please do not go to the next activity until told to do so.

\ \ > Activity 1: Try to improve this stuffed toy rabbit so that it will be more
AU Y fun to play with. You have 3 minutes.

Activity 2: Just suppose that people could transport themselves from place to place with just
a wink of the eye or a twitch of the nose. What might be some things that would happen as a
result? You have 3 minutes.




Activity 3: Add lines to the incomplete figures below to make pictures out of them. Try to tell
complete stories with your pictures. Give your pictures titles. You have 3 minutes.
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Activity 4: Add details to the shapes below to make pictures out of them. Make the diamond a
part of any picture you make. Try to think of pictures no one else will think of. Add details to
tell complete stories with your pictures. Give your pictures titles. You have 3 minutes.

00000
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TEACHERS’ AUTONOMY AND STUDENTS’ CREATIVITY
Principal Permission

As the principal of the Athens Christian Elementary School, I,

, give permission for Takuya Iwata from the
Educational Psychology Department at the University of Georgia (706-207-5546) to conduct a
research study titled "Teacher’s Autonomy and Students’ Creativity" under the direction of Dr.
Bonnie Cramond, Torrance Center Director at the University of Georgia (706-542-4248). |
understand that participation of the teachers and students is voluntary. They can stop taking part
at any time without giving any reason, and without penalty. They can ask to have all of their
information returned to them, removed from the research records, or destroyed.

The purpose of the study is to explore potential relationships between teacher autonomy and
student creativity. In spite of the fact that the teaching profession is arduous in the U.S., it lacks
recognition, professionalism, and autonomy. Many talented teachers leave their classroom for
pursuing better working environments. Therefore this study is to promote teachers’ capacity to
bring individual initiative and creativity into their teaching.

The benefits that my school may expect from it are that students whose parents allow them to
take part in the research study will receive an individual report of the Torrance Tests of Creative
Thinking, and the teachers may use the reports to learn something new about their students in
order to teach more effectively in the future. If | agree to allow my school to take part in this
study, teachers will be asked to complete a questionnaire which most people will be able to
complete in less than 15 minutes, and students will be asked to take the Torrance Tests of
Creativity Thinking, Figural, which takes approximately one hour.

The data will be used for educational and research purpose only. Any individually-identifiable
information collected about students, teachers, and the school will be kept confidential unless
otherwise required by law. The students’ and teachers’ identity will be coded, and all data will be
kept in a secured location.

The investigator will answer any further questions about the research, now or during the course
of the project, and can be reached by telephone at (706) 207-5546.

I understand that | am agreeing by my signature on this form for my school to take part in this
research project and understand that I will receive a signed copy of this consent form for my
records.

Name of Researcher Signature Date
Telephone:
Email:




Name of Participant Signature Date

Please sign both copies, keep one and return one to the researcher.

Additional questions or problems regarding your rights as a research participant should be
addressed to The Chairperson, Institutional Review Board, University of Georgia, 629 Boyd
Graduate Studies Research Center, Athens, Georgia 30602; Telephone (706) 542-3199; E-Mail
Address IRB@uga.edu.
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TEACHERS’ AUTONOMY AND STUDENTS’ CREATIVITY
Informed Consent

I, , agree to participate in a research study titled
"Teacher’s Autonomy and Students’ Creativity" conducted by Takuya Iwata from the
Educational Psychology Department at the University of Georgia (706-207-5546) under the
direction of Dr. Bonnie Cramond, Torrance Center Director at the University of Georgia (706-
542-4248). | understand that my participation is voluntary. | can refuse to participate or stop
taking part at anytime without giving any reason, and without penalty or loss of benefits to which
I am otherwise entitled. | can ask to have all of the information about me returned to me,
removed from the research records, or destroyed.

The purpose of the study is to explore potential relationships between teacher autonomy and
student creativity. In spite of the fact that the teaching profession is arduous in the U.S., it often
lacks recognition, professionalism, and autonomy. Many talented teachers leave their classroom
to pursue better working environments. Therefore, the study is to promote teachers’ capacity to
bring individual initiative and creativity into their teaching.

If I volunteer to take part in this study, | will be asked to complete a questionnaire which most
people will be able to complete in less than 15 minutes. And | will not benefit directly from this
research.

No discomforts or risks are expected. However, if | feel uncomfortable about completing the
questionnaire, I may return a blank questionnaire.

No individually-identifiable information about me, or provided by me during the research, will
be shared with others without my written permission, except if required by law. | will be
assigned an identifying number and this number will be used on the questionnaire I fill out.

The investigator will answer any further questions about the research, now or during the course
of the project, and can be reached by telephone at (706) 207-5546

I understand that I am agreeing by my signature on this form to take part in this research project
and understand that | will receive a signed copy of this consent form for my records.

Name of Researcher Signature Date
Telephone:
Email:

Name of Participant Signature Date
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Please sign both copies, keep one and return one to the researcher.

Additional questions or problems regarding your rights as a research participant should be
addressed to The Chairperson, Institutional Review Board, University of Georgia, 629 Boyd

Graduate Studies Research Center, Athens, Georgia 30602; Telephone (706) 542-3199; E-Mail
Address IRB@uga.edu.
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PARENTAL/GUARDIAN PERMISSION FORM

| agree to allow my child, , to take part in a research study
titled, “Teacher’s Autonomy & Students’ Creativity,” which is being conducted by
Takuya Iwata, from the Educational Psychology Department at the University of
Georgia under the direction of Dr. Bonnie Cramond. My child’s participation is
voluntary, which means | do not have to allow my child to be in this study if I do not
want to. My child can refuse to participate or stop taking part at any time without
giving any reason, and without penalty or loss of benefits to which she/he is otherwise
entitled. 1 can ask to have the information that can be identified as my child’s returned
to me, removed from the research records, or destroyed.

e The reason for the study is to explore potential relationships between teacher’s
autonomy  and his/her students’ creativity.

e If I allow my child to take part, my child will be asked to take the Torrance Tests of
Creativity Thinking, Figural, which takes approximately one hour. This is a drawing
activity that will take place during the school curriculum and will not interfere with
any lessons. If 1 do not want my child to take part, then he/she will be allowed to
study as usual.

e Children who take part will receive the Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking report
which gives an indication of his/her creative strengths and weaknesses.

e The research is not expected to cause any harm or discomfort. My child can quit at
any time. My child’s grade will not be affected if my child decides not to
participate or to stop taking part.

e My child’s data will be used for educational and research purpose only. Any
individually-identifiable information collected about my child will be kept
confidential in public unless otherwise required by law. My child’s identity will be
coded, and all data will be kept in a secured location.

e The researcher will answer any questions about the research now and can be
reached by telephone at (706) 207-5546 or email at tiwata@uga.edu. | may also
contact the professor supervising the research, Dr. Bonnie Cramond, at (706) 5546-
4248 or bcramond@uga.edu.
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e | understand the study procedures described above. My questions have been
answered to my satisfaction, and | agree to allow my child to take part in this study.
I have been given a copy of this form to keep.

Name of Researcher Signature Date

Name of Parent Signature Date

Please sign both copies, keep one and return one to the researcher.

Additional questions or problems regarding your child’s rights as a research participant
should be addressed to The Chairperson, Institutional Review Board, University of
Georgia, 629 Boyd Graduate Studies Research Center,

Athens, Georgia 30602; Telephone (706) 542-3199; E-Mail irb@uga.edu.
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APPENDIX F

Scoring Directions for the Teaching Autonomy Scale
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The autonomy instrument has been refined to 18 items and should function well. There are two
subscales: general autonomy and curricular autonomy. The general autonomy scale is obtained
by adding items 1, 2, 3,4, 7,9, 10, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17; the curricular autonomy scale is obtained
by adding items 5, 6, 8, 12, 14, 18. ltems 1, 2, 3,5, 7, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18 all need to be recoded
to receive the high score on the attribute. You may, instead of using the subscales, use a total

score; however, to avoid singularity, be sure to use only one or the other.
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