[image: image1.jpg]i

 Ferdowsi Review

= Aniljra;jnian _Jbumal otigst :
- Litérature and Translation Studies .

Departlixént of English

- shariati faculty of Letters and Humanities

- Ferdowsi University of Mashhad -

 ISSN2008.7675

 VOL.I,Number 4Fall 2011





[image: image2.jpg]Table of Contents

1. The Effect of Motivational Self-regulatory Strategies on
General English Learners’ Achievement and their Use of
language learning strategies
Behzad Ghonsooly, Majid Elahi Shirvan 3-20

2. Investigating the Relationship between Vocabulary Learning
Strategies Employed by Iranian EFL Students and Their
Learning Style Preference
Abdullah Sarani, Mehri Izadi 21-32

3. Learner Creativity in Accuracy, Complexity and Fluency in
Written Narrative Tasks
Reza Pishghadam, Azar Hosseini Fatemi, Fatemeh Javdan Mehr
33-51
4. Critical Language Assessment: Students’ Voices at the Heart of
Educational System
Nasser Rashidi, Zahra Javidanmehr 53-68

5. The Effect of CALL Programs on Learning Grammatical
Features by the Third-grade Iranian Junior High School
Students
Zargham Ghabanchi, Mohamad Ali Saeedi Rad 69-84

6. Translation of Dialect: A Case Study of Translation of Black
English into Persian
Najme Bahrami, Masoud Sharififar 85-104

7. An Ethnographic Approach to Evaluating Behaviors during
Translation Process
Bashir Baqi, Mohsen Mobaraki 105-121

8. The Orientalist Readings of The Arabian Nights
Hossein Sabouri, Abdollah Karimzadeh 123-132

9. The Function of Imagination in Acceptance of Death in Oscar
and lady in pink
Mahbubeh Fahimkalam,Mohammad Reza Mohseni 133-143





[image: image3.jpg]Ferdowsi Review.Vol.1. No. 4. Fall 2011 ©Ferdowsi University of Mashhad

Learner Creativity in Accuracy, Complexity and Fluency
in Written Narrative Tasks

Reza Pishghadam, (rpishghadam@gmail.com)
Associate Professor, Ferdowsi University of Mashhad

Azar Hosseini Fatemi, (hfatemi@ferdowsi.um.ac.ir)
Assistant Professor, Ferdowsi University of Mashhad

Fatemeh Javdan Mehr, (f javedanmehr@gmail.com)
M.A. in TEFL, Ferdowsi University of Mashhad

ABSTRACT: This research investigated the relationship between accuracy,
complexity (lexical and grammatical) and fluency of language learner in
written narrative tasks and learner creativity and its components in the
context of Iranian EFL students. To this end, a sample of EFL students from
four universities in Mashhad (Iran) participated in this study. Our study
involved measuring the participants’ creativity using creativity test and
eliciting written narrative performance from the participants with the help of
a narrative task. The task involved two parts of narrating a story on the basis
of a picture and writing a past memory. Then we calculate fluency, accuracy,
lexical complexity and grammatical complexity of their narrations using
relevant formulas. We used correlation and t-test to analyze the data.
Different findings were obtained applying either method. Finally, the results
were discussed in the context of language teaching and learning.

Keywords: Learner creativity, written narrative task, Fluency, Accuracy, Lexical
complexity, Grammatical complexity

1. Introduction

With the overwhelming presence of technology in our lives and the rapid
changes being experienced in the twenty-first century, creativity is now
seems to be a necessity not just a benefit. Investigating the effects of
creativity and its relationship with different aspects of teaching and
learning, despite many cognitive variables such as language aptitude,
intelligence and various learning and thinking styles which have been
researched widely (Dewaele & Furnham, 1999; Gardner & Maclntyre,
1992, 1993; Oxford & Ehrman, 1993; Skehan, 1989, 1991), has been just
recently coming to the focus of scholars’ attention. In part, the scarcity of
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studies may be linked to the difficulties in defining and measuring creativity. The changing methods of second language instruction and prominence of communicative methods and task-based language teaching in which students are required to use their imagination to accomplish the tasks, made researchers pay more attention to creativity (Albert & Kormos, 2004). Developing critical and creative skills and nurturing citizens with creativity and innovative capacity are becoming worldwide because of the knowledge-based economy today and increasing global concern with 21st century skills (Li, 2010). In an attempt to define creativity, Piirto (2004) found that the root of the words “create” and “creativity” comes from the Latin creâtus and creâre, meaning “to make or produce”. With regard to creativity, researchers accord with the concept of creativity as the generation of ideas or products that are original, valuable or useful (Amabile, 1996; Sternberg & Lubart, 1999). 

Considering creativity and the qualities of creative people, they are probably advantageous in any language tasks; nevertheless it seems that narrative tasks, which obviously rely on learners’ imagination, might intensify the effect of creativity on language performance. Therefore, although the imaginativeness or creativity of the stories cannot be measured directly, it is believed that narrative tasks would be best fitted for doing research on the relevance of creativity and output (Albert & Kormos, 2004). In fact, we believe that language tasks, especially open-ended ones in which there is no correct solution but a large number of solutions are possible, like narrative tasks could be more suitable for foreign language learners.

Thus in this study, we attempt at bridging this gap by carrying out research on the relationship between accuracy, lexical and grammatical complexity and fluency of learner language in written narrative tasks and learner creativity in the community of Iranian students whose results can be implemented in the improvement of the foreign language instruction.

2. Review of literature 

Although it seems that creativity is one of the psychological constructs that both professionals and laypeople understand, it is not easy to define. This might be due to its overlap with traditional individual differences categories (Dornyei, 2005), for instance it is one of the three basic aspects of Sternberg theory of successful intelligence (Sternberg, 2002). However, creativity extends beyond the intellectual domain. Recent personality theories usually include a prominent creativity component. In an attempt to summarize the psychological literature of creativity, Runco (2004) prepared a review in which he stated that Guilford was the one who initiated the scientific study of creativity when in 1950 he proposed a list of cognitive processes involved in creativity; however, he later started to focus on divergent thinking as the prime cognitive component of creativity (Guilford, 1959). Nonetheless, some studies suggested that divergent thinking should not be identified as creative thinking (e.g. Nicholls, 1972).

Creativity is almost always defined in relation to the concepts of novelty like in the work of Amabile (1996) and Sternberg and Lubart (1999) it was referred to as the ability of producing original, novel and useful work or idea. In 1999, The National Advisory Committee on Creative and Cultural Education (NACCCE) recognized four characteristics of creative processes: behaving imaginatively, purposeful activity, originality, and utility. They define creativity as: “Imaginative activity fashioned so as to produce outcomes that are both original and of value” (p. 30). In the same vein, Torrance (1966) proposed that creativity has the following constituents: (1) creative fluency, the ability to produce a large number of ideas; (2) flexibility, the ability to produce a large variety of ideas; (3) originality, the ability to produce unusual, unique ideas or ideas which are statistically infrequent and (4) elaboration, the ability to develop or embellish ideas and to produce many details.

In the current century enhancing creativity through education to raise social competitiveness has become of world-wide interest (Craft, 2005; Craft, Burnard, & Grainger; 2005). In the educational domain, creativity teaching includes the development of a combination of abilities, skills, attitudes, motivation, knowledge, and other attributes (Starko, 2010; Kaufman, 2009; Runco, 2003, 2004, 2007; Sternberg, 2003). However, recently the development of creative potentials of students is emphasized instead of their immediate creative achievements or performance. NACCCE (1999) set out proposals to support the development of creativity in education in schools, claiming that creativity in education is not just an opportunity, but a necessity. Nowadays, it is an international trend to integrate creativity in curriculum frameworks. With this increasing global concern, reforming the structure of education to include much greater focus on developing critical and creative skills is happening across the world including Asia. Recently, countries of China, Taiwan, Singapore, South Korea, Hong Kong, and some other Asian countries in the support of their governments are trying to implement curriculum reforms in a top-down process, which emphasize creativity development in the primary and secondary schools (Cheng, 2011). To this end, they are in need of effective methods to infuse creativity elements into their regular classrooms (Cheng, 2004). 

Implementing this learning shift on the first place requires a change in teaching practices and methods. This is where innovative teaching which is the applying of new teaching methods and practices aimed at fostering teachers’ and students’ creativity is addressed. It is actually needed because people use and follow different ways of collecting and organizing information into useful knowledge. Issues such as time constraints, lack of useful resources, teachers’ experience and so on, make it extremely difficult for teachers to cater for the individual differences (Cheng, 2010). It is important that the education policy makers note that the starting points of creativity reforms in Asian places may be quite different from that of some Western countries. Cheng (2010) in his study noticed that the cultural level issues besides the individual level and system level problems are the origin of the teachers’ tensions and dilemmas in this new curriculum.

Considering the concept of creativity, narrative genre is one of the areas in which creativity seems to be a relevant topic. Narrative has become a significant part of the repertoire of the social sciences since the mid-1950s and has been one of the major areas of research within linguistics (Johnstone, 2008). Various areas of narrative from its formal structure to the use of it in the presentation of self have been explored by the researchers (O¨zyıldırım, 2009). A  SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 
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 by definition, refers to the recitation a fictional or real account of an event or an experience sequentially (Justice, Bowles, Pence, & Gosse, 2010). Narrative is one type of discourse with the classification of oral and written language. Spoken discourse analysis, which is concerned with speech, is studied more extensively than written discourse analysis (Stubbs, 1997; van Dijk, 1997; Atkinson, 1991).

Johnstone (2008) also indicated that most studies on narratives concentrate on the investigation of narrative structures in oral language. In 2009, O¨zyıldırım conducted a study in which he investigated the narrative structures in the oral language in comparison with the written version. He concluded the structure of personal experience narratives as a specific genre. Narrative tasks are well-established and frequently researched task types (Foster & Skehan, 1996; Skehan & Foster, 1999; Robinson, 1995). They usually involve the creation of a story in response to some kind of stimulus: a picture strip or a short film so this task type seems ideal as far as the manifestation of creativity is concerned. Sharples (1999) illustrated that because writing is an open-ended design process it is comparable to creative design rather than problem solving which is without settled stages, specific results or a defined goal. Vass (2007) also agrees with Sharples in this assumption that writing as creative design builds on creativity. He studied the role of emotions in children's creative writing and indicated the centrality of emotions in the creative writing and the role of emotion-driven thinking in phases of shared engagement. Also Rojas-Drummond, Albarrán and Littleton (2008) studied how primary school children learn to collaborate and collaborate to learn on creative writing projects by using diverse cultural artifacts including orality, literacy and ICT. In another study, Chen & Zhou (2010) explored the ways of improving the creative writing strategies of young Chinese writers by using the graphical representations to stimulate and help the development of writing skills. They found that when Chinese children faced those Chinese characters they were not able to write, they used creative writing skills to communicate. The findings of the study have implications for the teaching of writing as well as the use of pictures in teaching young learners.

Researchers such as Skehan (1998) and Robinson (2001) suggest that learners can have different goals when performing in an L2 task, sometimes focusing primarily on accuracy, sometimes on complexity, and on the other occasions on fluency. Accuracy refers to “how well the target language is produced in relation to the rule system of the target language” (Skehan, 1996, p. 23). Learners who prioritize accuracy are seeking control over the elements they have already fully internalized and thus adopt a conservative stance towards L2 use.

Complexity is the extent to which learners produce elaborated language. There are two senses in which language can be considered elaborated. First, as Skehan (2001) suggests, learners vary in their willingness to use more challenging and difficult language. Language that is at the upper limit of their interlanguage systems, and thus is not fully automated, can be considered more complex than language that has been fully internalized. Secondly, complexity can refer to the learner’s preparedness to use a wide range of difficult structures. Fluency is the production of language in real time without undue pausing or hesitation. Fluency occurs when learners prioritize meaning over form in order to get a task done. The accuracy, complexity, and fluency of learner language of both oral and written production can be measured. The analysis of learner language in terms accuracy, complexity, and fluency has figured strongly in studies of tasks. These studies have been conducted with a view of identifying how specific design features of tasks or implementation procedures influence L2 production (e.g. Skehan, 1996; Skehan, & Foster, 1997, 1999; Robinson, 2001). However, it seems that little research has been focused on the relationship between individual differences and the terms of accuracy, complexity, and fluency of language production. 

The present research aimed to investigate the relationship between fluency, accuracy, lexical and grammatical complexity of written narrative tasks and learner creativity as well as the sub-constructs of creativity (fluency, elaboration, flexibility and originality), while controlling for the differences in the participants’ level of proficiency. Since written narrative tasks generally involve storytelling based on some cues (e.g. pictures), this task type seems to prepare an opportunity for learners to use their imagination and creativity. Therefore, in this study we attempt to answer the following questions:

Q1. Does accuracy play any significant role in creativity?

Q2. Does lexical complexity play any significant role in creativity?

Q3. Does grammatical complexity play any significant role in creativity?

Q4. Does fluency play any significant role in creativity?

3. Method

3.1. Participants and setting

A sample of 408 EFL (English as a Foreign Language) students aging from18 to 31 years old from four universities in Mashhad (a city in Iran) participated in this study. The data of 102 participants were incomplete, so they were excluded from the study. From the rest 306, 222 (82 males &140 females) of almost the same level of proficiency were first chosen. To select the homogenized participants, we chose the participants whose narrative scores were between -2SD and +2SD. 
3.2. Instruments
3.2.1. Written narrative task

In an attempt to study the relationship between creativity and task performance, written narrative tasks were chosen, as this task type seemed to offer a good opportunity for learners to demonstrate their creativity. Therefore, a written narrative task was performed by the participants in this study. The task involved two parts of narrating a story on the basis of a picture and writing a memory of their first days at the university. We allotted 15 minutes for the former and another 10 minutes for the latter task. The allocated time was the same for all the groups in different universities. To calculate the reliability, two raters were asked to score the students’ narratives. The results of Pearson product-moment correlation analysis exhibited a high amount of reliability (r=.91).  The written narratives were then studied in terms of accuracy, lexical complexity, grammatical complexity and fluency of learner language with regard to the following formulas:

Accuracy: the number of lexical errors divided by the total number of words in the text (target like use of vocabulary: Skehan, & Foster, 1997). Grammatical complexity: the total number of separate clauses divided by the total number of c-units (amount of subordination: Foster, &Skehan, 1996).Lexical complexity: the total number of different words used (types) divided by the total number of the words in the text (token) (type-token ratio: Robinson, 1995).

Fluency:  the total number of words in correct t-units divided by the total number of correct t-units (Wolfe- Quintero, Inagaki, & Kim, 1998).
3.2.2. Creativity test

The standardized creativity test  (Auzmendi, Villa, & Abedi, 1996) which was used in this study is a questionnaire consisted of 60 multiple choice questions with 3 choices of a, b, c (from low to high creativity). The scoring of the creativity test is in the way that 1, 2, 3 point(s) is allotted to the 3 choices of a, b, c respectively. Mahmoodi (2001) administered this test to a group of 420 lay people and artists in Tehran, Iran whose results showed the reliability of .88 (using Cronbach Alpha method) and a correlation of .46 with Torrance test (1966) of creativity, which reflects the plausible validity of the test. This test measures learner creativity as a total creativity score and likewise gives us a score for each of its four parts of fluency, elaboration, originality and flexibility separately.

In this study, the Cronbach’s Alpha for total creativity was equal to 0.85, which shows a high reliability. Moreover, reliability coefficient for creative fluency was 0.66, for creative originality 0.68, for creative flexibility 0.63, and for creative elaboration it was 0.63.

3.3. Procedure

The data collection started in April 2010 and finished in June 2010. The instruments were administered to EFL students from four universities. Participants were students of first, second, third and fourth grade at university, so we had to administer the instruments separately to each group at the end of their university classes. Researchers were present all the time trying to keep the conditions consistent, especially controlling the allocated time for the tasks. After collecting the data, it was entered into and processed with SPSS 16 program. In this study, we were trying to find out the relationship between accuracy, lexical and grammatical complexity and fluency of learners’ written narratives and their creativity. To this end, we first used correlation and then t-test. To use t-test, we divided the participants into two group of 57 subjects as high group and low group based on their narrative scores. 

4. Results & Discussion

To measure the amount of relationship between learner creativity and fluency, accuracy, lexical and grammatical complexity of narratives, we employed Pearson product-moment correlation. The results of the correlation analysis are summarized in Table 1. The findings indicate that lexical complexity is associated with total creativity (r= .30, p < .05) and constituents of creativity (creative fluency: r= .27, p < .05, creative elaboration: r= .28, p < .05, creative originality: r= .25, p < .05) except for creative flexibility which shows no significant correlation. Moreover Table 1 illustrates that accuracy is negatively correlated with creative originality (r= -.20, p< .05).

To further analyze the data, we utilized t-test. As Table 2 demonstrates, there is a significant difference between lexical complexity and total creativity. (t = - 2.614, p<.05). It means that learners with lower lexical complexity have higher total creativity than learners with higher lexical complexity.

Table1

 Correlation between Creativity and Fluency, Accuracy, Lexical

 & Grammatical Complexity

	
	Fluency
	Accuracy
	Gr. complexity
	Lx. complexity

	Total creativity

Pearson Correlation

N
	.126

.182

114
	-.150

.112

114
	.037

.697

114
	-.306**

.001

114

	Cr. Fluency

Pearson Correlation

N
	.069

.465

114
	-.144

.125

114
	.021

.828

114
	-.277**

.003

114

	Cr. Elaboration

Pearson Correlation

N
	.167

.076

114
	-.013

.889

114
	-.079

.404

114
	-.252**

.007

114

	Cr. Originality

Pearson Correlation

N
	.083

.378

114
	-.207*

.027

114
	.026

.787

114
	-.286**

.002

114

	Cr. Flexibility

Pearson Correlation

N
	.124

.140

114
	-.095

.314

114
	.161

.088

114
	-.181

.059

114


                  ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
                  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 2 

T-Test for Total Creativity and Fluency, Accuracy, Lexical & Grammatical Complexity

	
	Total

creativity
	N
	Mean
	t
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	Fluency
	High
	57
	7.2563
	1.485
	112
	.140

	
	Low
	
	6.6108
	
	
	

	Accuracy
	High
	57
	.0516
	-.852
	112
	.396

	
	Low
	
	.0570
	
	
	

	Grammatical Complexity
	High
	57
	1.4891
	.509
	112
	.612

	
	Low
	
	1.4692
	
	
	

	Lexical

Complexity
	High
	57
	50.1585
	-2.614
	112
	.010

	
	Low
	
	56.6363
	
	
	


Table 3 indicates that there is a significant difference between accuracy and creative fluency (t = - 2.108, p<.05) and lexical complexity and creative fluency (t = - 2.049, p<.05). It means that learners with lower lexical complexity have higher creative fluency than learners with higher lexical complexity, and learners with lower accuracy have higher creative fluency than learners with higher accuracy.
      Table 3

      T-Test for Creative Fluency and Fluency, Accuracy, Lexical & Grammatical  

      Complexity
	
	Creative

Fluency
	N
	Mean
	t
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	Fluency
	High
	57
	7.246
	1.43
	112
	.153

	
	Low
	57
	6.620
	
	
	

	Accuracy
	High
	57
	.047
	-2.10
	112
	.037

	
	Low
	57
	.060
	
	
	

	Grammatical Complexity
	High
	57
	1.472
	-.34
	112
	.730

	
	Low
	57
	1.485
	
	
	

	Lexical

Complexity
	High
	57
	50.830
	-2.04
	112
	.043

	
	Low
	57
	55.964
	
	
	


Considering Table 4, we see that there is a significant difference between lexical complexity and creative elaboration (t = - 2.623, p<.05). It means that learners with lower lexical complexity have higher creative elaboration than learners with higher lexical complexity.
                  Table 4

                   T-Test For Creative Elaboration And Fluency, Accuracy, Lexical & 

                   Grammatical  Complexity
	
	Creative

elaboration
	N
	Mean
	t
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	Fluency
	High
	57
	7.216
	1.299
	112
	.197

	
	Low
	57
	6.650
	
	
	

	Accuracy
	High
	57
	.053
	-.147
	112
	.883

	
	Low
	57
	.054
	
	
	

	Grammatical Complexity
	High
	57
	1.46
	-.520
	112
	.604

	
	Low
	57
	1.48
	
	
	

	Lexical

 Complexity
	High
	57
	50.14
	-2.623
	112
	.010

	
	Low
	57
	56.64
	
	
	


According to Table 5, no significant differences were found between fluency, accuracy, grammatical and lexical complexity and creative originality. 

                 Table 5

                 T-Test for Creative Originality and Fluency, Accuracy, Lexical &
                  Grammatical Complexity
	
	Creative

originality
	N
	Mean
	t
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	Fluency
	high
	57
	7.01
	.377
	112
	.707

	
	low
	57
	6.85
	
	
	

	Accuracy
	high
	57
	.05
	-1.282
	112
	.203

	
	low
	57
	.05
	
	
	

	Grammatical Complexity
	high
	57
	1.47
	-.051
	112
	.959

	
	low
	57
	1.48
	
	
	

	Lexical

 Complexity
	high
	57
	51.61
	-1.40
	112
	.163

	
	low
	57
	55.17
	
	
	


Table 6 shows that there is a significant difference between fluency and creative flexibility (t = 2.312, p<.05) and grammatical complexity and creative flexibility (t= 2.207, p< .05), and there is a significant difference between lexical complexity and creative flexibility (t = - 2.282, p<.05). 
              Table 6

              T-Test for Creative Flexibility and Fluency, Accuracy, Lexical & 

              Grammatical Complexity
	
	Creative

flexibility
	N
	Mean
	t
	df
	Sig.

(2-tailed)

	Fluency
	high
	57
	7.42
	2.312
	112
	.023

	
	low
	57
	6.43
	
	
	

	Accuracy
	high
	57
	.05
	-1.091
	112
	.278

	
	low
	57
	.05
	
	
	

	Grammatical Complexity
	high
	57
	1.52
	2.207
	112
	.029

	
	low
	57
	1.43
	
	
	

	Lexical

 Complexity
	high
	57
	50.35
	-2.282
	112
	.024

	
	low
	57
	56.24
	
	
	


It means that learners with higher fluency have higher creative flexibility than learners with lower fluency, and learners with higher grammatical complexity have higher creative flexibility than learners with lower grammatical complexity while learners with lower lexical complexity have higher creative flexibility than learners with higher lexical complexity.

5. Conclusion 

Considering how to manipulate the data, the researchers came up with different results. Employing Pearson product-moment correlation indicated no relationship between creativity, accuracy, fluency and grammatical complexity, while lexical complexity was shown to be associated with total creativity as well as constituents of creativity (creative fluency, creative elaboration, and creative originality) except for creative flexibility which shows no significant correlation. Moreover, the findings of correlation illustrated that accuracy is negatively correlated with creative originality.

Nonetheless, when the participants were divided into two groups of high and low according to their creativity scores, the results of t-test were notably different.

Regarding the results of t-test of two groups based on total creativity scores, a significant difference was revealed between lexical complexity and total creativity which implies that learners with lower lexical complexity have higher total creativity than learners with higher lexical complexity. This is in contrast with what Albert and Kormos (2004) found in their research. They reported no significant relationship between lexical complexity and creativity which they considered as an unexpected result of their study.

With respect to creative fluency, we found a significant difference between accuracy and creative fluency and so did between lexical complexity and creative fluency. It means that learners with lower lexical complexity have higher creative fluency comparing to learners with higher lexical complexity, and learners with lower accuracy have higher creative fluency than learners with higher accuracy. This is justifiable since learners who produce more, spend less time on monitoring their product with respect to its accurate structure and correctness. Moreover, in this study, restricted time allotted to each task might be another reason that made learners focus on either the length of their narration or its accuracy. Albert and Kormos (2004) also believe that lexical complexity is partially affected by creative fluency but when it comes to accuracy, no influence by creativity has been found.

Regarding creative elaboration, results denoted a significant difference between lexical complexity and creative elaboration. That is, learners with lower lexical complexity have higher creative elaboration than learners with higher lexical complexity which seems a bit odd, since to elaborate their writings learners must need to apply diverse lexicon.

Considering creative originality, no significant difference between fluency, accuracy, grammatical and lexical complexity and creative originality was found. However, findings of Albert and Kormos (2004) revealed different results. They found out that originality which is producing novel ideas has a positive relationship with grammatical complexity, although it reduces the fluency of performance. This inversion is probably related to the fact that coming up with unusual ideas requires a long period of thinking time, and results in a low number of ideas in general. In another study, Dianaros, Tan, and Soh, (2003) indicated a different result from ours. They obtained a negative relationship between creative originality and accuracy as well as grammatical complexity, rationalizing it by saying that learners in their writing performance did not actually focus on the linguistic proficiency, as they were more eager to come up with interesting new ideas.

With respect to creative flexibility, we found a significant difference between fluency, grammatical complexity, and lexical complexity. It can be interpreted that learners with higher fluency have higher creative flexibility than learners with lower fluency, similarly learners with higher grammatical complexity have also higher creative flexibility, while learners with lower lexical complexity have higher creative flexibility than learners with higher lexical complexity. In the case of creative flexibility Albert and Kormos (2004) found no relationship with task performance. In its own place this discrepancy in results deserves contemplation and even more studies on this issue by other researchers are recommended.

By and large, one concluding point worth mentioning here is that some of the unexpected results we faced in this research might be in part due to the fact that the participants involved in our study were not native speakers of English. Hence they may need more coaching to improve their writing skills in English. Besides the creativity test administered was in their first language (Persian) but the narrative tasks were done in English. It is also possible that the results be influenced by some other individual variables (Oxford & Ehrman, 1993) such as motivation (Dörnyei & Kormos, 2000), personality variables like extraversion (Dewaele & Furnham, 1999), anxiety (MacIntyre & Gardner, 1994) and situational factors, each can affect learner’s performance in tasks.

Applying the findings of our study and other studies in this area, we can design consciousness-raising programs to make learners more aware of their potential creativity. It is essential that we focus our teaching on facilitating our student’s education toward being more creative. As Chen and Zhou (2010) stated, for creative thinking teachers should offer students space and opportunity to support their insightful and associative thinking. In such a situation independent creativity will emerge. 

Moreover, information gained about the interplay of individual differences and various aspects of task performance could contribute to pedagogical decisions during task implementation and could help the selection of language teaching and testing tasks. Publishers and materials developers can include specific tasks in the textbooks with the aim of enhancing creative thinking. Tasks that involve the use of imagination and the generation of new ideas might provide creative learners with more chance to practice and produce more comprehensible output, which could lead to greater success in second language acquisition. This will require a shift of pedagogy, moving towards students’ centeredness and the idea of cooperative learning as a means to foster not only creativity but also other skills, such as learning to learn skills, which will in turn equip them to be able to compete in a global community and economy. In a recent study, Cheng (2011) claimed that an active, playful, self-actualizing learning style, which emphasizes deeper understanding and daily-life application of science knowledge, encourages creative appreciation, alternative thinking, curiosity, confidence, and initiation in learning will be favored by students in the Asian contexts.

In this regard, further studies can be planned to scrutinize the role of teachers in nurturing creativity, as well as possible ways of enhancing teachers’ tendencies to implement more creative methods and tasks in their classrooms. Another possible research direction could involve studying the tasks more likely to develop learners’ creativity. As a matter of fact, creativity is a concept that has a lot of capacity for being explored from different aspects in the realm of language teaching and learning.
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