Research digest: 2006-2012

Research
digest:
2006-2012

Creativity, Culture and Education
Great North House, Sandyford Road,
Newcastle upon Tyne NE1 8ND
www.creativitycultureeducation.org
Registered charity no.1125841
Registered company no.06600739
July 2012

Contents
03 Introduction
04 Signature pedagogies
13 Youth voice in the work of Creative Partnerships
18 This much we know: the Creative School Change project
24 The Change Schools programme evaluation
34 Creativity, school ethos and the Creative Partnerships programme
46 The impact of Creative Partnerships on the wellbeing of children and
young people
56 Creative Partnerships: evaluation of partnership working
66 The impact of the Creative Partnerships programme on the teaching workforce
72 Their learning becomes your journey
80 Progression in creativity
90 Creative Partnerships longer-term tracking study: attainment and attendance
96 The economic value of Creative Partnerships

Introduction

David Parker, Director, Research Impact and Learning, CCE

Creative Partnerships, which began in 2001, is
no longer a government-funded programme in
England. The last projects that could claim to
be part of such a programme ended in the
summer of 2011. But the legacy of a decade of
vibrant and enriching work in schools is
palpable and lives on in the practice of
teachers, artists and young people, and in the
research which attempted to offer objective
accounts of that practice.
There have been two summaries of Creative
Partnerships activity prior to this one – This Much
We Know (2007) and Changing Young Lives (2009).
This third collection follows a similar format. The
research summaries collected here offer a quick
entry point into the main developments and
findings of Creative Partnerships over the past
three or so years. They are made possible by
groups of researchers and academics that
collectively bring an impressive wealth of
educational, economic and cultural experience to
the programme. This adds enormous value, not
only in terms of crystallising critical moments in the
initiative, those pivot points on which success often
seems to hinge, but also through the rigorous and
critical reflections they are able to bring to bear on
the day to day practices that underpin the work in
schools. The theorised descriptions that come back
to us through this work, coupled with more
quantitative studies, give us a balanced picture of
the kinds of value Creative Partnerships can add
and, most importantly, how it can be extended and
improved.

You will find a diverse range of themes covered by
the summaries that follow. Each theme provides a
particular lens through which the impact of Creative
Partnerships can be seen and understood. But
these are not just straightforward accounts of
outcome and they should not be read only as a
simplistic ‘end of term’ report. In fact, much of the
work concerns itself with detailed descriptions of
process to help unpick elements that may help
schools committed to creative education raise
quality and maximise impact. They are, in that
sense, both formative and summative accounts,
giving us descriptions of achievement, but always
with an eye to improving further, learning key
lessons and building on what has worked best.
Creativity, Culture and Education appreciates the
effort and dedication shown by all the researchers
who worked with us to better understand the
effects of creativity in classrooms. We offer our
thanks to everyone involved in the research about
Creative Partnerships described here, and on our
website. The complete body of research and
evaluation will continue to inform CCE’s ongoing
work with schools; we hope it will also be of use to
policy makers, schools or creative professionals
looking to develop creative learning with young
people around the world.
The full reports for all CCE research are available at
www.creativitycultureeducation.org
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Signature
pedagogies
Pat Thomson and Christine Hall (Nottingham University), Ken Jones
(Goldsmiths University), and Julian Sefton-Green, 2012

Background
Members of the Signature Pedagogies project
team have been researching the impact of the
creativity agenda in classrooms since 2007. The
research reported here (Thomson et al., 2012)
builds on this work – in particular on the Creative
School Change project funded by Creative
Partnerships from 2007 to 2009 (Thomson et al.,
2009, see pages 18-23), and on reflections
about the relationship between arts practice and
pedagogy developed during a 2010 evaluation of
the RSC/Warwick University Stand up for
Shakespeare Project (Thomson et al., 2010).

Methods
Our project used observation and interview to
develop rich descriptions of creative practice. We
conducted observation in two ways - through
researcher visits in which detailed field notes were
kept, and by filming two days when creative
practitioners were working with students. In all, we
observed activities in twelve schools1, six primary
and six secondary. The primary locations were all in
the Midlands while the secondary were in and
around London and the south of England. In primary
schools we observed three storymakers, one
storyteller, one dancer and one visual and
movement artist. In the secondary schools, we
observed work on radio, physical theatre, visual art,
dance, media and creative activities such as
problem-solving. Based on these visits, we have
written eight case studies. Other material – for
instance on physical theatre at Delius School,
London – is presented in other sections of the
report, available online.

Our framing concept: pedagogy
Pedagogy is often taken to refer to techniques for
organising teaching and learning in particular
classrooms. This is quite a recent emphasis.
Historically, ‘pedagogy’ has been used in a much
broader way, to include relationships, conversations,
learning environments, rules, norms and culture –
within the classroom, the school and the wider
community setting. It has had as much to do with
‘ways of being’ as ‘ways of knowing’ and has
involved dimensions of ethical value as well as
dimensions of technique. This is the meaning of
pedagogy with which we’ve operated.

In our research, we take it that there are many
different kinds of pedagogy that aim deliberately to
teach ‘habits of mind’ – traditions, conventions and
mores. We think that pedagogies based around
creative practice, and involving creative practitioners,
are one distinctive kind of pedagogy. We think of
this distinctiveness as a special quality, a defining
signature.
Of course, this is not the only pedagogy at work in
the school – it is not even the dominant one. That
place is occupied by what we call a default
pedagogy: in England the default lesson should
begin with an outline of a curriculum objective;
students are expected to understand how this

1 School names have been anonymised using aliases instead.
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objective will assist them to achieve a specified
level of attainment set out in a curriculum
framework. Teachers therefore plan lessons around
particular objectives, and exercises and tests are
designed in order to determine what level they have
achieved.
The Creative Partnerships programme (2002-9) was
an institutional initiative which set out to disrupt the
default. It was not the only one on offer at the time
- we can think for example of the Enquiring Minds
curriculum development project, Eco-schools, Forest
Schools, the Philosophy for Children movement,
and Italian and Danish approaches to early childhood
education, many of which were also taken up by
schools engaged in Creative Partnerships. Creative
Partnerships was however unique among these
‘opening-up’ interventions, because it was the only
programme which brought a substantial new
workforce of adults into schools. Our project
explores some of the pedagogical impacts that this
workforce has had.

Further into pedagogy
One way of thinking about the differences between
default and alternative pedagogies is supplied by the
UNESCO commission chaired by Jacques Delors,
which first reported in 1995 and has organised
follow-up activities since (UNESC0 1995) The
commission insists that the work of the school
needs to be understood multi-dimensionally. To this
end, it offers four concepts, which we have
deployed in this project:
•
•
•
•

Learning to know
Learning to be
Learning to do
Learning to work with others

We suggest that, in each of these four dimensions,
the signature pedagogies developed by creative
practitioners, and by teachers with a similar
orientation, are significantly different from the
pedagogies of the mainstream. To do this, our
report works through each of Delors’ categories,
constructing a series of case studies, intended to
illuminate different aspects of creative pedagogies.
06

Learning to know
‘Learning to know’ is defined as ‘combining a
sufficiently broad general knowledge with the
opportunity to work in depth on a small number of
subjects’ (1995: 37) It is about breadth and also
specialisation, about the mastery of learning tools
more than the acquisition of bodies of knowledge,
about ‘stimulating intellectual curiosity, sharpening
critical faculties and the capacity to reason, developing
concentration and memory. Underpinning these
capacities is ‘the pleasure that can be derived from
understanding knowledge and discovery’
(http://www.unesco.org/delors/ltoknow.htm). Our case
studies of the Art and Design department at Spencer
High School, and of the storyteller Tunde, at work in
two Midlands primary schools exemplify this aspect
of the commission’s model. Spencer provided an
unusually clear example of a long-term project of art
education, very strongly rooted in the school’s
identity, in the disciplinary resources of a well-defined
artistic tradition, and possessing high status. Tunde’s
sessions likewise drew from a tradition – that of
public story-telling and oral narrative. Through the
layering of autobiographical information, folk and
family tales, as well as through the direct teaching of
visualization and breathing techniques, the artist
offered the children resources to use in managing
their own imaginative and emotional lives in the
present and in the future.

Learning to do
‘Learning to do’ relates to formal and informal, social
and work experiences; it is defined broadly as
acquiring ‘the competence to deal with many
situations and work in teams’ (1995:37). The
emphasis is also on developing competence, through
personal commitment and individual initiative
(http://www.unesco.org/delors). It is about the
individual skills and dispositions in the context of
social and economic engagement. Badger Grove, one
of our secondary schools, whose students were
involved – alongside professional dancers – in a dance
project, illuminated the depth of students’
involvement with a pedagogy of this kind. The

experience of being with a professional offered a
different kind of relationship to an adult-expert role
model, in which students were plunged into the
working world of dance, with its clear but not
necessarily articulated judgments about ‘good’ and
‘bad’ performance, and its demands for
concentration, alertness and – in Delors’ phrase –
teamwork. The ‘collegial pedagogy’ of the team
created a kind of buy-in from students that was
different to their approach to more everyday school
activities. The ‘Creative Olympics’ we observed at
St Hilda’s School gave rise to a similar, intense
degree of participation and involvement. Very much
a project about ‘learning to do’, it involved planning
and preparing, consulting and negotiating, executing
a plan, evaluating, and celebrating its successes.

Learning to live together
Learning to live together involves above all the
‘discovery of other people’. Schools should prompt
‘unaccustomed forms of action’ that enable people
to ‘transcend the routines of their personal lives and
attach value to what they have in common’. At
Larwood Primary School a story-making project
encouraged ‘discovery’ about people in the
immediate community through engagement in a
collaborative creative project – of a sort that others
have termed the development of ‘texts of our lives’.
Accompanying discovery were other more specific
kinds of learning. A number of important literacy
processes were explicitly covered: devising
interview questions, conducting an interview,
transcribing key pieces of text, composing and
editing a narrative that was not only to be
performed but also had to stand alone as a printed
text after the interview event. Writing up the stories
required attention to the narratives at the level of
syntax, rhythm, word selection, plot development,
setting, character development and dialogue.
Children had to work together in small groups for
protracted periods of time, far longer than the usual
lesson length. They had to meet a timeline and
produce a real text for a real audience, many of
whom were not dispassionate observers but were
intimately involved in the events being narrated. The

Creative Partnerships
was ... unique among
[the many] ‘openingup’ interventions,
because it was the
only programme which
brought a substantial
new workforce of
adults into schools.
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We would suggest
that artists have much
to bring to the
renewal of pedagogy
in the English school.
To what extent
teachers will be
encouraged to admit
them to the
conversation is a
question upon which
much depends.

project created, as much as it reflected, values held
in common.
In a London nursery school, Stanley, a visual artist,
worked with parents to devise structures and
habitats in which their children could play. Across a
range of cultures, and across wide income
differentials, Stanley offered a vision of play as
something shared, and set up long sessions of
reflection on play and its meanings and possibilities
that involved all participating parents as equals in a
common enterprise. His was a project based on
learning to live together through ‘discovering’ other
people and creating a ‘new spirit’ through
engagement in unaccustomed forms of action.

Learning to be
The fourth pillar, ‘learning to be’, is about ‘every
person's complete development - mind and body,
intelligence, sensitivity, aesthetic appreciation and
spirituality’. Jim works as a story-teller at a Midlands
Nursery School. He mobilised drama tools –
improvisation and performance – in combination
with writing composition competencies –
developing character, plot and context – in order to
lead the group through a creative process, creating
a context in which the children learned how to put
their individual imaginings, understandings,
experiences and interests into a collaborative
authoring process. There was an important ‘in-themoment-ness’ of much of what Jim did which
contrasted with the orientation towards the
demands of the future that characterises so many
aspects of school life. In Jim’s work, with very
young children, we were reminded of Raymond
Williams’ discussion of a ‘“structure of feeling” practical consciousness of a present kind, in a living
and inter-relating continuity’ (Williams, 1977:132).
Iona, an environmental artist working with a Year Six
group in another Midlands primary school, likewise
worked against the pressured grain of Year Six
experience. Taking her pupils to an allotment, talking
much about her own life and art, Iona sought to
emphasise the abundance of nature, the importance
of self expression, the possibility of using your
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ingenuity and creativity to make something out of
nothing. Working with found materials, Iona’s pupils
tried to create everyday works of art, showing
alternative ways in which a creative, fulfilled life
could be lived.

Pedagogic practices
The sketches above indicate that the models of
learning developed in the classrooms we studied
are as much about different ways of being as about
alternative kinds of knowledge. Like the
standardised curriculum that they rub against and
challenge, they are thoroughly value-laden. We
suggest that they represent a different way of
thinking about teaching and learning, most notably
in the way that they build sociality and stress the
capacities of young people to ‘become somebody’.
Across all the sites we visited, we observed a
number of pedagogic practices, which offered a
concrete realisation of the underlying principles of
learning suggested by the projects.
• They intervened in the routines of the school,
setting up ‘occasions’ that departed from normal
patterns of teaching and learning, sometimes to
the point of being absurdist and carnivalesque.
• They introduced different patterns of classroom
discourse – from lifestory, to disciplinary codings,
to humour.
• They used the resources of the everyday –
recycled material, common knowledges – to
create artefacts, set up conversations, establish
that the experience that pupils brought with
them to school was central to the possibilities of
learning.

Conclusion
Our research suggests that the differences between
artists and teachers stem from their positioning and
the expectations and roles associated with this.
Teachers, because of their position within the
institutional context of school, work in a complex
frame of national policy, public expectations and local
institutional interpretations of policy and educational
purposes. They have ongoing responsibilities for
ensuring that children meet mandated curriculum
outcomes. This, as a considerable body of research
suggests, frames what it is that they are able to do.
What they are able to do may in fact exceed what it
is possible to do within their particular context. While
it is easy to suggest for example, the teachers might
adopt a universalist approach to inclusion, as we
have suggested that the artists we saw did, it is
difficult to see how this might happen in a context
where national and international policy frames
inclusion quite differently.
Artists however arrive in schools as visitors, even if
they work as artists in residence, their position is as
an institutional ‘other’. They bring with them frames
of reference and purposes from their life worlds, and
as they and teachers work together they create
more and less stable time/spaces where their
frames and purposes produce new practices. It is for
this reason that we suggest that there will always be
a role for artists to play in schools, as the two
positions are not the same, not interchangeable. We
would suggest that artists have much to bring to the
renewal of pedagogy in the English school. To what
extent teachers will be encouraged to admit them to
the conversation is a question upon which much
depends.

• They managed the interpersonal life of the
classroom differently. They had a universalist
approach to inclusion, in which ‘differentiation’
played little part. They encouraged choice and
agency. They were willing to accelerate or
suspend the time of learning. They gave
permission to play. They valorised the collective
endeavour of pupils.
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Youth voice in the
work of Creative
Partnerships
Sara Bragg, Dorothy Faulkner, and Helen Manchester
(The Open University), 2008

Creative Partnerships’ foregrounding of youth
voice has resulted in some significant work and
innovations, within schools and at regional
levels in Creative Partnerships and beyond. The
programme has helped to raise the profile of
young people’s participation in their schools
with many projects marking a significant cultural
shift in ‘how things are done’, raising
expectations that young people both can and
will be involved at all stages of Creative
Partnerships work.

Between 2007 – 2009, a team of researchers from
the Open University worked on mapping and
exploring Creative Partnerships-inspired ‘youth
voice’ practice. In the course of their research they
interviewed 19 Creative Partnerships local directors
and programmers, undertook desk research of
existing studies and reports, and compiled ‘cameos’
of interesting youth voice practice and eight in-depth
studies, based on research in Creative Partnerships
schools2 and other locations in England.
In 2008, the programme was reorganised into three
separate strands with a standard planning and
evaluation framework that worked across all three.
In doing this the opportunity to formalise young
people’s involvement in the programme was taken,
and school applicants were asked to explain:
• How young people have been involved in the
design, delivery and evaluation of the programme
of work
• How they are establishing and maintaining
positive relationships with young people

2 School names have been anonymised using aliases instead.
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• How they are working as ‘co-constructors of
learning’ with young people.
13

Here we report on the kinds of projects and
practices undertaken for each of these three bullet
points, reflecting on some of the opportunities and
challenges they provide.

Involving young people in the design,
delivery and evaluation of work
Some local Creative Partnerships directors felt that
all their work involved ‘youth voice’, in the sense
that creative work involved artists listening carefully
and responding to pupil views. It had long been
common practice for some local areas to involve
students in evaluating projects hence the emphasis
on youth voice when the programme was
reorganised in 2008. Some schools described how
Creative Partnerships work became a ‘threeway
partnership: i.e. not the teacher and the artist sitting
down to discuss what they would do but the
children reflecting and talking about what they
wanted to do next too.’ It was important that both
senior managers and Creative Partnerships gave
‘permission’ for creative work to be process-driven,
in order for staff to be flexible and responsive to
young people:
‘There’s a common strand between us of wanting
to know where the children will go and wanting to
go on that journey with them – not wanting to
tightly control or not needing to control outcomes.’
Many schools, with Creative Partnerships’
encouragement, have gone even further in enabling
young people to have direct influence over the
Creative Partnerships delivery, and to ‘have agency,
have power over what happens in the
programmes’, from the earliest stages of planning a
project.
Examples of this work include young people
interviewing creative practitioners or agents. Adults
involved have reported how impressed they were
by the young people’s approach, and the different
kinds of conversations in which they engaged. In
some cases, young people have even drawn up
specifications for particular posts.
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One popular project undertaken by many schools
has involved improving the school playground or
environment, with the assistance of creative
practitioners. Some schools have actively engaged
young people in reflecting on how internal and
external spaces are used for learning, and have
given them control over a budget.
Many schools have set up ‘Creative Councils’, on
the model of School Councils, involving a small
number of students who are then trained for their
role in overseeing Creative Partnerships
programmes within schools. A recurrent concern
has been how, and which, young people come to
work on such initiatives. Sometimes they turn out to
have been selected by teachers, or to hold other
positions of responsibility within the school – to be
‘the usual suspects’. Such processes may
strengthen rather than lessen peer hierarchies in a
school. By contrast, a primary school that selected
children for roles as (creative) ‘mini-agents’ by
drawing names out of a hat demonstrated
confidence in the abilities of all children in the class.
Many interviewees recognised that making young
people’s participation meaningful and significant
required considerable support if it was to move
away from the model of a ‘token young person on
the table’. Young people needed to be ‘skilled up’,
especially if their work required an understanding of
creativity or the creative industries. As a
consequence, students on some ‘representative’
bodies, such as the Young Consultants (discussed
below), have tended to spend considerable time in
their role in order to accumulate expertise. This
raises some issues around continuity and retention,
while to their peers or to other teachers, this can
appear elitist and therefore divisive. A further
challenge is the extent to which some programmes,
in working with a few students in an extra-curricular
way, impact upon the culture within the school,
which might be necessary to ensure a lasting legacy
after Creative Partnerships funding ends.

The Leicester Young Consultants
programme

Establishing and maintaining positive
relationships with young people

The local Creative Partnerships office in Leicester
(an area now covered by the independent
organisation, The Mighty Creatives with a similar
focus) had special responsibility for raising the
profile of youth voice within the national
organisation from 2005-2009. Under the direction of
its Creative Partnerships director, Richard Clark, and
assisted by the City Council’s interest in young
people’s participation, it took a lead in including
young people in its planning, delivery, recruitment
and programming. Each Creative Partnerships
school was asked to appoint a small team of ‘Young
Consultants’ who were then trained with a focus on
‘the professional development of those young
people as partners in their creative partnership.’ The
aim is to mature and develop the young people’s
experiences over a sustained period of time in order
to encourage ‘emerging confidence and strength
and new ways of working.’

Our research revealed numerous examples of
Creative Partnerships work within schools enabling
positive relationships with young people, in many
different ways. For example, Creative Partnerships
work could offer a ‘fresh start’ for some young
people within schools (such as those at risk of
exclusion), who could assume new roles and be
seen in a different light by their teachers. Creative
Partnerships was here seen to offer a unique range
of ‘creative ways of engaging pupil voice that enable
different types of young people to express their
views in a meaningful way’. This was sometimes
associated with Creative Partnerships offering
opportunities to young people that are ‘different,
outside the usual curriculum diet’. An important
rider here was the idea that such work should have
an audience to have this kind of effect. For example,
a project that invited ‘problem’ children in a primary
school to take on new identities as ‘artists’ and to
run workshops for their peers may have been
limited in its impact because teachers were not
released from the timetable to witness their
success.

The Young Consultants (YCs) were involved in regular
conversations with creative agents and practitioners,
as well as with teachers. They were given
opportunities to participate in events and training
outside school. For example, they helped to organise,
deliver and document a national Creative Partnerships
conference, and to recruit new creative agents.
One young consultant in a secondary school said
that his role made him ‘feel involved and I’ve
actually been able to talk to adults without them
ignoring me’. A teacher explained the importance
they attached to building ‘a level and trusted playing
field with appropriate power structures for teachers
and students. We felt neither side should expect
only to be heard, but also to hear.’ It is envisaged
that these young people will then support the
training and development of others through
‘mentoring, coaching, acting as champions for the
work’. Others involved in Creative Partnerships
referred to ‘the Leicester effect’, meaning that the
existence of The Young Consultants had led to other
regions thinking more carefully about including
young people at all stages of their work.

Creative Partnerships work can also develop new
kinds of space in which young people and teachers
can communicate with each other in different ways.
For example, at a conference run by young people,
teachers were positioned as conference goers
rather than as authority figures, and engaged in
more equal and informal dialogues with their
students than might be the case within school
spaces. An important factor in developing positive
relationships has been the experience for teachers
of working closely with creative practitioners. The
latter often have different professional histories and
understandings that may encourage the
development of strong, egalitarian relationships with
students. They can model possibilities and
encourage teachers to try out new methods of
learning, and new ways of communicating and
interacting with young people: ‘Sometimes they just
give you that spark that you then go along with.’
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Creative Partnerships’ provision of funding for
planning and evaluation time was vital: ‘We spent
ages just sitting and chatting; it was such an
important part of the process.’
Creative Partnerships also provided teachers with
access to professional development. One school
coordinator described how this encouraged her to
develop her own practice, adopting new methods of
creative learning and teaching centred on ‘dialogue,
equality, and collaboration’.
We noted in our research that the value of the
relationships creative practitioners build with young
people can be limited if, for instance, they work
with them without the presence of teachers, or in
conditions that are radically different from those of
the classroom, such as with small groups. Some
creative practitioners can even contribute to
divisiveness, for instance by comparing other
lessons unfavourably with ‘their’ approach.
It is important that relationships between students
are given attention, not only those between
selected groups of young people and adults working
directly with them. Equally, research participants
argued that it was not a question of ‘youth voice’
taking priority over ‘teacher voice’, but centrally
about dialogue within a school community. Many of
those who participated in our research argued that
‘youth voice’ flourished best in schools where
positive relationships and mutual respect with and
between adults and young people were the norm,
rather than existing in isolated ‘projects’. In these
schools there was a prevailing ethos of mutual
respect. Some participants raised concerns that
practices of setting and streaming might militate
against respect between students and make it more
difficult to establish that ethos.

Working as ‘co-constructors of learning’
with young people
The notion that young people can become ‘coconstructors of learning’ entails shifts in educational
practice, where young people may be seen as ‘not
only a part of learning, but a driver of it’. In some
16

cases it was suggested that teacher-student roles
would ultimately remain distinct, but in other cases,
more fundamental shifts in identities were
envisaged: ‘It’s about decision making and where
the power sits in the school, and it’s about
developing young people’s capacities to have more
say and more input into the way that schools are
run.’ One school adopted the term ‘learner voice’, in
order to underline that both teachers and students
are, at different times, learners – and potentially also
therefore, teachers. Some schools found that
projects involving technology – such as radio – lent
themselves well to more fluid roles between young
people and adults. The extent to which students can
become ‘co-partners’ in learning, learn from and
teach each other, or teachers can position
themselves as learning from young people, depends
on broader questions of school ethos. Once again,
attending to ‘teacher voice’ appeared important in
enabling changes in practice.

decision-making within their classroom and within
the school supported the development of their
creativity. They reported that equality in relationships
in the class was important and that learning in
mixed ability groups, which was not the case in the
rest of the school, helped them to learn about other
people, about themselves and about managing
relationships. Through this they felt that they
became more confident and ‘built channels of
respect’ within their class. They described the ideal
relationship between a teacher and a child as being
one where ‘the teacher can sometimes be the child
and the child can be the teacher’. One girl explained
that when they were asked ‘What do you want to
do? … or how do you think we should do it?’, their
teacher encouraged them to feel confident about
expressing themselves, whatever their ability,
without feeling that there were right or wrong
answers. The school now faces the challenge of
embedding such practices more widely.

Plymouth office’s work on urban regeneration, and
the Leicester office’s work with their local education
authority. Yet often this depends on individuals, and
changes of personnel can affect receptiveness.
Young people report a range of reactions to their
involvement in such work, which echo the
dilemmas experienced by many adults engaged in
‘community consultation’. For example, one young
person acknowledged that he had acquired valuable
skills for his own career by being involved in a
youth-led group, but expressed cynicism about
whether the real decisions about local urban
regeneration plans had already been made
elsewhere by the ‘big guns’. By contrast, another
student on the same project felt that his action
team was ‘being taken seriously’ and that the
initiative they had shown meant that adults were
indeed listening to them.

North Primary School

Youth voice within external
organisations

Our research has established that there are a range
of different understandings of what youth voice
might mean and how it may be articulated across
the Creative Partnerships programme. Schools
commonly saw Creative Partnerships as an
important catalyst in supporting them to rethink
relationships within their schools and in bringing
about changes in the organisation of learning and
teaching. Our evidence indicates that the philosophy
of youth participation that is so important to Creative
Partnerships’ mission is becoming embedded in
many schools’ thinking and planning both now and
for the future.

North Primary School is situated in a multicultural
community described as one of the most
disadvantaged neighbourhoods in a Midlands city.
The school began working with Creative
Partnerships in 2005 and has worked with creative
practitioners to design new outdoor spaces and on
other creative learning projects. Staff and pupils
have worked together on the development of a
skills approach to learning that has creativity and
youth voice at its heart. The school’s Creative
Partnerships coordinator believes that this change
‘couldn’t have happened without Creative
Partnerships’, partly because it provided
‘opportunities for analysing, reflecting on, and
evaluating the programmes’.
A group of young people has been central to the
curriculum change work. This group was taught by
the school’s Creative Partnerships coordinator for
two years and through this developed a set of
discourses to talk about creativity and pupil voice in
a way that adults began to listen to and respect.
These young people argued that being included in

Finally, a further strand of work supported by
Creative Partnerships involved projects that were
oriented outwards, beyond the school and towards
engaging with other organisations, ensuring young
people were ‘influencing education and creative
work’ across a city and even nationwide. This work
involved consulting young people about a new
school build as part of a Building Schools for the
Future (BSF) programme, developing their
enterprise skills or understanding of the arts world,
or engaging them in debates about their community,
for instance about urban regeneration, education or
arts policy. Creative Partnerships has also supported
some campaigns for social and organisational
change – such as against a proposed school closure.

Conclusion

Where Creative Partnerships has worked with
external bodies that are already committed to taking
young people’s views on board, its projects have
been significant – examples from local Creative
Partnerships offices include the Coventry office’s
input into the council’s cultural strategy, the
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This much we
know: the
Creative School
Change project
Pat Thomson, Ken Jones and Christine Hall
(The University of Nottingham and The University of Keele), 2009

The Creative School Change project focuses on
the key issues addressed through the Creative
Partnerships programme - partnership,
sustainability and long-term change. The project
aims to explore how schools have understood
and mobilised Creative Partnerships to construct
school change of various kinds. Central to this is
a study that was completed in 2008, taking a
three-day ‘snapshot’ of 40 schools across the
country and then studying 12 in more detail over
two school years (see
www.creativeschoolchange.org.uk). Schools
were keen to take up the offer that the
programme represented to them although not
all of them saw straight away that it created an
opportunity for deep and sustainable change.
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The schools we studied had widely differing
approaches, histories, capacities, pressures and
needs. There was thus no uniform process of
change, nor any common starting point for action.
However, some patterns emerged. Among them
are three key issues which we can discuss with
some certainty:
(1) School culture and ethos
(2) Creating different learning opportunities for
students
(3) Spreading and embedding change across the
school.

(1) School culture and ethos
Children and young people learn from all of the
experiences they have in schools, not just from
what is in the formal curriculum. What happens in
the informal and the ‘hidden’ curriculum outside the
classroom has a significant bearing on how much
the students feel part of the school (affiliation), what
they understand about values such as care, respect
and empathy, and how they perceive the worth of
education (Kugelmass, 2004; Rudduck et al,1996).

This is an integral aspect of what is also called
school culture and/or ethos (Prosser, 1999), and is
strongly steered by the ‘symbolic leadership’ of the
senior staff in the school. Ensuring that ‘how things
get done around here’ is positive and inclusive of all
students is very important in changing attitudes,
attendance, and participation patterns.
Our research suggests strongly that Creative
Partnerships has allowed schools to make important
gains in this area.
Schools involved in the Creative Partnerships
programme often changed in the following ways:
• The physical appearance of the school. They
did this through better-designed signage, displays
of students’ creative work, activities and events
in foyers, newly constructed gallery spaces and
corridors; redesign of shared spaces such as

dining halls, outside classrooms and halls; and
changing classroom spaces so that they
supported a wider range of learning activities and
were more aesthetically pleasing. Many of the
schools developed slogans about the value of
creative thinking and the kinds of strategies used
in creative problem solving, and these were on
display in classrooms. Students and teachers
took these as visible evidence that the school
was changing for the better.
• The kinds of activities available for students.
There was a significant increase in most of the
schools in the use of excursions and curriculum
expertise and resources outside of the school.
There were more performances, exhibitions, and
special occasions. These were often built into the
annual calendar so that students knew that when
they were at a particular age and stage in the
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school certain kinds of opportunities would be
open to them. Students and parents saw these
as evidence that the school was becoming more
interesting and worthwhile.
• The kinds of stories they told about
themselves. Newsletters carried stories about
creative activities, local media were told stories
about creative events, assemblies were focussed
on students’ achievements and
accomplishments; there were more opportunities
for families to come to the school to see what
students were doing, and excited students went
home from school with stories about what they
were doing. School staff reported that such
activities strengthened home–school
relationships but also helped to build a positive
reputation, a particularly important issue for
schools in challenging circumstances.
When these things were combined, they created a
shared sense that the school was changing for the
better and that a range of student-focussed, highinterest events, occasions and opportunities were
now available where they hadn’t been before. All of
the students we spoke to told us that this was a
sign that the school cared about them and wanted
them to succeed.
We identified two structural challenges for schools:
• How to timetable extra-curricular activities so that
they did not cause some students to fall behind
with regular class work
• How to accredit extra-curricular activities.
We also identified two pedagogical challenges:
• How to diagnose what it was about particular
creative activities that allowed previously
disengaged students to get involved and
succeed, and then bring that understanding to
changing their regular classroom activities
• How to recognise and make explicit the kinds of
pedagogies involved in creative activities and
apply those pedagogical principles more
generally to the development of existing
classroom subjects.
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(2) Creating different learning
opportunities for students
Schools in the programme were able to offer
teachers the opportunity to work with creative
practitioners in order to change the ways in which
• syllabus material was presented; and/or
• learning activities and tasks were structured;
and/or
• students could identify and demonstrate what
they had learned.
In general this meant more active and experiential
modes of learning, more extended group work and
more challenging tasks. It also often meant that
there were moves to integrate disciplinary
knowledge. In the primary sector this led to the
development of new integrated units of work while
in secondary schools it was more likely to mean
coordination between subject areas around a
particular topic. Some secondary schools were also
working on changing the Year 7 experience,
reducing the numbers of teachers involved with
each class by having them teach more than one
subject and strengthening their pastoral role.
These moves are important and we do have
evidence that they provided a more varied and
balanced day for students. Teachers told us that
students were more interested and engaged than
before, and that sometimes there were significant
gains in test and exam results.
Teachers’ own assessments suggested that
students had more understanding of what they
were learning, rather than simply repeating
memorised facts.
We identified two key challenges for schools in this
area:
• How to access previous experiences of
integrated curriculum and learn from them – for
example, the need to balance subject-depth and
teacher expertise with the issue of blurring
subject boundaries, the tendency to opt in the
first instance for obvious and often more trivial
topics and themes, and the need for teachers to

have release time for joint planning and ongoing
reflection. Lack of access to knowledge about
the ways these issues have been handled in
previous periods reduced opportunities for
informed decision-making and in some cases
recreated difficulties.
• How to develop collective expertise in less
teacher-directed modes of instruction. We saw
experiential approaches in use which needed
more teacher scaffolding and occasions where
students were left wasting time trying to achieve
tasks they did not fully understand. While we
also saw teachers adopting approaches such as
coaching, using peer expertise and formally
negotiated task plans, these often appeared to
remain at the level of the individual teacher rather
than being shared.

(3) Spreading and embedding change
across the school
One school told us that when they were
considering what Creative Partnerships might mean
for them, the head initiated a whole staff discussion.
The staff planned together what they wanted to do
and the head ensured that staff meetings were
used to regularly discuss what was happening, to
reflect on its implications and to review plans. This
was the exception rather than the rule in the
schools we visited in 2008.
We found that whole staff discussion and planning
for creative learning occurred only where the school
was small and/or nursery/primary, although not all
small primary schools operated in this way.
However, where size and leadership practices
combined in this way, there were significant
opportunities for professional learning, building a
common pedagogical language and the
development of collegially designed ‘spin-off’
activities – important elements of ‘capacity building’
(Day, 2007; Mitchell and Sackney, 2000).

Teachers told us that
students were more
interested and
engaged than before,
and that sometimes
there were significant
gains in test and exam
results.

The change leadership practised in other smaller
and all larger schools was much more formal, and
more top-down. This created a significant and
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known change issue – how to move from ‘pockets
of innovation’ in order to build creative ‘know-how’
across the school. Most of the schools we studied
were working on this. Some had appointed key
middle or senior leaders and hoped that this person,
working with colleagues, might slowly bring about
change. Some had instituted a programme of
regular ‘twilight CPD’ (Continued Professional
Development that takes place after school hours). A
few had built creative practices into their processes
of performance management. Some changed their
tactics year on year trying to find some structures,
processes or ideas that would work.
Two key challenges we identified for schools were:
• How to lead and develop a top-down and
bottom-up change process. While senior
managers were generally well versed in the
vision-mission approach to change, and the
official process of documented annual school
improvement planning, many had had less
exposure to theories and practices of
organisational change management. By and large
the dominant mode of leadership was highly
hierarchical, and there was relatively little sense
of how to move leadership practice through
cycles of change over time, building shared
language, an agreed professional knowledge and
a learning organisation.
• How to build a community of creative
practice. Research into school change highlights
the importance of having senior leaders who
have and can use deep pedagogical knowledge
(for example, Elmore, 2004; Evans, 1996). Many
of the school leaders in the 40 schools we
studied had little choice but to spend time on a
range of management tasks including dealing
with high staff turnover, possible school closures
and amalgamations, falling enrolments,
competing policy agendas, the requirements for
very rapid improvement in test results, and data
production and management for accountability
and risk management purposes. They thus
delegated pedagogical leadership to middle-level
managers. There were, however, powerful
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examples in a few schools of what can happen
when senior leaders do have deep pedagogical
expertise and make educational debate and
discussion an integral part of the school culture.

Conclusion
Involvement with Creative Partnerships has clearly
made a positive difference to the nature, extent and
pace of change in most of the schools we have
studied.
Schools now face several kinds of challenges in
elaborating their work on creativity. These include
analysing and generalising the experience of their
'creative turn' so far, and developing the collective,
whole-school expertise to take it further. Pressures
from other educational agendas are significant, but
not entirely limiting, factors affecting schools'
capacity to move on.
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Introduction
Creativity, Culture and Education commissioned
an evaluation of the Creative Partnerships
national Change Schools Programme over an
eighteen-month period between March 2009
and September 2010. The evaluation’s terms of
reference were to determine:
• What is the ‘nature and effectiveness’ of
the Change Schools Programme?
• What are its ‘success indicators?’
• Did schools travel an ‘appropriate distance
during the Programme?’

The Change
Schools Programme
evaluation
David Wood and Phil Whitehead (David Wood Consultants), 2011
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To address the nature of the Change Schools
Programme the evaluation identified its
common features in schools and common
assumptions about it, as articulated by school
staff, the external creative agents assigned to
each school and the creative practitioners at the
centre of school projects. To identify success
indicators the evaluation looked to forms of
evidence which might corroborate the largely
positive claims made on school self-evaluation
forms. To address distance travelled the
evaluation drew on both text and grades from
the Creative School Development Frameworks
(CSDFs). The Creative School Development
Framework was developed as part of the
Creative Partnerships programme and
implemented as the first stage of the Change
Schools Programme. Schools examine different
aspects of their school in five sections
(leadership, curriculum, teaching and learning,
staff development, and environment and
resources), assigning a grade of ‘beginning’,
‘progressing’ or ‘exemplary’ to each one, and
then complete a programme plan to address
priorities highlighted through that process. The
framework is returned to after each year of the
programme to reflect on progress and decide on
new priorities for the upcoming year.

Methods and data
The evaluation drew on self-evaluation data from a
sample of 80 Change Schools comprised of 48
primary schools, three special schools, 27 secondary
schools and two pupil referral units. The schools
came from 10 regions of the country and there was a
balance of urban and rural schools. More detailed
case studies were undertaken in nine of the sample
schools. The evaluation team visited the case study
schools twice to interview staff, creative agents,
creative practitioners and pupils. Contextual
background to the evaluation was provided by current
policy, research and Ofsted reports on sample
schools.
Information about the sample schools was derived
from the Creative Partnerships national online
database of evidence, containing schools’
contributions to the Creative Partnerships Schools’
Programme Planning and Evaluation Framework,
including Application Forms, Project Planning Forms,
Mid-point and End-point Evaluation Forms and CSDFs.
Towards the end of the evaluation a statistical
analysis of CSDF grades submitted by sample
schools was conducted. This provided a means of
enhancing the validity of the largely qualitative
analysis of prose data derived from case study school
interviews and the planning and other forms from
sample schools. Around 26% of the schools in the
sample had completed three CSDF returns by August
2010 and, although inevitably some data was
missing, the statistical analysis covered two or more
CSDFs for 68 of the schools in the sample.
In September 2011 final CSDFs in the sample
schools were analysed, in a small-scale synoptic
survey, designed to provide an insight into the impact
of the full three-year Change Schools Programme on
the sample. Findings from this later extension to the
evaluation are summarised at the end of this chapter.
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Findings
The almost unanimous verdict of staff in the nine
case study schools was that the Change Schools
Programme was a focus for positive change.
Moreover, a clear majority of reports from the wider
sample of 80 schools were largely positive. School
Co-ordinators and other authors of these reports
recorded that the Change Schools Programme was
making an impact in a range of ways.

Importance of staff development

The nature of the Change School Programme was
conceived principally, as one might expect, as a
commitment to creative learning and teaching,
schools concentrated on developing a more flexible,
opportunistic, adventurous workforce, especially in
the first year of the Programme, although few
seemed explicitly to describe and monitor the
development of staff skills in creative teaching. Both
the Programme Planning and Evaluation Framework
and the Change Schools Programme Prospectus
seemed to locate the Programme in the
Evidence gathering
psychological tradition in creativity research which
While claims about the positive impact of the
holds that creativity involves the practice of certain
Programme were in the majority, only a minority of
skills by individuals. But evidence in schools of a
sample schools produced evidence to corroborate
wider conceptual debate about issues around
their claims. Nevertheless, the evidence gathered by
creativity, building on the Framework, was less
these few schools provides a model for other
evident than expected. For example staff rarely
schools to follow. For example, one secondary case
provided an adequate answer to Section B2 of the
study school coordinator showed that attendance had
Framework which asks about in what ways staff
improved from 60% to 90% among one low attaining
have developed new skills.
group, a development which was felt to be directly
Nonetheless, the Co-ordinator and senior staff in
attributable to the Change Schools Programme.
most of the case study schools and in several
Similarly, at a primary case study school, staff drew
attention to Pupil Attitude to School and Staff (PASS) sample schools stated that developing staff was the
most critical factor in ensuring the effectiveness of
questionnaires as evidence of the impact of the
the Change Schools Programme, believing that
Change Schools Programme. PASS questionnaires
contain a range of questions about pupil attitudes to developing creative skills in staff would sustain the
their school and its staff and provide a broad indicator principles of the Programme after the funding
ceased. A common view was that pupils could not
of pupil motivation. In a survey of PASS
fully benefit from the Programme unless staff were
questionnaires for year five, teachers at the school
committed to, and familiar with, creative learning
noted that all the children in one class reported that
the most enjoyable work of the year had been with a and teaching approaches, and the Change Schools
Programme proved to be ineffective where staff
musician on the Change Schools Programme.
could not be persuaded to experiment with
However, only a small minority of reports from across
approaches to creative learning and teaching. For
the sample of 80 schools drew on the above sorts of
this reason there was an emphasis on staff
evidence to support and validate positive claims,
development activities in the first year of the
despite the clear requirement in the Schools’
programme in the majority of case study schools.
Programme Planning and Evaluation Framework to
produce evidence. In order to highlight the wide
range of evidence schools can draw on to
Focus of the projects in schools
substantiate staff claims of impact, a taxonomy of
different types of evidence was produced as an
Another common assumption about the nature of
appendix to the evaluation report which can be found the Programme in sample schools was that it was a
on the CCE website.
means of combating disadvantage, providing more
varied cultural access, especially in rural areas,
26

challenging disadvantage, promoting parental
participation and family learning and improving
motivation for learning
A survey of the curriculum areas which sample
schools made the focus of their projects revealed
the most frequent vehicles for the Programme: 29
projects targeted English and literacy, especially
improving writing in Key Stages 1 and 2, and
speaking and listening. Art, particularly the use of
new media such as animation, moving image and
digital photography, was the vehicle for many
successful projects, and 31 schools declared this as
a principal curriculum focus of their work. ICT (13),
humanities (12), drama (12) music (9), personal,
social and health education (6), science (6), design
and technology (5) also featured in projects. Dance
and maths were rarely part of the focus of the
sample.
However, nearly all schools accounted for their
Change School Programme with reference to much
wider issues, commonly improving the school
environment, family learning or pupil independence.
The development of both indoor and outdoor
creative learning environments played a large part in
the plans of 30 sample schools, including seven
schools in one area. Almost 50% of schools in the
sample (i.e. 37 schools) cited challenging local
deprivation and improving cultural opportunity and
life chances as a prominent impetus for change in
their application to the Programme.

commitment to creative learning and teaching
before joining the Programme.
One interpretation of this phenomenon is that ADOs
tended to push at an already open door and target a
large proportion of schools which had already
adopted a creative learning and teaching strategy,
knowing that such schools would continue to
innovate. This corroborates Thomson et al.’s finding
that Creative Partnerships work often ‘became
embedded in existing norms,’ (2009,16). Of the
remaining 50% of sample schools it was not
possible to tell to what extent they were schools
with a conservative and innovation-averse pedagogy
which had been encouraged to experiment by
joining the programme. This issue could be
explored at the end of the Programme.

Parental involvement
Schools’ commitment to creativity
Thirty schools in the sample indicated on forms that
they had been involved in Creative Partnerships as
long ago as 2004/5, before their designation as a
Change School in 2008/9. Some of these went on
to describe the nature of that involvement as either
an Enquiry School or what were known as ‘core’
schools, or ‘Change Agenda’ schools. Moreover,
Ofsted reports, pre-dating the Change Schools
Programme in several schools, praised the strategic
commitment to creative learning and teaching those
schools had made. So, in all, just under half of the
Change Schools in the sample had made a strategic

A key part of the Creative Partnerships philosophy is
the theory that creative learning and teaching
promotes social justice and social mobility by
improving pupil enjoyment of, and motivation for,
learning, by engaging parents and families in learning
and by improving access to the arts and cultural
activity. The statistical survey of CSDFs confirmed
that parental understanding was a prominent area of
deficit with 62% of schools grading it beginning in
the first year. At five case study schools coordinators and headteachers said that the
involvement of parents and carers in pupil learning
had improved markedly as a result of the Change
School Programme. In all, 18 schools in the sample
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provided evidence of increased parental involvement
in Change School events. Safford and O’Sullivan’s
work for Creative Partnerships (see pages 72-79)
places this phenomenon within a construct which
they refer to as a ‘sense of efficacy,’ by which
parents:
‘...perceive creative programmes as making a
positive difference to their children and want
actively to support their children’s developing
enthusiasms and talents.’ (2007:23)
There was firm evidence in the five case study
schools that parents who would usually find the
curriculum and the institution of school rather
intimidating, and who would therefore avoid
engaging with school, had become interested in and
supportive of their child’s schooling for the first time.

Creativity discourse
Literature on school change (Cropley, 2001, Fullan,
2007) often argues that progress or ‘distance
travelled’ can be recognised in terms of a
substantive and ongoing staff discourse about the
change intended and the capacity of schools to
sustain the change. One of the aims of the Change
School Programme is that it should generate a longterm dialogue about creative learning and teaching.
Through this dialogue it is expected that schools
would identify and evaluate creative skills in staff,
practitioners and pupils. This dialogue might also be
expected to promote an understanding of the
concepts and processes of creative learning and
teaching. There was little evidence of this in sample
schools and – more notably – virtually no
acknowledgement of the substantial literature on
creativity during the last 60 years since Guilford
(1950). In the few sample schools where the
coordinators, staff and pupils had acquired a
common language to discuss creativity, creative
processes and creative learning, then creative skills
were recorded as ‘developing’.
In interviews at case study schools few teachers
offered models, structures or analyses of what they
understood by creativity, creative processes or
creative skills. Although intended as central to the
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nature of the Change Schools Programme, there
was limited evidence of ‘in-depth evaluation and
reflection’ about creative learning and teaching,
about generic creative skills and about evidence to
support claims for positive change in sample
schools. Where the intellectual debate was more
evident among sample school staff, a formal course
structure supported it. For example, one case study
primary school established, in partnership with a
local university, a school-based postgraduate course
on Creative Learning and its staff said that a strong,
enquiring research community had formed as a
result. Five staff had continued their studies into a
second year. At a case study upper school, its inhouse leadership programme had been a vehicle for
a sustained debate about creativity.

Creative agents and creative
practitioners
In five case study schools, the Creative Agent could
be categorised principally as what Thomson et al.
(2009) term a developer, engaging directly with the
curriculum, challenging thinking by taking staff out
of their comfort zones and providing an irritant
which would add value and provide what one
Creative Agent and one Headteacher described as
the ‘grit in the oyster:’
The notion of taking the fallout if risk taking went
wrong was also a stance adopted by several
creative agents at case study schools. At one school
the Creative Agent characterised this by saying: ‘I’ll
not drop you. If I want you to jump out of the plane
it’s my job to provide a really good parachute.’ This
was a common metaphor Creative Agents used in
interviews.
Three Creative Agents at case study schools
described nurturing a form of earned autonomy and
so creating the conditions by which a strategy for
creative learning and teaching could be sustained in
their schools without the need for external
facilitation after the funding finished. There was a
common and somewhat ambivalent feeling among
case study school coordinators and creative agents
that the role and title could be dispensed with at the

end of the Change Schools Programme but that it
was helpful if the schools’ creative learning and
teaching could be scrutinised by a critical friend. So
having an external and objective perspective
emerged as a necessary component of the
Programme suggesting that someone
approximating to the role of a creative agent will be
needed in schools even after the end of the funding
period if the gains are to be sustained.
The creative practitioners contracted in at least
three case study schools and more than a dozen
sample schools were developing or already had a
longer term relationship (two to three years) with
the school and were seen as key change agents by
the Headteacher and School Coordinator. These
practitioners offered continuity of contact with the
school and acted as facilitator, programme evaluator
and role model for pupils as well as supporting staff
creative skills development. When such critical
people left a school, projects suffered at least to
some degree from dislocation and a slowing down.
Two case study schools had experienced a change

of headteacher during the Change School
programme and this led to a change of thinking and
direction which also actually hindered the progress
of the Programme in the view of the new
headteacher and school coordinator.

Trends in the statistical survey of CSDFs
Some prominent trends emerge from the results of
the statistical survey of CSDF self-gradings in
sample schools. Incomplete data ruled 12 schools
out of the analysis. However, two CSDFs formed
the basis for this analysis in 68 sample schools and
22 schools had submitted a third CSDF by August
2010 when data collecting ceased in order to
analyse results.
In the CSDF section on Leadership and
Management the most notable area of distance
travelled is in Figure 1: Staff engagement (section
1.3). This has a mean change score of 1 (in the
range -2 to +2) in a section where the average

Figure 1: Staff engagement (1.3)
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Figure 3: Overall summary: Mean change scores across years* (*Ranges -2 to +2)

Figure 2: Creative learning (2.1)
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mean change between years one and three is 0.66.
Thus the statistics go some way to confirming the
impression from case study visits, namely that
Coordinators and senior staff placed particular
priority on engaging staff in creative teaching,
believing that this would sustain creative learning
and teaching most effectively. By year two nearly
70% of schools in this data set believed they were
making progress and nearly 50% of the year three
CSDFs in the data set rated their staff engagement
as exemplary.
A Curriculum that supports creative learning (section
2.1) also stands out as the area of the CSDF where
the most progress seemed to be made (see Figure
2). Grades moved forwards also in all areas of
Teaching and Learning.
The overall statistical analysis (see Figure 3) indicated
that the sample schools were moving forward with a
steady momentum. This steady progress is most
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marked in the CSDF section on Leadership. The
statistical analysis of CSDF grades from year one to
two of the Change School Programme reveals that
the mean forward progress was around 0.25 of a
grade. Although based on a smaller sample, CSDF
self-evaluation from year one to three shows
progression of around 0.66 of a grade. Among this
small sample, teaching and learning was judged to
be progressing the most.
This average suggests that staff believed their
schools developed most of the way from beginning
to progressing or progressing to exemplary across
all five sections of the CSDF. So Change Schools
experienced modest, positive change, although
there were highlights, particularly towards the end
of projects, when pupil and staff motivation was
often transformed.
When asked whether they would continue with this
kind of programme if the funding ended, senior staff
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and co-ordinators in case study schools unanimously
agreed that they would seek alternative financial
arrangements to ensure that they could continue to
innovate, sustain networks, reward creative
coordinators on the staff and engage more creative
practitioners. Moreover, evidence from case study
schools indicated that schools have the capacity to
sustain the new ways of working. Ofsted inspection
reports tended to corroborate this, since they
judged 58 schools in the sample had a capacity to
improve that was satisfactory or better. So it is
reasonable to predict that the Change Schools
Programme will leave a positive legacy in most of
the sample schools.

The synoptic survey
The original report of the evaluation, published in
January 2011, was based on data from the first two

years of what was normally a three-year funded
programme, so CCE commissioned a small-scale
survey to capture data on the final year of the
Programme. The survey drew on self-evaluation
data from final CSDFs submitted by the same
Change Schools sampled in the original evaluation.
The mainly qualitative analysis of prose written by
school staff was complemented by a statistical
survey of their self-gradings, which now
encompassed three years. Sixty-one schools from
the original sample submitted final CSDFs in 2011.

Survey findings
The survey reveals a significant and marked
acceleration in sample schools’ progress towards
meeting the objectives of the Change Schools
Programme, during their final year of funding. Final
CSDFs revealed that many schools had developed
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reflection, discussion and understanding of the
concept of creativity in education and a few even
charted their three-year journey from rather
superficial understanding to something much more
insightful. Specifically, 15 schools had now adopted
a named model of reflection on creative learning
and teaching, and six schools were trialling models
of monitoring and assessing pupils’ creative
development. The majority of the CSDFs were
completed with diligence and detail, indicating high
levels of reflection on practice, carefully considered
self-grading and a consideration of where next to
take the creative learning journey.

surveyed. Schools recorded positive progress,
between year one and year three, across all
domains of the Leadership and Teaching and
Learning CSDF sections. In the Curriculum section,
creative learning (2.1) was associated with the
largest positive shift over three years (67% moved
forward). In the section on Staff Learning and
Development, Teachers’ creativity (4.1) showed the
most positive movement. In the Environment and
Resources section, school self-grades moved up
markedly in terms of outdoor learning (5.3) and visits
(5.4).

In final CSDFs there was also much more evidence
than previously to corroborate the gains claimed
through the Programme. Twenty-three schools drew
explicit attention to corroborative evidence, including
ten, which cited Ofsted inspection reports praising
their creative work and six, which cited examination
and attainment gains which they believed to be
related to the Programme.

Conclusion

Twenty-seven sample schools had made
arrangements to sustain creative learning and
teaching beyond the three years of funding and to
leave a legacy of the Programme. This included
seven schools which had appointed a senior staff
member with responsibility for creativity, six which
had earmarked core funding to support creative
projects and nine which were continuing to fund
creative partners and practitioners.

The statistical survey
Of the 61 sample schools, which had uploaded a
set of at least three CSDFs, 50 provided sufficient
self-grades to be included in the 2011 statistical
survey. The size of this data set makes it possible to
recognise statistically significant changes, i.e. those
which indicate a 95% chance that the
improvements in the self grades are representative
of all Change School final CSDFs, had they all been
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This synoptic survey of school self-evaluation
indicates significant acceleration, during the final
year, in distance travelled by schools in meeting the
Programme’s objectives. Moreover, 32 sample
schools made reference, in their final CSDF, to
achieving one or more of the objectives they
originally described in their application form.
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Previous research and informal feedback
frequently indicated that Creative Partnerships
programmes helped improve aspects of school
ethos and were valued for this reason, whether
or not they translated into increased attainment.
This research project therefore aimed to explore
the concept of ethos, and to provide more finegrained insights into how, what and why
Creative Partnerships programmes might
contribute to school ethos.

Creativity, school
ethos and the
Creative Partnerships
programme
Sara Bragg and Helen Manchester (The Open University), 2011
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Why ethos?
‘Ethos’ and associated concepts such as ‘climate’ or
‘culture’ have received increased attention in
educational thinking over the last two decades, for a
number of reasons:
- Market-oriented reforms of education have
encouraged schools to compete and thus to
generate a distinctive identity or ethos to attract
‘customers’
- Ethos has been linked to school effectiveness,
much as management consultants of the 1980s
identified ‘culture’ as a factor in company success.
Whilst the actual existence and nature of such
links are contested and far from proven, the idea
that schools might be improved by changing their
ethos (rather than their intake, or by addressing
socio-economic inequalities) has given ‘ethos’
considerable appeal as an apparently low-cost,
achievable solution to underperformance.
- Ethos has also been used to refer to the
‘conditions for learning’, that is, to a range of
factors that might increase students’ interest and
motivation to learn; as such it has proved
hospitable to progressive concerns for the
relational, emotional and social aspects of
learning.
- Ethos as learning refers to the idea of school as
a microcosm of wider social structures; how a
school is organised and run, on this view, provides
important learning experiences for young people
about the nature of society and their own place
and agency in it. Generally this dimension of ethos
is emphasised in arguments for democratising
school reform, rather than to justify authoritarian
and hierarchical structures.
The appeal of ethos may reside at least in part in its
ambiguity and lack of theorization as a concept,
which has allowed it to be taken up by
educationalists across a wide spectrum of views, and
to be inflected with different meanings for different
purposes. We draw on the more complex
understandings of culture found in sociology, cultural
studies and anthropology to stress the following as
important aspects of ethos.
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‘Considerate’ refers to
appropriate kinds of care,
(positive rather than
punitive) discipline and
relationships in school,
emphasising the
importance of safety,
reliability and
intelligibility, and of
mutual, reciprocal (rather
than authoritarian)
civility, fairness and
sensitivity.

• Ethos unavoidably embodies values and a vision
of society: even describing a school’s ethos
mobilises particular interpretive and evaluative
frameworks; these may be more or less explicit,
but they cannot be neutral or absent.
• Ethos is both official and unofficial – that is, it
cannot be read off from the versions made
available by school management, and a range of
perspectives on it should be sought, especially
from students.
• Ethos emerges from everyday processes of
relationships and interactions and it concerns
norms rather than exceptions; research benefits
from extended immersion in schools to grasp
these shared, mundane experiences.
• Ethos is in some respects intangible, to do with
the ‘feel’ of a school; with that which is
experienced but, since it is also taken for
granted, may not easily be articulated.
Consequently accounts given by insiders may
need to be supplemented by critical analysis
from external observers.
• Ethos also, however, emerges from material
and social aspects of the environment; research
should take these into account rather than
assuming that the intangible nature of ethos
makes them irrelevant.
• Ethos is continually negotiated by those within
the school rather than simply imposed once and
for all; members of school communities are
active agents in defining and redefining ethos.
The research involved qualitative studies of schools
exemplifying good or interesting practice, drawing
on previous Creative Partnerships research projects
and following five schools over the course of a
school year. It used standard, creative and visual
methods including observation, interviews,
shadowing students, focus groups, photography and
‘metaphorical thinking’ exercises.
These studies helped to identify potential indicators
of creative school ethos and the additionality of
Creative Partnerships in this respect – that is, how
and where it enhanced practice and helped a school
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develop in ways it might not otherwise have done.
It would be misleading to claim that a Creative
Partnerships programme had had a definitive impact
on a school’s ethos, in view of the time span of the
research, the fact that Creative Partnerships was
usually one of several initiatives being implemented,
and that many of the schools in our research
claimed a prior commitment to creativity.
Nonetheless, Creative Partnerships was often seen
to share, articulate and to represent the values and
ethical and social visions that were important to
practitioners.

Creative school ethos
We discuss creative school ethos under the
headings considerate, convivial and capacious –
single words, each with many meanings. They have
served us as ‘crystallizations’, to draw on Laurel
Richardson’s metaphor for post-positivist research3;
that is, as a means to discuss issues from different
angles while appreciating that they are multidimensional and complex, and that one’s
perspective is inevitably partial. Our arguments do
not claim to be definitive, but we hope that they will
open conversation, discussion, debate, reflection
and dissent with and amongst others.
‘Considerate’ refers to appropriate kinds of care,
(positive rather than punitive) discipline and
relationships in school, emphasising the importance
of safety, reliability and intelligibility, and of mutual,
reciprocal (rather than authoritarian) civility, fairness
and sensitivity. Some of these might be seen as the
basic building blocks of creativity rather than
creative in themselves; in addition, most schools
would support them in principle. However, some
kinds of care and consideration are in practice all too
easily pushed aside – as when needs for rest,
refreshment and sociability during the day are
throttled by the thirty-minute lunch breaks common
in overcrowded secondary schools, or timetabling
requires students and/or staff to cover long
distances between classes. Students are quick to
identify inattention to such matters – for instance,
areas that are not properly cleaned (especially those

primarily used by young people rather than adults),
as evidence that the school does not ‘consider’
them, or considers their concerns a low priority.
Our ‘creative’ schools were not only sensitive to
such issues, but even provided for a wider range of
needs than might be standard practice: for instance,
primary and early years settings that structured their
days according to a clear but logical rhythm were
able to embrace rather than rein in expressions of
high energy and boisterousness, and in turn children
learned to modulate their own behaviour for
moments that required quiet and reflectiveness.
We also witnessed and experienced many
instances of courtesy based on reciprocal concern
rather than hierarchy – as when at the start of a
focus group primary children took the role of host to
offer us refreshments and comfortable seating.
Being considerate, having regard for, implies that all
students matter and feel they matter; their
membership of the school community is assumed
rather than dispensed by adult and perhaps arbitrary
decree. In this sense belonging is experienced as
relatively automatic and secure, and privileges as
what can be lost rather than what can only be
accumulated by conforming; it sets in motion a
cycle of considering others in return and developing
a sense of affiliation to a diverse collective. From
this position students, as we found, may be critical
as well as proud of their school, but in a way that is
substantiated and useful rather than hostile; they
are not required to offer tribal loyalty or total
submission to a school ethos determined by others.
This mattering or considering leads to a view of
students as bringing something positive to the
school from their home lives and informal learning,
rather than these needing to be ignored or
supplanted. In this sense being considerate
overlaps with notions of inclusiveness, going
beyond ‘tolerance’ in stressing more strongly the
need to respect students’ cultures and experiences
(which are often very different – and tougher - than
teachers’, especially in disadvantaged areas).
Finally, considerate can be taken to connote
reflective practice, teaching staff as professionals

3 Richardson, Laurel (1998), 'Writing: A Method of Inquiry', in N. K. Denzin and Y. S. Lincoln (eds.), Collecting and Interpreting Qualitative Materials 3rd edn;
Thousand Oaks, London, New Delhi: Sage Publications
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who are given and take time and space to reflect on
pedagogies, in ongoing cycles of thinking, planning,
evaluating and responding to students.
Creative Partnerships supports considerate school
ethos in a number of ways.
• Many of its projects have involved improving
the material environment of a school, by for
instance redesigning playgrounds or classrooms,
adding sculptures or murals. They thus
demonstrate that students’ diverse physical,
emotional, bodily and aesthetic needs are being
taken into consideration - especially when these
projects are conducted by, with and for students.
• Creative practitioners often work with
smaller groups than do teachers and approach
students with respect and as ‘mattering’ – for
instance, addressing them as fellow artists or as
a client group. In some cases they thereby
reinforce in students a self-perception
encouraged by the school, in others their
consideration may set an example from which
schools learn to engage with students in new
ways.
• Creative Partnerships commitment to youth
voice has meant that young people play
significant roles in its programmes, such as
deciding on their focus, selecting creative
practitioners, reviewing and evaluating projects.
In many schools, students’ capabilities and
competence have surprised adults, leading them
to revise how they view and work with them in
other contexts.
• Many schools use Creative Partnerships
funding to extend and broaden their extracurricular provision, thereby conveying
consideration and respect for students’ interests,
needs and informal learning. In a nursery, artists
worked to help children develop an interest in
superheroes – a topic that other early years
practitioners often eschew as too violent.
• Many schools have also organised projects
within the curriculum specifically aimed at
student groups that are sometimes overlooked –

whether ‘high achievers’, ‘low achievers’, those
at risk of exclusion, or ‘invisible’ students who do
not fall into any obvious ‘problem’ categories. In
best practice, they demonstrate evenhandedness in distributing the benefits of
involvement.
• Some Creative Partnerships programmes
have been strategic in ensuring that marginalised
student and/or staff groups come to matter and
demand consideration; for instance, training up
students with special educational needs as
technology experts on whom others must call for
support, or more generally putting students’
work on public display. In relation to staff, one
artist in a primary school trained all the teaching
assistants in techniques of creative
documentation, giving them an important role in
recording the children’s learning and
development and authority in relation to the
teachers who learned from them.
• Creative projects may be particularly well
placed to value skills beyond the cognitive.
• The long-term nature of Creative
Partnerships programmes encourages reflective
practice, because they demand and foster
dialogue between staff in schools and creative
practitioners about aims, methods and
outcomes. In some cases, schools have made
use of artist skill, time and resources to
document learning processes through frequentlychanging displays available for staff, students,
parents and others to discuss, rather than showy
but static exhibits.
• Some schools with which Creative
Partnerships works have an unfairly negative
public image based on attainment statistics
alone, which in turn affects the self-image of
their students: creative, innovative and inspiring
projects can help both schools and students to
give more affirmative accounts of their work and
to feel that they matter.
The convivial asserts the importance of fun and
enjoyment in learning processes, that teachers and
students can enjoy being sociable, take pleasure in

each others’ company – and thus it challenges a
tendency to depict teachers and students as
inevitably antagonistic, vying for power in a zero
sum game. Paul Gilroy’s use of the term ‘convivial
cultures’ is perhaps particularly relevant in the
context of Creative Partnerships – as we explain
below – because he highlights the role of arts and
culture in enabling forms of interaction and ‘getting
along’ in heterogeneous settings4.
The convivial also foregrounds the ethical by
stressing our interdependence and interrelatedness.
Rejecting the fantasies of self-sufficiency embedded
in educational cliches about ‘autonomy’, it insists
instead that we rely on others to develop identity
and agency because these are social qualities,
created in relationships. Conviviality therefore
requires reflective ethical accountability of a kind
perhaps best explained by an example: one primary
school in our research was particularly successful in
integrating students excluded from many other
settings. To do this, the school was prepared to
explore constraining or enabling aspects of its own
environment and pedagogy, with the effect that for
instance, a boy labeled ‘feral’ by a previous
headteacher could be redefined as one who needed
active learning approaches. Describing a child as
‘feral’ disavows any responsibility in creating his
behaviours; the convivial (as we define it here)
acknowledges that students and teachers do not
come to school fully formed but are made in the
process of interacting with each other and their
environment.

The convivial asserts the
importance of fun and
enjoyment in learning
processes, that teachers
and students can enjoy
being sociable, take
pleasure in each others’
company – and thus it
challenges a tendency to
depict teachers and
students as inevitably
antagonistic, vying for
power in a zero sum game.

We also take the convivial to involve interrelationships of knowledge expressed for instance
by an integrated curriculum, knowledge connecting
to the world, relating to individual past histories and
experiences, an emphasis on applying learning in
different contexts and real-life situations. Similarly, a
primary school’s link with Pakistan was used to
demonstrate connections between problems
children faced in both contexts and addressed
students there as fellow citizens rather than as
exotic or as objects of pity.

4 See Gilroy, P. (2004) After empire: melancholia or convivial culture? Routledge, London.
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Creative Partnerships supports convivial school
ethos in a number of ways:
• Because teachers are fully involved in the
Creative Partnerships programme, projects
offered students and teachers many enjoyable
experiences of working together – sometimes in
contexts where such moments were relatively
rare. Students remarked positively on sociable
exchanges with teachers where they felt school
roles were temporarily dropped in favour of more
open, personal conversations; in other cases, the
contrast between the ways of relating in or out
of these projects was less marked.
• Creative Partnerships approaches legitimise
partnership working, collaboration and mutually
supportive relationships between teachers, and
between teachers and creative practitioners, on
which many teachers commented positively as
greatly adding to the quality of their professional
practice.
• Equally, creative projects could develop spaces in
which students could work with their peers
across differences of age, gender, ethnicity or
subcultural allegiance that could dominate their
relationships in other school contexts. Even in a
primary school, some Year 5 children were
initially deeply resentful at being asked to work
with Year 1s, but eventually came to appreciate
them. Sometimes creative products emerging
from projects attained considerable ‘cool’ status
and recognition – as when a student rap was
bluetoothed around the school as a ringtone.
• Creative Partnerships funding was sometimes
used to support whole-school events such as
creative days or major consultations about issues
like school (re)design; these involved students
working with creative practitioners, and with
different teachers and in different age and ability
groups than they usually did.
• Some Creative Partnerships projects engaged
both adults and young people as equals and as
learners: one example was a school orchestra
(‘Rawchestra’) that was open to all, such that
teachers learned alongside students, and
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assistive technologies helped students with
special needs to play alongside more
conventional instruments. In an art project, both
teachers and students made self-portraits
through which they revealed their feelings about
themselves in the school.
• Creative projects could put students and
teachers in roles that challenged traditional
hierarchies and role allocations – as when
teachers learned about technology or software
from students, or came to understand the
complexity and value of unfamiliar youth cultural
forms.
• Creative Partnerships provided or supported CPD
on innovative approaches that schools valued: a
particularly relevant example in relation to
conviviality is the Forest Schools initiative, which
places great importance on collective endeavour.
• Creative Partnerships, through its Creative
Agents and Area Delivery Organisations, was
itself a means by which schools developed
networks and connections outside the school; in
addition, creative learning approaches often
involved schools seeking out and appreciating
expertise within the community, sometimes via
student connections.
• Creative work often proved a means for schools
to connect more strongly with parents, for
instance, through displays of work and through
students’ enthusiasm for Creative Partnerships
projects that were accessible and inspiring for
parents.
Definitions of capacious include size, roominess,
generosity, being able to contain or absorb, being
adapted or disposed for the reception of… and it
shares its derivation with ‘capacity’ - having the
capacity of; qualified to do. It thus allows us to
discuss several significant dimensions of creative
school ethos. One is simply the idea of having range
and ‘room for manoeuvre’ in school and in learning;
that is, flexibility and diversity in what kinds of
teacher or student one can be yet still be valued by
the school, rather than a narrow enforced
consensus. Our ‘creative’ schools were able to

nurture and develop the particular interests of their
staff – including those without formal teaching
qualifications, some of whom in our research
gradually accumulated expertise, status and roles in
unexpected areas. While committed to creative
learning approaches, these schools also proved able
to tolerate dissent and to appreciate alternatives –
which seemed eminently wise given the rapid
changes in fortune of educational trends. Students,
similarly, were appreciated for a wide range of
achievements beyond the standard academic and
sporting; non-conformity in opinions, appearance,
gender performance and passions was viewed with
interest rather than fear; and teachers were not
expected to devote large amounts of time to
policing minor infringements of uniform.
Capaciousness in these respects also had
consequences for how the external community was
viewed: whereas a school that is rigid and
regimented in its approach to ethos or sets itself up
as a citadel holding back the dangers that lurk
beyond its gates is likely to fear the possible
disruptiveness of outsiders who may not share its
values, the greater flexibility of our creative schools
meant that they could be instead curious about
others, welcoming the resources they might bring,
and generally establishing more porous relations
with the outside world. Examples included young
people working with children from feeder primaries,
or with professionals from outside school; inviting
people in to experience the school and share their
expertise, making different kinds of connections
with parents (beyond parents evenings) and with
wider (including global) communities outside of
school.
Psychoanalytically informed perspectives on both
learning and creativity draw attention to the difficult
emotions that can be evoked by both – feelings of
uncertainty, of loss and disorientation, of
disintegration accompanied by panic, fear or anger.
If these arguments are accepted, then it would
follow that for genuine learning or creative
experiences to take place in a school, the institution
as a whole and the individuals within it must be able
to contain and hold such negative and volatile

The greater flexibility
of our creative schools
meant that they could
be ‘curious about
others, welcoming the
resources they might
bring and generally
establishing more
porous relations with
the outside world’.
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The connection to the
notion of ‘capacity’,
enables us to insist
on the educational
rigour of creative
learning, that it is not
a soft and feel-good
option, but one that
increases the
capacity or capability
of both teachers and
students.

feelings and to permit failure. On the surface,
primary schools, which sometimes seem to adhere
to a doctrine of compulsory happiness, and
secondary schools gripped by the terrorising
prospect of their next league table performance,
may seem ill equipped for such challenges. Yet, in
practice, many schools manage these on a daily
basis, offering understanding and sensitivity to
defuse potentially explosive situations, even at
personal cost to those involved. Our creative
schools may however have gone further in naming
and accommodating some of these terrors: when,
for instance, primary children suggested global
problems like poverty, war and racism as their
concerns and these were displayed in the school
hall/dining room, another message may have been
communicated that problematic inner feelings could
also be spoken and heard. And as discussed above
in relation to ‘considerate’, our schools also seemed
able to permit a wider physical and emotional range
to students at different times of the day.
The capacious is also able to encourage attention to
space and to the aesthetic in school environments,
an area where Creative Partnerships has made
particular impact as we explain below.
Finally, the connection to the notion of ‘capacity’
enables us to insist on the educational rigour of
creative learning, that it is not a soft and feel-good
option, but one that increases the capacity or
capability of both teachers and students.
Creative Partnerships supports capacious school
ethos in a number of ways.
• A literal as well as metaphorical illustration of
what being capacious might involve was
provided by one nursery’s decision to restructure
its indoor layout dramatically, knocking down
walls to create a more free flowing space. It did
this soon after receiving an ‘outstanding’ Ofsted
report, so such a great change therefore risked
disrupting what was already working well. The
capacity to take risks and tolerate uncertainty
was enabled by a number of factors, one of
which may have been a resident artist who
demonstrated through her own practice that not
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being afraid to try new approaches and reflecting
on them could create a different (and potentially
better) environment for learning.
• Many Creative Partnerships projects provided
spaces where students and teachers could
expand their sense of who they are allowed to
be. This may have been particularly important for
boys who inhabited what were otherwise more
‘laddish’ spaces in school where ‘creative’
interests might be deemed risky. In one
secondary school, male students would don pink,
fingerless gloves upon their arrival in the
classroom where the Creative Partnerships
activities took place, symbolizing perhaps their
confidence that the rigid requirements of
heterosexual gender identities would not hold
the same force there. In another, a group of
young women suggested that through creative
forms they could experiment with ‘being
somebody else’ or ‘let out anger and emotions
and create something’. An artist working in a
primary school argued that his sessions helped
to raise issues that did not always surface in
more ‘controlled’ classrooms, but that his
approach meant he could ‘support children at a
deeper level’. Schools often chose artists who
might challenge assumptions – a black male
dancer, for instance – in part because they
embodied the school’s ethos of welcoming
‘difference’; but they allowed students to be
‘eccentric’ too.
• In the examples above, Creative Partnerships
offered valuable but separate containing spaces;
in other cases, schools developed continuity with
everyday practices. Thus one primary invested in
costly floor length black-out curtains for its
hall/dining room, which we saw as highly
symbolic. Drawing them created a studio in
which daylight and noise were shut out,
encouraging focus; yet, this creative space was
central to the school and adapted from what was
already there. The curtains suggested that
creativity is a part of everyday life, not apart from
it; that spaces can have different meanings
depending on what is made of them; that the

children would not be abandoned after whatever
they experienced during creative activity, but
would return to familiarity and safety right at the
heart of the school, that their emotions could be
held and be managed by the school.
• As we have already identified, many Creative
Partnerships projects improved and enriched
school environments; more than this, however,
they enhanced understanding of the significance
and meaning of the environment through the
creative practitioners employed and the tools and
expertise they shared. In one school, members
of an art and architecture collective highlighted
previously overlooked aspects of space: for
instance, using pedometers revealed the great
distances covered each day by some support
staff, or transforming a dreary courtyard with a
stunning arrangement of yellow ribbons.
• Creative Partnerships work increases the
capacity of teachers more generally too: some
senior managers argued that involvement with
Creative Partnerships helped embed a learning
culture within the school. The long term nature
of Creative Partnerships programmes allowed for
the unfolding and nurturing of unexpected talents
and interests amongst both staff and students:
for instance, when a learning assistant proved
particularly passionate about an initiative and took
on greater responsibilities for supporting it, or a
‘technical’ support role in media blossomed into
a more substantively creative one.
• Teachers suggested that long-term relationships
made it easier to share burdens and feel more
comfortable taking risks. As one primary teacher
put it: ‘we are very open to new ideas and that
ethos now goes throughout the school – that you
can take a risk, you can have a go. If it doesn’t
work then you do it again, or you change it for
next time. That’s definitely one of the benefits of
artists coming in’.
• Creative Partnerships places young people ‘at the
heart’ of what it does and requires rethinking of
assumptions about their capabilities and capacity
to act. Teachers are often astounded when they
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witness the quality of work that artists and
students produce, expressed in the oft-heard
remark that ‘I didn’t know my kids could do that’.
Yet young people can be limited by their own
assumptions of (in)capacity too, as when in a
secondary school a young man described how
working as a student researcher renewed his
self-perception: ‘I thought I was too thick to do
anything like this!’.
• The capacities students developed through
creative work included working or deciding on
activities independently from adults, suggesting
and pursuing initiatives, realizing that it was
possible to learn from mistakes, and emotional
empathy and understanding.
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The impact of the
Creative Partnerships
programme on the
wellbeing of children
and young people
Maurice Galton, Ros McLellan, Susan Steward and Charlotte Page
(University of Cambridge), 2012

Introduction
The study of the impact of Creative Partnerships on
the wellbeing of children and young people was
commissioned by Creativity, Culture and Education in
the late autumn of 2011 to build on the findings from
previously contracted work, including that of one of
the authors of this report (see Galton, 2010; but also
Bragg and Manchester, 2011; Bragg, Manchester,
and Faulkner, 2009; Thomson et al., 2009).
Specifically, the study sought to address the
following questions:
• What is the nature and effect of the relationship
between creative approaches to learning and
wellbeing? Can the creative approaches taken be
typologised?
• What is the impact of Creative Partnerships work
on student wellbeing?
46

• What are the key elements of effective creativebased learning that feed into the development of
wellbeing?
• Are there aspects of this creative approach
particular to the theory and practice associated
with an arts-based approach to learning?
Interest in wellbeing has mushroomed in recent
years as economists and policy-makers have
increasingly realised that the state of a nation’s
condition cannot be adequately assessed with
standard economic indicators, such as GDP alone
and calls have been made to include measures of
people’s wellbeing (Stiglitz, Sen, and Fitoussi, 2009).
There is a lively debate about how best to
conceptualise and hence measure wellbeing with
academics from different disciplinary backgrounds
tending to hold differing views (Fegter, Machold, and

Richter, 2010). However what is clear is that
wellbeing is multi-faceted and varies according to the
context or domain in question. In this study we have
focussed on young people’s wellbeing in school, as
this is the context in which Creative Partnerships
work is undertaken.
This study draws particularly on thinking from the
positive psychology movement (Seligman and
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000) that distinguishes between
hedonic and eudaimonic aspects of wellbeing. The
former is concerned with feelings (i.e. how
pleasurable an individual feels their life is), whilst the
latter focuses on how well an individual is
functioning (i.e. related to issues such as selfactualisation). Both facets of wellbeing are included
in our conceptualisation of wellbeing. Sociological
work has revealed the importance of wellbeing as a
social (Keyes, 1998) as well as individual

phenomenon, hence we have examined feelings and
functioning at both the individual and social level
drawing particularly on the measures of wellbeing
developed by the New Economics Foundation (NEF
(New Economics Foundation), 2009).
We have placed particular importance on eudaimonic
wellbeing, as links can be made between this and
creativity. Self-determination theory posits that selfactualisation can only occur, and hence the
eudaimonic wellbeing experienced, if three core
needs are met (Deci and Ryan, 2008). Specifically a
person needs to feel:
• competence (‘feeling effective in one’s on-going
interactions with the social environment and
experiencing opportunities to exercise and
express one’s capacities’),
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Environments that promote an individual’s sense of
competence, autonomy and relatedness foster
eudaimonic wellbeing and these types of
environments would be expected to be associated
with Creative Partnerships work given its central aim
and the previous research findings cited above.
We argue that creative learning can be seen as a
process of developing expertise and a key
component of this is having the motivation to
practice extensively (Ericsson, 1996). Selfdetermination theory indicates that the meeting of
core needs does not just result in eudaimonic
wellbeing but also in intrinsic motivation. Hence selfdetermination theory, with its conceptualisation
of intrinsic motivation as eudaimonic wellbeing
provides a bridge between the literatures on
creativity and wellbeing.

Methodology
A two-phase design was implemented with data
gathered during the first phase informing the choice
of schools for the second phase. The research team
were guided by a steering group comprising
interested stakeholders (funders, academics,
creative practitioners and school practitioners as well
as the research team).
Phase One involved a preliminary round of visits to
20 primary and 20 secondary schools, half of which
were involved in the Creative Partnerships
programme. Non Creative Partnerships schools were
matched (in terms of size, attainment and
catchment) with the Creative Partnerships schools.
During each visit a survey of student wellbeing and
motivation was conducted. Some initial interviews
with staff were also undertaken to identify wellbeing
and creative strategies in place as well as gather
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Findings from the Student Survey

Four versions (to be age appropriate for the four
participating cohorts: Year 3, Year 6, Key Stage 3, and
Key Stage 4) of a student wellbeing questionnaire
were developed from the literature, piloted and then
administered to 5231 students in total across the 40
schools. A number of different analyses were
conducted using the SPSS programme and schools
received feedback on their individual school data
compared to the overall dataset, as well as receiving
a copy of the final project report.

• Life satisfaction – concerning how students feel
about their life (largely hedonic in nature)

Phase Two involved case studies of 5 primary and 4
secondary schools whose students responded
particularly favourably in the wellbeing survey and
appeared to have interesting wellbeing and/or
creativity initiatives in place. The selected schools
comprised six Creative Partnerships and three of the
other schools. Researchers spent a number of days
at each site interviewing students, teachers and
other adults involved in wellbeing or creative
initiatives, gathering documentary evidence and
observing creative activities and normal lessons.
All qualitative data gathered were coded using an
inductive approach with the HyperResearch
software. The coding frame evolved during the
analysis and eventually entailed a total of 27
individual codes encapsulating three main areas:
• School ethos and context,
• School strategies including creative approaches,
wellbeing approaches, and teaching and learning
approaches, and
• Student wellbeing.
Matrices (summary tables) were produced to
summarise each school to enable a cross-case
analysis to be conducted (Miles and Huberman,
1994) to identify associations between different
codes, emerging themes and key differences.
Primary and secondary schools were analysed and
reported separately.

Analysis of the data established that there were four
distinct well-being dimensions.
• Interpersonal – encompassing the social
aspects of well-being

• Perceived competence – concerning how
students perceive their effectiveness (a
eudaimonic facet of well-being)
• Negative emotions – concerning students’
perceptions of levels of anxiety (a hedonic aspect
of well-being)

other schools at secondary level but this may not be
surprising as all schools had interesting initiatives in
place. Figure 4 (below) illustrates these findings
pictorially in relation to the interpersonal wellbeing
scale.
There was a general trend of wellbeing declining
with age, although Year 6 students were more
positive than Year 3 students about how often they
experience interpersonal wellbeing and perceptions
of competence. Boys were more positive than girls
about some elements of wellbeing overall but there
is also a trend for older girls’ wellbeing to decline
more quickly than that of older boys. This trend is
shown pictorially in Figure 5 (below) for the
perceived competence scale.

In the primary schools surveyed, Year 3 students in
Creative Partnerships schools had higher well-being
scores on all four dimensions compared to the other
schools but the reverse was true for Year 6. There
were few differences in wellbeing between
students attending Creative Partnerships and the

Analysis of responses to the questions about
motivation towards different subjects revealed
similar trends in relation to school type (i.e. Year 3
students more positive at Creative Partnerships
schools), age and gender.

Figure 4: Illustration of differences between
Creative Partnerships and other schools for the
interpersonal wellbeing scale

Figure 5: Illustration of age and gender effects
for the perceived competence scale
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Findings from the Case Studies
Primary
All case study schools employed a range of creative
approaches to engage students. These were often
related to national programmes or awards, such as
the Healthy Eating Award, Eco-Award, Forest
Schools, Rights Respecting Schools and
international school partnerships. These
programmes were most successful when they
were integrated into the curriculum. Specific
pedagogical approaches have also been adopted by
many schools such as Mantle of the Expert and
Philosophy for Children. Such approaches provided
excellent opportunities to develop student
engagement and ownership but tended to be used
sporadically and were adopted by some rather than
all teachers in Non Creative Partnerships schools.
In the three Creative Partnerships case study
schools the extent to which the work had
permeated the curriculum depended on the length
of time the school had been experimenting with
creative innovation. However all of these schools
tended to view creativity and creative learning as a
way of developing student wellbeing: creativity was
the process through which student wellbeing was
enhanced. In contrast, the other case study schools
tended to see wellbeing initiatives as tools to
support student learning so students were often
removed from class to go to enrichment activities.
Creative Partnerships schools therefore tended
to have a more inclusive ethos.
There were a number of enabling factors that allow
creative innovation and practice to flourish at
Creative Partnerships schools.
• A shared school approach: such schools
adopted a holistic approach where all staff were
involved in the programme and where creativity
was highlighted as important to school
development. Creative approaches were evident
irrespective of involvement of creative
practitioners.
• Emphasis on Creative Partnerships activities
developing creative transferable skills
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• Creative Partnerships activities emphasising a
joint outcomes rather than individual student
creation: these joint outcomes, whilst
developing aspects of personal functioning
also allowed social aspects of wellbeing to
flourish. Students embraced positive social
feelings such as working with others, supporting
and being supported, a sense of shared
belonging and group identity as well as the more
social functioning aspect of wellbeing such as
engaging in social activities.
The impact of creative initiatives, particularly
Creative Partnerships activities, on student
wellbeing were:
• Higher levels of engagement: observations
provided ample evidence of students enjoying
and engaging in what they were doing. Teachers
frequently commented on how creative activities
re-engaged those students who found a more
structured classroom challenging. Students often
said working with creative practitioners was ‘fun’
and when this was explored further in interview,
there were three distinct elements of fun relating
to enjoying doing the activity, enjoying being able
to make decisions, and relationships with the
creative practitioners.
• More opportunities for decision-making:
observations revealed students working with
creative practitioners were given many
opportunities to make their own decisions about
what they were doing. In some Creative
Partnerships schools students were also given
choices in normal lessons, for instance in
deciding what topic to explore, how to approach
tasks and in taking responsibility for reflecting on
learning. In the other schools student decisions
were confined to matters such as organising
classroom space and choosing where to sit.
• More informal relationships in the classroom:
relationships between creative practitioners and
students were informal and friendly. Creative
practitioners were not overly concerned with
issues of control and very little procedural talk
was observed. In some case study schools this

relaxed atmosphere was also evident in normal
lessons, for instance when students were
reluctant to go out to play as they were enjoying
their work so much.
• More opportunities for genuine student voice:
at Creative Partnerships schools students
contributed to decisions about learning, rules of
behaviour and employment of staff. In contrast at
the other case study schools, although structures
existed for students to be involved in decisionmaking, consultations were generally nominal.
• More flexible approach to the curriculum: a
more flexible cross-curricular approach was
particularly developed at the Creative
Partnerships schools, whilst Literacy and
Numeracy Hour tended to take priority at the
other schools meaning that topic work related to
non core subjects.

Secondary
Like the primary schools, there was a range of
creative initiatives in place in the secondary case
study schools. However there was a difference
between the three Creative Partnerships schools
and the other school in how creativity was
perceived. In the former creativity was seen as a
generic process that would be applicable to all
curriculum areas, whilst in the latter the view that
creativity only applied to the arts prevailed. In the
Creative Partnerships schools different subject
teachers developed their own definitions of
creativity to suit their differing subject identities.
The connection between creativity and student
wellbeing was better articulated in the Creative
Partnerships schools where to a large extent
creativity was seen to be an impetus for more
positive wellbeing. In the other school creativity was
not explicitly connected with wellbeing and
wellbeing was conceived to be about promoting
social cohesion.

Self-determination theory,
with its conceptualisation
of intrinsic motivation as
eudaimonic wellbeing
provides a bridge between
the literatures on creativity
and wellbeing.

All schools had well-developed pastoral systems
to support student wellbeing involving a number of
personnel to support student behaviour and
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learning. How these were deployed varied from
school to school with some directly contributing to
curriculum and learning matters and others
seemingly divorced from learning. There was no
clear distinction between the Creative Partnerships
schools and the other school. Nurture groups and
creative initiatives such as Forest Schools tended to
be targeted towards students needing a ‘pick up’.
Some schools streamed students by ability to
support personalisation of learning and hence
wellbeing but evidence from student interviews
suggested that separating students into fixed and
identifiable groups could be stigmatising and
demoralising.
Creative Partnerships activities were necessarily
targeted given the relative modest budget available
for the work. In some schools different activities
were targeted to different ability groups, whilst in
others Creative Partnerships activities were spread
more thinly so all students could participate. The
latter approach promoted more equity amongst
students and less resentment as all enjoyed the
same opportunities.
Subject cultures in secondary schools were very
strong and teachers of different subjects not only
had different definitions about what creativity
meant, but also felt different constraints around
exercising creativity. Arts-based teachers expected
students to be more autonomous and independent
as they got older, whereas teachers of more
traditional academic subjects felt they were
prevented from experimenting with their
examination classes. However, some core subject
teachers in Creative Partnerships schools found
ways to work more openly with other departments
on cross-curricular topics which were less outcome
based.
All schools said student voice was important to
them and two of the Creative Partnerships schools
in particular championed this, aligning it to their
Creative Partnerships work; in one case through coconstruction of lessons and in another through a
student leaders’ programme that encouraged young
people to take responsibility in different subject
areas to lead learning with younger groups and to
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intervene during lessons to support the class
teacher in either calming or energising students,
depending on what was needed. Students could
contribute and suggest curriculum content at all
schools but there were far fewer opportunities for
them to input into rules, curriculum structures and
pedagogy.

Little distinction was made between wellbeing and
creativity at Creative Partnerships schools, whilst
wellbeing was seen as a means to an end at the
other schools. There was little evidence of a
typology of creative approaches, nor was there
evidence that creative learning was promoted
through a specific ‘arts-based’ approach.

Relationships were a key element of wellbeing in
all schools and student engagement had the
potential to change quite radically from lesson to
lesson if students did not like or respect the teacher.
The case studies revealed how relationships with
other adults in schools, such as creative
practitioners and other significant adults for outside
school, provided valuable positive relationships
provided they were sustained.

Communities of practice at Creative Partnerships
schools were very effective in embedding creative
practice across the school, except in the case of the
School of Creativity where teachers were too busy
responding to external visitors to find time to
develop practice internally. Student voice was crucial
in promoting wellbeing and students were more
involved in key decisions in Creative Partnerships
schools.

Conclusion
At primary level, there was some evidence that
Creative Partnerships work was positively impacting
on student wellbeing in Year 3 when Creative
Partnerships schools were compared to others. The
reversal in trend at Year 6 we believe is due to
students completing the survey during intensive
SAT preparation and responding to the marked
change in lesson approach during this period, as can
be seen in the following interview excerpt with Year
6 students at a Creative Partnerships school in the
final weeks of the summer term:
Student 1: The other day on Monday, people
came in with Lego. They had robot brains and
we had to build a Lego model and try and fit the
brain in. We made it move across the classroom
and we were having races and stuff.
Interviewer: So you’re getting all of that now.
Did you not get anything before SATS?
Student 1: We did… we got quite a lot of
opportunities
Student 4: But then it was SATS and they were
like, you’ve got to revise, you’ve got to revise…
In the last six weeks for SATS it’s like proper hard
work.. “get your head down and work”.

At secondary level there were few differences in
wellbeing between students at Creative
Partnerships and other schools. Issues in matching
the schools at secondary level, together with
previous research indicating that variation in
wellbeing scores attributable to between school
differences is small, might have accounted for this
finding. Furthermore secondary schools have a
basket of school improvement and wellbeing
strategies in place, making it difficult to disaggregate
the impact of Creative Partnerships work.
The performativity culture operating in
secondary schools has a direct impact on
student wellbeing as examination pressures and
lack of subject choice can be perceived as
controlling and thwart the need for autonomy. Focus
on examination outcomes can also lead to a devaluing of creativity, and in light of recent policy
changes, also of wellbeing.

practice, little evidence that this had impacted on
pedagogy in normal lessons was seen. Successful
cross-curricular project-based days jointly organised
by creative practitioner, students and teachers were
seen in two small secondary schools.
Creative Partnerships work did have the potential
to meet the core needs of competence,
autonomy and relatedness and a number of
projects were seen to meet these needs in different
ways, particularly promoting interpersonal and
perceived competence wellbeing. There was less
evidence that Creative Partnerships work influenced
life satisfaction. Creative Partnerships work also
positively impacted wellbeing through factors not
captured in self-determination theory such as by
raising aspiration and positively impacting teacher
wellbeing. However in a small number of cases,
Creative Partnerships work had the potential to
undermine wellbeing in the way it was
implemented.
In Creative Partnerships schools there was no
evidence that creativity was associated with artsbased practices and indeed the performativity
culture and the recent introduction of the English
Baccalaureate has resulted in arts subjects not
being valued as highly as other subjects in some
schools and by some students.
Overall therefore, there is evidence that Creative
Partnerships work does positively influence student
wellbeing. Creativity therefore should be valued
in the curriculum and initiatives similar to
Creative Partnerships should be implemented in
UK schools.

Creative Partnerships schools had tended to join the
programme for school improvement so work was
generally targeted at individual subjects or identified
groups of students in the first instance, although the
number of departments and variety of projects
undertaken increased as schools gained more
experience. However work was generally targeted
at KS3 and/or less able students. Although creative
practitioners had worked with teachers to improve
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Introduction
Creative Partnerships operated as a complex
network of partnerships that ranged from
relationships between Creative Partnerships
staff and public agencies to the relationships
between young people, teachers and creative
practitioners. As such partnerships were key for
delivery and central to how the programme
professed to add value.
It remained difficult, however, to understand
how a complex web of relationships served as
a delivery mechanism for the programme and
to isolate and examine the value of specific
types of relationships. This lack of clarity on the
role of partnerships hindered both staff and
stakeholders’ ability to fully understand the
nature and impact of the programme.

Creative
Partnerships:
evaluation of
partnership working
David Holland for BOP Consulting, 2009
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For this reason, in 2007, Creative Partnerships
commissioned BOP Consulting – a research
and strategy consultancy – to develop a
language and framework for understanding the
different types of relationships involved and
their value.

This assignment was framed as an evaluation of
partnerships, a new field of inquiry that, as some
researchers have put it, is dogged by
‘methodological anarchy and definitional chaos’ (Ling
2000:82).
In order to avoid these pitfalls, a range of analytical
‘lenses’ were employed to construct what is still an
imperfect interpretation of the day-to-day reality of
the young people, creative practitioners, teachers,
school administrators, local authority officers and
Creative Partnerships staff whose relationships
define this highly varied, complex and vibrant
programme.
Key learnings to emerge from the evaluation are
that:
• Creative Partnerships operates and defines itself
in terms of its partnerships, but partnerships vary
considerably in both style and substance.
• Partnerships for the development of
programmes and projects require significant
management and the development of trust
between parties - agreements and contracts
alone cannot provide these.
• Strategic partnerships are key for wider impact,
but are not being fully utilised.
• The impact of the programme is likely to be
wide-ranging but needs to be examined more
rigorously within a framework that examines
individual, institutional and societal impact.
Individual and institutional benefits are more
easily measured than societal impact.
• The costs associated with partnership working
are not limited to the financial investment made
by Creative Partnerships in programmes and
projects - partner costs need to be considered
more explicitly in planning and delivery. Increased
efficiency from coordination and alignment may
compensate for some of these costs.
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Research questions, methods and
approaches
The evaluation examined the following research
questions:
1 Are there discernable, distinct partnership
models behind ‘Creative Partnerships practice’?
2 What, if anything, do these models tell us about
the particular value generated by the partnership
aspect of Creative Partnerships practice?
3 Can costs be assigned to the partnership
elements of projects?
4 Can we demonstrate any relationship between
identified costs and resulting benefits/outcomes?
5 What practical lessons can we draw out for
Creative Partnerships as it seeks to develop its
operations?
The evaluation process involved a literature review
(on evaluation of partnerships, partnerships theory,
educational research, and so on), a review of
programme documentation, the development of an
evaluation framework, 40 interviews with
programme staff and stakeholders, and data
analysis and synthesis.
This process helped to develop and refine the main
analytical lenses used in the evaluation:
• Levels of partnership working in Creative
Partnerships –
Creative Partnerships partnerships operate at a
strategic, programmatic, and project level. These
three levels of partnership working have differing
styles, purposes, dynamics and actors; therefore,
they were each considered separately.
• Challenges of partnership working –
The literature on partnerships identifies a number
of challenges. These generic challenges were
used to contextualise interview data.
• Partnerships typology – The literature on
partnerships identifies a number of approaches
to categorising types of partnerships. These
typologies were used to contextualise interview
data and programme documentation.
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• Cost-benefit analysis – Though it is difficult to
undertake a cost-benefit analysis of such a
complex set of relationships, cost-benefit theory
was used to identify potential individual,
institutional and societal benefits of the
programme and to understand the costs
associated with partnership working.

Key Learning One:
Creative Partnerships operates and defines itself
in terms of its partnerships, but partnerships
vary considerably in both style and substance.
Creative Partnerships aims to support thousands of
‘innovative long-term partnerships’ between schools
and creative professionals. What might not be clear
at first glance is that in order to do so, the
programme develops a network of partnerships
with local and regional strategic agencies, cultural
organisations, schools, and young people.
The evaluation has identified that the programme
engages in three levels of partnership working:
• Strategic partnerships – partnerships with local
authorities, government agencies and third-sector
organisations that often seek to position Creative
Partnerships within larger local and regional
agendas
• Programmatic partnerships – partnerships with
schools, cultural organisations, and other
intermediaries on the development of a
programme of activities
• Project partnerships – partnerships with
schools, teachers, creative
practitioners/organisations, and children and
young people on the development and delivery
of individual creative projects
Though much of the evaluation and research
conducted on partnerships in Creative Partnerships
to date has focussed on the relationship between
artists and schools, it is also important to note the
role that Creative Partnerships has played as
partners and partnership brokers.

As Thompson et al., (2006, p. 40) state, ‘The
partnership activity in Creative Partnerships is not
simply that of artists and school: it involves a paid
Creative Partnerships infrastructure with formal
connections... [and structures]’.
Indeed, the development and management of
partnerships has been embedded in the ‘paid
infrastructure’ of the programme, particularly in
relation to three main roles in area offices – Creative
Directors, Programmers and Operations Managers.
By spreading partnership management
responsibilities between key staff, the programme
has ensured that there are sufficient resources to
develop and maintain partnerships and that
partnership management is seen as a key aspect of
day-to-day activities.
Not only is partnership working operationalised, but
it has also become a way of describing the range of
aspirations and practices of the programme.
Partnership implicitly conveys ideas of sharing costs,
brokering new kinds of learning, accessing
additional resources for the education system and
generally facilitating and organising a way of
bringing more people with different ideas and
practices into schools.
The nature of the partnerships developed by the
programme, however, varies significantly. Some
partnerships are developed around resources, some
around wider local or regional strategies, some
around communities of interest. In some, Creative
Partnerships participates within networks. In others,
programme officers direct activities, taking on actual
or presumed leadership.

Key Learning Two:
Partnerships for the development of
programmes and projects require significant
management and the development of trust
between parties: agreements and contracts
alone cannot provide these.

By spreading partnership
management
responsibilities between
key staff, the programme
has ensured that there are
sufficient resources to
develop and maintain
partnerships and that
partnership management is
seen as a key aspect of
day-to-day activities.

Programmatic and project partnerships are arguably
the true building blocks of Creative Partnerships, for
it is through these partnerships that schools, cultural
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organisations, creative practitioners, teachers, and
young people are brought together around creative
projects.

In many cases, the
are the key partner in these partnerships due
development of trust toSchools
Creative Partnerships’s aspiration to contribute to
school change and engage children and young people.
requires significant
Partnerships with schools are often formal – bound by
various contracts and/or partnership agreements and
development activity with
designated points of contact.
Creative Partnerships engages at multiple levels of
and mediated regular the
school to ensure that programmes of activity and
individual
projects are successful. Many programme
review, which the best officers emphasise
the importance of having a clear
channel
of
communication
to one designated
performing local and coordinator (generally a teacher),
but many develop
additional
relationships
with
the
senior
regional programmes team (particularly the head teacher) andmanagement
with various
departments of a school. Though important for the
have implemented
management and delivery of Creative Partnerships
activity, the multiple levels of engagement with
successfully.
schools requires a great deal of school time, which as
a school coordinator interviewed put it, ‘is difficult for
schools, where time is short’.
At the level of project delivery, young people, teachers
and creative professionals take on a more significant
role in partnerships. Because of the range of partners
involved and the focus on delivering a desired
outcome, tensions and misunderstandings have often
arisen around conflicting and/or unclear objectives and
differing languages, approaches and expectations.
Tensions can be particularly acute between teachers
and creative professionals, who sometimes have
different ideas about the needs of young people and
effective ways of engaging with them. Young people
are not always meaningfully involved in partnerships
around project delivery and even where they are, this
is sometimes with a limited group.
Many of those consulted view trust as central to the
success of programmatic and project partnerships.
Though project partnerships are bound by agreements
between parties, many of those consulted
emphasised the importance of developing trust
between various parties. In many cases, the
development of trust requires significant development
activity and mediated regular review, which the best
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performing local and regional programmes have
implemented successfully.

function of the partnership board, while others failed
to set up partnership boards at all (in defiance of the
recommendation of the national programme).

Key Learning Three:

Some members felt that partnership boards were
hindered in taking a more active role in the
management and delivery of Creative Partnerships,
because of a lack of clarity on roles and
responsibilities. As one partner board member
stated:

Strategic partnerships are key for wider impact,
but are not being fully utilised.
Strategic partnerships have been key to the
development of Creative Partnerships. In some
cases, Creative Partnerships officers engage with
local and regional agendas through local or regional
working groups. In most, local partnership boards
have been the key means of engaging strategic
partners. There is room, however, to increase the
impact of strategic partnership working, whatever
form that might take.
Local partnership boards were created by sponsoring
Government departments and agencies (Department
for Culture, Media and Sport, Department for
Education and Skills, and Arts Council) to oversee
performance and delivery of local/regional Creative
Partnerships. Local education authorities, the
creative sector and the school sector were
represented on these boards. It was hoped that the
local partnership boards would provide a consistent
approach across the country to the governance and
management of Creative Partnerships.
In some cases partnership boards provided a means
of bringing together competitive organisations and
agencies, for example, local authorities and creative
and cultural organisations. The often-highly
competitive nature of the funding and operating
environment in the cultural sector has also meant
that some cultural agencies and organisations have
felt threatened by Creative Partnerships. In some
cases, the partnership boards provided an avenue
for Creative Partnerships to engage these potentially
competitive organisations or develop alliances with
champions.
As with any such arrangement, local partnership
boards presented both opportunities and challenges
for area offices. Some offices (particularly the
Creative Directors in some offices), therefore,
attempted to tightly control the membership and

‘Beyond the partnership boards, there is also
scope to increase engagement with local regional
organisations on economic and social
development agendas’.

Key Learning Four:
The impact of the programme is likely to be
wide-ranging but needs to be examined more
rigorously within a framework that examines
individual, institutional and societal impact.
Individual and institutional benefits are more
easily measured than societal impact.
Creative Partnerships aims to make a positive
contribution to teaching and learning. However, the
potential benefits of the programme go beyond the
educational sector to include a wider set of
individual, institutional and societal impacts.
Because of the centrality of partnerships to delivery,
these impacts can be assumed to arise from
partnership working and benefits can be aligned to
the levels of partnership working outlined.

Individual benefits
A range of individuals stand to benefit from Creative
Partnerships activity: pupils, teaching staff, parents
and creative practitioners. Benefits for these groups
will likely be associated with the development of
projects and programmes within schools.
Skills development and personal development are
potential cross-cutting benefits for pupils, teaching
staff and creative practitioners. Skills development
will obviously vary for these groups - young people
will likely develop social, communication and
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Figure 6: Individual benefits
Individual benefits

Figure 7: Institutional benefits

Indicator

Financial Proxies

Pupils

Financial Proxies

Schools

Academic achievements

Improved performance at KS2, 3 & 4

Reduced costs of special education assignments
Increased tax revenue from higher earnings
Increased business revenue generated as a result of increased
productivity from higher educated workforce
Lower graduate wages as a result of increased HE participation

Skills development

Improved communication skills
Raised social skills
Creative practice skills

Increased earnings generated as a result of better negotiation skills
Increased earnings generated as a result of professional networks
Increased tax revenue generated from creative sector professionals

Personal development

Improved self-confidence
Improved motivation
Increased level of independence

Reduced costs of special education assignments
Increased tax revenue from higher earnings
Increased business revenue generated as a result of increased
productivity from higher educated workforce
Lower graduate wages as a result of increased HE participation

Well-being

Institutional benefits Indicator
Improved behaviour

Teaching quality

Level of attendance

Reduced costs of special education assignments
Increased tax revenue from higher earnings
Increased business revenue generated as a result of increased
productivity from higher educated workforce
Lower graduate wages as a result of increased HE participation

Rate of exclusion

Decreased cost for pupil referral units
Decreased referral administration cost

Rate of suspension
Incidents of vandalism

Decreased cost for internal pupil referral units
Decreased cost of damage

Retention rate of skilled teaching staff

Reduced recruitment cost

Number of cross-curricular projects
Willingness to adopt a creative teaching approach

Reduced costs of special education assignments
Increased tax revenue from higher earnings
Increased business revenue generated as a result of increased
productivity from higher educated workforce
Lower graduate wages as a result of increased HE participation

Improved school reputation

Value of awards and prizes
Reduced cost of recruitment

Improved teacher-student relationships
Improved staff morale

Reduced cost of recruitment
Decreased cost for pupil referral units
Decreased referral administration cost

Higher level of enjoyment of school

Reduced costs of counselling sessions

Skills development

Enhanced creative teaching skills

Reduced cost of CPD

Personal development

Increased staff confidence
Improved staff morale

Reduced cost of counselling sessions
Reduced cost of recruitment

Increased confidence in the school environment

Reduced costs of special education assignments
Increased tax revenue from higher earnings
Increased business revenue generated as a result of increased
productivity from higher educated workforce
Lower graduate wages as a result of increased HE participation

Increased parental involvement

Reduced costs of special education assignments
Increased tax revenue from higher earnings
Increased business revenue generated as a result of increased
productivity from higher educated workforce
Lower graduate wages as a result of increased HE participation

Increased awareness of cultural opportunities and their value

Increased income generated by cultural organisations

Increased pupil involvement in decision-making

Decreased cost for pupil referral units
Decreased referral administration cost

Employment

Financial stability
New work gained as a result of involvement in programme
Increased understanding of education market as work opportunity

Decreased unemployment benefits
Increased revenue generated from new work
Increased projected revenue derived from work in education market

Increased attainment in other creative schemes
(eg Artsmark, specialist school status)

Value of awards

Skills developemnt

Improved business skills
Improved consultancy skills
Improved management skills
Improved project management and school-liaison skills

Teaching Staff
Changing school
culture

Parents
Personal development

Creative Practitioners

Source: BOP Consulting (2009)

Increased revenue and profitability generated as a result of new skills

Source: BOP Consulting (2009)

creative practice skills while teaching staff and
creative practitioners may gain opportunities for
continuing professional development (Creative
Partnerships).
For parents, a key potential benefit is increased
awareness of creative and cultural activities and
their value. Studies to date have neither fully
explored nor evidenced the impact of the
programme in these areas. Figure 6 (above)
outlines potential benefits, impact indicators and
financial proxies for these.
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Institutional benefits
In addition to impacts on individuals, some suggest
that Creative Partnerships has the potential to
initiate institutional change, particularly in schools.
‘Whole school change’ – a transformation in the
ethos and culture of a school – is a recurring theme
for Creative Partnerships research and evaluation,
but there is currently (at the time of writing in early
2009), little evidence that this is being achieved.
Researchers have, however, defined the benefits to
be derived from whole school change: improved
pupil behaviour, improved teaching quality and
change in school culture. If these benefits can be

proven, particularly in relation to measures of
improvement in pupil behaviour – such as
decreased vandalism – then it may be relatively
easy to develop financial proxies for these benefits.
In other areas, such as change in school culture,
such an exercise would be far more difficult.
There may also be institutional benefits for cultural
organisations and strategic agencies that work with
Creative Partnerships but this needs to be explored
in greater detail before impact indicators and
financial proxies can be developed. Figure 7 (above)
outlines potential institutional benefits of Creative
Partnerships for schools.

Societal benefits – social and economic
Beyond the individual and institutional outcomes
outlined, Creative Partnerships may also have wider
economic and social benefits. It will be more
difficult, however, to link any wider societal benefits
that may arise to Creative Partnerships activity.
Economic benefits may include pupils accessing
better employment opportunities and enhanced
career progression and Creative Partnerships
creating a market for services that has a positive
impact on economic regeneration. Figure 8
(overleaf) outlines potential economic benefits,
outcome indicators, and financial proxies.
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Figure 8: Economic benefits
Economic benefits

Indicator

Financial Proxies

Employment

Improved access to employment opportunities
Enhanced career progression opportunities

Decrease in unemployment benefits
Increase in earnings over time

Economic
regeneration

Levels of employment in the area
New business moving into the area
Population migration into the area

Decrease in unemployment benefits
Increased investments in the area
Increase in property prices

Source: BOP Consulting (2009)

Figure 9: Social benefits
Social benefits

Indicator

Financial Proxies

Crime

Reduced rates of youth offending and anti-social behaviour

Reduced criminal justice costs
Reduced costs of crime victims’ care

Health

Increased access to health information
Improved mental health

Decreased costs of health conditions not being acted upon
Decreased costs of therapeutic care

Community cohesion

Increased confidence and trust
Increased sense of belonging

Reduced criminal justice costs
Reduced costs of crime victims’ care

Community

Source: BOP Consulting (2009)

Social benefits associated with Creative
Partnerships activity may include reductions in antisocial behaviour, increased well-being and
community cohesion. Figure 9 (above) outlines
potential social benefits, outcome indicators, and
financial proxies.
Though Creative Partnerships may have the
potential to impact on these economic and social
areas, this will be extremely difficult to measure,
because of issues of causality and accuracy (as
these would be secondary, or multiplier effects).
More work is needed to understand the benefits of
Creative Partnerships more clearly, but the
framework outlined above provides some initial
measures for further examination of the
programme’s impact.

Key Learning Five:
The costs associated with partnership working
are not limited to the financial investment made
by Creative Partnerships in programmes and
projects – partner costs need to be considered
more explicitly in planning and delivery.
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Increased efficiency from coordination and
alignment may compensate for some of these
costs.
The costs of Creative Partnerships are related to
staffing and other programme costs, but partner
costs are not always sufficiently acknowledged in
the planning and delivery of the programme. Partner
costs are related not only to cash contributions but
also to investment of time, materials, equipment and
facilities.
Partner costs may vary across the levels of
partnership. For instance, the cost of partner time
can be particularly high in strategic partnerships,
given the seniority of many of the individuals
participating in partnership activities (for example,
partnership boards). Therefore, Creative
Partnerships must make the best use of strategic
partner time in order to maximise the benefits
associated with strategic activity. The costs at a
project level may be related to materials, equipment
and facilities as well as teaching time. Again,
Creative Partnerships must focus on maximising
individual and institutional benefits in order to justify
these not insignificant inputs from schools.

It is also important to remember that there may be
hidden costs, particularly through displacement. For
example, a teacher may spend more time on
preparing lessons with a creative approach, but as a
result, spend less time on reading subject-specific
journals, marking exams, or doing other necessary
activities. The opportunity cost of giving up one
alternative in favour of another needs to be taken
into account, particularly in convincing schools and
the broader educational sector of the value of the
programme.
Despite the costs associated with partnership, the
most important benefit of this approach to working
may be efficiencies arising from increased
coordination and alignment. For example, there is
some evidence to suggest that the programme
increases the engagement of schools with creative
and cultural opportunities and initiatives, whether
through Artsmark (a kite mark for arts education),
specialist schools status, or work with a local
cultural organisation. Strategic partnerships, where
they work well, are also important for coordination
and alignment in that they embed the creativity in
the education agenda within wider local and regional
development planning.

Despite the costs
associated with
partnership, the most
important benefit of
this approach to
working may be
efficiencies arising
from increased
coordination and
alignment.

Conclusion
The Creative Partnerships programme can
demonstrate its value not only through its
effectiveness in relation to benefits for individuals,
institutions, and society but also in its ability to
coordinate and align a set of seemingly disparate
activities related to creativity and education.
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The impact of the
Creative
Partnerships
programme on the
teaching workforce
Emily Lamont, Jennifer Jeffes and Pippa Lord (The National Foundation for
Educational Research (NFER)), 2010

This research aimed to evaluate the impact of
the Creative Partnerships programme on
members of the teaching workforce. It
evaluated the nature, range and extent/reach of
the impacts, and provided considerable evidence
of the impacts of Creative Partnerships on a
wealth of benefits for teaching staff who
participate in its programmes. It also highlighted
the value of Creative Partnerships as a form of
professional development. Almost two-thirds of
teachers considered it to have had a greater
impact on their professional development than
other programmes and initiatives in which they
had engaged.
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About the research
The findings were informed by four research
activities. An iterative approach to building a
framework of impacts was adopted, where the
analysis and findings at each stage of the work
were used to inform subsequent stages.
The research activities included:
• a scoping exercise with Area Delivery
Organisations (ADOs) and members of the
teaching workforce
• fifteen in-depth case studies
• a validation workshop with Creative Partnerships’
regional and national staff to validate the findings
from the case-study phase

• a survey of the teaching workforce, returned by
2,295 teachers from 849 primary schools, 235
secondary schools, 7 special schools and 9 pupil
referral units (PRUs)

• personal impacts
• interpersonal and leadership impacts
• teaching and learning impacts
• career-related impacts

A typology of impacts
A typology of potential impacts on teachers was
developed at the start of the research, to
encapsulate the range and nature of impacts that
could arise after involvement with Creative
Partnerships. This drew on previous research
findings on the impacts of professional development
activities for teachers (e.g. Lord et al., 2009).
Throughout the evaluation, this typology of impacts
was further developed and refined, to identify a list
of impacts that fell into four domains:

Further detail on each of these impact domains is
provided in Figures 10 to 13 (overleaf).
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Figure 12: Teaching and learning impacts

Figure 10: Personal impacts
Impact

Examples

Impact

Examples

Enhanced enthusiasm for job

e.g. enhanced teachers’ motivation or reinvigoration for their job,
increased job satisfaction

Changed pedagogical values

e.g. changed teachers’ values around teaching and learning, changed their pedagogical ideals

New creative language

e.g. given teachers new ways of talking about creativity

Own creative development

e.g. helped teachers to develop new creative forms of expression such as dance, photography, crafts,
amateur dramatics;
enhanced belief in their own creative abilities

New perceptions of pupils’ learning

e.g. increased their expectations of pupils’ capabilities,
given them a better understanding of how pupils want to learn

Increased confidence

e.g. given teachers confidence to try new things, to have a go, raised self-esteem

Developed classroom practice

e.g. given teachers new ideas, knowledge and skills to develop and use in the classroom

Changed personal values

e.g. changed what teachers personally value about creativity or the arts

Developed skills to help children’s creativity

e.g. given them practical creative skills to share with pupils

Developed own learning

e.g. widened teachers’ awareness of ways of professional learning (e.g. through action research,
enhanced capacity to reflect on and evaluate their own learning and practice

Curriculum development

e.g. enabled teachers to devise new curriculum materials or to introduce a themed creative curriculum

Increased confidence in teaching skills

e.g. increased their confidence to develop their classroom practice

Figure 11: Interpersonal and leadership impacts
Impact

Examples

Impact

Examples

Interpersonal skills

e.g. developed teachers’ communication skills,
developed their skills in coping with negative relationships

Enhanced or changed career pathway

e.g. provided teachers with experience with which to bring about a change in career pathway

Promotion and/or salary progression

e.g. provided them with experience which contributed to a salary progression/promotion

Enhanced project leadership skills

e.g. changed the way teachers lead projects, improved their ability to lead projects
Change in role and responsibilities

e.g. inspired teachers to take on and create new roles and responsibilities

Enhanced people leadership skills

e.g. changed the way teachers lead people,
improved their understanding of people leadership skills

Greater opportunities to progress in career

e.g. helped teachers to identify and take up opportunities to progress,
created opportunities within the school which teachers can now access

Confidence to develop in career

e.g. given teachers greater confidence to change career pathway,
given them greater confidence to seek promotion and/or salary progression

Enhanced relationships with teaching colleagues

e.g. changed the dynamics of working relationships between teaching and support staff

Improved communication with teaching colleagues

e.g. changed the ways that teachers communicate and share ideas with teaching colleagues,
helped them find new ways to communicate ideas

Gained skills for working with creative
professionals

e.g. developed their understanding of different professional cultures,
given them experience of recruitment and selection

Enhanced confidence in leading/working with
others

e.g. given teachers belief in their own leadership skills,
given them belief in their own interpersonal skills

The main impacts of the Creative
Partnerships programme on teachers
All but four of the impacts in the typology were
impacts that at least one-third of respondents
agreed or strongly agreed they had experienced.
This demonstrates the prevalence to which each of
the impacts in the typology were evident for
teachers. The typology also captures the range of
impacts that are reported to have occurred as a
result of the Creative Partnerships Programme.
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Figure 13: Career-related impacts

The most commonly reported impacts fell into the
personal impacts domain, and into the interpersonal
and leadership impacts domain. Impacts from the
career domain did not feature as highly. However,
significant numbers of teachers still reported that
their career had been enhanced as a result of their
involvement with Creative Partnerships. For
example, 43% felt that Creative Partnerships had
changed or enhanced their career, and 35%
reported that their involvement had enhanced their
confidence to develop their career.

The most commonly reported individual impacts on
teachers were:
• the development of skills for working with
creative professionals (86% of teachers
agreed/strongly agreed that they had
experienced this impact)
• enhanced confidence to try new things and to
‘have a go’ (80% agreed or strongly agreed)
• provision of skills to help children to be more
creative (79%)

• enhanced enthusiasm for their job (76%)
• development of the curriculum in their key stage,
department or school (72%)
• communication and sharing of their learning with
other teaching colleagues (71%)
• development of skills for leading projects (68%)
Regardless of the amount or type of involvement
that the respondent had had with Creative
Partnerships, the length of their involvement, and
their current career stage, teachers felt that the
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impacts in the interpersonal and leadership domain
were experienced more strongly than impacts in the
other domains.
‘Average impact scores’ were calculated for each
respondent to indicate the amount of impact they
reported to have experienced. This took into
account the number, as well as the extent of, the
impacts which they felt they had experienced.
Teachers who rated themselves as having
‘considerable involvement’ with Creative
Partnerships experienced a significantly higher level
of impact than those who had been less involved.
Indeed, this was the factor that led to the biggest
difference in mean impact scores. Other factors that
influenced the nature and extent of the impacts
included the level of responsibility that a teacher
takes for Creative Partnerships, where greater
responsibility leads to a higher average impact
score, and length of time that teachers have been
involved with Creative Partnerships. Perhaps
unsurprisingly, those who have been involved for
the longest have higher average impact ratings. The
current career stage of the respondents does not
influence the nature or extent of impacts.

Creative Partnerships as a form of
professional development
The vast majority of respondents (93%) reported
that Creative Partnerships had contributed to their
professional development or ‘professional journey’
as a teacher. Taking on responsibility for Creative
Partnerships and being more heavily involved is
likely to make the Creative Partnerships experience
more rewarding in terms of professional
development. Teachers in Schools of Creativity are
also significantly more likely than teachers in
Change Schools to rate their Creative Partnerships
experience highly, and in turn teachers in Change
Schools rate their CPD significantly higher than
those in Enquiry Schools.
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Sixty-two per cent of respondents to the survey
reported that Creative Partnerships had a greater
impact on their professional development, when
compared to other programmes and initiatives in
which they had engaged. The reasons behind this
included the opportunities that Creative Partnerships
provides to develop and use new skills, the
opportunities to work with external partners and the
sustained whole-school involvement that the
Creative Partnerships programme facilitates. Only
10% of respondents viewed Creative Partnerships
less favourably. This was attributed to the positive
impacts being focused on their pupils, as opposed
to on themselves, or to mitigating school
circumstances during the period that they were
working with Creative Partnerships.

Sixty-two per cent of respondents to the
survey reported that Creative Partnerships
had a greater impact on their professional
development, when compared to other
programmes and initiatives in which they
had engaged.

Conclusions
The research highlighted the overwhelmingly
positive impacts of involvement with Creative
Partnerships. High proportions of teachers consider
themselves to have experienced a number of
impacts, some of them very strongly, across the
four impact domains. The impacts of involvement in
Creative Partnerships are wide ranging and
involvement does not solely offer enhancements to
teachers’ own creative skills or to the use of
creativity in the classroom, but it enhances
leadership abilities, impacts on personal
development, and for some, it leads to career
enhancement or progression.
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Involving parents in schools is crucial, and
according to the Department for Education, it
maximises the life chances of children. Key
research findings from a government report The
Impact of Parental Involvement on Children’s
Education (2003) shows that parental
involvement in a child’s schooling between the
ages of 7 and 16 is a more powerful factor in
achievement than family background, size of
family or level of parental education.

In 2006 the Centre for Literacy in Primary Education
(CLPE) was asked by Creative Partnerships to
evaluate parental involvement in, and responses to,
creative initiatives taking place in schools. The
research involved surveys of senior school staff and
in-depth interviews with parents in schools in
settings which ranged from inner cities to a former
mining village.
The resulting research, Their Learning Becomes
Your Journey, investigates an aspect of Creative
Partnerships which had been anecdotally noted but
not widely examined – that children communicate
their enjoyment of school-based creative projects to
their parents to a much greater extent than their
work in the core literacy and numeracy curriculum.
The research aimed to:
• identify factors in the creative agenda which
engage parents and elicit parents’ views on what
constitutes a creative curriculum
• analyse different models and methods of
parental involvement within Creative Partnerships
programmes

Their learning
becomes your
journey
Parents respond to children’s work in
Creative Partnerships
Olivia O’Sullivan (Centre for Literacy in Primary Education) and Kimberly Safford
(Roehampton University), 2007
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• develop an understanding of how creative
approaches can foster parents’ engagement in
children’s learning.
The resulting research Their Learning Becomes Your
Journey creates a picture of the creative contexts
and practices which involve parents in children’s
school learning and how these contexts and
practices help to build effective schools.

Data collection and methodology
In May 2006 an in-depth questionnaire for senior
school staff was sent to 200 schools which had
funding from Creative Partnerships. Schools were
selected to represent a wide regional distribution
and a balance of rural, urban, large, small, primary
and secondary schools (although there are many
more primary schools than secondary schools which
are involved in Creative Partnerships). From this
national survey, 65 questionnaires were returned.
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From these, in-depth interviews with 16 senior
school staff and in-depth interviews with 34 parents
were carried out in 2006-2007 in a range of schools.

Parents’ own learning
A report by the Sutton Trust (Blanden et al, 2005)
highlighted decreasing opportunities for social
mobility in Britain and the role of education in
potentially widening life chances for children.
Interviews with parents in our research revealed
that creative approaches to the curriculum can also
increase such opportunities for parents. Parents
living in areas of significant socio-economic
deprivation described in research interviews how
their interest in school-based creative projects
resulted in their becoming permanent Learning
Support Assistants and lunchtime supervisors, and
that their involvement had a ‘ripple effect’ on homeschool communication.

Key findings
Key findings of the research are as follows:
The creative curriculum can have a positive
impact on home-school communication.
Children’s enthusiasm for creative projects leads
them to talk at home about what they do in school
and parents in turn become enthusiastic about what
the school offers. Results are circular: children do
interesting things, talk to parents about this work,
and parents are motivated to find out more by
becoming involved in children’s learning and in the
life of the school.
‘I’ve got to say, my eyes and ears were wide
open because I couldn’t believe what he was
telling me [about the film animation work he was
doing].’ (Phil)
‘The kids never stopped talking about him
[storyteller] the whole time he was in school.
When [my son] came home he talked about him
constantly as if he was like one of the teachers.
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Everything was ‘Tony this’ and ‘Tony that’. They
do use their first names and it does make the
kids more relaxed with them. That reflected on
parents. Because the kids were talking about it,
parents felt they were involved in it.’ (Louise)
Home discussions generated by a creative
curriculum can enable parents to develop
perspectives on their children as learners, and
these perspectives can increase parents’ sense
of ‘efficacy’ in relation to children’s learning
(Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler, 1997).
Parents feel that they understand what children are
doing in school and what children are gaining from
these experiences. This understanding enables
parents to join in and support children’s interests
and enthusiasms, either by contributing their own
skills and expertise, by learning alongside children,
or by ensuring children continue these interests in
after-school clubs or classes. This developing
understanding of how children learn also provides
parents with positive points of contact with the
school.
‘For my son, it was the project ‘How Things Are
Made’: how bridges stand up, structural things.
Now, if ever we go down Trent Bridge, we have
to pull over: ‘Let’s have a look at this bridge and
how it’s made!’ It’s sparked my interest. I can
see it’s made and see it’s there, but I had ignored
it. Now, I want to know how it’s made and how
it stays up there. Wonderful questions no parent
can answer! We went to Lincoln Cathedral which
I thought might be too formal, too boring. My
son loved it, the fact of the architecture, the
windows with the light coming through. We all
loved it – his dad, his sister. It was a place that
normally we would have drove past. But we
thought, we’ll stay and have a look. Now when
we walk through town, it’s looking at the
buildings and the windows and everything – then
coming home and building it with Connex! It was
all from that project.’ (Nicole)

Parents believe that creative projects can
motivate children to be in school and have a
significant, long-term impact on children’s
confidence, skills, wider learning, overall
development and life chances.
One of Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1997) key
constructs of parental involvement is parents’
strong sense of their children’s unique
characteristics: parents see a creative curriculum
providing real opportunities for ‘personalised
learning’ where children thrive as individual learners
within group activities, and that a creative
curriculum gives children ‘an outlook on ambition’ by
providing real-life contacts and contexts for learning
and skills. Parents perceive arts partners in schools
as what Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (ibid.)
characterise as ‘high involvement’ teachers who are
positive about children.
‘My son, in Year 6, is severely dyslexic. Now he
knows he can express himself through
construction, through artwork. The projects gave
him confidence. He knows now that he has
particular learning styles. He has been able to
build up his awareness and confidence through
creative projects.’ (Kerry)
‘It gives them an outlook on ambition. My
daughter will come home and say ‘I want to be
an actress, a fashion designer’ – it’s always
something on the creative side rather than a
mundane office job and I think that’s really good.
I know that when I was in primary school I didn’t
have any idea of what I wanted to do when I
grew up, so talking about a career and a creative
career is just fantastic.’ (Louise)
Parents believe that a creative curriculum can
contribute strongly to a distinctive school ethos
where children and parents feel pride in their
school.
This feeling continues even when children no longer
attend the school, particularly where creative
projects leave a lasting visible legacy in the form of
architecture, murals, mosaics, sculptures or gardens.

Parents see a creative
curriculum providing real
opportunities for
‘personalised learning’
where children thrive as
individual learners within
group activities, and that
a creative curriculum
gives children ‘an outlook
on ambition’ by providing
real-life contacts and
contexts for learning and
skills.
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Because parents
perceive creative
projects as an
invitation and may
perceive the core
curriculum as a
demand, a creative
curriculum has the
potential to reach
parents in ways that
a basic skills core
curriculum may not.

‘They get a feeling of being part of the
community. Like the mosaic, it’s always going to
be there. For our girls, it was their last year and it
was leaving their mark on the school. They know
it’s still there. Even now, in secondary school, they
still come and play in this playground because
there aren’t any other places to play around here.
It would be nice to do more work that is lasting.’
(Brenda)
A range of models of creative partnership can
involve parents.
Although parents tend mainly to access final products
and performances, parents could be invited to
participate in earlier stages of planning and
development, through interactive displays, meetings
and adult versions of children’s experiences. Schools
which utilise Family Link Workers and offer Family
Learning courses as part of a creative curriculum are
able to engage parents and sustain their participation
by offering adults ongoing opportunities to play,
practise and learn. For most of the schools in this
research, parental involvement was not a focus of
creative projects. Coordination with Family Learning
approaches would increase the potential for this to
take place on a wider scale.
A creative curriculum can offer low-risk invitations
to parents to become involved in school.
Creative programmes positively enhance parents’
perceptions of the ‘general invitations, demands and
opportunities’ from school (Hoover-Dempsey and
Sandler, 1997) and widen parents’ range of
‘permissible’ activities and behaviours in relation to
the school. These activities and behaviours often
involve ‘little c’ creativity (Craft, 2001) which bridge
home and school contexts. Parents tend to feel
confident and comfortable making a contribution,
whether they are using their own skills or learning
along with children. Because parents perceive
creative projects as an invitation and may perceive
the core curriculum as a demand, a creative
curriculum has the potential to reach parents in ways
that a basic skills core curriculum may not.
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A sustained creative agenda can offer ‘multiple
invitations, opportunities and requests’ to parents
which are welcoming and proactive. These
invitations have the power to make a positive
difference in parents’ involvement in decisions,
which are ‘recursive rather than linear’ (HooverDempsey and Sandler, 1997). Schools which use
creative projects to make ongoing offers and
invitations to parents send clear messages that
parents are welcome and valued by the school.
Creative programmes generate ‘inviting climates’ in
schools, developing the school as a community
which is meaningful for parents and families.
Creative projects give parents reasons to come into
schools and make positive comments.
‘Like my wife, she came along, and she really
lacks confidence, she won’t even bring the kids
to school. She absolutely loved it, the gardening
day. I said look, just come along, just come and
help.’ (Phillip)
‘Parents will go in more for the creative stuff
because they don’t feel threatened by it. They do
struggle – that’s why the Samba dancing was so
amazing. We had about 40 parents and not just
mums but mums and dads. You feel parents are
more relaxed than coming in for an evening on
how your child learns maths.’ (Geraldine)
The benefits to children of work in a creative
curriculum can extend to parents.
Children’s engagement can lead parents to reflect
on their own experience as learners, and this
experience can cause parents to take up cultural
and other learning opportunities for themselves as
well as for their children. Responses to the
questionnaires showed that 47 per cent of families
visited a cultural institution outside school as a result
of involvement in creative projects in school. Art
galleries, museums, theatres and other performing
arts centres were the most visited.

Creative approaches to learning can work as agents
of curriculum change and processes of innovation
which reach beyond the school to engage parents
and communities. A key theme in parent interviews
is the sense of being valued by the school in
creative projects, and feeling that the project takes
them to a new, special place where they have never
been before. According to the then Department for
Education and Skills (2003) parents want more and
deeper involvement in schools; a creative agenda is
an effective way to work towards higher levels of
participation.
‘I was caned and hit with a ruler. You couldn’t
have an opinion. Now, today, children are asked
what would you like in your garden, could you
design it? We were never asked.’ (Katriona)
‘When I see my daughter playing the cello in the
orchestra and I heard those people from the
Guildhall playing, I think – is it too late for me to
go and learn an instrument? It prompts me to do
something as well. I’ve joined the choir now. I
think – maybe I could do that.’ (Helen)
‘Their learning becomes your journey as
well…You start to remember things and you
think – I know how to do that, I can do that!’
(Asa)
Official promotion of parental involvement in
children’s school learning is a fairly recent initiative,
and many parents will feel unsure of how they
should fulfil such a role. Parental involvement can be
assumed to be always positive and desirable, but in
interviews parents reveal how such experiences can
sometimes be unsettling. Parent interviews
highlight the need for schools to offer ‘low risk’
invitations to become involved and to be sensitive
to the ways in which some parents may feel about
school and about learning.
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Conclusion
In conclusion, parents feel that children’s learning is
enhanced in many ways through Creative
Partnerships projects. They are able to see their
children’s school work in heightened, professional
contexts. Parents see that such projects lead to allaround better communication from schools and
express their appreciation for projects that ‘break
down’ walls between school and community
through exhibitions, performances or parades which
take the school out into the community. Creative
projects also lead some parents to reflect on their
own schooling and ideas about learning, and have in
many cases led to parents’ increased involvement in
schools, in their own creative projects and visits to
cultural centres with their children.

Creative approaches to
learning can work as
agents of curriculum
change and processes of
innovation which reach
beyond the school to
engage parents and
communities.

The research concludes that Creative Partnerships
can play a significant role in widening the role for
parental involvement in schools and in their
children’s learning.
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In Spring 2011, Creativity, Culture and
Education (CCE) commissioned the Centre for
Real-World Learning (CRL) at The University of
Winchester to undertake research to establish
the viability of creating an assessment
framework for tracking the development of
young people’s creativity in schools. The
research and subsequent development work
with teachers was a ‘proof of concept’ activity
testing the viability of creating a framework
for assessing creativity in schools. The
project was undertaken from the summer term
of the academic year 2010/11 to the spring
term of 2011/12.
Three overarching key questions guided CRL’s
research:
1. Is it possible to create an assessment
framework that teachers would find useful
(the proof of concept)?

Progression in
creativity
Ellen Spencer, Bill Lucas and Guy Claxton (Centre for Real World Learning,
University of Winchester), 2012
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2. Would any framework be useable across the
entire age span of formal education?
3. If a framework is to be useful to teachers
and pupils, what approach to assessment
should it adopt?

Headline Findings
Proof of concept
The concept of an assessment framework for
creativity in schools is valid and relevant. The CRL
framework focuses on five creativity dispositions
– capabilities of being inquisitive, persistent,
imaginative, collaborative and disciplined.
The research concluded that there are strong
grounds for now seeking to develop a more
sophisticated prototype, of use to teachers and
learners, to track the development of creativity in
schools.
Age range
CRL concluded that the framework should focus
initially on the 5-14 age range, although some
practitioners may find it useful with younger and
older pupils.
Approach to assessment
CRL’s evidence suggests that the primary use of
any assessment framework will be formative,
supporting pupils to harness more of their
creativity and helping teachers more effectively to
cultivate creative dispositions in the young people
they teach.
A reluctance to assess creativity
In the process of the validation process with
experts, creative practitioners and teachers, a
number of other important issues were raised.
Most notable of these is a strong sense of
reluctance by teachers to make summative
judgments about the level of creativity in their
pupils. Measuring creativity, for teachers, would
appear to be a fundamentally different task from
measuring literacy or even assessing
performance in the creative arts. We address this
and other issues in our report.
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Given that societies
and education systems
tend to demonstrate the
extent to which they
value something by
assessing it, this project
was in part an attempt to
uncover and challenge
some deep rooted
tensions affecting
assessment of creativity.

Project brief and methods
This research coincided with the closing phase of
the Creative Partnerships programme. As this
widely beneficial programme came to an end, it was
recognised that no single model or approach to
assessing creativity had yet been able to assert
itself within educational settings. Given that
societies and education systems tend to
demonstrate the extent to which they value
something by assessing it, this project was in part
an attempt to uncover and challenge some deep
rooted tensions affecting assessment of creativity.
After reviewing the literature on creativity and its
assessment and consulting expert practitioners CRL
created a framework for identifying creativity in
school-aged pupils, and derived an assessment tool
for trialling in schools. In the process of validation
with experts, creative practitioners and teachers, a
number of tensions were raised that are outlined in
this summary. Through two field trials CRL’s
research suggested that the framework was
sufficiently distinct from existing approaches to
creativity to be useful and that from a teacher point
of view, the framework was both rigorous and
plausible.
CRL established that teachers perceived the
framework to encompass a learnable set of
dispositions, and that its language helped pupils to
recognise and develop their own creativity. Evidence
supported the development of a more sophisticated
prototype, one which would be of greater use to
teachers and learners in schools to track the
development of creativity. CRL found that there
was no appetite among teachers for a paper-andpencil, summative creativity instrument in schools
designed for accountability, grading, or comparison
of pupils.
The research project fulfilled its aims to:
• survey the literature around the issue of creativity
and its assessment, including some of the
practice focused documents developed out of
the Creative Partnerships programme;
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• develop a draft framework based on analysis of
1) above to test the viability of a progression
model within a small group of Creative
Partnerships schools; and,
• test and further develope this framework within
the context of a larger number of Creative
Partnerships schools with a view to developing a
practical and teacher-friendly framework for use
in assessing this aspect of learning amongst
pupils.
CRL’s work involved a series of activities designed
to collect the necessary data to situate the study
within current research and practice of creativity and
its assessment. Steering group meetings were held
at three key intervals during the project. The group
comprised members of CCE, academics with a
background in creativity, and members of OECD.
The five phases of research were:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

A literature review
Inquiry into user perspectives
Conceptual development
First field trial
Second field trial

Review of the literature
The initial literature review informed the direction for
the project. It highlighted contradictions between
the development of creativity in young people and
the way schools are currently configured. With their
focus on age related exams, large class sizes and
non-individualised projects, schools face challenges
in sustaining a credible focus on the development of
creativity while conforming simultaneously to other
mandatory modes of assessment. Such
assessments value different forms of learning and
knowledge from those that might be described as
‘creative’.
The literature review showed that creativity is a
multi-faceted concept, which makes a universal
definition neither possible nor appropriate.
Broadly useful definitions tend to point to a set of
characteristics of the creative process: it is
imaginative, purposeful, and its outcomes are

original and valuable. It is comparable to
intelligence in a number of ways, but certainly in the
sense that it is accessible to all individuals and
can be developed. It can be viewed both as a
general- and domain-specific concept.
The assessment tool concentrated on evidencing
learners’ creative dispositions with a view to
providing formative assessment, at least initially.

User perspectives
The tool was developed through a collaborative,
inquiry-led approach in order to ground the project in
best practice, ensuring that it benefited from the
experience and voices of practitioners. Two key
stages of input came from expert practitioners in
the form of inquiries with headteachers and other
professionals.
Semi-structured interviews with seven
headteachers, creative agents and senior staff
ascertained their views over current practice; the
desirably and feasibility of assessing creativity; and
possible internal and external barriers to successful
assessment. Numerous practical concerns were
raised, particularly with regard to co-ordination of the
assessment, but each respondent spoke
positively about the value of creating more
precision around the language associated with
creativity and its development in the classroom.
An ‘Appreciative Inquiry’ approach was adopted to
shed light on what schools did in practice already;
what worked well; what they considered current
‘best practice’ to look like; what they might like to
achieve if time and money were no object; and their
recommendations for development of an
assessment tool. Over 30 headteachers, teachers,
and creative practitioners gathered for this one day
workshop. It was clear that there was no consensus
about the preferred presentation of the tool, and
that the research team would need to trial more
than one approach.
Supporting the literature review, user perspectives
suggested that the assessment tool’s development
should concentrate on evidencing learnable creative
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dispositions in individuals. Practitioners were
overwhelmingly supportive of the trialling of a
tool to assess creativity, and the valuing of
children's formative development. After much
discussion, and some debate, they were in
agreement that being able to use the tool to show
interested parties such as Ofsted would be a 'nice
to have'. Their primary concern, however, was
with the development of pupils' learning
dispositions, or 'habits of mind’.
They had reservations about anything that labelled
pupils as creatively 'weak', and felt strongly that an
amalgamation of dimensions that culminated in
a 'score' was not constructive or useful. On the
other hand, they balanced this against the need to
paint a 'true' picture of each pupils' creativity
'profile' across a number of inclusive dimensions, so
that valuable formative assessment could take place
with pupils. They also felt that pupil-led
assessment would strengthen pupil ‘voice’,
relieve the burden on teachers, and help ensure
there was ongoing motivation for assessment.
Clear communication of the purpose of the tool – to
teachers and pupils – was found to be necessary in
order to ensure it was used beneficially in
classrooms.
As a prospective legacy for Creative Partnerships
the concept of a tool for assessing progression in
creativity received wide support from practitioners.
This enthusiasm alone justified pursuing a first field
trial which, in turn, justified a second.

1. Inquisitive
a. Wondering and questioning
b. Exploring and investigating
c. Challenging assumptions
2. Persistent
a. Sticking with difficulty
b. Daring to be different
c. Tolerating uncertainty
3. Imaginative
a. Playing with possibilities
b. Making connections
c. Using intuition
4. Collaborative
a. Sharing the product
b. Giving and receiving feedback
c. Cooperating appropriately
5. Disciplined
a. Developing techniques
b. Reflecting critically
c. Crafting and improving
Feedback from users (via appreciative inquiry and
interviews), as well as from the literature review,
showed that the tool should fit a number of criteria.
These were articulated and agreed upon at the
conceptual development stage. The tool should be:
• Useful to teachers;
• Useful to teachers who are interested in the
‘grow-ability’ of creative mindedness;
• At the right ‘grain’ of analysis; not too abstract,
not too unwieldy;

Conceptual development

• Clear and accessible in its use of terminology;

Collaboration between CRL and CCE developed a
conceptual framework that would form the
backbone of the assessment tool. Specific creative
‘dispositions’ or ‘habits’ were chosen because of
their fit with the literature, and because of the clear
distinction between the constructs – an area that
many assessment tools had failed to do sufficiently.
These ‘habits’, and their ‘sub-habits’ were:

• Clear in its use of adjectives for broad ‘traits’, and
doing words for its sub- habits;

Having developed the assessment tool, the first
field trial was designed and conducted to establish
proof of concept for the assessment’s framework
and ‘road test’ its methods of application. Having
established initial proof of concept, analysis of Field
Trial 1 (FT1) led to recommendations for further
development; hence Field Trial 2 (FT2) was designed
and undertaken.
Groups of teachers from six schools from the
Creative Partnerships ‘Schools of Creativity’
programme were involved in FT1. Each group
trialled a tool for the assessment of creativity over
the second part of the summer term 2010/11 and
teachers reported back on how successfully they
had been able to assess pupils at a moment in time
using the tool. Teacher representatives from five of
the six schools attended a ‘train the trainer’ session
in London where the tool was presented to them.
It was agreed at the session that the trial would
take place in Nursery, Years 3, 5, 7, and 10 as
appropriate, and across a range of subject areas to
include English, maths and an aspect of the arts,
where possible.
Teachers were asked:
• to focus on 6 - 12 pupils each,
• to focus on one habit, namely being ‘inquisitive’
• to attempt to map each child’s profile at a single
moment in time, and
• to feed back information about what had worked,
or not, in trying to perform this exercise.

• Applicable to a broad range of real-world types of
creativity;

Findings from FT1 led to a range of implications for
further development and based upon these, a
modified approach was deemed to be most fruitful
in producing an early prototype assessment tool.
This approach was as follows:

• Consistent with previous published research on
creative traits;

• a different habit was given focus, this time, being
‘imaginative’ rather than being ‘inquisitive’;

• As comprehensive as possible; and

• the assessment tool was simplified in terms of
process;

• Coherent internally, with distinct elements.
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Field trials

Practitioners were
overwhelmingly
supportive of the
trialling of a tool to
assess creativity and
the valuing of
children’s formative
development.
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The focus on selfassessment worked
well in all year groups
except Foundation,
where a certain level
of language
development is a
prerequisite.

• the assessment tool was simplified in terms of
content: sub-habits were amalgamated into a
single judgment;

• To ascertain whether a consolidated approach to
the dimensions ‘strength’ and ‘depth’ is
sufficiently sharp to capture both aspects.

• assessment was undertaken by pupils, with
teachers taking a facilitative ‘signing off’ role;

• To ascertain whether a consolidated approach to
imagination’s sub-habits captures all three
aspects (the division of each of the five ‘habits’
into three ‘sub-habits’ led to an assessment task
that proved too onerous for teachers in FT1).

• the assessment process was embarked upon
over a period of time rather than carried out at a
snapshot moment;
• the assessment tool accounted for ‘strength’ and
‘depth’ of the sub-habit through pupils’
comparison of self with a single exemplar
statement (rather than scoring against multiple
measures of ‘strength’ and then ‘breadth’ and
then ‘depth’);
• the ‘breadth’ dimension was accounted for by
pupils considering examples and evidence from
various contexts rather than as a separate score;
and
• Key Stage 4 was omitted due to potential
conflicts of statutory examinations. Schools were
asked to focus on Years 2, 4, 6, and 8, as well as
at Foundation stage.
FT2 was designed to provide evidence concerning
whether this tool was a practically useful one that
both teachers and pupils could understand and use,
and was a step away from the rigid categories of
FT1, providing space rather than structure. Twelve
schools participated in FT2 to completion over the
second part of the autumn term 2011/12. It had the
following objectives:
• To find out how teachers implemented the
assessment project in practice, and what
‘worked’.
• To find out how the tool helped pupils to develop
their imagination.
• To find out how the act of facilitating pupils to
use the tool changed teachers’ practice.
• To ascertain the extent to which pupils perceive
they are able to self-assess ‘imagination’,
providing sufficient supporting evidence.
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• To ascertain whether ‘breadth’ is captured by
pupils giving sufficient examples from outside
the subject area in which the tool was
completed.
• To learn how the tool could be developed.
FT2 supported the use of a tool that developed
pupils’ understanding of what it meant to be
imaginative. The focus on self-assessment worked
well in all year groups except Foundation, where a
certain level of language development is a
prerequisite.
Positive feedback regarding the impact on pupils’
understanding and development, and on teacher
professional practice led to the conclusion that
further development of the tool would be of value
to schools. Key findings relating to the objectives
above as follows:
• The clear and broad definition of what it meant to
be imaginative was commented on positively,
particularly because it gave teachers and pupils
something solid to refer back to when reflecting
upon how they had been imaginative.
• Having used the tool, pupils were
overwhelmingly more aware of when they were
being imaginative; many were also seeking
actively for opportunities to be more so.
• The majority of teachers involved with the trial
told us that their experiences with it had
impacted positively upon their practice.
• The vast majority of pupils told us that they
found the tool easy to use and evidence easy to
gather.

• This consolidated approach to tracking strength
and depth was only apparently successful at
those schools where the tool was entirely
unproblematic. Evidence suggested strongly that
the consolidated approach was too subtle or
intangible for teachers to notice.
• Pupils varied in the degree to which they
evidenced one, two, or three sub-habits.
Teachers at two schools both expressed a
preference to focus on capturing evidence for
only one-sub habit at a time.
• A common theme in this regard was selectivity,
with the most overtly ‘creative’ subjects being
considered more readily by some.
Further research and trials work might concern
issues of:
• incentivisation (how to ensure the tool is used),
• integration within school reporting and reward
systems (who uses the tool?),
• opportunities for technology (how best to
co-ordinate),
• developing common understanding of key terms
(ensuring appropriate levels of consistency), and
• the role of moderation (who should have sight of
the tool?).

Conclusions and recommendations
As a result of FT2 clear findings were obtained
about how the tool could be further developed and
improved, and these form the major part of CRL’s
overall recommendations. Given the necessary
attention, the tool and its accompanying guidance
could be utilised effectively by a broader audience.
This study was conducted with support and
participation from teachers predominantly receptive
to the idea of assessing creativity. It is likely that
their counterparts in schools less familiar with the
notion of assessing creativity may be less receptive
and even hostile to the idea. Some of the
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challenges the trial group faced may become
magnified in such a group, and the purpose of the
tool would need to be communicated in a way that
could not be misinterpreted.
While this study demonstrated effectively a ‘proof
of concept’, for the tool to be formatively useful
across the age ranges there is more research to be
done concerning effective styles of moderation and
of the development of more effective criteria to
chart progression. The next step would be the
development of a more sophisticated prototype, and
evidence-informed recommendations related to the
following areas:
• Development of training materials and ‘best
practice’ resources for teachers
• Separation of the sub-habits back into three
distinct sub-habits

It was clear from this
work that the refining
of a formative
assessment tool to
assist pupils in the
pursuit of ‘growing’
their creativity would
be of great value.

• Scrutinising language
• Developing best practice
• Developing a more formative tool to point pupils
to areas for development
• Capturing ‘breadth’ more systematically in the
tool
• Developing a more systematic evidence
collection process
• Developing the tool for the virtual environment
It was clear from this work that the refining of a
formative assessment tool to assist pupils in the
pursuit of ‘growing’ their creativity would be of great
value to both teachers and pupils.
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Creative
Partnerships
longer-term
tracking study:
attainment and
attendance
Caroline Sharp and Louise Cooper, National Foundation for
Educational Research (NFER), 2012

Evaluation design and approach

Researchers at NFER have carried out a series
of independent studies between 2003 and 2011 The results reported here are based on large
samples of primary and secondary schools (around
to evaluate the longer-term impact of Creative
400) and pupils (around 61,000) in each study. The
Partnerships on young people and schools.
studies used a ‘virtual control group’ design.

Creativity, Culture and Education (CCE) was
The process was as follows:
keen to discover whether involvement in
creative learning projects had impacted on other, 1. Researchers identified which schools and
high-value outcomes for children and young
individual young people had been involved in the
people, namely young people’s academic
initiative. The team asked all participating schools
attainment and attendance. NFER has
to identify which young people had taken part in
conducted separate studies, looking at results
Creative Partnerships activities each term.
across a period of eight years (Sharp et al.,
2. The team requested access to the National Pupil
2006; Eames et al., 2006; Kendall et al., 2008a
Database, held by the Department for Education.
and b; Durbin et al., 2010; Cooper et al., 2011).
This comprises information on all English pupils
each year, including background characteristics
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and attainment. The Department makes this
available for research (under certain conditions).
3. The next stage was to identify a comparison
group of similar schools, especially those serving
disadvantaged backgrounds, and to locate the
information on attainment and attendance for all
pupils in the Creative Partnerships and
comparison schools.
4. The team constructed statistical models, to take
account of prior attainment and individual
characteristics known to affect outcomes (such
as special educational needs, gender and
economic disadvantage). They used a process
known as multilevel modelling, to take account
of data at different levels (e.g. the pupil and the
school).

5. Finally, the team interpreted the results,
comparing progress within and between schools.
We conducted analysis at both school and pupil
levels:
• School-level analysis: compared Creative
Partnerships schools with other similar schools
• Pupil-level analysis: compared pupils who took
part in Creative Partnerships activities with those
who did not, in the same schools
The results for the school-level analysis are shown
in Figure 14 (overleaf).
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Figure 14: The impact of Creative Partnerships on attainment at the school level
Years analysed

Positive impact on schools involved with Creative Partnerships Community
KS1:

KS2:

KS3:

KS4:

•

average score, mathematics, science

2005

•

average score, English, mathematics, and science
•

2007
2008
2009
2010

•
•

Years analysed

KS3:

•

total GCSE points score, capped points score

•

Figure 14 shows a pattern of statistically significant
positive associations between secondary schools
taking part in Creative Partnerships and higher
attainment for pupils at key stage 3 and 4 between
2003 and 2010. The results take into account prior
attainment and school-level characteristics (e.g. the
number of pupils from deprived backgrounds). All
results indicated with a tick were statistically
significant at the 0.05 level of probability.
We also carried out pupil-level analysis. The results
are shown in Figure 15 (opposite).
The results showed a pattern of positive5
statistically significant results favouring the
attainment of young people who had taken part in
Creative Partnerships. Pupils attending Creative
Partnerships made greater progress in national tests
at key stages 1, 2, 3 and 4. The differences were
between pupils taking part in Creative Partnerships
activities and others, either in the same schools or
in schools not taking part in Creative Partnerships.

level higher in their key stage 3 average points
score than expected, given their background
characteristics.

Absence rates
The NFER also studied attendance rates in primary
and secondary schools involved in Creative
Partnerships. A study exploring attendance rates
from 2003 to 2007 (Durbin et al., 2010) found a
positive difference for primary schools which were
involved in Creative Partnerships for several years.
This is shown in Figure 16 (opposite).

There was one result indicating that involvement in
Creative Partnerships activities was found to be
significantly related to reduced attainment in
English, but this was only found in the 2009 data
and only at the pupil level. However, effect sizes – a
measure of the difference between the groups
divided by the standard deviation – were relatively
low (e.g. 0.10)6.

The 472 Creative Partnerships primary schools
started with similar absence rates of around five per
cent (the same as the absence rate in the other
16,000 English primary schools) but there was a
clear trend for the absence rates in Creative
Partnerships primary schools to reduce over time,
which was not apparent in other similar schools.
The absence rate in Creative Partnerships primary
schools reduced from five per cent to four per cent
in five years which equates to an overall reduction
of about a fifth. In statistical terms, an effect size of
0.25 is considered large enough to be educationally
significant (Slavin and Fashola, 1998). As can be
seen in Figure 16, the effect size reached this
threshold after two years.

An example of the difference that Creative
Partnerships made to young people’s learning in
2010 was that young people who attended Creative
Partnerships activities achieved an average of one

The most recent study explored the effect of
Creative Partnerships on student total absence7 and
unauthorised absence8 in 2009 and 2010. The
results are summarised in Figure 17 (overleaf).

5 Although there was one negative association in 2009.
6 The threshold for an ‘educationally significant’ effect is 0.25 (see Slavin and Fashola, 1998).
7 Total absence includes authorised and unauthorised absence.
8 Unauthorised absence is absence without permission from a teacher or other authorised representative of the school.

total GCSE point score, best 8 point score, science
average score, English, science

2005 &
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•

average score, English, mathematics, science
•
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•
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•

KS4:
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2003 &
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total GCSE point score, best 8 point score, English and science
total GCSE point score

KS2:
•

total GCSE point score, best 8 point score, English, science

school level analysis only
•

2009
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Positive impact on pupils involved with Creative Partnerships Community
KS1:

area of better progress:

2003
2004

2006

Figure 15: The impact of Creative Partnerships on attainment at the pupil level

speaking and listening
X

average, English, mathematics, science; (X = Key Stage 2 English)

•

•

average, speaking and listening, reading, science

2010

•

average, English
•

total GCSE point score, capped points score

Figure 16: Trend in absence rates for primary schools involved in Creative Partnerships
for different lengths of time

Reduction in absence (percentage points)

1.08
0.85
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Figure 17: The impact of Creative Partnerships on attendance in 2009 and 2010
Years analysed

Type of analysis

Impact on pupils involved with Creative Partnerships
primary

2009

secondary

effect

•

minor reduction in total absence

Community

school and pupil level
2010

•

The results showed some minor reductions in total
absence at both school and pupil levels, but they
were not consistently found in the same sector (i.e.
they were found at secondary level in 2009 and at
primary level in 2010).

Summary and conclusion
A series of studies over several years has revealed a
pattern of statistically significant results favouring
schools and pupils taking part in Creative
Partnerships. The results suggest that pupils
involved in Creative Partnerships activities made
slightly greater progress in assessments at key
stage 1, 2, 3 and 4. Across the series of studies, the
most consistent improvements in attainment results
were made by secondary school students.
The relationship between Creative Partnerships and
attendance is less consistent, but there is some
evidence of small, positive associations for schools
and pupils taking part, especially for primary schools
taking part for several years. We therefore conclude
that there is evidence of a small positive association
between participation in the Creative Partnerships
programme and outcomes of considerable
importance to teachers, pupils and parents.
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The economic
value of Creative
Partnerships
PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP, 2010

PWC was commissioned by CCE in 2010 to
analyse the economic costs and benefits of the
Creative Partnerships programme. The analysis
focuses on assessing the costs of delivering
the programme and the benefits accruing to
two distinct groups: pupils and their parents,
and teachers and the schools they work in.
Overall, Creative Partnerships is estimated
to have generated a net positive benefit to
the economy of just under £4bn. This is the
equivalent of £15.30 of benefits delivered to
the economy for every £1 of investment.
This is a significant saving, especially in the context
of other national government programmes. For
example an evaluation of the people and skills
impacts of Regional Development Agencies showed
a benefit of £2.50 for every £1 investment whilst
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the Home Access Programme was estimated to
deliver £1.40 – £2 of benefit for every £1 of
investment.

• to learners, in terms of higher lifetime earnings
that arise as a result of improved educational
attainment;

Approach

• to the wider society, through reductions in
exclusion and the social implications that this
has; and

The research was based on secondary analysis with
an approach based on the development and
application of a logic model (see Figure 18 overleaf),
which is a high level map of the transmission
mechanism through which inputs to the programme
deliver impacts to each of the potential beneficiaries
(learners and their parents; and schools and their
teachers). This model made it possible to estimate
the economic costs and benefits of Creative
Partnerships.
Among other things, the logic model showed that
key impacts accrue:

• to teachers and schools, through improved
teacher morale and reduced recruitment and
retention costs.
The logic model made use of existing independent
research about the Creative Partnerships
programme. For example, research by the National
Foundation for Educational Research (Kendall et al.,
2008: 17-19) showed young people who have
attended Creative Partnerships activities achieved
better GCSE results than similar young people in
other schools. Other important impacts and
assumptions used included:

• The earnings premium associated with gaining 5
good GCSEs, estimated by the Department for
Education to be around £93,000 over a person’s
lifetime, (taking an average of £100k impact for
men and £85k impact for women) (DfE 2010).
• The wider social benefits of learner attainment
including avoided social costs of crime and
avoided in year truancy.
• Improved teacher morale that contributes to
reduced recruitment and retention costs.
As far as possible, within the constraints of the
available data, the approach used is consistent with
the requirements of the HM Treasury Green Book,
the Government’s guide to evaluation and appraisal.
To that end, the benefits are measured in
incremental terms and at the whole economy level.
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Figure 18: Logic chain depicting the impact Creative Partnerships has on stakeholders

Key facts and figures

Pupils/
Parents

Inputs/Activities

Creative
Partnerships

Outcome

Impact

Improvement in pupils’
ability to understand and
retain information

Pupils can demonstrate
independent learning
skills

Wider economic benefit
of more highly
skilled workforce

Increased skills in
independent learning

Pupils attain higher
KS2/GCSE results

Increased lifetime
earnings for pupil

• Learner benefits are the single largest contributor
to total benefits, accounting for two-thirds of the
total benefit.

Increase in motivation
for learning

Reduction in pupils’
absence rates

Reduced social cost
of truancy

• Wider benefits are the second highest contributor,
accounting for almost a third of the total.
• School and teacher benefits, however, are
estimated to account for less than 1% of the total.

Schools/
Teachers

Increase in parental
engagement in pupils’
education

Creative
Partnerships

Increase in CPD
for teachers

Increased teacher
skills
Improvement
in teacher/staff
morale

Increased discipline
in classrooms

Background to Creative Partnerships
Creative Partnerships was first established as a twoyear pilot scheme in 2002 in 16 local areas, and was
rolled out nationally from 2004. By pairing the skills
of creative practitioners, such as artists, performers
and architects, with teachers, Creative Partnerships
aimed to help to make the curriculum more
accessible to young people by providing alternative,
more creative ways for learners to engage with it
while increasing their motivation for learning (CCE,
2010). Funded mainly by the Department for
Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) but also by the
Department for Education (DfE), the scheme was
led by the Arts Council England (ACE). From 2009 –
2012, leadership for running the programme rested
with CCE.
The programme used a matched funding model,
where participating schools are required to
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• At the time the study was undertaken in 2010,
just under 800,000 learners in over 2000 schools
were estimated to have taken part in Creative
Partnerships.

Output

Spillover effect within
the same school
Increase in
teacher retention
rates

Recruitment
cost saving
to schools

contribute towards the costs of running individual
programmes. In terms of how Creative Partnerships
actually worked in schools, all individual
programmes were designed to broker relationships
between creative practitioners, schools and early
years settings, particularly in deprived areas.

Costs
Costs were calculated based on the annual grant to
Creative Partnerships between 2002/03 to 2008/09
(discounted to 2008-2009 prices using the HM
Treasury Green Book methodology9) and the 25%
contribution to project costs by schools taking part
in the programme. Data quality issues relating to a
particular part of the programme10 meant that those
costs had to be removed, leaving a total estimated
cost of £276m.

9 Discounting is a method used by economists to compare costs and benefits that occur in different time periods, because it converts those costs and benefits into
common, ‘present value’ terms. 2008/09 was used as the base year to present costs in present value terms.
10 ‘Level 2’ schools – these were ‘Associate’ schools between 2002 – 2008 and this level of engagement was the model on which the Enquiry Schools programme
was based. The data quality issue related to 477 Level 2 schools which were removed from the analysis. The removal of the costs for those schools used the costings
of the Enquiry School programme.

Learner benefits have been derived using a National
Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) study,
which found that young people who have attended
Creative Partnerships activities made, on average,
the equivalent of 2.5 grades better progress at
GCSE than similar young people in other schools.
This finding has then been used to estimate the
number of learners achieving 5 ‘good’ GCSEs who
would not have done so in the absence of Creative
Partnerships.

Estimating the percentage of learners
achieving 5 ‘good’ GCSEs as a result of
participation in Creative Partnerships
From prior research by the NFER it was clear that
Creative Partnerships benefits all learners who are
exposed to it. However, to estimate the economic
benefits of the programme it was necessary to
consider only those impacts that occurred over and
above what would have happened in its absence
(i.e. the incremental benefit). Key to this is the 5
‘good’ GCSEs concept. Essentially, the percentage
of learners who, having been impacted by Creative
Partnerships, go on to achieve 5 ‘good’ GCSEs is
estimated. However, the crucial condition is that
these learners would not have achieved 5 ‘good’
GCSEs in the absence of Creative Partnerships. In
effect, the programme pushes them over that
threshold.

Five ‘good’ GCSEs is a significant threshold because
DfE analysis shows that achieving these
qualifications leads to higher lifetime earnings,
which feeds into the third stage of the valuation
methodology and takes us to the total figure for net
benefits. Calculation of the percentage of learners
pushed over the threshold requires data on
attainment at the individual learner level. In order to
minimise bureaucracy for the schools involved in
Creative Partnerships, CCE monitoring information
was only collected at the school level, not for
individual pupils. This meant PWC needed to look to
other sources to get the necessary attainment data.
The Pupil Level Annual School Census (PLASC) is
such a source. PLASC contains individual level
attainment data on all learners who have completed
KS4 in state maintained education and, therefore,
proved to be the best source of individual level data
that PWC could use.
To estimate the percentages PWC first needed to
link CCE data and PLASC, using the DfE school
number and year of intervention, to generate a list
of learners expected to have been impacted by
Creative Partnerships. Previous PWC analysis
suggested that at a capped point score of 320 and
above, learners are likely to have achieved 5 A*-C
GCSEs. Using this figure together with the NFER
results, expressed as 8 additional capped points, the
study estimated the percentage of Creative
Partnerships impacted learners achieving between
320 and 328 points, i.e. the number of learners
achieving 5 ‘good’ GCSEs who would not have
done so in the absence of Creative Partnerships.
Figure 19 (overleaf) shows the results of the
analysis by year.
Aside from 2002, where PWC suspect the
significantly smaller sample size may have had an
effect, the percentages show a rising incremental
impact of Creative Partnerships. However, looking
across the non-Creative Partnerships and total
PLASC populations, there appears to be a general
rise in the percentage of learners achieving
between 320 and 328 capped GCSE points.
Therefore the final column accounts for this general
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rise over time by deflating the Creative Partnerships
effect by the growth rate in non-Creative
Partnerships schools.

Net impacts
Figure 20 (opposite) shows the yearly costs of
running Creative Partnerships, the yearly benefits,
and cumulative totals for each. This analysis, based
on the available evidence, leads PWC to estimate
Creative Partnerships has a net positive economic
benefit of just under £4bn. Taking the ratio of total
benefits to total costs (the benefit cost ratio or
BCR), it is estimated that every £1 invested in the
programme delivers £15.30 worth of benefits.

Sensitivity analysis
A number of assumptions were made in arriving at
the estimated level of benefit and they are set out in
Figure 21 (opposite). Testing the sensitivity of the
estimates can lead to changes in some of the basic
assumptions and parameters which is good practice
and an important part of any cost benefit analysis.
Assumptions were tested in relation to further and
higher education impacts, particular year groups
where prior research on attainment had been
particularly robust and extending the logic of
projected benefits to include primary as well as
secondary students, based on a logic that SATs
tests alone would be unlikely to pick up all of the
additional skills and knowledge developed through
Creative Partnerships. All of these tests are more
fully explained in the full report, but the net result is
a set of projected benefits that err on the side of
caution, and only extrapolate impacts from one age
group to another where there is reasonable grounds
to do so.
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Figure 19: Percentage of learners pushed over the 5 ‘good’ GCSE threshold by participation in
Creative Partnerships
Year

Creative Partnerships
schools

Non Creative Partnerships
schools

Total PLASC
population

Adjusted Creative Partnerships
schools

2002-03

4.4%

5.1%

5.1%

4.4%

2003-04

6.3%

5.6%

5.6%

5.9%

2004-05

6.6%

5.8%

5.9%

6.4%

2005-06

7.2%

6.1%

6.2%

6.9%

2006-07

7.4%

6.1%

6.2%

7.4%

2007-08

7.0%

6.1%

6.1%

7.0%

2008-09

7.5%

6.3%

6.4%

7.5%

Source: PwC analysis

Figure 20: Net impacts of Creative Partnerships (£m)
2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 Total
Benefits

125.5

207.9

339.3

473.3

572.2

561.8

591.4

Costs

9.7

31.6

36.7

44.0

51.5

47.3

55.3

Net benefit

115.8

176.3

302.6

429.3

520.7

514.5

536.1

425.9

476.8

298.8

159.2

2.8

4,234.9
276.0

425.9

476.8

298.8

159.2

2.8

3,958.8

Source: PwC analysis

Figure 21: Sensitivity analysis
Base Case
Total £m

Incl benefits
from HE/FE
earnings

Change to
base case

Excl years 7-9
from the
analysis

Change to
base case

Change to
Incl primary
school learners base case

Lifetime earnings

2,810.9

6, 732.6

3,921.6

776.0

-2,035.0

4,017.7

1,206.8

Avoided social costs

1,421.7

1,421.7

–

385.4

-1,036.3

2,084.3

662.5

Total benefit

4,234.8

8,156.4

3,921.6

1,163.5

-3,071.3

6,104.1

1,869.3

Total cost

276.0

276.0

–

276.0

–

276.0

–

Net benefit

3,958.8

7,880.4

3,921.6

887.5

-3,071.3

5,828.1

1,869.3

Benefit/Cost ratio

15.3

29.2

13.9

4.2

-11.1

21.9

6.6

Source: PwC analysis
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