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Within this essay, I will utilise the Entrecomp Framework to critically evaluate my own creativity and enterprise, and consider how I might be able to develop the creative and enterprising skills of primary learners through my own pedagogy.   

Steve Jobs once said ‘people with passion can change the world for the better’ (quoted by Gallo, 2010) as it is passion which is usually the driving force behind individuals when it comes to creating new ideas (Grigg, 2015). This is an important concept, as Donaldson (2015) recommends that creativity and enterprise should be developed and extended throughout a learners education, as these are the skills required of learners to thrive in life and work during the 21st century (World Economic Forum, 2016). 
According to the National Advisory Committee on Creative and Cultural Education, creativity is developed through imaginative activities which produce outcomes for an individual that are both original and of value (NACCCE, 1999). Creativity itself can be seen along a continuum, starting with small ‘c’ everyday creativity at one end and big ‘C’ creativity at the opposite end, referring to the likes of Mozart, Einstein and Da Vinci (Kaufman and Beghetto, 2009; Grigg, 2015). It can therefore be argued that all teachers and learners have the potential to be creative (Perkins, 1992; Craft et al., 2008; Sternberg, 2008 and Barnes, 2015). However the concept of creativity is ambiguous and has a variety of definitions (Grigg, 2015). Shaheen’s (2012) research indicates that most of these definitions refer to the products and the environments that promote creativity, creative individuals and aspects of the creative process. 
Barnes (2015: 11) proposes that within education, teaching creatively may be described as teaching which ‘uses the teacher’s own inherent and learned creativity to make learning accessible’ whereas teaching for creativity occurs when it is the teacher’s intention to develop and stimulate the creativity innate within every learner in any experimental context or subject (Barnes, 2015).  Shackle (1970) suggests that creativity and enterprise are closely linked. The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA, 2018) defines enterprise as the generation and application of creative ideas and innovations to practical situations. Within teaching,  ‘enterprise education aims to produce learners with the mindset and skills to come up with original ideas in response to identified needs and shortfalls, and the ability to act on them’ (QAA, 2012: 8). 
According to Pittaway et al., (2009) a key aspect in effective entrepreneurship education is the development of enterprising skills, a core element of these skills is creative thinking (Gibb, 2002). The Entrecomp is a ‘ comprehensive, flexible and multipurpose  reference framework’ which has been designed to help individuals understand the importance of entrepreneurship as an essential competence for lifelong learning and how it can be used in their work (McCallum et al., 2018: 13). According to Bacigalupo et al. (2016) the overall aim of the Entrecomp Framework is to bridge the gap between the worlds of education and work. At its simplest level the Entrecomp Framework is comprised of three areas, with each individual area containing five competences which can be used by teachers as a guide when designing a new activity ‘to transform ideas and opportunities into action by mobilising resources’ (Bacigalupo et al., 2016: 12) or can be adapted for learning and assessment (McCallum et al., 2018). 
A competency within the ‘Ideas and Opportunities’ area of the Entrecomp Framework is Creativity. According to Wragg (2005: 193) the characteristics of a creative teacher can be defined as the ability to easily generate ideas and ‘row upstream’ by going beyond the usual practice. On reflection of my previous two Professional Teaching Experiences (PTE) and the utilisation of the framework, I feel my current level of creativity is  ‘Foundation’ as ‘alone and as part of a team, I can develop ideas that create value for others’ (Bacigalupo et al., 2016: 24). During my PTE, I often rely on support from the class teacher when developing my ideas to create value for the learners (McCallum et al., 2018). I rely on the class teacher because I do not feel like the class is truly mine, as a consequence I try to mimic the teaching of the ‘true’ class teacher rather than teaching the learners in my own style. I believe this is a result of my limited pedagogic knowledge and experience in a classroom environment (Grigg, 2015). This may have a negative impact on my creativity, as Woods (1990) argues that one of the four things we must have in place to develop creativity is ownership. As a result of this lack of ownership, I feel I am less likely to take risks because I fear that my ideas may be dismissed by the class teacher. Grigg (2015) argues that gaining personal confidence in taking risks is one of the main obstacles that needs to be overcome for students and new teachers. According to the Entrecomp Framework, I need to develop my creativity by experimenting ‘with different techniques to generate alternative solutions to problems, using available resources in an effective way’ (Bacigalupo et al., 2016: 24). As Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education argues the most effective teachers recognise that ‘higher levels of creativity usually result from an interaction of considerable knowledge and skills with a willingness to innovate and experiment’ (HMIe, 2006: 6). 

A competency within the ‘Resources’ area of the Entrecomp Framework that may be able to assist in developing my creativity is ‘Self-awareness’ and ‘Self-Efficacy’(Bacigalupo et al., 2016: 27). I feel my current level of self-awareness and self-efficacy is intermediate as ‘I can judge my strengths and weaknesses and those of others in relation to opportunities for creating value’ (Bacigalupo et al., 2016: 27). Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010) research suggests that teachers’ self-efficacy is an essential skill as it affects a high percentage of what they do, including: setting goals and high expectations, as well as their attitudes towards innovation and change. A creative teacher will consider a variety of factors such as the perceived ‘character’ of the class, the learners strengths and newly learned skills and the learners preferences in subjects (Barnes, 2015). During PTE, I was highly effective in pin pointing my own strengths and weaknesses and those of the learners, as a result of my strong self-efficacy, I showed greater patience with learners who were struggling and helped motivate them (Grigg, 2015). However, to improve I need to be driven more ‘by the desire to use my own strengths and abilities to make the most of opportunities to create value’ (Bacigalupo et al., 2016: 27). This could be achieved by utilising the planning and management competency within the ‘Into Action’ area of the Entrecomp Framework. My current level of planning and management is advanced as ‘I can define long-term goals arising from the vision for my (or my team’s) value-creating activity’ (Bacigalupo et al., 2016: 31), to progress I need to start matching the ‘short-term, mid-term and long-term goals to the vision for my (or my team’s) value-creating activity’. Barnes (2015: 274) suggests ‘well-planned cross-curricular approaches have a high chance of generating creative ideas and exchanges too’.  However, being innovative can be a challenge within some schools due to external pressures (Thorne, 2007), whilst on my second PTE  I overly relied on Twinkl and I was encouraged to depend on the Cornerstones Curriculum, which I feel had a negative impact on my creativity and the quality of my lessons for the learners. Barnes (2015: 306) argues that depending ‘too heavily on de-contextualised and externally prepared formulae’ may professionally deskill student teachers and teachers, whilst also deterring teachers from considering more ‘creative responses to the curriculum’. To overcome this, I need to plan in advance and develop my own resources in addition to using those readily available to me.   
Through my utilisation of the Entrecomp Framework to critically evaluate my own creativity and enterprise, I understand how it can be used as a tool for learning and assessment within education and how it can be used to improve my own creativity and enterprise, however I had difficulty adapting it to my needs as the framework is centred around entrepreneurship and the eventual development of a business, this may prove challenging to many schools. McCallum et al., (2018: 55) suggests that the ‘Entrecomp supports the idea that teachers can promote and position their schools through the way that they engage with entrepreneurial endeavours’ (McCallum et al., 2018: 55). Within the Entrecomp Framework entrepreneurship is defined as the ability to transform ideas and opportunities to create value for others, this value can be cultural, social or financial (McCallum et al., 2018: 55). However, research by Glucksberg (1962) on the ‘power of incentives’ suggests that financial gain may have a negative impact on creativity. Pink (2011) argues that instead of accelerating creativity and sharpening the learners thinking, incentives may block creativity and dull the thinking process.   
Even though the Entrecomp Framework has been widely endorsed, it has not yet been tested or adapted to real settings (Bacigalupo et al., 2016), because of this limitation I will not be utilising the Entrecomp Framework during my consideration of  how I might be able to develop the creative and enterprising skills of primary learners through my own pedagogy, instead I will refer to other models and strategies that have considerable evidence of their effectiveness within the educational system in developing learners’ creativity and enterprise.    

Cox (2018) suggests that within education there are three levels of ‘gogy’. The first level of this is pedagogy, in which teachers use their pedagogical content knowledge to make lessons accessible for their learners (Shulman, 1986). It can be suggested that pedagogy is the most widely used of the ‘gogies’ within primary education as the assumption within primary schools is that teachers are working with dependent personalities so therefore pedagogical practice and theory are appropriate (Knowles, 1977).  Knowles (1977) argues further that the pedagogical approach is reliant on dependency, as a consequence of this the teacher will continue to teach in a way that requires and maintains the learner’s dependency. During my PTE experiences, I believe this was the most widely used ‘gogy’ and most of the lessons I planned did require dependency of the learners.  

The second level, known as andragogy, aims to do everything to help move the learner from dependency toward increasing self-directiveness in their learning (Knowles, 1977). Knowles (1978 as cited in Moore and Kearsley, 2012) defines andragogy as being specific to adult education with self-directed learning as a key attribute, however this specification can be disputed as Ynystawe Primary School has demonstrated that an andragogical approach can be used with children. Ynystawe Primary School (2019) have adopted ‘The Leonardo Effect’ philosophy in their teaching, in this school the teachers are facilitators and allow the learners to fully participate in the planning process, this makes the learners feel valued and also gives them an increasing sense of ownership of their learning. I also experienced this approach, to some degree, within the Foundation Phase of my PTE experiences, as I would often plan activities in the continuous provision areas with the learners, I found this engaged them and they felt like they had ownership of their learning within that continuous provision. Moving forward for my final PTE experience in Key Stage Two, I would like to bring a more andragogical approach to the classroom and plan with my learners to ensure they too have ownership of their learning.  
The final level, known as heutagogy, is defined as the study of self-determined learning (Hase and Kenyon, 2000). This is also arguably specific to adults as learners are ‘the major agent in their own learning, which occurs as a result of personal experiences’ (Hase and Kenyon, 2007: 112). However, a case study by Spendlow (2012) suggests that heutagogy is also achievable with primary school learners. Within this case study the learners were allocated 20 per cent of their class time to pursue independent learning projects of their choice, during this process the learners, determined what they would learn and how they would learn it (Hase and Kenyon, 2000; Eberle, 2009). During my previous PTE experiences, I have not approached this form of ‘gogy’, however for my final PTE experience I would like to implement the 20 per cent rule as Spendlow (2012) suggests learners will produce work of a high quality, as the learners throughout the process display self-control, determination, perseverance and sustained hard work. Dacey and Lennon (2000) argues these are distinct set of attitudes required for lifelong, high level, creative achievement.  
Implementing the andragogy and heutagogy approach into my teaching is important as  Knowles (1977) argues that the pedagogical conditioning of children runs so deep that even once they become independent adults their assumption of the appropriate role of the learner within educational circumstances is still that of a dependence where they need to be directly taught. It can therefore be suggested that the pedagogical approach to education is no longer fully effective or sufficient enough in preparing learners to thrive in their lives and work (Blaschke, 2012). Peters (2004) and Kamenetz (2010) suggests that education needs to be utilising a more self-directed and self-determined approach in which teachers educate the learners on how to teach themselves in an environment where they can reflect upon what they have learnt and how they have learnt. This accompanied with the fact that we are now living in an increasingly digital world has created an ever growing need to consider new pedagogical approaches to teaching methods and learning resources (Wheeler, 2011).

Over the past 20 years, creative thinking amongst learners has been steadily and persistently decreasing (Kim, 2011). This could be the result of a number of factors within schools that suppress creativity including; the encouragement of intellectual conformity, creative solutions left unrewarded; uninspiring teachers; standardised teaching methods and an intense curriculum in which there is not enough time to teach alternative problem solving methods (Sommer + Sommer, 2014). Wiggins (2011) research also suggests that the past and present educational systems preference for recall studying has resulted in a failure to promote creative learning. Another factor is that creative learning is difficult to measure or control and is often time-consuming and requires space (Grigg, 2015). As a consequence of these different suppressing factors learners grow out of being creative (Robinson, 2006), as Land and Jarman (1992 as cited in Vint, 2005) propose that ‘non-creative behaviour is learnt’. Within Furlong’s (2015: 5) review it is suggested the one of the biggest challenges facing the ‘teachers of tomorrow’ is their ability to ‘respond to the changing nature of knowledge in society’. According to Professor David Perkins, 90 per cent of the particular skills and knowledge that teachers teach their learners currently is a waste of time, as he argues the learners will never encounter these particular skills and knowledge in a significant way again in their lives, he therefore recommends that teachers should be educating their learners for the unknown (Future Learn, 2017). This is supported by Donaldson’s (2015: 18) suggestion that within education there needs to be a significant move away from ‘learning about’ to ‘learning to’ which promotes the development of higher-order skills, specifically creativity. Teachers can do this by:  
· Asking open-ended questions; 

· Tolerating ambiguity; 

· Modelling creative thinking and behaviour; 

· Encouraging experimentation and persistence; and

· Praising children who provide unexpected answers. 

Sharp (2004: 8)
According to Woolfolk et al., (2008), within each hour of a typical school day it is estimated that teachers ask between 30 and 120 questions, around 80 per cent of these questions require the learners to use only their factual recall. This is ineffective as learners are not interested in answering questions they themselves and the teachers already know (Cohen et al., 2004). This is supported by Grigg (2015) who suggests that if teachers want to develop open-mindedness amongst their learners, then they need to posing questions which their learners cannot immediately answer. Within my previous PTE experiences, I feel the majority of my questions have been closed and have been of quantity rather than quality, this may have had a negative impact on my learners as I was not developing their thinking - I was only seeking the correct answer. To overcome this, during my next PTE I will develop my questioning to include more open-ended questions rather than closed, Fisher (2005) also suggests that I am more likely to receive better responses from my learners if I ask fewer but more quality questions, search for better answers and encourage my learners to ask questions of their own.  I can further develop the learners open-mindedness by utilising different approaches such as Habits of Mind (Costa and Kallick, 2000), Von Oech (1992) Creative Whack Pack and Spencer et al. (2012) Five Dimensional Model of Creativity, which encourages growth mindsets, this is an important skill to teach learners as it shows there are multiple intelligences and that their own intelligence is not fixed, they can develop different forms (Gardner 1983; Goleman, 2007).    
One of the most important aspects of creativity is ‘possibility thinking’ (Craft, 2000). Arthur Koestler’s (1964) suggests this is the result of ‘bisociation’ the usually unexpected ‘meeting of two distinctly different planes of thought’ (as cited in Barnes 2015: 87). Guilford (1967) refers to these two planes of thought as divergent thinking (the ability to generate novel ideas and solutions) (Flaherty, 2005; Benedek et al., 2014; Heilman, 2016) and convergent thinking (the process of finding the correct answer to a given problem) (Mednick, 1962; Heilman, 2016). Within the class environment, the teacher can implement de Bono’s (2000) ‘Six Thinking Hats’ (STH) to help develop and refine their learners creative ideas, through what de Bono calls ‘parallel thinking’. However from my PTE experiences these STH are rarely used and tend to sit collecting dust as a classroom display rather than being actively utilised within lessons. Upon reflection of my own teaching I could have used the STH with the learners during their enquiry based learning activity, as studies suggest the use of the STH can improve the learner’s skills in questioning, research and organisation (Koh, 2002; Dhanapal and Wern Ling, 2013). Another way in which I can assist in the development of my learners creative thoughts is by implementing the Think, Pair, Share strategy, this allows them to think independently first and write down their ideas before brainstorming with others, as research suggests that productivity is lost when learners brainstorm together first rather than independently (Diehl and Stroebe, 1987). I can also develop the learners divergent thinking by allowing them to walk rather than sit down, as research suggests creativity is increased by an average of 60 per cent whilst walking and shortly afterwards, however these benefits are only applied to divergent thinking and have no impact on convergent thinking (Oppezzo and Schwartz, 2014). To assist with divergent thinking I can also implement methods such as SCAMPER (Eberle, 1997) to assist learners in overcoming their ‘functional fixedness’ (Duncker, 1945). 
In conclusion, I feel this assignment has helped me better understand my own creativity and enterprise and how moving forward into final PTE I can develop the creative and enterprising skills of primary learners through my own pedagogy. It is important to do this as research by Csikszentmihalyi (1997) suggests it is essential that creativity is cultivated within the educational system, as findings indicate that developing creativity has beneficial outcomes in terms of learner attainment, enjoyment and independence (Casserley, 2004). To ensure this, I will allow for more time to been given for divergent thinking, encourage my learners to ask questions, have a more constructivist approach to mistakes and support my learners’ individual interests and talents by giving them time within the school week to explore them, this is supported by Sommer + Sommer (2014) who suggest these are the ways in which creativity can be fostered.  
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The EntreComp wheel: 3 competence areas and 15 competences









EntreComp into Action: get inspired, mak e it happen 

1 5   c o m p e t e n c e s   o f   e q u a l   i m p o r t a n c e  

T h e r e   i s   n o   s i n g l e   c o r e   c o m p e t e n c e   i n   E n t r e C o m p   a n d  

t h e   c o m p e t e n c e s   a r e   o f   e q u a l   i m p o r t a n c e .   T h e   c o m p e -

t e n c e s   a r e   n u m b e r e d   t o   a l l o w   e a s e   o f   r e f e r e n c e   ( s e e  

p a g e s   1 5 ,   1 6 ,   1 7 ) ,   b u t   t h e   o r d e r   i n   w h i c h   t h e y   a r e   p r e -

s e n t e d   d o e s   n o t   i m p l y   a   s e q u e n c e   i n   t h e   a c q u i s i t i o n  

p r o c e s s   o r   a   h i e r a r c h y .   A   l e a r n i n g   a c t i v i t y   o r   d e v e l o p -

m e n t   t o o l   m a y   a d d r e s s   o n l y   1   c o m p e t e n c e ,   o r   d e v e l o p  

a l l   1 5   c o m p e t e n c e s .

A d a p t a b l e   a n d   f l e x i b l

D e p e n d i n g   o n   w h e r e   a n d   h o w   E n t r e C o m p   i s   u s e d ,   i t   i s  

r e a s o n a b l e   t o   e x p e c t   t h a t   e m p h a s i s   b e   p l a c e d   o n   s o m e  

c o m p e t e n c e s   m o r e   t h a n   o t h e r s ,   o r   t h a t   t h e   m o d e l   i s  

a d a p t e d   w i t h   l e s s   c o m p e t e n c e s   p r i o r i t i s e d   t o   m i r r o r   a  

p a r t i c u l a r   e n t r e p r e n e u r i a l   l e a r n i n g   p r o c e s s   o r   e x p e r i -

e n c e .

A   s i m p l e   s t a r t i n g   p o i n t

I n   o t h e r   w o r d s ,   t h e   E n t r e C o m p   w h e e l   c a n   b e   s e e n   a s   a  

s i m p l e   s t a r t i n g   p o i n t   f o r   u n d e r s t a n d i n g   a n d   i n t e r p r e t -

i n g   w h a t   i s   m e a n t   b y   t h e   e n t r e p r e n e u r s h i p   c o m p e t e n c e .  

I t   c a n   b e   r e f i n e d a n d   a p p l i e d   i n   m o r e   d e p t h   t o   a d d r e s s  

t h e   p a r t i c u l a r   n e e d s   o f   s p e c i f i c t a r g e t   g r o u p s .   T h e   n e x t  

t h r e e   p a g e s   p r o v i d e   a   m o r e   d e t a i l e d   e x p l a n a t i o n   o f   t h e  

3   c o m p e t e n c e   a r e a s   a n d   1 5   c o m p e t e n c e s .

The EntreComp wheel: 3 competence areas and 15 competences
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