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A . THE ÅS CREATIVE PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAMME

1. Introduction
This report provides an overview of a Creative Partnerships programme which took place in the Ås Kommune in 2012. The programme was managed by the Ås Culture School (ÅCS) under the direction of Alexander Plur, and project managed on behalf of the ACS by Siri Flengsrud. The UK based agency, Creative Culture and Education (CCE) supported the delivery of the programme. CCE Chief Executive, Paul Collard, worked on the design of the project with Ås Culture School Director Alexander Plur. CCE Director, Diane Fisher-Naylor, devised and delivered the training of Creative Agents with Sam Holdsworth  of Nimblefish. Diane Fisher Naylor also provided occasional support to Siri Flengsrud. Paul Collard was responsible for preparing this evaluation. The programme was funded by The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, "Utdanningsdirektoratet".
2. Timetable
An application for funding for the programme was submitted to The Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training, "Utdanningsdirektoratet". in Spring 2011. It was hoped that a decision would be announced by the summer, but an announcement was not forthcoming until late in the Autumn. Despite the delay in the announcement, ÅCS and CCE decided to proceed with the delivery of a programme during the 2011/12 academic year. During December 5 schools were invited to participate in the programme , and  5 Creative Agents were appointed. Training for the Creative Agents took place from 12 – 16 December in Ås. Because of the speed with which the programme was launched, not all Creative Agents were able to attend all the training and some schools, although keen to be involved, had not fully understood the purpose and scope of the programme before accepting the invitation to participate. However, Paul Collard gave a presentation at an event organised by ÅCS on 6 January which many of the schools participating in the programme were able to attend. This helped them develop their understanding of the programme. Paul Collard then visited each school, together with their Creative Agent and Siri Flengsrud between 18 and 20 January. This provided the opportunity for an in depth discussion about Creative Partnerships and helped identify the key school issues which the each project would address. These meetings were also used to plan the evaluation, as Creative Agents and school staff were able to identify how they would measure the impact of the programme and were briefed on the evidence they would be expected to collect. 
Schools and Creative Agents did most of their planning during February and March. This enabled them to identify and recruit suitable creative practitioners to work on the projects. Diane Fisher-Naylor met with most of the Creative Agents and visited two of the schools at the end of March to review progress. Most project activity took place during April and May. Paul Collard visited each school again in June to collect evidence for this evaluation. His visit culminated in a review and reflection session with all the Creative Agents, Siri Flengsrud and Alexander Plur. This evaluation draws heavily on the information collected in visits to the schools in January and June by Paul Collard, as well as the forms completed by the Creative Agents at the beginning and end of the programme and the discussions during the final reflection.
3. The Creative Partnerships Enquiry School Programme

The Creative Partnerships project in Ås was modelled on the Enquiry School programme designed and pioneered in England by CCE. One of the two major strands of the Creative Partnerships programme (the other is the Change School programme), the Enquiry School programme allows schools to focus on a single issue over a period of several weeks.
Schools enter the Creative Partnerships programme having identified a specific school need or problem that they wish to address. These issues vary enormously between schools but can include poor speaking and listening skills in Year 1, poor maths scores in year 6, low attainment in science or boys behaviour in the playground. Once a school has been accepted into the programme, a Creative Agent is allocated to the school. They work with the school leadership and classroom teachers to devise projects or programmes of work which will address the selected issue. They then recruit other creative professionals to work with teachers and pupils to deliver the projects.

There are important reasons why the Creative Agents play such a central role in the Creative Partnerships programme. Firstly, Creative Agents play the role of broker, ensuring that the projects selected address genuine school concerns. This ensures that the programme is able to get the enthusiastic engagement of teachers in exploring and embedding changes in their practice. Secondly, schools need challenge and support to bring about change. The individual attention that schools receive from their Creative Agent ensures that the specific character of each school is at the centre of the changes that take place. Thirdly, the Creative Agent works in parallel with the school, and brings in other professionals who work as partners with the teachers and pupils.
Creative Agents are creative professionals drawn from the creative industries or cultural sector. They benefit from a week long training programme delivered by CCE which prepares them to work in schools by developing their understanding of the education system, of creative teaching and learning, and partnership working strengthening their ability to manage change and equipping them with a series of tools they can use once in school. Over the period of their deployment in a school, Creative Agents working on the Enquiry School programme would typically work for the equivalent of 6 days. 

In the case of the Creative Partnerships programme in England, Creative Agents were managed and deployed by Area Delivery Organisations (ADOs). These were local teams established, managed and funded by CCE. In the case of Ås, Creative Agents were managed and deployed by ÅCS because the programme was specifically designed to explore the role of Norwegian Culture schools in delivering programmes directly to schools during the main school day. While ÅSC had worked with all the schools in the programme in the past, it had been in the context of after school cultural activities. The Ås Creative Partnerships programme was intended to explore whether Culture Schools could directly support the improvement of children’s learning, academic and behavioural outcomes in formal education. 

For this reason all the Creative Agents recruited were from among existing teachers of ÅSC.  They were all highly experienced professionals with considerable experience of working with children and young people although in a quite different context.
B. HOW THE EVALUATION HAS BEEN DESIGNED  
1. introduction
The Creative Partnerships programme in England was underpinned by an extensive research programme. The early research established the programme delivered measureable improvements in pupils’ attainment, behaviour and motivation. Later research analysed in depth why and how these effects were achieved.
The evaluation of the Ås Creative Partnerships programme therefore uses the logic model that the research in England established as a lens through which to study the impact of the Creative Partnerships programme in Ås. For this reason it is important to begin by considering the logic that underpins CCE’s approach.

2.
Understanding why Creative Partnerships works

In the last two years, much more emphasis has been given in CCE commissioned research to understanding how and why the Creative Partnerships approach is effective. This has involved literature reviews, new typologies of impact and new definitions of terms. 
CCE research shows that the success of the Creative Partnerships programme is the result of the deployment of a less directive and controlling pedagogy than is usual in many schools. The evidence for this is presented in detail in the CCE commissioned publication The Impact of Creative Partnerships on the Well-Being of Children and Young People by Ros McLellan, Maurice Galton, Susan Steward & Charlotte Page (Cambridge University - 2012). The study includes an extensive review of prevailing pedagogical theory and draws particularly on self determination theory (SDT)  (Deci and Ryan, 1985). This argues in favour of enabling pupils to develop real expertise so that they come to be able to understand learning:

‘SDT suggests that people’s innate needs include competence (feeling effective in one’s on-going interactions with the social environment) autonomy (being the perceived origin or source of one’s behaviour ) and relatedness (having a sense of belongingness with other individuals and one’s community) and these are the very qualities that underpin the central aim of the Creative Partnership programmes’. (McLellan et al., 2012:i).

In contrast, the default pedagogy in many schools is one of transmission. This approach tends to plan lessons around the acquisition of knowledge and largely relies on testing to ensure that the lesson goal had been achieved. Once this has become the dominant practice in the classroom, teachers are quick to devise strategies which guide the pupils to the correct answer.  As ‘guided discussions’ become the predominant method of teaching it impacts pupils negatively in two ways. The less able students become highly dependent on the teacher to provide the clues to the answers, and are therefore unable to replicate the process without the structure the teacher has created around their learning. The more able students are de-motivated as there is little satisfaction in getting the right answer. As the teacher will eventually give sufficient clues for the right answer to become obvious, there is little point making an effort. 

In interviews, pupils are able to articulate their dislike of this style of teaching clearly, as shown in this interview with top set year 8 pupils:

Pupil 1:
I hate science.

Interviewer:  Why do you hate science

Pupil 2: 
 …It’s cos we write a lot, like..

Pupil 1:
Yeah that’s all we do. Just copy off the board and do worksheets.

Pupil 2:
Like six thousand slides that we just copy.

Pupil 1:
And we haven’t done a practical in a whole term.

Pupil 2:
And we have a test on it every week.

Pupil 1:
Like obviously all we’re doing is copying every book – I know for a fact that nobody would go back into the book and read it. 

(McLellan et al. 2012: 154). 

This approach undermines pupils’ sense of autonomy because they do not experience their behaviour as being self determined. Rather, they come to experience their behaviour as being externally directed and not driven by personal interest, curiosity or enjoyment. As a consequence, curiosity, interest and enjoyment are consistently suppressed, until they become absent from the learning experience.

Children are very aware of this, and in interviews express frustration:

Interviewer: What do you want teachers to do?
Pupil 1: I just want to get on with my work. I want to do it myself. If the teachers are always helping us it’s not our work. We need to learn

Interviewer: So you like doing it on your own, even if you mistakes. Is that OK?

Pupil 1: Yeah. Because why do we come to school if teachers are going to help us? We’ve come to school to learn, not people helping us learn.


(McLellan et al., 2012:88)
So through Creative Partnerships, CCE has encouraged the development of a classroom practice which researchers describe as one which:

‘affords choice, provides opportunities for self-direction, provides feedback which is informing (helps pupils self-regulate) rather than corrective (demonstrates the right answer), enhances intrinsic motivation and promote feelings of autonomy and self-efficacy’ (McLellan et al., 2012:8)’

This approach is modelled by creative professionals that CCE brings into the classroom as evidenced by this conversation:

“Interviewer: Is (naming an artist) the same as a teacher?

Pupils: (in chorus). No.

Interviewer: In what ways is she different then?

Pupil: She lets you take the big decisions.

Interviewer: How do you feel about that?

Pupil: Scary at first in case things go wrong (Nods of agreement from other pupils)

Interviewer: But if it comes out right in the end?

Pupil: Then it’s magic. You feel proud and warm inside (Nods of agreement).

(McLellan et al., 2012:17)

So, in Creative Partnerships, and in accordance with SDT, pupils are encouraged to become risk-taking, autonomous learners who exercise considerable choice, not only on the content, but on their working methods and the form of their final presentations. Motivation is then largely intrinsic and the outcomes have been largely as the theory predicted. What McLellan et al found in pupils who had benefitted from Creative Partnerships programmes was: 

‘Improved self confidence, greater capacity for self-regulation, a strong feeling of belonging to a community and increasing evidence of resilience (demonstrated by pupils’ ability to cope with setbacks)’ (McLellan et al., 2012:165).

So what changes in classroom practice are necessary to deliver these improvements in pupils? Signature Pedagogies, by Pat Thomson, Christine Hall, Ken Jones and Julian Sefton Green (Nottingham University - 2012) has defined the characteristics of the pedagogy Creative Partnerships has modelled in schools, so that these pedagogies can be understood, learnt and replicated by teachers wishing to achieve the improvements in pupil performance described above.

Thomson et al. (2012) set out to identify the key pedagogical characteristics of the creative practitioners. They found: 

‘…that Creative Partnerships has the capacity to provide particular affordances – events, activities, associations, conversations, processes of making meaning – which allows children and young people to choose to act in ways which allows them to gain a new embodied understanding of who they were, what they could do now, and what they might do in the future. This kind of learning was profoundly social and highly dependent on the ways in which creative practitioners and teachers came together to produce temporary and fragile space/times within school where it was possible to be/do/know/live together differently’. (Thomson, et al., 2012:7).

 To achieve this, the researchers found that successful Creative Partnerships programmes established a ‘space’ within the school world in which alternative ways of being and relating could be practiced. These spaces were sometimes achieved through the dedication of a physical space - inside the school building or sometimes in the school grounds - in which Creative Partnerships programmes took place. Sometimes they were temporary, a dedicated day or week for Creative Partnerships projects to take place. Sometimes, they were a specific project which took place alongside the traditional curriculum. While they existed, these time/spaces had relative autonomy from the ways in which the rest of the school operated and pupils and teachers were relatively free to experiment within them with new ways of talking, teaching, learning and assessing. New connections were also established with the parent and wider community. Generally, these experiences were able to be transferred back into the school once the time/space had closed down. Schools where creative practices were more embedded found more permanent space/times - within and between some subject areas, across a year level, in regular extra-curricular activities where both teachers and creative practitioners worked in ways profoundly different from the default.

From the research, a number of overarching characteristics of Creative Partnerships practice emerged. Firstly, there were always observable changes in how school was organised and teaching practiced. For instance,

· Creative Partnerships programmes involved mobility – students and teachers moved around the classroom, they went out of the classroom and out of the school, students were trusted to work in groups in non supervised places, to use store cupboards, to leave lessons routinely if what they were doing required them to go somewhere else 

· There was also considerable time-flexibility. Not only were large blocks of time carved out of the regular timetable, but very often there was no definite end point. While a project did have a beginning and an end, a ‘session’, as opposed to a lesson, took as long as it took.

· Creative Partnership programmes had a different approach to inclusion. Rather than see that some children had special needs that had to be taken into account and therefore that teaching approaches had to be adjusted for them in some way (usually via reduction of difficulty), creative practitioners began with the view that all children and young people were capable of having ideas, making meanings, and participating 

· Generally, Creative Partnership activities offered students opportunities to make meaningful choices. Creative practitioners worked on an improvisational basis which required students to contribute ideas. They negotiated activities.  These pedagogies often offered students real choices not only about what they did individually, but also what a group or the whole class might do

· Creative practices were often marked by their boldness. Students were encouraged to work on big projects, with imposing objects and difficult materials, for longer periods of time, with highly regarded professional artists, in grand performance and exhibition spaces, to audiences with sophisticated cultural experiences. Pupils attached great importance to achieving things they had thought beyond their reach. The importance of being enabled to think big, to be writ large, and to be supported to develop the necessary skills and knowledge to achieve this, was the foundation for building new notions of what-I-can-do and who-I-might-be

· Creative practitioners brought into school with their very presence a light-hearted disruption to the generally conservative school environs. A lot of creative practice was accompanied by much laughter, jokes, play and satire. The researchers have argued that the kinds of play that they observed were profoundly serious in their intent and effect. Tinkering, experimenting, generating and trying out ideas with humour, disruptive intent, questioning and gentle mocking can accompany learning every bit as meaningful as that acquired through quiet contemplation. 

In order to bring together a range of research findings into a simple easily comprehensible model, CCE has developed the diagram illustrated below 
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Key to understanding why this approach impacts so positively on a pupil’s engagement and attainment is the concept of ‘a high functioning pupil’, which is at the heart of the conclusions reached in The Impact of Creative Partnerships on the Well-Being of Children and Young People by Ros McLellan, Maurice Galton, Susan Steward & Charlotte Page (2012). This evaluation of the Creative Partnerships programme demonstrates that a pupil educated in a context in which the pupil is an essential learning resource, and where mobility, emotion, team working and risk are central to the learning experience, is a pupil who is ‘high functioning’. In this form of education, the whole child is engaged in the learning experience, not only aspects of their mental processes, but their bodies, their emotions and their social skills. It is this sense of being ‘high functioning’ which leads to feelings of well-being within the child, and this in turn builds the resilience and confidence which underpins successful learning. These practices are effective because they directly impact on the pupils’ sense of competency, autonomy and relatedness. They provide the sense of agency and motivation from which sustainable learning power is generated .  This is why researchers found pupils at Creative Partnership schools to be more engaged, better behaved and achieving more. As Maurice Galton explains:
“In this model of educational progression children move from a point where they acquire knowledge that is already known by others, to a point where they can order that knowledge within particular frameworks, to a further point where they can, without too much assistance, interrogate their own thought processes in creating their personal frameworks or restructuring existing ones.” (Galton, 2007:5-6).

3.
The structure of the evaluation of the Ås Creative Partnerships programme.

The evaluation of the Creative Partnerships programme in Ås, therefore seeks to apply this logic model by answering the following questions:

1. Firstly, did the projects undertaken by the schools create a ‘space’ within the school world in which alternative ways of being and relating could be practiced? Were the activities bold and highly visible? Did they afford pupils real choices not only in the content but in the processes that were to be followed? Did these time/spaces have relative autonomy from the ways in which the rest of the school operated and were pupils and teachers relatively free to experiment within them with new ways of talking, teaching, learning and assessing?

2. Secondly, did the activities encourage collaboration and team working? Did they feel authentic to the pupils? Was the arrangement of space and time flexible? Were these activities characterised by challenge, inclusiveness and physical mobility?  Were the children’s own experiences, capacities and understanding central to the design and execution of the activities?
3. Thirdly, if the projects did display these characteristics, did they result in observable changes in the behaviour and attainment of pupils? In particular were there improvements in the academic standards, behaviour and motivation of pupils? Were there observable improvements in intrinsic motivation, autonomy and self-efficacy?
4. Fourthly, did this result in teachers being willing to take this practice into other areas of teaching and learning? Were teachers able to incorporate practices piloted by the creative agents and creative practitioners into their own practice?

In addition, the evaluation considers two important questions which arose in discussions during the final evaluation.

5. Despite the short period during which the projects took place, was there any evidence that the projects impacted on the wider community?

6. Given the familiarity of the schools with the Cultural Rucksack programme, did those involved in the Creative Partnerships programme in Ås have any observations about the differences between the programmes?
C. THE IMPACT OF THE ÅS CREATIVE PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAMME
1.   Creating Spaces to practice new ways of working, talking, thinking and assessing.
There is no doubt that all the projects were successful in creating new spaces within which the activities took place and which were beyond the normal ways the school worked.

Sjøskogen School, for instance, took pupils from grade 3 and grade 6 off the normal school timetable for five days in total. In the first week they spent three days working with a hip-hop artist, Fernando, writing lyrics and preparing their performances. In the second week the pupils were taken off timetable for two days to work with professional filmmakers producing a film which became the main output of the project. The creation of this space was highly deliberate - the result of a detailed planning process which took place between the teachers of the two grades and the creative agent. At the same time the decision to make of a film which would capture the words and performances created by the pupils, and which would subsequently be screened at events at the school and posted on Utube resulted in a bold and highly visible outcome to the project. Evidence from the teachers also suggested that the way that Fernando was with the children, was different from the way adult-child relations were normally conducted in the school. For instance, teachers noticed that Fernando was willing to illustrate issues he discussed with episodes from his own life, and this had a powerful effect on the pupils. He was also quite physical in his approach. Teachers talked about him ‘laying his hands on pupils too cool them down if they got too excited’. 

In Norby School, they took the pupils off timetable for one day a week for three weeks to work on the construction of a chameleon and an elephant. This was followed by a week during which the pupils were off timetable on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday devising a performance which would use the two animals they had created. On the Friday of the second week, the pupils performed the piece they had created. The ways in which pupils worked during the construction of the chameleon and the elephant were very different from those normally employed in school. The animals were made of wood, and the creative practitioner brought in by the Creative Agent was a carpenter. He arranged the children at different work stations and supplied them with the wood and the carpentry tools. He was very careful to ensure that the animals they constructed were entirely designed by the children. He was only there to support the technical execution of their ideas.  This afforded pupils real choices not only in the content but in the processes that were to be followed. They had access to implements which were potentially dangerous, such as knives and electric drills, but the teachers were impressed with how well the pupils took instruction in their use, and how careful and safety conscious they were in handling the tools. 

In Rustad school, they divided the class into small groups each with children who didn’t normally work together. The children were given a clear set of instructions, and were asked to create short performances which they subsequently had to perform to the rest of the class. While the pupils were used to working in groups, it was not normal to allow them extended periods of unsupervised activity. This gave the children the space to explore some quite difficult issues about bullying in depth. The instructions the pupils had been given established a scene with some specific characters, but the children had to improvise the development of the story, and the teachers were impressed with how quickly in this format and without further direction the children found their way to the ethical heart of the issues. 

At Soldberg school, pupils undertook a maths project which led to the design of a large outdoor umbrella. The pupils were then taken off the timetable for a week to allow them time to construct this umbrella in the school grounds. The pupils greatly enjoyed the physical challenge of the work, being outside in the school grounds and the access the project gave them to tools and materials. Again, teachers were impressed with how careful and thoughtful the children were when they were given real responsibility.

It was less clear at Asgard School that the same kind of space was created in which pupils and teachers could explore different ways of working, or that pupils were afforded the opportunity to exercise control of the process. This may simply be because it proved difficult to find the time during the evaluation to explore these issues with the Creative Agent and the teachers. However, it is clear that pupils were given the opportunity to create their own poems but the time pressure created by the decision to make a film and create a performance gave the impression that this led to a project which was much more adult driven.

Overall, however, the programme was successful in creating new spaces in school in which pupils were able to assume much greater control of both process and outcome, teachers were able to observe creative professional eliciting different and improved responses from their pupils as a result of different ways of working, and the spaces created allowed for much experimentation in new ways of talking, teaching, learning and assessing. 
2. Were the activities characterised by challenge, collaboration, authenticity, inclusiveness, mobility and flexibility? 
Again the projects were impressive in the extent to which they all displayed the characteristics that a good Creative Partnerships project seeks to incorporate.

Projects were characterised by pupils being given challenges which they had to resolve, rather than exercises to lead them to the ‘right’ answer. So, for instance, teachers interviewed as part of the evaluation constantly stressed the way in which pupils were required to make their own assessment of the extent to which their efforts were of a sufficient quality.

One pupil had great difficulty with his project. He kept coming to me saying: ‘Is this good enough?’ But I kept saying: ‘There is no right answer here. You must decide when it is finished.’ (Teacher – Rustad)

As I wandered around, pupils would ask me whether they had got it right and I would say ‘This is for you to do – I am not going to help you.’ This strongly motivated them. I was amazed. (Teacher – Sjoskogen)

It is also clear that the projects took many of the children outside their comfort zone. But with appropriately structured support and encouragement, pupils were all able to confront their fears and accomplish the challenges they had been set. This made them feel very proud of what they achieved.

One of the kids had to play the guitar and he was almost white in the face at the thought of doing it he was so scared. He said he didn’t think that he could do it. But on the day he did it and it has really given him confidence (Teacher – Sjoskogen)

A particularly strong aspect of the project in the Nordby school was way all the pupils involved were issued with notebooks in which they could document their involvement in the project. This resulted in a rich seam of evidence: 

We looked at the notebooks of the children after the session .One of them had written: ‘ I am looking forward to the performance but I am also very scared.’ Another had written; ‘I am so nervous I am not going to do it’.  But in the end they all did it and it was a big success.(Teacher - Nordby) 

This was particularly scary for the children because they each had a different role, they couldn’t just hide in a group. (Teacher - Nordby)

Most of the projects required the children to collaborate, more deeply and with less supervision than was normal. Because the adults generally were careful to provide space for the children to reach their own conclusions, this inevitably required the children to accommodate each others ideas. This the children sometimes found hard to do, particularly to begin with:

It was noticeable to everyone that the children were less focussed in the first session, as they were unused to having so much control over the process and therefore spent time wandering around wondering what to do. However, by the third session they were much more focussed and were working much more effectively in groups. (Creative Agent – Nordby) 

In many cases, teachers had arranged groups so that they comprised pupils who do not normally work together. This inevitably made the process of accommodation between them harder. However, teachers felt that this had generally worked and stressed how important they thought it was that children got into the habit of working with other people not just their friends:

That is what they will have to do in life after school, so we must prepare them. (Headteacher – Nordby)

Most of the teachers remarked on the degree of care the practitioners and the agents had taken in devising projects to which everyone could make a contribution. 
He integrated everyone so that there were no dominant people in the project and so instead of looking to the leader the children would look inside themselves. (Teacher - Sjoskogen)
Everyone had the opportunity to participate. (Teacher - Soldberg)

He always involved everyone. He was strict about everyone making a contribution. (Teacher - Sjoskogen)

But inclusiveness can sometimes require projects to be flexible so that everyone can contribute appropriately.  At Nordby School, once work began on the final performance, it was clear that there were a group of 5 boys whose behaviour was disrupting the progress of the whole project. 

These 5 boys are very different, some are immature, some are just difficult. Even if they want to join in they find it hard.  (Teacher - Nordby) 

So the decision was taken that these 5 boys would be separated out and asked to create their own dance which would be performed at the start of the entire performance. As a strategy this worked. The class teacher took the opportunity to work intensively on school work with the boys while the artists worked with the rest of the class. Then they would swop, and the teacher would manage the class while the 5 boys got their dedicated attention from the artists. The teachers, creative agent and artists had been careful to make sure that the separation of the boys was not seen as a punishment and as a consequence the boys were extremely proud of having the opportunity to create their own performance. Again the Nordby notebooks provided evidence of the positive impact. One of these boys had written after the performance ‘We are the boys. We are the best.’ The teacher was keen to explain that this also represented a considerable amount of writing from this particular boy who rarely wrote anything.  
Finally, all the projects required the pupils, creative practitioners and teachers to use the spaces in the school more flexibly and the children worked, not only in their classrooms, but elsewhere in the school building and outside in the school grounds. 

So the projects created as part of the Ås Creative Partnership programme generally displayed the characteristics of challenge, collaboration, authenticity, inclusiveness, mobility and flexibility that have been shown to be the elements in a Creative Partnership programme which contribute to the improvements in attainment, motivation and behaviour observed elsewhere. 
3. Did the projects result in observable changes in the behaviour and attainment of pupils?
Teachers were able to describe and evidence improvements in behaviour and attainment. In terms of behaviour, improved confidence and willingness to take risks was frequently cited:

How did the kids deal with high risk? 6th grade were a bit reserved, but the being stupid in front of the camera helped create the right atmosphere. Some of the very quiet shy girls were clinging onto to Fernando by the end of the project and they are now much more active and confident in talking and participating in class. “(Teacher - Soldberg)
But pupils have also learnt to work together more effectively.

There is less of complaining about who they are working with and some improvement in the language they use with each other. Now we can go out. It has got easier. They understand the rules better. (Teacher - Nordby)
In the case of the 5 boys who had been able to create their own performance, there were significant improvements in their engagement in class:

The impact of the project is positive on the boys. They feel more positive and it is easier now they are back in the big group because they have different image, not just’ I am the bad boy’. (Teacher - Nordby)
Teachers were able to point to changes in language. The Hi-Hop artist Fernando was recruited to work on a project intended to improve behaviour between children. By encouraging pupils to examine bullying and other aspects of anti-social behaviour in poems and songs that they wrote, Fernando encouraged pupils to find new ways to resolve conflict between themselves. Children adopted these approaches with enthusiasm, and conciliatory behaviour in the playground has now become known as ‘doing a Fernando’. This form of personalised shorthand for complex concepts provides powerful evidence of improved behaviour becoming common place. Teachers also talked about how they started to listen to children in new ways.

I have started to be able to tell the difference between appreciating it when they say things you want them to say and realising they are simply parroting back what you have said to them. Yes, you can tell the difference. (Teacher - Sjoskogen)
The projects had also helped teachers start to see the children differently:

“This kind of project allows teachers to sit back a bit and see children differently. I have this picture in mind of the boy focussing on the clay. This is the longest quiet period I have ever seen him. I didn’t think he was able to stay so focussed for so long. I know that for myself I find myself adapting to the image others have of me. Isn’t this even more true with children. It is so important that we keep confronting our image of others. Teachers especially must do this. (Teacher - Rustad)

The delay in starting the programme, which was a result of the delay in the grant being offered in the first case, meant that the projects were condensed.

One consequence of this was that it proved difficult within the time to generate much evidence of improved attainment. Schools should however continue to monitor the performance of children who were involved in the Ås Creative Partnerships programme in its first year. The programme was successful in creating the spaces in which children flourish. There is strong evidence that the characteristics of these spaces were consistent with those in England which led to significant improvements in pupil attainment, motivation and behaviour. This would suggest that similar improvements may become observable in the children during the next academic year.
4.
Have teachers been able to apply what they have learned to other aspects of teaching and learning?
Almost all the teachers were able to give examples of ways in which they have adapted and improved their practice as a result of their experience of the Ås Creative Partnerships programme. For instance, seeing the improvements in motivation that come with giving pupils increased responsibility has inspired some teachers to structure their lessons differently. Rather than directing them towards answers, lessons are more structured around setting challenges and encouraging pupils to learn from each other:

We now give them tasks, which get progressively more difficult and then they compare notes. (Teacher – Soldberg)

They have also seen that because their children’s motivation improves as the degree of challenge increases, they can push their children harder:

I now think learning is about becoming yourself, so I think that they did learn more. If they are contributing and taking responsibility and being positive they are learning, and it is more fun. It is most fun to learn when they are pushing themselves. (Teacher - Soldberg)

The impact of pupil mobility on motivation also impressed the teachers:

We now want to be more mobile and use outside more
 (Teacher - Soldberg)
The Headteacher at Soldberg was particularly interesting when she described talking to pupils who had been involved in the maths project. 

I asked them what it was about maths they found so difficult. They said they didn’t like the sitting still and writing all the time. And of course I suddenly realised that it wasn’t the maths they didn’t like, it was the way we were teaching it. Through this project, I realised we can do more of these sort of activities with the maths, more building etc. and really we have to understand how we the teachers can do these things ourselves to really embed these in our thinking and teaching. We need to build and create so that we can talk about maths all the time when they are in the middle of other activities. In this way. the kids come to understand that maths is actually useful The school has to learn that this is the way to do it. (Headteacher - Soldberg)

Teachers also learnt a great from observing the creative practitioners at work. For instance, they realised how important it is that you model the behaviour you want the children to adopt:
I realise you have to be what you advocate (Teacher - Sjoskogen)

But they have also learnt techniques that they know they themselves can apply.
Fernando encouraged them to talk about their feelings for each other. He then got them to write them down in the form of lyrics as part of preparing the video. I was impressed. These were techniques that I will use that I will take from him.” (Teacher - Sjoskogen)
5.   Impact on the wider community
Given the short period within which the projects took place, and hence the limited scope of some of the projects to have an impact beyond the classroom, it was interesting to note how often within this short period a positive parental engagement was evidenced. In Nordby, where the project focussed on inter-pupil relationships, staff were concerned at the planning stage that parental response might be negative. In the event, parents turned out to be very positive:
Parents were very supportive about the process and the project. They know that there are challenges within the group and they were really pleased that the school was doing something about it. They were really very positive. No parent has been critical. One parent also told me about how much the boy had been rehearsing his part at home .” (Teacher - Nordby)
A frequent manifestation of improvements in pupil motivation brought about by Creative Partnerships programmes, is an unwillingness of children to miss school. Again teachers involved in the programme in Ås observed this.

A parent told me that her child would never stay at home on Wednesday (when Creative Partnership activities were taking place) because the wheel working project was going on” (Teacher - Soldberg)
6. Comparisons with the Cultural Rucksack
All the schools involved in the Ås Creative Partnerships programme had considerable experience of the Cultural Rucksack programme, as had the artists and creative practitioners. It was therefore interesting to record their observations about the differences between the programmes. As one teacher at Rustad school remarked:
Before with the Cultural Rucksack the artists come and it is their decision. But this time we had much more influence and we got to decide and shape the project. You can see that in the practitioners. They want to link with what we are doing. Both Hannah’s (the artists) were good at doing this and bringing it back to subjects and school objectives. “ (Teacher - Rustad)
Teachers also appreciated that this required a different mental attitude and higher degree of flexibility from the artists. The Creative Agents, who had benefitted from the training provided by CCE, found this easier to do. Artists with only experience of Cultural Rucksack found it harder. However, the benefit of the more flexible way of working on the children was very clear:

The artists who came to do the video were used to work in Cultural Rucksack. They were very nervous. They had a formula. They kept asking if it had been planned. It was much more improvisational than they were used to and this stressed them. The children were responsible for each scene. Children came up with ideas for each set of lyrics and the camera crew went around picking up the kids ideas. But the children were great. There is no possibility not to take responsibility when it is given with you. The sooner you give children responsibility the sooner they will develop their identity. This is your movie, we kept saying, and it is going to be on Utube.” (Sjoskogen)
But once you are used to working in this way, it is much more satisfying. As one Creative Agent remarked:

This is what I want to do for the rest of my life! (Creative Agent – Sjoskogen) 
7. Conclusions
There is clear evidence that the Ås Creative Partnerships programme created spaces in which pupils and teachers could experiment with new ways of talking, teaching, learning and assessing. It is also clear that the characteristics of these spaces were consistent with those CCE has seen in England which lead to the improved outcomes in attainment, behaviour and motivation that schools were seeking. It is encouraging therefore that the majority of these improvements were observed by teachers in the children. As a result teachers are willing to incorporate what they have learned in their normal teaching practice.
There are however some additional lessons to be learned from the programme:

· The delay in the confirmation of funding, meant that the schools and Creative Agents were working within a much more condensed time frame than is ideal. There would be significant improvements in the quality of the planning and especially the reflection and learning that teachers and artists took from the programme if the programme was allowed to take place over a full academic year. This will be the case in 2012/13.

· Creative Agents need more support to help them evidence the impact that the programme is having on children and teachers. The majority of the evidence collected for the report was the result of the external evaluation rather than the planning and end forms that the Creative Agents had completed.
· Creative Agents need additional support to help them manage their time more effectively. The lack of evidence collected in some cases was because, although the Creative Agents knew that they had to lead the reflection process, they had not allowed themselves the time to do so.

These however are minor concerns about a programme which, despite the constraints on time, delivered rich learning experiences to all the participants and is leading to quite significant changes in the way that teachers are developing their practice and in school organisation. This is a very a major achievement.

The programme has also demonstrated that a Culture School can manage and deliver a programme which adds significantly to the formal education sector and lays out a model which other Culture Schools in Norway might want to consider.
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