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From innovative teacher education

to creative pedagogical designs

Abstract: This contribution is about the design of innovative teaching practices. Innovation is fostered by
a focus on creative tasks for school pupils, and supported by teacher education courses. Two examples of teacher
education practice are presented, both requiring from student teachers to produce innovative pedagogical de-
signs. A pedagogical design is defined by a specific set of tasks, by a social setting and by a sequence. The first
example requires pedagogical designs offering a thinking space to learners, while the second example is based

on an iterative research methodology (PIO).

The discussion of these two examples stresses two features of these practices, that can be considered
supporting creativity and agency in classroom activities: the anticipation and confrontation between prediction
and observation, and the articultion of collective and solitary moments of work in specific sequences. Future
research could investigate the potential support the various combinations of collective and solitary moments of
activity offer to creativity. These combinations can be designed for teaching practices to fit specific pedagogical
and learning objectives, and can be evaluated through micro-design research.

Key words: creativity, collaboration, innovation, pedagogical design, teacher education.

Introduction

In this paper, we examine the potential for
encouraging innovative school practices through
pedagogical design, building on a few elements from
the literature on creativity. Teachers are invited to
design lessons for their pupils in elementary or sec-
ondary schools which focus on creative tasks. Still,
the teachers” activity consisting in designing their
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teaching is also a creative task which can be used in
teacher education for encouraging innovative teach-
ing practices. To differentiate the design by teachers
for school, college or high-school, and the courses
designed by teacher educators for teacher education,
pedagogical design will be reserved to the former. We
will illustrate the potential for innovation with two
teacher education practices inviting teachers to elab-
orate and put into practice innovative pedagogical
designs including creative school tasks.
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The first section of the paper defines briefly
creativity and innovation, and stresses the impor-
tance of creativity for future school practices. The
next section examines the articulation between in-
novation and design, and sketches the potential of
pedagogical and teacher education designs for new
practices in teaching. The third section is dedicat-
ed to the presentation of two teacher education de-
signs illustrating the potential for innovative teach-
ing practices. The fourth and last section is a critical
discussion of both designs presented in the paper,
stressing a few relevant elements for fostering crea-
tive involvment of students or pupils.

Creativity for innovative teaching practices

What can be considered innovative in teach-
ing? Recent educational changes in various coun-
tries have associated pedagogical innovations with
cross-curricular competencies, such as social and
communicative skills, meta-cognitive skills, reason-
ing and creative thinking. The new cross-curricular
competencies are developed simultaneously to do-
main-specific knowledge and skills. For instance, a
pupil writing a new text, drawing a picture, compos-
ing music, or solving a problem has the opportuni-
ty to learn domain-specific content and to develop
cross-curricular competencies. Given that the gen-
eral cross-curricular competencies such as “creative
thinking” are rarely the main focus of teaching prac-
tices at school, teaching practice focusing on cross-
curricular competencies can be considered innova-
tive. Indeed, innovation can be defined as new ideas,
products or practices by an individual or group
within a specific social system (Rogers & Shoemak-
er, 1971). The fact that teaching practices focusing
on cross-curricular competencies are often consid-
ered a challenge for pupils, teachers, teacher educa-
tors and researchers, leads us to consider the devel-
opment of such teaching practices an innovation.

Among the various cross-curricular com-
petencies, we will focus in this paper on creative

thinking, or creativity. The definition of creativi-
ty is relative to a specific field or context (Amabile,
1993/1996; Gardner, 2001; Mayer, 1999), which de-
termines what is novel and relevant. Yet, creativi-
ty also refers to a psychological process, related to
play, imagination, fantasy, feelings and emotions,
meaning making and the use of symbols (Vygotsky,
1925/1971; John-Steiner et al., 2010). In addition to
the individual psychological approach to creativi-
ty, various creative practices can be investigated as
collective, as part of collaborative, communicative,
and cultural practices. Inspired from previous stud-
ies (Miell & Littleton, 2008; Moran & John-Stein-
er, 2004; Sawyer, 2008), we will discuss more spe-
cifically the link between collaboration and creativ-
ity (Giglio, 2014). Collaborative tasks often involve
the production of new ideas. These new ideas can
be considered learning gains, or considered only
as a production (Giglio & Perret-Clermont, 2010).
Teachers can attempt to design their lessons in a way
that learners confront their ideas in a creative way.
Yet, teachers need to design the pupil’s tasks spe-
cifically to foster both creativity and learning (Vy-
gotsky, 1925/1971; 1930/2004; 1931/1994). Research
on the socio-cognitive conflict shows that such situ-
ations of confrontation of ideas among peers can be
beneficial for learning, under certain specific condi-
tions (Perret-Clermont, 1980; Doise & Mugny, 1981;
Littleton & Howe, 2010), and even when none of the
peers have succeeded in the task individually before
the interaction (Schwarz et al., 2008).

Developing innovative teaching practices within
teacher education

How can we foster innovation by teachers, in
particular in the objective of developing cross-cur-
ricular competencies such as creativity and collab-
oration? Focusing pedagogical designs on creativi-
ty is obviously not sufficient to bring innovation in
teaching practices. The systematic program of re-
search about the social psychology of creativity by
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Simonton (1997) shows the potential influences of
history, culture, society, and biographic conditions
on creative production. The intention governing a
design can be forgotten, ignored or misunderstood
by teachers and pupils when performing the actu-
al activities, revealing a gap between the pedagogi-
cal intentions and the practices (Berman et al., 1991;
Giglio et al., 2014). There are various ways to foster
innovation. Cros (1996) distinguishes between in-
novation as education and reform, stating that in-
novation emerges bottom-up from practitioners,
while reform is generally imposed by authorities
and governments, leading to a well-known resis-
tance and transformation of the initial intentions.
Our approach to innovation is educational: It con-
sists in offering opportunities to student teachers?
for designing and putting into practice new ways of
teaching, based on their own choices and preferenc-
es.

The long-term objective of this approach is to
offer creative workplaces which can become inno-
vative workforces involving multi-levels collabora-
tions (employee-employers, practitioner-researcher,
...). It is an approach leaning towards social change
based on the individual practitioners’ creativity
which can be used in educational and institutional
organizations (Amabile, 1993/1996), which might
be expected not to lead to the gap we men-
tionned above between the pedagogical inten-
tions and the actual new practices. The desired
social change is a reciprocal influence between cre-
ative experiment in teacher education and teach-
ing experience within school and workplaces situa-
tions, which is dialogically impacting the historical
and socio-cultural evolution of professional practice
in teaching and teacher education. From this per-
spective we consider it possible to contribute to in-
novation in teaching with practices in teacher edu-
cation focusing on creative pedagogical design (Gi-

2 Student teachers refers here to students attending courses and
seminars at a teacher education university and simultaneously
being supervised during teaching practice at local schools whe-
re they are trainees.

glio, 2014). In order to develop a dialogue between
professional traditions and specific innovations, in-
viting the individual teachers to participate in defin-
ing the content of the innovative practices as well as
to engage in their own creative thinking. The focus
on pedagogical designs for innovation is an opera-
tional choice of this approach to social change be-
cause they can become boundary objects (Kohler et
al., 2015), if they are collaboratively elaborated and
considered relevant to the work practice by the var-
ious participants. Pedagogical designs can support
innovative teaching because they can function as
half-baked objects (Kohler et al., 2015) into which
researchers, teacher educators, teachers and pupils
engage their creativity when taking it up and modi-
fying it.

In order to offer a space and some resources to
student teachers for developing innovative pedagog-
ical designs, we have set teacher education courses
or workshops requiring student teachers to elabo-
rate and/or adapt pedagogical designs. The peda-
gogical designs elaborated by the student teachers
should, in turn, offer opportunities for school pupils
to engage into creative school task.

Two examples of teacher education practice
fostering innovation by student teachers

A few theoretical elements have been pre-
sented which have inspired the work on pedagogi-
cal designs and the focus on creativity. We will now
present two examples of teacher education practice
made for offering space and resources to student
teachers to develop innovative pedagogical designs
based on creativity. For each example of practice we
will describe the tasks proposed to the students by
the teacher educator, the settings and the sequence.
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First example: Developing pedagogical design
offering a thinking space

The teacher education practice presented here
is inspired by Perret-Clermont’s work on the no-
tion of thinking space (Perret-Clermont, 1991, 2001;
Psaltis et al., 2015) and was elaborated in 2013 for
student teachers, working in the capacity of train-
ees in secondary schools, college or high-schools/
vocational schools. It is briefly presented below and
followed by one example of the educational design
elaborated by the students.

The course was spread over a full academic
year and consisted of nine sessions, 3 hours each,
with 15 to 20 student teachers from various do-
mains (French, geography, history, arts, science...).
The main task is to elaborate a pedagogical design
offering a thinking space (Mehmeti & Perret-Cler-
mont, 2015). Briefly, it means that the pedagogical
design should aim at having school pupils engaging
into genuine reasoning, learning or creative think-
ing. Student teachers were totally free to design their
own experimental lesson, both for the domain-spe-
cific content, tasks and the pedagogical setting, and
were explicitly invited to be creative and innova-
tive, and to avoid the mere repetition of well-known
school practices.

In order to provide student teachers with the
intentions of such a pedagogical design, and with re-
sources to create one, the first phase of the course
consisted in frontal teaching from the teacher ed-
ucator, reading assignments, collaborative analysis
of school materials and tasks, dialogues and plenary
discussions. The following themes were more spe-
cifically studied’, as resources for designing a think-
ing space:

e the distinction between teaching and learn-
ing (Tiberghien, 1997), notably for students
to distinguish between their pedagogical in-

3 'The concepts and theories taught to the students are not pre-
sented here as it would be too long for the present paper. The
references are provided for more information.

tentions and the effective learning gains of
pupils;

o the issue of co-constructing an inter-sub-
jectivity (Grossen, 1988, 1999) between the
teacher and the pupils;

e the importance of the construction of the
milieu (Brousseau, 1998/2004) for learners
to engage into creative thinkingvarious
strategies learners can adopt in order to fulfil
the tasks they received from the teacher,
while avoiding the hard cognitive work
required for learning (Perrenoud, 1994);

e the notion of decontextualisation (Perret-
Clermont et al., 1982) to conceptualize the
transformation of knowledge due to its
transposition into school practices.

Additionally, student teachers were provid-
ed with a procedure adapted from the didactic en-
gineering (Artigue, 1990), to support the design and
the self-evaluation of their lesson. The procedure
consists in four steps, briefly presented below:

1. the preliminary analysis of the context, to
which the pedagogical design is addressed,
including known issue and challenges for
the chosen teaching content;

2. the a priori analysis of the pedagogical de-
sign, which includes the description of the
pedagogical design alongside with reasons
supporting the designer’s choices, in terms
of teaching objectives, expected learning
gains, and so on;

3. the experimentation of the pedagogical de-
sign, i.e. the experience of putting it into
practice;

4. the a posteriori analysis which consists in
a discussion of the expectation and choic-
es described in the a priori analysis, in con-
trast with the experimentation of the peda-
gogical design and any feed-back from the
participants.

At the end of this first phase, student teach-
ers had produced a description of an educational de-
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sign for a 45 minutes lesson in their own teaching
domain, including descriptions about their expect-
ed outcome.

During the second phase, the student teach-
ers put into practice the lesson they designed in a
role-playing activity with the other students and
the teacher educator, who were playing the role of
school or college pupils. The interpretation of the
pupils is supported by a customized choice of two
learner’s strategies defined on a character sheet,
which confronts the pedagogical design to various
classical strategies leading pupils to disengage from
the activity.

The teacher educator took the role of a teach-
er and put into practice a first lesson, in order to
provide an opportunity for students to practice their
pupils’ role a first time. The lesson designed by the
teacher educator was provided as an example of a
pedagogical design offering a thinking space., and
was based on research results discussing how to in-
troduce argumentation in science teaching (Leitao,
2000 ; Osborne et al., 2001 ; Schwarz et al., 2003 ;
Muller Mirza & Perret-Clermont, 2009). However,
this example was not provided as a model for stu-
dents to imitate, nor as a recommendation to in-
clude argumentation in their pedagogical designs.

After the practice, student teachers received
extensive feedback about their lesson based on their
experience as pupils, and on their suggestions, cri-
tique and comments regarding the given example,
and their thoughts from a teacher’s and teacher ed-
ucator’s point of view. Drawing from this feedback,
student teachers had to submit a report for the eval-
uation of the course, where they provided a synthet-
ic evaluation of the pedagogical design and recom-
mendations for improving it.

We will now present a brief description of a
pedagogical design elaborated by a student teacher
during this course. This design is intended for a class
in biology at college or high-school.

e The teacher sets the class in groups of 3-4
pupils and provides each group with a large

blank paper sheet, a map of the Galapagos
islands and many cards with a picture of a
bird and a few lines on various species (on
which island it is often found, where it nests,
what it eats, the difference of colors between
male and female, ...). The given task expects
the pupils to classify the various species of
birds according to criteria freely chosen by
the pupils. The classification can be done on
the blank sheet, and should represent a tree-
diagram built with a selected criterion for
each bifurcation, and with only two branch-
es at each level.

e  When ready, each group presents the clas-
sification of the various birds and oraly de-
fends their work justifying the choice of cri-
teria, and the level at which the criteria has
been used. After all the presentations, a dis-
cussion is engaged identifying which group
has the best solution. This discussion, as
well as the rest of the activity is truly open
and the teacher does not bring a final “cor-
rect” solution. As the final part of the peda-
gogical design, the teacher presents various
solutions from biologists to the very same
task, reproducing scientists’ models of these
particular bird species at a given time in the
history of science. The attention of the pu-
pils is drawn on the specificities of each clas-
sification, and not on the supposed-to-be
correct and final answer. The method used
in 21st century biology with genetic analy-
sis, is brought into the pupils spontaneous
discussion about their work and results.

After trying the pedagogical design in the
role-play, the student teachers adapted minor ele-
ments of the design (the number of pupils per group,
the time left for each phase, some oral instructions)
in order for them to use it with a class at college or
high-school, a year later.
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Second example: The Predicting, Implementing
and Observing method (PIO) for developing
pedagogical designs

The second example of teacher education
practice presented below, is based on a method
called “PIO: Predicting, Implementing and Observ-
ing” (Giglio & Perret-Clermont, 2012; Giglio, 2015).
This method was elaborated within the broader ob-
jective to take advantage of the articulation of re-
search and practice in the context of teacher educa-
tion, following recent studies in social psychology of
cognitive development (Perret-Clermont, Caruga-
ti & Oates, 2004), and Activity Theory (Engestrom,
1987; Engestrom et al., 1999; Damsa & Ludvigsen,
2011). According to Giglio (2014) when student
teachers alternate roles, between practitioner and
researcher, it can be beneficial for their professional
development and, in particular, it can help them to
engage in creating new pedagogical designs.

Creating a new pedagogical design requires
from student teachers to anticipate their actions,
consider how their roles are changing depending
on the setting and tasks, to reflect on the cross-cur-
ricular competencies required in the governmental
curriculum, to evaluate the pedagogical relationship
and to decide how it can help to introduce creative
teaching, new tools, etc. PIO combines research
methodology, innovative teaching, and professional
procedures based on anticipation of what will hap-
pen in natural and complex environments. The in-
novative aspect is supported by the process of con-
frontation between predictions and observations in
PIO, and by the instruction to student teachers to
prepare a pedagogical design including a creative
task in a small group setting.

In this teacher education course, student
teachers had to develop pedagogical designs with
the PIO method. The PIO method uses an itera-
tive research methodology: the school practice is
filmed and analyzed a first time in order to improve
the pedagogical design for a subsequent trial, and

so on*. This iterative process allows student teachers
to gradually consolidate their skills by alternating a
researcher and practitioner standpoint. Before each
trial, student teachers had to imagine the implemen-
tation of the pedagogical design in a real school en-
vironment and make predictions about how the de-
sign would run in practice, for instance attempting
to predict the reactions of their pupils. These pre-
dictions were written and later compared to the re-
sult of the observations and analysis made on the re-
corded practice.

The PIO method was used in this course to
provide student teachers with a specific procedure
to scaffold the task of creating a new pedagogical
design. In this sense, the PIO method targets four
main objectives:

e To provide teachers students with oppor-
tunities to create an innovative pedagogical
design while in pre-service education, and
collaborate in its making; to elaborated and
improve a pedagogical design focused on
pupils’ creativity or creative thinking;

e To lead student teachers to confront their
own predictions about the pedagogical de-
sign, with the observations made on the ef-
fective teaching they conducted ;

e To contribute to scientific research investi-
gating teaching-learning processes in cre-
ative learning settings.

The use of PIO method for the elaboration
and improvement of pedagogical designs is docu-
mented in a few studies (Giglio & Perret-Clermont,
2009, 2012), the results of which we briefly present
in the next paragraph.

Firstly, teachers consider it possible to focus
their teaching on a creative task for pupils, yet they
recognize it is complex and sometimes requires re-
organizing the classroom. Secondly, some teach-

4 This procedure has some elements in common with the de-
sign experiment methodology (Brown, 1992), yet here the itera-
tive process is not used to discuss research hypotheses but rath-
er to improve the teaching design.
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ers stress the difficulty in welcoming the unexpect-
ed and to be led by the students™ creative process-
es. Some teachers admit to not being able to refrain
from making or creating instead of their pupils.
Thirdly, teachers are in general positively surprised
that pupils did not encounter the difficulties they ex-
pected with certain tasks.

A few guidelines to foster creative pedagogical
designs in teacher education

The pedagogical designs made by student
teachers during these two examples of practice in
teacher education can constitute an interesting way
to initiate innovative forms of teaching in primary
or secondary schools. Simultaneously making such
pedagogical designs may be considered an innova-
tive form of teacher education. Yet, there are only
two examples among many other possibilities which
leads us to raise an important question: What is fos-
tering creativity in the two examples proposed ear-
lier in the paper? The next section tries to contribute
to answer this question with a few comments.

We have presented two proposals for teacher
education, both focusing on the same creative task,
which is to elaborate pedagogical designs based on
new teaching ideas aiming at innovative teaching
practice. The pedagogical designs elaborated by stu-
dent teachers in these cases are also expected to fo-
cus on a creative task for pupils, at any grade. We
will now put an emphasis on two specific features
which seem to us particularly important for foster-
ing creativity, agency and learning, namely:

1. the process of anticipation;

2. the articulation of collective and solitary
moments of work during the creative activ-
ity , resulting from the tasks planned in the
design.

Innovating by anticipation, prediction and
observation

In both teacher education examples of prac-
tice, the psychological process of anticipating a
teaching practice by creating a pedagogical design
plays an important role for student teachers to en-
gage into a creative process. The procedure support-
ing the design is both similar and different in the
two cases. Yet, both PIO and the adapted didactic
engineering require from students to anticipate the
practice involved in their own pedagogical design.
While PIO requires precise predictions and research
data to confront the predictions with observations,
the adapted didactic engineering used in the first ex-
ample focuses on the justification of the engineer-
ing choices, based on the analysis of the particular
school context, the knowledge-to-be-taught, the
tasks, social setting, etc. There is nevertheless also
a process of anticipating the teaching practice, and
a confrontation to observations, although these are
mainly based on the experience of the lesson and
on the participants’ feedback and production
during the lesson, rather than on video recorded
data as in PIO.

More specifically to PIO is the iterative pro-
cess of confronting predictions and observations,
which is considered by Giglio and Perret-Clermont
(2012) as motivating changes in the teaching prac-
tice at three different levels:

e At level 1, because it changes the interac-
tions between the teacher and pupils dur-
ing the class;

e Atlevel 2, because it changes the interaction
between the university of teacher education
where a pedagogical design is elaborated,
predicted and observed, and the school in
which student teachers are putting the ped-
agogical design into practice;

e At level 3, because it changes the represen-
tation of the interaction between research
and practice, notably in the way student
teachers can take an intermediate position
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between the position of practitioner, of de-
signer and the position of researcher.

Articulating collective and solitary moments

An important question for teachers when de-
signing a lesson is the following: How to foster in-
teractions between teacher and pupils and between
pupils? In order to define a panel of social situa-
tions, “collective moments” can be distinguished
from “solitary moments’, the latter referring to sit-
uations where interactions between individuals are
reduced to a minimum during an activity (Boisson-
nade, 2011). There are social and individual psycho-
logical processes both in collective and solitary mo-
ments. Hence, it is useful to make a clear distinc-
tion between the social setting (collective and soli-
tary moments) and the unit of analysis adopted by
the researcher (social or individual). This distinc-
tion enables us to distinguish solitary and collec-
tive moments in a pedagogical design in a similar
way to pre-/post-test experimental paradigm, such
as the one used for the socio-cognitive conflict theo-
ry (Perret-Clermont, 1980). For instance, pre-/post-
test experimental design often set an initial and a
final solitary moment, with diverse collective mo-
ments inbetween. Solitary moments are situated at
one side of an interactional continuum, stretching
from less interactive moments to more interactive
moments. Solitary moments of work should be dis-
tinguished from self-regulation, which is also an im-
portant process during collective moments, as we
can observe in group work intertwined mutual reg-
ulations and self-regulations.

This distinction between solitary and collec-
tive moments can also help to better comprehend
teachers’ perspective and field experience. Indeed,
teachers often hesitate to set group work, mention-
ing various difficulties like time constraints, diffi-
culties to manage peer interactions in groups of pu-
pils, or the lack of relevant activities (Gillies & Boyle,
2010). Moreover, even in good conditions for coop-

erative or collaborative interactions, several studies
point out poor learning gains, for instance when pu-
pils have no opportunity to discover the tasks indi-
vidually and to explore it with their individual com-
petencies and knowledge (e.g. Murphy & Messer,
2000) or when certain social regulations and influ-
ences occur, like overconfidence or imitation (e.g.
Levin & Druyan, 1993; Puncochar & Fox, 2004).

In the first example of teacher education
practice, the main phases are thought to imply in-
teractions between a teacher educator and student
teachers. Hence, the preliminary phase should help
students to define the problem and understand the
educator’s intent, but also to regulate common un-
derstanding and appropriation of ideas. It is also the
case in the second phase, which is more collabora-
tive. Indeed role-playing activity is precisely a col-
laborative task that cannot be done solitary. It is
then not just hoping to entice socio-cognitive dy-
namics among pupils, but directly implying peer in-
teractions from the task assignment. At a higher lev-
el, these collaborative interactions enhance partici-
pation and involvement of students in a trial to re-
define the teacher’s role as genuine and innovative
rather than normative and reproductive. Social in-
teractions create the potential for deep changes in
the individual representations. In this sense, collab-
oration can also be considered of educational val-
ue, i.e. as a directing force organizing the inter-indi-
vidual actions and interactions in situation, opening
possibilities for the students to think about their fu-
ture profession as collaborative creation rather than
as isolated pedagogical action.

In the second pedagogical design, several in-
teractional levels are implemented including teach-
ers and pupils, but also researchers and students.
The interactions are thought to provoke a creative
effort and commitment of student teachers in or-
der to develop their own creative pedagogical de-
sign with pupils. The predictions and observations
of a pedagogical design could be realized by one stu-
dent as well as a small group or a whole classroom:
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here, collaboration is not defining a kind of activity.
But it is important to remember that predicting is
not a purely rational activity, made of logical opera-
tions. It is a complex activity based also on percep-
tions, intuitions, feelings, imagination, combination
and differentiation of past experiences, all of which
are difficult to focus and share in a common discus-
sion. Hence, it can be important to plan variations
in the social setting of this task, and distinguish mo-
ments where student teachers make their own pre-
dictions separately, and moments where they pre-
dict in groups. The psychological means could be
diverse, relatively to the actual social situation. In a
rather different field (physics education), Boisson-
nade (2011) observed that a combination of mo-
ments, first “solitary”, second “dyadic”, and third
“solitary” again, was a more efficient sequence to
support predictions of 10 y. o. children. Concerning
the second example of teacher education practice,
we propose to develop it with a sequence alternating
solitary with collective moments of work.

A proposal for further research

The distinction between collective and soli-
tary moments in a pedagogical design motivates a
more detailed analysis of the so-called social interac-
tions. Indeed, social interactions are, at a finer level
of analysis, made of micro-moments of joined atten-
tion and actions, interposed with micro-moments of
self-driven attention and individual actions (short
intervals where interactions are suspended, where
each students think on their own, echoing the pre-
vious words, anticipating the next interactions or
actions, and connecting themselves with their own
past experiences and feelings, defining their person-
al positions about the problem, maybe writing notes
on a sheet of paper in order to focus on and re-en-

gage a joined attention to the discourse or activity).
On the other hand, some solitary moments are so-
cially oriented: The prediction of the pupils’ behav-
iour in response to a pedagogical design includes
the anticipation of social interactions and draws on
previous collective moments of work. Hence, what
could be considered frontal teaching and non-inter-
active, because the teacher is the only one actually
producing a discourse, may also be considered a col-
laborative activity as regard to the social processes
(interpreting sentences, imagining the educator’s in-
tentions,...) that are concomitant to the individual
processes (attention, memorizing, ...),and as regard
to the co-regulation of the co-construction of mutu-
al understanding by the whole class.

This discussion illustrates a potential new
area for research, investigating the use and combi-
nation of solitary and collective moments in peda-
gogical design and practice. Moments of solitary ac-
tivity can be planned to foster the appropriation of a
thinking space, to improve a pedagogical design or to
choose a personal stance on the problem in the cur-
rent temporal and material constraints, while the in-
terposed collective moments provide a social mean-
ing, a shared orientation of the activity, and useful
feed-back to reflect on the personal appropriation
and stance. The articulation of these various mo-
ments can be the focus of further research, investi-
gating how specific pedagogical designs support pu-
pils’ creativity and agency at the level of micro-de-
sign.

Future research could investigate the poten-
tial support to creativity offered by the various com-
binations of collective and solitary moments of ac-
tivity. These combinations can be designed for the
teaching practice to fit specific pedagogical and
learning objectives, and can be evaluated through
micro-design research.
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Mmcp. Amapuk Konep

YHuUBep3uTeT 3a 06pa3oBame HacTaBHMKA KaHTOHA bepH, Jypa n Hojmarern, IIIBajuapcka

ap Pomen boaconap

YHuBep3nTeT 3a 00pasoBame HaCTaBHMKA KaHTOHA bepH, Jypa n Hojurarern, IlIBajnapcka

ap Mapceno huso

YHuUBep3uTeT 3a 06pa3oBame HaCTaBHMKA kKaHTOHA bepH, Jypa n Hojmarern, I1IBajuapcka
Op MHOBaTHBHOT 00pa3oBaba HACTABHMKA 0 KPeaTHMBHIX MeJarolIKNX IpojeKara

Cxopanrme 06pa3oBHe IPOMEHE y pasIMINTIIM 3eM/baMa Cy IoBe3asie Iefjaronike MHOBaIje ca Kpoc-
KYPUKY/TapHUM KOMIIETeHIVjaMa, Kao IITO Cy COIMjajHe ¥ KOMYHMKATHBHE BelITHHE, MeTaKOTHUTVBHE
BEIITIHE, PE30HOBabe 1 KPeaTHBHO pasMuinbabe. OBe KOMIETEHIMje Cy PeTKO ITTaBHM (POKYC MOydaBamba
y IIKOIM, IITO HAC HaBOAM fla y3MeMO y 003Mp CBaKy BPCTY IIOy4aBama Koje ce CMaTpa ,/IHOBAaTHBHIM .
3anpaBo, ,,JHOBaIMja“ MOXe J1a ce AeIHMIIIe Kao HOBE Ujjeje, TPOM3BOIM VIV IIPaKca IOjelNHIA MU TPYIIe Y
OKBHPY 1oce6bHor conujanHor cucrema (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971). Mebhy pasmruntiim Kpoc-KypuKyIapHIM
KOMIIeTeHIIjaMa, y OBOM pafy heMo ce ycpepcpenuTi Ha ,,KpeaTBHO MUIbee WIN Ha ,Pa3MUIUbabe".
YcpencpehuBame Ha Iefarolke IpojeKTe y Besy ca KpeaTMBHOIINy OYNMITIETHO HMje JOBO/BHO Ja 61 ce
VIHOBAIMje yBeJie y TIPOIleC IToyJyaBama. Y TOKy n3Boherma IIaHNpaHNX aKTVBHOCTY HACTAaBHNUIV U YIeHUIIN
Mory fa 3abopase, 3aHeMape VJIM TIOTPEIIHO IPOTyMade HaMepy ca KojoM ce Boay Ipojekar. O6pasoBame
HAaCTaBHUKA je JOMeH IIpaKce IZie IOCToju morpeba ja ce ycmocraBu pujamor usmeby mpodecnmonanne
Tpajuuje u vHOBanuje. [Ja 6u ce JOIPIMHEIO yCIIOCTaB/balby OBOT IMjajiora, y OBOM Pajiy Cy IpeCTaB/beHa 1Ba
npyMepa Ipakce 06pasoBarma HACTABHIUKA Jja OV ce HAIIPaBYO MPOCTOP M IIOJ/IOTA 33 YYEHMKe VI HACTaBHUKe
Ta pasBMjajy MHOBAaTUBHE II€JJarOlIKe IIPOjeKTe, 3aCHOBaHe Ha KpeaTMBHOCTH. Ilearomky npojexkTn Koje cy
Pa3BIUIN YYEHNIV M HACTABHMIIV MOTY 3ay3BpaT Jla IIOHY/e YYeHNIIMMa MOTYRHOCT 3a TocpefjoBabe, capaby
Yl KpeaTVBHOCT.

IIpBM 4acoBM ImpaKce y4mTeba CacTojalIy ce U3 U3PaJie ,IeJarOUIKOT IIPOjeKTa KOju HyU IIPOCTOp 3a
pasmuibame” (Mehmeti & Perret-Clermont, 2015). Tpe6aso je ga ctygenTn, 6ygyhn HacTaBHUIN, OCMUCTIIIE
Yac KpO3 aKTMBHOCT UTIpe y/Iora ca IPYTMM CTYAEHTUMa ¥ IPo(ecopoM TaKO Jja CBM MMajy y/Iore IIKOICKOT
Wi (aKy/ITeTCKOr y4eHMKa (CTymeHTa). JIrpa yimora moppkaHa je CIleLMjaTHO HAIlpaB/beHUM U360poM
[IBe Y4YeHMIKe CTpaTeruje, feMHMUCAHe NTUCTOM KapakTepa, a Koje CYIpPOTCTaB/bajy IeJaroliKy IpojeKaTr
PasIMYNTIM KITACUYHUM CTpaTernjama, HaBoziehu cTygeHTe 1a ce McKk/byde n3 akTMBHOCTH. [Toce mpakTMYHOT
paja, CTyeHTH, OfHOCHO Oyayhy HacTaBHMLIN, OOMjanu Cy HOBpaTHY MH(OPMAIIN]y O IIearOLIKOM IIPOjeKTY,
0a3ypaHOM Ha UCKYCTBY y4eCHIUKA KaO YICHUKA, U Ha BVIXOB IPEJJIOT, KPUTUKE I KOMEHTape Kao HaCTaBHUKA
U elyKaTopa HacTaBHUKA.

Ha gpyrom mpaxtuyHoM peny kopuinheHa je MeToponoruja ucrpaxmsama ,PIO: Predicting, Imple-
menting and Observing® - ,IIpenBubame, nmmnementanuja u oncepsanyja“ (Giglio & Perret-Clermont,
2012; Giglio, 2015). CrymenTn, 6ynyhu HacTaBHUIIM, MOpanyu Cy fa pasBUjy HENAroLIKy IpojeKkaT Impema
MICTPaXXMBAYKOj MeTofo/oruju, npeasubajyhn xaxo he y mpakcn fja ce ogsuja mpojekar, yrpahyjyhu ray peansno
IIKOJICKO OKpPY>Kelbe U CHMMajyhy mojiaTke 3a aHanmm3y, Kao IITO Cy BUJE0-3aIIMCH OffpYKAHOT Jaca. AHamn3sa
je caummeHa paay mo6ospllIama MefaroKor MpojeKTa 3a CIUTUBambe Koje creay. OBaj Impoliec MoHaB/babha
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je omoryhasao cryzeHTMa, OyAyhyM HacTaBHUIIMMA, [ja IOCTEIIEHO KOHCOMAY]Y CBOje BelITuHe O6uBajyhu
HAV3MEHNMYHO U ICTPAXMBAYN U IIPAKTUIAPIL.

IIITa cMo Hay4ywIu M3 OBa ABa mpuMepa? Moxxemo /i fia popMynnieMo cMepHuIie Koje he mokpeHy T
KpeaTuBHe IIefjarolKe IpojekTe y o6pa3oBamy HacTaBHUKA? Y 06a clydaja Impakce, ICUXOIOMIKMU IIPOLeC
IpUXBaTama [0y4aBama, JOK Ce OCMUIIUbaBa UIPa, IMa BeoMa OMTHY Y/IOTY M 3a IIOKpeTame KpeaTMBHOT
pasMuIbama 1 OCpefoBamba 1 IPYINKOM IT000/blIaBamba IefarolKyX mpojekara. [IpyimkoM A1cKyToBama
0 OBa JIBa IIpefiyiora 0 06pa3oBamy HaCTAaBHMKA, TaKODe HarmaaBaMo nocebHe ,,KOJIEKTUBHE 11 ,,cCaMOCTaTHe
MoMeHTe. Ha mpumep, y IpBOM fieTy, caMOCTa/THM 3a/JaTak ce CaCTOju Off IPUXBaTaba OKPY>Kera Y YUMOHUIN
¥ TIOfIp)KaBa Ta KOJIEKTMBHA UTPa TI0 y/loraMa. Y APYroM ey, CAMOCTaTHU MOMEHTH npefBubarma yueHndke
peakiyje Ha IpojeKaT Cy KacHuje OMIM CYNpPOTCTaB/beHU KOJNEKTMBHO] JVICKYCHUjJ Y Be3U ca IPOjeKTOM.
»KOMeKTUBHM U ,,cCAMOCTA/IHM MOMEHTHI  MOTY Jia Ce IIPMXBaTe Kao eJIeMEHTV MMUKPO/V3ajHa, KOjuMa MOTy
Jla ce HaIIpaBe pas3In4yynTe KOMOMHAIVje KaKo O ce IIoAp>Kaia KpeaTUBHOCT 1 ITOCPefiOBabe YICHMKA, TO jeCT
eMKacCHOCT Koja MOXe Jia ce IIPOLIeH! TOKOM JIa/bUX UCTPAXKVBalba.

K/byHHe peuu: KpeaTBHO MUII/bEHE, KOTIEKTUBHI MOMEHT, CAMOCTAa/TH MOMEHT.
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