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ABSTRACT

CONSTRUCTIVISTAPPROACHES IN MUSEUM TOUR AND WORKSHOP

SCHOOL PROGRAMS

Juyoung Yoo

This research investigated how constructivist approaches are conceptualized and
i mpl emented in “gallery tour and studio
the relationshighat exists between the gallery and studio learning. To address these
guestions, | examined how administrators from each museum designed programs and
supported educators, how educators facilitated teaching, and how students responded to
the gallery and stlio learning.

| employed a basic qualitative muttase study. This method suited my
research-an investigation of three casdbrge iterations of a program at each
museum—because aimed to understand the uniqueness of each case while examining a
range of similar and contrasting cases. Data collection methods included observations of
program sessions, interviews with museum administrators and museum educators, casual
conversationswih participating students, photos

documents.
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The cases offer examples of eddadot or s’
not reflect—constructivist tenets, as well as factors that influence the conneatiolack
of connectior—across gallery and studio learning. Specifically, the findings indicate that
asmallerstudeds ducator ratio and knowing student s
ensure a conducive | earning environment. A
facilitation of dialogue. Students became more involved in interpreting artworks when
educators were most responsive to their ideas, and less involved when educators asked
leading or less opeanded questions. Program themes, reflections on the toutgthoe
studio session, and motivating questions for studio activities helped ensure connections
between gallery and studiddditionally, exploratory studio activities and small group
discussions in the studio helped students make unique choices watiniarthprojects,
whereasstepy-st ep demonstrations |l ed to prescript
responses reflected the sequencing of the program: ways of discussing artworks travelled
from the galleries to the studio, and student artworks refedenseal elements from
artworks displayed in the galleries.

While the findings of this research are not generalizable, they provide insight into
methods and approaches that might be adopted by museum administrators, museum
educators, and art educators vétim to provide school students meaningful and-well

connected museum “war Kehop't ocaudu @aantdi st auld i pr c
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| —INTRODUCTION

| grew up in Korea, where most of the classes | took were lebaged. My
educational habits largely involved listening, taking notes, and memorizing in preparation
for exams. | learned art history and studio art, among other subjects, through lectures
focused on imparting knowledge and developing skills. Accordingly, wheadevisits
to art museums, I habitually guessed t he
much time in front of each artwork. Nevertheless, | loved viewing, making agiidg
about art that | decided to study art education at Teachers College (TC), Columbia
University. At TC, | earnedabout thadeas of John Dewey (1934/198@aulo Freire
(1970/2017), and Lev Vygotsky (1978) among otheideas thaemphasized the
importance ofearning by doing, reciprocal exchange of information between teacher and
students, and social interaction in learning. Moreoveemn started observing, assisting,
and working at art museums in New York, | noticed that rabttegallery-based
educational programs were based on constructivist approaches. The central idea in
constructivist educational pedagogy is that learning cannot be delivered by memorizing a
body of knowledge, but happens while people are engaged véstigos that provoke
interaction and thought; creating new meanings by connecting new insights into what
they already know (Schmidt, 2004; Shulrriderz, 2010; Villeneuve & Love, 20).

| was intrigued by how the aforementioned approaches allowed stuchystdf
included, to be active participants in learning and how effective learning could be if

students constructed their own knowledge through experiences. For example, when |



went to an art museum as a part of the museum education course at TC, lega®s ask
choose one artwork to observe for fifteen minutes and to take notes on my observations
and interpretations without looking at the wall label. After closely observing and writing
notes about the chosen worlpoked at the contextual information prded by the wall

label and then shared my experience with my classmates. The activity made me realize
that, in spite of my astorientededucatiorat aprivate arts middland highschoo] and
holdingBFA and MFAdegreesl neverspent more than a few sexs in front of an

artwork, and that | always depended on the interpretations of others or perceived facts.
Also, the activity allowed me to not only experience deeper engagement with the
artwork, but also to fully use and reflect upon my prior knowledgkexperience. This
allowed me to interpret the work of art, and also compelled me to question my prior ways
of teaching and learning in the arts. After this experience, | gained a new perspective on
viewing artworks in museums, and | was inspired by thesibility of giving others a

similar experience through teaching

Constructivist Approaches in Museum Galleries

As briefly mentioned above, constructivism is a philosophical perspective and
theory about knowledge and learning, which mainly argues that knowledge is actively
constructed through the | earnermagngparticip
experiencgFosnot, 2005; Wiggins, 2015). Accordingly, a constructivist view of teaching
rejects teachers’ transmission of infor mat
students to be actively involved in their own proagidearning by doing: raising

guesions, searching for patterns, interpreting, and discovéFognot, 2005yon



Glasersfeld, 2005). Museums have aligned themselve<uitstructivism, and
constructivistapproaches became the norm in current art museums since the late 1980s
(Burnhamé& Kai-Kee, 2011; Hubard, 2015 errassa, Hubard, Holtrop, & Higgins

Linder, 2016Villeneuve &Love, 20177; Yenawine, R13). Even though museum
educationaprograms have evolved over time, over the last 3 decades, museums have
come to adopt a particular consttivist approach based on group dialogtadbeit one

that can take many formsin a gallery teaching (group dialogue accompanied by gallery
activities).As | will explain in detail in the review of the literature section, approaches
used in museum educatiorclude, for example, Visual Thinking Strategy (Housen &
Yenawine, 1998), and dialogical approaches (Burnham &Keai, 2011 Hubard, 201},
which all encourage visitors’ participatio

| began to experience this fromaneaicor ' s per spective thr ol
teaching practice in the United States. When | started working at art museums, | was

trained to aslgroups of visitor®@penrended questions to facilitate dialogue that involves

students in observing and interpreting thesen artworks. To be specific, | often started

my gallery tours by asking simple question
you descr i be whomdasiogatlyparapleraset whalstudents said about

the artworks, asked followp questios to elicit their imaginative thoughts and

Il nterpretations, and inserted contextual i
common practice in museunRK&A, Inc., 2015. This teaching methoayhich some

call the inquirybased teaching approachainy required educators to facilitate dialogue

through asking sets of op@mded questions and to provide relevant information in



between student responses, as students were curious to learn more as they constructed
their interpretationgabout the artwork (8ulmarHerz,2010).
So far, | have focused on what typically happens when students look at artworks
in museum galleries. Howeven,recentyears her e has been an incr e:
studio workshopg museumsfollowed or preceded by gallery touvghich has led to
curiosity about the role of constructivism in the studio portibthe programsAlso, as

an artist mysel f, |I-imakiag instHemasgusn sditege n dr awn t

Studio Learning in Art Museums

Before gallery dialogue became swhattraction, studio experiences were
prevalent in museumgt that time the format was different than it is now, as studio
workshops were not necessarily paired withl@pth groupgexploration of artworks, as
they often are these days (Burnham &+Kaie, 2011).In the late 1960s, art classes
prevailed in museums and creative haadsactivitybecame more importattian art
history Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011). The Whitney Museum of American Art, the
Metropolitan Museum of Art, and the Museum of Modern Alrbtiered studio art for
children, teenagers, or adults. However, the studio programs became less popular with the
popularity of dialoguebased gallery tours.

As mentioned earlier, there has been an increase of studio workshops paired with
gallery toursm recent years. In these gallery tamd studigporograms (the focus of my
research) studenengage with artworksinthemwe um’ s gal | eri es and p
related handsn artmaking workshop during a single session. However, even though

gallery-ba®d educational programs that are rooted in constructivism have been widely



used in many of the museum galleries and are well documented, a methodology for
studio teaching in art museums is relatively less researched (Ecker & Mostow, 2015).
Moreover, althogh there is a tradition of constructivist approaches in art classrooms,
often facilitated through dialogic group inquiry (Beal, 2011; Burton, 2000; Lord,

19581 996; Lowenfeld, 1975), | noticed that some museums | collaborated with were not
necessarilfacilitating studiebasedvorkshops that agpted constructivist approaches
though they were using them in the galleries. For example, one of the most frequently
used workshop formats in the museum where | have worked includebysstgp
instructions, ahough all the educatersmost of whom are experienced teachers that
freelance at several art museums in New York-Eitycorporated and supported
constructivist approaches in their gallery teaching. To be specific regarding this studio
workshop after lookng at the sculptures made of different types of rocks (sedimentary,

basalt, and marble), the workshop asked students to 1) familiaemeselvesvith the

small rock, 2) trace the rock many times, 3) cut out and glue the rock shapes on a separate

piece ofpaper, and 4) add textures inside their cutout shapes. The workshop was-product

driven, teachecentered (Hafeli, 2014), and not opemded enough for students to
explore, imagine, and interpret their own artworks as they did the artworks in the
galleries.

Constructivism is a very broad term, and it can include many different approaches
to teaching and learning. However, one example of an art room aligned with
constructivist thinking would be a place where students freely explore and manipulate
materials wile they continuously exchange ideas with the teacher and peers to shape

ideas and create meaning (Burton,2Ad0@ 0 1) . The art teacher

S
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facilitator that encourages and provides a safe environment for experimentation,
exploration, and dcussion. Tis educatos houl d al so enabl e studen
working processes through their own creations (§las& Jaquith 2009 Jaquith &
Hathaway, 209).

Hollie Ecker and Sarah Mostow, authordHmiw might you...? Seeking inquiry in
themuseumtsidio (2015), poinédto theissue that there is scant information on
constructivist approaches in the musebased studio, andentified concrete strategies
for studio teaching in museums, which parallel the ingmethod used in gallery
teachig. They insistdstudio educatora s k a “ mot i vat i mg ugdueensttsi’on
immediate and personal responses, design-epdad art activities to connect to the
artwork in the gallery and chilgudace s expe
acompanied with feedback and information (more will be discussed in the Literature
Review section)However, beyond Ecker and Mostow, there have not been many
published studies that discuss how museums might design the workshops taking place in

their studic.

Connection Between Gallery and Studio Experiences

My concerrregarding an imbalance betwegallery tour and studio workshop
programs in art museums fueled my interest in the connection between gallery learning
and studio learning for student participants. Another example that sparked my interest in
the connection between gallery and studiorewy is when | conducted a pilot study of a
newly launched tour and workshop program at an art museum in 2012. The study

investigated if the inquirpased learning continued fraifme galleries to the studib



examined both spaces in the museum, studyimgrnaseum educators structured their
teaching and students responded, as well a
between the two learning areéfortunately, in many cases, | did not see ingtaking

placein the studioNevertheless,Isa t he i deas of the artists’
and studioFor example, the museum educator asked students to pick one of the animals
featured in the artwork they saw in the gallergwdit on their paper, and add a

background. When students wer&ltto write their names on their artworks, one of the

students rememberéedat one of tha r t ,iwhose work they had seen in the galleries,

had placedhisi gnat ure hidden in the character’s
hide my name like thatwie scul pture!”™ Ot her students we
artist’s idea of hiding the signsachasoe and
or under a character’s. body parts, the sun

Yet, in practice recognizing and promoting connections of this sort within tour
and workshop programs seemed challenging. One reason is that the educators leading the
same group within a program are often different: one educators is in charge of the
gallery; anotherinchr ge of the studio portion. Il n add
learning experience sometimes differs: half of the students do the gallery first and then
studio, while the other half do the studio first. Since the nature of the museum program is
learnercentered, students shape tlmim interpretations and experiences with the
artworks in the galleries. Consequently, experiences and learning may differ depending
on each group, even though they look at the same artworks and make art with the same
materids—and, given how programs are structuretie educator that led them in the

gallery is not there to lead the studio portibnshort, here isa potentialdisconnect.



Integrating Art Viewing and Making in Education

Scholars have referred to the inteat@nshipbetweerart viewing and art
making. For example, Marshall and Donahue (2014) encouraged teachers to implement
the inquirybased approacimtegrating contemporary art across curriculum because the
integration of viewing/interpreting and makingetart would serve as a platform for
students to explore questioasross disciplingthat lead to understanding. Recognizing
the art museum as an important educational resource for young childreis, and
Savva (2004) insisted that the visit to therariseum would serve as a stimulus and
extend students’ firsthand knowledge about
Savva, Eckhoff (2017) also supported the idea of incorporatingewing (either a visit
to the museum or exploration ofa muséusm o nl i ne -makigoanddbadt es ) , art
appreciation in early arts educatibecause itvould inspire students and promote a new
understanding of oneself as an artisb wever , we don’t know enou
how this integration may be happenimgour and workshop programs, which offer

children both art viewing and making in the single session in the art museum setting.

Problem Statement

To sum up, museum education has embraced constructivist approaches in gallery
teaching for the past three decades as a way to help students experience museum artworks
(Burnham & KaiKee, 2011Hubard, 2015RK&A, Inc., 2015; Villeneuve & Love,
2007;Yenawne, 2013). However, although the constructivist approaches in gallery

teaching have been widely used in many of the museum galleries and are well



documented, in my observation, constructivist approaches are not necessarily the norm in
many mus e usessions. Maraowki, there is scant scholarship on constructivist
approaches to studio learning in museums (Ecker & Mostow, 20i&)estingly, where
it concerns art classrooms in school settings, scholars in the field of art education
(Barrett, 1997; Buon, 2012; Chapmari978; Douglas & Jaquith, 2008aquith &
Hathaway, 2012Pelo, 200y have already accepted the use of constructivist approaches
for decadesWith the scant information on constructivist approaches in the muaseum
based studio, we do not know wilaése approachesight look like and what sorts of
connections students may be making between studio and gallery in tour and workshop
programs.

Fueledby these concerns, the purpose of my research is to investigate (1) how
constructivist approaches are conceptuali z
wor kshop” programs and (2) the relationshi

experiences.

Research Questions

In conducting this research, the following question wilbddressed

1 How do three art museums conceptualize and implement constructivist
approaches in their gallery tours and related studio workshops? Furtiag¢r, w
is the relationshifpetween these two learning experiences?

Specifically:

o How do administrators in three museum education departments support tour

and workshop school programs in ways that claim to (1) aalophstructivist
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approach and (2) promote (@o not promotg connections acroskegallery
and studio?
o How do educators in the three museums
experiences in ways that support (or do not support) a constructivist
approach?
Al n what ways do students’ heesponses
gallery reflect (or not reflect) the sort of learning processes that
constructivist approaches aim for?
o How do educators in the three museums
in ways that support (or do not support) a constructivist approach?
A Howdo student s’ responses/ actions/ cc
not reflect) the sort of learning processes that constructivism aims for?
o0 How do education programs tihethree museums promote (or do not
promote) connections acroge gallery and studio?

A How do students responses/ actions/
studio demonstrate (@lo not demonstrate) connections between

gallery and studio learning?

Assumptions

For the purpose of this dissertation, | makeesal assumns.

Assumptions Not to Be Debated
1 Museums are unique learning environments and that students can learn in

museums.
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1 Museum learning is valuable to students.
1 The study assumes that every individual learns differently, but certain learning
commonality carbe found among museum educational program participants,
such as experiences stemming from observation, investigation, and the
exploration of artworks
1 Inline with constructivist theory, people construct meaning by connecting
existing understandings andw experiences.
T This study assumes that the constructiyv

hel p students to engage with.the artist

Assumptions to Be Debated
1 Gallery and studio experiences can enrich each other.
1 The size of the museyras well as the collection may influence the participating

student s experiences.

1 The different teaching experiences and philosophies of the educators may

i nfluence the students experiences.
1 The wellconnected tour and workshop amtiseum programsan provide more

cohesivdearning experiences.

Theoretical Framework

Constructivism underlies the theoretical framework for this study, which informs
the choice of my research topic, research questions, literature review, data collection
methods, and analysi€onstructivism is a philosophical perspective and theory about

knowledge and learningvhich explains how people might acquire knowleffg@snot,
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2005; Wiggins, 20150 ean Pi aget (1973) and Lev Vygots
on learning as dynamic processmprising successive stages of adaptation to resadity

social interaction, language, and culture on learfiagpectively) served as a pivotal role

in evolving the constructivist theory. Building onto their ideh® hn Dewey’ s wor k
(1934/1980 that put emphasis ahe social individual and learning from exjggice

enhanced it furthefFosnot & Perry, 2005/0n Glasesfeld, 2005).

To be specific, the constructivist theory mainly argues that knowledge is actively
constructed by the learners rather than passively transmitted by the t€&olserd,
2005;Wiggins, 2015) Speci fical ly, the constructivi st
participation,interpretation, and meaningaking experienceeven though
construtivism is not a teaching theorgeneral principles from constructivism theory
inform how eductors teach{Fosnot, 2005)A constructivist view of teaching rejects that
learning happens through transmission, symbols, or exact copies of the teachers
instruction(Fosnot, 2005)Rather the students bring prior knowledge into a learning
situation in which they must critique and-evduate their understanding of the concepts
(Fosnot & Perry, 2005)n the constructivist classrogimth teachesand students think
of knowledge as a dynamic, evelnanging view of the world we live in and the ability to
successfully stretch and explore that vigvesnot & Perry, 2005).

Fromthis constructivist staneewhich is mainly concerned with how people
construct their worlds-my studyaims todescribe, understand, and interpret how people
understand the world as thexperience it (Merriam, 20Q0Williamson, 2008. In
particular, social constructivism is underpinnthgoretical lenshat syports and

informs my study(Merriam, 2009). Social constructivism assumes that reality is socially
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constructed, and there is smgle and observable reality but multiple realities or
interpretation of a single event (Merriam, 2009). Thus, it focusd®wanpeople develop
meanings for their activities together (socially stvacting reality (Williamson, 2006.

In the same notehe esearchers do not find knowledge, but they construct it. The
researchers seek to understand the complexity of views that are often subjective and are
negotiated socially and historically (Merriam, 2009). Thus, the constructivist approach
recognizestat t he researchers’ backgrounds wil |
data, which means that researchers shape their data collection and redirect their analysis

as newssues emerge (Williamson, 2006

A Summary of Methodology and Design

| examined nine gallery tour and studio workshop programs that took place in
three different art museums in the United States. Each program provided cthifelren
opportunityto engage wittthe artworks by looking and discussidgringthe gallery
tours andoy art-making and discusa in the studio workshopall in a single session.

The examination | conducted was a qualitative rrede study, and this method
suited my research that aimed to understand the uniqueness of a certain situation, or how
peope make sense of their world and experien
expressions, as well as activities in their temporal or local contexts (Flick, 2009;

Merriam, 2009). Further, | wanted to examine a range of similar and contrasting cases
(Merriam, 209).
In order to study diverse programéh varying facilitation and desigh selected

museums thaaredifferent in size and have different types of art collections. Even though
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| wanted variation, bnly chose three sites, as | needed a number fthite would be
manageable for me to collecom and examine data in depiWithin each site, | studied
three iterations of the same tour and workshop program. The participants in the study
includeda total offour administrative staff members, 15 educst@and approximately
202 students (9 groups of students).

The data collection method includebservations of program sessions, interviews
with the museum administrative staff members and museum educators, casual
conversations with the participatingstade s, phot os of student s’ e
documents (if available). Observations allowed me to see how the museum programs
were structured and facilitated, and gi®mitted meo see the interactions and
responses of the students in the two different learning spaces: gallery and studio.
Interviews enabled me to understand the views of the museum administrative staff
members and museum educators that were involved in the @eslgraching of each
program

My background as an artist and museum educator was an important factor in this
research, as the experience inevitably shaped my research interest and what | was able to
capture in the data collection and analy$lss includes the selection of the sites,
formation of questions, and conduct and interpretatidhedbservations, interviews,
and documentgdowever,| am mindful of my interpretation of observations and
interviews as | am the primary instrument for datidection. As Maxwell (2012) puit,
gualitative research is concerned with und

expectations. Also, | am aware that it is impossiblee@awareof he r esear cher ' s

theories, beliefs, and the perceptual lens formed through gkteaching. However, my



15

background, learning experiences, and awareness of the field and its culture brought

depth and guidance to the study.

Outline of the Dissertation

The first chapter presented readeith the context of the research questiblow
do three art museums conceptualize and implement constructivist approaches in their
gallery tours and related studio workshops? Furthibat is the relationship between
these two learning experiences? It offered background to this question by dgsbebi
brief overviewof constructivist approaches in museum galleries and studio learning in art
museums, as well as my concern regarding the connection betweey giadlestudio
experienced. alsointroduced my research questions and presented my apgdmac
investigating the problem, including the asgions, and methodology design

Chapter Il will presenareview of the literatureliscussinghe contextal issues
briefly described in Gapter I. To be specifi¢,will delve intoconstructivism, focusing
on the development of the constructivism theory and its application to classrooms;
museum education, with a focus on the development of constructivist approaches and
prevalent approaches aligned with constructivism includiimguiry-based approach,
VTS, otherdialogical approaches, and gallery activitjetudioart education, with a
focus on the development of constructivist approaches and application of the approach in
art classrooms; studio learning in the museangintegratng/combining art viewing and
studiopracticein education. Chapter Il will present the methodolbyppveadopted, as
well as specific details central to conducting the reseamstluding sites and

participants, methods of data collecti@mcuments, obseations, interview data
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analysis, and limits of the study. Chapter IV will present the findings of the three cases
that resulted from my analyses. Chapter V will interpret the findings through literature
presented in Chapter Il as well as literatidentifiedupon further review. The last
chapter, ChaptdW will present implications for educatipgquestions for further

researchand end with conclusion
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Il —REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

Given that this study examined tour and worksedpcational programs in three
art museums, focusing on constructivist approaches arwbtimection between the two
learning experiences, the literature review below will deétefollowing areas: the idea
of constructivism and its application and deysteentin classrooms, museum education,

and art educatigras well asattemptdo integrae art viewing and artnaking.

Constructivism

Constructivism is a philosophical perspective and theory about knowledge and
learning (Fosnot, 2005; Wiggins, 2015). Thee or y’ s mai n ar gument i s
actively constructed-not transmittee~t hr ough t he | earner’ s part
and meaningnaking experience (Fosnot, 2005; Wiggins, 2015). Even though
construtivism is notspecificallya teaching theny, a constructivist approach is rather
radical and controversial comparedie instructionused at most schoalsosnot, 2005).
That is, a constructivist view of teaching rejects that learning happens through
transmission, symbols, or exact copies eftéachers i n s {Fosmat, 200%). Rather,
in a constructivist classroorthe focus tends to shift from the teacher to studenthidn
model, teacherBecome facilitatawand learners take on more ownershiphefideas
(Fosnot, 2005). The edator provides learners with opportunities and incentives to build

on, and the learners can search for patterns, raise questions, model, interpret, and defend



18

their strategies and ideas througgportunities meant to createncrete and contextually
meanngful experience (Fosnot, 200Hn Glasersfeld, 2005)[he implication of the

theory is controversidlecause people are often confused that the teachers should avoid
giving any direct instructions to students in constructivist classr¢gbasot, 2005)
However the goals of constructivist classroomesludeautonomy, mutual reciprocity of

social relations, and emp@nment (Fosnot, 2005).

Development of Constructivism
Constructivism, which insists that much of learning originates from inside the
child, hasits roots in the idesof rationalism, empiricism, and pragmatism (Wiggins,
2015).That is, philosophers have debated about how humans attain knovdedge
centuries. The two main views include the empstiand rationalist views (Kam&
Ewing,1996) The major differences between the t
views on the role of experience. Empiricists (Loélerkeley? and Humé) asserted the

notion of a cl ean s | atingsafe ongihallycblank (Kamiin ot e s
& Ewing, 1996). Thus, knowledge, which has its source outside the individual, is

acquired by internatation through the senses (KaiEwing, 1996;Wiggins, 2015.

The sole function of experience is knowing, and experience is gained through

observation. Othe other hand, rationalists (Descaft&pinoze® and Kant) argued that

reason is more important than sensory experience because reason allowstblkmaww

with certainty (Kami & Ewing, 1996;Wiggins, 201%. To elaborate, rationalists did not

1 John Locke (1634704): A British empiricist.

2 George Berkeley (1685753): An Irish philosopher.

3 David Hume (17141776): A Scottish philosophehistorian, economist, and essayist.
4 Rene Descartes (159%650): A French philosopher, mathematician, and scientist.
5 Baruch Spinoza (1632677): A Dutch philosopher.

6 Immanuel Kant (1724804): A German philosopher.
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deny the necessity of experience, but they pointed out that the sen&ksotprovide

reliable knowledge. Kant insisted that we
t a k gKamin& Ewing, 1996).

One of the founding philosophers of constiwism, Jean Piaget (1974) studied
knowledge, aiming to resolve the debate between two different views (empiricism and
rationalism) using sciend&osnot & Perry, 2005Accordingly, Piaget studied the
evolution of science in order to understand the nattikmowledge. He also further
observed and interviewed children (Ka&iEwing, 1996; Terrassa, Hubard, Holtrop, &
Higgins-Linder, 2016). As a result of more than 50 years of resehectook the notion
of adaptatior—a relationship between living orgams and their environment out of the
biological context—and developed his genetic epistemologynGlasesfeld, 2005).

Piagetrejected the idea that learningpassive assimilation of given knowleddpeit

argued thalearning is a dynamic processmprishg successive stages of adaptation to

reality during which learners actively construct knowledge by creating and testing their

own theories of the world/on Glasesfeld, 2005).T h u s , Piaget’'s theory
foundation of learnecentered and construgst-based learning, allowing teachers to

consider the individual child as a learner who builds new ideas onto their previous
knowledge in order to construgnew meaning of themselves.

Similar to Piagetlev Vygotsky (1978 thoughtthat learning wa deelopmental
and constructive, butis main focusvas on social interaction, language, afig.ct of
culture on learning (Fosnot & Perry, 200%)hile constructivism conceives human

development as a relatively i sclitohtetde pr oce

external world and surroundiggvygotskyargued that the world is interpreted and
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mediated by means of language, artifacts, and collective human activity (Pierroux, 2003).

In hissociocultural theoryanguage is not a fixed system, and theaning of words

may be developed or changed due to a vital human interaction: speech (Pierroux, 2003).
Thus, Vygotsky emphasized the role of reciprocal exchange of language in learning.
Specifically, Vygotsky ar g placd whertlzetchidca chi | d
becomes an active learner, interacting with the social environment and conversing,
guestioning, explaining, and negotiating meaning with an ado&rot & Perry, 2005

Il n contrast to Piaget’ s ar gndemtéehmkersandncer ni n

learners, Vygotsky emphasized the role ofanamlult t eacher ' s gui dance
children’s |l earni ng aVygbtskydevedoped ptheerpdalled Ac c o r
the “Zone of Proxi mal Devel ofywsepprdcess hat s a
where knowledge is constructed while interactimgeceiving assistance froam adultor
advanced pediThompson, 2016

John Deweyan American philosopher, psychglet, and educational reformer
also often associated with construitim (Fosnot & Perry, 2009.im, 2004) Although
Dewey did not use the concept of constructivism, his progressive argumesnttit@n
social individual and learning from experiereadds to Piageta nd Vygotssky’' s i
concerninghe importance of active laang, construction of knowledge, and social
interaction (Cuffaro, 1995Pewey believed human learning was a communal process
wherdoy the learner gathers and constructs knowledge by being immersed in the real
world (Cuffaro, 199%. He argued that school®hld be a learning community that

emphasizes children’s individual growth, a

featuringgroupaat vi t i es ( Ef |l and, the8ocddryctionddewey “ | o0cC ¢
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knowledge inthe organisnvi r on me nt t guedtsaakodwingisinpta and a
passive registration of the world outside but an active construction of reality

(Vanderstraeten, 2002, p. 242). To be spedifeywey advocatetbr child-centered

schools thaemphasize¢d hi | dr en’ s o wn He aged that edocdtion nt er e s
should focus on individuals and their whole experienaer than memorization of facts

(Cuffaro, 1995.

Constructivism Applied to Classrooms

As mentioned above, constructivism is a theory about learning and not about
teaching. However, general principles from constructivism theory inform how educators
teach.The basic tenet of constructivism is that students bring prior knowledge into a
learnirg situation in which they must critique andeeduate their understanding of the
conceptgFosnot & Perry, 2005).earning isalsoa selfreguatory process of struggling
with the conflict between existing personal models of the world and new insigistsoti-
2005). Although learning is a sekgulatory and individual process, constructivist
classrooms emphasize group work, dialogue, and shared heoasse cooperation will
help studentso understand their own ideas, as well as create new (iéalker & Shore,
2015).

Thus, unlike the traditional classroom, the constructalassroom is rnioa place
where the knowledgeable teacher pours information into passive studehes.
constructivist model, the students are urged to be actively involvbeimown process
of learning by doingln the constructivist classrogtmoth teachesand students think of

knowledge as a dynamic, evelnanging viewof the world we live in and that they have
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theability to successfully stretch and explore that vi€asnot & Perry, 2005)Bawa
and Zubairu (2015) outlined the kagsumptions of the perspective:

1) Whatthe studenturrently believes, whether correct or incorrect, is impostant

2) Despite having the same learning experience, saitvidual will basehis/her

learning on theinderstandingnd meaning personal to them, 3) Understanding or

constructing a meaning is an active and continuous protdssarning may

involve some conceptual changesV#henstudentonstruct a new meaning,

they may not believé but may give it provisional acceptance or even rejection,

and 6) Learning is an active not a passive process and depends on the students

taking responsibility to learrfp. 73).

Also, the main activity in a constructivist classroom is solyrgblens wher e “ st ude
use inquiry methods to ask questioinsgestigate a topic, and use a variety of resources to
find sol ut i oBawa&aZobdiru,22015,Wwa)r s’ (

There are a variety of teaching approaches aligned with constructivism. For
example, poblembased learning is a structured educational approach that presents a
problem for the learners tase toactivate their previous knowledge, and then the learners
collaborate in small and large group discussions and reflect on the new information to
critically analyze the problem (Schmidt, Rotgans, & Yew, 2011). Another example is the

inquiry-based approach, which asks students to pose and answer questions individually

and in groupsNui, 2010; Walker & Shore, 20}5

Art Museum Education

In this section, | will present a brief historical summaryi&development of
constructivist approaches in art museums and detail on constructivist pedagogical

approaches used in current art museums.
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Development of Constructivist Approaches in Musems

Amuseumige f i ned as “ aprofit estitotmm essentially n o n
educational or aesthetic in purpose, with professional staff, which acquires objects, cares
for them, interprets them, and exhibits th
(Professional Practices, Association of Art Museum Directors, N.Y., 1972; as cited in
Lee & Henning, 1975)As stated, mseums (including art museums)the United States
were first formedo provide a cultural base fgociety by usin@rtifactsorganized to
promote learning (Taylor, 1973jowever, education received relatively less attention
compared to other museum functions, and it
gained attention and funding (Buffington, 2007; Ebitz, 2005).

Over he years, art museums have been transformed from palaces for the scholarly
elite toeducationalnstitutions forthe public, and teaching in the musebasalso
developedBuffington, 2007)Since its inception, due to the demands of growing
audiences ansocietal changes, the role of education and teaching in the museum
continued to transform (Buffington, 200Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011) An earlier form
of education in museums encompasses the emergence of museum schools founded in the
early 19" century. Tlese functioned aschoos to train artists and artisans using the
museuncollection (Buffington, 200y However, as art departments began to be
established at colleges and universities, art museums refocused their educational efforts
on the public (Buffingpn, 2007). In the late ¥oand early 2t centuries, museums
became prominent institutions within communities, offering educational lectures and

gallery talks. The goal of education in U.S. museums was to deliver correct information
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about museum objecgsd philosophies, while also providing access to the underserved
(Buffington, 2007).

In the early 1900s, U.S. art museums developed educational programs for children
and school groups focusing on highly structured les@ouslving museum objecjsand
artistic skills Buffington, 2007%. Although there were some discussioased educational
programs inspirebyD e we y ' s (16 irt therl@28s and 1930sformational
lectures focusing on art history were more comifguifington, 2007 ;Burnham &Kai-
Kee,20llMuseums’ educational work grew, and
forms of educational programs, experiencing both successes and failures (Buffington,
2007).

In the 1950smuseum attendance increased rapidly, modeumdried various
formsof discussion irtheir galleries.In efforts to create programs that espoused the goals
of active participation and freedom, museum educators designed mgaewedor
children Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011). Consequently,amy educational activities and

progranse mp hasi zi ng i nfor mal i goyr acnodmepEced e’d o m
the traditional lecture tou®urnham &Kai-Kee, 2011, p. 31)n the 1960s, new
museums were emerging, and the attendanceadsedAs a result, museums had to rely

onvolunteers to lead the visitor education prograBwitham &Kai-Kee, 2011).

|l ncreased support for arts in ssimhools in

t

t

education movement, i ncl udifedegalatthe support

bureaucracyBurnham &Kai-Kee, 2011, p. 36). The movement aimed to provide
children with an experience of art through making and viewattper than through

lessons about variouksciplines (Efland, 1990). Similaryart classes in museums
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became extremely important, @gative activity overtook art history and appreciation

(Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011). The Whitney Museum of American Art began its

Independent Study Program, which offered advanced studio art, art history, and museum
studies to teenagers and college studemts the Metropolitan Museum of Art offered

courses for teenagers and adults focusing on the artistic techniques represented in their
collections Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011; Whitney Museum of American Art, 2008). As
Victor D" Ami co, h e aedr no fArtth'es Mudsuecuant ioofn Miloedp a
to 1970putit, “ When people know how to create. Th
cited in Burnham & KaiKee, 2011 p. 36.

In the 1980sthe goal of museum education was to encourage visitors to actively
enga@ with art objectsand museum education departments put new emphasis on using
the questioningmethod—which still dominates museum teachirgs an interactive
format (Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011)Accordingly, artmaking in the museum was less
relevant in thislecadelnstead, museums focused on encouraging visitors to verbalize
their observations and opinions about artworksyalsas teaching artistory and
aesthetic education. Thedchingof art history and aesthetic educatisralso due tahe
rise ofDisciplineBased Art Education (DBAE)yhich quickly became the most
prominent approach in art classrooms expanding to museums in the 1980s. DBAE is a
conceptual framework ensuring all students are involved in visual art as a part of their
general educatiu It is comprised of art history, art criticism, aesthetics, and art practice
DBAE, however, was a rigid approach for museum educators because learning about the

art history and art criticismomponents of DBAE could distract students from the
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holistic experience of the art objects themselwklso, it focused on the content aft
disciplines, and not on so much on learr{@&srnham &Kai-Kee, 2011).

Since the 1990s and 2000s, museum education focused on-eesitered
learning, and constructivist aggaches became prominent in the field. Museums
highlighted a visitor ' sBumbami&kaeKee, 20L1d. i n i nt
The following section will discuss constructivist approaches in museum teaching, while
describing some of the noted schisland approaches, specifically related to gallery

teaching.

Constructivist Approaches in Museums

Museum educational programs continuotsted new teaching strategies,
strengthening theducationatole of museums over time. As a result of the
experimentationgonstructivist approaches are now accepted as the norm in art museums
(Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011 Hubard, 2015Villeneuve & Love,2007). Some of the
noted scholars in the field of museum educationc¢basider museum education from a
constructivist stanceclude George E. Heidohn H.Falk, Lynn D. Dierking, Rika
Burnham Elliott Kai-Kee, Abigail HousenPhilip Yenawine and Olga Hubard.

George E. Heinprofoundly influenced by John Dewey, was interested in how
people |l earn in museums, and specifically
the context of museums. Hein wrote an influential book caléatning in the Museum
Hein (1998) argued thatmuseum learning takes place when visitors connect what they
see, do, and feel about the context of the museum with what they already know and
understand (Heirl998. That i s, visitors don’t necessar

exhibit or program, but they do make sense and meaning based on the new experiences
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and how these fit into their preconceived notions about the world around them (Hein,
1999).Consequently, éninsisted educators find out about the diverse experiences
individuals bring with them and what they make of the exhibit (i.e. through visitor
studies) and consider how al-dparkinglpreblema spect
admission fees, and visitos physicaflaemter vwi sitors’ I nt
(1991) further emphasized that museum learning is an active process, which benefits
from language involvement, physical and handsexperiences, connection with the
other people (teacher, peer other visitors), plenty of time for reflection, and motivation
(understanding of the ways in which the knowledge can be used).

Similarly, John H. Falk and Lynn D. Dierkingsisted that museums are
“excell ent envir onme ntusethHepaffer nch, anulsensgry u | | e a
e X p er i(mIlé)svisich human beings-as social organisms who learn while talking
to, listening to and watching other peceplbenefit from (Falk & Dierking, 2002)alk
and Dierking (2000) formulated a framework calted Interactive Experience Model
that tried to accommodate the diversity and complexity surrounding learning. They then
refined the model and called it the Contextual Model of Learning. Theydtigaieall
learning is situated within a series ohtexts and their model involvethree
overlapping contexts that interact over time: the personal, the sociocultural, and the
physical. To be specific, the personal context dttitat learning is about affirming the
self; the learning is facilitated by persomakrest, foundation of prior knowledge,
motivations (specifically the intrinsic motivatioahd a combination of emotional,
physical, and mental action. The sociocultural context presents the idea that humans are

all part of a larger group or societd that learning is both an individual and a group
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experience. Finally, the physical contexiggests thdearning appears to be inextricably
bound to the environmemtherei t occur s, and that all “1lear
awar eness &)fThus,|FakandDierkingp(2002bargue that educators and
museum professionals should consider these three contexts in order to offer better and
more personal learning experiences for visitors. BatkDi er ki ng’ s model dr
on the ideas of constriieism because of its emphasis on the inextricable interaction
bet ween the |l earner’ s per sonwileintheociocul tu
museum
As described above, Hein, Falk, and Dierking think about the function of
museums in the broader senfhey argue that a museum is a wailted place for both
personal meaningiaking, and communal learning built on the idea of constructivism.
The following sections will elaboraten some specific teaching approaches used in
museums that are rooted in structivism, including the inquirpased approach, VTS,
types of dialogic teaching, and gallery activities.
Inquiry -based gproach. Inquiry-based learning igroundedm constructivism
andtheworks of Piaget, Dewey, Vygotsky, and Fremenong others (Walker & Shore,

2015).However, the inquiry method itself traces its originsbaak Socr at es’ s t i
(Hubard, 201; Schmidt, 2004). He was arguably the earliest eduthat believed

learning could nobe deliveredbut only occurred whenik pupils were involved. He

used questions as a way to include his students in their own learning process. Indeed, the
inquiry-based curriculum is learneenteredrequirings t u d &ctivé Earticipation in

observation, posing questions, examinationestigation, and proposing answead in

orderto acquire new knowledge (Mui, 2010; Walker & Shore, 2015). Students
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reflectively connect new learning to existing cognitive structures through collaborative

and cooperative learning procesbetweernther earnersyith teachersand disciplinary

masters (Bruner, 1961; Dewey, 1997; Piaget, 1972; Prince & Felder, 2006; Vygotsky,
1978; as cited in Walker & Shore, 2015)hus, the teacher’s role i
facilitating the students’ | earning.

According toSchmidt (2004), in inquiry approach, educators shasldinitiating
guestionsthen response and folleup questionsandinsert informaion at key points.
Schmidt (2004) arguetthat initiating with operended questions instead of didactic
guestions, or gestions with right and wrong answensll encourage students to inquire
on their own and to think more deepés well as involve them in active motien
probing, eliciting, pressing for, searching, seekaryj scrutinizingFollow up questions
would help students clarify, expose points of vieawiewassumptions, push for reasons
and evidence, and probe implications or consequences of their ideas. Lastly, the insertion
of information (stories, anecdotes, documents, charts, plagogrpaintings, etc.) at key
points would assist studeristhe construcion of new knowledge by adding information
to their discoveriethat isbased on their prior knowledggchmidt wrote about education
in general, not museum education, but hersdeaeinfluenced museuraducators.

In the field of museum education, thmejuiry-metiod often takes the form of
asking operended questionsbout artworks, to be discussed through dialogue. This
approacthas been widely adopted since the 19@8ignham & Kai-Kee, 2011; Hubard,
2011;ShulmanrHerz, 2010 Terrassa, Hubard, Holtrop, & Higgiisnder, 2016).

Rebecca ShulmaHerz (2010)mentioned that aimquiry-based museum education

meanghat individuals do not learn by memorizing a static body of knowleddeyyb
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creating new meaning through an intersection of what they already know and believe
with freshideas and knowledg&he inquirymethod allows visitors to voice their views
of the art,andfacilitatesparticipation in the museum interpretive processr{Bam,

2011; Villeneuve, 20D0). Unlike the traditional lecturbased tours, the purpose of
inquiry-approach is to help visitors learn the skillsobserving,comparing, classifying,
hypothesizing, and evidentiedéasoning, all leading to discovery (Buamh & KaiKee,
2011).

Visual Thinking StrategiesA particular inquirybased pedagogical approach,
Visual Thinking Strategies (VTS), a sequenta viewing progranwas developed by
Philip Yenawine and cogmite psychologist Abigail Houseandhas beenvidely
adoptedn museums since the 1990s (Burnham &-Kage, 2011; Yenawine, 1998)he
work is based othe ideaf Baldwin (1975), Arnheim (19691972), Loevinger (1976)
Piaget (1951)and Bruner (1973). Vygasotplyega’ s t heor i
signi ficant role in their thinteatalthinkinie be sp
inextricably intertwined with laguage and thdearners should verbalize their thoughts
He also stressed the benefits of working with peers, which was centiaéloping
VTS. VTS encourages facilitatexpen-endeddiscussion thasupportsndividual
expression, productive group interactions, and the developmére apreciatiorof
diversity(Yenawine, 1998)ln addition Housen and Yenawine insisted thatvorks are
multi-layered and complex, and the measiafartworks are often imprecise,
ambiguous, open to interpretation, and mysterious.

Specifically VTS asks teachers to encourage students to first look carefully at an

image or an artwork without talkg, and therto askthree operended questions in
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sequence to engageote studentsThe questionsareWh at ' s goi ng dBn i n t
“ Wat makes you say that&nd “ Wiat else can we findeachers are facilitators of
the studentspepntecesand neéevegr newer indicate
Yenawine (2013) further described that teachers pointed to what students observed,
paraphrased what the students said, aneédimhat studentsaid to validate their
different interpretations ancdpmions. Students are active inquirers tloatki carefully,
develop opinions, express them, consider multiple viewpoints, speculate togegher,
and buil d on baakwpinteprethtions with evideheaadspossibly
revise conclusion®iscussions generally last 12 to 20 minytes artwork (Yenawine,
1998) However,Burnham and KaKee (2011) argued that sine@'S emphasizes
student s’ i nterpretat i o+ndedsejueatd guesian® r s o n |
without correction ofnformation or without offering any context, studemght end up
with incorrect information regarding tlatworks (Burnham & KaKee, 2011). In fact,
while discussing the role of information with Danielle Rice @anversation on Object
Centered Learning i\rt Museums (2002while Rice advocates the role of information,
which might validate viewers’ responses an
Yenawine shows his opponent view on giving information because it might teach
“passive r eviewepstanddisehgage thent fiora lookingd92). While VTS
is very influential in the field of museum educatiohalve alsovitnessedt being
criticized because of the lack of contextual information and the potential prescriptiveness
of the questionsding asked.

Dialogical teachingwithout questions.Instead, in their book,eaching in theArt

MuseumRika Burnham, Head ofdtication at the Frick Collection and Ellidtai-Kee,
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Education Specialist at the J. Paul Getty Museum, insisted that dial@gichlng
without questions could guide visitors’ de
artworks (2011). Their dialogubasedapproach iduilt froml saacs’ di @od ogi cal
interpreting artwdks that encourages discovery | saac’ s ddsadoursided c a | mo
model (mover, follower, bystander, and oppdsé@urnham & KaiKeearguedhatthe
teacher deliberately guides and shapes the
pre-determined goal#A teacher angarticipantamight all adoptany of the four roles at
any timeof the dialogueThey emphasized that the dialogue they support is a
contribution of the knowledge, observation, and insight of all the participants, and the
whol e process 1| s “entermise bgseddrast andrespettr eci pr oc a
(Burnham & KaiKee, 2011, p95). They alscadded that in a successful dialogue, the
guestions arise primarily from the studerasd both teachers and students gather
information from various sourcasto the dialogue.

Open interpretive dalogue.Although she did not propose another approach,
Hubard (2010) investigated the different waysseum educatofacilitated dialogues
about works of art. Even though they are often inseparable in pradtibard
distinguished between pdetermned dialogue, thematic interpretive dialogue, and open
interpretive dialogue. In a predetermined dialogue, the educatoaaskss e quence of

carefully crafted questions toppuide stud

identified knowledgeindideas of the educatorThis type of dialogue requireésasoning

" Mover pushes the dialogfierward by sharing observation and idea; Follower agrees with the flow of the

dialogue and may offer supporting evidence with both verbal owvadral cues; Bystander observes,

suspends the desire for certai nonyqgfvie@prpedeacher acti vel
jumps all roles to correct an error of fact or a line of inquiry that leads away, rather than toward the

artwork.
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fromthevi ewer s, but the students’ right or rel
dialogue, and the teacher oftemstor edi r ect conver sations that
(Hubard, 2010, p. 42).
Both (thematic and open) interpretive dialogues aligned with constructivism aim
for the viewers t@reatetheir own meaning about the artworks, dinel intention ishot to
direct them towards prielentified ideas. In the thematic interpretive dialogue, the
edwcator establishes a clear limit by affegy students a specific lens fimterpreting an
artpiece Al't hough the dialogue may | ead to stu
educators might ask questowith expected answers in mitidubard, 2010). Hence,
Hubard (2010) emphasized that the themes educators select should be visually evident,
broad, central to the artwork, and relevant to the viewer. On the other hand, the aim of
open interpretive dialogue rests on the notion that akisvare more than the
embodiment of a single theme, and it provides multiple avenues for inquiry that will

emerge organically from the viewers respo
Although all different modes of dialogue can be intertwined in a single

conversation, Hubard (2018¢Ild the stance that themes may limit the possible

interpretations thatraworks invite, and supportezpen interpretive dialogue. In her view,

an open interpretive dialogue is flexible and welcomes uncertainty and contradiction as

part of the meaning, wiei alsoallowing the teacher to share the process of discovery and

construct new meaning with the students.
Gallery activities. Along with group dialogues, a prevalent practice is

activities—different ways of engaging with artworks in the museum gafiefiecording

to aSurvey of Singh¥isit K-12 Art Museum fgrams(a total of 270 art museums were
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i nvolved) conducted by Randi Korn & Associ

popular activities include writing (67 percent), making art/sketcimrgalleries (60

percent), telling stories (59 percent), handling materials (59 percent), aipdayileg or

enacting the art (57 percgnt 12).plro elaborate;lubard (2007) argued that artwoyks

unlike written contextgpresent the physical entityapdr ovoke vi ewer s’ bod

emotional respases as well as interpretatiodon-discursive activities can facilitate

embodied responses aawork of art that can help viewers experience the structure of a

work, highlight the feel of its materials, andifat i t at e connections to

and furtherhelp viewersto empathize with its emotional tone or its cultural significance.
Accordingly,Hubards uggest ed “teachers who want st

conventions t hat ssaderinootporatingtinstances ofsohoul d c o

discursive approaches to facilitate embodied responses to artworks that will not only aid

in the construction of knowledge but also make the knowledge meaningén)(p.

Examples of nomiscursive approaches includssponding with poetry, becoming the

work, creating a soundtrack, drawing details, and transforming paper. To further

illustrate, an educator might invite students to come up with a word in immediate

response to an abstract painting and then ask them toire@their words to form a

poeticreaction While investigating a series of architecturaddels, an educator might

suggest student s byemuldtinge¢he different buitdihgs usimgthek s

bodies (“reaching, bahgeccag] ybad)rwhgnndgd” an

looking at an artwork with a scene that ar@s®inds, an educator might encourage

students to imagine the sounds they might hear from the scene and collectively create an

acoustic response with provided objects (scsspencils, a clipboard, and papelso,
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to encourage students to slow down and focus on the details and nuances of the selected
work, ateachemight suggesthatstudents drawhe details of an artworl_astly, an

educator might invite students torisform apiece ofpaper (tear, bend, fold, crunch, and

join) in response to a work likemandala, which is not only intricately designed with

salient shapes and compositipbst also imbued with meanings of Buddhist spirituality
(centerednessimplificat i on and experiencing tGangtr ansc:
(2012) also supports drawing in front of the artworks becharsdson experiences

allow, childrento not only develop language, visual perception, critical thinking,

problemsolving, and eydiand coordinatiopbut also cultural sensitivity skills.

Theabove teaching approaches based on constructivist philosophy all focus on
gallery teaching in nrseums. ey only look at the ways that educators may engage
students to learn through observatioresbal interactionand brief handsn activities in
themuseungallery spacenstead ofhe studio spacd& he following section will discuss
the development of constructivist approaches in art classrooms and specific approaches

aligned with constructivis.

Art Education

In this section, | will present a brief historical summaryr&development of
constructivist approaches in art classrooms as well as describe noted scholars and

approaches that relate to constructivism.

Development of ConstructivistApproachesin Arts Classrooms

Art education hasvolvedover time—influenced by societal changes, cultural

policies, and key figurethatattempted to changee opl e’ s | i ves t hrough



36

earlier decades ahe 19%th century art education focuseon training artists, refining
manners, and morals, and teachskdls necessary for technological development
(Stanki ewi cz, 2001). Similarly, children’s
immature version of adult art (Chapman, 1978). Howdwethe early 1920sscholars
and educators started to recognize art as
(Chapman, 1978).

Following the First World War (1924918), newer forms of expression were
beingexplored in the arts, and many scholartsts, and teachers thought that art could
no longer be defined exclusivedg a form requiringkillful representation (Chapman,
1978).Along with trends in educational theory, concepts of art asesglfession
emerged (Chapman, 1978; Efland, 1990) himéarly 20th century, Dewey articulated a
view of education that was as revolutionary for its time as the innovations that were
redefining the nature of art (Chapman, 1978). Dewey argued that children should be
treated as active learners whose creatiezges center on themselves and their world.
Dewey and his foll ower s rmafedacts, dril, aidhe “r ot e
recitation of text materials, and the i mpo
1978, p. 11; Day & Hurwitz, 2012). Aocding to Dewey, active inquiry, sharing of
effort, and experience in decisiomaking were natural and effective means to nurture
learning (Chapman, 1978 d ucat or s who supported the prir
educational philosophy formed the Progres&ideication Association in 1920, and
Dewey’' s ideas were tested anedchibgrofarns| at ed i
(Chapman, 1978; Efland, 1990). The concept of art as creativexgession was

radical at the time, but educators (Marion Richard§torence Cane, Natalie Cokend
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Victor D"Amico) that shared Dewey’-s ideas
expression in art has its own kind of integrity (Chapman, 1978; Efland, 1990).

During Hitler’”s rise to pesfoeGermamy t he ea
fled to America (Chapman, 1978; Efland, 1990). A number of teachers from Bauhaus, a
German school of design that sought to merge the skill of the individual artisan with the
requirements of mass production, settled in American univeraiigsnfluenced
American teachers (Chapman, 1978; Efland, 1990). The educational philosophy of
Bauhaus also emphasized the exploration of different qualities of matasal®ll as
experimentationvith different forms that might be suited to mass produc(Chapman,
1978). The Bauhaus’® focus on experimentat.
creative activity Thus, experimentation becamectrine in art education by the mid
1940s (Efland, 1990). In the 1950s, however, even though children werednspire
opportunities to explore art materials, some art educators lost the meaning of
experimentation and often acceptedy the superficial manipulation of materials
(Chapman, 1978). In the postwar years, the humanizing potentials of art were recognized,
and the dominant theme in art education became human development through creative
seltexpression (Chapman, 1978).

After World War 11, arteducation in American schools began to transform by
alternatingpetweert wo di f f er ent mode sywovenconstraatiisi ng: “
practices and tightly disciplinbased and teachdetermined instructional methqds
including the DBAE in the 1980s, which focused on the content of disciplines instead of

on learners, as mentioned aboBerhham &Kai-Kee, 2011;Thompson, 2015, 1.18).
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Nevertheless, constructivism was frequently practiced, especially in the field of art
education (Thompson, 2015).

Facilitation of dialogue.Lowenfeld was a huge influencetime transformation
of the art education practice towardnadernist and expressionist mode (Thompson,
2015).Lowenfeld published Creative and Mental Growth (12975, which became a
major influence in the fieldt emphasized than order to stimulate their artistic
developmet, children should be introduced appropriate media and themes ([Zay
Hurwitz, 2012; Efland, 1990) 0 a degree, he was against forms of copying, imitation,
working from models, or inf |lLawenfeldadvocdtado m ad
for freedom othei nd i v i d u aalive expréssiosh,’which cauld lead to emotional,
social, and psychologicalwdlei ng (Leshnoff, 2013). Al so,
more aligned wi t hcondeynmgtiessikgyadutt intervemgtionrmehe t
process of c¢hil done@l5)Spetifieadlyr he enmpbasided theaalepfs

motivational dialogue whi ch, t hrough teachers craft ec
passive knowledge and guides them toward the next developmenta|Btiapa, 2001;
Thompson, 2015).owenfeld belieed the purpose of art educativas to enable
creative problensolving skills and develop creativity that would transfer to other spheres
of human activities (Efland, 1990).
Many scholars followeth the footsteps of Lowenfeldne of the art
educators/athorsthat he influenced wasois Lord (1958/1996). Lord argued that art
teachers should try to avoid giving exact directions to childreninstead encourage

every child to explore the art materials by touch and sight so thatoldgmake the

mostthoughtfulselections. In her bogKollage and Construction in School: Preschool/
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Junior High(1958/1996), she laid out a sequenteollage construction, and wire
sculpturemakingdirectionsthat art teachensight apply in their classroom3.0 be
specific, she insisted art teachers initiate class discussion by asking questions, and by
organizing materials in a neat and accessible way so thatvéreyeadily available for
students to use. Instead of giving specific direction during theaalking, teachers should
also guide students using discussion and comments on their choices and arrangements.
She emphasized thaith any materialart teachers shoulgive guidance to children only
after children staedworking on their art, and only fielping them wasiecessaryor
encouraging them to use theterials in a vital and individual way.

Moreover, Lord alongwith her colleaguesSmith, Fucigna, and Kennedy
(1983/1993)emphasized that art education must be focused orathableexperience
of children and help childretevelop their abilities to create and respond to meaning in
visual imagery by using visual materials. Smith, Fucigna, Kennedy, and Lord pulaished
book titled,Experience andrt: Teaching Children to &nt (1983/1993). They
emphasized the thinking and cognitive proc
examined their paintingfirough the lens gihases that arose and built upon the previous
phaseThey dso insisted that dialogue stimulate hi | dr en’ s t hinking an
teachers to ask questions. To be specific, they insisted that the initiating question should
be related to a theme and help the children recall their experiences and associate them
with ideas. Then, the teacher should guide the children with questioheipnithem
think about translating their chosen subjects into art. Also, they recorenhiad art

classrooms be clean and organized with accessible materials, and children should have
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ample time to explore, gain confidence witie materials, and develdpeir ideas (Smith,
Fucigna, Kennedy, & Lord, 1983/1993).

Judith Burton agreedith the importance of knowledgeable and sensible teacher
guidancen personal development, specifically through dialo(iigrton, 2001). Burton
argued that children consistgntiraw upon the sefind theworld, and the relation
betweerthe two. She suggested thedrningaboutthe arts would offer childretine
chanceo construct the narratives they nedtb make a complex world meaningful to
them (Burton, 2000 Thus, she isisted that free and continuous interchange of ideas
between teachers and studeand among studentaould helppupilsexplore and act on
the materialswhile alsomanipulaing materials to shape ideasdacreate meaning
(Burton,2000 001) . Al so, since young children’s
are flexible in nature, dialogues would offer students the opportunity to scrutinize,
inquire, and investigate (Burton, 2001). Moreover, she argued that teaching art through
dialoge woul d not only nurt ur ebutalsodemmWwen | | enge
chil dren’ s s e[ng] thenvirfsights gne hawknowlédgeiemerges and is
constructed and expressed in ad@. t hrough v

Furthermore, lthough he did not talk about motivating dialogue, Barrett (1997)
asserted that reflective classroom discussion aftenaking wouldprovide
opportunities for students to reflect, implement, and revise or improve their works, as
well as seriously consid¢heir own artworks and the artworks of their peers. Barrett
(1997) emphasized that the discussion abou

judgmental, positive, interpretive, and respectful.
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Studio gpace andexploration of materials. A student of Lois LordNancy Beal,
alongwith Gloria B. Miller (2001) built onto the conversation, and addbdt the
teacher should help students explore and master the use of materials to express their own
life experiences in visual formb) terms of practice, Beal (201%)iggested teachers
crede a safe and comfortable spafaeilitate operendedmaterialexploration, respond
to students’ art making eecfioresponseg andask t h non
themquestions about the subjecttbeir experience with it t@leepen the discussion. To
be specific, she emphasized that the art classroom should be a comfortable space for
students to navigate and access materials easily, and students should feel ownership of
the space. Each material should be kept separate, dentgunderstand them clearly.
Work with a single material maglsoextend as long as possible (weeks, months, or a
year) because it will allow students to truly explore each material and produce a rich and
personal artwork based on their exploration asguaed skills. During the arnaking,
the teacher should closely observe childre
subject and their experience with it. She emphasized that the adult should intervene as
l ittl e as possi bl eshouldanlg help stieents cevdwitheiswork o mme n
and make adjustments if necessary, i nstead
works. Also, she suggested asking motivating questions that are designed to focus on the
chil dren’ s p e inglvimgahem ia thepceeationeohneanmg. The
motivating question can provide students with strong emotional connections to their work
and reach into their expressive centers. Q
i n water?” “ Whato dvdheywowyolui ke twearing sneak

|l i ke to do whe®) it’'s cold out?” (p.
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Hafeli (2014) also emphasized the ofsmed exploration of materials that can
become expressive media. Students can use these to create different effectgéisat sug
di fferent kinds of meanings. She argued th
and idea,” that the “expressive ideas and
investigations of materials and in their processes (p. 4). Specificalgugigested that
art teachers experiment on their own to see what the art materials can and cannot do, and
to explore how the materials can be used to provide-epdad art experiences for
students. This is preferable to designing teachern t e r e-ype,“fornalaic p e
projects”™ (p. 19). Then the teachers shoul
ways that diverge from the teacher’s prede
appearance) through brainstorming and exploration at the liegiahthe lessons. Hafel
(2014) also insisted the brainstorming and exploration of materials should not be
daunting but encourage students’ curiosity
of which can allow them to communicate ideas. To dslse suggested the group of
materials should be presented separately and introduced with historical and technical
information, as well as suggestions for experimentation. However, materials should not
be presented all together. Instead, starting with@esior a limited material option would
provide students with the opportunity to experimerndépth, and to develop flexible and
divergent thinking. In sum, Hafeli (2014) argued that thorough and autonomous material
i nquiry woul d st ngmandasstunptiosstanddughertcredateat hi n ki
meaningful connection with prior learning and personal experiences. Similarly, Day and
Hurwitz (2012) pointed out that the art classroom should have plenty of space for

students to make art, and materials shouldcoessible to students. Also, they
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emphasized that in order for the room to be appealing to children, it should feature visual
aids, creating an environment where students can explore and experiment with art
materials

Student s6 o woices.Douglasg Jaguitikd (2009emphasized a
studemtdirected art curriculum that puts children at the center of deemaking. They
have worked to establish and maintain a chbased art teacher network since the late
1990s (Beghetto & Plucker, 2006; Brooks & Bks, 1993; Duckworth1996 as d@ed in
Douglas & Jaquith, 20Q09Within the network, they have supported Teaching for Artistic
Behavior (TAB), which is interchangeable with the chedieesed art education that
describes an art program where children nthkenost of the decisions regarding their
work. TAB educators teach from a threentence curriculum: 1) What do artidts? 2)
Thechild is the artist, and 3) -Sehtenceart room
curriculum considers the individual needsriosities, personalities, and interests that
emerge from students. The teacher becomes the facilitatodevhonstrates, models,
and provides a safnvironment for experimentatioplay, and making mistakesstead
of an instructor transmitting hudmdies of knowledgéDouglas &Jaquith, 2009)To be
specific, Douglas & Jaquith (2009) suggested that art teachers begin their classes with
brief wholegroup instruction, called the fiveainute demo. In the fiveninute demo, art
teachers might demonstestechniques and introduce informatifmlowed by an
exploration of materialld e pendi ng on st ud & fhersthrougheoeed s and
to-one interactions, art teachers might encourage students to choose a particular
exploration. The carefully nmaged stejby-step traditional school art experiences leave

little in astudent sontrol, but TAB will motivatehemto bring their own ideas and
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engage in their worksiwt hout t he teacher’ s astupstance.
materials, and put theaway when they are finished (Douglas & Jaquith, 2009). In the
end, theDouglas and Jaquitf2009)a s sert ed t hat the ability t
a contributing factor for creativity, and the capacity to make choices and work
independently can bearned with praate and support from the teacher
In sum,the aforene nt i oned art professionals all ¢
artmaking and theiartisticprocesses (Chapman, 19T8juglas &Jaquith 2009
Walker, 2003; Wiggins, 2015 he theorits and practitioners suggestiedilitated
dialogue Barrett, 1997Burton, 2001; Lord, 1958/1996pwenfeld, 1947 Smith,
Fucigna, Kennedy, & Lord, 1983/1993nd material inquirgAndrews, 2010;Beal
2011 to help young children engage with araterials and toassist them inlevelopng
ideas and artworks based on their experiensiésf the conceptsupport the idea that
children should have ample time and space for exploration. However, these arguments
are all based in school settingsd donot center on museums, which are the focus of my
study The following section will shed light on the literature revitat is focusednthe

art studio experiencesithin museum education that adevant to my study.

Studio Learning in Art Museums

Compared to the work done on education in the gallery setting, there is scant
scholarship on teaching approaches in museum studios, however, as mentioned in the
Development of Constructivist Approaches in Museums section, art museums have
developed and proded studio programs for the general public (Ecker & Mostow, 2015;
Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011)To briefly recap, there was increased support for arts in

schools with thartsin-education movement e late 1960s. Similarly, the aim to
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provide arexperiencef art for children through making and viewiralowedart classes

iIn museumso becane significantand creative activity became more important than art

history Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011). For example, the Whitney Museum of American

Art began theitndependent Study Program, which offered advanced studio art, art

history, and museum studies to teenagers and college students, and the Metropolitan

Museum of Art offered courses for teenagers and adults focusing on the artistic

techniques representedthreir collections Burnham &Kai-Kee, 2011; Whitney

Museum of American Art, 2008%imilarly, at theMuseum of Modern Art (MoMA),

Victor D"Amico developed innovative and ex

while serving as a founding directorttbbEM o MA ’ epartBent of education from 1937

to 1969 (Woon, 2010) . Donkducatdooal ppogramesl o ped ma

inspired by John DeweyheChi | dren’” s Art Carnival was on

influential educational programs, which featuredtssficated educational toys and a

studio where children could create artworks without adult interference (Woon, 2010).
However, the studio programs became less popular with the popularity of

dialoguebased gallery tours, and as pointed earlier, the sprdgrams became quite

popular again these days, often paired with a gallery inquiry segsianresponsto the

increase in studio prograrrdollie Ecker and Sarah Mostow (2015), experahc

museum and art educatoasgued there is a need for more mtiten and scholarship on

teaching approaches in musewtsdios Theyidentified concrete strategies for studio

teaching in museuntiat alignwitht he i nquiry met hod widely us

teaching Drawing upon sholars and educators such ast@ikk.owenfeld, Nancy R.

Smith, Lois Lord, Judith Burton, and Nancy Beal, they insisted studio educators ask a
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“motivating questiohto introduce an activity, design opended activities that connect
to a museum’s object an didemdividiatizedmstrucgon e x per i
accompanied witfeedback and information.

To be specific, the motivating question resembles the-epded question that
i nitiates a gallery conversation. The mot.
immediateandpsronal responses and relate to the s
lives, as well as the artworks they saw in the gallery. For example, after viewing a
portrait painting, the educator might ask,
mightyous how t hat person in a painting?” inste
2). In artmaking operended activities, the educator should avoid-ftggtep projects,
but offer materials that are suited to exploring the questions they ask. For instgneen
and ink lend itself to showing texture through marks and lines; emsilgged charcoal
i's wonder ful for dr &wlsao,the dducatanshould gireulateat i on”
while students are responding to the motivating question and maiematkerto

describe students processes and show rele
frames of reference. To their view, this individualized instruction and descriptive
feedback and information echo the insertion of pertinent information duringlieeyg
dialogue.

As Hubard (2011) pointed out in her writing on thematic programming in art
museums, the wetlrafted motivating question might serve as a conceptual focus for the
students and tightly | ink studpemsobnal’ art vi

experiencesHowevetb eyond Ecker and hesonstbeemucts wor k, t

publisheddiscussinghow museums miglapply constructivist approachtstheir studio
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teaching or whateffectsthe relationshipbetween inquiries studentsakein the

galleries andhe ones they maka thestudio havewithin the same program.

Integrating/Combining Art Viewing and Studio in Education

There are scholars and art education professionals beyond the museum setting
who have attempted to integraté eiewing and admaking into classrooms or
incorporate museum visits to the classroom into art curricula. My interest in the
connection between art viewing and-araking in the tour and workshop programs
makes their thinking relevant to this discussion.

In their bookArt-Centered Learning Across thei@iculum, Marshall and
Donahue (2014) provide teachers with a framework for implementing the ifopsed
approach and integrating contemporary art across the curriculum. They conceptualized
inquiry to the process of the learner raising questions, exploring many avenues, and
experimenting with diverse ideas in the search for meaning and understanding systems;
the investigation ofiow things are connected. Since contemporary art problematizes
conventional hiinking, raises fundamental questions about meaning, and prompts
dialogue and connection to diverse worlds outside the classroom, they argued that the
integration of contemporary art could support student learning. Accordingly,
viewing/interpreting and ceging/making the art would serve as a platform for students to
explore questions across discipline that lead to understanding.

Further they suggested two ways to develop curriculum, either through academic
content otthroughart. Given my research topic, | will describe thethodconnected to
art. If the teacher was to develop the curriculum through art, the teacher should 1)

identify artwork that addresses pertinent knowledge (topic, concepts, problem), 2)
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analyze the artw@rfor concepts, 3) identify creative strategies the artist uses, 4) relate
concepts and strategies in other artwork, 5) identify disciplinary methods practitioners
use (mathematicians, natural scientists, social scientists, historians, geographers, and
writers) for art inquiry, 6) develop guidelines for inquiry that combines methods and

strategies (Marshall & Donahue, 201%he corresponding example might be as follows:

faneducat or wanted his/ her students to 1)
depict African American women in the manner of European art history classics such as
Vermeer’'s Girl with a Pear/| Earring, 2) st
African American female identity and canonical notions of beauty throughout Western

history, 3) identify howErizku juxtaposed contemporary faces with familiar Western art
historical i magery, 4) |l ook at other artis
beauty, femimity, masculinity, ethnicity, and power in American sociaby in global

culture, 5) study how Black writers, musicians, and social critics portray African

Americans, and 6) students might make images of prominent people such as

contemporary celebrities in the mode of traditional folk art. This way, students might

|l ook at a probl em, i ssue, or concept diffe
thinking, and how the dipm9. pHowevereMarsiiallt t oge

and Donahue’s argument relies upon integra
classroom settings.

In another examples an attempt to integrate cultural learning across the
curriculum, as well as to provide varied opportunities for engagement in the arts, School

Cultural Visits Coordinator Lisa Hochtritt, public school art teadfierberly Lane, and

Museum Exhibition Associate Shannon Bell Price developewvaek partnership
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project between the Heritage School and the Metropolitan Museum of Art (Hochtritt,

Lane, & Price, 2004)To be specific, the three professionals agreed higa¢xhibition

Extreme Beautyfocusing on the change of fashion and ideals of beauty across cultures

and time, would be a nice compliment to the school curricula Ms. Lane was planning for

her high school students: a collage experience which incorporateihig about making

representations of the body. Their collaborative project involved an initial exploratory

segmentprevi sit questionnaire and discussion, a

museum visit (sefguided with handouts), pestsit discusion and reflection, and the

postvisit art project (collage). Ae previsit classroom learning invited students to

familiarize themselves with collage materials and techniques while reflecting on the roles

that clothing choices and fashion play in thaie$. The museum visit engaged students

to explore the exhibition. Even though there was no verbal group discussion in the

museum, students were provided with a handouti¢adiiredopenrended questions and

gallery activities to encourage their carefusetvations and engagements. The {visst

project asked students to construct large cardboard collage figures and design clothes for

them. As a result of this partnership, Hochitritt, LaanedPrice (2004) argued that the

school and museum partnershiprg@iments each other. The visit to the museum

specifically providd® a sensory, visceral experience it

inquiry-based learning and discovgry a s w e ledlart alassroem cuiriaulh (p. 40).
Similarly, Trimis and Savvg2004) insisted the art museuo®uld be important

educational resources in providing childseith meaningful ways to interact with

artworks The authorémplemented the wilepth studio approach as part of their larger

study of museum education in Cypruis order to introduce ways of implementing
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museum education with art activities in classrooms, Trimis and Savva designed a three
phase program that involved an art activity in the classroom, a museum visit,-and art
making in the classroom afterwaithe study involved four presewice teachers and 16
students (fveandsixear s ol d), and the teachers were
record their responsethe preservice teachers reported that during the initial activity
the students explored the ygin which the materials transformed, and only saw 3
dimensional constructions and paintings they found most interesting during the museum
visit. They then noted that most students used techniques similar to those observed in the
museum. For example, mastthe students joined sculptural parts and made the
constructions move, and a few students adopted the subject matter in their paintings.
Through this study, Trimis and Savva (2004) concluded that the visit to the art museum
served asastimulusandextd ed st udents’ firsthand knowl e
ideas.

Eckhoff (2017) also supported the idea of incorporating art viewing (either a visit
to the museum or expl or at i o-makiogi andhartmus eum’ s
appreciation in early artslacation. She insisted that observing artworks carefully and
di scussing them would offer children oppor

meaning from visual i mages (p. 18). Ma ki n
students and promte a new understanding of oneself as an aksivever, Eckhoff

(2017) made it explicit that in order to offer children opportunities to express their

thoughts, feelings, and perceptions and develop creativity, imagination, and flexible

thinking, the admaking should not be teachdirected (with specific instructions) or

productoriented. Then she argued that the appreciation of art would grow through ample
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opportunities to explore works of art, various art media and materials through viewing
andmaking Lastly, Arkenberg (2006) suggested ¢
museum visits. This includes research and discussion of the museum exhibition

beforehand, engaging students with questions about what they see, providing information
based on dsovery and questioning during the museum visit, and usingvisist

sessions to discuss, write, or make an artwork based on their experiences.

As discussed above, educators have tried to combine art viewing and studio
experiences in the classrooms, wiegtthis involves the integration of other curriculums,
school partnership/ museum visits, or online resources. However, as mentioned in the
previous section, in spite of the prevalence of TandWorkshop programs in art
museums, there is scant reseal@i focuses on integrating art viewing awtmaking

in the context of museum settings.

Summary

In this chapter, | have explored literature that examines several areas. First, |
discussed the brief overview of the constructivism theory and its development by
detailingwhich scholars aligned with constructivism, as well as how the constructivism
theol might be applied to classrooms. Second, | discussed art museum education,
focusing on the development of constructivist approaches in museums and specific
pedagogicaapproaches aligned with constructivism including, incibaged approach,
VTS, variousdialogic teaching approaches, and gallery activifiédrd, | discussed art
education, focusing on the development of constructivist approaches in art classrooms

and specific approaches aligned with constructivism, including facilitation of dialogue,
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stud o space, exploration of mat eNextall s, and
examinedstudio learning in the museum. Lastly, | discussed several attémptegrae
art viewing and armaking irto art and museum education.

In the next chapter, | willlescribe the methodology usedconduct the research.
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I - METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This chapter will discuss the details of my research processes, specifieally
methodology and the methods used in data collection and analysis. | conducted a
gualitative multicase study to shed light on the research questions that guided my study:

1 How do three art museums conceptualize and implement constructivist
approaches itheir gallery tours and related studio workshops? Furthieat w
is the relationship between these two learning experiences?

Specifically:

o How do administrators in three museum education departments support tour
and workshop school programs in ways ttlatm to (1) adopt a constructivist
approach and (2) promote (or do not promote) connections across the gallery
and studio?

o How do educators in the three museums
experiences in ways that support (or do not support) a congistict
approach?

Al n what ways do student s’ responses
gallery reflect (or not reflect) the sort of learning processes that
constructivist approaches aim for?

o How do educators in the thr eerientass e ums

in ways that support (or do not support) a constructivist approach?
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A How do students’ responses/ actions/
not reflect) the sort of learning processes that constructivism aims for?
0 How do education programs in thegbrmuseums promote (or do not
promote) connections acroge gallery and studio?
A How do student s’ responses/ actions/
studio demonstrate (or do not demonstrate) connections between

gallery and studio learning?

Type of Study

| conductedjualitative research asiglitative research focuses on understanding
the experience and interpreting phenomeyaductively analyzing socialccurrence
rather than testing and measuring theories (Merriam, 1998). Specifically, tjalita
research is utilized to understand things in their natural settifigs starting from

peopl e’ s ,asxvellasmctviias i their temporal or local contexts (Flick, 2009;
Merriam, 2009). Thus, qualitative researchers oftehagadata fronobservations of
case(s) and interviews with participants to understand the uniquefreesertain
situation or how people make sense of their world and experiences (Merriam, 2009).
Thus, the product of a qualitative inquiry is richly descriptive (Memnrid009).

Sincethe goal of qualitative researchtisunderstand human situatigiise
human researcher is the ideal instrument for collecting and analyzing data because the
researcher is immediately responsive and adaptive (Merriam, 2009). Furthermore,

gualitative researchers <can expand his or

nonverbal communication, process information (data) immediately, clarify and
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summarize material, check with respondents for the accuracy of interpretation, and
exploreunusuad r unanticipated r,@pdH.onses” (Merriar

As Maxwell (2012) puts it, qualitative research is concerned with understanding a
resear cher’ s v alAccadnglaMadwele(20h2¢ alsb entphasizessthat
gualitative researchers shoulddbbevar e of t hreats to validity,
and selection of data that fit or stand ou
preconceptions (Maxwell, 2012)ith this in mind | am aware of my positionality and
backgroundl workedas a mseum educator and art teacher for abouteHdsyin both
Korea and the U.S. This experience hagely informed and influencedymesearch
from data collection to interpretation. This includes the selection of the sites, formation of
guestions, and conduand interpretation of observations, interviews, and documents.
Al so, I am aware that it is impossible to
the perceptual lens formed through years of teaching. Howaydrackgroungdlearning
experiencesand awareness of the field and its culture brought deptiparspectivdo
the study

My research investigatadur and workshop programs in three museums that
offered childreh educational programs using constructivist approadresducted a
case tudy approach, and a case study is utilized to understand the dynamics present
within single settings, programs, social greugpmmunities, individuals or other
‘“bounded systems’ (Eisenhardt, 1989). Thus
the hoistic and meaningful characteristicsofréal f e event s4).Tddéson, 200
researchers investigate the phenomenon in depth by analyzing evidence, including

documents, artifacts, interviews, and observations (Yin, 26@9)my research that
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exporesthree different art museum prograrasmulticase study was suitablach case
was investigated over tin{ehree months w averagejhrough detailed and idepth data
colledion involving multiple source®A qualitative multicase study was necesgéo

look at a range of similar and contrasting cases (Merriam, 2009).

Design of the Study

Sites

The study examinegdallery tour and studio workshop prograimshree art
museums in the United Statist claim to use constructivist approaches in ivog¢h
gallery and studio portions of the progrdmorder to study diverse programs that were
designed and facilitated differentlyywanted to examine musms that were varying in
sizeand have distinctive types of art collectioBsen though | wanted vation, |1 chose
only three sites, as | wanted to collect and examine the data in Aépbihthe museums
werein the U.S., and am givingall participating museums and participants involved in
the studypseudonyms for the purpose of confidentiality.

TheRed Museum is aomparatively large museum (larger than 50,000 square
foot). It was included in the top 100 art museatendance in 201®8orldwide, draving
approximately 1,200,000 visitorB¢s & Sharpe2014). The Red Museum showsange
of artworksincluding Impressionist, poshodernist, modern, and contemporary. The
Blue Museum is a relatively small museum (about 27,000 square foot) that mainly shows
modern abstract sculptures, architectural models, stage designs, drawings, and furniture
made by aingleartist. The Yellow Museum is also a relatively sasaled museum

(about 10,000 square foot) that shows contemporary art and identifies itself as a
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c hi | dr e n.l ddnothavesaacess to the information on the number of visitors to
other twomuseumsl studied at least three iterations of the same tour and workshop
program within the three sites

Program design wasmilar among the museums. Over time, RezlMuseum
and theBlue Museum coincidentallghared a few admistrators anskducatorsyhich
resulted in similarities among them. They both offered thematic tours and workshops.
Themes included Exploring Issuebrbugh Materials, Places and Spaces, Sense of Self
and Art, Materials and Process, and What is SculptureY€&hew Museum did nboffer
thematic tours and workshops, but the special exhibitions served as an overarching focus.
Within each site, | studied at least three iterations of the same tour and workshop

program. The details of each site andgseans will be discussed in thendings Qapter.

Participants

The study involved a total ddur administrative staff members5 &ducators, and
approximately 202 students (9 groups of studembts)were participating in the
programs that | observed. Depending on how the museum designed their programs and
how many students booked each program, the number of particgiaaash site varied
However, | interviewed at least one administrative staff berat each museum who
oversees the tour and workshop school programs. | also conducted interviews with all of
the educators that | observed, and had casual conversations with a few sthdents
participated in the program. The following table shows ppetitts involved in each

museum and session. All the names included in the chart are pseudonyms.
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Table 1: The Participants Involved

Museum | Participants
The Red 1. Administrative staff Laurie
Museum 2. Administrative staff Dana

Session 1 GalleryEducator, Andy

Studio Educator, Judy

60 students8" grade/ General Ed/ Public
Gallery Educator, Lilly

Studio Educator, Amy

40 students7"" grade/ General Ed/ Public
Gallery & Studio Educator, Hannah
Session 3 10 17 students2-4" grade/ Camggmixed school)

The Blue 1. Administrative staff Niki

Museum  ['Sessjon 1 Gallery Educator, Agnes

Studio Educator, Niki

35 students, K/ Special Ed/ Public
Gallery EducatorRoy

Studio Educator, Janine

28 students3' grade/ General Ed/ Charter
Gallery Educator, Lee

Studio Educator, Jessica

60 students2" grade/ General Ed/ Public
The Yellow 1. Admlnlstratlve staff Sophie

Session 2

©lo N o0~ w

Session 2

Session 3

LOPON@.U"P@!\’P

Museum | Session 1 2. Gallery & Studio Educator, Cindy
3. 30 students2™ grade/ ELL/ Public
Session 2 4. Gallery & Studio Educato¥/incent
5. 13 studentsK/ Inclusive/ PubliqPartnership)
Session 3 6. Gallery & Studio Educators, Jenny and Eva
7.

31 studentg" grade/ General@and ELL/ Public
(Partnership)

After | decidedonthe museumd,contacted the administrative staff in charge of
tour and workshop programs to secure permission. Theagthaistrative staff from
each museurthat permitted my studgave me the schedule of possible programs that |
could observeThese schedules includbdsic school information aritie name of
appointed educator s’ n a me sof themiseum pragnaine r

depended on the students registered or the type of workshop. TypgltaRedMuseum

of
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andthe Blue Museum appointed one or two educators for a group of 30 students,or less
and three educators for more than 30 students. For example, ivideaegroup of 30
students, both museums would appoint two educators: one gallery educator and one
studb educator that would take 15 students each to the gallery or the studio, and then the
educators would swap the students sottiey caild experience botthe gallery tour and
studio workshop. However, half of the students would experience the gallefyrsou
while the other half would experience the studio workshop first. If thasa group of
60 students, both museums would appoint three educators: two gallery educators taking
15 students to the galleries for touaad one studio educator taking 80dents fothe
studio workshop. Aftethest udent s’ t our othegaleryekdusdioosp e x p e
andthe studio educator would swap their students. This is due to the maximum capacity
of students for the gallery (15 students per educator) arstuti® space (30 students fit
in the studio)In most of my observations, there were more than 30 students that
participated in each program, which means that there were usually three educators
appointed to each program (two gallery educators and on® sddcator). Howevethe
Yellow Museum appointed one educator for a schoaligthat registered for a fine art
making workshopard two educators for a media amiaking workshopl obsened two
sessions of the fine artmaking workshop rad one sessionf the media armaking
workshop. Thus, givetheoption, | purposefully chose to observe programs led by
different educators at each museum to avoid observing and interviewing the same
educator more than once.

Museum professionals All the administrative staff thatihterviewed were full

time employeedh a d Ma st sin artgelatbengajorée history, museum
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education, and art educatioa)y)d had each worked in the museum field for more than
five years The educatorsiere at varyingpoints in their educatiorswhether currently
enrolled in undergraduate or graduate prograon having taduated from undergraduate
or graduate programs in art related majdire arts, graphic design, art education,
museum education, art history, et€pnsequently, thelgaddifferent levels of teaching
experienceranging from a year to more thaf years, and most of them wédreelance
(parttime) educatorsvthmu | t i pl e jobs. The educators’ ot
artist (painter, sculptognd photographer), playight, college or graduate student,
singer, and freelance museum educator (working in multiple museums). To make it
confidential, | am using pseudonyms instead of their naameksthebackgrounds of the
educators are napecificaly listed(See Table 2 Below

Table 2: Characteristics of the Adult Participants

Museum Participant Background
The Red Administrative Staff, o Worked at the museum for more
Museum Laurie and Dana than 6 years

o Worked at multiple museums
before joining thdRedMuseum

Gallery Educator, Andy o Artist, photographer, museum
Studio Educator, Judy educator (multiple museums), or
Gallery Educator, Lilly graduate student
Studio Educator, Amy 0 Worked at the museum between
Gallery & StudioEducator, to 8 years
Hannah
The Blue Administrative Staff, Niki o Worked at the museum fonore
Museum than 10years

o Worked at multiple museums
before joining théBlue Museum

Gallery Educator, Agnes o Artist, play writer, museum
Studio Educator, Niki educator (multiple museums;
Gallery EducatorRoy singer

Studio Educator, Janine o Worked at the museum between
Gallery Educator, Lee 1.51t0 10 years

Studio Educator, Jessica
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The Yellow | Administrative Staff, 0o Worked at the museum fomnore
Museum Sophie than Syears
Gallery & Studio Educator o Former schoolteacher, museum
Cindy educator (multiple museums),
Gallery & Studio Educator college student, orrgduate
Vincent student
Gallery & Studio o0 Worked at the museum between
Educators,Jenny and Eva to 5 years

Students The participating students were diverse in agae of class, schopl
andethnicity They ranged from kindergartéo 8th graddevel The types of
participating schools varieds well as the number of students in each classleBts
were from public schoslandcharter schog| while one group of students was a camp
group. Most of the classes that | observed (six groups) eveseetime school visitsbut
two groups were part of a long partnershigh the museumand one grop was a camp
group For school field trips, schoolteachers booked the museum programs for their
students to attend during their school year. In partnership programs, the museum
educators visited the partnered schools and clasdeast once a week fobaut eight
weeks before students came to participate in the museum program. Lastly, regarding the
camp group, the parentoluntarily registeredheir childrenfor theweeklong museum
class, so the group had studenttdifferent ages antfom variousschmls. Table 3
shows the student participanisformation including the agetype of classesnumber of
students, typefaschool, and whether the group was a camp group or a partnership group

(when applicable
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Table 3: Characteristics of the Chidirticipants

Students agefType | Number of | School | Note
of classes students | type
The Red Session 1| 8" grade/ General Ed 60 Public
Museum | Session 2| 7" grade/ General Eq 40 Public
Session 3| Mixed/ general 17 Mixed Camp group
The Blue | Session 1| K/ Special Ed 35 Public
Museum Session 2| 3/ General Ed 28 Charter
Session 3| 2/ General Ed 60 Public
The Yellow | Session 1| 2/ ELL 30 Public
Museum Session 2| K/ Inclusive 13 Public Partnership
Session 3| 4" grade/ General 31 Public Partnership
and ELL

Data Collection

In order to collect data that captstbe detailed description of each program and
par ti ci pantlshoseobsempatians aacirteevevesthe primary methods for
collecting the data. | collected data specific to each sitere@m@rogramsstudiedat each
site.In addition,| reviewed the websites of eanfuseunto informmyselfabout the
sites. Before observing, plansramd\basie werdatiomdbowt at or s’
the participating students if available. Then, | conducted observations. While observing, |
voicer ecorded the programs, took photos of st
permissionsconversed with a few participag students. Lastly, | conducted interviews
with the educatorand administrative stathat ledand oversawhe programs that |
observed. A detailed description of each method is written below.

Observations. Observation of the museum programs was my principal method
for collecting the data. As Merriam (2009) stated, observation makes it possible for the
researcher to see things firsthand todse th& knowledge and expertise in interpreting

what is observedwvhile also using the observation data as reference points for subsequent
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interviews. Specifically, the purpose of the observations was to see how the museum
programs were structured and facilitated, and alsdbs$ervethe interactions and
responses ohie students in the two different learning spaces: gallery and studio. The
length of the programs varied among museurosn betwen one hour and 15 minutes,
to two hours and 30 minutes. The length of the tour and workslenpequally
divided—half of the ime for the tour and halbf theworkshop The RedMuseum
offeredtour and workshop programs of two and a haldirs, theBlue Museum offered
two hours, and th& ellow Museumoffered onehour and 15 minute$.observed total
of ninesessionstfreesessions from each museurdpwever, sinceightof thenine
totaltour and workshop prograntisat | observedvere school field trip's some schools
came in late due to traffic issuddius, the actual program lengths were sometimes
shorter (up to 30 minast less) than expected.

| followed the same Observation Protocol in observing all programs. That is, a
few days before the program observation, | emailed the educators as a reminder and
asked for their lesson plans. Then, to anticipate for the day, thredmhsic information
onthe school and students (information | got when | was scheduled for the events),
educator s’ | esson plans when available (no
observations, | tried to stand in the corners of the roowitbrthe schoolteacher and
chaperones, where it was less imposing for students. Often schoolteachers and
chaperones stood or sat behind their students or children to make sure they stayed in the
group and focused on the museum learning, but some sclubheteand chaperones

participated in the conversations andraeking with the childrenwWhile observing, |

1 For school field trips, schools voluntarily register for the program in advance. Trips may be delayed or
canceledlue to unexpected bus, traffic, weather, and school issues.
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voicerecorcedandtook field notes in both gallery and studio sessions. While taking
notes, | focuedonthee ducat or s’ f a c iponses, and bothrverbalandu de nt s
nonverbal actions and interactions happening during the prograenoice recording
was to compliment my field notes. After the observations, | filled in my Observation
Checklist and wrote a short reflective notemy impressns of each session. The
checklist |l ooked for specific details on e
component of the program that might relate to constructivism. For example, in the
educator section of the table, each row asked whether the edeleboraged
observation, created a comfortable environment, askedem#ed questions, and
provided information at a key time. In the student section of the table, each row asked for
corresponding actions: whether the students observed carefully, fetirtalohé sharing
their ideas, responded to opended questions, and learned from information.

Interviews. Brookfield (1990) suggestithatinterviews are appropriate when
researchers are tryingtbi s c o v er tpeRreeptions ef theirjemviconnsehts, of
their own actions, or of the actions of those around th&itm this in mind,| conduced
interviewswith two administrative staff members at fRedMuseum, one administrative
staff member at thBlue Museum, and onadministrative staff membeat the Yellow
Museumwho oversee the tour and workshop prograandall theeducatorshat |
observedThe nunber of interviewed administratodiffered among museuni®cause
the number of staff involved in the specific progsarariedat each museumll the
interviewswere oneon-one, and the interviewees had all signed consent forms

explaining the interviews purpose before t
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consent, | also voieeecorded the interviews, hopitige detail of voiceaecorded
interviewscould help meanalyze theonversationsvith greater accuracy

First of all,theinterviews oftheadministrative staff from each museum éabt
between 40 to 7finutes, focusing on their goals, objectives, and it the museum
program. lalsoinquired as tohow they desigedthe programhow they give support and
guidance tdheir educatorsand investigated how theiatkgrounds inform the desigr
the programsThis allowed meo understand how museums cortogtize and aim to
implement constrctivist approaches for their tour and workslpopgrams It also
enabled méeo learn about thegoals, objectives, and vision.

| interviewed all the educators that | observed. Specificallyehimewed five
educators from thRedMuseum, sixeducators from thBlue Museum, and four
educators from th¥ellow Museum.All the educator interviews were conducted within
one week of the observed program. Each interview lasted about 45 minutes on average,
focusing a their plans, facilitation, teaching approaches, general experiences taaching
the program, and their general thoughts related to my study topic. Also, | inquired about
their thoughts related to the structure of the program, specifically as it pertaitted
connection between the tour and the workshop, constructigisdnthe education or work
background that shaped their teaching approaghesek after the interviewshey all
received a followup questionnaire via emailhe follow-up interview(questionnaire)
was less structured than the initiadgerson interviewThe questions asked about their
reflections and comments that might have occurred to them after the initial interview.

However, | only received a total efghtresponses to the followp questionnaire.
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Lastly, with the permission of the museyrhbadcasual conversations wittine
groups of studentéhree groups of students from eanbseum). | selected a few
studentdrom each program on the spoindomly,and asked tha about the artnaking
processes they used during the studio portions of the program. To be specific, | asked
them about their inspirations, ideas, orradking processes, but | was very cautious not
to interfere with their learning experiences in anyateg way. The goal of the
conversations with the participating students was to learn how stuttantsipon the
ideas from the gallery experiendeghe studioandto give meinsight into constructivist
learning.

Artworks . Photographs, films, and videage increasingly used as genuine forms
and sources of data (Becker, 1986; Denzin, 2004; Harper, 2004, as cited in Flick, 2009). |
collected photographs of artworks students obsdrvethe gallery and artworks they
madein the studio. By collecting photad the artworks students obsedyé wasable to
reference what they were lookingdatring theconversations and nbaverely solely on
my memoryduring data analysisn this way, Icouldeasily reference student artworks
with a particulap a r t i conpnantstdurirsy the casual conversatiétso, | not only
tookph ot o s o ffinishdadwodke of arfdut also otheir art-making progress.

These imagebelped me considehow aspects of their leaimg aligned with
constructivismand hav they drev upan gallery learning in their arhaking.However, |

will not present the photographs of artworks students observed or made in the findings
section to avoid revealing the identities of museums or the students.

Museum documents Lastly, | colected museum documentscluding

information frommu seum websites, éuvhanawilabe)asd | esson
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ng at the museums’ offici

about the general characteristics and goals of the bphmgrams and what information

al

schoolteachers are required to fill in when they register for the program. By looking at the

educators’ |l esson plans (i f they were

goals, objectives, anticipated tour and wbiks lesson procedures, and aspects of the

teaching approaches.

The table below outlines how the collected data inBxfmy research questions.

Table 4:Type of Data

Source of Data

Insights into:

Observation of program

Structure of the museum programs
Museum educators facil
Student s’ responses to

Interviews

(Formal interviews with
administrative staff and
educators; casual
conversations with
children.)

Administrative staff: Goals, objectives, addsignof
programs

Educators: Goals, objectives, and planning of progrg
teaching approaches, and experiences teaching the
program

Students (casual conversations): Engagement in the
gallery and studio processes, learning experiences

Artworks (artworks
students observe the
gal l eries,
artworks)

How children drev upon their gallery learning in the
studio and vice versa.

Museum Documents
(Lesson plans,

General characteristics of school programs
Goals and vision of edu

brochures) programs
Data Analysis
As | started collectingthedateo bs er vat i ons, i ntervi

we

avali

e WS

artworks, and museum documents (if availableysimultaneously started organizing and

categorizing the data. Voice recordé@f each session and interview recordings of 18

participants (administrators and educators) were transcribed word for wahe for
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purpose of analysid he observation field notes, lesson plans, and museum documents (if
available) were also transcribedadryped documents. To-ereate the session and better
show the context of the program, | created a table and a summary of each program by

site. Bverytable showed the essentidtails,including program information (date,

length, theme, and motivatingegus t i ons) , educator’s infor mat
teaching approaches), student s’ informatio
group type), and artworks involved during
artworks).

After the initial organization, | repeatedly read the interview transcripts of four
administrative staff and 15 educators and compared them with lesson plans (if available),
observational notes, and photos befthreehe st u
cases. Then, | used different colors to code the general patterns, categories, and themes
among the participant s’ ofthessuresiogethdrcouldVhi | e e

identify categories that spoke my research questionadministrate s and educato
views onthe characterization dhemu s e u m’ s qvidethae gf aamstructivist

approaches in thiacilitation ofthegallery and studio portions, and factors that related to

the connectiomacross gallery and studio, which were distito each case.

To develop findings addressing my research questions that focused on how
administrators supported programs that claimed to adopt constructivist approaches, |
considered observation and interview data and museum documents (if aviilabsgh
casel started each caseth a brief overview of the progrardescribing the observed

program structurandwhat generally happens during the program and each portion

(gallery and studio). | developed each case with a characterization of the muse
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pedagogyasdescribed by the administrators and educators. The goal of developing the
cases with a brief overview of the program
reader understand the cases with swdficiclarity and better context

To develp findings addressing my research questions that focused on how
educators facilitated students’ gallery an
not support) a constructivist thaggoalbach and
considered t@ observation field notes, voice recordings of each session, interview
transcripts, photos of st udlessophgansahd ni shed
museum websites) relating to each.sithile reviewing, examining, and sorting the data
from multiple sources, | could identify and organize the sessions by themes that related to
educators’ teachi mg apeprpoancsheessthestimsainesdt! U d eanst
the event. The themes included planning, prep time, gallery facilitation (openingenum
of artworks, dialogue during art viewing, and gallery activities), and studio facilitation
(studio setup, opening, warrup activity, motivating question, dialogue dugiart
making, and reflectionFore ac h t he me, I compar difereatnd cont
teaching approaches and facilitatiamd highlightedhe instances that best described the
identified theme. T@mphasizé¢he instances, | illuminated narratives in italics and wrote
my reflection and summarization afterward. Then | reviewed the interview transcription
in orderto weaven relevant information the educators mentioned regarding the
identified themes and instees.For t he sake of t hdeotggaret i ci pa
not embedded in any of the cases

To develop findings addressing my research question that focused on how

administrators in three museum education departnpeataoted (odid not promotg
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connet i ons across gallery and studi o, I furt|
gallery and studio portionas wel | as s ilalsbeexamsedobseratigno ns e s
and interview data and museum documents (if available). Then | dedicated a&ection

the end of each case to highlightntided themes that related tmnnectios across

gallery and studio. The identified themes differ among the cemssding various

educators, tour and workshop sequentieeme and motivating questi@nvisual

referencs, anddiscussionsbout art

Validity

Mar shall and Rossman (2011) insisted qu
for a long period of time (prolonged engagement) andegatata from multiple sources
andmet hods (ttioaegsluati 6 he” s texaiypeédshree al i di t y
iterations of each program, collecting detailed data each time. The multiple sources
included observations (detailed field notes), interviews (voice recordings), photos of the
artworks observed, stedn t smakirg processes, and finished artworks, and museum
documents (educators’ | esson pl ans, i nform
brochures) relating to each site.

Furthermore, the conceptual framework of my study is constructivismhwhic
views that reality is socially constructed, and there can be multiple realities or
i nterpretation of a single event in people
Accordingly, Golfshani (2003) argued that triangulatieengaging multiple methods
andsourcesand nvol vi ng sever al i nvestigators or j

dat alwialdl t© more wvalid, reliable and diver
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| mprove the analysis and understaumwding” of
various methods, and evémoughl  d i d n’ t -ratetrelidbility, ey advwsor edded
a critical pair of eyesn reviewing the study throughout the process to eribere

credibility of the study.

Limits of the Study

While this study might bapplicable to similar educational programs that involve
artviewing and armaking, this study was specific tioreetour and workshop school
programs observed in thrdéferent museums the sameity. Therefore, the limits of
this study are bound byi aspects of the prograsnincluding the particular education
staff and children, the sessions that | observed, the methods of data collection, and
myself, as an educator researcher. Thus, the findings are not generalizable nor are they
representative dll programsFurthermoregven though the participating museums are
given pseudonymi® minimize any threat to study participants, it was challenging to
remove all identifiable description of each museum. | nzectencerted effort in
balancing betweereducingidentifiable descriptions of each museum and giang

context of the museusto the readers.

Sites
This study was conducted at three different art museums located in the same city,
i ncluding one that i dent i falinuseunssarelacatedhni | dr e
the same city, someverlaps were found, including shared education staff and their
attendance at some of the same higher education programs. Further, | am affiliated with

one of the selected sites where | gained critical expegien the art field. My position
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might lead me to give more attention to one of the sites. Howeagneldto minimize

my inclination. Thus, the museums we@ onlyselecteecause of the accessibility

and familiarity for the researchdiut also thragh purposeful sampling (differences

between musewsize, mission, and collectipn. I i ncluded the childr
order to be open as possible with my brackam alsomindful of the geographical

limitations; the findings might have been different if | included museunanothercity

or urban aredarurther thisstudyconsideredhree school programs from each musgum

all of whichhad gallery and studio sessions embedded in phegrans. The observed
programswere not the representative prograamheach museum and also the results of the

study cannot be generalized to other museu

Participants

As | observed only three sessions of the same program from each museum, this
researchnvolvedonly 15 educatorsandapproximately 202 students (nigeoups of
students) that participated @achprogram as well as four administrative stafiembers
Specifically, this studpnly considered students betwdemdergarten to 8tkrade
sevengroups from public schoqgland others frona charter school andcamp group,
which cannot be representative ofadles and types sthool groupswWhile the
participant pooilvas small, this allowed for an-ohepth investigation ofdachprogram

rather hanthe breadthof all possible programs

Data Collection and Instruments
Data collection methods could only capture aspects of the program in the

permitted context and time (observations of nine sessions and interviews of four
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administrators and 15 eduoss). Further, my experience as a museum educator

inevitably shaped what | was able to captarthe observations, and | could origcess

to the thoughts that the participants were willing to share at the time of the interviews.

Similarly, thestudy orginated from my personal observations, interests, background,
assumptions, and experienc@s | am the primary instrument for data collection, | am

mindful of my interpretation of observations and interviews. However, as Maxwell
(2012) puts it, qualitaty r esear ch i s concerned with unde
andexpectations. These influence the conduct and conclusions of the study. Thus, it is

i mpossible to eliminate the researcher’ s t
throughouthe study, | made a concerted effort to be aware of my biases, including my
assumption that the museums are offering strong gallery tours and less strong studio

workshops. Methodological triangulation was used involving multiple sources and my

advisor revewed my study throughout (discussed in the Validity section).
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IV —FINDINGS

The findings chapter will present three cases, and each case will address the sub
guestions of ta study, which are as follows:
o0 How do administrators in three museum education departments support tour
and workshop school programs in ways that claim to (1) adopt a constructivist
approach and (2) promote (or do not promote) connections across the gallery
and studio?
0 Howdoeducators n t he t hree museums facilitat
experiences in ways that support (or do not support) a constructivist
approach?
Al n what ways do student s’ responses
gallery reflect (or not reflect) the sort of learning preses that
constructivist approaches aim for?
o How do educators in the three museums
in ways that support (or do not support) a constructivist approach?
A How do student s’ responses/ @octions/
not reflect) the sort of learning processes that constructivism aims for?
o How do education programs in the three museums promote (or do not

promote) connections across the gallery and studio?
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A How do students’ responsédesylarmct i ons/
studio demonstrate (or do not demonstrate) connections between
gallery and studio learning?

Each case is structured wigbhbheadings: A Brief Overview of thedgram,
Characterization of the Museum's Pedagogy
Views), andThe Sessiog—Overview, Planning, Prep Time, Gallery Facilitatiotiio
Facilitation, and Gnnectiois Acrossthe Gallery and taidio. To be specific, a brief
overview ofeachprogram and thepecificmus eum education depart me
constructivist approaches sections will describe how each museum designed its tour and
workshop programs for students, and how (and whether or not) they support
constructivist approaches for their programs and e@dteaAn overview of observed
sessions will outline three typestbbsesessionssuch as educators, students, themes (if
available), and motivating questions (if availablewill alsodescribe how educators at
each museum generally prepared for teelreduled program. The data that informed the
findings came from documents, observations
official website, documents provided by the museum (if any), and interviewed
administrative staff. Then, | observed the peogs and interviewed each educator in
order to ascertain program structure, indi
responses

The teaching section will present how educators engage their students s space
that support (or do not support) a caoustivist approach, and promote (@o not
promote) connections across the gallery and stidliwe specifically, the section

di scusses the planning process, gallery an
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each space, as well as whether the studes © f i nal artwor ks refl ec
constructivist approach. Also, as a remind
finished artwork because of confidentialit

detail. In the Gallery an8tudio Facilitation section, | added subheadings to delineate my
analysis of three sessions from each museum. These outlinecedusat | essons an«
performancdi.e. opening, number of artworks, dialogue, gallery activities, and other

factors). To develomy findings addressing the research question related to how
educators’ facilitation at each site foste
and sorted all of my observations and interview transcriptions for all three iterations in
eachcase.Then, | investigated both variations and shared techniques among educators at
each site. In the end, | decided to illuminate a few selected techniques and conversations
among all of the iterations, and present them together by comparing and contrasting.
However, the purpose of this decision was not to judge each educator, but to develop

each case with sufficient clarity without exhausting the readers. Also, the narratives

written in italics are constructed from the data, including field notes, intervies, a

audio recordings. | made the choice to include the narratives in order to help the reader
understand the findings and my reflections with better context.

Lastly, the connection between gallery and studio focuses on how the design of

the program, educatos facilitation, and students re
connections across the gallery and studio. To be specific, the section will highlight the
number of educators’ per program, communi c

thoughtsonthd esi gn of the program, as well as th
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guestions and themes (if availabl8). ud e nt s’ responses (verbal,

will alsobe considered as they relate to connections across the gallery and studio.

Case 1. TheRed Museum

A Brief Overview of the Program

The Red Mus e atesthat the museum dffers ativo and atali-
long thematic gallery tour and a harats workshop for students in grad&sdthrough
12th. As mentioned previously, th@ogram is generally led by two or three educators,
depending on the number of registered students: one gallery educator and one studio
educator work with groups of less than 30; two gallery educators and one studio educator
have larger groups. With larggroups, alf of the students in a group experience the
gallery tour first, while the other half experience the studio workshop first.

The administrators, Laurie and Dana, described the overall design of the
programs. There is often, but not always, artbdor the program. If students do the
gallery tour first, each program begins with an introduction, followed by a brainstorm
about the program s theme and encounters
transition to the studio, where the studimeator encourages students to investigate the
program theme by creating their own artworks. Students engage in a reflection at the end
of the studio time. If students do the workshop first, it will be the reverse. All the

programd observedollowed thisdesign.

w
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Table 5: Design of the Tour and Workshop

Review museum rules, introduce and brainstorm the theme

Gallery- Introduction

Artwork 1

Questions related to the theme and artwork, observation, interpretation, gallery activity

Artwork 2

Questions related to the theme and artwork, observation, interpretation, gallery activity

Artwork 3

Questions related to the theme and artwork, observation, interpretation, gallery activity

|¢

Studio- Introduction

Review gallery tour, relate it to the theme and workshop, introduce and explore materials, and
demonstrate teihnlques if necessary

I¢

Art-Making

Motivating question, students' exploration and experimentation, individual and group dialogue

|¢

Reflection
Clean up, exhibit students' artworks on the wall, voluntary presentation or group dialogue

*Arrows indicate transitionsncluding review of previous artworkrief introduction of latter
artwork and physical move from one place to another.

Characterization of the Museumdés Pedagogy
Admi ni stiews.TheRes Bu sveum’ s website states t&h

designed to foster active learning, adding that trained museum educators engage students

in careful observation and fostdie development of language and critical thinking skills

However, Laurie and Dana used different language to specify their goals: to have

students look at art deeply, delve into selected themes, interpret the art, and make
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personal connections. They claimed that th
approaches and inquirgased methods. Laurie explained that the ingbased method
involves asking questions, facilitating discussion, paraphrasing, and inserting information
during group dialogues about artworks.

Even though Laurie and Dana claimed ttiat educators use constructivist
approaches, they emphasized that they also welteeneducators trying different
methods which maynot necessarily align with constructivistraurie and Danasisted
that they do not dictate what educators should tedttirvthe proscribed time frame.
They added that they do not I ook at their
educators and complete evaluations twice a yeartder to support and strengthtie
e duc at o rsslLaurigpandaDanaffec dverse Professnal Development Programs
(PD) to help them think about their teaching approachsyinvite experts from
beyond the museum to share perspectimeding a recent one related to how
illustrative and closended projects might be benedic Laurie admitted that PD actually
changed her negative perspectmutcloseendedand instructiorbasedeaching
approaches, and encouraged her to think ab

E d u c a views.Alltof the educators were awdteat theRedMuseum is an
inquiry-based teaching institutioBuring the individual interviews they stated that they
value student s’ actbeverbalinputduririggallgzyat i on, whet
conversation, or nonverbabntributionsduring gallery agvities or artmaking.
Educators did not specify their teaching approaches as one single mdtadadrms they
used to describe their teaching approaches incltldsidquiry-based approach, VTS, as

well as a combination of open inquiry, procéssed, ath dialoguecentered approaches
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Most of the educators shared that they had learned about different teaetimgsrom
various sources, including other institutiomsere they have workedraduate schools,
and the(RedMuseum’ s PD.

Specifically, all ofthe educators agreed during the individual interviews, that their
PD was helpful in informing their teaching. Memorable PD sessions included classes
giving information about a particular exhibition, child psychology, education theory, and
art history. Som@&D sessions also featured guest speak®isding professors from
ColumbiaUniversity and Harvard University, and educators from other museums, Andy
one of the educatoradded that reflecting with peer educators after each program or

through PD alsonformedtheir teaching

The Sessions
Overview. As mentioned earlier, | observed three sessions: two with school
groups and one with a camp groés. noted in the Methodology Cpizr, the class
structure adopted for the camp group is an excepiion.gallery educators and one
studio educator led the two school sessions, while the camp session was led by a single
educator, who taught both the gallery and studio portiiie assisted by another
educator. The two school group sessions had themésjwdh t he camp group
specific themeThe three studio portions featured motivating questions that were central

i n studnmakings’' art
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show what you feel?

Session 1 Session 2 Session 3
Educators Gallery, Andy Gallery, Lilly Gallery and Studio,
Studio, Judy Studio, Amy Hannah
Students | 60 students,'8grade/| 40 students,7grade/| 17 students, Mixed/
Public/ General Ed | Public/ General Ed general/ camp
Themes ExploringlIssues Places an®paces N/A
Through Materials
Motivating How might you use How can an artist | How might you show
Questions color and shape to | show a place using a time you did

shape, color, texture’

something for the first
time in the painting?

Planning. When a schodalegisters for a program, the schoolteacher is asked to

provide information about students, including what they are currently studying and goals

for the field trip. Schoolteachers also choose a program theme from gonosided by

the museumThenthe musam coordinator allocates muga educators to the field trips

sothatgallery and studio educators can collaboratively plan for the program. In each

program, a studio educator initiates greparatiorby sharing his or her workshop plan

with gallery educair(s).In response, gallery educator(s) share artwork choice and

sequenceSi nc e

planning styles significantly differed from each other. Some had simple plans that only

t her e

i's no

for mal

pl anning

included chosenraworks and brief objectives, or notes about the type of artworks

requ

students will make in the workshops. However, others had descriptive plans that included

objectives, artwork choice and sequence or workshop type, contextual information,

guestions to asknd gallery or studio warrap activities./As mentioned earlier, Laurie

and

Dana

do not

llegsorkplam@st So whetber the edudatochad a0 r s’

simple or descriptive lesson plan, they were not obligated to stick with it, and sometimes

did. Thisis due to the unexpected crowds in the gallery space and traffic. For example, if
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thespace in front of an artwork is already occupied by the general public or another
educ at o,orifshe gschool grpups came late due to traffic issues, the educators
were flexiblein adjusting their lesson plans bytting, addng, or changingtheir artwork
choice and sequendeor instance, Andy had initially plannéal show students five
artworks but he ended ughowingonly two artworks on his tour

Prep time. All the educators- Andy, Judy, Lilly, Amy, and Hannak came
about 40 minutes to an hour early to prepare for the prograendudio educators-Judy
and Amy— set up the tables, readied materials, put up visual aids, and wrote a mgtivati
guestion on the wteboard. The gllery educators-Andy and Lilly— came into the
studio, where they stocked their tour bags with photos they might show students and
materials for gallery activities. Hannah prepared for both portions of the pregtiasn
assisting educatoEducatorscasually chatted while preppinghe gallery educators
discussed their artwork sequenigh the studio educatots remind then of the
progression and to share any changjeshe case of schobéldtrips, all the educators
thenwent tothegdlery space about 15 minutes before the scheduled program so they

could greet the students, put Thg thadent s’

preparation time was important for educators so that they could discuss lesson plans and

prepare forthe t udent.s’ arri val

Gallery facilitation. As stated before, the highlighted instances and narratives |

captured here are not representative of a specific educator's teaching, or of all programs

in an individual museum, but they simply represent teilrsgances that related to my

research questions

b a
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Opening andheme Andyand Lilly’s gallery tours st
introduction of the museum building, overview of the program, and museum rules.
Hannah’'s camp group had gone through the i
because it was part of a medigssion program. Andy and Lilly created nametags for the
students by checking in with each individual, and introduced the program themes,
were Exploring Issues Through Materials, and Places and Spaces, respdatixialy.
the interview, Andy mentioned that individually writing nametags helps him to establish
a personal relationship with each student and to quickly create a group dyBathi
gallery educators expressed that they valued the brief chance to establish a relationship
with the students before inviting them to share their ideas. Following the creation of the
nametags, both educators asked questions and provided informeabialer to invite the
children to start introducing themselves and to comment on the themes. The below
fragment shows how Lilly asked accessible questions, starting with an introduction of the
museum building, to gently encourage the children to shanedbservations and
thoughts.

Lilly invites the ¥ graders to a less crowded spot in the museum, and asks

them to sit in a circleAfter a brief introduction, Lilly tells students that they will
be thinking about places and spaces. Then, she encauitagy® to look around

the museum building and asks gently, #fAH
to your family or parents?dauseRtheght away,
museum i s very |l arge, and it is circul a
the description, repeatsis words and aski§ there is anything else they noticed

Students shout out, fACool, 06 APat hways, O
is any key shape they are noticing. Students answer with shapes including

ATri anglcd £,sq oA Ginrd ASquares. o Then Lilly

the museum was interested in using different shapes in the building. Lilly points to
the windows, which are a square shape, and she acknowledges that the shapes

are often repeated. Lilly askstifey are noticing any lines, and students answer,
AThin | inesod and ALIines forming an X. 0
encourages students to lie back and see the lines in the ceiling. After a few

seconds, she asks them to sit up and share how i falg tliown in the museum.



84

Some children giggle, and some answer, naming more shapes, such as trapezoids,
as well as contrasting colors. Lilly asks a student which colors he is referring to,
and he says that he is noticing a tint of blue and gray. Thdg,dxplains that the
architect liked using natural materials, and further asks if there is any natural
thing they are noticing. Students menti
and fAWat er i 8heexplans that thenatclitechtried torty the
earth into the museum building, and tells them the museum is placed right next to
a big park.
Lilly not only asked simple questions, but by complimenting them and/or
repeating their comments, she also gave students the idea that their thoughts wer
wel come. She was also building off of stud
between theicomments.
Even though Andy’ s t he spaceswe gitroducedthea bout ¢
museum building in a similar manner. He invited students to lie down on their backs and
look at the museum building, and then he asked students what they noticed. After a few
exchanges related t o s bhapabdmes, andcolorb, Ay vat i on
explained that the architect was passionate about nature and symbolism and discussed
what each shape meant to the architect. However, Andy focused more on sharing
i nformation than on el i ciview Ay saitithal ent s’ i d
explaining was necessary becagaelentavere less engageHe thought that
explanations would engage studematsdhe wantedthemto start thinking about shapes.

Number ofartworks. Dependingoe ac h educator’ s inqelthans anc
students had for the program, there was flexibility in how many artworks gallery

educators showed to their students. However, the total number of artworks each educator
showed did not exceed three per gallery tour. This means that educators Essttld

minutesinvestigatingthe chosen artworks. Andy showed two artworks, Lilly showed

three artworks, and Hannah only showed one artwork.
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Dialogueduring art viewing. The gallery toumvited students to vocalize their
opinions to the whole groujphe gallery educators often asked accessible questions or
encouraged students to share their observations, and students answered the questions and
responded (observe and think) to the artworks. After a few back and forth question and
answer exchanges, mastidents seemed to get comfortable with the educators, raising
their hands, or just shouting out their thoughts without any questions being asked.

At each stop, all the educators first had students look at the artworks for a few
seconds to a minute, thémey asked questions so the participants could share what they
observed, and near the end, they revealed bits of information about the artworks. Even
though general ways of engaging students to observe and discuss the artworks were
similar, the ways thedeicators shaped their questions and introduced the information was
different. For exampleyhen asking questiondndy seemed to look for answers and
comments related to information he had already prepared, rather than opening up the
floor for student s’ ideas and interpretat:.

When studentsit in front the first painting, Andy eageiityquiresif students

noticed symbolism in the architecture on their way in. Students seem hesitant, and

one student asks what each shape means again. Andy repeats the informatio

ThenAndy introduces thérst painting by saying that the artist talked about his
life and not shape#ndy encourages students to look at the painting. After a few

seconds, Andy asks AWhat do you notice?
guy in the sky that is flying. o6 Andy re
otherchildren heard it, anch s k shathiWwl se?0 Car | answer s,

with a human ftkbe. oedpdygsecprdt 2dlse ?7adga
Andy calls on Eugene, who seems to have been watching carefully, to share his
observation. Eugene an sfawesrasd he ldoksHiler e i s
maybe he has two different feelings because the way he is presented and the
colors of the faces. 0 Andy rephrases by
with a human face, and Eugene just said he is noticing a man with two faces.
Sometimes, colors give us different emotions, and a lot of artists use colors to

represent feelings. Maybe the artist had different views or emat@reerning

colors. We have twoAndyab@tss a\paitne |l rd® oy A
Andy keeps askiniwh at el se? 0 more cl assmates beg
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woman in sidewaywpsifde adddtngfilldr &k «n,10i ke a
As if Andy was waiting for students to talk about the setting (Paris) the whole
time, he changes his response tou the last answer, and passionately asks,

AWhat makes you say that it is |ike a ¢
very French. o0 Andy enthusiastically ask
chil dren are qui et , seoogn@aahybuildingsinthe r as k
painting?06 A few students shout out, AE
are in Paris, o and reveals the ititle of
Students further ask, i WnhfacedenaniisthePar i s?0
artist of the painting. Andy then share

about the artist is that the artist is from a small city in Russia, and as with many

other artists, the artismoved to Paris in 1910 to paint where thiésts wee

more supported. Anlde painted this painting two yeaafterhenoved t o Par i s

Then, Andyaskst udent s, fiHow mi ghhaveinfluencethove t o

t h e aHdenceuraged classmatesdiscusgher answes with the person

next to them. Adr a brief partner share, Andgvealswhat he had discussed with

one of the students, fAWmanewcitgwouldh!| ki ng a

bring a person newxperiences angossibilities and two faces might mean

moving to a new countgndlooking fomward, versus another face looking back

Andy’' s facilitation seemed typical, as
guestioning method to encourage less vocal students. He tried his best to prompt students
to participate in the conversation, but since the children were not as active, he kept on
askingquestions to spark discussion. Some questions were moré‘opka w mi ght t he
move to a new pl ace )btatwmanywersdadingcestioes{ Dbhe ar
you know where it might be?” and “Do you r
anddd not probe any further. He repeatedly a
comment connected to the information he had prepared, rather than inviting students to
elaborate or deepen. When the children finally mentioned ideas related to thiethige o
painting Parisland Andy’' s prepared information, Anc
was waiting for that answer the whole time. After he gave out his information, Andy

seemed satisfied and moved on to the next topic, but it seemed that the stisksds

the opportunity to share their ideas and interpretations. It also possibly gave students the
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idea that when asking questions, he was looking for certain idesswersDuring the
interview, he pointed out that the least successful part of lmtzurred when he felt
like he was talking and dictating information more than asking questions.

On the other hand, Hannah spent about 40 minutes on a single painting, and she
managed to hear everyone’s commensts and id
Students seemed comfortable sharing their observations and theories with the group, and
occasionally referred to the terms they had learned in the previous days. This is possibly
due in part to the group being a camp group, which means that they hathspe
previousthree days looking at, talking about, and making artworks in the museum.

During the interview, Hannah agreed that there is more freedom with camp groups, and
she emphasized that she could build relationships with students. This allowed the
students to get comfortable, and practice looking, thinking, and sharing, which is harder
for school groupsonomhot field trips. However, Hanna
account f or t heThenaratdehbelowsilustrates sopv dlansad s .
fadlitated her gallery learning in front of the same painting Andy had used.

When students comfortably settle down in a sgroie, Hannah encourages

themto look at the painting for a minute. After about a minute of observation,

Hannah acknowledges that she wants to hear from everyone, and that she will be
calling on everyone to share their observations or ideas. Hannah adds that they

are welcometopaséi t hey dondét want to tal k. Witdt
the first student shares, il notice tha
human have a face |i ke the cat, but not
paraphrases instead of repeatingavh t he student sai d, iSo,

noticed some things that are a lit8range. They are recognizable but also

strange. We have a cat with a human face, atwbeheaded maon the bottom

andanu psi de d den, Hannaha calts.oroPatrigiavho is next to Sonya.

When Patricia comments about the different colors, Hannah rerRiaigia that

they have worked i colors for the past few dayandaddsthat the artist made

the window frame almost in rainbow colpwghich isright next to thecat. Then,

Talia jumps i n, il noticed the peopl e t
makes the connection between previous s
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going to addhat to somethingtrange Wehave an upsidelown train, and if you

follow that line across, there are two people that are standing upright and

si deways, excellent. o Then, Hannah call
and connects them with what they | earne
reminds me of Mary Poppins becaudehe people in the back, and I noticed that
itislikereati magi nary because the colors are u
termalfagi naryo refers to make belief, ¢
magical things. Hannah breaks out compostiecepts i So, | sabel |l a s
ideas, one idea is that there is a sense of magic or dreangig® almost like

Mary Poppins, and there are figures traae not grounded. Them@re two people

head to head, and there IiHsnnahadustimer f i gu
she is glad to see people raising their hands, but she tells them to wait because

she is going to get to everyone. When Abigail points out a man holding on to a

triangle in the sky, Hannah asks the whole group what that triangle might be. On
student answers, filt might be a parachu
a parachute?d When most students nod as
i nformation she discovered from reading
reading about this pating, and one thing | read is that three years before the

painting was painted, there was a first
know i f the painter was referring to th
makes it clear that the informatiecnh e r ead mi ght or might n

i ntent. Then, Leah adds in agreement wi
painting is realaginary (realmaginary) because of the setting is actually Paris
Youcan see the Eiffel Tower, and everythinghie back exists, but there are

i maginary things that are added to it.o
i nformation, ASo, we are coming to a co
we associate it with a familiar landmark (Eiffel Tower), which viesrhost

modern building at the time the paintin
going until all the students have talked, and then, after the students question her
aboutthetwef aced man, Hannah shares about t he

As shownin the two narratives, both groups of students observed the painting,
shared their observations and ideas, and learned contextual information, such as the

setting of the painting artttea r t i st s move from another <cit
two gallery educators both arrived at predetermined information. They both had the same
goal of encouraging the students to be the owners of their own learning, but the way they
facilitated students’ conversations differ

veibat im and asked probing questions only to

information, whereas Hannah paraphrased what her class was contributing, and added
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pertinent information in between. The conversation flowed without Hannah asking too
many questionso a variety of interpretive possibilities becato@ceivable Another
di fference was that Hannah’s group connect
knowledge { r agamary and Mary Poppins), and students were able to link their ideas
to thoseof their classmates$n a similar manner, Lilly encouraged students to observe the
artwork, asked accessible questions to el
often remembered their comments and connec
and shared contextual information close to the end

Gallery ectivity. As a way to encourage students to respond to the artworks non
verbally, and to prepare them for the studio workshop, Andy and Lilly incorporated
gallery activities into their stops at the artworks. Hannah did not provide any gallery
activities during hetour. She said the reason was that students would be doing extensive
artmaking afterwards. Lilly included activities for every piece students saw. In her first
stop, she encouraged tHégraders to observe the painting in silence for a minute, and
she $sed a stopwatch as if it was some sort of a game. During the interview, Lilly said
that thesilentseeingactivity is a good way to start because it gets students in the looking
mode, agheyare not usually ready to shatthe beginning. While viewinghe second
painting, which was a landscape with trees on hills, she told students that their
schoolteacher had informed her that the class had done many observational drawings.
Then she asked for the definition of an observational drawing. Students antvetried
consists of looking at things and drawing them. Lilly further asked what makes
observational drawing different from imaginative drawing. Students answered that

observational drawing is drawing from reality and mentally thinking to draw. Lilly
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recgped what the students said and asked if observational drawings done by different
people |l ook the same, and students shouted
papers, and cardboard bases and asked students to do a quick sketch of the painting and
think about the sense of space (the the®)dents seemed very focused while drawing,
some of them capturing the details of the small and big trees, and shading the darker parts
of the trees and leaves, or the shadows. During the interview, Lilly sawlashieappy to
hear students saying that observational drawings look different because that summarizes
what she is trying to teaehthat everyone may interpret artworks differen8ne added
that a drawing activity nodrtmakimglgteronrbatat es t
also provides everyone with moments to look at the artwork on their own. The inclusion
of gallery activities invited students to tackle different modes of thinking, and kept them
active and concentrating on the theme (Places padeS)warming them up for the
studio workshop.

Similarly, during his last stop (a collage portrait), Andy introduced a quick
collage activity. He explained to th& §raders that they would be doing a collage
workshop in the studio, and that the aicyiwould be a warrup. He provided different
colored paper cutouts on tegyandaskedwo to threeclassmates to share the materials
with one anotheror about three minutesuslents arrargd paper cutouts on the floor,
and Andy reflected with the cla®n what they had createll the students participated
in the activity, including the participants who were distracted by other visitors or
artworks, and they all seemed to show interest in browsing the art materials and arranging
them.During the inteview, Andy said that the collage activity prepared students for the

collage workshop, and it also allowed everyone to participate at their own [Elvels.
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gallery activity readied students to do collageragking in the studio, but at the same
time, it s@med a little repetitive because students do the same collage activity, twice
following a similar question (gallery activity: Make a collage that represents you, and
studio activity: How might yowse color and shape to show what you feel?

Otherfactorsthat hapedst u d eraspomsedt seemed that the busyness of the
museum space, students’ overall condition
exposure to art and museums, the number of students per gallery educator, and their
comfort level with he museum educatowere all factors that influenced how actively
they participated. To begin with, the Red Museum is a relatively big and busy museum,
drawing visitors from all over the world,
amplify sound. Ths, when it came time for a group discussion, the museum space
seemed to challenge educators and students
the only visitors in the gallery space because the museum was not yet open to the general
public. During he interview, Hannah agreed that it is a rare case, and it makes the visit
special when the students are in the museu

and Lilly’s groups were with other visitor
within the group, | noticed several times that some members of the class were distracted

by noise and visitors. Also, Andy’ s group
an hour late. As a result, at the beginning of the tour, the students seemed venytired

less engagedndy agreed that the tour was challenging. That is why he gave out

information to get their attention

In addition based on my observat®and interviews with Lilly and Amystudio

educator)| learned that their groups had extensiveegience with art and came to the
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museum with a big art vocabulary, as well
seemed comparatively active for a est®t school group, sharing their observations and
ideas, along with asking questions in théegg. In addition, Lilly had only about 10
students on her tour, while Andy’s group n
group made it easier for Lilly to memorize
for students to discuss theiridea and hear ot her’s voices dur |
Hannah’' s camp g¢r celfpelecsteabiidentavim pveresfand of artThey
had also had art experience with Hannah for days previous to my observation. Due to
t hese r eas ons ,werkfamiliaravith’'each atheruthte edudaters, and the
museum. They were on the same page, referencing art terms, skills, and focused
guestions they had learned during the camp.

Studio facilitation. As stated before, the highlighted instances reardatives |
captured here are not representative of a specific educator's teaching, or of all programs
in an individual museum, but they simply represent telling instances that related to my
research questions.

Studio ®t-up and dstribution of materials Based on my observation and
interview data, set up of the studio space seemed to be important in creating an
environment where students could easily connect with educators and peers, access
materials, and reference visual aids on the walls. Amy and &adypgswo long tables in
the center of the room with space in between themHamhah preparefive smaller
tables with plenty of space in between, as well, so all educators and students could easily
move around the studio space. In their collage workshayy and Judy both brought out

trays with colored papers cut into different shapes (circle, triangle, rectangle, arch shape,
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and trapezoid), or magazine cutouts. They did not introduce all the materials at once, but
showedthem in sequence. Aftdudy andAmy facilitated introductioror a warrup
activity (more on this lateMWarmUp Activity sectior), they passed out background
paper, glue sticks, and scissors. Forganting workshop, Hannah set up canvases,
pencils, brushes, sponges, and water cumbaéter students thought about what they
might want to create, she passed out paint.

In addition, Judy, Amy, and Hannah all put up many visual aids on the walls,
including prints ofabstracipaintings created bgrtistsor color wheels, and wrote
motivating questions for studers referenceThey said during the interview that the
visual aids could serve as an introduction for the group that starts with the workshop, and
a good reminder for the group that ends with the workdBope n t houghofl wasn
the group that did the studio portion first, | noticed that Amy and Judy prepared images
of the museum building for the first group, and images of works from the collection on
view for the second group (not necessarily the works students spent thme wit

OpeningUpon student s arrival at the studi
reflect about what they saw in the galleries and share those ideas. During the interview
both educators confirmed that they were familiar with the collection on view, other

educators plans, and the theme. However,
the students, Judy and Amy were not totally sure what students had seen or talked about
in the galleries. So, in order motigatngonnec:t
guestion, and the workshop, they had to rely on the students to find out what really

happened during the gallery tour-sminuteOn t he

break after the gallery tour. After the break, Hannah reminded studemtgthei st ' s nam
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the title of the painting, and what they talked about. Then she asked the motivating
guestion (more on this belowlotivating Questions and Ad¥laking sectioh
Warm-up activity. To help studentiamiliarize, explore, and experimewntth the
art materials, Amy facilitated a warap activity before the anaking. For example,
afterensuringthat the students saw and talked about a range of colors and shapes during
the gallery tour, Amy told the students"(Grade genergl that they would d a warmup
game to explore lines, colors, shapes, and textlitee below conversation describes
Amy’ s -up activity.
Amy begins by saying, fiChoose five sha
of you. 0 As student s Ammyasksthe fastquestioh,0o 0s e t
AHow mi ght you arrange \Sbewvesstidens80s t o s

seconds, and students come up with ideas, including stacking their shapes and
putting bigger shapes on the bottom. After 30 seconds, Amy allows students to

share with their neighbor. | could hear students quistly a r e Alctablso sy mm
and ALight color is |light weTlhegnlAny and da
grabs their attention and asks, AHow di

| i ke to share or share for their neighb
A my r e p hkag ene sde is égQal to the other. It is an interesting way to

show a balance. Whatodés another solution
put parts together and points to his arrangement. Amy asks all the students to see

his arrangements and saystte tried to have all the edges of the shapes meet
together, and she adds that he is thinking more like a builder. Amy asks again,
AWhat 6s another solution to show bal anc
green curved shapes like a seesaw. Amy ask® lerther describe what is

i nside the green curve. Then the s
equal things are inside.o Amy exci
about balance in the sense of physics; one weight equals the weagtdther.
You are thinking about weight in mass, rather than the visual symmetry other
students thought about. o Then, in a sim
morewarmup activities that begin with ques:
shapes 0 show movement 20 and AHow might vyo
place?0 The | ast question directly rela
motivatingquestion KHow can an artist show a place using shape, color, and

texture?), and what they talkatbout in the gallery with Lilly

e
I

tuden
tedly

The activity seemed to make students very excited about making their choices and

havingunique contributions to the proje&tudents pondered various solutions, tried out
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different arrangements using the art matereis] excitedly discussed and compared

their solutions with their peers. The activity not only prepared students to work with art
materials, but also readied them to think about different solutions (including places like

outer space, a house by a river, auntain with big trees, a playground, a sea and a boat,

a bedroom, and a meadow) to show in their final artworks. Amy naturally transitioned
fromwarmup activity to main activity by revie\
asking the motivating questi, and passing out more materials. Judy and Hannah did not
include the warrup activity, but they asked the motivating question after the

introduction.

Motivating questionsand at-making. All studio educators used one carefully
crafted motivating question in their studio workshops. The administrators described a
motivating question as a developmentally appropriate,-epeied question that
motivates students, enables them to bring theggu®l experiences into their exploration
of art,and offers many entry points. The inclusion of motivating questions seemed to
serve as a thread in connecting the tour and wogkgbrtions, as wellas brirgt udent s’
personal experiences and previousnéay into their artmaking The motivating
guestionsalsomadet udent s’ st udi o €Tp fustratedudyces very
introduced the motivating questierHow might you use color and shape to show what
you feel?—afterreflecting on what the'8graders saw and talked about in the gallery in
connection to the theme (Exploring Issues Through Materials).

As students settldown in the studio spaceydy askaha students saw. They
answer,ii @clesd andii Bight colors @fter making sure studesthave seen

many shapes and colorddy explainghat artists use colors, lines, and shapes to

explore many things and adds, Al woul d

colors, lines, and shapes to show what
the students interested, shiebsequently asks Wwahey are feeling and thinking
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Sudentsstay quiet and seem less engagedlustyencourageshemto take a

deep breath in and out, and advigéem to talk to the person next to thana

tell themhow they are feelinglhen she introduces art materiaisWe ar e goi ng
to use these materials to show what we are thinking about or maybe how we are

feeling right now, and now share it wit
di scussion among partners, Judy asks AA
theyae t hinking or feeling?0 Studentso6 an:
death. o After a brief back and forth sh

work by Picasso or talked about Cubism in the gallery, but students deny this.
Judy repeats the motting questioni How mi ght you wuse col or
show what you fee?She then reads a Picasso quote that is written on the

whi teboard, APainting is just another w
again by asking if students talked abouttheabsact . A st udent ans
Judy asks, AWhat does abstract mean to
Judy explains right away that abstracti
anyone has different 1 deas stifieresthare. An
colors and shapes that show feelings. o
another prepared quote by Picasso, ACol
emotion. 0 Then Judy introduces more mat
making.

Similar to gallery educator Andy’ s faci

students (half of them had followed Andy for the gallery tour) to share their gallery tour
experiences, along with answers to the motivating question. However, the stuelents

less vocal and hesitant, so Judy resorted to repeatedly asking the motivating question.

When she had the class talk it over with partners, students seemed more comfortable

sharing about their thoughts and feelinQse of her students/ho saidthatshe was

feeling "“deathly tired,’ chose a dark brow
black and white papers to different rectangular sizes, and placed them in a very orderly

way. She organized the rectangles by color, creating a stripe, vgér l&ctangles on the

bottom, smaller rectangles on top, and red triangles on all four corners of the background
paper.Not one student seemed to struggle with techniques. As Judy agreed, the collage
workshopisveryselé x pl anat or vy. H oating yuestign seédmed o6 s mo t i

broad, and some of th& §raderdookedto have a little difficulty addressing it. One of
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the studentsnade a collage showifige mal e model s and women’s s,
magazine, and whalreflecting, she said she loved fashion deslgdyalsogave quotes
by Picasso that she had preparece gar dl ess of whet her student
not (Andy’'s initial pnbraonthishbetowMotvatidg Pi casso’
Questions and ArMaking sectioi

Il n contrast to Judy’' s ap'pigraae) bharethea nn a h
answers to the motivating question with the whole group before beginning to make their
art. After a short break between the gallery and studio porticasydh asked her
students to sit in a circle. She prompted them to pick a situation when they did something
for the first time and think about it for a minute in silence. She asked them to visualize
that instance, and then to share it out loud. Hannalndidtearefully and jotted down

student s responses. These included the fi
trapeze, playing violin or piano, losing two teeth, raising a puppy, starting a new school,
having new friends, and the first experience wligath (attending a funerabfter the

share, Hannah instructed the students to begin painting their scenarios about that event,

but she told the students that they could choose a different scenario if they preferred. She
told them to think carefully abatheir choices, including color selections, and she added

that if they want to use words in their paintings, they should have a reason. During the

interview, Hannah emphasized that she vathegersonal connection between art,

chil dr en’ s ridlsi, so she shapasradocusea guestion that might thread the
gallery, stwudio, and children’s |lives toge
extremely personal, and that they didn’t ¢

child had said.
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Asa result, the students’ paintings were

lives and experiences. To be specific, a studentavhos we ri g &t “dFfeat h, ” pai
herself in the center of the canvas wearing a pink shirt with two hearts on it. Sleel paint
the background in a patchwork of gray, black, light blue, light pink, light yellow, and
orange. Then, she wr onteerightsidehother stgdengwho of gr
answerreap,ezel, ” carefully drew heenslel f on a
started painting herself wearing a green shirt and blue g&imespainted the background
yellow. As soon as the pencil marks got blurry, she started painting her face and arms
with a tan color. The trapeze was painted with a black line. Lastéyadded her eyes
and mouth with the paintbrush. Other stude
black cat in the center with a sun in the top left hand corner, a big yellow school bus on
top of a gray road, a campfire painted with brown logs amdidire, and a teacher
holding her newborn child on her lap as she sat on a bench in the park. Considering the
fact that Hannah only provided primary (red, yellow, blue), black, and white paints, it
was impressive to see the range of colors studentsogeekin their paintings. However,
Hannah said that the students had already explored the medium when they mixed colors
in their previous class. Thus, students were comfortable with art materials and referenced
the materials with which they had already teat, explored, and experimented to create
their visual language. As noted in the previous section, Amy asked the motivating
guestion, (how can an artist show a place using shape, color, and texture?) after the
warmup activity and naturally transitioned tioe main activity

Dialogueduring art-making. During the armaking, all the studio educators

walked around to engage in eag-one or small group conversations. They were eager to
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talk to the students about their choices and processes, or to helglotgolnical skills

(i.e., mixing colors)For instance, Judyalked aroundhe roomandlooked at how

students were arranging the materaislasked them with them if they were showing

any specific feelings or thoughtSuring our interview, Judy commesd that she tried to
check in with individual students concerning their perspectives and their responses to the
materials. 8identsndividually shared their storiesith Judy but most of them hesitated

to share out loud with the whole group. During thieiview, Judy told me that there

were students expressing their sadness, confusion, anger, and feelings about violence
(war), or racism. She added that they used dark colors and images from the magazine
cutouts to portray those themes. Judy rememberedtadent that showed dimension,
diagonal lines, and the movement of a car. He commented that he was trying to depict a
car driving through to express the uncertainty of not knowing when to stop. Similarly,
Hannahwalked around the studio space and had emations with one or two students

at a time. Shgave a demo of how to mix colors (such as skin tones), complemented or
commented on details of the painting, and answered questions mostly related to use of
materialsNone of the studio educators mandatedhsisted that students should finish

their artworks in a certain way.

Furthermore, in some cases individual conversation pushed students to become
brave in experimenting with their materi al
places of their choosing, theyt, ripped, or crumpled papers, and used various colored
andtextun ed papers. One as$eddniynrelatiselydlat papees withs , wh o
different shades of blue, added corrugated paper to differentiate the sky and the sea, and

layered on different textures after conversing with Amy. Another girl, who cut brown
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paper into a spiral line, glued the two ends of the spiral to make her tree pop up. Amy
suggested the student fold the papers if she wantesnphasis. She was courageous to
make her collage thredimensional.
Reflection.At the end of the annaking, Judyand Amy facilitated a reflection.
Similar toengaging with artworkduringthe gallery tour, reflection seemed more
meaningful when there was enough time. Thalusly did not have enough time with her
students because due to traffic issues, the studamis in very late. Students had a total
of roughly 30 minutes in the studio. Consequently, near the end of the workshop when
most of the students were still working on their collages, Judy asked if there were any
volunteers who wanted to share their artkgofThere was only one girl that volunteered
to contribute. Judy commented mostly on her choices of arrangements and compared and
contrasted the choices with those of some
difficult for students to hear the reflémh because most of them were still working.
Amy’'s class, on the other hand, had plenty
minutes), leaving room for unrushed reflecti@ine set uphe studio space for a
reflection and then guided studentsdoKk and talk about all the finished artworks in the
same way that they had viewed and discussed art in the gallery
As Amy turn®ff the musicshe askstudents to finish their collages, clean
their tables, and hang their collages on the boardréflection. When everyone
finisheshanging their artworks on the boardmy askstudents to stand up by
the wall on the other side drface their artworksAmyemphasizethat students
will reflect on how artist use shapes, colors, and texdarto show place, and
remindsthem ofvocabulary they useguch as balance, movement, negative
spaceandoverlap. She first invitestudents to talk about artworlkisat are not
theirown. Sheasks AWhat do yamatherpet $ ce o sTelaust wo r k °
aboutchoices you notice about shapes, cqlard textured Anthonypoints to a
collage that hashree sterriooking lines made with green graséth white

fower cutouts on top of each stem. AThe
personisusingnatueo cr eate nature. o0 Amy rephras
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thematerial choice reflects the subject matter. Then, Amy directs s
attention to the color choices, Al s the
choice on t he s aofmeswaring, Jlgaoinks?o@nother sotlagea d

that has a sailboat in the center of th

background, and a sailboat and then the texture of the background is different. It
has sand and a wavynyt @atrampdriasetshe iXoea
out that this artist chose a lot of textures to show the sea, and | like how you use

the word gradient. Can you describe a little more abouttwhaa gr adi ent i s
Thendill explains fl t 6s | i ke wh e ntotankerdarlotb or goes
l ight. 0 Amy excl aims, AFantastic!o and

about the sea outside by the beach, the sky and the sea share the similar color
palette, and this gradient makes you imagine that the sky almost cortirthes
water, thatoés a real cool effect this a
to contribute, Amy saythat some placeare specificbut some @em to show

stories and she pointaut several artworks that seeto have charaters and
symbolsShe ask# students want to talk about symbols they notice and what they
might mean. Philip points to a collage that faasharacter in the centestanding

on top of a pedestal likeshape, surrounded by long column srepethe sides

and trianglesh@p e s o n t o phe chiaeterseemsstq be daficing like on
the top is the disco ball. A my r &echapaster se@nis to be inside
somewhergand| like the way the artisised different textures anplatterns on
thesides Whi | e r e f b asksthe siugents whetlyer thely sotice any
artwork that seems to show a connection with what they saw in the galleries,
including the artworks, or the building. After a fewmmstudent sharenoments,

Amy finishes by encouraging all studentspplaud fo what they did.

Amy asked opere nd e d , probing qguestions to deep
i nterpretations, and paraphrased what 't he
interpretations, as well as to reinforce the correct art terminologyddswibed narrative
shows how creating an environment that facilitates reflection made it easier for students
to focus on observing and sharing ideas of their own, as well as to appreciate the artworks
of their classmate&£ven though she has learned diffet teaching strategies while
working at various art museums over tjrdering the interviewAmy denied that she
used a specific teaching approach, especially in her studio workshopsrigual artist
herself, she said she thinks about her own studictioe and focuses on the process of

how artists structurtheir artmaking, rather thanoncentratingon teaching technical
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skills and facts that apply to art histotya st | 'y, | coul dreflecionobser ve

facilitation because it happened aftlee scheduled observation.

Connectiors Across Gallery and Studio

Different educators. As previouslymentioned, there were more than two
educators (in cas®f larger groups) leading the sas&hool group for the tour and
workshop program. Since different educators lead the gallery and studio portions,
educators aren’t able to physic=ailn yLiblel v 9
words, “I1 am never t hexaalysurewhhtuhsir,studentsusavat or s
talked about, or created in the other portion of the program. Even though educators
shared their plans, objectives, artwork chgioeder of discussion, and workshop type in
advance, t he s c hhebubyhess ofthemuseusnispateifonced a n d
educators to slightly modify their plans on the spot. For example, Andy (gallery educator)
planned to share five artworks witiis students, but ended up showing two because they
came in an hour latdudy (studio educatr ) , not aware of Andy’ s ¢
had to learn the information from the studemiso were not incredibly verbal. Similarly,
Lilly (gallery educator) cut out one stop from her initial plan ahdwed three artworks
because another educatorsnraready occupying that spdtis also implies that if two
gall ery educators split the group, student
All studio educators agreed that thag well aware of the collection on view, have a
general idea ofvhat students would see in the gallery, tnndttheot her educat or s
facilitation. However, | observedt hat since the gallery educat
i nformation or following their plans exact

responses gregtinfluenced their gallery learning experience. Thus, it seemed like a
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great | oss for studio educators to not be
That is, if the studio educators knew exactly what students focused on, or were intrigued
byduring the gallerytours uc h as t he artists’ passion (A
activity (HthistoulyBe builtgnto the giudio workshop, leading to a greater
connection.
Moreover, | noticed that there is not much time for educatoravwe éxchanges
about what each group saw, discussed, or made because the teachers have to quickly
complete a changeover. Correspondingly, the studio educators had to clean up the space
and replenish materials in the middle of the program. Thus, usualbnthéime
educators have to reflect upon their successes and challenges, as well as memorable
moments, is when they are cleaning up the space or tour bags after students leave the
museum. During their interviews, Judy and Amy added that, consideringcthibda
there are only a few minutes in between each studio session, the collage workshop was
the simplest choice because collage is easy to prepare and clean up without any
assistance. Thus, studio educators not only had limited information about thenstug ’
gallery experiences, but due to the exchange of teachers in the middle of the program,
also had to offer the type of the workshop that is easy to prepare and clean up.
Regarding the various educators being in charge of different portions of the
program, Laurie, the administrative staff member, claimed that the Red Museum has
about 21 gallery educators, but only three studio educators. Laurie insisted that the studio
workshops do not vary as much because only those three studio educators lead the

workhop portions, and gallery educators are
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workshops and teaching styles. However, this also implies that the limited studio
educators might not be able to fully connect to the range of gallery experiences

Tour and workshop sequence Althoughl only had the chance to observe the
order when the tour was first and the workshop second, | was curious to learn what the
educators thought about the sequence created by the design of the program, where either
the gallery or studio portions can comestiiT he studio educators, Judy and Amy, said
they prefer students to have the gallery visit firstause the tour allows the students to
move around and keep active in the gallery after the long bus ride, then take those
experiences and settle downtomakar t i n the studio. Judy ad
experiences inform their choices in the workshop portion. Hannah (gallery and studio
educator) agreed and said that there is valinrawng the tour and looking at artwork
first. It validatesthecomc t i on bet ween the featured work
With the reverse ordeavaluable linkage is losinless theeducatoremembers what
each student mak in the studicand is able to choos®rresponding artwork® show
students in the galleryshe added that, logistically, gallery discussion also requires more
focus, and students get tired after making their own art. On the other hand, Lilly, a gallery
educator, said she would prefer to offer the workshop first because engaging in the art
making process might urge the children to loosen up and get them ready to talk about
what they have done. Also, when educators are posing questions to the students in the
galleries, the workshop experience is a direct link to initiating discussion. However, al
educators agreed that the main objectivbave students look at art deeply, delve into

the themes, interpret art, and make personal conneeti@mmain the same regardless of
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the order, even though the experience may differ a little. In the end, they predgr to
accommodate greater numbers of students.
AdministratorsLaurie and Danadded thaeither sequence generateth
strengths and weaknesses regarding student experi€ocexample, if students do the
workshop first, they might appreciatethe t i st s’ art wor ks more bec
difficult it is to produce artlf they do the tour first hey mi ght use the ot |
artworks as inspiration for theawn art. However, Laurie and Dana claimed that students
would have different fuelrad tools to create their art either wajnfortunately, it was
difficult for me to determine my thoughts regarding the sequence without observing the
other workshop order, where the workshop was first, and the tour second.
Theme andmotivating question. The administrators referred to the use of epen
ended themes and motivating questions to unify the tour and workshop portions. Dana
said even though the administrative staff
guestions, educators aljreed that theotivating question for each tour and workshop
serves to connect the gallery and the studio experience, especially since they have
different educators leading the gallery and studio portions of the program. | noticed that
the use of tour and workshop thesrand motivating questions seemed to serve as an
important bridge in linking the tour and workshop portions of the program, sometimes
creating content connections. For instance, Lilly (gallery educator) answered that through
her tour (with the theme Placasnd Spaces), she tried to cr e:
projects. In fact, Lilly began her tour by showing students the architecture of the building
so they could talk about the core shapes (circles and triangles), and absorb the space.

After that, ie showed the two paintings in order to introduce students to artists who were
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interested in pastoral space and the natuoald. After that experience came abstract
painting which spurred students to think about abstraction (preparing studetits for
coll age workshop). Amy was sure that Lilly
observed and discussed ideas regarding the artworksn Amy’ s wor kshop (
guestion: how can an artist show a place using shape, color, and texture?), students used
various types of shapes, colors, and textures to create places including a bedroom,
seashore, and outerspaeo me st udents utilized Amy’s wor
and landscape collages (a boat, hills, or a house by theAsephlso emphasized that
theimt itutional objective is to make connect
works.

Similarly, Andy (gallery educator) said that he made sure he inserted the
guestions students will be asked in the studio and informed them that the artists @asked th
same questions while making their artworks. He said he tried his best to make students
familiar with artists who explored their passions, stories, or selves through art materials
(his theme was Exploring Issues Through Materials). In response, Judgrhstddents
investigate collage materials to show their feelings (motivating question: how might you
use color and shape to show what you fe&®ying her interview, Judy said that some
of her students expressed their thoughts on anger, sadness, viplajcand racism,
and they were passionate about expressing thegss.

Hannah, who led both her tour and workshop portions, agreed thavéhvell
connected because ofthnking motivating question (éiv might you show a time you

did something fothe first time in the paintify) t hat drew on artist’ s

student s individual experiences. {1 agree
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connected because students investigated a single painting, focusing on not only the
ar ti st ues,butaso dnrhis fifst move to a new city and what had happened during
the time of his move (first successful parachute jump), and then created their own
paintings based on the carefully crafted motivating question. As such, students were
making very prsonal and individual paintings that connected to their.lives

Visual reference.lt was cleatthat the students were directly referencing what
they saw inthe gallesrf or exampl e, shapes, —ewilktheys, and
were making theirartwars . Hannah’' s students were borro
and integrating them into their paintings. Even though when asked the motivating
guestion students did not respond with anything related to cats, after looking at a painting
thathadahumafaced cat in the center, two of Hann
middle of their canvases. In the studio, tkeegn asked other children and educators to
vote on whether they preferred dog or cateey may have veered off from their initial
answaes to the motivating question, but they were clearfuyencedby the painting they
sawandthey were influenced bit in their own paintings.

However, the students were not only directly borrowing images they saw, they
were also adopting the techniques of the artists. For instagaethe end of gallery tour,
Hannah asked her group to pick one technique they observed in the paintings from the
galleries that they might apply to their own work. She explained that the techniques
might include bright colors, two different feelings, light and dark colors, two faces to
express different feelings, and specific details or blurring. One student plaganted
background using various blurry pastel colors to create a patchwork. This resembled how

the artist painted his background, with multiple colors blended like a patchwork.
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Similarly, | noticed that students were not only learning from the artworks, but

they were absorbing everything that they were noticing in the museum, especially the

unique design of the Red Museum' s building
wor kshop, one student mentioned how a <cl as
distot ed, just I i ke the museum building. As L
aren’t just coming for the art, they are a

Talking about art. | noticed the way that students were looking and talking about
thearts t s° wor ks and t heir pedacators usedtherwor ks wel
facilitation to guide the students to respond in the same way. For example, in the
galleries, Lilly asked her students to observe the chosen artwork carefully, asked them
guestionsand encouraged them to share their observations in detail. She also rephrased
what they had said, and asked folloyy questions to deepen their inquiries and to
encourage them to build on what other students had contributed. Similarly, in the studio
Amy encouraged students to hang their finished artworks on the wall, oluseefally,
and then share what they saw. Amy askedapend ed questi ons, par aph
comments, and encouraged them to describe their choices when reflecting on their
arrangem@ nt s. When students were sharing, they
with respect, used detailed words to descr

appropriate to the conversation, added their thoughts of agreement or new ideas.

Summary of the Red Museum
According to the interview data, the administrative staff claimed that the
educators use constructivist approaches in their programs, and even though they did not

specify their teaching approaches as adhering to one single method, alldd¢htoes
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agreed that they value students’ active pa
objective is to have students look at art deeply, delve into the themes, interpret art, and
make personal connections. However, my observation andiewedata also revealed
different nuances in their teaching approaches and components that influence the
connection between the gallery and studio portions

Based on my observation data, the Red M
with a welcome, introdction of the museum building, overview of the program, and
museum rules. The gallery educators showed three artworks or less and spent between 10
minutes and an hour with each artwork. All the educators first had students look at the
artworks closelythen asked accessible questions to elicit their observations, ideas, and
interpretations, often remembered u d eomrmesnts and connected them with other

student s comments, and, near the end, rev
Sometimes, thgallery educators asked guiding questions to lead the class to the
predetermined information. Theelucatorslso incorporated gallery activities (drawing,

collage, silent looking, and partner talk), and the activities seemed to serve as-apvarm

for the studio workshop or were used to re
transitioned to the studio, theudio educators generally reviewed the gallery tours so that

the students could help the teachers to learn what they actually looked at and talked

about. The studio educators then facilitated a wapnactivity or asked the motivating

guestion. The motivaig questions seemed to serve as a thread in connecting the tour and

wor kshop portions, bringing students per s
their artmaking, and sometimes creating the content connections. During-tinaldry,

none of thestudio educators mandated students to finish their artworks in a certain way,
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Il nstead they engaged in individual or grou
and processes, or to help out with technical skills. Generally, the studio educators
facd | itated a reflection of students’™ finish
they did this resembled the way the galler
works of the professional artists. As a result, | realized that students wkirggland
talking about their peers’ artworks with r

the same way that the |l ooked at and discus

Case 2 The Blue Museum

A Brief Overview of the Program

The Blue Museum's official webstte affi
long thematic tour and workshop programs to students in gradéstBré2. Similar to
the Red Museum, the number of educators appointed to each tour and workshop program
depends otthe number of registered students. Two educators (a gallery educator and
studio educatorqre appointed fogroups of less than 30, attitee educators (a lead
gallery educator, gallery educator, and studio educaterappointed folarger groups.
Thisis due to the maximum capacity of people allowed in the gallery or studio space (15
and 30 respectivelyBased on my interviews with the educators, | learned that, in the
past, the Blue Museum had only allowed a maximum of 30 students per program. Two
edwcators (the lead educator and educator) split the group in half and taught the gallery
portion. Then when the groups all came down to the studio after the gallery tours, the
lead educator led the studio workshop while the other educator assisted. The recen

change was made to accommodate more students, even though the change also altered the
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sequence; half of the students experience the gallery tour first, while the other half
experience the studio workshop firatso, it is worth noting that the educatatsthe

Blue Museum, unlike those at the Red Museum, are trained to lead both tour or workshop
portions. Thusgdepending on their schedules, dacators are able to teach both

portions of the program (either tour or workshop).

The administrator, Niki, sted that the structure of the program would be fairly
consistent in each tour and workshop program. If students do the gallery tour first, the
program begins with a welcome, introduction to the museum and program, and a review
of museum rules. Then, thaltery educator(s) introduce a theme and an advanced
organizer, visit three to five artworks, and reflect updrat the group has discovered
while preparing students for artaking. During her interview\iki, the administrative
staff member, explainedahthe advanced organizer couldabbrief activity that set the
tone oftheprogramnd narr owed down studenDusng t hough
the tour, thegallery educator(s) miglalsointroducegalleryactivities—for example,
touching the materisdampleson r t i s tsketching, @mdvisg,the body tanake
shapes or sculpturesin orderto engagestudentsand encourage theta look at art in
different ways.

After that, the students transition to the studio. The studio educator reviews the
gallery tour and connects it to the theme and taraking. The studioeducator might
demonstrater encourage material exploration and ask a motivating question. The
definition and use of the motivating question at the Blue Museum resembled that of the
RedMuseum’ s, and Ni ki added that the studio

on the tour plan and mat er i amakingftter t he wor
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educator will poinbut what students are doing and astutedge their choices. At the

end, tle studio educator facilitates a reflection in the form of a gallery walk or discussion.

f students do the workshop first, the sec
description was generally consistent with my observatidhe.tablebelow shows the

design of the Blue Museum s tour and worKks

Table 7 Design of the Tour and Workshop

Welcome, introduce museum & program, review museum rules

|¢

Advanced Organizer
Introduce the theme, brief conversation or activity

Artwork 1
Questions distinct to the artwork, observation, interpretation, gallery activity

|¢

Artwork 2
Questions distinct to the artwork, observation, interpretation, gallery activity

|¢

Artwork 3
Questions distinct to the artwork, observation, interpretation, gallery activity

|¢

1¢

eview gallery tour, relate it to the theme and workshop, introduce materials, explore
materials, and d@onstrate techniques

Art Making
Motivating question, students' exploration and experimentation, individual and group dialogue

Reflection
Clean up, exhibit students' artworks, gallery walk or group dialogue

|¢

*Arrows indicate transitionsncluding review of previous artwoykrief introduction of latter
artwork and physical move from one place to another.
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Characterization of the Museumds Pedagogy
Admi ni stiews.TheBlswe vMuseum’ s website decl at
are inquirybased and exploratory in nature, as well as designed to promote careful
observation and critical thinking skilteroughfocusing on a few artworks during an hour
tour and a related hour hards workshop. Niki, the administrata@xplained during the
i nterview that she supplmsedapreachihatastbased®ri u s e
constructivismShe described thaivhen using this approach, educators engage students
in conversation that is often prompted by questions, drop in information, even deeper
guestions, and then reflection. This occurs after each stop in front of an artwork in order
to build on their previos conversations. | confirmed through my observation and
interviews that all the educators incorporated the inquiry approach as Niki described.
In order to support constructivist approaches, including the indpaisgd
approach, the administrators traime wl y hired educators, become
planning process, provide a Professional Development Program (PD) once a month, and
observe educators twice a year. Wkencator(sarehired, thenew teachewill write a
detailed lesson platiat inclides the targeted age group, theme, objectives, three
artworks to discuss, and possible questions, and also lead mock tours to practice teaching
in the gallery setting. Niki invites art and museum professionals (curator, artists,
educators) to PD sessiotusgive a tour or talk and providgeticles (exhibition and
museum education related) to the educators. As part of PD, educators conduct peer
observation and give feedbad¢kowever, Niki added during the interview that even

t hough al | t hecatdrsaretraibdd ® eacimihgabgsediapproaches,
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she values all the different energy gducatorring and the different ways they choose
to facilitate their classes.

It is worth noting that the former and current administrative staff at the Blue
Museum who trained many current Blue Museum educators used to work at the Red
Museum, and a few current Blue Museum educators have worked at the Red Museum.
Accordingly, | could observe many similarities between the Red and the Blue Museum in
terms of the d&ign of the programs, teaching approaches, and facilitation of the
programs.

EducaviewsIls®t erestingl vy, not all of the BI
the ter+sna‘siedqgaipppy oach” or specified their
method.The erms they used to describe their teaching approaches resembled those of the
educatorat the Red Museum. These methods included the constructivist approach,
inquiry-based approach, VTS, and activiigsed methods. Whether they knew the terms
or not, duringheir individual interviews, the educators all agreed that they incorporate
openended questions and prioritized student s
looking, verbal exploration, and autonomous speculatitowever, a few educators
added hat, depending on the group, they might ask cleseted questions and
incorporate multimodal gallery activitieBor example| noticed that Niki, who is an
educator as well as an administrator, sometimes asked accessibleetideddjuestions
tospecike ducati on students, such as, “Raise yo
r o c ISke added thahe often incorporates different teaching strategies to meet the
needs of diverse studeraindto offer the best possible experiences. The Blue Museum

educators told me that they learned about different teaching approaches from various
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sources, including other institutions where they have worked, graduate schools, the Blue

Museum’

The Sessions

s P D amdmeflectionm vath peer edgcators

Overview. | observed three sessigrad all the groups came to the museum as

part of school field tripsThree educators led the three sessions: (two gallery educators

who split the group, and one stu@iducator who taught the entire group). | observed one

gallery educator because the two gallery educators showed different artworks to their

students during the same allotted gallery time. All the programs had themes and studio

educators incorporated mottuag questions similar to those used at the Red Museum

Table8: An Overview of Observed Sessions

Session 1 Session 2 Session 3
Educators Gallery, Agnes Gallery, Roy Gallery, Lee
Studio, Niki Studio, Janine Studio, Jessica
Students 35 students, K/ 28 students,'3grade/| 60 students,™ grade/
Public/ Special Ed | Charter/ General Ed Public/ General
Themes | Materials and Proces| Sense of Self and Arl What is sculpture?
Motivating How might you How might you create How mightyou make
Questions | arrange materials to| a paper sculpture thg an abstract sculpture
create a cool tells us something that has interesting
sculptur® about yourself? shape8

Planning. The Blue Museurm s

than the Red Museums

pl anning

pl anni n gmparativety eners formma s

process

because

involvement. Typically, whea schoobooksthe progranonling the schoolteacher is

asked to provide information about students and choose a theme for the prognaam

menu the museum offer§he program coordinator thesthedule possibleeducators

based on themvailability and emails them with the specifisstjooland class

informationand theme) about a week before the program date. In respuoanssad

of

c

t

h ¢
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galleryeducatoiinitiates the planmig by sharing his/her tour objectives, artworks in
sequence, and possible gallery activities. Accordingly, the other gallery educator (if
available) shares his/her plan, and then the studio educator shares his/her workshop
objectives, motivating questiomaterials, and a brief workshop description. Niki and
Agnes (administrative staff) are included in the email exchange, and they sometimes give
advice to educator3he back and forth exchange of emails involving the administrative
staff seemed to make edors think carefully about their own plans and become more
aware of datohmerve'r ,pltahnss. pl anning process di
strictly followed their lesson plans. The educators occasionally modified their plans
depending on the arriveli me of the group, students’ res
example, Roy included a sculpture that sits outdoors in his initial plan, but he showed an
indoor sculpture instead. During his interview, he said he changed his plan due to the
chilly weather. 8nilarly, Agnes showed two artworks even though she initially planned
for three artworks. She changed her mind so that the students could spend extended time
with a single artwork (more on this the Number of Artworks sectipn

Prep time. All of the educators (from the different sessions | observédiki,
Agnes, Roy, Lee, Janine, and Jessicame to the museum at least 45 minutes before the
program start time in order to prepare. The studio and gallery educators met at the
mu s e u m’ sStudia edudatoes-Niki, Janine, and Jessiegprepared materials and
visual aids. Gallery educatersAgnes, Roy, and Leepackedtheir tour bagswith
imagesof t he artist and art wor klevanttmtheéteur i al s a
theme, and then tlyehelped the studio educator to set up the tables with workshop

materials. While prepping, gallery and studio educators casually chatted to remind each
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other of their object order, possible gallery activities, and workshop description, and to
ask for lastminute advice. About 15 minutes before the scheduled program, all the
educators went to the entrance to greet the students

Gallery facilitation. As stated before, the highlighted instances and narratives |
captured here are not representative of a Bpeducator's teaching, or of all programs
in an individual museum, but they simply represent telling instances that related to my
research questions.

Opening, advanced organizer, andemeUpon st udents’ arrival
one of the educators (edthfrom the studio or gallery) briefly introduced the museum and
museum rules, and guided students to the studio. In the studio, the educators split the
group into three smaller sections (two groups for gallery tours and one group for studio
workshop) andget a time when they should switch. After the group was divided, the
gallery educators-Agnes, Roy, and Leeguided students to the gallery space to greet
them once again arfdcilitate the Advanced Organizer. Agnes, Roy, and Lee showed
photos of the artisind shared sample art materials or tools to introduce the artist,
museum, and the themes of the program (Materials and Process, Sense of Self and Art,
and What is Sculpture?) While facilitating the Advanced Organizer, the educators asked
guestions and praded information in between the answers. This seemed to prepare
students to vocalize their comments with the whole group. The below fragment shows
how Agnesfacilitated the Advanced Organizerhelp students (kindergarten, special)
think about the theme (Materials and Process).

Agnes guides students to make a circle and sit near the first artwork. Students
excitedly exclaim and comment on sculptures they notice around them. Agnes

wel comes students and introduces hersel
boys and girls, my name is Agnes. Welcome to the Blue Museum. One artist made
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all the artworksinth®81 ue Museum. 0 Then, Agnes intr
artist who designed the museum space and made all the artworks on view in the
museum. Agnes pulls out a photo of the afttssth her tour bag and shows it to

the students. As students look closely aptieot o, Agnes asks, i Wh
in thi sApbecyuae®wers, AThereds a statue
point to the statue? Can you show me?0o0
and explains, fAiGood. Yes,culpthrtesBheartist t he s

is in his studio where he makes these sculptures. He has different kinds of tools to
make his sculptures. o Most of the stude
on making a sound. So, the schoolteacher firmly stops him, sostildents can

|l i sten and Agnes can talk. Agnes cont.
materials in his studio. o Then, she as
made any work of art?d6 The schoolteach
madeay art?0 Agnes pulls out some sampl
asks again, AHave you made any art wit
excitedly browse the materials, and th
What i s that ?0 &tseonAmatesatat stime, stlidgnts ghout n t
out , A Wo o d, ACrayons, 0 APaintbrush, 0 0
schoolteacher reminds student s, ARememb
scul pt?0 Agnes adds and confir ms, ARExce
with clay?0 Students remember and share
clay scul ptures, including AFl atten, 0 i
summari zes students6 comments and conne
Process) . A S o, ptyeonth ckay, sSomenvhydleused difeerent |

tools and materials. So, we are going to explore some of the different materials

and tools the artist used when making s

D >DP®O® XS

r
t
0

As shown above, Agnes incorporated accessible questions while showing the

photcs and art materials. Agnes not only prepared students to share their observations,

but

al so connected students previous expe

theme. | could observe students getting excited to share their experiences and comments

with Agnes. Similarly, after showing a phot

introduced the museum and the artist and naturally connected those concepts to the theme

(What is Sculpture?)

Lee guides students"f@yrade) to a quiet place nedne first artwork and asks
them to sit where she can see them well. As students sit down, Lee welcomes the
cl ass, AWel come to the Blue Museum, Il a
your hand if you have ever bethatmdsto a mu
of the students have been to a museum, Lee begins to introduce the museum and
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the artist, AnExcellent, hands down. So,
Guess what, our museum is completely different from any other museum. You

know why? Wheyou go to a museum, there is a painting made by one artist, you

walk a little bit, and you will see another work made by another artist. This

museum is completely different because all the artworks you will see are made by
one artist. o Aformaionshedeint g QgaspPsand exc
and ANo way! o A boy asks if the artist
no | onger alive and tells him the artis
explainsthat the artist not only made dhe artworks in the museum, but he chose

where he wanted fout each piece.

Lee pullsouta photo of the artist from her tour bag and shows it to the

studentdy slowly walking in front of them She asks, ARai se you
could describewhdt e i s Ad obionyg .edcx ci t edl y answer s, f
scul pture. o0 Lee further asks, AWhat mak
scul pture?0 The boy points to the photo
toolsand explaingi He has | i kod eee ocwrnvfe rmesr,e " So, vy

noticing the artistds stuentiwhdashelhanel t hen
up, AWhat arelheouwimdt iamismgi@gmginton The ar ti

rocksO Lee repeats and adds, i Gamadydy aret he ar
noticing the tools.o0o Lee asks again, AW
student answers, fil notice the holes fr
flat. o Lee compliments and paraphrases,
noticingt hat the artist is really digging th
girl shouts out and asks, ABut, why?0 L
| am showing you this picture because he makes sculptures, and he uses tools to

make the sculptuse. 0

ThenLee pulls out the sculpture tools fr
mallet, whichisadouble i ded hammer. This is a chise
this picture for five years, and there was one kid who said he or she noticed that
thearti st is hitting the chisel so hard t
Right away students | ook at the photo a
AWow! 0 Then, Lee encourages students to

mallet in their handsnd show her how it would be like to carve a sculpture.

Students excitedly pretend as if they are carving a sculpture and make the hitting
sounds. After a few moments of carving the imaginary sculptures, a girl raises her
hand and shares, nfgl thaewesdmedmrse tw fi x a

compli ments the girl for associating an
it is a great point. The artist had specific tools for making sculptures and those
tools are similar t o afeebatkandtfottat f i x mac
commentaries about the photo, a girl sp
Lee proudly links it to the theme (What
the best thing. She said these sculptures could look like anything. Witettis/e

are going to talk about today. 06 Then, L

sculpture, which is right next to where they are sitting.
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As described above, Lee facilitated the Advanced Organizer by explaining about
the museum and artist, showmigual aids, and involving students by prompting them to
share their observations and i deas. Furthe
them pretend to sculpt. By doing so, Lee gently set the tone of the program as well as
guided students to thkrabout the theme. Similarly, Roy did a brief introduction about
the museum and asked students where they w
answers to the theme, he then explained that the artist traveled to different parts of the
world for inspiration and to make art (Sense of Self and Art). The facilitation of the
Advanced Organizer seemed to set the tone for the pragmdrhelped educators quickly
build a relationship with the students.
Number of artworks. All three gallery educators inadled three artworks in their
initial plans. Roy and Lee followed their plans, but Agnes cut off one artwork. During the
individual interviews, they all agreed that they are flexible and would eliminate tour
stop(s) if necessary. Interestingly, Agnes chiosghow two artworks to students even
with the s c hhespottregquastthaeshe woulddike her students
(kindergarten, special) to look at as many sculptures as possible, spending about two

minutes at each stop, because she worried aboutuhdrstn t s short attenti
During her interview, Agnes explained that
opinion,shewas responsive totlet udent s . Based on the stude
contributions—they were able to sit, look carefully, and synthesize their observations in
extended conversatierAgnes decided to spend extensive time with a single artwork and

cut off one artwork. She reftted during the interview thahe felt comfortable with her

decision. Thusall the gallery educators spent about 10 to 20 minutes on each artwork
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Dialogueduring art viewing. The gallery tour encouraged students to share their
observations and ideastdoud to the whole group. At each stémnes, Roy, and Lee
encouraged their classes to observe the artwork carefully, apke@ndedquestions to
initiate conversation, provided pertinent informatiorbiet ween students’ <co
defined art terms, @& near the end of the session, paraphrased student comments. Most
students seemed comfortable sharing,deweral times | noticed when students were
having a challenging time describing what they observed, or with listening and then
buil di ng omments The ehildeeh were inclined to mention all the different
things they associated with the abstract sculptures, so educators had different strategies to
guide their dialogue. For example, Agnes was responsive to her students (kindergarten,
special),and she managed to keep students focused on observations (shape, color, and
material) by pointing to the specific parts they were discussing and encouraging them to
describe what they saw

After sudentscarefully follow Agnes in a straight line toesthe sculpture

from all sides, Agnes urges them to sit in front of the sculpture. Agnes asks Megan
who had her hand rai sed,Mefigidhna ts hwaerrees ,y ofiul

itdos | i ke a car, and I notice this scul
ASo, you noticed a | ot while walking ar
are many holes. Megan, can you come up and point to the holes wvtithohing

the scul pture?0 Megan carefully points
her. Agnes then compares the scul ptures
in the first sculpture were already part of the stone. They are natural. And these

hoes are actually made with a machine or

| i ke a dinosaur. o Agnes holds his comme
looks like a dinosaur, we will come back later because | remember Megan saying
that thisremindsherad car . 0

Agnes attentively |istens to the stude
you say something about a stripe or scratch? Whatwordd you use?0 As

answetrrsi pieSs, 06 Agnes asks her to point toc
clarifies that the artist creates the stripei ke | i nes. Then, Jonat
see a cylinder. o Agnes asks, AExcel |l ent
| arge hole created by a quarrying machi
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tunnel .®dAginresagqreement, and Jonathan st
Agnes agrees and cl arifies, Alt i s actu
and hed6és noticing the sculpture on a wo
a hole that is like a tunneln the bottom, and the cylinder shape that was made by

the tools when the artist was getting t
boy comments, fAltds white. o Agnes adds,
type of stone from the first onejcathe color is all white. We call it the marble
stone. 0 As one of the students asks wha
sample marble stone from her bag and encourages students to observe, touch, and
describe in order to compare it with the sculgt

As promised, after making sure all students shared at least one thing, Agnes
brings up their previous comments and i
reminds you of a dinosaur, right?0 The
ikckamout h. 6 Agnes asks her to point to th
mout h, and then asks, fAWha i nd of sou
girl answers, flt would be ry | oud. o
suggesting that this looks lile di nosaur , an at woul d
opens it up to the group t ke the s
sound | i ke? Make the sound!o Students
asks Megan, AYou s ai dar, whatanaked ybu say thatet mi n d
i's |li ke a car?0 Then, Megan describes
clarifies and asks her to deepen her i
this is the back of the car, and this is the TV screenyimaimight watch? What
would you watch i f you were in there?o0
her favorite TV show. Agnes asks the gi
them of anything else. After a few more share, Agnes summarizes whatsstude
have noticed, AfHereds a fun |ittle fact
here and there, he made different marks with different tools, and thanks to
Jonathan who noticed the crack; the artist put his sculpture on top of the wood
that has acrack. But, the other cool thing is that the sculpture looks like a
di nosaur . 0 T hteahthe aisghowglst absuh astosy sshen making
the sculpturesind shares the title of the sculpture, which resembles a loud sound
made by an animal. Afteevealing the title, she reminds students what they have
discovered about the artist and his two artworks (materials, colors, and shapes).

She tells them that in the studio they will be makimgptures using different
materials while alsothinking aboutdifferent textures and colars

g:rmmo

As shown above, Agnes asked orled questions, clarified what the students
said, pointed to the places they were discussing, introduced sample rocks and shared the
title of the artwork when relevant. She also oftendestiin agreement and reminded

them of previous comments. Remembering what they had said seemed to show that she
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was listening attentively and valuing their answers. Consequently, the children were
excited to share their observations and ideas, and theedesomfortable speaking.

The narrative below shows how Roy facilitated his gallery learning in front of the
same sculpture AgneshadusBcby’ s group spent al most the
Agnes’ group | ooking at t heyistrodudegpandir e. As
defined t he andprovitded Visudl and tadile resburces to help studefits (3
grade, general) focus on describirggious aspects of the sculpture and the theme (Sense
of Self and Arj.

After discussing that the artist went all over the world to make artworks, and
thenasking students to share the platiesy want to visit (an Advanced

Organizer), Roy guides students to turn their bodies to face the first sculpture.
Roy gentl ydamaskesy moMhiade? 0 | mmedi ately, &

shares, dlt is white, and it seems |ike
white and sparkly. o Another student sha
further asks, afiWhbhat hak@ébheyostudent desc
the scul pture, Al't goes up and down. 0 R
surface, and it goes down | i ke a ramp.o
Al't |l ooks old. o Roy as®Ré,Chahae dakesi ly
top, ités li ke a circle where a person
the top part reminds you of a saddl e wh
shares, AThis |l ooks | ikeota istmmo& Rbheragily:
confirms his name, fAKen, ni ce Because
of i magination, eagerly shares, AThis |
the eyes, and that part i s AlSioke ithéed arso g
with the shapes you notice and the dril
shares, AThereds a smooth surface too. o
polished that part. You were talking about the bumpy parts before and there are

al so smoot h, polished, and sparkly part

the conversation to textureé§,Any ot her textures that yol
However, students keep commenting on the things the sculpture makes them think

of. Roy triestorede ct t he conversation by saying,
all these different things, and you know, when something reminds us of all

di fferent things, that is called O6abstr
before? Abstract art is when everyone ®ak this, and there are a million things

that i1t reminds us of. So, the artist m
Then, to redirect studentsd conversatio

comments concerning the material and shares the rockleasaghe children can
examine the scul ptureds material . After
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photo of the artist in a quarry in Italy to teach them that the artist traveled to find
his material. Then he shoswentskogalkar ti st 0
about how the artist carved his sculptures. Roy concludes the investigation of the
artwork by summarizing studentsd commen
to look for a rock in specifien,bel ze and
guides students to the next sculpture.
As described abov&oy prompted conversations by asking accessible questions
in order to elicit students’ observations.
what was in their imaginationk.distracted them from listening or adding commentary to
the observations of their classmates to build a collective interpretation of the sculpture.
ThussRoy defined the term “abstract,”™ passed
ofthe artistandtheartst °' s t ool s to help students talk

artist’s travel in quest of the material,

Ironically, introducing the resources seemed to distract students from
investigating the sculpture in front ofthemn a si mi | ar mafner , Lee’
grade, general) got excited to share what they thought about the sculpture instead of what
they saw in the sculpture. To encourage students to investigate various aspects of the
sculpture (shape, color, texture, ahd material), as well as to link it to the theme (What
is sculpture?), Lee added her comments and repeated questions

After careful observatior,,ee asks what students are noticing. A girl answers,
Al notice two differementolods addlsee AilS®

noticing two different colors, when you look at the sculpture at the first sight you
might think it is a one big thing, but you will discover details if you look

carefully. 0 Lee asks agai n,omim&itsantheel s e
size of the scul pture, AThe scul pture |
tall and 4 feet wide, yes, maybe a | itt
student adds, AWhen the artistemade t he
expl ains, AThank you for carefully 1|1 ook

Sometimes, when we make things, things may crack. But, stone sometimes has

cracks in it. So, maybe the artist liked the cracks in the stones, and he wanted
themtobepartofhscul pture. 06 Lee notices anot her
AWhat el se are you noticing?0 The stude
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Lee connects it to what another student
back to what you were sayingeth ar t i st 6s scul pture can |
look like many things. It can look like an eye ball, and what was the thing you

sai d?0 Another student excitedly shares
all shout out what the sculpture remindedrthof, so the schoolteacher stops

them and tells them to calm down. Lee e
said that the sculpture looks like a few different things. That gets us to the

important part of a sculpture. That is shape, because almodgis what

shape?0 Students answer, ACircle. 0 Lee
the scul pture, the shape is a circle. W
boy raises his hand and shares, il not

him to point to the holes without touching the sculpture. He stands up, looks
closely at the sculpture, and learns that the holes are actually shadows of the

cracks on the sculpture. Another girl s
even. 0 seendepeats, ARight, so some of t
are bigger. Ni ce, I Il ove your careful I
giant wedding ring. o Lee clarifies, nyYe
chat excitedly, and Leecatghe t hei r attention, ASo, we
and we talked about different colors, and there is one more thing. Texture.

Anybody know what a texture is?0 A girl

and encourages students to describe the textuen,Ttee guides students to talk
about material. After a few back and forth conversation, Lee tells students the title

of the artwork (which includes the word
agreement and shout out, Al keadist why. 0
named it |ike it?0 Students associate t
excitedly share their ideas and imaginings. Lee reminds students what they said at

the beginning, AThe artistds artworks ¢
usthn k of many things, do you know what i
Lee further explains, Altés called abst
abstract?0 Many students nod in agr eeme
you have noideawha you are doing. o0 Lee explains,
hold onto that thought. o6 Then, she asks

sculpture so they can compare it with the next scudptur

As described aboveyvhen studentenly sharedheir imaginativethoughts instead
of |listening to each ot her, Lee repeated a
to think about shape, color, texture, ahdmaterial of the sculptureirging thento link
it to the theme (What is sculptureft).addition,Leeoften repeated he questi ons *

do you notice?” and Shé/blsotrevenidtk tilsoftiyeavark s ay t h

near the endf the session even if none of the students asked for it. As a thsult,
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conversation seemed more liadack and forth question and answer exchazige the

title seemed | i ke the ultimate answer of

l i mi t st udnagmatisn'Leefagreed dureng the interview that the group was

challenging becausedf were not listening to each other.

However, it was interesting to observe how the dialogue progressed and got richer

as the classes moved onto second and third sculptures. That is, as they became more
familiar with the abstract sculptures, students sthtd compare artworks, describe in

detail, and focus on how the sculptures might have been made. The children also started

to |listen to each other, build on each oth
For instance, when Roy brought the third gnado the second sculpture, he started off
with a question, asking the class to describe the similarities and differences between the
current and the previous sculptures. Students compared them by their shapes, colors, and
marks, and then created a cailee imaginative story based on their observations
After a few comments about the comparison between the previous sculpture
and the sculpture in front of them, Pricilla points to the sculpture and describes,
AThe stone part, athatpamalyabpartidlikeghear t i st a
opening of a tower.o0 Joey adds in agree
a broken tower. Al so, fromRoylaskste | see,
confirm, ASo, the bl ac khen areibteribr spacess s | p
i nside. 0 Joey answer s, AThis one is dif
back, it looks |like steps. The hol es r
are different between t he trenodiffearenul|l pt ur e
because it is in many pieces. 0 Roy reph
scul pture because it is broken into man

nods to agree. Iris adds onto the idea that the sculpture looks like a foweh i s
one is like a tower, it is like broken down because Ivan (the character from the

movie he has watched) is not |living i
you say that?o0 IlIris answer s, ifBecause vy
movie,lvanbeaks the stone to get in, so mayb
and tells the students information, HfAYe
these holes. Also, when he made these holes, he put the bamboo inside and wet it,

and then the bamboo expatland broke the stone. So, the artist made all the
cracks. o Then, Roy explains the materia
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that the artist got the stone from overseas. Roy asks the children to whisper to the
person next to them, giving a reasshy might the artist have traveled to get the
stone. After a few minutes of sharing, Roy points to a couple of groups and asks
what they said. Students answer, fAlnspi
Roy pulls out a photo of the artist getting theafic stone from a quarry and
shows it to the children
Students were pointing out details in the sculpture and sharing their imagination
based observations. They also listened to each other and built onto the story inspired by
the artwork. One studeptven associated the story with a movie she saw. Roy asked
guestions in between to clariiyhy students were associating elements of the sculpture
with certain ideas and offered pertinent information in between their commgmiss
and Lee’ s statted h share moreadétaled observations and imaginative
associations as they moved onto the second or third sculptures.
Gallery ectivity. To encourage students to look at the artworks in detail and on
their own, all of the gallery educatersAgnes, Lee, and Reyincorporated gallery
activities into at least one of their stops. As have been mentioned, they all showed a photo
of the artist carvig the sculpture, or in the quarry searching for his materials, and shared
material samples or carving tools students could touch. Looking at the photo of the artist
seemed to create a better context for the participants, especially when they seemed
puzzlal by the abstract sculpture. Touching the materials looked to help students better
understand the quality of the material, observe the sculptures in detail, and to keep their
hands off of sculptures that the classmates might be yearning to touch.
In additon, Lee and Roy included a drawing or sculptonaking activity at one
of the stops. To be specific, when one of

metal sculpture they were discussing, Lee explained to"flggatie students that the

sculptue was made from folded metal, which is smooth. Then she provided students with
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a piece of metatolored paper and encouraged them to explore that material. She gave
them a onaminute challenge: make the sculpture that can stand up by itself. The students
excitedly folded, rolled, and crumpled the material to create a quick paper sculpture.

Roy even dedicated one stop (about 15 minutes) to a gallery adteityrought
thegroup(@gr ade, general) to the gall difsgaplespace
sculptures (from pieces the size of a head to those the size of a torso). Once in the space,
Roy provided a paper and pencils and asked students to think about a word that describes
them, and then to write it down on the corner of the pa&edents thought carefully and
wrote a word or sentences sucha3, a m v er yMysetflpve toeat, tlove td  “
cook with my grandma,” “1 amChumnAitgr’”” “ My n
confirming all students wrote down a word or a sentence, Bkgdathem to carefully
explore the gallery space, finding a sculpture that matched the words that they wrote.

They would then draw that piece of art. After students drew the sculptures, Roy gathered
them to sit in a circle and guided them to look at teedaulpture. He asked the question,
“What does this sculpture tell you about t
might have had both sides in his personality (shiny smooth side and rough side) because

the artwork they saw had both smooth amagh textures on it. In my view, the activity

allowed students to reflect on themselves, look closely at a sculpture that attracted them,

and think about the sculpture in connection to the artist and the theme (Sense of Self and
Art). During his interviewRoy agreed that the activity inspired students to look and

think about each artwork for an extended period of time. He added that he incorporates
activities to accommodate children who learn best from touching or moving, rather than

talking and listening
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Other factorst hat s h a p esspbonsesThedBéua Museum is relatively
small and less busy compared to the Red Museum. Accordingly, most of the times when
students were having the gallery tours, they were the only visitors or made up the
majority of visitors in the gallery space. Students had the opportunity to enjoy the whole
gallery space, better focus on the artworks, and feel the ownership of that area (i.e. Roy
decided on doing a drawing activity in one of the gallery spaces dedicated tb thesar ' s
smaller scaled). It was much easier for the gallery educator and students to talk and listen
to each other while they focused on the chosen artworks than it would have been in a
busy gallery space (e.g. Agnesbletoki ndergart
concentrate in spite of the teacher’s conc
However, having to discuss collections mainly filled with abstract sculptures,
gall ery educators had to define the terms
understood the definitions,t udent s coul dn’t stop shouting
sculpture without listening to each other. Students seemed to get much more comfortable
sharing their observations and ideas after the educators defined the terms, or after the
young childrersaw and discussed more abstract sculptures. Similarly, the abstract
sculptures made of different types of rocks were often displayed on the floor without any
safety fence (like a familiar garden). The sculptures with different textures tempted
young studets to touch, so educators had to remind them of the museum rules. During
the individual interviews, educators said sharing material samples is a strategy to satisfy
children’”s. need to touch
Studio facilitation. As stated before, the highlighted instanaad narratives |

captured here are not representative of a specific educator's teaching, or of all programs
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in an individual museum, but they simply represent telling instances that related to my
research questions.

Studio ®t-up and distribution of naterials. The setup of the space seemed to
allow students to easily communicate with the educator and peers, access art materials,
and see the motivating question and visual aid. The studio setup was similar among
educatorsAll the studio educators set up bin a Ushape facing one side of the room,
where they put up visual aids and posters with motivating questions written on them.
They also placed baskets of materials for the sculpture making workshops on the ledge by
the wall the class was facing. Niiepared baskets full of small wooden objects,

Popsicle sticks, black and red ribbon, plastic magiouts, glue with brushes and cups,

and black cardboard bases. Jessica prepared colored construction paper (in strips), tissue
paper, pipe cleaners in difmt colors, wooden blocks, pebbles, scissors, and glue.

Lastly, Janine prepared colored construction paper (in strips), cellophane tape, scissors,
and cardboard basdsowever, the educators did not introduce all the materials at once,

but introduced oner two materials for exploration before the main activity (more will be
discussed belowAfter the warmup activity (material exploration), all the studio

educators introduced the rest of the materials in sequence.

Interestingly, educators did not limit the number of materials students could use,
which allowed freedom for material selection. Jessica shared during the interview that
she used to limit the number of materials students to choose from. However, litmiting t
number of materials required a lot of management because she had to tell and remind
students to make a thoughtful selection, not to use more materials. She added that there

might be participants who would like to work with less than or more than theedll
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materials, and a single material exploration at the beginning makes students mindful of
their selections.
OpeningUpon the children’”s arriv=aNki,in the
Janine, and Jessieassisted them in reflecting upon the gallery tours. Not knowing
exactly what students saw or talked about made it necessary for the educators to have the
students dicuss their learning and what stood out for them. The brief review also seemed
necessary for quickly building rapport between the studio educators and the students.
Il nterestingly, even though the studio educ
they seemed very comfortable talking about what the class might have discussed,
including the artist’s bio, inspiration, <c
agreed during their individual interviews that this is due to the museum beingjea sin
artist institutior—nearly half of the collection is permanent (the display rarely changes),
and all the educators teach both gallery and studio portions, depending on their schedules
Warm-up activity. All studio educators facilitated a warap activty to assist
students in familiarizing themselves with the art materials and to prepare for-the art
making. For example, after confirming students (kindergarten, special) saw sculptures
during the gallery tour, Niki introduced one material at a time andwaged students to
carefully observe, verbally describe, and explore ways to arrange them. The below
conversation shows Ni-upactiviy (Herahemd wiad: Materiatsn o f
and Process)

As students sit and settle in their seati Melcomeshemand confirms that
they saw sculptures in the gallery space. Then, Niki explains that students will

make their own scul ptures and adds, i Be
introduce you to two materials. First is the piece of wood. Can emeriouch the
piece of wood when you receive it?0 The

When everyone gets their 70 eXtewsd e n\tiskia ms
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ASmooth, 0 "Robonghhasahdl M. 0 Ni ki compl i
and asksi What about the shape of our woods?

student shouts out, ACircle. o NiKki repe
round. Can we see our <circles?0 They no
AArtists | ove t oeruisael smaon yNidkiif ftehreenn tp ansaste
material: small rocks. Students i mmedi a
smooth. o Ni ki asks them to compare the
compare the two, fTTfheiys ccaann ilepeatdlandsot aNni dko
clarifies, ARight, this wooden piece ca

asks if they are the same color or shafieer a few back and forth conversatson

about the differences beterethe two materials, Niki showwsw she coul

arrange those two materials differently, either side by sidsitbrone on the top

of the otherThen, Niki introducemorematerials (a red ribbon, popsicle sticks,

different shaped wooden objects), glue, brush for,glnd base fothe sculptues

for students to make their artworks

The activity seemed to make students comfortable and interested in observing and
describing their materials and readied students to think about different arrangements for
their artmaking. However, it is worth noting ththey had already learned to observe and

describe their observations during Agnes

their rock samples with the artist’s artwo
Similar to Niki, Jessica (whose theme was: What is Sculpture?) reviewed the
galery tour with students, and then provided each child with a wooden object that was
different in shape. She asked students to pair up and describe their shapes to each other,
and then had them share with the whole gro
eyeball, and rock. After a brief share, she asked the motivating question (How might you
make an abstract sculpture that has interesting shapes?), and transitioned to the main
activity.
Lastly, Janine (whose theme was: Sense of Self and Art) providaokea $trip to

each student3 grade genergland gave them a challenge: how can you change the

paper without using scissors or tape? Students began to rip, fold, and roll. She then
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demonstrated and reviewed the different shapes the children could ynalkariging the
paper. Students seemed excited to find different ways they could manipulate the paper
strips.Janine said during the interview that she was happy to see how students explored
and challenged themselves to change the material (paper sttipsyitaising
manipulative tools. After the warmp activity, all the studio educators reviewed the
classmates’ choices and arrangement s, pass
guestion, and transitioned to the main activity

Motivating questionsand art-making. All studio educators incorporated a
motivating question tail ored thetechrigoesusedr ogr a
at the Red Museum. The motivating question
learning and studio learning and prepared students to think about what they would like to
make in the workshopg-or instance, Jessica asked her motivating guegtiow might
you make an abstract sculpture that has interesting shapes?) after reviewing the gallery
tour (theme: What is Sculpture?), d@efining
activity (students explored and described wooden objects)whly Jessica introduced
the motivating question seemed to allow students to come up with diverse artworks. To
illustrate, one of the students put his hehaped wooden object upside down, inserted
pebbles around the round bottom, wrapped the narrovoptre wooden object with a
black pipe cleaner, and put the end of the pipe cleaner into the hole in the wooden object.
Another student placed the wooden object in one of the corners on the base, inserted
pebbles into the bottom of the wooden object, mleare arch made of an orange paper

strip in the center, and a gray cloud on top of the arch.
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Similarly, after confirming that the st
his tools, and his travelas well asvhere he got his materials and inspirasipdanine
connected students’ | ear ni nandtheanotivdtirey t h e me
guestion (bw might you create a paper sculpture that tells something about yourself?).

After making sure students saw sculptures made of different dackae asks
her students, AWhat else did you | earn
the artistébés biography (where he was bo
materials, and some of his sculpting tools. Janine compliments them, and then
introduces the workshop and motivating ques
is a connection between the artist (self) and the artwork that he makes. Today we
are going to think of ourselves as artists and the works that we make. We are

goingtouse materlas | i ke paper, scissors, tape,
then opens the folded paper on the wall that has the motivating question written
on it and asks, ACan anyofmkkow emaidg htth iyso u

create a paper sculpture that tellssiso me t hi ng a bAftar ¢onfiymog r sel f
all students understood the question, Janine asks all of them to quickly share their
names and something about themselves. J
like to sing. So, it could be a hobby, favoptace, color, or anything about

yourself that you want to share. o0 Stude

| ove crafts, 0 AMy name is Scott, Il |l ove
i Pad, 0o AiMy name is Angel i naplayvatmmdy I | ove
sister, 0 and AMy name is Wil/l, I l ove t
gives out instructions, AThank you for

sculpture with a paper and it can be the thing you said or something related to
i t . 0 tleainvites gudents to line up to pick up the materials. Students freely
choose their materials and go back to their seats.
As described above, Janine invited the third grade students to share answers to the
motivating question. Her motivating questiseemed to create connections between the
t heme, art, and personal experiences. Acco
differing sculptures featuring a rainbow, house, arch, and gateway with roof (described
by the students). As an example of hihv@se sculptures relate to personal experiences,
one of the students who made two structures shared that he focugedtimgtwo

houses beause his father and mother livediiferent houssand te ’ skying with his

brothers.
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On the other hand, Niklid not read or say the motivating questibloy might
you arrange materials tcreate a cool sculptuPeout loud, but she had it written on a big
paper up on the walDuring the individual interviews, Niki and Jessica both agreed that
the motivating qu&tions provide inspiration and entry points for students to connect art
with their lives, and give them autonomy in choosing what they would like to make.
Jessica added that the timing of introducing the motivating question is important. In order
tomakehe students’ | earning as meaningful as
the point in the session when she should pose the question

Dialogueduring art-making. The studio educators occasionally walked around
the room and engaged in individualorssiml gr oup conversat4ions dt
making. When they went around the tables, they pointed out processes or specific
features on students’ sculptures, assisted
more materials. During the intervieNjki said that she personally does not favor asking
guestions while students are creating their art because it might disturb their creative flow.
Instead, she shared that she went to students and pointed out how they arranged the
mat er i al s d®you puatleiratigon top of yous wooden piece, and you put this
wood stick on tséeehatgau layemred nsaierbls on’top of eacH other.
Wood and another woodSimilarly, Janine rarely asked questions to her studefits (3
grade, generalvhile they were working. Instead, she put on light music while the class
worked, and students occasionally asked Janine for more materials. The children casually
chatted with other classmategving advice, commenting on how their art resembled
artworksi n t he gall ery space, and explaining wl

students (% grade, general) also shared their ideas, shapes, and processes with their
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peers. They shared it loudly, so Jessica could sometimes join the conversation as she

walked by.The schoolteachers and chaperones (parents or caregivers that joined the field
trips) also often walked around to see how
choices and processes, and sometimes asked what they were making. In general,

educadrs did not ask a lot of questions and they certainly did not mandate students to

create artworks in certain way.

Reflection.Towards the end of studio workshop, the studio educators facilitated a
reflection if time allowed. Niki shortened her reflectimna gallery walk because the
schoolteacher requested that Niki end the workshop earlier than the allotted program time
because she worried she’d miss the school
asked her students to put their artworks on tearctable near her, form a straight line,
and | ook carefully at the sculptures as th
any reflection because the group had no time left for reflection, and students were too
excited to go out for lunch. Netlre end, the schoolteacher had to constantly help Jessica,
so students could listen and follow the instructions. On the other hand, Janine was able to
facilitate a full reflection, which encouraged students to see what others had made and to
talk about tleir artmaking processes and choices

Janineasksstudentgo clean up their tables and leave only the finished

artworks When Janine confirms that all the students put their artworks on the
table, she asks theto line up behind heranine tells thestudents that they will

beobservinga | | t he st ud e nliketlieycfoselylookend ettt ar t wor k
arti st 6immthagalterywand tersinds them to be respectful and not to touch

ot hersé artworks. Janine alamequestermi nds s
and materials but came up with very different artworks, and compliments
studentsdé6 efforts. As students wal k beh
can see everybodydés work, and students
theregyes. Janine asks, ALet 6s tal k about
want to share what was difficult about
answer s, AMi ne was hard because | had d



make it. So, | decidedtokae it | i ke a play set. o Jani
conversation with her and adds, AnHmMmM, y
and now itbdébs transformed to this way. o0
to share their difficulknddakbafdbbecduseot her b
buil ding a window on the wall, it kept
fall .o Janine remembers the conversatio
motivating question, fAnOkay, so we can g
were trying to make a sculpture that tells something about us. He loves to build

model s and structures. o Then, another s
tree and little squirrel elevator, but since | knew it would take long time, | thought

ofdffer ent one, maybe | can make into a gr

up high and adds, ASo, you thought abou
| i mitation guided you to make other dec
similar experience dfiaving an idea and changing their initial plan based on

material or a time limitation. Students stay quiet, so Janine changes the question,
AiSo, what catches your eyes?0 When stud

hol ds up a scul ptyuorue naontdi caes khse r ei?Véh aA bdooy
answers, Altodés |ike a junkyard. o Janine
a junkyard?0 He descri bes, Altds messy
rephrases, nYes, Car ol Us edrougamountrob us am
tape. What else do you notice?0 Another
monster. o0 Students giggle, Janine asks,
The student descri bes, AThe scul pture i
mouthand hat part i s teeth. o0 Janine rephras

some parts that remind you of a monster, but what | niditeatCarol did some
ripping. Do you notice any rippihsg i n o
Janine points to seva artworks that have ripping. After about 10 minutes of

sharing, Janine wraps up the conversation by saying that the process is more
important than the product, and students did a greatjoting the 30 minutes,

which isa very shortperiod

Eventhog h Janine di dn’ t-baked approachhvbentaisked m i nqu

about it during the interview, or how she could define her teaching approach, she was

facilitating a dialogue with students in the way that other gallery educators would

facilitate their gakry tours. Janine encouraged students to carefully observe the artworks,

asked opemended questions to encourage them to describe their observations and

makingprocesses, and connected the lesson to previous conversations and the motivating

guestionWhenr ef |l ect i ng, she focused on student s’

Il ntentions) . |l nterestingly, students coul d
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reminded them of, and the explicit question Janine posed about what they noticed
resembled gallery todacilitation.

Other factorsthats h a p e d sesporsesfchatletige that | noticed during
the gallery tours was that the concept of
especially i f they didn’”t have a |l ot of ex
of abstract art, the participants werentouously making connections between the
artworks and the objects they knew from their previous experiences and knowledge. Niki,
Janine, and Jessica implied during their interviews that they found it a success when
students didn’t nsokuarelaeadyotthh themg or the motivating/ i o u
guestion (i.e. building blocks, a snowman with clay, or a heart or star shapes). For
example, Janine said she was happy because
created various sculptures with simpnaterials (cardboard base, strips of color papers,
and clear tapes). Similarly, Jessica said that the students got a general understanding of
the concept of abstract art, and that they focused on shapes in tine@tkarg. She said
that both groups gdhe idea of not making representation#ting that they had in mind,

such as a house or a person.

Connectiors Across Gallery and Studio

Different educators. As previously stated, three educators (two gallery educators
and one studio educator) syilie group of students. Accordingly, even though they
shared their plans with each other beforehand, educators were not exactly sure what
students saw, talked about, or made in the other portions of the prégnamstance,
Agnes (gallery educator) caut one artwork from her original plan, and Niki (studio

educator) learned from the students that they did not see the sculpture made of metal.
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While Agnes, who led the tour before the workshagver got to see students' finished
artworks.However,theBle Museum educators seemed well
might have seen, discussed, and made because the permanent collections rarely change,
theeducatordiave cooperative and detailed planning processes, and the fact that,
depending on their scheduleletBlue Museum educators teach both portions of the tour
and workshop. In fact, all the Blue Museum educators were knowledgeable about the
artist who designed the museum, as well as his artwbDrk$ng his interview, Roy
(gallery educator) agreed thatsteasy to make connections at the Blue Museum because
it is a single artist institution and he has a general idea of what happens in the studio
portion because he has experiences leading similar workshops.

In addition,| learned through observation anderview, that the educators
seemed tdavor a few specific artworks that make it easy for the group to talk about the
artist’ s -dmemsibnalsalptikes or ardingement of the materials. Also, they
prefer specific gallery spaces where it is easythem to facilitate gallery activities
including the drawing activity. During the interview, Lee agreed that even though she
wants to show a range of artworks to students, she said some artworks are better to sit
near than others. This implies that aection could be easily built between the gallery
and studio portions even with the different educators

Tour and workshop sequence As noted, in the past the Blue Museum used to
have two educators lead the tour and workshop programs regardless olihsigeo To
recap, the educators split the group of students in half and led gallery tours first. Then,
they met at the studio after the gallery tour to have the studio experience together. One of

the gallery educators would lead the studio workshop, lemdther would assist. Thus, |
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was curious to know how the educators thought about the new sequence (having the tour
or the workshop first).

During their initial interviews, Roy, Lee, Janine, and Jessica shared that they
prefer to have the tour portionrst, especially when younger children are involved. Roy
(gallery educator) and Janine (studio educator) said looking at artworks first inspires the
class, and they bring direct inspiration or apply information they learned from the gallery
tours to the artmaking. Roy said that if students came right in from school to the studio,
he would expect to see less aatching artworks. However, he algoickly added that
both groups of students creaiatkresting sculptures, so he is not sure. Similarly, Janine
said she is not saying one is better than the other, but it would be more difficult for
younger students to make art at the beginning of the experience, especially if they had no
exposure to viewing, talking about, and creating abstract sculptures. lleey(ga
educator) and Jessica (studio educator) added thgalleey tours require more
attention, andgtudentswill have better attention spans in the first portion.

On the contraryiNiki (administrabr and studio educatotfiought that the students
might have benefited more if théyaddone the studio portion firsio that they could
engage withhematerialsShe sai d she believes student s’
come first, and then they should view what other artists have Haonesver, Niki and
Agnes administratorandgallery educator) both emphasized that they honor the
schoolteacher s’ r e dgrar énstance, iféha students arelmndtn t s’ nee
stimulated, they might benefit from haviadnandson experience firsDuring her
interview, Agnesalsoadded that the museum educators need to allow flexibility and

make quick changéds order tomeet theneeds of thearticipants and teacleHowever,
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similar to my experience at the Red Museum, it was difficult for me to determine my
thoughtswithout observing the other program order, where the workshop came first.

Planning. During the interview, Lee (gallery educator) shattemt she thought
her tour was well connected to Jessica’s w
tour group thathey came up with ideas about abstract art. In addition, she said that the
educators not only shared their lesson plans, but also they worked with the same ideas.
Lee commented that she likes the planning process at teeMRiseum because once she
sharecher lesson plan other educators added their ideas.

On the other hand, Jani{&udio educatonyvas not sure if there was a strong
connection between tour and workshop because the plan and what actually happens on
the spot is always different. Janine adldet hat she didn’t ask the
artworks reminded them of or connected with the artworks they saw at the end, which
might make the tour and workshop portion more connected. Simuiadgjcgstudio
educator)vas not sure if the tour and watop were well connectedessica said she
| earned about other educators’ stops and o
However, she said that though the elements are connected in terms of plan and theory,
she was not s ur eriehcesavere linkee betsvden lobte pottiens. Thesxsp e
because even if one educator talks about a theme, students might be interested in a
different subject, and the thread of the talk can be lost. She added that the most important
thing for students to gaimithe galleries is a deep and personal connection, so they may
reflect on their gallery experiences in the studio

Cooperation in set up and clean p. The Blue Museum educators prepared

studoseup toget her before students’ arrival,
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they cleaned up together, often reflecting on their lessons as they worked. For instance,
Niki (studio educator) initially plannedatural (wooden objects and popsicle sticks) and
synthetic materials (plastic mesh cutouts and black sequin trim) to create the
contradiction between materials for her students (kindergarten, special). However, after
discussing with Agnes (gallery educatdudyring the pregime, Niki decided to include
strips of red ribbon in order to add colors for the material selection.

Similarly, at the end of the sessiotisg educators quickly reflest on their
teachingas a groupvhile cleaing up their bags and dio space. This cooperation
seemed to giveharedesponsibilityfor the whole progranregardless of which portions
they led, and they were thinking abouattvhole program together, which seemed to
createa connection between the two port®oin her irterview, Lee (gallery educator)
added thateflectingafterwards with the peer educatshelpfulin emotionaland
practical leved. That is, getting to share the successes of a good,gmopmmiserating
after a difficult onelearning new approacheadmodifications for activitiegdiscussion
andreceivingot her educators’ feedback maintains ¢
overall.

Theme andmotivating question. The themes and motivating questions seemed
to narrow down the concentration for each program and connect the both portions of the
progr am. For example, Agnes (gallery educa
Materials and Process. Agnes facilitatkalogue around the shapes, texture, and colors
of the sculptures and introduced and compared different types of stone (material) and
marks (process/tools) in the sculptures. In response, Niki focused on exploring the quality

of art materials (wood andaste), and then the arrangement of those matewaish
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came together to create the sculpture. Sim
Lee (gallery educator) facilitated dialogu
colors, textures,andmae r i al s. She also introduced the

educator) reflected on the gallery tour and the term abstract art. She also had students
make abstract sculptures.

In addition to the themes and motivating questiaileried for the spafic group,
the artist himself seemed to serve as an overarching theme because the museum is
designed by a single artist and filled with his abstract artworks. For insthadéeme

for Roy (gallery educator) an@9gradeni ne’' s (s

general) was Sense of Selfand Rtoy ' s gal l ery tour focused o
mi ght reflect the artist’s interdists (trav
choice of materials. | n ef f sonatesperierwes,ca® nnect
well as the artist’s artworks, he asked st

provided a drawing activity that gave them more individual time to connect to art and to
themselvesAs a reminder, he asked students to write oosdwhat described them, find

the sculpture that matched the word, draw the sculpture, and reflect again about what the
scul ptures might have told them about the
the gallery tour with the students. She naturatought up the idea that there is a

connection between the artself and the artworklhen she invited students to share

their names and one thing that they liked. After that, Janine asked the motivating question
(How might you create a paper sculgtiat tells us something about yourself?)

Students manipulated paper strips in different colors and lengths to create their

sculptures. Students made various sculptures, including a building (he loves to build
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models), playground (she loves to play witierids), swimming pool (she loves to swim),
and two houses (parents are separated).

Visual reference.The visual connections were easily observed. For example,
Agnes’s group saw two sculptures (one scul
and anothbr sculpture reminded them of a dinosaur or a car). When | walked around the
studio space during Niki’s workshop, a stu
his arrangement looked like the letter C in the alphabet like the sculpture he saw in the
gallery.Si mi I arly, another student mentioned th
a car, and the other students agreed and added that the sculpture looked like a dinosaur
with two legs. Also, some students pointed out the holes in some of thenatsat
(wooden objects and plastic cutouts) that resembled the tool marks from the sculptures
they saw in the gallery.

Talking about art. It was clear to me thaturing their arimaking and the
reflection, the studentgsere comparing their own art withat of their peers, as well as to
the artworks they saw in the galleryspaceThey al so | earned to obs
with respect and to discuss them using vocabulary they learned during the gallery tours.

In detail, students used words they had saring the tour, such as sculpture, shapes
(circle, round, and rectangle), and textures (bumpy or smooth), to describe the sculptures
they made. Interestingly, | noticed that most of the children kept their hands to

themselves when they were lookingdné& | ki ng about other studen

Summary of the Blue Museum
The educators are encouraged to use an indpaisgd approach based on

constructivism. Not all the educators knew the term ingbaged approach or restricted
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their approaches to onengie method, but they all mentioned that they prioritize
student s’ per sonal ¢ onne cverbabaxplonation,landar t t hr
autonomous speculation. | learned of commonalities and differences in teaching
approaches among the educatorsyalsas discovering findings regarding the
connection between the two portions of the program.

The Bl ue Mthauetaunmandsworksiwop program started with a
welcome, review of museum rules, and an Advanced Organizer (an extended introduction
about he museum, artist, and theme). The gallery educators showed two or three
artworks and spent between 10 to 20 minutes with each piece. The artist who made all the
artworks on view served as an overarching theme for the programs, and tailoring the
themes taschool groups narrowed down the focus. The gallery educators encouraged
close looking, asked accessible questions and provided pertinent information in between
the answers, and summarized their comments near the end. The educators had different
waysofgul i ng t he dialogue and defined the terr
their associations with the art. All the gallery educators shared photos of the artist and
tactile materials (art materials and tools), as well as facilitated gallery activitasgirid,
folding, partner share, or pretending to sculpt). The activities seemed to provide better
context of the museum, artist, art materials and tools, and students could spend individual
time during a gallery tour, which largely focused on group legrnin

When students transitioned to the studio, the studio educators all reflected on their
gallery tours, facilitated a warmp activity, and asked the motivating question. The
motivating questions and themes seemed to connect the dots between gallstydaur,

workshop, the artist, and the children. During the studio workshop, the studio educators
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rarely asked questions (except for the motivating questions), neither did they instruct

students to make artworks in a certain way, but they occasionallyexhgaomdividual

or small group conversation focusing on st
studio educators facilitated a reflection if they had time, and the facilitation of the
reflection resembled that io6bseyva,lddsaibeyandt our s
input ideas. The students sometimes made artworks that show visual connection to the
artist’s artworks, but most of them came u

explorations with material and motivating questions

Case 3 The Yellow Museum

A Brief Overview of the Program

TheYellow Museumisa c¢ hi | dr e hhe ¥ellomiMgseuinrs. we bsi t e
states that their tour and workshop school progr@am®ne hour and 15 minutes long
and areoffered to studentis grades Pr to 12". There are mainly two types of
workshop options (fine arts or media art) ledtégching artists. Sophie, an
administrative staff member, stated that, depending on the type of workshop, the structure
of the program is slightly different. Typically, all pn@ams start with a welcome and
introduction of the museum and program, and review of museum rules. The educator
leads an inquirbased tour in the gallery and shows two to three artworks that would
inspire students to make art in the studio. Educatorstrmgzbducegames
(multisensory, tactile, and kinesthetic activijisach a@ movement activity, making a
soundtrack, or exploring objects with different textures while observing the artworks.

Then students transition to the studio to make a mmediaproject or stop motion
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animation. In the fine astmaking workshop, instead of telling the class what to make,

the educators review the gallery tour that might inspireraking, and brainstorm ideas

t hrough individual or group discussion.

inspiration, diffeent techniques, and ideas. In thedia art makingvorkshop, however,
educators make clear instructions and check for understabpeloagise this workshop
requires the use of specific techniques to successfully create the vide&wlipghough

the mediaart makingworkshop requires instructional teachisgpphie emphasized that

educators brainstorm about the gallery tours with the students in order to link them to the

studio portion. Sophie added that thedia art (stop motion animation) making

workshoprequires a collaborative process because four to five students work together to
create one clip. One person becomes the photographer, one person animates, another

person might check time, and all of the students take turns making the clips. At the end of

al the artmaking, the class will share their artwarks

Th
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Table 9: Design of the Tour and Workshop (Fine arts or media art)

Introduce the museum and program, review museum rules

Artwork 1
Questions distinct to the artwork, observation, interpretation, light game

iﬁ

Artwork 2
Questions distinct to the artwork, observation, interpretation, light game

|¢

Artwork 3
Questions distinct to the artwork, observation, interpretation, light game

14'

eview gallery tour, relate It to the worksnop, Introauce materials, explore materials,

demonstriiﬁ techniques

Art Making (mixedmedia project or stop motion animation)

Students' exploration and experimentation, individual and group dialogue

|¢

Reflection
Clean up, gallery walk, view finished film together, voluntary presentation or group dialogue

Characterization of the Museumdés Pedagogy
Admi ni stiews. Saphiesm@ntioned that the overarching pedago@ of

ofthemuseumm s p r © fYooka meke, and shareandall the tour and workshop

programs provide multisensory experiences that encourage observation, exploration, and

creative thinking. Sophie claimed that all the teaching artists guide iRl

dialogue in the gallery and encourage profect s ed wor kshops that dev

creative problensolving skills and social skills. Specifically, educators are trained in

inquiry-based methods, VTS, motor and sensory activities, and implementirggsativ
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design thinking. Further, all the educatorstaagedto teach in studertentered and
processhased ways, while also making interdisciplinary connections to core subjects. In
order to train educators and support the teaching approaches, Sapides
Professional DevelopmeRtograms (PD), conducts formal evaluations, and gives
feedback for positive reinforcement. All of the educators then work together as a team on
areas of improvement. She added that the Yellow Museusirig PD toactively
exchangi deas with other children’”s museums ne
diversifying its audience.

E d u c a views.As@Gophie claimed, all the Yellow Museum educators were
aware that the museum encourages the incuased approach. During individual
interviews, they agreed that the inquivgised approach involves using osded

guestions, repeating students comments, a
their teaching approaches, the terms they used not only included tbasiey approdc

but also VTS, the conversatiainiven method, questiedriven conversation, process

based method, and the exploratory method. During his interview, Vincent (fine art

educator) added that his teaching gets instrudigsed during the workshop, and the

amount of instruction depends on the school groups (groups that require more

instruction). Cindy (fine asteducator) agreed that depending on the children she has in

class; she uses a combination of different teaching approaches. Similar to the Red and

Blue Museum educators, the Yellow Museum educators had learned about their teaching

approaches from multiple sources, including graduate school, other institutions where

they have worked, and the Yellow Museum s
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Overview. | observed tw@rograms that featured a fine anking workshop

and one with anedia art $top motion animatigrmaking workshop. The fine arts

making tour and workshop was led by a single educator, andeti@ artmaking tour

and workshop was led by two educators. Anot ed in the methodol og
and Jenny’s and Eva’s groups came t,0 the m
which involve the museum educators to visit the partnered schogilzetaveekly lessons
for about eightveeks (including th museum visit)There was no theme or specific
motivating question in any of the workshop portions, but Sophie (administrative staff
member) and all the educators agreed that
(related to weather) served as an ovdriaug theme
Table10: An Overview of Observed Sessions

Session 1 Session 2 Session 3

Educators

Fine Arts (Gallery
and Studio), Cindy

Fine Arts (Gallery
and Studio), Vincent

Media Art (Gallery
and Studio), Jenny

and Eva

Students age/
Type of school

30 students,™
grade/ Public/ ELL

13 students, K/
Public/ Inclusive/

31 students, 4th
grade/ Public/

and classes partnership General and ELL/
partnership

Theme &

Motivating N/A

Questions

Planning. There were no formal guidelines or administrasteff involvement in

the planning process. Typically, when a school books a program online, the schoolteacher

is asked to provide information about their school and students. Whprotiam

coordinatorreceives the information, the staffil appoint educators ammailthemthe

information.Even though there is no formal planning requirem8aphie
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(administrative staff membecpnfirmed during her interview that before the opening of
new exhibitions, the Yel |l tvawe Maffsedcot sevesal e du c a
artworks to look at, and generate several project ideas (e.g. creating an imaginary
landscape) for different age groups. Sophie added that she encourages each educator to
modify their facilitations of the projects. For instaneducators might switch up
materials and concepts, so the plans may evolve over time. Thus, she said it is important
for educators to share and communicate with each other. During the interviews |
confirmed that the educ ptogramsbutdheykmeiwvthatwr i t e
Sophie was aware of their studio projects. Also, since my observation came near the end
of the school year, educators seemed at ease with the exhibition on view and said that
they were comfortable facilitating their projectcaase they had been doing it for the
whole semester

Prep time. All the educators-Cindy, Vincent, Jenny, and Exacame in about
40 minuteshefore the scheduled program to prepare materials for the workshops and
check the computer equipment. Cindy and Vimidéine ars educators) carefully set up
the tables and prepared materials for the workshop, so they could start the studio portion
right after they finished the gallery tours. Jenny and Bwed({a arteducators) set up the
computer stations, checked tiet camera, screen, sound, and software were working, and
prepared necessary materials. The school programs coordinator came in early as well to
check in with educators, and occasionally helped them to prepare. All the educators went
to the entrance 10 mites before the scheduled program to welcome their students and

start their programs.
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Gallery facilitation. As stated before, the highlighted instances and narratives |
captured here are not representative of a specific educator's teaching, or of athprogr
in an individual museum, but they simply represent telling instances that related to my
research questions.

Opening All the educators-Cindy, Vincent, Jenny, and Evadid a quick
introduction and review of the museum rules at the entrance, and gdedasses to
the first artwork for a better introduction. When students setibeeh into their seats in
front of the artwork Cindy (fine ars educator) introduced herself and the museum,
telling themthat they would be looking and talking about arthe gallery, and then
creating art in the studi®incent (fine ars educator), Jenny, and Evaédia art
educators) briefly introduced themselves and quickly transitioned to pointing out the
artwork in front of the class. The educators seemed to thenyibtroduction and urged
students to look at the artworks right away becauserntrance of the museum was very
crowded with different school groups that started their programs simultaneously, and they
had less than 30 minutes allotted for the gallery.

Number ofartworks. Educators had the freedom to choose how many artworks
they would like to show to their students. The number of artworks depended on each

educator’s plan, the students’ interest s,
Cindy and Vincent (fine arts educators) both spent extended time with two artworks and
made a quick stop (less than two minutes) at artworks for which students showed interest.

Jenny and Eva only showed one artwork to their students. The time spent dopatiti s

not exceed nine minutes for all the educators. This is because, compared to the other two
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museums, the total length of the tour and workshop was shorter at the Yellow Museum
(one hour and 15 minutes)

Dialogueduring art viewing. Similar to the edcators at the other two museums,
the teachers at the Yellow Museum encouraged students to speak up and share their
opinions with the whole group. All of the educates€indy, Vincent, Jenny, and Eva
asked accessible questions, sucliag/h at w©Wot yoe@?” , “what more ¢
“Wwat makes yousayawothabBduytawtat you said,
to look at the artworks closely and share their observations and interpretations. They
often repeated st udeestthemto tbeoinformation teey knéew i ed t
about the artworks, and revealed the information near theeeed.though general ways
of engaging students to observe and talk about the artwork were similar, the tactics the
educators used to reveal the informatioe r e di f f er ent . For exampl
students (% grade, ELL)became curious about the material used in the artwork while
sharing their observations, Cindy listened attentively and explained the material in the
artwork and the process the artistdise make it

Whenthe students arrive at the first artwork, Cindy invites them to loak at

carefully. Students obsertbe 4-framed images and a miniature tree sculptuxe

few seconds later, Cindyni t i at es t he cohatdeyosati on by

not i Stwwéntea n s weoggy faRdatko to describe the photo€indy

further asks, AWhat more can we find?o0

Cindy probes the studentdés answer by as

di f fer ent ? ostaf to debate what kind ef waatber is shown in the
images and if the trees in the photos are realsmFenot. Cindy attentively listens

to their comments and further asks, A Wh
tree?0 Students pgHotsed,y wbts etrlveey ad d n G th ec
conclusion. Cindy tells the students, f

information with you. The artist took photostioé fake tregzou see herand

created weather fathe backgroundsAlso, the artist even usedrfto create the

fake tree. 0 After hearing the informat.i
were right about the tree being fake, and some seem a little disappointed that they



154

ht . vienhg artwolk idrensof st uden
y excited to know the

As described, Cindy asked opended questionso encour age student
looking. While observing the artwork, the group became curious about the material and
guestioned whether the artwdtke fake tree model) was real or not. Cindy listened to
the students carefully and provided information when they asked questions. However, the
revelations about the art near the end | et
right answer. Thepartci pant s’ reactions wemediaati mi | ar \
educators) showed the same artwork to her studehtgrédle, general and ELL).

However, the conversation was more geared toward the information she knew about the
artwork and not as opesndel , |l eaving | ess room for stude.

As students sit in front of the artwork, Jenny explains to them that they will be
talking about the artwork for approximately 10 minutes, and then they will work
on their animation in the studio. Jenny asight awayfi Rai se your hand
want to talk about this, what do you se
repeats the question, AYes, what do you
i's a tree and a stor m. ocateinmry, rifepe,atyso a
tree and a light on the ground. Are you specifically talking about this photo
here?0 When he agrees, Jenny asks for m
Anot her student adds, il see rain.o Jen
student points to the same photo. As students quietly whisper about whether the
photos are real or not, Jenny asks, nSo
what realistic is?0 When students al/l S
are photosopai nti ngs?0 Students all shout out
students to vote whether thdrdmed artworks are photos or paintings. After a
few seconds, Jenny tells them, Al wi ||
students show disappointménh at t hey wer e wrong. Je
tell, but what is realistic about th
| ooks real . 0 Jenny repeats t
trees in the phota
ut them?0 A boy
d of weather th
o] f u
u 0Ss
ee
t

m:—r

e
st heokathks, s
answer s, i D
y notice. S
her as khdmagi
What made vy
S, but how ca
the artwor k, i dono

rmy. o Jenny
t these phot
guestion, ATr
ormati on abou
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made this tre model photographed this tree in all those photographs. This tree is

in all the photos. o0 With curiosity, a s
answer s, AThat 1 s a good question. So t
actually electrocuted thede to make lightning, and took a photo of it. So, the
photo of the windy and foggy day, he cr
Does anybody have any aerh ought s? Any surprises?0 A
could he survi ve?onow hedcouldl surnvivey Soatmastreseis s |, A
made of wire. ltds a scul pture. It i s s
not a real tree. o0 When students | ook at
wraps up by saying,h idilt.tchink that is pr
As shown above,seeinedrnogyideshe cassedcswhat sha lsiew
about the artwork, rather than asking for
were often guidingandclosednded (e. g., “ Do you“ konoyo uwhat
think these are phot os seemedmigappointedwhenthdy) , s o
guessed the wrong answer. Further, after t

probe more or welcome further interpretation. It seemed that how thenzatie the

work (the fake miniature tree and photos o
contextual information students could talk about, but Jenny encouraged students to

discuss that particular topic. On the other hand, Vincent revealed the atifmnrat the

end when the students (kindergarten,. inclu

As students excitedly come to the crowded gallery space, Vincent guides them

to the first install ation yutolookatthe He t
art behind me. o0 Right away, a student n
Vincent asks, AYes, and what el se do we
|l i ke floating. o0 Vincent repeatos, AOh, i
Anot her student excitedly asks, AWhat i
him to wait, Al will tell you that in a
el se do we notice?0 The student candt r
Vincentreg at s t he answer, Al will tell you i
The student asks again, Ails he a boy or
So, tell me friends, what do we notice
big. 06 Viancsentiilrtedpse a pretty big thing!o
huge! 0 Vincent repeats, AYes, itds huge
observing the artwor k, a child mentions
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S itetl mesfrieradb, gou are rotallovea to climb N o w,
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rr- headds ma8dmeagayiNoop Wi
b it ?v0i oAu sb,o yi |atndssw edrasn gaesr o
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high, o and Altds too ta
agali at el se?0 St bedengeross, k e e p
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s students are discussing this, a student notices wooden sticks protruding from
structure and says, AThere its sti
, does thi

S+ >0 0o

h
S

notice about The c¢class answer s,

s remind you of anything
and deny it, ANo. O Vincent asks stude
t hat

c k
?0
nt

i

wenotie?0 A student answers, AThose things

student excitedly shares, Altd | i ke a
cookie monster?0 Students | ook at t he

imitates the sound of Coolidonster eating a cookie. Then, students follow and
make similar cookie eating sounds and laugh. Vincent repeats all the things the

c
S

class mentioned, nSo, we noticed sticks
l i ke fl oatisng.MHaHe dm@wmaddtsikeb evfioo de & wa m)

Vincent asks students who said yes to describe what a swamp is. A student

answer s, AA swamp is a dirty thing, r
agrees and adds, AYes, a s wdrypecauseita di
i's muddy and ités full of alligators

swamp. 0

Vincent
repeating student s’
el se,” when he cthartothmemnta ane askpdeapenipdhquestores tb
encourage them to further describe the artwork. Also, when students were curious to
know more about the arti st neveVgotocesealnores ai d
about the artist. Thus, the way Vincent facilitated the dialogue seemed th&igoup
the idea that he was looking for a specific answer rather than welcoming the €lass
interpretations.

As shown in the three narratives, even thougthede educators claimed that

they use inquirybased approaches with opended guestions, not all the questions were

s students seemed comfortable

ai

r

an

S

comments aed thd S ameat

h
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guiding to a range of diverse answers and interpretations. Repeated questions about
observations, guiding questions, or questionstimatkilee d f or speci fic 1 nf
get students to think or interpret the artwork deeply. Instead, the dialogue seemed more
ikcaback and forth exchange of question and
ending withpredetermined informatioand conalisions

Gallery ectivity. Only one educator incorporated gallery activities at the Yellow
Museum. Vincent incorporated a gallery activity in all hisstepsn Vi nce-#stb " s wor
engage students in different modes of inquiry. When he was discussing thevinsk
that was inspired by a swamp, he encouraged students (kindergarten, inclusive) to make a
lot of sounds. To be specific, when a child commented thartherk reminded him of
the Cookie Mnster, he mimicked the sound of the Cookie Monster eatoapkie, and
asked all of them to do the same. Similarly, right after Vincent shared that the artwork is
supposed to look like a swanme asked students to think about animals that might live
in a swamp. Students suggested a frog, an alligator, analyacatrmight populate a
swamp. After each comment, Vincent asked what kinds of sounds each animal made, and
helped the class make those sounds. Students got very excited while mimicking the

alligator’s mout h -opengebturd. Then skentsaeemmex toishouta wi d
out the names of animals they thought of, such as tigers and a dog. Vincent made the

sounds with them and then he asked students to close their eyes and imagine rain, and
began tapping his lap to make a rain sound. All the studentg&ka&d him. During the

interview, Vincent said he incorporates a lot of sound making or movement activities

when working with kindergarten students in order to keep them engaged. Also, since his

students were part of an inclusive class, he thought theldvbenefit from moving
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around. However, | thought the activity got the students-stietulated and off track
from the artwork.

On the other hand, Cindy shared with me that she was planning to offer a drawing
or writing activity in order to help the clatsnk about a solutiofor apainting that
features a environmentvith unstable structures and houses. However, she cut off the
activity out because the group came in late, and the schoolteacher wanted a little more
time for the class to make art. Jenmy&¢ Eva al so didn’t include

Other factorst hat s h a p eespbonsesThedbasygness 6f the museum
space, the length of the progratme number of students per gallery educaaad the
student s’ <comfor t allseaemedtoiniluench how actvelyectildrenat or s
responded to artworks. First of all, compared to the other two museums, the Yellow
Museum’s gallery space is very small. One
could see most of the collection frame view. | also learned through my observation
and educator interviews that there are five programs (four fine arts programs and one
media art program) happening every day. In the case of the fine arts programs, two
programs (groups) start at 10:15 a.md &inish at 11:30 a.m. The other two programs
start at 11:15 a.m. until 12:30 p.m., making andifuteoverlap. This is to make sure
students get back on the bus by 12:30 p.m. and accommodate more student groups.
Accordingly, many school groups started ffrogram simultaneously, making the gallery
space even busier. The students often became distracted by other artworks or by people in
the same room. Moreover, it was difficult for students to hear what their classmates were
saying, so they kept sharingeihideas simultaneously instead of adding on to what

others said or listening to each other
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Secondly, the Yellow Museum's progr ams
the program (75 minutes) felt very rushed, considering the fact that studentsoivere
looking at the art and making their own artworks. There is also no guarantee that students
will always arrive on time. If the groups came in late, the length of the programs got even
shorter, which led to less time for the gallery or the studio expegsJ e nny and Eva’
group came in 15 minutes late, so Jenny was only able to show one artwork to students.
While observing the artwork, Jenny seemed to rush the conversation because students
had to make a stop motion animation, have photos taken folagevideo, and review
their animation. During the interview, Jenny agreed that she would have showed one
more artwork if she had a little more time with the students.

Lastly, it seemed challenging for educators and students to discuss the artworks
whent her e are many students in one group. Ci
about 30 students, so one educator had to facilitate the dialogue with the 30 students in
the busy gallery space. Thus, it seemed hard for both the educator and the cless to lis
to each other, share comments, or build on
had only 13 students, who had already built a relationship through the partnership. Thus,
his students seemed more comfortable sharing thoughts and asking questiond

Studio facilitation. As stated before, the highlighted instances and narratives |
captured here are not representative of a specific educator's teaching, or of all programs
in an individual museum, but they simply represent telling instathetselated to my
research questions.

Studio ®t-up and distribution of naterials The studio setup was different for

all three classes, but all the educators seemed to carefully design the studio space for
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students to easily access the materials andmanicate with the educator or peers.
Before student s’ arrival, Vincent (fine ar
there was plenty of rooffor the children Cindy (fine arts educator) set up four small

tables with space in between themske could walk around each table to check with
individual or small groups of students while they were making the artworks. However, |
noticed that the tablegot very packed because each table consistatiaft six to seven

kids anda few chaperones (pamts that joined the field trip), as well as schoolteachers.
Jenny a mddiaBreducamrs)workshop required a special room that had

equipment including computeraniPad, screens, cameras, and tables where students

could work with art materialddowever, Jenny and Eva also made sure students could
access their tools easily and communicate well with thereators and educators.

As noted, one or two educators stayed with the same group of students for both
portions of the program. Even though thegd set up the studio space for their students,
Vincent and Cindy (fine arts educators) did not put all the materials on the tables or
introduce all the materials at once. For example, Vinbadtprepared preut cloud
shapes made of coled paper (green, red, yellow, blue, and white) and put them on top of
the table. After giving out further instructions, he passed out additional materials,
including colored paper straws, feathers, pompoms, mesh paper cutouts, and colored tape.
Similarly, Cindy put two colored rolls of tape on each table for students to share. Then,
she introduced more material€oneshaped paper water cups, straws and popsicle sticks
in various colors, scissors, paper soup containers, toilet rolls, scraps of paper and
cardbard, and small paper boxesfter giving out more instructionk contrast Jenny

and Eva (hedia arieducators) prepared each station wittamera (linked to the
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computer screerget up to shodhe colored paper (background) attached to the.desk
There vere alscadditional materials, including crayons, colored paper cutouts, ScCiSsors,
and tape.
Opening, demonstrations, and amaking. Instead of reviewing the gallery
tours, all the educators started the studio workshop by introducing the materials,
braindgorming what artworks to make, and demonstrating some techniques. Specifically,
as they exhibited the methods, the educators incorporated accessible questions to
encourage students to think about what to meke exampleafter looking at the final
artwork (three panels of surrealistic paintings) that shourestable places in dark and
somewhat disorganized settingindy told students [2grade, ELL) in the studio that
they would be making a safe place. While introducing the materials and brainstorming
with students, Cindy also asked opamded questions
Right after looking at the final artwork, Cindy guides students to the studio
space for admaking.At the beginning, Cindy explains to the students that they
wi || be building a safe place with art
make a afe place that is strong and st

s

bricks. o0 Cindy agr ewes ddonrdd tadhday e fbArhi, c kyse

But, you were hi nking about strong mat
[

t
answer s, ABuil ding things together ?0 Ci
together. o Then, Cindy int slowWyocwhat mat er
we have. You can work in teams or you ¢c
paper container and explains, AMost of
but maybe this is part of our shelter o
and expl ai ns, AiMost of wus might say this
part of our special safe place. 0 She sh
i ntroduces straws and says, AMost peopl

thesearethps t hat help my safe place stand u
safe place with the materials as she explains. Then she brings out a paper cup and
asks, AMost people might think these ar
building?0 Stadent 8Aeglcewedlesamd oA Ci ndy
redirects students by saying, ilce crea
What el se?0 She introduces more materi a
challenge for today is to make a safe place with these materalsah stand by
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itself. o0 Cindy encourages students to s
and passes ouhe materials she introduced to the students.

Even though Cindy was asking questions
Ci ndy’ s (lpusaggdstiomns arsl demonstratimi®wed right aftey seemed to
limit what the class could do with their materidisfact, | could see that the students
were clearly starting with and following what Cindy had shown them in the
demonstration, and conmg up with similar structures at the end. Many of them placed the
paper boxes in the middle, put Popsicle sticks under their boxes to make the boxes stand,
and then placed the paper cone cup on the top as if it was a hat. Similarly, Vincent asked
guestiongo encourage the studenksndergarteninclusive) to think about what to make,
but the way he gave out the instructions and demonstrations seemed to limit possible
ways students could manipulate the art materials

After spending about 20 minutesthe gallery talking about a large

installation piece and framed photo collage of differtgpes of skied/incent

guides students to the stugwhere itis much quieter. The studtablesare

already set up with preut cloud shapewith four holes a the edgeggreen, red,

yellow, blue, and whi)e Students excitedly find a spaitthe tablan front of each

cloud shape and askincentwhatthey are Vincentreplies fiWhat do you
not i Thechidrerans wer with ex cVintestcodinmsand A Cl oud

expl ains, AYes, they | ook |ike clouds,
clouds today!o A girl c o mme¥incendrepeats They a
hisc o mment and adds, AThey are all di ffer
we were looking at. Now, we are going to use our imaginations. If that cloud

could rain anything in the world, what

AiMo n e yMaa sth mafi d e wg roe a By tot earrflidylhGeomeoo
enthusiasti@aboutsharing theirideas, sdvincentstops them andives thenthe

instructiors.i Al | , frremdg Rinst step, you are going to write yasame on

one side of the cloud S e ¢ o n dIflip yoer ploudapdostard decorating your

cloud 06 Af t er f Niecenipasses auioit gastets nStudents start to

draw inside the clouds. After a few minutéscentstops them to givihe next

instruction and introduce more materiaYou mi ght recogni ze t
because we always used them together in class. Tdis is aVfineentthen

shows pipe cleaners and says, AYou can
cl ouMdnsentbr i ngs out feathers and says, AY
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the pipe cl eaneViscenia nSit leken tadvindent SitMorw ! to0
introduces straws, pompona)d mesh paper cutoutsa similar manner

As shown above, even though he incorporated a few questions, Vincent gave the
class stefby-step instructions and explicittygedthemt o “decor at e(@ t heir
pre-cut cloud shapwith four holes). During his interview, Vincent mentioned that his
studio workshop focuses on the process rather than the prbldwatver, at the endhe
artworks seemed extremely similar to each other and had very little individual input of
ideas. Thevariation included the things students drew inside the clouds (human figures,
hearts, rainbows, sgnraindrops, or butterflies), the materials they decorated on the
clouds (pompoms, mesh paper cutouts, and edltapg, and the materials they put
insidethe holes on the clouds (pipe cleaners and straws in differens)color

On the other handhea ni mat i on wor kshop required th
instruction and demonstration in order for the students to make the animation in time.

After showing a sampleipl and during the demonstration, Jenny and Eva incorporated
questions from their students'(grade, general and ELL)
Jennytells the students that they will watch a famous stop motioraélen

sample and asks themttunk aboutwhat each objedh the filmrepresents.

Studentsvatch the film attentivelyt features a spaghetticooking scenebut with

everyday objects used as cooking materials. For examalpisinum foilis used

to show oilin a frying panaR u b iClkb@rspresents awnion,a red pin cushion

is usedas a tomato, aollar representdasil, diceare supposed to beheeseetc.
As theanimationendsEv a as ks, AwWhat kind of mater.:i

Students answer, ARubi kds cubeo and ASt
think the string was supposed to be? An
supposed to be?06 A student guesses, Al c
answer s, AMoney. 0 Jenny asks, AWhat do
it was supposedtofeood or i f they were craving m
right away, AThey were craving money, O
shares, Al think the Rubi kdés Cube was f
AMaybe, but | woul d saomigns,ardeoniyd thinkkvdss c u b
l i ke a basil plant. o Jenny asks for one
think it was to make more flavor. o Jenn
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was?0 Students seem not to thegmember t he
represented.

After the back and forth exchange, Jen
are going to do is quickly show you how you guys how you are going to use our

ani mation program. o0 The students alread
animat ons because of the partnership. Jeni
and weodol | split you into groups. o0 As th
group, Jenny asks, ACan you guys remind
second?0 A boy woomplineentshim aindlafds iastructeoom, n

ABi ngo, as you guys go to your stations
you are going to press the space bar to
demonstrate together, il | E vaan® sg ogionign gt ot ob ek
picture taker and wedll switch | ater. o

moves a paper cutout and Eva takes a pi
want you to think about the artwork we saw in the gallery, as well asgtaphs

and different types of weather. Weather might indicate the mood, and if you see a
movie and in the first scene it is pouring rain and very gray and dreary, do you

think really happy or exciting things are going to happen, or do you think the

charct er is having a bad day?0 Students s
AStormy weather, what Kkind of mood woul
a bad mood?0 Jenny agrees, AYes, maybe

So, we want you to think about thetten you are making your film. | want you to

start by deciding the weather. Then, the narrative can go into some kind of
direction you figure out vbyshéwingaour gr ou
sumy day,and then a cloud coming in to the pictuvehichpartially covers the

sun. She demonstrategvinto take pictures of objects arranged on the

background paper, how to erase certain picgiand how to review the whole

animatonJ enny asks, i Wh ehta pwoewnlsd nyeaxu ?sou gAg esstt
i nterjecdsrstfidihm?0 Jenny agrees and ask:

there can be a tree. What about a char a
rabbits? They can come in and jump away
sad rabbits hopping around, whadaa happen next?0 A boy ad
comes in.o0o Jenny repeats, adding, dfAYes,

rabbits. o Then Jenny r elabom@gsentteit udent s t
stories, as well as ttake turngakingthe photos and déacing. After giving out
the instruction and demonstmag the taskJennyacknowledgethat each group
would be called away to makea@heranimation
As shown abovehe questioaregarding the sample clgeenedlike a memory
test rathethan a springboard for discussionséemed to me that tleelucatorsvere

asking the questions for the sake of askin

opinions or ideagOn the other hand, the questions posed during the demonstration
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seemed to geattudents involved and make them think about their own animations.
However,a | | of the children’”s final artworks r
in the narratives-or example, one clip had a yellow sun on the top, and the cloud came
into thepicture, and then a human character walked inside. After that, it started to rain.
After the rain came a rainbow. Another gro
and a puppy) on grass, running away from the rain. Then, when the sun reappeared they
came back to the center. Other clips included rain with thunder, black clouds, or snow.
The educators’ demonstrations seemed to se
in all three classes.
Dialogueduring art-making. All the educators walked anod the room during
t he st urdakimgttosehcousagettheir processes. Most of the time, they assisted
students with skills or passing out more materiads. example Cindy went around the
studio, and while at each table, she mostly helped the ahildpe the materials together
and to make the structure stand. Similarly, Vincent walked around the space to see if
anyone needed moseipplies He assisted students wreguiredextra hands to tape
materials to their clouds. While Jenny was taking onegto the gallery space to snap
pictures, Eva walked around to assist students. For example, when one group started
talking about what they wanted to make, Eva asked them what kind of weather they
wanted to illustrate. They answered that they wanted @wiegesunny day. Eva asked
them what comes after the sunny day. Students answered that the clouds will come out.
Eva asked what happens after that, and students answered that first the sun c8mes up.
told them that they had plenty of time to do morenttieat, and encouraged them to talk

to each other for ideas
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ReflectionnAs noted, the museum’s overarching
making, and sharing. All the educater€indy, Vincent, and Jenny and Evdacilitated
a brief sharing moment at the end of their workshop. Cindy had less than seven minutes
left, so she had onéuglent share and encouraged otherigouss among themselves at
the tables.

Cindyclagr hyt hmi cal ly t o cCobfiofingthatthedent so6 a
class is looking at her, she encourages students to give a round of applause for
the works theydnove compl et ed, and says, Al am soa
you did. Sometimes the artists share their art with other people. So, because we
dondét have time for everybody at each t
going to say howheir buildingis a safe place, how they made their building a
safe place. 0 Students hesitate, but one
about your structure!o The girl shares,
Cindy further askeat iAThat 6di sag tbal, cw
build a building that floats?06 The stud
buil ding can move. o Cindy exclaims and
t hese parts. egshythsgharsmoredse Gindy ssye efimlT hat 6 s 0 K ¢
Then, Cindy encourages students to turn to the person next to them and share why
their structure is a safe place. Students quietly sharethin peers at their
tables.

As described, Cindy asked deepening questions to have the slederibe her
artwork.However, due to the limited time they had left, only one child got to share her
artwork to the whole groufn the other hand/incenthadplenty of time(15 minuteg
for reflection. As a result, Vincemtecided to have his studem@ve a parade in the
gallery space. The students got a changedadly show off their artworks while they
were walking around the spaand then to share their clouds once they got back to the
studia

WhenVincent confirms that all students are §ihed with making their clouds,

he instructs them to clean up the materials. Then he tells the students that they

will do a quick parade in the gallery. He guides students to hold their clouds high
and follow him in a straight line. Vincent also asks stislém sing a class song

as they walk around the gallery space. Students excitedly sing their class song as
they proudly show off their cloudSollowing a paraden the gallery space,
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Vincentbrings his students to the studio. After checking that the ggtiipas
about 10 minutes left until time is up, Vincent aksey would like to sha their
clouds. Students nod in agreement, so Vincentwsks 6 d I ke atdo shar e

I
then encourages her to come wup ining, t he f
and then the thunderstorm. o0 Vincent rep
comments. A boy answer s, Al't |l ooks | i ke
comment and thanks the students. Anothe
wave.eor Oxchy comments, #Altés really big.c
i's very big. Michael, how did you make
make a big wave. o0 Vincent thanks him fo
to share. A shy girl respod s AMine is raining bows. 0
great. ltdéds raining bows. Does anyone h

Luna?0 Confirming that there are no que
notices that he still has some left. Eventually, all stusl share their clouds.
Vincent applauds to end the workshop an
only did you guys make art, but also we did a gallery visit, we got to see some art,
and did a parade! Now friends, we have had so much fun for the pasioietivs.
|l have tickets for you to come to the m
very excited to get the free family tickets
The paradeseemed to give students ownership of the museum space and allowed
them to feel very proud of their artworkiEhe childrenwere shouting out in excitement
while they were marching, and the gallery space got extremely Tduglwas acceptable
because the Yell ow Mu sAdterthe pamdea/incefinddddp e n’ s
having the whole class share their artkgyrand gave students a chance to ask each other
guestions or comments. All the students had the chance to share their artworks to the
whole group, but the reflection seemed to fill the remaining time and did not allow the
class to reflect about their presses
On the other hand, Jenny and Eva had their students watch all their finished
artworks together for reflection. To be specific, they asked their class to sit in the center
of the studio after they were finished with animatimaking. Jenny turned anclip

made by a previous school group. While students were watching, Jenny saved all the

students’ clips together and made it into
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using photos of the students (she called out one group at a time to the gpdiegyand
took photos of them). When students finished watching the animation, Jenny played two
Cips—st udent s’ ani mat iSwdests saemed vdryeexcited to sem@atati o n .

they had all created, along with Jenny’ s w

Connectiors Across Gallery and Studio

Same elucator. Unlike the other two museums, one or two educators led both
portions of the program. Thus, all the educators were well aware of what their students
saw in the gallery space, incltinadudedigthe he ad
initial plan but still caught the children
with the students on their gallery tours or on what caught their attention at the beginning
of the studio workshop. Also, the educators seetmestrictly stick to their initial
wor kshop plans and not account for wor ks t
caused them to miss the opportunity for greater connection between the gallery and
studio experiences

School and studentmformation. Cindy said she receivduonited information
about the group, and she did not have much time to learn about the students because they
came in very lateShe added thdiecause the class was quiet most of the time, she
assumedhat the students wereell behaved or that they had less exposure to art and the
museumHowever, during her tour she learned that the students were English Language
Learners (ELL), which might have made them uncomfortable speaking in front of others.
If she had known that the stude were ELL, then she would have prepared a visual
vocabulary for themShe said she tries to get in touch with the schoolteachers before the

program date, but it is still very challenginhus, Cindy implied that knowing the
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student s’ i rhand would havedelpedherfinareating a greater connection
between what the class learned in the museum, and their process in the workshop. On the
contrary, Vincent and Eva knew their students well through the recurring visit
(partnership), including whatudents are currently learning at school and various art
projects they did together. Unfortunately, it was difficult for me to determine my
thoughts regarding #t connection without observing or having information about what
students did during the padrship.

Exhibition theme and visual reference The theme of the exhibition (weather)
served as an overarchipgemisefor the tour and workshop portioris. fact, the
educators chose art projects related to weather or the last artwork students saw in the
gallery. Accordingly, thetsdents seemed to make explicit visual connections between
the artworks they saw in the gallery and their own artwieok.instance, as their last

artwork on the tour, Vincent’s gthenup saw a
createdheir own clouds. It seemed be an obvious connection (making clouds after
looking at clouds), and Vincent agreed that he chose the final artwork (strips of sky
photos collaged together) because it directly connected to the cloud proets/et, he
added that he could have made a better con
finished artworks reminded him of the artw

group made saf e plsareadssic’thregodnel paitinglthato k i ng a't
featured unstable structures in a flooded
created structures that resembled Cindy’s
the last painting, though they looked more stable than the one at thiegaiastly,

Jenny and Eva’'’s group saw the piece that f
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in different weather. Then Jenny and Eva asked the class to choose a type of weather and
create a narrative. As mentioned, students made weathedreligte often featuring a

tree in the center. Compared to the other two museums, the visual connections between
tour and workshop in all three classes see

the Yellow Museum also seemed to be lacking their owgirai ideas

Summary of the Yellow Museum
The administrative staff stated that th
is “look, make, and shdreand the educators are trained to lead ingoaged and
processhased tour and workshggpograns for thestudents. Indeed, the educators were
aware that the museum encouragesquiry-based approach, and they invited students
to look closely at the artworks, describe their observations, and add comments.
The Yellow Museum offer two types of workshop (fims andmedia artmaking
workshops) within their one hour atd-minuteprogram. According to the observation
and interview data, their programs weren’t
an overarching them&ly observation and interview datavealed the similarities and
di fferences among educ admponents thdtiefaendedtheg appr
connection between the gallery and studidipas. Specificallyall of the programs
started with a brief introduction and review of museuias.Then, the educators showed
one to two artworks (spending nimgnutes or less) and occasionally made a quick stop
at art in which children showed intereghe gallery tour facilitation was similar among
educators even though some were more opelewttiers were more directidrased. All
of them incorporated questions to elicit s

comments, and shared information about the artworks near the end. When students
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transitioned to the studio, the educators invitesht to describe the art materials and

gave them instructions and demonstrations on how they might make the artaikg.

the artmaking, the previous relationship with the educator and experience with the art
materials through the partnership seemeahatie students more comfortable sharing

their comments and immediately work with art materials. However, the demonstration

and the educators’ choice of art projects
variations of st udtherendsdlthd edutatosstiaeildateda t wor k s .
reflection in forms of a parade, watching together, or sharing out loud with the group. In
general, the program seemed very short, resulting in less time for students to look, make,

and share
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V —CROSSCASE ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter will discuss the key concepts iderdifiegarding research questions
across the three cases, and consider them in relatibaliteraturereview presented in
Chapter Il In the first part, | will discusthefindings facused on how the museum
education departments supported had educators facilitated their tour and workshop
programs in ways that adopt constructivi st
reflected what constructivist approaches aimed for. Iiséoend part, | wilexaminethe
findings concerning how t hehovetdhuec asttourdse’'ntfsa c

responses reflected the connecsianross gallery and studio.

Part 1, Constructivist Approaches

| identified five ways the museueducation departments and museum educators
supported and facilitated their tour and workshop programs that adopted constructivist
approaches (attid not): 1) by providing studertentered learning, 2) by creating an

inviting environment, 3) by consideri|gt ude nt s prior knowledge

being responsive to circumstances, and 5) promoting social interaction.

1. StudentCentered Learning

After considering the three cases togethss,first theme | identified was an
emphasis on studenenteredearning. According to Fosnot (2005), the goal of
constructivist classrooms is autonomy, mutual reciprocity of social relations, and

empowermentConstrucivist teaching rejects thé&arning happens throughet e ac her ' s



173

transmission of information, babntends thathe focus tends to shift from the teacher to
students. Accordingly, the teachers should become facilitators that encourage learners to
take on more ownership of their ideasr Glasersfeld, 2005). Among the nine observed
sessions, | identifit three ways that educators encouraged students to take more
ownership in their | earning: honoring stud
exploration, and individual or small group corsations. will elaborate on each in what
follows.

Honoringst udent s® responses amlbrytAy pes of qu
mentioned above, in a constructivist classroom, teachers become facilitators who
encourage students to take more ownership of their lear&pegifically, museum
educators should provide learsavith opportunities to raise questions, search for
patterns, build on their ideas, and interpwein(Glasersfeld, 2005). In response, learners
become active inquiremsho look carefully, raise questions, develop opinions, express
them, consider multiple i e wpoi nt s, specul ate together, ¢
ideas, and possibly revise conclusions and back up interpretations with evidence
(ShulmanrHerz, 2010Yenawine, 1998). The administrative staff members from all cases
said that their gallergducators use constructivist approaches, including VTS and other
inquiry-based methods, which involves asking epaded questions, facilitating
discussion, paraphrasing, anderting information during group dialogues about
artworks instead of dictatingformation. Their descriptions were generally consistent
with my observations. Across the cases, all nine gallery educators generally adopted
dialogic teaching with a variatiereducators facilitate dialogue &tlow visitors to voice

their views (obsent#ns, ideas, and interpretation) of the artwdiBsrnham & Kat
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Kee, 2011Terrassa, Hubard, Holtrop, & Higghisnder, 2016) None of the educators in
either thegalleryor thestudio dictated information to students. Agay to encourage
students to become active inquirers rather than passive learners, the gallery educators
from all three museums honored students’ i
the gallery tours.

While watching the educators facilitagallery tours through dialogue, |
witnessed that the students became more involved in interpreting artworks when their
educators were more responsive to their comments and ideas. At the Red Museum,
Hannah honor ed st ud etheircommentscenaestindtlyeir par ap hr a
contributionswith similar or contrasting ideas, and sharing information when relevant
(i.e. Hannahold the students abotitea t i st s move dametdPaar i s when
consensus on the setting of the painting as Paris because ofageizable landmark
[Eiffel Tower]). In the open conversation where ideas are flowing, and questions are
raised primarilyby the students (Burnham, 2011), #lassnamed things they observed
from the painting and connected their ideas witlir theers comments.

Similarly, at the Blue Museum, Roy’ s (g
to share things the abstract sculptoreught to mindincluding a motorcycle, saddle,
shoe, and a&afteheachsoement, e eepedited what the studentaidicusd
asked them to describe what made them think of their associations, or he confirmed with
the students by describing shapes, colors, and textures in the sculpture that might have
made them think of the things they had mentiomézhr the end, Roy dekd the term
abstracta concept thahvites multiple viewerinterpretations. These two instances

corresponded with the constructivist dialogic teaching described by Shileran(2010)
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and Korn & Associates, Inc. (2018yherethe dialogue evolves primidy through

students’ commemrtheand haume etdiuems or s’ trans
On the other hand, students seemed to becessarnvolved in the interpretation

process when the educators asked leading questions or lessmoj@ehquestns.When

asking questions, Andy (gallery educator, Red Museum) seemed to look for answers and

comments related to information he had already prepared, rather than opening up the

floor for student s’ ideas and gntef pPoevatui

know where it might be?” and “Do you recog

repeat edl y as Wikedthe childvdnd8th grade,ggenerdl) finally mentioned

ideas related to the title of the paintiiggis), Andy satisfyinglysar ed t he art i st

to Paris and moved onto the nexttoffce ve al i ng new i nformation

answers to the leading questions seemed to give them the idea that Andy was looking for

certain ideas or answers in response to his questibesstidents also missed the

opportunity to share their ideas and unique interpretations. Similarly, at the Yellow

Museum, in the hopes of connecting to his previously prepared information, Vincent

repeated the questions, e®haWhdao gbudpat sc

(kindergarten, inclusive) didn’t mention a

that the artist who made the artwork was inspired by a swamp. The dialogue seemed

more like a back and forth exchange of question and answerthatwah e educat or s

of covering predetermined information. Hubard (2010) pointed to this issue and said that

if the educator guides the students to understand thdgmtfied knowledge, only the

student s right or r epaadidadmaonwilllbber s t o t h

validated through the dialogue. That is, if the educator prepares a specific piece of
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information about the artwork and asks the class questions that might guide them to his or
her prepared information, only the related answerslavbe validated during the gallery
dialogue.Burnham and KaKee (2011) also critiqued the useguiestions in gallery
teaching becausguiding questions might disengage visitors from experierntiag
artworks.Instead, Hubard (2010) and Burnham & Kaiell@011) emphasized that
dialogue about artworks should include both teacher and student contributions of
observations, questions, information, and insight from various sources, which will help
all participants discover the meaning of the artworks

Materi al exploration versus stepby-step demonstration in the tudio. In the
studio, the way materials and processes were introduced was more or less conducive to
promoting autonomyl. witnessed how the facilitation of warap activities at the Red
and Blue Musem, instead of requiring students to finish their artworks in a certain,
actually helped them familiarize, explore, and experiment with the art materials on their
own, making them excited about their choices and for having unique contributions to
their prgects. In the warrup activities, the studio educators provided one or two
mat erials and gave a quick challenge that
manipulation of the materialsor instance, Amy (the Red Museum) asked students (7th
grade, genatl) to arrange the paper cutouts to show a balance, and Janine (the Blue
Museum) asked students (3rd grade, general) to manipulate a paper strip without using
manipulative tools (scissors, cutting knife, or glue). In response, students seemed to
becomemore comfortable with the art materiaésd wereexcited to find different way
to manipulate their materials. The activities alsadiedthemto think about different

arrangements fortherama ki ng. Thi s finding resonates v
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that brainstormingvith and exploringnaterials (starting with a single or a limited
mat er i al option), as wel |l as suggestions f
curiosity, autonomy, and realization of the materials.

On the contrary, | witnessédh e e d pedoamingstepby-step
demonstratios that encouragedustents to generate artworks that were similar to the
educat or s ;corraspandingly, todhe drtworks of thpaers All of the
educatorst the Yellow Museurstarted the afinaking with a demonstration. While
introducing each art matial, educators brainstormed aboutaivstudents might do with
them orthe artworks they might make. Even though educators incorporatederuieul
guestions t o a stheyoftemsuggssted ashcdernosstrated dne was/ {0
manipulate the material$.hi s seemed to | imit the childre
served to model the educators’ preferred m
foll owed t he educ apwihssnilar artwodks dt the endaFod ¢ a me u
exampl e, most of Vincent  s-shHapechphmercgteutst ner s
with crayons and put straws and pipe cleaners through thmupteles.

Encouraging studentsdé choigoups t hrough i
conversations in the sidio. As emphasized above, a constructivist view of teaching
rejects that | earning happens through tran
instruction (Fosnot, 2005). Fittingly, in her writing about studio art teachiddeamning
Lord (1958/1996) specified that art teachers should facilitate discussion focusing on

student s choices and try t enaking. 8dald204l) vi ng
built on the conversation and emphasized that the adult simeildene as little as

possiblenot projecting their ideas onto the chi
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the studio educators in all museums and programs engaged studentsrooieeor
small group conversations focusingtorh e ¢ hahdicésrad prdcessedelping out
with technical skills when needed. Some educators asked questions to acknowledge
students’ choi ces a mdthodsme prozcdsdeewitlouteny mme nt e d
guestions. For example, Niki, administrative staff and studio eduattbe Blue
Museum, said she prefers not imekingedausenany q
she does not want to interrupeir creative flow. Instead, she pointed outtbat
students were doing by sayi ngaodpiete,aade e you
you put this wood and stick on the other s
top of each other.” NMikatbBecsmMmeolte sBhed ¢
classroom and suppedLord s c (1958/189%6), with statethatin order to
encourage students to make the most thoughtful selections durimgldrng the teachers
should guide them by commenting on their choices and arrangements, rather than giving
exact directions

Moreover, in some cases, the individual convigmsawith the educators seemed
to push students to become brave in experimenting with their materials. At the Red
Museumst udi o educator Amy’'s group made coll a
choosing with various colored and textured paper. Aftevesing with Amy and
finding out that she could fold the papers to make an emphasis, one of her students was

courageous enough to make her collage thieensional.

2. Inviting Environment
The second theme | identified was the relevance of an invitinigogment. Hein

(1998) acknowledged that the first connection visitors make is with the museum building,
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which is generally and traditionally not a place desirable for learning and enjoyment.
That is, since the early nineteenth century museum buildingstifzangtioned from
palaces to monumental public buildings. These architecturally imposing budikgsa
bank or courthouse-do not present the most accessible image to visitors, but rather, are
places that are only entered when necessary (Hein, 1998)rdhegly, he insisted that
educators consider making internal modifications by creating an accessible and
comfortable learning environment and helping learners orient themselves before they
participate in the educational programs. During my observatidashsntified two factors
that helped to create an inviting learning environment for students: tbp séthe
physical space (gallery and studio) and the number of students per educator.

Setup of the physical pace.Hein (1998 2006) proposed that educators in a
constructivist museum should consider a range of aspects related to visitor experience,
i ncluding how a museum' s physical surround
Falk and Dierking (20068}-in tandem with Heir-argued that museum learning is
situated within a series of contexts, including the physical context, which refers to the
way learning is bound to the environment in which it occurs. Across the three museums, |
witnessed the importance of having a physicai®nment where students could easily
view and discuss the chosen art, work with materials, and connect with educators and
peersEducatordad less control over shaping the physical learning space in the gallery
than in the studio because the gallerycgpaas shared with the general public, whereas
the studio space was not a common space, and tables and materials could be set up the

way the educators wanted
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Unfortunately, educators had much less control over theseft the gallery
space. Crowded feries and areas that amplified sound were distracting to students,
which made the group discussion challenging. In contrast, quiet galleries with good
acoustics made it easier for the educator and students to listen to each other and
communicate. For inance, several times | noticed students becoming distracted by the
noise and other visitors at the Red Museum, which is a relatively big and busy museum
with a high gallery ceilingln contrast, | noticed that most of the time students had the
whole Blue Muiseum gallery space to themselves, which made it easier for the group to
view and discuss the artworks

Although educators were not able to set upidkeal galleryspace or st udent s’
learning,the educatorbad choices of how tmore productivelyse tle existing space.
For example, Lee (gallery educat&ue Museum said some artworks are better to sit
near than others because there are sculptures that have plenty of room in front of them for
students and educators to sit and talk for a while withouble ki ng ot her vi sit
t hrough the museum. I n agreement with Lee,
that a few artworks are better suited for
sculpture, or arrangement of materials than otherstrend are a few spaces that are
convenient for the facilitation of gallery activities. In fact, scholars in the field of museum
education have further remarked upon the fundamental role of the environment on
museum learning and asserted that the spatadra(physical and contextual
characteristics of the space) might both pose challenges or foster positive responses,

specifically aiding visitors concentratio

in Terrassa, Hubard, Holtrop, & Higghisnder, 2016, p.16).
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On the other hand, educators had more control over thes#tthe studioEace.
Smith, Fucigna, Kennedy, ahdrd (1983/1993) proposed that clean, organized art
classrooms that have plenty of spacelaccessible materials help childrexplore,
experiment, and gain confidence with art materials, and thus develop their ideas. In all
three cases, | witnessed educators carefully setting up the studio space where students
could easily access materials, visual agthkjcator@and pees. In the nine programghat |
observed, two studio educators also put on light music when students started to make art;
creating an inviting environmerin line with Smith et al., six out of nine student groups
seemed comfortable walking around the studio spmeecess additional materials and
occasionally see their peers’ artworks nea
chatted with each other, commenting about their artworks and how they resembled the
ones they had seen at the gallery space. Theygaise@rsed with the educator. The
students who had the background music even rhythmically nodded their heads, following
the rhythm while making their artworks

The setup was such a priority that two studio educators said that one factor in
their selectiorof materials for the workshopgludes thdeasibility of making a quick
change over. That is, the studio educators at theaRe®Blue Museum had to complete a
fast transitiorbetween students who did the studio workshop first and students who did
the gdlery tour first.Both educators agreed that that the collage workshop was suitable

not only for students gall ery experience
quickly clean up and prepare for the next group without any assistance
Number of students per @ucator. Along with the setup of the space, the

number of students per each educator seemed to affect how educators and students
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communicated with each other. The museums generally limited the number of students

per educator in each spacepoogram. The Red and Blue Museum limited up to 15

students per educator in the gallery and 30 students per edudéistadio. The

Yellow Museum allowe@0 students per each educatarfact, sometimes the classes

were even smaller. Abhe Red MuseurnLilly (gallery educator) had only about ten
students on her tour, while Andy’s (galler
Blue Museum, Agnes (gallery educator) had seven students while other gallery educators
had about 15 students in their groupsthe Yellow Museum, Vincent only had 13

students, while the other two educators had 30 students. | witrteaskdving a smaller

number of students in the gallery space made it easier for the educators to mdraorize

names, and fathe childrerto easily listen to and participate in the group discussion,
especially in the comparatively big and bu
challenging for both the educator and studentke larger groupto listen to each other,

share comments,r bui l d onto others comment s. I n
(2018) national study of the effects of facilitated singt art museum programs on
students in grades@ revealed that the prevalent (86% of the 101 observed museums)
studentto-facilitator ratio was 20:1 or les$hisis considered necessary criteria for
facilitating inquiry-based teaching.
Similarly, having a smaller number of students in the studio space made it easier
for the students to communicate with the educator and,peleits having plenty of
working space per person. At the Red Museum, Judy (studio educator) had about 30

students, Amy (studio educator) had 20 students, and Hannah had 17 students. At the

Blue Museum, Niki (studio educator) had seven students, Janidéo(stucator) had 14
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students, and Jessica (studio educator) had 30 students. At the Yellow Museum, Vincent
had 13 students, and the other two educators had 30 students. Although important, the
number ofchildrenin the studio space seemed less criticahgared to theumber of

children on thegallery tours because every class was occupying the studio by themselves,
not competing with other visitors for spadde students were also often quietly working

on their own, and the educators occasionally eng#ged in small group or individual

discussions, while in the gallery space the instructors were speaking to the whole group

3. Considering Prior Knowledge and Experience

While investigating the three cases, the third theme | identified was the
importanceo f considering students’ prior knowl ec
constructivism insists that learning originates from inside the child, which means that
students build new ideas onto their previous knowledge to construct new knowledge
(Fosnot & Pety, 2005;von Glasesfeld, 2005) Specifically, Hein(1991, 1998, 2012)
argued thamuseum learning takes place when visitors connect what they see, do, and
feel about the context of the museum with what they already know and understand. Thus,
he insistededucatorshouldconsider all aspesbf thediverse experiences individuals
bring withthem as wel |l as how thef mueproe’ i Surops
interpretations (Hein, 2012)Vhile investigating the three cases, | witnessed that the
educatorgonsidered the information about the class that they were given by the
schoolteachers and tried to discover mor e

experience that could be built into the museum learning, while also attempting to

establish a relatiahip with the students
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St udenotmaton.i n order to consider students
experiences in the lesson planning, including their school curriculum, interests and needs,
all three museums asked schoolteachers to provide informationtabatudents,
includingwhat they are currently studying and goals for the field tqgmn registration
for the programs. All of the nine observed educators were indeed aware of basic
information, such as the ages of the students, which allowed thatedwuto create age
appropriate |l essons. However, in two of th
previous information was particularly helpful in engaging students in the gallery learning.
For example, Lilly (gallery educatoRed Museum) inclded a drawing activity at her
second stop, and she told her group that their schoolteacher had informed her that they'd
done many observational drawings. Lilly added another drawing activity at the last stop
because, as she expected, the class enjoyehlaiwng activity. Knowing the
information in advance allowed Lilly to include an activity that students found interesting
and also enabled her to acknowledge that she was interested in what they were learning
or doing at school

On the other hand,witnessed some cases when the educators had limited
information about the students, which in turn challenged the instructors to accommodate
the students and find ways to increase their participation. For example, Cindy at the
Yellow Museum said that she had eaed limited information about her group in
advance. She described trying to learn about the students on the spot, but the class was
reticent to talk to her. Cindy assumed the students were well behaved or had less
exposure to art, but during the tour stigcovered that they were English Language

Learners (ELL). She said if she had known that the students were ELL, she would have
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prepared visual aids for those who might feel uncomfortable speaking English in front of
others

However, as Lilly gallery edicator, Red Museuymentioned during her
interview, it is challenging to obtain information about students attending shot museum
programs. As an alternative, educators tried to quickly learn about the students at the
beginning of the tour and during the rkehop in order to establish a relationship

Establishing arelationship with students. Whether the group was
comparatively big or small, in the beginning, the brief chance to establish a relationship
between the educator and students seemed to helput&te break the ice with the
group and to learn about its members. As mentioned above, Hein (1998) insisted that
museumearning takes place when students connect their previous knowledge with what
they see, do, and feel about the context of the museuconcert with Hein, the
educators implemented different strategies for quickly establishing relationships with the
students, while also rapidly assessing their readiness for participation. They also
attempted to | ear n s o mestshndthgrpravioosexposturdite ¢ hi
the arts, museums, and programs. At the beginning of the gallery tours, Andy and Lilly
the Red Museum gallery educatersonnected individually with students while creating
their nametags. Whi | distdbstikgithe tagssbot etlecatdrss ’ nam

guickly memorized student s names and indi
educators called on the children by name while facilitating the group dialogue, often
connecting different students' observations and id&ahe Blue Museum, Agnes

(gallery educator) showed a photo of the artist carving a sculpture. When students

commented on the tools and materials in the photo, Agnes asked students if they had ever
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made any art. When many nodded in agreement, Agnes s@angde art materials and
asked students to volunteer their previous experience with any of the materials. This brief
share allowed Agnes to learn about students' previous experience with art materials and
to get to know them a little better.

Similarly, esablishing a relationship with the students at the beginning of the
studioportionseemed to help the studio educators learn abomtgifweipsas well aghe
gallery experiencéhat neededo be built into the studio experiende be specific, upon
studem s* arrival in the studios, the Red and
facilitated an introduction with a brief gallery tour reflection. At the Blue Museum,
Janine (studio educator) asked students to share their names and something about
themselves. Tik opportunity allowed Janine and students to break the ice and learn about
each other, as well as connect to the program theme (Sense of Self and Art) and the
motivating question (How might you create a paper sculpture that tells something about

yourself). In fact, positive teachestudent relationships have long been considered a

primary condition of students’ positive |e
develop students’ emotional connection and
acdemic pursuit” (Cook, Coco, Zhang, Fiat ,

Three of the nine observed school groups participated in the tour and workshop
programs as part of their school partnership oamp programn these cases, both the
educator andhie students were clearly more comfortable interacting with each other.
Unfortunately, |l wasn’t able to |l earn or o
involved in the school partnerships or camp group, but it was evident that the students

seemed mre comfortable sharing thoughts, asking questions out loud, and work with art
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materials or media. To be specific, Hannah
educator) camp group referenced the compound word they created while they were
collectivelyiner pr et ing the painting in previous |
Peer Soci al |l nteraction Section below). Al
with making an animation because they had learned and tried it at their schools

beforehand

4. Responsiveness to Circumstances

The fourth theme | identifieddas t he educators’ responsi
Ast he teacher’s rol e i s-centengddearnilgmea i n facil.i
constructivist classrooifiFosnot, 2005), educators need tlaat to circumstancesd be

attentive t o st udAccotdiegly aftereexachising @ha tthreeicasese r e st s

together, Iwithessed he 1| mport ance of educators respo
Specifically, the educators were flexible in differamys: they cut out or addéolur
stop(s) as well as act jresponhseseasd othex ielevdnt on st u
circumstances.

Number of artworks and time per artwork and activity. Generally, depending
on the time they had with the studentg thc hi | dren’ s responses and

reasons, the educators were flexible about adding or cutting one or two stop(s) from their
original plans.To begin with, the actual time educators had with the students were not
always the same as thdodtled time for the progransome groups came 15 minutes to an
hour late. When this happened, the gallery tour educators usually preferred to adjust their
plans by cutting out stops instead of making each stop shiortee case of the Red

Museum, Andy @allery educator) cut out two of the art stops because his students were
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late due to traffic. Laurie (admin staff) said that there are two main reasons for making
fewer stops: 1) spending longer time would allow students to gain a rrdeptin
understandhg of the artwork and the themes, and 2) logistically, it takes a long time to
get from one stop to the next because of the big museum buikiingham (1994)

strongly advocated visitors to slow down and look at an artWemiderbecause she

believedthat he “i deas of an artwork including th
paint is applied, the at moosefdrneardestheand t he
students respond and |isten to each other
art B22) p .

Secondly, educators sometimes spent more time or lesateaeh stop
depending on st ude n tAsthe YellevdVjuseuns @relyaach d i nt er
Vincent added two shorter artwork stops on the spot because students stopped and
showed interest in works that caught their attentiégither Cindy or Vincent spent an
extended time discussing the artworks that were bided in their plans, but they both
spent one or two minutes looking ab#h artworks and encouraged studentisrtefly
share their observationat the Blue Museum, Agnes (gallery educator) cut one stop
because students were interested and engagetheitinst artwork. This enabled them to
sit and talk about a single artwork for an extended time. Also, Lilly at the Yellow
Museum cut out one stop because another ed
space in front of the artwork. Affirming the imgiance of flexibility, Agnes, who has 13
years of teaching experience, emphasized that museum educators need to be able to make
guick changes because every tour and worKks

needs, and interest, etc.). This findiegg onat es wi t h Burnham’ s (1¢
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educators should put student s’ responses a
“qQuestion, search, challenge, be moved by,
of their own l|lives” (p. 524).

Similarly, the gallery educators were flexible, cutting out or adding gallery
activities depending on student s’ response
students do a quick observational drawing in front of the second artwork, Lilly (gallery
educatoyRed Museum) added one more drawing activity to her last stop. She said she
included this at the end of the tour because students seemed to enjoy the previous
drawing activity. Similarly, Agnes (gallery educatBtue Museun said she chose to
show samplenat er i als rather than the artist’s ca
made more sense with the flow of the dialogue

The studio educators were also flexible to cut out or modify the final reflection
depending on st wdoforlbgstical reasong Gimdgie arts a n d
educatoyYellow Museum) and Judy (studio educateed Museum) asked for two or
three volunteers for reflectiomhile Niki (studio educatqrBlue Museum) had her
students walk around the finished artworks, and Jegstadio educatoBlue Museum)
cut out the reflection due tmtime constraintOn the other hand, Vincerfine arts
educatoyYellow Museum) extended the reflection time in the studio becaueétad
students wanted to share their finished artwaakd, he had plentyf time left than his

initial plan of having a gallery parade and a few stuciatre.

5. Social Interaction
Finally, the last theme | identified was tidea that it was thsocial interaction

that made museum learniagich experienceVygotsky emphasized the role of
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reciprocal exchange of language in learning. Specifically, Vygotsky argued that

knowledge is constructed when the child is actively interacting with the social

environment and conversing, questioning, explaining, and ia¢iggt meaning with an

adult or advanced peer (Fosnot & Perry, 2005; Vygotsky, 1978). Buitdilg Vygot s ky '
theory, Yenawinend Housen (1998) developed VTS to encourage students to become

active inquirers that look carefully, develop opinions, express them, consider multiple
viewpoints, speculate together, anmgdithar gue
the educatoand th& peers. Beyond VTS, there are other approaches to gallery teaching
through dialogue, including dialogic teaching without questions (Burnham &&aj

2011) and opeimterpretive dialogue (Hubard, 2010). While considering the three cases,

| identified three categories of social interaction: studeréa a c her i nt er act i on:

peer soci al i nteraction, and educators p e
Studentteacter interaction. As mentioned in the Studefentered Learning

section, learning does not happérough teachedirected transmission of knowledge in

a constructivist classroom. Rather the focus shifts from the teachers to students.

Interestingly, while students actively contributed theaughts and ideas about the

chosen artworks, educatorateedfrom the students as welthey discovered new

details and interpretations of the artworks, as well as insights into other portions of the

program.For example, Lee (gallery educatBiue Museum) had been showing a photo

of the artist carving a stone $gture during her sessions for five years. Her student

pointed out a small stone piece flying up high in the air and noted that that piece was in

the air because the artist hi't the stone s

instance showed thatte educat ors might | earn new infol
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observatonsThi s finding echoes Yenawine’s (2013)
never experts, but they aramdvbhcdbhteasbuden
different interpretatins and opinions through facilitated dialogue. Freire (1970/2017),
who first used and critici-zwhdreteachersdrddanki ng
knowledgeable experts who deposit information for the passive students to receive,
memorize, and repeatproposed a new relationship where educators and students
simultaneously occupy both roleSlso, Burnham and KaKee (2011) emphasized that
gallery dialogue should be shaped by information from various sources gathered by both
teachers and students.

Student s 6 p e enteractiom.dMhike the childreninteracted with the
museum educators during art viewing in the gallery andhaking in the studio, |
witnessed many cases students were interacting with each/Ashéygotsky (1978)
stressed the benefitd working with peers in addition to adults, in six out of the nine
observed gallery sessions, | witnessed that the students were continuously learning from
each other while they collectively built their own interpretation of the artworks through
sharing bheir observations and idedsor exampl e, at the Red Mus:
group observethedetails ofa painting with each of the student aidd strange things
they noticed in thavork. As they were creating the list together, one of the students

brought up a term the class created,- “realagi
imaginary). The student pointed to the floating figures and connected the term, which
refers to make believe, creative imagination, and real but magical things. After a back

andf ort h conversation, another child brought

show that he or she agreed that though the painting featured a recognizable lardmark
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the Eiffel Tower—there were also imaginative figures in the backgroGnuilarly, at
the Bl ue Museum, when Roy’ s students were
was broken into three pieces and had black parts cut and polished by the artist, students
collaboratively came up with an imaginative interpretation that the sculptui®akean
tower with a slide and the character lives inside the tower. This finding parallels the idea
that students reflectively connect new learning to existing cognitive structures through
collaborative and cooperative processes between studedtwith €éachers (Dewey,
1980; Piaget, 196%/ygotsky, 1978; Walker & Shore, 2015). Gallery educators generally
supported studentgorking together to addbservations and interpretationsoithe
discussion. However, not all group dialogues involved the samefsmilaborative
meaningmaking. That is, if the educator asked leading questions or lesssoged
guestions, studerits answer s di ddi’ dn ’vta repteccimaddidg todere y
to theideas of their peers

Similarly, students learned from each other through the various interactions in the
studio.To be specific, in seveout of theninesessiosthat | observed, | withessed
students learning different ways to manipulate and arrange the same art matém&s as
were making and reflecting upon their artworks with their peers. For instance, Amy
(studio educatgiRed Museum) asked her 7th graders to choose five papeutcshapes
and arrange them to show balance, movement, and place as -awantivity. After
each challenge, Amy encouraged students to discuss their solutions with their neighbors.
When students were discussing their arrangements showing balance, they compared and
discussed how their classmates used light and dark colors to show weightalor equ

shapes on each side to show symmetry, or to form a sort of seesaw. The activity with the

oI
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peer discussion made students excited to find different solutions and readied them to
think about what to put in their final artworks (Their motivating question ¥asv can
an artist show a place using shape, color, and texture?) Consequently, they came up with
varying collages featuring outer space, a house by a river, a mountain with big trees, a
playground, a sea, and a boat, a bedroom, and a me&daoiarly, enny and Eva's
(media art educator¥ellow Museum) 4th graders collaborated in creasitgpmotion
animation, which needed a narrative and characters. Studentsitosik taking photos,
animating characters, aestiecking the timewhile learning to ngotiate and collaborate.
This collaborative learning was especially present in the animation workshop because of
the design and facilitation of the program as \aslthe limited material (computer) per
studentput even though most of the time the chifdveorked on their own, a few studio
educators invited their students to briefly share with peers near them

Educat or s 6 ntgracteom. The studéntsvere not only learning from
each otherthe educators wel@solearning through their interactismith other
educators. Educators were learning through their interaaionng and after
Profesional Development Programs (R [during collaborative planning at the start of
each exhibition, anthroughworking together in the program. To begin withe three
museums—Red, Blue, and Yellow-all providedPD that informededucators o¥arious
teaching approaches. While the educators gained information from the experts through
their PD, they also learned from peer educators as they shared and refesttdueir
teaching experiences. Andy (gallery educa®ed Museum) said peer reflection after
each PD or program is helpful in informing his teachingrdédwer, Sophie, the

administratome nt i oned t hat the Yell ow Museum’s

e
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dur i ng t hei r,amwitheducatorsab Piber near by children’
part of their PD.

In addition to PD, educators learned from each other through the various
collaborations occurring between all of the museums. During their individual interviews,
the Yell ow Museum s educators agreed that
work togeher to come up with several art projects. In the case of the Blue Museum, the
educators said that they work cooperatively on each program, from the planning process
to clean up at the end of the day. Huricatorslso include administrative staff
membersexchanging emails with them, and copying them on their correspondence with
other educators. The gallery educator(s) share their artwork choices and tour sequences,
gallery activities and objectives. Then the studio educator discusses workshop procedure,
the warmup activity, art materials, and objectives, which correspond to the program
theme and gallery tour plans. In this process, educators and administrative staff might
offer advice and feedback and revise the plans together. Also, the educators fvepar

studoseup together before students arrival,
cleaning up together, often reflecting on their successes and challenges. This cooperation
seemed to give educators shared responsibility for the whole programrglesg of

which portions they led. Thinking about the whole program together also seemed to

create a connection between the two portitméer interview, Lee (gallery educator)

added that reflecting afterward with the peer educator is helpfbbthenotional and

practical levels. That is, getting to share the successes of a good group, or commiserating

after a difficult one, learning new approaches and modifications for actiaites

discussionwhile alsor e cei vi ng ot her hepgdtamaiaincamardderiée e e d b a
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and boosts morale overall in her view. In fact, this finding parafegachandJohnsoh s
(1995) research, whicho u nd t h aain confiderncéhamd skills in considering and
I mpl ementing alternat i briagdiversey éxpertissintemipg c ol | a

class problems ([1.01).

Summary

Part 1 of my discussion concentrated on five ways the administrators and museum
educators supported and facilitated their tour and workshop programs that adopted
constructivist approa@s (ordid not). First of all, as constructivist teaching rejects the
teacher’ s tr ans mi mdendocuses dn studedertareshiearning n  a n d
(vonGl asersfeld, 2005), educators honored st
exploration,ad conversed individually and in smal
of their learning. In particuladuring the gallery tourslthough all the gallery educators
facilitated dialogue instead of dictating informatistudents became more involvied
interpreting the artworks when the educators were responsive to their comments and
ideas while theywerd ess i nvolved when the educators’
identified ideas or less op@&mnded. In the studio, facilitation of a watp actiuty
helped students familiarize, explore, and experiment with the art materials to make
uniquecontributions to their projects. Howevérh e e d u c-laytstepr ' s st ep
demonstration influencetthe classo generate artworks that were similar to the
educabrmodel s and plreontrast ad t wadtr kKiss '’ i ndividua

discussiosf ocusi ng on st uthemotnaKke thaughtful chacss darieg p e d

artmaking (Lord, 1958/1996).
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Secondly, acknowledging the relevance of an inviting emvirent (Hein, 1998),
including thesetup ofthe physical space (gallery and studio) and the number of students
per educatqihelped to create an inviting learning environnmfentstudents. Indeed,
havinga smaller number of students in bdile gallery and studio made it easier for
educators and students to communicatel allowed participants plenty space to work
with. Il n accordance, Randi Korn & Associates’
facilitated singlevisit art museum prograsron students in gradésur to sixrevealed
that the studerio-facilitator ratio was 20:1 or less and is considered necessary criteria
for facilitating inquiry-based teaching.
Third, knowing the students’ informatio

connect museum | earning to students previo
curriculum, interests, and needs (Fosnot & Perry, 2005Glasesfeld, 2005). On the

contrary, having limited information challenged edocato accommodate the stnte

andstudents to participateetter. However, the museum educators did try to form

connections with their classe&s a way to learn about the students, educators briefly
establishedelationship with the students at the beginning of sessions. Edtatijighese

connections athe start helped gallesducators break the ice aadabledstudio

educatorgo learnmoreaboutthes t udent s gal l er y,whichgauldi enc e s

be built into the studio learning. In bothegallery andhestudio,e duc at or s’
responsiveness to circumstanadnéther tocut or add gallery stops and activit@shold

studio reflectiotime) was necessary for accommodating

andthelogistics of the museum setting.
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Finally, different kind of social interaction (studente ac her , st udent s’
educator s’ peer sthemusaumearnmgmeah enardrich.dNatsnly ma d e
did thestudents learn through their peer interactjdut the educators also gained new
insights throughheir discussions with other teachers, while also learning from their

students through reciprocal exchange of language (Vygotsky, 1978).

Part 2. Connectiors Across Gallery and Studio

| identified two ways the museum education departments supportestiacators
facilitated st ude ndosot)cohnecioraabsstigegaileoy amdr o mot e
studoand how st udent s ’diddoedlacithe capnectienfictoethet e d ( o r
gallery and studio: 1y appointingsame educator or differentd@catorsand 2) by

offering differenttour andworkshop sequence.

1. Same Educator or Different Educators

Due to the design of the progrgnthe five out of the nine observed tour and
workshop sessions had different educators leading each portionpsbtiram. The
remaining four sessions had the same educator leading both portions of the program.
Whether the program was led by the same or different educator(s), | witnessed that the
review of the gallery tours was important to studio educatorsincanmegt st udent s’
gallery and studio learning, as well as reminding students what stood out for them. Also, |
witnessed that the use of theme and wwedited motivating questions served as a thread
in connecting both portions of the program.

Review of gallerytours. The quick review of the gallery tour whslpful in

ensuring connection between the two portions of the program, while informing the studio
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educators what happened in the gallery, and reminding students what stood out during the
tours. This also Hped to quickly establish a relationship between educator and students
(more on this in the previous section: Establishing a Relationship with Students). In the
cases when different educators led each portion of the tour and workshop program, the art
teaclers were not exactly sure what their students saw, talked about, or created in the
other portion of the program. This is because in a constructivist classroom, where
students actively shape their own learning by observing, posing questions, examining,
investigating, and proposing answers while interacting with their peers and with the
teacher, every learning is differgf@urnham & KaiKee, 2011; Fosnot, 2005; Mui, 2010;
Walker & Shore, 2015). As a way find out aboutwhat students learned in the gallsrie
five out of the nine studio educaters t hat
gallery tourswith thestudentsupon theirarrival to the studio. Even though the reflection
was very quick—Niki (studio educator, Blue Muselmonfirmed that studg#s saw
sculptures and Judy and Anstdio educators, Red Musejestablished thagtudents
saw and discussed many shapes and celtits reflection served as a nice confirmation
and transition to introduce the waump activity, art materials, and workshop

Interestingly three of the four educators who led both portions of the program did
not reflectwith studentsaabout thegallery tours or what caugttteir attention at the
beginning of the studio workshop. All three educators started the studio woikghop
introducing art materialdrainstormingwvhatartworks to make, and demonstrating some
skills. They seemed to strictly follow their initial workshop plans, which asked students
to make artworks in the studio thafatedthe last artworks students sawthe gallery.

Forexamplest udent s made a saf e -pahehpaipting aft er |
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depicting an unstable setting with torn out structures, and another group of students
decorated preut cloud shapes after looking at a photo collage abuarskies. As
mentioned previously, reviewing and consid
experience is key in a constructivist classroom (Bawa & Zubairu, 20h&}¥, not
accounting or reviewing othartworks students engaged witincluding the work not
included in the original t ou+segmeditmbeat hat ¢
missed opportunity to offer greater c@ation between the gallery and studio
experiences

Theme and notivating questions.Similar to the review of the gallery tours, |
witnessed the use of theme and veedfted motivating questions serving as a bridge in
connectingst udent s’ gallery and studio |l earning

different), as well as the incorporabn of st udent s personal ex
museums provided thematic tour and workshop programgiaacporated motivating

guestions in the studio portions, and also had strong support from their administrative

staff members. While the other museuddi’ t of fer thematic progr
exhibition served as an overarching theme, and educators could incorporate a motivating
guestion of their own choice.

At the Blue Museum, Agné¢ gal | ery educator) and Ni ki
theme was Materias and Pr ocess. I n the gallery, Agr
sculptures and talked about shapes, texture, and cotorparingdifferent types of
stone (material) and marks (process/tools). When students came to the studio, Niki

facilitated a mixed ndia sculpturemaking workshop with the motivating question: How

might you arrange materials to create a cool sculpture? In response, students explored the



200

guality and arrangements of art materials (wood, stone, etc.) while making sculptures. At
the Red Musum, Lilly 6 gal |l ery educator) and Amy’' s (st
Pl aces and Spaces. Il n Lilly’ s gallery tour
building, two landscape paintings, and one abstract painting focusing on shapes,
ar t i sttsispastaral spacesasd the natural world, and abstraction. When students
transitioned to the studio, Amy facilitated a collage workshop with the motivating
guestion: How can an artist show a place using shape, color, and texture? In response,
students usd various types of shapes, colors, xduresto create collages that showed
places including a bedroom, seashore, hills, and outer space. As indicated above, the
themes helped bridge and connect the gallery and studio portions by providing a focused
topic to be discussed in each portion, but at the same time, themes posed limitations by
restricting other topics thamight be suggested by the studehtsfact, Hubard (2010)
guestionedhematic museum programs because thamght limit possible
interpreations andhe multiple avenues for inquiry that artworks invite.

Moreover, the weltrafted motivating question connected not only the tour and

workshopbut al so student s personal experience
Blue Museumand Jami e © s ( st u BluedMuseuhthenze twasrSense of Self
andArtRoy’ s students saw three abstract sculpp
and the travels where he found his materials and inspiration. Roy also included a gallery
activity that previded students with individual time to connect the art with their own lives

by coming up with a word to describe themselves, finding an artwork that matches the

word and drawing it. When students transitioned to the studio, Janine reviewed the

gallery tour facilitated a warrup activity, and began a papsgulpture making
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workshop with the motivating question: How might you create a paper sculpture that tells
something about yourselffd response, students made sculptures that spoke to the
motivating quesbn and their personal experiences, including a building (he loves to

build models), playground (she loves to play with friends), swimming pool (she loves to
swim), and two houses (parents are separated).

Similarly, Hannah’' s ,RagdMuseuen)tsensnd st udi o
investigated a paintinghi | e di scussing the artist’ s fir
context, and the artist’s technique. When
facilitated a painting workshop with the motivating question: How might you show a
time you did someihg for the first time in the painting? Students came up with a range
of diverse paintings that depicted the first time they tried a trapeze, petted a cat or a dog,
attended a funeral, and helthaby. Hannah emphasized durimgr interview that she
shapesa f ocused question that might thread th
together.Indeed c hi | dr e H'as nanbtd/atireg ruestions were extremely
personalas wee their final artworks. Art educator and author Nancy Beal (2011)
supportedhe use of motivating questism artmaking becaustheycan provide
students with strong emotional and personal connections to their work, involving them in
the creation of the meaning. Ecker and Mostow (2015) butihemronversatioby
bringing it ino the museum contex@hey wrote thathe wellcrafted motivating

guestions would inspire students i mmedi at
significant experiencesf their lives, as well as the artworks they saw in the gallery. Beal

(2011)anecker and Mostow’'s (2015) <wsDepveryt’ sof r
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idea that education should focustbei ndi vi dual <child’s needs al
1978).

On the other hand, if the theme and motivating question were too broad, students
had a lard time addressing it. For instance, at the Red Museum, Andy (gallery educator)
and Judy’'s (studio educ airooghMatdriddseAndy was EXxp
guided students to Iinvestigate the museum
passbn and stories. In the studio workshop, Jadked the motivating questioroua
might you use color and shape to show what you feel? Some of the 8th graders seemed to
have a little difficulty addressing it, and one of the students made a collage showing he
passion (fashion desigrgrranging cubuts off e mal e model s and women’
amagazineAccordingly, a motivating question that was too broad or difficult to address

seemed to miss the opportunitypimvidestudents the greater connectiorvieetn the

gallery and studio experiences, as well as personal connections.

Tour and Workshop Sequence
Based on my observations, which followed the gallery tostudio workshop
order, | witnessed thattlet udent s’ g al | edthestutliccleamingi ng 1 nf | L

reflecting a connection between the two portioSgecifically, st udent s gal | e
influenced the studio learning in two ways:thi¢ way students were talking about art and
2) the way students were referencing visual elements
Talking about art. | withessed that the students learned the way to observe and
talk about the artworks from the gallery session and adopted those methods in the studio

when observing and discussing their own artworks and the creations of their peers. In

addition, the groups used vocabulary that they learned or frequently used on the gallery
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tours to discuss their own work in the studio. For exangplejents (kindergarten!®
and 3 grade students) at the Blue Museum often used wheystad learneduring the
gallery tour to describe the sculptures they made in the studio, including shapes (circle,
round, holes, and rectangle), textures (bumpy, rough, and smooth), and manipulative
words (carve, dig, arrange, and scratch).

Students not onlporrowed he words they used in the studio from thame in
the galleries, but they also adopted the language they had used to observe and discuss the
work of professional artists to observe and discuss their own art and the work of their
peers.This is due tdhefact that thevay gallery educators encouraged students to
i nvestigate pr of enassimianathe wayhatsiudioteducatoesr t wor k s
encouraged students to reflect ontheiravatkand peer s’ wor k i n the
turn influenced thevay students responded. That is, four out of the nine observed studio
sessiongnded with a lengthy reflectiomterestingly, even though two studio educators
denied that they use a specific teaching approach, they both askeenoigehand

probingquestons t o deepen the participants obse
paraphrased what the students said in order to clarify their interpretations, while also

defining art terminology during the studio reflectidis teaching approach resembled

the inquiry-based teaching approach described by Shuldem (2010)jn which

educators facilitate dialogue through asking sets of-@meled questions and providing
relevant i nfor mat i on .inmesporsd, echiemgererally! dr en’ s
closelyandrespectfully observed their own work, along with the artwork of their

classmates, shared observations, and used words they learned or often used on the gallery

tours to describe their own creatio@ a similar butlifferent note, Barrett (1997)
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argued that if children learn to perceive, inquire, and discuss the art of their classmates,
they will likely become responsible for thoughtful and respectful interpretatidmmake
the transfer to talking about art made by adults.

Referencing visual ¢&éments.Due to the sequence of having the gallery tour first
and studio workshop second, itmessed many students makitmnnectios between the
artworks of pr of e®vebycompdringand findiagisesnblaneen d t h e i
For e x amp lgeallery elligatgeBtie Museimkindergartenergxplored two
abstract stone sculptures (one sculpture resembled the number 6 or the letter C, and
another sculpture reminded them of a dinosaur or alocaf)e following workshop led
by Niki, students comped how their artworks looked similar or different from the
sculptures in the gallery; they mentioned that their arrangements looked like the letter C,
car, or dinosaur. Some of the students pointed out the holes in some of their materials
(wooden objectsral plastic cutouts) resembled the tool marks from the sculptures they
saw in the gallery

Moreover, a few students in each of the nine sessions directly referenced what
they saw in the gallery, including shapes,
artworks. Given my emphasis on constructivism, which to varying degrees opposes forms
of copying, i mitation, working from model s
Lord, 1958/1996; Lowenfeld, 1947), | argue that when students incorporate visual
elements into their own visions, it is different from merely emulating the artworks that
they saw. Incorporating visual elements requires the students to make their own artistic
decisions. Whereas, when teacher feypendoj ect

to follow the examples set out for them (B&2011; Douglas & Jaquitl2009;Jaquith &
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Hathaway2012).To illustrate, even though none of the educators directed students to
make or finish their artwor ks kingergartpeesci f i c
arranged their materiate look like theletter C in the alphabet or a dinosaur with two
| egs (1 n gptionsyl amchadded madyehslestbeir sculpturesin similar
fashion, after investigating the surrealistic painting thatehbidmarfaced cat in the
center, two of Hannah’ RedNugear)listedenys painteda st udi
cat in the middle of theivorks, even thougltheir initial answers to the motivating
guestions were not related to cataother student in hedass borrowed the technique
from the painting and made her background blurry and patchikerkMoreover, as
Lilly (gallery educatorRed Museum) said, students are not only coming for the art but
also for the unique museum building. The class absorbatlitiway noticed in the
museum building and referenced it in their@king (e.g., one student referenced the
Sstructure and noted that a classmate’s col
like the museum building).

On the other hand, eventhoughhe educators didn’t speci:
make, the choiceand facilitation of the studio workshops at the Yellow Museum
influenced students to make more direct visimainections between the artworks they
saw in the gallery and made in the stydis well aso make artworks similar to those of
their peersAs mentioned previously, the educators chose art projects that were related to
the exhibition theme (weather), or the last artworks students saw in the gallery, and also
facilitated a stefby-step demonstration at the beginning of the studio session. After
looking at a painting that depicted a dark setting with structures that are torn apart,

Cindy’ s students made a “safe place.” The
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collage of different skies, and during their studio time, his group decoraedtpcloud
shapes. While Jenny and Eva’'s students mad
investigating a work thdeatured a miniature tree and photos of the tree in various types
of weather. This finding contradicted what a teacher in a constaiaiassroom would
do: assist children to engage with art materials, develop ideas and make artworks based
on their experiences (Andrew, 2010; Beal, 2011).

This finding r el at e vdsudl elemantsedhcenTrimisand ef er
Savva’ sstudyaf@tddéns that participated in a thpbased program (an art
activity in the classroom, a museum visit, andnaaking in the classroom afterward),
which found that most students used techniques similar to those observed in the museum
(joining sailptural parts and makingrtworksmove) and a few students adopted the
specificsubject matter in their paintingsSor this specific reasenthat the gallery tour
and the artworks classes see on it-tend to

making in the studie—.e d ucat or s opinions regarding the
varied. Among the 11 educators in the two museums that experienced both sequences

(tour and then workshop, or workshop and then tour), seven educators said they prefer to
havet he gall ery tour first because the galle
and inspire them E ¢ k h o f dftitlessupp&t®his, Arguirttpat artmaking after art

viewing would inspire children, provoke their exploration, and promote a new

uncerstanding ofhemselvess artiss. Inthe same veirg:ckhoff, Takeshi Okada and

Kentaro Ishibashj2017) investigated the rolespiration plays in creativity from a

cognitive perspective. | n pa+develbetwderar , t hei

subject (copycontrol, and reproduction) and twevel within-subject (Pre/Psi-test)
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mixed factorial desigi.In their study30 novice undergraduates copied unfamiliar

(abstract) drawings and then drew original drawings using natural objects as motifs (p.
1809). Their research discovered that novi
drawing changed-people formed newerspectives of object materials they were asked

to draw t hrough | mitaadtaiteoemcountering unfaneliars° ar t wo
artwork through copying or prolonged observation, the undergraduatdedreavel and

creative artworksOn the other hand, two educators said that they prefer to offer the

workshop portion first, because as Niki (admin staff and studio eduBdwer Museum)

said, students’ art and experiences should
me to determine my thoughts regarding the sequence without observing the other

workshop order, where the workshop was first, and the tour second.

Summary
Part 2 of ny discussion focused on findings pertaining to a) how administrators in
three museum education departnseartd programs in three museums promotedaligr
notpromot§ connections across gallery and stud]
demonstrated (or dinot demonstrate) connections between gallery and studio learning.
Discussion around how the museum administrative staff and programs promoted (or did
not promote) connections across the gallery and studio recognized how the review of the
st ud e n tuslearnmg, &ong vath inclusion of theme and motivating questions,
helped to promote the connection between the two portions. Further, | recognized that the

student s responses reflected the sequence
Indeed, th& art-making after arviewing inspired ideas, provoked exploration, and

promoted anew understanding of themselves as artists (Eckhoff, 2017).
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VI —IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATION

This research aimed to illuminate how three art museums conceptualized and
implemented constructivist approaches in their galieuy andstudioworkshop school
programs as well aghe relationship between gallery and studio learning. In this chapter,
| will discuss the imptations for museum administratasd educator&ho are
interesed in providing integrated aviewing and admaking programshat adopt
constructivist pedagogy for studengrther, | will make recommendations for museum
administraors and educatorsho oversee oteach gallery tour and studio workshop
programs, and schoolteachers who might participate in such prodtiaaby, | will

conclude with questions for further reseaaciul conclusion

Integrated Gallery and Studio Learning

Thewell-integrated gallery tour and studio workshmpgrams, adopting
constructivist pedagogies were supported by how the administrators designed the
programs and supported stronger teaching in galleries and studio for educators and how

the educatorfacilitated the programs for student participants.

Implications for A dministrators
Based on my findings, | argue that administrators that already have, are
developing, or are considering to develop veelhnected tour and workshop programs

with constructivst pedagogical approach&sould consider 1) limiting the number of
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students per each portion, 2) making sure
information, 3) providing opportunities for educators to work cooperatively, and 4) the
tourand wor kshop sequence. I argue that stude
would align with constructivisnhe better connected, and more meaningful, with the
support of the administrators and program design.

First, | suggest museum administrateesonsider limiting the number of students
per each portion of the program. Based on my findings, | found that having a smaller
numberost udents in the gallery made it easier
names and students to easily listemmd participate in the group discussion. On the other
hand, bottihe teacheand students in the larger groups seemed to have a challenging
time communicating-listenng to each other, sharingpmments, or buildgo nt o ot her s
commentsin support of my fadings, Randi Kori& Associates (2018) insisted tleat
studentto-facilitator ratioof 20:1 or less is considered the necessary factaffective
facilitation ofinquiry-based teaching in the museum galler&milarly, communication
was easier with gnsmaller groups in the studiecause there was enough time and space
to explore materials, walk around to access additional materials and resources (educator
and peers) and work on artworks (Day & Hurwitz, 2012).

Second, my findings suggest that knowingp e st udent s i nfor mat
hel ped the educators to connect museum | ea
experience, including school curriculum, interests, and needs (Fosnot & Perryy@005;
Glasersfeld, 2005). Also, acknowledging thedsints that the educator is aware of

student s previous | eampressiomgthaatimeddueatogvar i e nc e

genuinely interested in them and what they can contribute to the museum le@ming
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the contrary, having limited information chaliged educators to accommodate the
studentsand was a factor in limited student participatidence, | recommend the
administrators make sure the person who is in charge of school programs coordination to
check in with the schoolteacher in advance reggrdist udent s’ i nfor mat i c
learning, experience, and any relevant information) and pass the information onto their
educator(s). This will help the educators to make more connected and meaningful
museum learning for students.

Third, this studytaughtmethat not onlywere the studentsarning from their
social interactioawith the teacher and peelmsit educators were also learning through
their own peer interactiofcducators were learning through their interactions before,
during,andafter the programwere over, as well as during PD (They did this by
developing gallery activity and studio workshop ideas, planning for each program,
facilitating and reflectingipon theprograms, and exchanging ideas with other museums
nearby) Educators p e er $ wete éathelpfaltoad am both emotional and
practical l evel s. I n support of this findi

t hat teachers gain confidence and skills
when they coliborate and bring diverse expertise on class probleM{). Thus, |

recommend administrators to consider offering ample opportunities for educators to share
their ideas anéncourage them to usach other as resources. Moreover, | learned that

the conmunication between educators (especially if the two portions are led by a

different person) is very important in making cohesive tour and gallery learning for

students.
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Finally, | learned that the sequence of having the tour first and then the workshop
seond impacted the way students &dlabout their artwork andow theyreferened
visual elements to their artworks in the studio. Students adopted the way to observe and
describe the professional artists’'eearstwork
artworks in the studio. Ab, they often used vocabulary thiagy learned or frequently
used in the gallery to discuss terks that they created, as well as the artworks made by
their peersSimilarly, students incorporated what they saw in thega including
shapes, colors, specific features or <chara
architectureinr heir own artworks. Nevertheless, th
varied regarding the sequence of the &na workshop order, and tvout observing the
other order (workshop and then tour), | cannot determinepmjon Accordingly, |
suggest administrators think carefully about the strengths and weaknesses created by the

sequence ahe tour and workshop.

Implications for Museum Educators

Based on the results of this dissertat:.i
studio learning could be more connected and meaningful based on how the educators
approach their teaching in each portion of the program. To be specific, | suggest

educators consider 1) embedding student s

being more thoughtfudf thequestions asked amdore attuned o st udent s resp
providingthe opportunity foexplorationof materials and facilitatingndividual or small
group conversatiain the studio, and 4) incorporating thoughtful motivating question

the studio.
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First, my findings suggestthatmb eddi ng st udent s’ previou
school helps accommodate aspect of diverse experiences stodegtsith them
including their interests and needs that might influence their interpretation and engage
students in the museum | earning (Hein, 201
limited, | recommend both gallery and studio educators havenaemtoat the beginning
of each session to quickly establish a relationship with the students. For example, gallery
educators might get to know the students by checking in with individual student or asking
them about their experience with art or materialsictv might also helpo break the ice.
Similarly, the studio educators might review the gallery tours (especially if the different
educators lead each portion)decome more familiar with their grogmdto learn about
thegallery tours, which might hawarayed from the plans that the studio educators had
been familiar with Furthermore, | suggest that the reflection of gallery tours would help
educators to offer greater connection between the gallery and studio experiences even if
the same educat@gad both portions of the program.

Second, | suggest educators be thoughtful of the questions they ask and be

responsive to students r e sHeducawrs facilitatd | t ho u g
dialogue toallows visitors to voice their views (obsenaats, ideas, and interpretation) of

the artworks—is widely accepted and practiceBurnham & KaiKee, 2011;Terrassa,

Hubard, Holtrop, & Higgind.inder, 2016), | learned through this study that students

became more involved in interpreting artworks whelr @ucators were more

responsive to their comments and ideas. To be specific, when educators honored

student s i d e thar compentpcarmextmdghosa sbservations with

similar or contrasting ideas, and sharing information when rel¢R&A , Inc., 2018;
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ShulmanHerz, 2010), students seemed more comfortable sharing their ideas. Also, the
di alogue evolved primarily t hratleeutipphthe st udent
educators’ transmission of in¢tomelasati on. Ho
involved in the interpreting process when the educators asked leading questions or less
openended questions. Thus, | advise educators to askenbad questions that are not
leading toward pré&dentified information and not to ask the same tjaas successively
and repeatedly even though they may be egreted. Also, | recommend educators to be
open to student s’ responses and ideas that
educators know or prepared and support students to conbirdnterpretations.

Third, | learned through this study tHaving awarmup activity at the beginning
of a sessioimstead otepby-step demonstrations helped students to familiarize
themselvesvith the art materials and to come up with varyingvarks at the endas
described in the findingshe warmup activities—the brainstorming and exploration of
single or limited materialss e e med t o encourage student s’
realization of the materials (Hafeli, 2014), and readied studemkénk about different
ways to manipulate and arrange materials for the main act®ityhe contrary, the
studi o e d-bystepgdemohssratiGartd syggestion seemed to limérious
possibilities students could do with their materaisl madestudentdo generate
artworks that were similar t o Fartheeoneoduc at or
oneorsmallgrouponver sations focusing on students
st ud e mbking helped students to make thoughtful &las. Accordingly, |
recommend educators to embed wanmactivity (exploration of single or few materials)

at the beginning of the studio workshop, engage in individual or small group

C
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conversations focusinggnar t i ci pant s’ ¢ ho iartneaking,aamdde pr oc e ¢
cautiousof giving demonstrations to studenitsit might involve stefpy-step
instructions

Lastly, the use of weltrafted motivating questioassisted students in makiag
better connection between the gallery and studio learaimdjhelped them recognize
links with theirpersonakxperience¢Ecker& Mostow, 2015). Also, the thoughtful
motivating question helped students to make personal and varying artworks from others
in the end. In contrast, the motivating question that wabtoad or less related to the
artworks students saw challenged students to find an entry point for theialirtg, as
well as make a connection between gallery and studio learning and personal experiences.
Thus, | suggest educators embed a thoughtftiivaiing question that could inspire

student s i mmedi ate and personal responses

respond with the art materials.

Summary

Given my particular findings, | proposieatart museum education administrative
staf members, museum educators, and educators that either have or are developing well
connected gallery tour and studio workshop programs that adopt constructivist

approaches for childrefollow these recommendations

Recommendations foiMuseum Administrators Who Oversee Pograms that
Include Tour and Workshop School Programs
1 Keep in mind the importance ofaintaininga low number of students per

educatolin orderto ensurea conducive learning environment for students.
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1 Consider the strengths and weakessd havingthe sameor different
educator(s) leathe same school groups.

1 Consider the strengths and weakessd thetour and workshop sequence
(whetherstudents experiengbetour or the workshop first).

1 Themes should provide a focused topic for students to discuss in each portion,
but at the same time, the themes should not limit other emerging topics to be
discussed.

1 Communicate well with the schoolteacher and museum educators to support
educatorsggvi de programs that consider stud
experiences.

T Support educat aithseach ahesothat theycandecone n

each other’'s resources.

Recommendations forArt Museum Educators Who Teach Tour and Workshop
School Programs
1 Consider embedding information about the students provided by the
schoolteacher into the museum learning
1 Work collaboratively with the other educator(s) that lead the other portion of
the program in order to better accommodate students.
1 Quickly learn ®dout the students in order to establish a relationship with them.
1 Be considerate of the questions asked to the students and be responsive to

student s responses.
1 Remember that students are absorbing everything they see in the museum that

could be integrad into their learning.
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1 Consider incorporating a motivating question that is-fiéd to the
artworks, material, and student s’

T Allow flexibility to accommodate t
experiences.

1 Consider reviewing angeflectingupons t udent s’ |l earning

to the other portion of the prograas well asatthe end, ag might

strengthen student.s’ experiences throu

Recommendations for Schoolteachers Whodeti cipate in Programs that Include the
Studio Workshop

1T Keep in mind that museum educators
experiences to be integrated into the museum learning.

1 Communicate with your students prior to the museum visit and inform the
museunmeducatomabout your class arttie students so that the educators can
offer students a meaningful experience with art in the museum

9 Consider providing students the opportunity to explore a few artworks or art
materials in advance of the field trip.

9 Consider offering the studerasopportunity to reflectupontheir museum

learning when they are back at school.

Questions for Further Study

In coming to the conclusion of this dissertation, | realize that new questions have

emerged that can further the exploration and inquiry that began here. For example:
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1 How might more cases capturing these types of programs echo, deepen,
expand, or complida what | have already found?

1 How might the investigation of the program in reverse sequence (having

the studio workshop first and galler
learning?
T How might the consideration and inve

learning from school influence our understanding of what studentsdg¢arn
the museum?
Since the dissertation focused on school children that participated in the program
through field trips, | question:
T How might t he g e nbesimaldrordiftebntfiom’ s | ear n
children’”s |l earning ins?such tour and
1 How might a voluntary museum program differ from one where the
schoolteachers register the students
Since the dissertation focused on a specific framework: constructivism, |
guestion:
1 How might the consideration of other frameworks suckmactive
Learning and StuatedLearning impact the results of the study and

recommendations to myself and museum professionals?

'Enactive Learni ng approach posits that |l earning ha
the environment (Thompson, 2010).

2 Situated Learning emphasizes the idea that leaisisiguated within specific activity, context, and

culture (Lave & Wenger, 1991/2003).
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Conclusion

My research investigated the following questions: Howdee art museums
conceptualize and implement constructivist approaches in their gallery tours and related
studio workshops? Further, what is the relationship between these two learning
experiences? In detail, | examined how the administrators from easumuwlesigned
their programs and supported their educators, how educators facilitated their teaching in
gallery and studio, and how students responded to the gallery and studio learning in
relation to the constructivist pedagogy.

The results of this resedr provide insights to museum administrators, museum
educators, and art educators that teach either or both art viewing -smakart
programs to children. The results of this study inform the design, structure, and
pedagogical approaches of gallery tand studio workshop art museum education
programs, which might offer food for thought to interested administrators to consider in
approaching tour and workshop school programs. Also, the result of this research informs
the practice of museum and art edocathat are interested in adopting constructivist
pedagogy in their teaching. Moreover, this research shed light on a critical examination
of the relationship between thesponding to artworks and making art, which museum

professionals and art teacheeyybnd the museum settings might be interested.

Final Reflection

One of my primary goals of conducting tihesearch was to examine how art
museums conceptualized and implemented constructivist approaches (or did not) in the

museum tour and workshop school programs. As | came to the conclusion of the study, |
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couldn’”t help but vbhasaedhe doseendesl tppreachedime | ect u
teaching are always negative or less meaningful to students. That is, as mentioned in the
background section, | got interested in the idea of constructivism when | came to study

art education in the U.S., specifically at Teash@ollege. | do not want to deny what and
how | gained knowledge from Korea, including the representational skills -amstly

gained from thousands of observational drawings and practices. How might my responses
have been if it was the other way ard@rThat is, | began to question, What if it was the
other way around? What if | learned under educators that facilitated their teaching based
on the idea of constructivism and then | was introduced to the idea of {beised

teaching and learning? Wouldhave had the same response and interest in the
constructivist pedagogy? | came to realize thgtconstructivist framework, mediated

through my own subjectivity, shaped the results of my study. It became palpably clear
that if | had investigated with a differing conceptual framework, the results of the study

might have been different.

Furthermore) began to question whether the results of my research is applicable
or worthy of implementing in Korea. In order to move forward and to consider the
applicability of my study results, | need to consider the context of the education system
and support systn in Korea that relate to art museum education and instructional
methods in the arts. | also need to consider the perspectives of the museum program

professionals and participants (schools, parents or caregivers, and students).
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Appendix A
Informed Consea nd Participant’s Rights
INTRODUCTION

You are being invited to participate in th
Approaches in Museum s ‘Tour & Workshop’ S
&

part in this research study becayese are over 18 yees old, work at an art museum,

and have an administrative r oApproximatelhyii Tour
three museum education administrators will participate in this study and it will take 45
minutes of your time to complete.

WHY IS THIS STUDY BEI NG DONE?

This study is being done to determine (1) how constructivist approaches are
conceptualized and i mplemented in art muse
and (2) the relationship between gallery and studio learning for student participants i

these programs. The ultimate aim is to arrive at findings that will help museums provide
richer opportunities for participating children.

WHAT WILL | BE ASKED TO DO IF I AGREE TO TAKE PART IN THIS

STUDY?

If you decide to participate, you will be interviewed by the principal investigator,

Juyoung Yoo. During the interview you will be asked to discuss the goals, objectives, and
vision for the museum s “Tour & Wortoshop”
share how the museum designs these programs, as well as how it supports and guides the
educators leading the programs.

Your interview will be audierecorded with your permission. If you do not wish to be
audiorecorded, | will be taking notes only. &lnterview will take approximately forty

five minutes. You will be given a pseudonym in order to keep your identity confidential.
Also, the museum will be given a pseudonym to ensure confidentiality of your identity.

WHAT POSSIBLE RISKS OR DISCOMFORTS CAN | EXPECT FROM TAKING
PART IN THIS STUDY?

This is a minimal risk study, which means the harms or discomforts that you may

experience are the same amount of risk you will encounter when a colleague is asking

you aboutyour thoughts and beliefs related to the goals and visions of programs you are

in charge of. You may or may not feel discomfort sharing your thoughts and beliefs
related to your program’ s goals and object
taking precautions to keep your information confidential and prevent anyone from

discovering or guessing your identity, such as using a pseudonym instead of your name

and keeping all information on a password protected computer and locked in a file

drawer.

WHAT POSSIBLE BENEFITS CAN | EXPECT FROM TAKING PART IN THIS
STUDY?
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There is no direct benefit to you for participating in this study. Your participation may
benefit the field of museum education to better understand the best way to provide richer
opportuni i es for participating students in “To
WILL | BE PAID FOR BEING IN THIS STUDY?
You will not be paid for taking part in this study.
WHEN IS THE STUDY OVER? CAN | LEAVE THE STUDY BEFORE IT ENDS?
The study is over when you have queted the interview. However, you can leave the
study at any time even i f you haven’t fini
PROTECTION OF YOUR CONFIDENTIALITY
The investigator will keep all written materials locked in a desk drawer in home. Any
electronic or digital information ificluding audio recordings) will be stored in an external
hard drive, which wil!l be kept in a locked
the audierecording will be written down and the audiecording will then be destroyed.
There will be no reard matching your real name with your pseudonym. Regulations
require that research data be kept for at least three years.
HOW WILL THE RESULTS BE USED?
This study is being conducted as part of the dissertation of the principal investigator. The
results @ this study will be published in journals and presented at academic conferences.
Your name or any identifying information about you will not be published.
CONSENT FOR AUDIO RECORDING
Audio recording is part of this research study. You can choose whetpwe
permission to be recorded. I f you decide t
be able to participate in this study.

| give my consent to be recorded

Signdure
Ido not consent to be recorded

Signature

WHO MAY VIEW MY PARTICIPATION IN THIS STUDY

| consent to allow written and audio taped materials viewed at an educational
setting or at a conference outside of Teachers College

Signature

I do not consent to allow written and audio taped materials vieweddeuts$
Teachers College Columbia University

Signature

WHO CAN ANSWER MY QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS STUDY?

If you have any questions about taking part in this research study, you should
contact the principal investigator, Juyoung Yoo, at 648882275 or at
juyoungyoo.art@gmail.com
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If you have questions or concera about your rights as a research subject, you

should contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) (the human research ethics

committee) at 2126784105 or emaillRB@tc.edu. Or you can write to the IRB at

Teachers CollegeColumbia University, 525 W. 12" Street, New York, NY 1002.

The IRB is the committee that oversees human research protection for Teachers

College, Columbia University.

T

PARTI CI PANTG6S RI GHTS

| have read and discussed the informed consent with the researcher. | have had
ample opportunity to ask questions about the purposes, procedures, risks and
benefits regarding this research study.

| understand that my participation is voluntary. | may sefto participate or
withdraw participation at any time without penalty.

The researcher may withdraw me from the research at his or her professional
discretion.

If, during the course of the study, significant new information that has been
developedbecanes available which may relate to my willingness to continue my
participation, the investigator will provide this information to me.

Any information derived from the research study that personally identifies me
will not be voluntarily released or disclaswithout my separate consent, except
as specifically required by law.

| should receive a copy of the Informed Consent document.

My signature means that | agree to participate in this study

Print name: Date:

Signature:
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Observation Protocol
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Site: Museum (# ) Date/time: Theme:
Program: Tour and Workshop
Number of Participants Partici
age
Educators Preparation Gallery

(Visual aids, activities,

materials)

Introduction

Questions?
Visual aids?

Nonverbal interaction

Chosen Participants
Description (and why):

Gallery: art viewing and learning

Educator

Participants

Dialogue?
Any activities?
Any

information?
When? How?

Any guestions or
comments?

How do they
participate in
activities?
Response to
information

Nonverbal
interaction

Studio: Art making experience

Educator

Participants

Dialogue?
Any activities?

Any
demonstration’
When? How?

Any guestions or
comments?

How do they
participate?

Response to
demonstration

Non-verbal
interaction
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Appendix C

Observation Checklist
Gallery
Educator Students
Encourages observation Observe artworks closely
Educators may suggest lookingata ([The | earner’s actiyv
single artwork for extended time at a single artwork
Creates a comfortable environment | Feel comfortable sharinteir ideas
where students ideas are welcomed
Provides an environment that welcom( Actively ask questions
students to ask questions
Asks operended questions Respond t o eeddedcqadstmns

Encourages interactive dialogue

Actively participates in the dialogue

Encourageslialogue that has room for
associations

Connect what they see, do, and feel aboul

the artworks with what they already know
and understand

The dialogue encourages speculation

There is evidential reasoning going on

Encourages students to consider
potentialmeaning of artworks

There is room for students to form an

interpretation and conclusion of an artwor}

Provide information at key time

Students learn from information

Provide activities related to artworks [The | earner s actiyv
activities

Studio

Educator Student

Encourages observation Observe artworks closely

Creates a comfortable environment whe Feel comfortable sharing their ideas

students ideas are welcomed

Provides an environment that welcomeg Actively ask questions

students to ask questions

Asks operended questions Respond t o eeddedt at o

questions

Provides a safe environment for materig
experimentation

The learners experiment with materials

Materials are organized and accessible
students’ choices

Choose their own materials within the
studio

Provides activities related to artworks

The |
activities

earner s act.i

Lessons do not emphasize mimicry or
technical skill training only

Inspired by the others instead of copying
ot hworks’

Encourages students to reflect on their
their peers’ artwo

The students will become responsible fo
respectful interpretation of their own and
the peer’s artwork

Encourages students to take risks

Not afraid of taking risks or making
mistakes

Encourages student

The learners bring their own ideas
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Avoids giving prescriptive directions but
gives information and guidance at key
points and when necessary
Demonstrates or models only when
necessary

Enables students wonnect their creation Under st and t he pro

processes with t he creationprocesses through their own art
making
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Appendix D
Interview Protocol
FOR ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF:

General
I f | were to oWeserkyvlkeRopbuschhdolurprogr am,
typically happens?

Describe each component

Can you describe what typically happens in the gallery?
Can you describe what typically happens in the studio?
Is it fairly consistent, what happensdaach component?
Are there distinct goals for each component?

Connection
Is there an overarching goal for Tour and Workshop programs?

Would you say that there is a connection between gallery and studio learning experiences

for students?

If so, could you describe how thare connected? If not, what makes you say that they
are not connected?

Do you think the sequence (tour>workshop or workshop>tour) makes different
experiences for students?

wh

Planning
How do you design |l earning actignam? i es for
Who’s involved in the designing process?

If others are involved, how do you work together?

Could you describe how the design of the program influences how educators teach?
Would you say your T&W programs adopt a constructivist approach (ingasgd
dialoguebased, VTS, experiential in nature, or other)?

If yes, can you describe in detail how that approach is used in each component of your
program?

How do you support and guide the educators that lead the programs so they use that
approach?

You mentoned that your goals were X, y, and z; how do you support and guide the
educators that lead the programs so they may accomplish the goals?

Background
How long have you been working at this museum?
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How long have you been overseeing Tour & Workshop?
Whatshaped your ideas regarding goals and approaches for T&W programs?
- Did you get any formal training from the museum? If yes, how were you trained?
- Did you get any formal training or education outside the museum? If yes, what
are they?
- Ifthere is any inforral selttraining, can you tell me what they are?

FOR EDUCATORS:

General

Can you briefly describe today’'s tour/ work
- What was successful? What would you do differently and why?

What were your goals for today’ s studio/ ga
- Would you say that the glsawere met today? How?
- If not, why do you say that the goals were not met?

Describe each component
Tour educator
- How many artworks did your students see? What were they?
- Why did you choose to see artworks X, y, and z?
- Can you describe how you engagediystudents to see x, y, and z?
- Would you say you used specific teaching approach (such as izpsey,
dialoguebased, or VTS), if so, what was it?
- How did you come up with that approach?
- Were there any interesting conversation or comment you remdrobethe
tour?
- Did you provide activities to your students? If so, what were they?
- How engaged were your students in general?
Workshop educator
- What did your students work on today?
- How did you introduce the workshop to your students?
- What were the materials? Why did you choose materials X, y, and z?
- Would you say you used specific teaching approach (such as izpsey,
dialoguebased, or choicbased), if so, what was it?
- How did you come up with that approach?
- Were there any istresting conversation or comment you remember from the
workshop?
- Were there any interesting mofmakings you
process?
- Did you provide activities to your students? If so, what were they?
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- How engaged were the studentgé@neral?

Connection
Tour educator
How would you describe the workshop portion?
- Do you know what students worked on in the studio?
- How do you know students worked on x, y, and z?
Would you say your tour was wealbnnected to the studio? If so, how?
- Do youthink the sequence (tour>workshop or workshop>tour) makes different
experiences for students?
- What do you think the role of educator is in the gallery? Studio?
- What do you think the role of students is in the gallery? Studio?
Workshop educator
How would yas describe the tour portion?
- Do you know what students saw in the gallery? What were they?
- How do you know students saw x, y, and z?
Would you say your tour was walbnnected to the studio? If so, how?
- Do you think the sequence (tour>workshop or workshopy makes different
experiences for students?
- What do you think the role of educator is in the studio? Gallery?
- What do you think the role of students is in the gallery? Studio?

Planning
Can you describe your planning process?

How many people an@avolved in the planning process?

Do you plan and exchange ideas with the other educators or staff in advance? If so, how?
Do you reflect and exchange your teaching experience with other educators or staff after
the program? If so, how?

Background
How long have you been working at this museum?

How long have you been teaching Tour & Workshop?
What shaped your teaching approaches?
- Did you get any formal training from the museum? If yes, how were you trained?
- Did you get any formal training or education odéesthe museum? If yes, what
are they?
- If there is any selfraining, can you tell me what they are?



