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ABSTRACT
Interest in creativity has intensified in our current climate of the creative economy. In today’s society it is creativity, knowledge, and intelligence that stand to have the greatest impact on productivity and our living standards [1]. Popularist understandings of creativity stem predominately from studies of eminent creators, such as Einstein, Freud or Picasso. At the other end of the spectrum, the budding creative potential of young children has also received some attention, with a focus on childhood imagination and play. However, there is less understanding of adolescent creativity beyond psychometric measurements of personal traits and divergent thinking skills. Therefore, the purpose of this research is to describe, analyse and theorise about: how creativity is conceptualised and experienced by adolescents; their creative products and processes; and significant personal, social and environmental factors that influence adolescents’ creative development and production. The study employs mixed methods research and uses a case study design. There are two phases of research: Phase 1 - Survey; and Phase 2 - Case Studies of Adolescent Creativity.

Phase 1 of the research is a survey of the participants to collect a range of quantitative and qualitative data. An online survey gathered information about students’ personal backgrounds and characteristics, school experiences, conceptions of creativity, personality traits, and creative self-efficacy. Additionally, students and school staff nominated students who have produced creative products/ideas in various domains. Phase 1 data will be used to explore adolescents’ general conceptions of creativity, describe the research sites, and select creative adolescents for Phase 2. 

Phase 2 uses exploratory case studies for the purpose of developing deep understandings of creativity, as it is perceived and experienced by creative adolescents. This phase comprises focus groups, individual interviews, and a wiki (website). Due to a lack of research about adolescent 
creativity, the researcher will draw on grounded theory methods to analyse data and co-construct understandings with participants. The culminating aim is development of a theorisation about adolescents’ creative processes and products, and how personal, social and environmental factors contribute to and affect adolescent creativity.
The research is significant in three main ways. It will: (1) explore how creativity is conceptualised by adolescents, as well as consider how this aligns with policy and how it could be used for establishing shared understandings about creativity among all stakeholders in the education process; (2) give students a voice to share their views so that they can be participants in educational decision-making; and (c) provide valuable information for stakeholders (e.g., policymakers, teachers, parents, students) about students’ creative products and processes, and the personal, social and environmental factors that enhance or inhibit student creativity, whicht can contribute to establishing effective, evidence-based practice, including understandings. Today’s creative adolescents are tomorrow’s leaders, and therefore understanding factors that foster the development or manifestation of their creativity is a matter of significance.
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INTRODUCTION
Creativity is arguably “the ultimate economic resource” in the 21st century [10, p. xiii]. It is a capacity required by everyday people, to varying degrees, for successful participation in current and future societies. Nationally and internationally, governments are seeking innovative and creative thinkers as core participants in the creative economy. Global competitiveness is now increasingly based on attracting creative people, rather than offering goods and services [9, 10]. However, in many countries there is a major talent shortage of graduates in key fields such as science and mathematics [6, 9, 20]. There is also an increasing demand for knowledge workers whose primary base lies in the Creative Industries, a field said to be the driving force of numerous other industries [15]. Moreover, globalisation and rapid economic and technological changes will inevitably lead to an elimination of many current jobs, and the emergence of large numbers of jobs in fields that do not yet exist. An ensuing priority for schools, therefore, is to effectively nurture students’ creative potential and abilities to prepare them for roles in these high-demand fields (such as the sciences and creative industries) and unknown careers of the future. 

CREATIVITY
Traditionally, creativity research has focused predominately on eminent creativity. Studies of everyday creativity, particularly of creative adolescents, are more limited. Those that do focus on children or adolescents are mostly quantitative studies about correlates of creativity, studies of individual traits, or tests of divergent thinking abilities. There is minimal empirical research about deep understandings of personal experiences of everyday and personal creativity in a range of fields. Given that creativity is important at both the individual, as well as the societal level [21], study of everyday and personal creativity is increasingly important.

Levels of Creativity

This research will focus on everyday creativity, underpinned by the belief that everyone has the potential to be creative, albeit at different levels [19]. This assertion is in contrast to research limited to eminent, unquestionable creativity throughout history, characterising creativity as a rare phenomenon. These kinds of studies discuss creative people as demonstrating Big-C creativity, the kind of creativity that changes aspects of a domain and is deemed creative by larger society [1, 2]. Common examples include the work of Einstein, Picasso, Mozart, and Ghandi. 

The creativity of everyday people is usually referred to as little-c creativity [1, 2]. This type of creativity is defined as a smaller contribution that is judged as novel and meaningful by a relevant group of people [1, 2]. For example, an original performance by a local orchestra that is judged to be creative by those in a particular music or cultural setting could be classed as little-c creativity. 
There is also a case for people engaging in personal or mini-c creativity: ideas judged to be personally meaningful and original by the individual experiencing them, but which may not be creative or meaningful to others [1, 2]. The notion of mini-c creativity is particularly applicable to the school setting because it encompasses students’ personal learning experiences and focuses more on processes than products [2]. Examples of mini-c creativity include a student’s attempts at improvisation in drama, and different mathematical strategies for problem-solving that a student develops independently of the teacher. 
Mini-c creativity is arguably the origin of all creative endeavours [2]. That is, there is a developmental continuum of creativity beginning with mini-c creativity, which may develop into little-c creativity and, in special cases, can progress to Big-C creativity [2]. The continuum implies creativity’s developmental nature, and acknowledges the development of knowledge or expertise necessary for creativity. According to this view, even eminent creators begin with a mini-c idea and, therefore, it is important to nurture creativity from an early age. 

My Personal Conceptualisation of Creativity

Creativity is a difficult concept to define and there is much debate about the construct. Therefore, it is essential for studies of creativity to be explicit in their definition. Here, creativity is defined as the optimal interaction among personal, process, and social and environmental factors by which an individual or group produces an idea or product that is judged to be novel and appropriate by experts of a relevant context. Levels of creativity can viewed as a continuum ranging from personal (mini-c), to everyday (little-c), to eminent (Big-C) creativity. Fundamental to my conceptualisation is that creativity can be learned and enhanced, and nurturing creative abilities can contribute to one’s potential to progress along the creativity continuum.

It is important to clarify two points in this definition. First, the phrase optimal interaction signifies that the weighted input and interaction of personal, process, and social and environmental factors does not necessarily mean equal contributions; rather, it is about the best balance of these factors for an individual doing a particular task in a certain context. The contribution of various factors to creativity will not be equal for all people or ideas/products [19]. Second, experts for each level of creativity differ: for Big-C creativity it is society at large or experts in the domain; for little-c creativity it is members of a particular, relevant context; and for mini-c the gatekeeper is only oneself.
This conceptualisation stems primarily from the work of three groups of creativity researchers: Plucker, Beghetto and Dow [17]; Beghetto and Kaufman [e.g., 1, 2]; and Sternberg and Lubart [e.g., 19, 20]. First, my definition is based on one developed by Plucker, Beghetto and Dow [17]. However, instead of proposing creativity as an interaction among “aptitude, process and environment” [17, p. 90], my conceptualisation refers to personal, process, and social and environmental factors. This is because: (a) the term “aptitude” excludes other personal factors, such as personal characteristics and traits, self-efficacy and motivation, which will be explored in this study; and (b) although the term “environment” can include people as well as places/objects, the phrase social and environmental factors makes explicit the role of significant people in the environment. Second, Beghetto and Kaufman’s [1, 2] case for mini-c creativity and their discussions of Big-C and little-c led to the inclusion of the broad continuum of creativity including personal, everyday, and eminent creativity. Third, Sternberg and Lubart’s investment theory [e.g., 19, 20] contributed the notion that the creativity involves a range of factors, and that the interaction of factors is not necessarily equal; rather, it is a balance unique to a specific person, task/product, and context. 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS

The purpose of this study is to investigate adolescents’ experiences of creativity using mixed methods research. An exploratory case study design is used to answer the broad, overarching research question: What are creative adolescents’ conceptions and experiences of creativity? This study adopts a comprehensive approach exploring various aspects of creativity. Five guiding research sub-questions for the study are:

1. What are adolescents’ conceptions of creativity?
2. How is creativity manifested by creative adolescents as ideas and products?

3. What personal factors influence creative adolescents’ creativity?

4. What processes do creative adolescents apply when being creative?

5. What social and environmental factors influence creative adolescents’ creativity?
The major outcome of the study will be a contribution to theory about adolescent creativity. This will: (a) explain shared and unique features of adolescents’ conceptions of creativity and their creative experiences; and (b) describe the creative processes adolescents use and the range of creative products they generate; and (c) identify personal, process, and social and environmental factors that affect adolescents’ creative engagement and their creative ideas and products.

Two selective high schools in Australia are the research sites. One school selects students who show interest and ability in science, mathematics and/or technology; the other selects students whose abilities lie in the arts. Both schools use the International Baccalaureate Diploma Program in place of the regular state curriculum. 

Phase 1 Data Collection

Phase 1 used a survey approach comprising a Student Questionnaire, the Creative Personality Scale [11], the Creative Self-Efficacy measure [24], and Nomination Forms. Phase 1 participants were Year 11 students (N = 49). Data were collected through an online survey program (Key Survey [15]), and are currently being analysed.
Student Questionnaire

The Student Questionnaire was specifically designed for description of the research sites, exploration of adolescents’ conceptions of creativity, and participant selection for Phase 2 of the study. It collected data relating to students’ demographic characteristics, their academic and extra-curricular experiences, and their conceptions of creativity. These data are being analysed using descriptive statistics, and quantitative and qualitative content analysis. A major component of the Student Questionnaire was a section focusing on students’ conceptions of creativity, about which little is known. As personal or implicit theories shape thoughts and actions, insight into students’ conceptions will assist with developing understanding of their creativity [18].

Creative Personality Scale

The Creative Personality Scale [11] is a 30-item scale that measures personality traits correlated with higher or lower creativity. Participants selected items on the scale that they felt best describe them. With 12 items contra-indicative and 18 items indicative of creativity, respondents received a score between -12 and +18. The higher the score, the more this indicates the respondent has personality traits commonly associated with creative people. 

Creative Self-Efficacy measure

Creative self-efficacy is a more recent area of research that is considered important for this study given findings of its significant relationships with creative performance [4, 13, 24, 25]. The Creative Self-Efficacy measure [24] is based on Bandura’s efficacy research, and contains three items to measure participants’ judgments about their ability to be creative. Respondents answer using a Likert scale from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 7 (very strongly agree). This resulted in a total and mean score of creative self-efficacy used for description of the population, and for comparative purposes in selection of students for Phase 2 case studies.
Nomination Forms

Participating students and school staff completed a form asking for nominations of students who were perceived to be highly creative, based on a provided definition of creativity. Students and teachers justified their nominations by providing written evidence about the nominated students’ creative products or ideas.
Phase 2 Data Collection

Phase 2 entails exploratory case studies of six to eight students from each school. The sequence for data collection is: (1) Focus Group 1, (2) Individuals Interviews and a Wiki (website), and (3) Focus Group 2. These methods were chosen to emphasise the need to give adolescents a voice to share their experiences and perspectives with a wider audience. Most creativity research focuses on the experiences of eminent creators and interpretations of adults. This overlooks the everyday creative experiences and perspectives of young people.
Focus Group 1
The aim of Focus Group 1 is to generate discussion about students’ creative experiences with the goal of constructing some joint understandings about creativity. One focus group will be conducted at each school. After sharing their personal opinions about creativity, the group will look for commonalities in their opinions to construct a joint definition of creativity. This prototypical definition is necessary for Phase 2 so that students have a common language with which to talk about their creativity, and so that data from individual students can be compared. 
Individual Interviews

Two to three semi-structured interviews will be conducted with each participant to discuss creative students’ personal experiences of creativity, and seek their perceptions of the effects of personal characteristics, and social and environmental factors on their creative engagement and production. Discussion will also explore the processes students have undertaken to create ideas/products.
Wiki

Throughout the case studies, students will interact with participants from both schools through an online medium: a wiki website. The wiki has two components:                (1) discussion pages for students to share and discuss their ideas about creativity and their creative experiences with other participants; and (2) individual pages for students to keep a log and share examples of their creative work (in various multimedia formats).

Focus Group 2

Phase 2 will end with a second focus group interview at each school. This will involve sharing analyses with participants. It allows students to verify findings, and contribute to a joint construction of meaning about the experience of creativity. The purpose is to develop a credible, jointly constructed theorisation that can explain adolescent creativity and be tested in future research.
Phase 2 Data Analysis

Data collected in Phase 2 will be analysed using grounded theory methods of analysis. Grounded theory methods were chosen because, although this study is based on a broad, empirically-based conceptualisation of creativity, there is still limited research about the creative experiences of adolescents, particularly from the adolescent perspective. The proposed study will draw on two grounded theory approaches: the work of Strauss and Corbin [6, 22, 23], and the constructivist methods of Charmaz [3].

EXPECTED BENEFITS OF PARTICIPATION

Participating in the Creativity and Cognition Conference, in particular the Graduate Symposium, is expected to contribute to my PhD and future research in three ways.
First, through sharing my theoretical orientations, research methods and findings with others at the conference, I can receive feedback and critiques on my research. At the time of the conference, I will have completed data collection and some data analysis. The graduate symposium will provide an opportunity to share initial data analyses, and to receive feedback for subsequent analyses. The timing of the conference is ideal in this regard; I can receive feedback and build understandings during my period of analysis, rather than after I have finished. I would particularly welcome the opportunity to discuss qualitative data analysis techniques with other researchers. Talking with other symposium members about their research, and giving feedback to each other, is a useful process for reflecting on our own work.
Second, attending this symposium will enable me to network with other postgraduate students from all over the world. Moreover, because the conference is designed to provide a forum for interdisciplinary discussion and debate, it offers the potential for me to network with diverse groups of people such as: researchers, practitioners and theoreticians from a range of disciplines; artists; scientists; technology and design experts; and corporate innovators and entrepreneurs. Being able to network and learn in an interdisciplinary setting is essential in the field of creativity. Educational researchers need to work with researchers and industry professionals from a range of fields to better understand how to foster everyday creativity, develop our creative human capital, and prepare the future creative workforce.
Finally, creativity research is a rapidly growing area in the 21st century. Research methods and theories about creative people, products, processes and facilitative environments are constantly evolving. Therefore, participating in this conference will assist me to stay abreast of new findings and methods, and ensure my own study and publications include the most recent research from a range of fields. 
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