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Abstract

DISCOVERING THE PEDAGOGICAIPARADIGM INHERENT IN ART HISTORY
SURVEY COURSES, A DELPHI STUDY

Josh Yavelberg?h.D.
George Mason University, 2016

Dissertation Director: Dr. Kelly Schrum

This dissertation utilized a Delphi methodology in discovery of the perceived outcomes
and teahing strategies that are common for art history survey courses taught at higher
education institutions throughout the United States. A group of art history faculty, chairs,
and current researchers focused on studying teaching and learning within ayt histo
weighed in on their perspectives through three mixed method survey rounds, ranking the
importance of various themes developed through the responses. The results discover that
there is still a strong preference foBacraticseminar teaching strategyhile the

participants also highlighted other outcomes and strategies that are important areas for
future research in the discipline.

Keywords: Study of Teaching and Learning (SoTL), ArtadysBurvey, Delphi
Methodology



Chapter One: Introduction

Statement of the Problem

The art history survey course has been, and continues to be, a staple of many
undergraduate pestecondary educatiqgerograms. The course is typically required by
arts and art history programs as an introduciodis often includedas a distribution
requirement for other undergraduate programs. In this capacity, the art history survey
course has been influential in delivering aesthetic knowledge of a canon of historical
artistic objects and a basis for visual literéaystudents of every major atanyhigher
education institutions throughout the United Stafathistory surveys are alsiten the
sole course within a st fandliartytwdhyisualartandi c ul u m
architecturewithin culture.

A once pedagogically innovative course, the survey has, with few exceptions,
stagnated. THdntheRar ks cdr -a®dMiddAmDit phrte of t en t a
the nearly standardized dual slide lecture. At many institutions, faculty still teach this
course to auditoriums df00or more students as part of their obligation to their
departments, while their attention is directed more to their tenure research than to the art
of teachingD 6 Al | e v bopnahugWalldee, La Follette, & Pappas, 2008he ourse
relies heavilyon a few expensive textbooks, hardly read by the stu@@atisr,

Hendricks, Warren Gorden, Hendricks, & Cochran, 20thHtprovide chronological



structure to a generally accepted western canon of art. Students no longer findnogporta
in memorizing the names, dates, styles, terminology, and other such facts that are often
required to pass the midterm and final exams when the Internet is at their fingertips to
answer such questions in an age that represents what Mansfield Spit28r@® coined
Digital Dementia

A clear marker for the ways in which the history survey has stagnated is the
publication of a textA Survival Guide for Art History Studentgritten by Cristina
Maranci (2005) and publishdy Pearson / Prentice Hall. This téws providedn
attempt to explain the importance of visual literacy,arsihg a humorous tone,
debunkedsarious myths about the coursetbantinued o descri be At he an:
art hi st ®) Hhe antorayofsaGurveypcourse is considered so standard and
mystifying that there is an apparent market for the complete publication of a guide for
students on how to make sense of this now foreign world. Tests are standardized in a
manner that their structur@@the specific study skills necessary are broken down for the
student to get past this course amolve on. The book even presuntedxplain the exact
manner on how to take bulleted notes framaé historylecture.

The existencedla r a n c i tekt8pealssvpluimes to the problems this
course currently has for a student population that may have never visited an art museum.
Kathleen Desmondxplained

Visiting an art museum is a first in the lives of many of our-fyexteration

college students. Sonséudents ask what they should wear and if they are allowed

to talk in the museum, indicating why they have not visited an art museum before.



We take a lot for granted as art professors, and we need to try to remember what it
was like before we devoted dwres to the study of art.
Many professors teach the way they learned, with no consideration of the
fact that students learn differently these days than they did. Some professors are
al so dedicated to the fAcanooabontaughdif canno
not by lecturehe way they learned. (Phelan, Concannon, Irina, Desmond, & et al,
2005, p. 35)
Maranci (2005) mirrored hes e c¢l ai ms of fdAprofoutmd di sor i
stucents facevhat she believeare the standard components of the introductory art
hi story class as taught in colleges and un
assumed standardization mirrored by statements of concerned professors at the prominent
College Art AssociatiolflCAA) conferencgCollege Art AssociatiofiCAA] Education
Committee, 201pamplifiesthe problers of stagnation anthck of connection with
students.
In the recent Survey of Public Participation in the Arts conducted by the National
Endowment for the Arts (2013here is a demonstrated downward trend in art museum
or galleryattendancegspecially among adults aged-448 years old. Especially telling is
the importancef education in museum attendante2012,as theNational Endowment
for the Artsstated 9.9%of high school graduates noted having visited an art museum or
gallery, whereas 19.7% who have attended some college and 37.2% of college graduates
have visitecart museums or galleries least once within the year surveyé&tiis statistic

hasdemonstratethe importance of thart historysurveycourseto engage students, but



it should also be noted that these numbers are in steady decline of several percentage
points each year the survey was given. In 2008, the number of college graduates
attending museumwasover 40.6% of those surveyed and this downward trend has been
consistent since 199@erhaps also adding to the significant shift in philanthropic giving
by Gen Xers and beyonfbrcing museums to rethink their fundraising strategies (iler
& Katz, 2013).

Current political trendbavealso adédadditional pressures on the art history
survey course. The Department of Educatamer the past six yearnsas shifted focus
within K-12 educatiorto Science, Technology, Engineering, and M&@MEM) claiming
thesecareer disciplinesequirea growing workforce for global competitiveness (tédi
States Department of Educati 2010) The recent Gainful Employment pressure and
growing dialogue of a new rankings system for higher education instisdurther
expand the career policy focus of higher educat{bimited State®epartment of
Education, 2014; Studley, 2015). These pressures account for less funding as noted by the
National Art Education Association (2015) and the trends for fundmg@ris in
educatiorby the Department of Education. These pressures are leadegeohigh
school graduates experiencing arts courses necessary for critical development within our
visual culture (Arnheim, 1969; Eisner, 1998, 2002; Gardner, 1982, 1984od/&
Woolsey, 2006; Pink, 2005).

These policy shifts toward college access and STEM fields are opening college
access to a more diverse population of students with an equally diversdemiands

for student succes$he world of higher education ibus rapidly evolving to meet the



growing demands ahcreasinglydiverse learning styles and changing demographics of
the new digital learners. Institutions have taken on new delivery models including on
ground, hybrid, and online. As new technological aedagogical innovations become
available to instructors, each contains its own set of challenges for adopting and
integrating. Meanwhile, there is little published research focused @tuthe of teaching
and learning (SoTLithin the discipline of arhistory. Donahue et al. (2008) suggest
that this is likely a result that the tenure process rarely considers such research for
promotion.SoTL research into art history is important to meet an increasingly diverse
student body where the art history sywmay be the only course that students encounter
with a focus on the arts within their education due to decreased funding for and attention
to arts and arts education.

The art history survey course was onoe ofthe most innovative and widely
attended courses in higher educatidigher education institutions of tH&" century
demonstrated the importance of technology and media as they turned lectures into
performances, engaging students with visual material fyfbotographs, drawings, casts,
and later slides. The dual slide projector lecture became an art form that captivated
students. As the years progressed, certain canons and later prominent texts such as H.W.
J a n s Histody of Art(1962) began a trend towa standardization of artifacts, styles,
and tems discussed inthesecourska nsonds text i s Jasan, i n i
Davies, Denny, Hofrichter, Jacobs, Simpon & Roberts, patd is accompanied by
such widely accepted texts@sa r d n e Thooagh the Agefleiner, 2013), now in its

fourteenth edition, an8toksta® Art History (Stokstad® Cothren, 2013), now in its



fifth edition. Digital resources currently accompany each of these iteatseffort to
maintain their pedagogical imperagin the new digital age. These texts, and their costs,
also represent the control gained by the various publishing companies invested in the
conservabn of a standard art histoocgrriculum (Schwarzwer, 1995; Weidman, 2007).

As technology progressed, theld expanded, and new theoretical models, such
as feminism, devefzed in the study of art history; as a ressdtyeral published
conversations about the survey and its resilience to change emerged. Carrier and Cavalier
(1989) began to look at technolognd the history of art history followed in 1995 by a
special issue of theAAS Art Journal(Collins, 1995) focused on the surveyurseand
developing trends. Thisurnal issue includedase studies (Cothren, 1995; Schaefer,
1995; The 301 Project, 199®bjectives (Mathews, 1995), critical studies on the survey
text (Schwarzwer, 1995), and discussions about visual culture (Winter & Z&99Er).
Nelson (2000) continuedh e conver sation by all uldle ng t o
Work of Art in the Agef Mechanical Rproductionand discussing the nature of the slide
lecture in the new digital age. In 2003, these concerais agrfaced in aublished
roundtable conversation organized by the editorial board oAthdournalat theCAA
Conference (PHan, et al., 2005) where researchers discussed topics such as the textbook,
audience, assessment, and pedagogy. Once again, in 2008, a group of art historians
compiled a collection of case studies regarding contemporary pedagogical trends and the
integraton of new technology iffeaching Art History with New Technolog{&sonahue

Wallace, et al., 2008).



The outcomes, pedagogical trends, and the future of the survey are currently in
guestionconsideringhese mounting concerns. The development of communities of
practice such as Art History Teacher Resou(é¢$TR), ArtHistorySurvey.com,

Computers and the History of Art Group, and Art Historians Interested in Pedagogy and
Technology further demonstratestjrowing desire for the scholarship of teaching and
learning in art history. Finallyg recenCAA annual meeting directlgddresseduch

issues and the desires for developing and recognizing such scholarship moving forward
(CAA Education Committee, 2015)

Theart historysurveycoursecurrently stands at a precarious point in the face of
mounting pressures from trends and policies in higher education and culture. The survey
may regain its importana®t only in moving citizens toward a deeper apprecidbon
visual arts, but alsaiding in thedevelopnent ofskills in history, visual literacy,
research, writing, and other craesiésciplinary outcomes that are required, if not essential,
as a21% century learnern progressing the pedagogy of the artdmgssurvey, the survey
can meet the challenges of the'2gntury (Partnership for 2LCentury Skills{P21],

2002 Souk & Warrick, 2015 and further the scholarship of teaching and learning
beyond its disciplineA clear set of objectives and suggedieathing strategies are
necessary for the discipline to move forward with more focused future research in this
area.
Purpose
No extensive study existegardingoverall pedagogical directions in the art

history survey course. Several publications deschivediously(Collins, 1995; Nelson,



2000; Phelan et al., 200% plethora of literature exists on pedagogical innovgiat
& Kilroy -Ewbank, 2014; Baxter, 2012; Cothren, 1995; Dietrich & S+hitind, 1995;
DonahueWallace, La Follette, & Pappas, 2Q@kins, 1995Giuntini, 2013; La
Follette, 2008; Mierse, Kiedaisch, & Dinitz, 1998oilanen, 1995; Reed, 1995; Sandell,
2015; Selden Barnes, 2009; Sowell, 1995; Steele, 1995; Yavelberg, 2013; Yavelberg
20143, and several articles exist in critical regge to the status quo of slide lectures
(Harris & Zucker, 2009Nelson, 2000Witcombe, 2009; Yavelberg, 2014Mbut there is
a lack of unified thought with regard to the direction that art history survey courses
should take in th@1% century. The purpse of this studys an analysisf the current
perceived pedagogical outcomes of the art history survey course by experts involved in
teaching or overseeing the course at their respective institutions. The study éxtend
include current pedagogical preets within the discipline as a means to understand the
current trends and models that may differ from the traditional slide lecture and meet
current challenges faced by the course. The goal of the isttalipuild upon this
consensus to propose goalsoning future directions for research and practice within
the discipline of teaching and learning and inform decision making by various
communities of practice.
Overview of the Research Design

To accomplish these goals, a Delphi stuasutilized bringirg together the
opinions of experts in this field under a ppssitivist theoretical frameworgeeking
consensus and forecasting of pedagogical innovation. The preasgaided by the

following research questions:



1- What are the desired learning outconmsstudents engaged in art history

survey courses in tHzl century?

2- What pedagogical models support these outcomes and in what contexts?

3- Whataresuggestions for future research and policieaching and learning

within art history survey courses?

TheDelphi techniqueonsiss of three rounds of opeended survey questions
allowing agroupof experts to weigh in on the current pedagogical issues based on the
methodological foundatiolaid by the Rand Corporaticand Helmer (1967 he first
survey rounctonsisedof a series obpen responsguestions informed fropand
delivered with an overview of the current research in the field. Each subsequent round
utilized the previous resuglto focus the survey questiansiting participants to revise
and expain their answers based on the responses of the field. The goal of such studies is
to allow for consensus while overcoming issues such as geographic disparity, specific
content expertise, or power structures within the group. Helb®&7)describedhree
main challenges to Delphi studies: selection of experts, developing an environment where
experts may perform aptly, and focusing differing opinions.

Experts in this studweredefined as (a) current researchers or doutiors within
the field of SoTLin art history, (b) instructors at various higher education institutions
with five or more years of experience teaching art history survey courses, or (c)
supervisors or chairs of programs in higher education that contain art history survey
courses. The nate of these three groups make up the variety of opinions of the art

history survey field within @omophilougroupin that the individuals are similar in



educaton as defined by their practieaad have the potential to influengedagogical
innovation (Rgers, 2003)The division of participants into different categories aligns
further with Roger§(2003) categories of individuals within the diffusion of innovations.

It stands to argue that the current researchers and contributors maintain a varying
undersanding of the directions that the field should take and are typically the innovators
or early adopters of such innovation within the context. Instructors of art history survey
courses with five or more years of experience in the comtewtd very likely offer a

range of pedagogical insights. These instructasléikely rest across the scale of
innovation ranging fronmnovatorsto what Rogers (2003) refers tolaggards

Meanwhile, the third leg of experts within this homophilous group causit

suypervisors or chairs whom again may speak to a range of practical pedagogical issues,
but may also speak to broader concerns such as assessment, curricular design, budget, or
tenure to name a few. Input from these three distinct subgveaypsl likely represent the
global perspectives of the direct stakeholders within this social system.

Participants in this study wer@entified through a variety of methods to reach
saturation ireach of these three grouBalkey (1%9) definedsaturation in a Delphi
studyas fAn heads ar e bitdoednetdefiriela spacifionumberof( p. 6)
participants necessary for the Delphi methodol&pveral factoravereconsidered in
choosing the number and distribution of participants within the expert group. Resgarcher
and contributors to the field thiétatmadeup group (a)werecontacted directlypy phone
and emaifequesting participation in the study. The field of art history and the

availability of the survey course is now quite large within the higher education landscape
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in the United States alone allowing for a large pool of instructors available for group (b)
and a similar quantity of supervisors for group (c). To insure a distribution across the
higher education landscape with regard to type of institution (public university, private
university, norprofit and for profit institutions, and community collegesyistribution
of participantsvasidentified randomly andontacted directly seeking participation in the
study.

The study compiled quantitative data providanghediarand weighted average
between each round meed from qualitative and ranked valuepeasesThis mixed
method process requires a balance between forming a level of participation that is both
significantfor finding descriptive, quantitative resultisid reasonable for codj. Rogers
(2003) also describdt/e adopter categoriganging fran innovator to laggard within a
social systemWhenconsidering these elements, a practical decision was tnade
balance the participant pool so that the innovators inherent in participant group (a),
researchers and current contributors to the field, douweigh the other two groups
that may contain a more diverse range of opinion. As such, the aim for the initial pool of
participantsvasfor no more than thirty where a ratio of two participants is present in
groups (b) and (c) to every one participeingroup (a). The goalasfor twenty to thirty
participants across the three expert-gudups during the first round. Attrition of the
participant groupvasa potentialfactor due to unforeseen external circumstances.

As theexpertsweregeographicallydisparatethe study utilized a secure digital
surveyproviding participants with three weeks fach round of responsékhistimeline

allowedample time for each participant to reflect and respond and two weeks between to
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code and deliver the next rourithe survey provided respondents widrious optionso
deliver their responses aadcommodationgeremadeto provide methods such as
phone interviews, video conferencingmail, or other mean® maintainthe

confidentiality of the participant3.heshortintervalbetween round&asimportant to
maintain momentum throughout the study and deliver roundsesitigns while the
information wa still fresh in the minds of the participani$e intervals alsoonsidered
alignmentwith the academic calendanth an understanding of the competing priorities
in higher educatiorAn online web resource displayed tlsults between survey rounds
and all information pertaining to the studpsavailable to participants through an online
web resource, allowing for a single point of contact and communication. Communication
and anonymity arlighly importantwithin a Delphi studyThisinteractionallows
participants tdully reflect, utilizing their expertiseandto do so in a manner that
removes many of the power relationships that often form intfatsce interactions.

As an active member within the area of researchiagimportantto acknowledge
my bias and make every effort to not to ugihce the consensus of the fiétween
rounds, | analyzed theethographidataand the data derived from each round of the
Delphi studyby coding qualitative data with a focos demonstrating trends in
responss. | used SPSS to compute descriptive adagarding demographics and ranked
response dat&etween rounds, | also was able to provide participants Witjualitative
responsesn their entirety under the coded theme to assure the accuracy of
interpretationsAs there were multiple survey rais) participantsouldrespond after

each round to the analysis of the data provided.
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Theoretical Framework

This studyutilized a postpositivisttheoretical framework (Campbell & Russo,

1999; Patton, 2004) seeking socially constructed truths regarding the current pedagogical
position of the art history survey course and the necessities of the community moving
forward. The Delphi study thisoughtto gather information about pedagogical

i nnovation, and, Daffssiosailonovatiolodglwasthes ( 200 3)
theoretical framework for guiding this studyhis model serveds a guide to

understanding innovation, the nature of stakeholders wtitleirsocial system, and the
requirements for innovation to progress within the system.

This studyutilized a Delphi methodology to focus attention on discovering the
current pedagogical paradigm (Kulir®62/1996) from a plethora of recently studied and
suggested innovations by surveying the experts odthieistoryfield. The framework of
diffusion of innovations describeah S curve to the adoption of an innovation into a
system over time as different cgtgical members of the group move from acceptance to
adoption of such proposé@ahovation whether technological or pedagogiéa this
study focuse@n narrowing the field of innovation toward practical solutions, the study
stands at the early stages dfukion research in the field. More specifically, the study
focusel on applying the currently generated and existing pedagogical innovations toward
the beginning of a@ecisionmakingprocess considering the future of the field.

The Delphi structure allosvfor consensus gathering and forecasting of the
socially constructed realities of those engaged with art history survey courses through a

postpositivist rigor. The diffusion modghowever comes with certain implied biases.
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Rogers (2003) clearly notele preinnovation bias ouch research. Essentially, this
study pit new pedagogical models over the existing pedagogical paradigm. The research
has also leaneward innovation in that it seeks out innovators and new paradigms that
upset the status qud art history survey pedagog@raham, 1995)The study further
soughtto understand the needs of the community moving forward to gugeoadoption
of innovation.

Significance

This studyis significart within the art historical community that currensitands
disjointed in terms of pedagogical innoweat and support. The study sougbhtdiscover
key information regarding accepted pedagogical models and areas for future research in
this field. Focused understanding of the problem and accepted solutibnslgio
further policy and curricular decisions with thiesirethat institutions maintainonsider
the importance athe outcomes of the art history survey course for their diverse student
bodies.

The studyis also heljng to inform and perhaps furtheupport the growing
communities of practice focused on supporting art history faculty in their pedagogical
practices. Many of these groups are thirsty for research that compiles the sporadic case
studies currently evident in the field and focuses theraega toward new ways of
thinking about this important course. The study itself may also serve to develop the
beginning of a broader dialogue between varjpasicipant groupperthe diffusion of

innovation model. Innovatoia this study ha@ chance teoice their concerns
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anonymously among other scholars who maiméand even stand by the current slide
lecture paradigm.
These controlled conversations prowda@eunique opportunity for dialogue in a
field that has lost much of this conversation wité libss of social spaces such as slide
libraries(Harris & Zucker 2009; Yavelberg, 20bBJ. Historically, art history courses
were at the mercy of the physical image collections canapusor library. These
physical image spaces became social spaces wisénectors often shared and reviewed
lectures with their colleagues while assembling slide carousels. Todagtiagions
have digitized collections, there has been a notable loss of these social Issaeesors
in art history now often finthemselves isolated from their peers without established
communities of practice discussing the nature of their lessons.
Researcherdés Connection to the Pr
In acknowledging biasetshavea strong connection to the issues of théatbry
survey couse. Aftera mast er 6s program i ncoainuednhi st ory
studies at the Graduate Center of the City Unsite of New Yorkseeking a PhD and
later movedo the Metropolitan DC area to teach in higher educafdter a decade of
teaching art history survey and other visual arts courses in higher eduddimre
conducted a previous study (Yavelberg, 2)1keding answers to this very issudile
attempting to maintain a place as an innovator and change agent. This study led to the
development of a community of practidetHistorySurvey.com thanvites scholars to
contribute their thoughts, lessons, research, and other useful informegjaodingart

history pedagogyl. made &ery attempt throughout the study to acknowledge this
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viewpoint while maintaining a neutral stance allowing for the possibility of acceptance by
the broader community of the existing paradigm and acknowledgement of the current

state of innovation.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

History of the Art History Survey Course

The art history survey course has a long tradition in higher education stemming
from early in the20" century. The courses in art history took two forms, an introductory
survey directed toward a chronological discussion of art lyisteer three hours per
week and a more thematic approach discussing sigésss,and artistic problems
directed typically for tB normajor. Minor (1994) stated A The col |l eges app:
aware that students received little or no instruction in tstety of art in secondary
schools, so their beginning art history courses were more foundational and introductory
than, say, cour ses p.22)Ancearly pamghiet fronPrimenand h e ma t
McClellanwritten in 1881aboutthe establishment®r i ncet onds Depart mer
Archeology a@scribed the very issue that history courses aridh e i n sntusetmut i on 0
collection planned to overcome:

It is a profound absuity of our systems of educatidhat a vast majority of

accomplished anmhstructed men and women, seated at luxurious table, are

unable to tell whether their plates and cups are of pottery or porcelain, and have

no conception of the meaning or uses of the enamels which they handle. It is an

equal subject ofagret and shame, that neglect of instruction in colleges and

schools of learning has left so large a portion of the intelligent men and women of
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our country at the mercy of ignorant teachers, whose profound absurdities, and
jargon of technical terms andinases, have contributed to a prevalent impression
that the word Art implies a mystery, which can be penetrated by only a few

intellects (as cited iAronbergLavin, 1993, p. 9)

These early college art history programs thus relied heavily on originaépratitiction

collections to provide a generalized understanding of art history as a means not only to

introduce future art historians to visual culture, but also to broaden a liberal studies

agenda for all students enrolled in higher education.

James Masohloppin also discussed these concerns for a broadened liberal

education that includes the arts at Yadeearly as 1866 where he offered seven reasons

why aesthetic culture should be part of higher education:

1.

2.

Art is an intellectual pursuit;

Art canelevate people above materialism to a new freedom of spirit;
True art is an ethical influence;

Art helps counteract the narrow education promoted by a focssi@mnce
becausetitoo presents truths of natutaut in living, concrete forms;

Art helps onecultivate perceptive powers of the mind,;

Art aids the study of other subjects;

Art promotes kind feelings, drawing pdegogether in common intereges

guoted in Stanlewicz, 1993, p. 185)
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These early statements are similar to calls by John Rus&@/2005) toward aesthetics
andhavepersisedin statements on education and psychology by Elliot Eisner (2002) and
Howard Gardner (198 1994 2012.

Before a chair and formal department of art historydénelopment oért history
programs at the various higher education institutions often stemmed from art history
courses delivered within other disciplinésstitutions such as Vassar, where the early
developments of its art history program were pushed by Lewis Fried®Bloterin the
early20" century demonstrate a look toward technologies in support of these courses and
a formal direction for instructionin an early technology request for the coyiRécher
requestdiian el ectric | i ght gettierapparptt® caosn waenldl aa s
devel oping a series of courses that descr.i
Aconditions that have influenced ahe vario
guoted inAskew, 1993, p. 61). These requests and cdaliaesigns mirror modern
techniques for chronological, almost Darwinian evolutionary concefd,and are
similar tocurrent approaches that many institutions maintain to delivering course
material.

A growing number of institutions incorporating hrstory into their curriculum
between 1900 and the 133femonstratean evolution in the fieldvhen a wave of
refugees fleeing Europe brought with them developments in artyhissdruction and
analysis. The history of art historical instructiwas ofen referredo Edwin Panofsky as
a marker of change within the discipline when he arrived in the United States in 1931.

Smyth (1993) descri bes Panofasdlunliesanythimgct ur es
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that American students had ever encounteFbdse European instructarballenged
American audiences with lectures that focused on broader concepts, a strategy that stood
at odds with the democratized design of the art hydeecture that focused on developing
factual knowledgeThe instructors shieadway from assessments focused on
memorization and instead expected students to enter classes equipped with such
knowledge and deliver critical responses through seminar papers that required
argumentative theses. The exams also focused on doemgierrather than memory
The clash of cultures led to a rethinking of the delivery of art lyistourses and became
a strong i nfl ue nHis®ry df ArttextdoaknMiahelsf2003), 1 9 6 2 )

The foundation of art history survey is thus one that continvefiérences
appreciation and its importance in the civilizing process in course descriptions (Minor,
1994). The introduction of Jansonods (1962)
for the course material that focused on the linear Western chroremagystruction has
changed littlesince then. This standardizatioraintaireda tension between the issues of
factual memorization and critical comprehensibine tension between the course as an
introduction of factual knowledge versus a brodigwissenschaf{Bredekamp, 2003),
or study of visual culture incorporating contemporary visual forms and sensibilities, is a
constant in many of the discussions regarding course outcomes.

The course oveahelast 60 yearshanged little, but remainadnovativein its use
of visuals coupledvith lecture to engage students and its utilization of necessary
technologies to display such visuals within varioastexts. Witcombe (2009) likened

thecurrent state of art historgsearch and pedagogy as similar to wiadin Ruskirhad
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described in a letter to his father in 1846 referring to the Daguerreotype photograph as
At he most mar vel ous p.i2lR22)elhetstate of theoaft histoh e cent u
classroom is now in flux, challenged by visual technologicahades and the changing
expectéons of a growing visual culture.
The Status Quo

To understand the phenomena that is the art history survey course, it is important
to establish a contrast between a traditional model for the art history survey and the
possible present and future directions that the course is taking. The traditiona) aarvey
Phelan et al. (2005), Minor (1994), DonahWeallace et al. (2009), and Yavelberg
(2014%) describd it, is commonlyrefeed t o as @A mi dirpiinghed amk . @ oon
The course presents studewith dueling slidesn a darkened classroom and sk
studentdo demonstrate their memorization of a Western canon of names, dates, terms,
and other rote information on assessments typically consisting of slide identification
exams coupled with specific compare and contrast sseetys and likely a ternaper.
The growing mar ket of survey t Bligtdrysof Astt e mmi n
model for a chronological Western narrative of a canon of works of art and trends leading
linearly from prehistoryto where we currently stand demonstrategittrainant nature of
such pedagogical practice

Publ i shed compani on sA SuwicahGuidesfor MtaHis@rg c i 6 s
Studentdiavedescribe and brokemlown in detail this traditional delivery method and

haveprovidel suggestions on how to succeed iethu b | e c t . texiypabtished byi 6 s
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Pearson/Prentice Hall, tikamepublishers of the survey tex@fokstad Art History

(Stokstad Cothren, 2013), beganith a preface to the student:
This book is written for you, the college student, who has had little or no
experience with courses in art history. While you are familiar with how English
classes are run, and feel comfortable with the format of science labs, what you
will experience in a art history class is entirely new. As the class begins, the
lights go down, and slides are projected on screens in pairs. Certainly, you have
been to slide lectures before, but in those cases only one slide was projected at a
time. And not only is the gual format new, but now your professor is actually
talking about the slide¥ou had always thought that art was meant to be admired
in silence. How are you, a student, supposed to put your own words to great
works of art? In the upcoming weeks, you Wil asked to do just thato speak
about images, to write about them, to remember them, to prioritize information
about theni in sum, to engageith them visually in a way that has never been
asked from you before. This book is designed to guide youdhrthe process,
assisting you with art histopyapers, exams, and note tak{iMparanci, 2005p.
iX).

The preface continuedith a note to the teacher describengtudent disconnect withe

art histoy lecture course based on conversations the autldondchwith students iner

courses. The author explaingdt the book is a companioised toguide these

di senfranchised students through a Astanda

United States.
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The followingreview of the literature will bigk down these standard pedagogical
methods and objective$heseareplaced in directontrast with described innovations in
the researchlrhe goahere isto establisithe rangevetween tradition and innovation
used n the study. These themes wkragely introduced by the participants within the
study, but the literature also described some areas that were not directly described by the
participants that may also be areas for future research.

Current Discussions

A conversation regarding the pedagay{ art history survey courses became
visible within a special edition of tt@AAG Art Journalin 1995 under the title,

ARet hinking the art history survey: A prac
gui de o ( CoOnlyafewsyearshfta®eSNorld Wide Web was founded, authors
of this edition were describintge nature of art history survey courses to improve visual
literacy (Clayson & Leja, 1995; Strickland, 1998)ematic approache€¢ndon, 1995
Mathews, 199h Feminist and cross ktural views (Dietrich & SmithiHurd, 1995;

Sowell, 1995; Winter & Zerner, 1995), and specific pedagogical approaches such as
writing (Mierse et al. 1995; Moilanen, 1995; Steele, 199&)|laborative learning
(Moilanen, 1995Russo, 1995 attistic production (Elkins, 1995 and rethinking the
pedagogical structure in consideration of new directions (Alpers, 1995; Cothren, 1995;
Graham, 1995Hales, 1995Schaefer, 1995Fhe 301 Project, 1995Furthermore, the

issue coverethe history of the survetgxt (Dietrich et al., 19955chwarzwer, 1995) and
proposedn several articles the move away from these traditional texts as a primary

source for the course conteAlfgers, 1995; Condon, 1995; Mathews, 1R96is to this
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compilation of essays that muof the literature and future discussions have focused as
Art Journalhas yet tdormally approach the topic of pedagogy and the art history survey
since this publication.
The 1995 special edition @frt Journalhighlighted many of the innovations
attempted at the timecross a variety of public and private higher education institutions
under a theme of rethinking how institutions implement the art history survey course, its
objectives, and its place within cugulum.C o | Is{1995) htroduction stated
Originally I wished simply to provide possible solutions to those looking ether for
ways to reconfigure the old survey or for the resolve to entirely scrap it for
met hodol ogi cal appr ocaveverd thiak thle nollettiom a | ana
raises important questions about the viability of what appears to be our
di sciplineés continuing allegian®e to t
century German art historians and then institutionalized in thistooafter
World War Il. The conception of art as a manifestation of large, sweeping
historical forces has largely been rejected bgalted new art historians for one
that emphasizes its complex embeddednessifiias of its makers and uséps
23).
Collinsclearlydescribed he fAi nsti tuti on alcousesmddihenat ure o
desire to move away from the developed status quo in search of new paradigms by these
Anew art histor i an sfocosedlessn technofogoaltadvaesandt t he

moreon pedagogical shifts that were in favor of more leagetered approaches and
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postmodern epistemologies focusing on connecting content to an increasingly diverse
student body.

Nelson is credited with the next highly cited referenneguestioning the
pedagogical direction of art history survey courses in his asticldi The mapoof art
A997)andi The sl i de | ect dist@yintoeragetoffmechamical k of art
reproductio (2000) In the former article published ihe Art Bulletin, Nelson described
the moves toward categorization of arts and the history .ohdttisarticle,he aitically
engag@di n t he 1 ssues of shHhistory offAitandats dulyseqdeatn s o n 0 s
editions over the following thirtyyesr, questi oning the dAplottin
survey book as a means of understanding the Western narrative of art history and the
hi storical n ar rpa3d).Nelson leefe quéstionede Westera r t 0
objectivism of the text in relatioiw the current social world and the varied point of view
of the modern audience. As a result, he cditedhe inclusion of more diverse narratives
in our discussion of a survey or art history.

I n Nelsondés | ater arti olfe,arffT hdehissltiodey 6l
of mechanical reproductior{2000), he operdwith the assertion that computers and
new technolgy wouldhave a massive impact on the classroom within universities and
museums based on the precedent of photography and itsr smpkct on classroom
instruction. The essay continugdmake connections to tipeevious art historical
mastery of the use of photography combined with lecflines procestolds
implications for understanding haive presence of visuatembined with éctures

applies toother disciplinesNelson made casen support of the advanced qualities of
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stronglectures in the art histogtassroom, but also describé® complexity of the
practice of lectures from a philosophical viewpoint.

Bersson (208) similarly discussethe nature of lecture, but with a more critical
stance toward the contemporary issue of student engagenhe article followe
roundtable discgsion held in 2008y theCAA and their publicatioirt Journalto
revisit their earlied 995 special issu@he following questions guide this discussion
regarding the art history survey: dAwhy it
taught, and what have been effective challenges and innovations to its traditiomal form
(Phelangt al., 2005p. 32). Art Journalpublished he engaging discussiamwhole
describingssues of faculty versus student percepéind preparation, a variety of
teaching styles, the contemporary outcomes, market demand, and assédamgnf.
theissueghat the roundable discussedere broad buiverediscussed in relation to the
each of these facul ty nileem&twerobtite discasdionllv i d u al
be broken apatater in this literature review in relaftn to the specific question$ o
pedagogy, outcomes, and assessment.

Technological implications dominate the most recent decade of conversation
surrounding the issue of the art history survey course. A British group, Computers and
the History of Art (CHArt) began holding annual confezes in 2001 and continues to
publish papers delivered at these conferences in which volume 1 (Bentkidafeka
Cashen, & GardineR005) includegbapers from thérst two conferences and began
with a paper, fAHistory odpoasrsti biinl itthiee sdoi g(iVa

2005).The group considers many of the philosophical and practical implications of
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computer and digital technologies as we read works of art describing similar issues to
Benjaminds (1968) di s cuslsmagemandiareigtherageiong t he
mechanical reproduction and now digital production.

The conversation movdghck to direct applications of technology within the
context of art history survey courses in Donali@lace, La Follette, and Pappas (2009)
Teaching Art History with New Technologi&$is compilation of refleions and case
studies describedarious innovations occurring across higher education and provides
insight into their effectiverss. The compilation demonstrat@dnarked shift in the
conversation toward connecting directly with schools of educdilmary sciencespr
instructional design in future efforts of reshaping the survey classrotim growing
variety of contexts including both aground and online settingSach of the cas studies
describedh trend of successful results occurring from these collaborations across the
institution while also demonstrating innovative approaches that break from the status quo.

The CAA conferencediave alsalemonstrate atrend toward discussisrof
technology and pedagogical practice in the art history survey. A review of sessions
describing topics related to art history pedagogy since B@83lemonstratead marked
increase in 2006 as described by Wheeler (2006), and theh@sritlictuatedbetween
three and fifteen papers delivered annually at the conference. Within the association,
committees such as Art Historiaimerestedn Pedagogy and Technolo@yormerly the
Art History Technology Consortiumjhe CAA Education Committee, CAA Studemid
Emerging Professionals Committ€&&A\A Museum Committee, Pedagogy Issues Forum,

Advanced Placement (AP) Program in Art History, the Visual Resources Association,

27



and the Community College Professors of Art and Art History have all chaired sessions
with topics covering art history pedagogy since 2003 (College Art Assoc[&tioh],
2015%). The listof sessions has often descrilpa$ter sessions regarding the topic of
SoTLdelivered by such recent organizations as AHTR (arthistoryteachingresources.org)
ard a rotation by the CAA Education Committee between topics related to art and art
histoly instruction.
Often the CAAonly holds one or two patsediscussing the topics of SoTThis
constitutes a small proportion in relation to the entire conferenc#é)dsessns are
well attended as witnessed by this researchitreatecent panel by the CAA Education
Commi ttee, ALearning to Teach and Teaching
Teaching and Learning for Art iriNewYokr yo del
(CAA Education Committee, 2015he topics questioned the direction of scholarship in
SoTLand made callfor ajournal to legitimize research in the field and aid professors
interested in such topi c$20M) Bevondithe€AA;, t enur
several communities of practice (Wenger, 1998) are continuing to detim&ntin
SoTL.These includdHTR andArtHistorySurvey.comwhich areboth growing
communities of practice that rely on contributions esxdew of materiaby abody of
experts in the fieldThese trends describa ecreasingpopulation of art historians
interested irSoTL now more connected through the benefits of the digital age, thus
organizirg toward delivering formal scholarship in the fidhdwever all the research
currently remains disjointeavithout formal directionor established support from the

leading scholarly organization, CAA.
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Course Objectives

Course outcomes or goals are extremely important for stegai¢red
instruction, a common fars of contemporary instructional practice (Driscoll & Wood,
2007). Sometimes referred to as course goals (Suskie, 2009) and listed often as the first
section of a course syllabus, these objectives are vitally important for describing
expectations of studéetearning in a course and these expectations guide methods of
instruction and student assessméditten cours outcomes align wittthe long-
established’axonomy of Educational Objectiv&oom, 1956) characterizing learning
experiences on a scale of calpension ranging from the memorization of factual
knowledge to the highest tier of evaluation requiring students to assess, compare, and
form personally critical stances to the material of a coditse tiers in between these
learning outcomesonsist of comprehension, application, analyans synthesis in order
of complexity of learning student experiences.

Fink (2003) extendedn Bl oomés (1956) taxonomy by
significantlea ni n g . Fi nkOs dix&kinds dleaming tithtase amportane d
throughouma | ear ner 6s life-lbng leanngd in fudents. These gancepts
are important to the art history survey course given its place in a liberal arts agenda for
broadening student learning experiences wikigher education. Fink described
significant experiences under six general categories: foundational knowledge,
application, mtegration, human dimensiocaring and learning how to lear&ach

category overlaps and interacts with every other categamgade significant learning
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experiences,Uni ke Bl oomds t axeaah 2valas ihdapardent learaikge d
outcomes with specific types of pedagogical practice.

Art history survey courses have continued to maintain a set of outcomes that
describea democratic approach toward libeaaiseducation and expectations
influencing lifelong learning with visual culturdairough an understanding of design,
styles, and precedents throughout human civilizatiBirece the inception of art history
survey couses, learners often attend from a variety of academic discipétiksequired
to enroll in the course to meet a part of their general education distribution requirements.
Such learners oftdack pre-existing knowledge odrt and desigeonsisting ofart terms,
names, dates, processes, and styles (Phelan et al., 2003; Yavelbdnp, Q0tcbmes for
these introductory courses thus remain broad and describe justifications toward
developing visual literacy and an appreciationthar arts. Hales (1995gdcribech
version of the survey that resembles foundational English courses focusing on method
through reading, analysis, comparison and writing rather than a specifically-agaed
body of material. Such broader outcomes not only meet higher tietis of 8 mo s
Taxonomy (1956)butthey also speak to skills that are transferable to other fields of
study and encouragelfeong | earning dealing with Fink?©o
outcomes of human dimension, caring, and learning how to learn.
Foundational Knowledge

Regardless of outcomes or a particular canon, a foundational knowiidge,
1956; Fink, 2003pf vocabulary specific to the analysis of art and comprehension of how

that vocabulary is applied is essential to the art history colirskeim(1974) described
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the importance of understandifagmal concepts in art in relation to visual perception
and fundamental psychological connections. These connections are specific to visual
literacy, but also form a basis for students to build common lednyel and apply such
comprehension in higher domains of learniifland (2002) referretb this assymbol
processingapplying constructivist realities specific to a particular domain of knowledge.
Outcomes relating to foundational knowledge often coonsisaisily assessable student
outcomes such as:
91 Discover visual structure within the work through visual or formal analysis,
developing an eye for style, iconographgd composition (La Follette, 2008)
1 Gain a broad understanding of the histord@elopment of the visual arts
through a wide range of cultural artifackst(History Teaching Resources
[AHTR], 2012)
1 Build a basic art history vocabulary AR, 2012)
1 Format and structure an Art History response papifR, 2012) and
1 Develop skillsin identifying, describing, and analyzing works of art (College
Board, 2015)
Comprehension, Application, Analysis, Integration, and Learning How to Learn
Art history survey course outcomes also consBléeroomés (1956) hi gh
learning such asomprehension, application,danalysiof learning Comprehension
requires summarizing, demonstrating and discussing. Application moves toward
outcomes such as problem solving, and analysis considers finding patterns, organizing

concepts and recognizitgendswhile making learning useful (Bloom, 1956; Fjnk
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2003) Fink (2003) also describabe necessary dimension of learning how to learn,
requiring students to develop skills necessary for finding answers and continuing learning
in a discipline.

Goals sich as research and analysis skills and learning to write about art history
or argumentatively comparing and contrasting foundational knowledge are areas that
meet these course outcomEgsner (2002) describetlis type of learning as
Adi ff er e studénts ttilize asymbalis system or foundational base and begin to
compare and form concepts critical to that material. Comparisons are important across
any foundational canon as they raise questions as to the nature of similarities and
differences beteen concepts. Gardner (1982adea strong case for comparative
analysis in his discussion of comparison demonstrated through analysis of a particular
educational exhibitlisplayed at the Minneapolis Institute of Arts in 1978t emphasized
these modes déarning.In his analysishe describethe nature of comparison to form
critical thinking moments within authentic case studies. The exhibit forced the viewer to
overcome a lack of knowledge through active engagement in the process of comparison
of formd, thematic, and contextual issuesatet to the objects on display.

Aspects of research and analysis are important for students to develop skills that
will allow them to answer questions and apply learning beyond the course. Learning how
to learn by deveping study and application skills are vitally importéant creative
problem solving moving forward in their educational and life career. Within art history,
learning to look and describe what they are seeing are skills that are unique to the

disciplineand challengstudents to apply foundational knowledge&seither in
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comparison or in isolation. These qualities relate directly toward a balanced cognitive

outcome beneficial for lifelog learning (Eisner, 2002; Gameimn 2009 Pink, 2005).

Several possible course outcomes might include:

1
il

Order visual findings in a clear and logical way (La Follette, 2008)

Place the work of art in its cultural context, by drawing inferences from what is
observed and relating those visual cues to what is Rradwut the society,

economy and culture that shaped it (La Follette, 2008)

Develop a number of works of art as reference points from which to compare and
contrast unknown works to attribute them to specific time and place (La Follette,
2008)

Developmgtods of visual analysis through
on a variety of works of art and cultural artifacts using developed vocabulary
(AHTR, 2012; Cothren, 1995)

Learn to identify common characteristics among diverse artworks based on
periodgstyles and themes (College Board, 2015)

Develop strong writing skills when describing, analyzing and comparing works of
art (College Board, 2015and

Relate and discuss works of art to their proper cultural and historical origins

(AHTR, 2012; College Bard, 2015)

Synthesis, Evaluation, Integration, and the Human Dimension

The study of art history thus has the power to fill a cognitive domain that pulls

students out of their disciplinary comfort zone and expémelr understanding of the
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world. These sks are imporantnot only for engaging the whole mind, but also for
remaining flexible toward an uncertain future. The United States federal government
currently stresses speciducationaprioritiessuch as STEM (United States Department
of Education 2010) and Gainful Employment (United States Department of Education,
2014). These initiatives stress the occupational preparedness of graduates based on
predicted employment futures, however ithigativesdo not addresthe broader

cognitive implicatims and inflexibility of graduates of these narrow foci.

The literature describes the broader benefits to developing an appreciation for art
and a stronger understanding of visual literdicig. in these outcomes that the art history
survey course movegpond foundational knowledge necessary for the field of art
historians, and has the potential to engage studentayis that are more meaningful
These outcomes demonstrate the possiblederagpplications of the course that relate to
the diverse audieecand implicationsor life-long learning. From the outset of the survey
course and the development of history of art programs in higher education, the survey
course has understood its importance for informing an audience lacking prior knowledge
to fundamatal artistic or visual conceptéionbergLavin, 1993). The concepts of
creativity and visual literacy are essential to contemporary ways of knowing as they
relate directly to psychological cognitive development (Arnh&@é9; 1974Efland,

2002; Eisner, 2002; Gardner 1982; 192a(®).

The conversation continuesgardingdemonstrating a place fire arts in general

with the growing educational focus on the disciplines of science, technology,

engineering, and math (STEM). Many aducators concerned with the lack of focus of
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such directions to incorporate arts and humanities, who understand the importance and
connectedness of the arts as a way of knowing, pressure the conversation toward a
ASTEAMO philosophy AilAy taaddiimg ot hdeAAXxifsali ng
instructors incorporate connections between the various disciplines within the practice of
art making or artistic research (Bequette & Bequette, 2012).

Howard Gardner (19§2xpressedheinterconnectedness of thgsato human
development and cognitighroughhis ps/chological studies. He suggestbdt aesthetic
appreciation or study helps to balance cognitively stringent study in other domains given
that Asuch a tendency t owaicguandaxiesmaysi ve con
become sufficiently dominating that, as a precaution, one should perhaps deliberately set
aside time for involving faculties that wo
argument is that knowledge is more difficult to attain latdife and one should remain
flexible or prepared by remaining open to other domains.

Gardnen(1982 994)also describethe relationship of the artwork to various
types of viewers. In his studidse suggestethat the artwork resides in the center
between the artist and audience member and between the crifp@dndmer. Eisner
(2002) made similar distinction between connoisseurship and criticism with regard to
the audience of a work of art. The goals for an art history survey course should be to
ergage students in the task of becoming active audience members toward a level of
connoisseurship. These distinctly different viewing angles are important to understanding
the instructords relationship to tislkogy stude

survey course often apprehensive to the domain of fine arts, viewing it as elitist (Phelan
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et al., 2005)A majority of gudents especially students enrolled in these courses as a
general distribution requirement outside of their domain of sthag, reside outsidef
even the boundaries of audience members upon enrolling into the course. It would stand
to reason that an outcome for the course w
art toward a cognitive domain beyond the levels of fawmnitor a distinction of beauty
and realism toward understanding of artistic expressiveness, style, and form (Parsons,
1987). It would be a loftier goal if such an introductory course expressed a desire toward
autonomy (Parsons, 1987), or the perspectiaeaftic (Eisner, 2002; &dner, 1982)as
these would align with the highest domain of learnezgluation(Bloom, 1956).

The bridge toward these higher level cognitive domains and allowing students to
step out of the shadows into the perspective ottimeaaudience member is developing
a difference between lookingath e | ower ti ers of Bl oomds (1
taxonomies and the higher levels of ursignding. Arnheim (1969) statéus
relationship of looking rad understanding aognitivelyaligned,and he outlinedhe
differencesdbetweeniaymenandexperts Experts see more when provided with a visual
problem because they have more formal informaworomparisonallowing them to
form more critical judgments through personal experienagtrien simply are not seeing
the same thing that experts see, explertssee differently based on their own developed
foundationof retained information.

The work of Arnheim has spurred further studies in the fielteofoaesthetics
and the study of thesychological effects of creativity, aesthetics, and the arts. Chatterjee

and Vartanian (2014)avesummarizd that empirical research has shown the importance

36



of artistic knowledgen terms of formal, thematic, and contextual understanding (Swami,
2013)and engagement with original works of frbcher, 2011ps positively aligned
with viewer®aesthetic experienc8imilarly, Kim, Bae, and Nho (2012) describthe
importance of language use in differentiating experts from laymen or novices as experts
form greater connections between perception and memory through their expertise as
reflected in their use of specific terminology and shift to a more cognitive and less
emotive respons&uch results were also confirmed in a study on response to visual art
by dudents in Leder, Gerger, Dressler, and Schabmann (284/8p (2001) also
providedempirical analysis of visual comprehension and the influences of art history on
visual cognitionin his text

Outcomes related to fostering visual literacy and developoggitive flexibility
through artistic research and analysis should connect students to the material in a more
critical way, engaging them in learning something important about themselves (Fink,
2003). By breaking students from their comfortable disagsliand engaging them in
creative thinking, perhaps by bringing them closer to the domain of the artist, critic, or
expert through analysis and comparisons, they will become more flexible to the demands
of future learning anémployment (Eisner, 2002; Garhn 2009 Pink, 2005) Possible
outcomes under these categories might include:

1 Complex reasoning, that is, the understanding of ambiguity in form and

content, a challenge which requires thinking of multiple possible meanings

and hypotheses to explain why an artist made the work (La Follette, 2008)
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1 Ciritical distinction, learning to recognize innovation or the degree to which a
work challenges convention and to evaluate various interpretations of the
work by other, situating oneds own
these (La Follette, 2@); and

1 Demonstrate an ability to critically analyze a variety of texts in order to
complete class assignments and develop close analysis skills of text and
objects in conjunction with each oth&/HTR, 2012)

Caring and the Human Dimension

Fink (2003) desribedthe connections between pedagogical imperatives of caring
and the human dimension for significant learning experiefitese are often described
in outcomes related to the connectedness a &t context within visual culture3.o
provide signiicant leaning experiences, Fink describée necessity to connect course
information to individual learners. Learnavbo find meaningful connections to learning
experiences engage more fully and make stronger cognitive connetoarreate
meaningfulknowledge, knowledge must scaffold from previous experience (Arnheim,
1969). The concept of scaffolding and forming connections assumes three cognitive
orientations: symbeprocessing, sociocultural perspectives, ancctreept that
individuals form thei own realities. These concepts of cognition further the cognitive
developmental directions described by Piaget and Vygdtskgited byEfland, 2002).

Empirical pedagogical objectivéar the art history survey course directly relat

canon of term$o analytical methods and further apply these connections formally

through a critical understanding of connections in the formal, thematic, and contextual
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elements of artistic artifact€ourse objectives of this type focus @mnnecting students
with a setof precompiled structure or canon of art masterpieces. These objectives
assume a grand narrative and |l eave |ittle
structures that either contest the progress notion or identify criteria of excellence other
than the workés placement on a timelineo (E
objectives may bring students to higher levels of learning in terms of the tiered nature of
Bl oomés (1956) taxonomy, but may nata conne
sociccultural or posimodern way.

Sociocultural and postmodempistemologieseek to situate learning in the
contexts of the physical and social context. Learning outcomes seek to connect course
material to authentic issues that may be expertebgehe learneThese outcomes seek
to meet directly Finkdés (2003) taxonomy 1in
personal, human dimension and increas@g in the learning procesBhese objectives
also expand student understanding of aiswlture providing potential opportunities for
studentgo decode the values and idemsbedded in popular culture as well as fine arts
(Eisner, 2002)lt is important for students to gain such critical perspective through
contemporary connections becauswill not only make the learning experience more
significant or authentic, the focus on visual culture will allow students to become more
well-informed citizens in our visual worl@he College Board (2015) summariz#éds

0 Ut c o nGaltivates grapgteciation for all styles of arto
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215t Century Skills and Technological Literacies
The current digital age is ushering in many new ways of thinking and requiring
courses to rethink objectives to meet the demands of theetury (Hainline, Gaines,
Feather, Padilla& Terry, 2010;Souk & Warrick, 2015;Vaughan, 2005)The
Partnership for Zicentury skills(P21)(2002)publishedan inventory of skills they
believe are now necessary for thé'2&ntury learner to attain to be successful in this
newglobal digital age. Beyonthe foundational learning of the subject of art history, the
goals should include emphasizing learning skills including information and
communication skills, thinking and problem solving skills, and interpersonal and self
direci onal skills similar to Finkds (2003)
using 2% century tools, teaching within the global context expanding beyond the
classroom walls, and teaching specific content unique to this new world including global
awareness, civic literacy, and financial, economic and business literacy. The objective
must be meet the demands of a variety of learning samemplement outcomes that
foster competitivenes§ourse objectives specific to the digital age may include:
1 Develop an understanding of Copyright as related to visual cultural artifacts
(CAA, 2015b; Vaughn, 2@);
1 Develop an understanding of problems of analysis and interpretation based on
the digital versus physical cant (Collins, 1995; Vaughn, 2005
1 Develop an understanding of global concerns and interpretations of visual
artifacts P21 2002)

9 Development of digital communication skills and group wétRX 2002) and
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1 Development of digital research and sdilectional problem solvingkills
(P21, 2002)
PedagogicalOptions / Teaching Strategies

The discussion in the literature related to the art history survey course focuses
heavily on pedagogical methodsteaching strategiespressing innovations in the field.
Focusing here on art history, $héection developmngeghroughpublishedpedagogical
practicesor teaching strategiekescribing specificallfhe art historysurveycourseor
referring to a polarized option from a discussed pedagogifort to inform the initial
survey options of th Delphi study.
Traditional Methods

To restate the traditional methods of instruction and assessment in art history
survey courses, Minor (1994) aMaranci (2005) explaedthatthe outcomes of the
courseremain with the goal of coverirgpntent relatetb a chronologically described
narrative of the western canon of art history constructed by one of three possible leading
textbooksJ ansonds HJUlassbroetay, 20 iGaAdtiner 6 s Art Thr ouc
(Kleiner, 2013, or Marilyn Stoksta® Art History (Stokstad% Cothren, 2013 The
method to delivecourse content is a lecture fornprésentedo classes ranging from
thirty students to several hundrel@pending on the institutipover two or more terms
breaking the material into chronoiogl chunks Student assessments take the form of a
midterm and final exam along with a term paper. The exams often consist of slide
identifications asking students to recall from memory names, dates, media, styles, and

perhaps one or two observations lohse the lectures and reading. The tests may also
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require students to respond to short answer questions, and perhaps one or two compare
and contrast analyses. A term paper will typically vary based on instructor requirements,
but often asks students to &ppesearch skills toward a fashioned set of topics related to
the course materiadCour se outcomes target | ower | evel
and seek standardized knowledge and comprehension, often expecting students to have
already developed foundanal research writing skillprior to attending the course.
Western versus Global
A leading contemporary debategardingthe art history survey course is the issue
of the western versus a more global perspective of the content deliSexesial articles
in the 1995Art Journaldescribe the issue of the western canonicity and attempted shifts
away from the canon to a more global view, incorporatingensattures. Graham (1995)
stated A The surveyods tradi tthedesihow deavescrmstly r at i o
from a set of rigid assumptions about what must be understood, in the end, as a claim for
a natural canon of Western artistic and moral super@rity( p His a8s@rjion is that the
canon is a constructed colonial perspedbiased on the traditions of art history
developed from eighteenttentury art historians and progressed to modern time.
Hales (1995) mirrorethe statements bgraham (1995and explained the
following:
this urge to colonize is more the case in history of art than in other academic
disciplines, because other disciplines in the American system of higher education

rarely if ever propose to present the sum of accumulated knowledge in a coherent,

42



ideally seartess, chronological journey lasting exactly two semesters and
traveling from the beginning of human history to timenediate preser{p. 65).
The very act of changing the survey from this Western canon is thus a political act and to
add furthercultures nto the courseemand dropping current contedtie to the
limitations of time. Sowell (1995) suggested a crogiural survey taught in addition to
the traditional survey course, but Ha(@995)suggested a course that divides the content
into chronologcal chunks with thematic elements crassturally described witim each.
Hales further describetie issues with putting this pedagogical design into practice as
individual instructors often shifted the focus of the course toward their personal areas of
expertise and subverted the structure toward the traditional Western perspective.
The later roundable discussionyoPhelan et al. (2005) continutmldescribe this
very issue with the surve@ne of the discussants, Costadtescribedhe issues with
the sporadic links to other cultures, especially with an increasingly diverse student
population.Costache describedrning the survey into more of a dialogue allowing
students to come to terms with the surveg dsscovery process. Costaskenton to
write that hercourse focusion the process of art history ameaning makingather
than delivering the strict canon attempting to connect to the students on a personal level
(as cited by Phelan et al., 2005)
The issue with a global art history surveyetremely politicaland isdiscussed
at length in James Elkins (2007b) edited volula&rt History Global?The volume
raisedmany further questions assuming this initial question. Elkins and the subsequent

authors of the text descrith@ot only the isues of perspective within the traditional
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survey, but also the very nature of art history as a deeply Western practice with standards
of knowledge production that do mmkingr eadi |
regardingtheir visual artifactsBy moving to a more global art historic discipline, art
history seems to dissolve into image studies or visual studies. Elkins (20QFa)
describedhat this Western perspective is perpetuated by the research in the field of art
history given the stestics of the leading artists that are researched, leading to an
extremely imbalanced research agenda and is further stressed through the global versus
local imbalance in curatorial exhibits (Kesner, 2007).

In ourincreasingly globalized worldhé natwe of the Western canon of art
history should be revisitecbnsidering ew research and pedagogical methibds break
from the imperialistic nature of this current perspectiifgton, 2007 Kaufmann,
2007;0kekeAgulu, 2007) Errington (2007)Kaufmann (2007)and OkekeAgulu
(2007),describd the many socigolitical issues maintained within the status quo of the
Western canon and subjective categorization and reading of artistic artifacts across
cultures. Attempts to move away from the westamon have political and social
implications that prove to be challenging to not only the pedagogy of the survey course,
but also the entire paradigm of art historical research toward more democratized
posgbilities. Minor (1994) suggestetiat this shifwill probably result in the invention
of new ways of sorting out historical data of art and perhaps a new construct of art history
that incorporates multiple voices. The study must not only question the possible desire
toward a more global approach, blgoapractical methods for doing so within cowrse

given this debate.
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A course that breaks from the western mold may instead look toward visual
culture educatioWinter & Zerner, 1995)Dancum (2010) sdorth seven principles that
may guide art historad themes or lenses for lessons that relate to a gholbal
approach. Dancum suggestadt in looking at visual culture, lessons should focus on
power, ideology, representation, seduction, gaze, intertextuality, multimodality, and
consideringhe future Seen broadlygrosscultural connections form through analyses of
these principles.

Ambugy (2011)describedseveral pedagogical exercises thaveallowed
students to explore concepts of visual narratvget to a more culturally diverse
perspective o art. The projects described are for an art education course, but many of the
lessons taught in art education may be beneficial for this discussion about art history
pedagogy. In these dathed exercises, Ambygushedstudents by pulling them from
comfat by asking them to interview other viewers of art and analyze artworks or view
works of art through different identity and cultural lenses. Discussions such as these
within art history survey may allow students to not only connect at a personal level but
also see past their personal identity to view art from different perspectives.

Similarly, Baxter (2012) and Reed (199@veasked students to engageth
personal life experiencesonnectingvith art on a safer plane that expands their
connectdnessvith other cultures and artistic artifacts by comparing their personal
snapshots with artworks discussed in the class through dialogic questioning2z ®Rdxe
utilized family heirlooms in much the same way to engage stsderart history. Rose

providedthe objectives of forming an articulated, expansive conception of art,
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understanding the importance of context, and forming a connection with art and human
experience. BaxtgP012) Reed(1995) and Ros€2012)haveprovidel opportunities for
students to & their personal and cultural identities to the course material while open
discussion about the results of these exercises may broaden the global understanding of
art across the students in the class.
Chronological versus Thematic Approaches

The status quo relies on a narrative structured chronologtoallyscribe a
history that is positivist, which is to say that our present styles and artistic processes are
constructed from previous generations in a progressive marmenarrative apprach
is the commoly taken by many of the art hisgotexts, but neglectsutliers to this
progressive narrative and does a possibl e
1997). This narrative assumes that nature of artistic movements and styléasaar
process or even a cyclical one (Graham, 1995; Hales,; Se@%arzwer1995. Nelson
(1997 further postulatet he potentiality of art historie
form, soci al and economic context, as well

Described by Graham (1995)tteematic approach can break away from the
traditional chronologicastoryofa t . Gr ahamd s gtbwardaathemdtihh e me s m:
approach, but remaiixed to a chronological sectioning of these themes, thus remaining
tied to achronological narrative. By breaking down the standard chronological narrative,
students may learn about larger issues and topics, seeing how things take place in one

time and relate to similar topics in other cultures and times bringing about connéztions

46



the contemporary world (Yavelberg, 2@} 4Graham (1995) furthredescribedvhat such
a thematic approach might look like:
The alternative might not be a survey at all, but an introductory course based on a
series of questions rather than a set of usaldaws. The result of this more
radical restructuring might be a series of courses similar to those that form the
basis of the fundamental courses in most English departments: courses whose
outcome is the mastery of a metiiodose reading, analyticabmparison,
critical writing i rather than an agreagon body of subject matter. (p. 69)
This thematic approach thus may serve to overcome outcomes related to art historical
method rather than the coverage of a specific Western canon. The result wauld be
critical understanding of visual cultupmssibly delivered much in the same vein as
Claysonand Leja (1995) or Cothren (1995).
Textbooks versus Open Educational Resources
Nelson (199Y describedhe possibility for the World Wide Web to break down
the traditional map and perspective of art history and open it up to multiple voices, views,
and spaces\elson predicted future where the availability of content may break down
the existing narrativef the published texts by offering alternative views. The current art
history textbooks describel®" century vision of historyith alinear or cyclical
narrative Schwarzwer1995). Publishers provide survey textbooks that allow for a
structured pedaagical experience, but limit the perspectofeart historyto a single
voice, often omitting norWestern art or providing limited engagement with such

alternative subjects. These textbooks often cost well over $100 and publishers invest
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significant resowes in the way of personnel, copyright management, production, and
pedagogical resources to remain competitive in the field ruled by several key titles
(Weidman, 2007).

The benefits for a single textbook are a clear narrative to deliver to students with
easily assesseaibjectivesmirroring thecontent of the text. Textbooks, howeMenit the
critical experience and further a dominant narrative perpetuated fratdtreentury,
remaining inflexible to contemporary perspectives in the field despitentitiple
editions (Yavelberg, 20b}. An alternative to the published textbookhe use of
reserved readings or readily accessible materials freely distributed over the Internet. The
open educational resource (OER) moveniast been noted as a possitiruption to
the status quo of the ivory tower and control of publishers providing possibilities for a
radically different approach to the delivery and consumption of education (Broekman,
Hall, Byfield, Hides, & Worthington, 2015; Ko & Rossen, 2008). fim@vement also has
strong implications for the future die art history survey courgallen & Donahue
Wallace, 2008). Instititins such as Khan Academy have absorbed and expanded
devel opment s s uch (2018)SmHaahistory fecuseguoth dedvaringk e r 6 s
the history of art in short learning modules, now adapted into a platform that drives
personal growth and assessment (Khan Academy, 2015). UNESCO (2012), already
housing valuable resources covering art historical monunteagdechred their
commitment to the development of OERs to support the development of communities.
Furthermore, museum websites have continually dedicated themselves to freely

supporting the publicds understanding of

48



Metropd i t an Museum of Amelidesof Art HiBtdryh Davereught b r u n n
together various authors providing thematic essays pertaining to art historical topics
covered throughout Theluge ofrsuck sowaadnsay movidel ect i on
flexibility in terms of content while providing multiple voices or alternative perspectives
to the prominent narratives outlined by the dominant survey textbooks. The multiple
voices provide further opportunities for engaging students in critical thinkiad/dwing
them to review multiple perspectives on a single topic.
Standardized Assessments, Writing Intensive Approacheand/or Authentic
Assessments
As described by Maranci (2005), the standard of the swwesists of
assessments that test content knowlédgmigh a nearly standardized format of slide
identification, shodanswer identifications, slide comparisons, and possibly an essay
guestion or an element of unknown artworks presented to test critical thinking and
application skillsTest banks delivered tostructors by the publishers of the survey text
further thispracticeby allowing instructors to compile their tests using these sets of pre
defined questionsStudents study and pagarslard assessments such as timeseh in
the manner that Maran(2006) hasdescribediiFlash cards for memorization, standard
outlines for shoranswer, comparisons, and essay questions, and when all else fails,
guessing, especially for multiplehoice exan®(p. ix). These standard exams hardly test
hi gher domains of Bloomés (1956) or Finkos

memorization of content knowledge and limited critical thinking or application skills, but
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also allow instructors challenged with hundredstafients an efficient means of
assessment in terms of grading.

I n Phelan et al.od6s (2005) rotemdt abl e di
frustration about the lack of shared resources in the scholarship of teaching and learning
in art historyregardingassessment and grading. Concannefierredinstead to broader
texts on assessment and grading published under the study of education as resources that
should be consulted for stronger art history teactasgited irPhelan et al., 2005)
Essentiallyjnstructors need to design assessmairitis outcomes in mind and effective
and transparent methodsgriding (Phelan et al., 2005everal publications directly
related to the art history survey couhseredescribe aternatives testandard forms of
assesssties uch as Russo06s (1995) opmdadhesbuchraat i ve ¢
writing intensive modeléMierse et al. 1995 Moilanen, 199} or authentic assessments,
which may serve as pedagogical methods that reach toward higher levels of learning.

Writing intensive models and writing across the curriculum have been noted to
provide a positive i-tofdrupedagogy, mowng awlayfiom g i n
the lecture/exam format, or seeing the importance of immersing students in discipline
specf i ¢ ways of maki ng (Mazarn2009,p.2580h The apgrbachwr i t i
to writing is often difficult for students who have not previously encountered art within
an academic context. Engaging students in writing intensive course designs allows
students to focus attention on concepts and artifacts in an exploratory manner and can
build on the higher | evels of Bloombés (195

comparison, research, and criticabdysis. Melzer (2009) describadspecific journaling
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assignment offered within an art history c
investigate your own thoughts, reactions, and feelings on particular art ideas and works.
|l m asking you to make connections ebet ween
already experiencedo (p. 247). This assign
val ue of writing as it seekdexperiencestwtheect t h
disciplinespecific knowledge.
Writing abou art is also a very disciplirgpecific style of writing that comes with
its own set of challenges includitige use of disciplingpecific language and
terminology various types of individual and comparative analyses, and the use of a
standard writing style such as Modern Languagsodistion or Chicago, which may be
out side of the st ubaand(Z085) explamddeeserchaltengdsi s ci p |
andher observations are mirrored in otlegcellent texts that have been developed to
support disciplinespecific writing in the assuch a3 a r n 20l3PAsShdrt Guide to
Writing About Artnow in its eleventh editiorS a y r e 6 SVritin@ AL@UBA)tN its
sixthediton and Munst &itingAbogtArsorgd vieeBslledhedlsoincludes
a print version of a frequently updated téxach of these texts includes a rationale for
writing about art, guides to different methods of analysis, and sample essays from both
students and notable critical essays in art history to servedessdor academic practice.
Arthur Danto(1994) state@dbout art:
Until one tries to write about it, the
After seeing the work, write about it. You cannot be satisfied for very long in

simply putting down whiayou felt. You have to go further. (p4)
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Writing about art is important for students to apply discippecific terminology and to
come to personal terms with the visual content that they encounter. In large lectures, a
student may become isolatedi bvriting can form individual connections with the
materi al and inform st udéalows the wierntoccdggpt i ons .
deeper into the material and come to personal terms with what is often a very foreign
stimulus.Writing intensive aproaches often take the form of journaling assignments,
analysesand researched term papers. The instructor can also consider the audience of the
assignments to be between the student and the instructor, peer reviews, or even sharing
with a wider audiencéMelzer, 2009 Mierse et al.1995; Moilanen, 199%elden
Barnes, 200p

In moving a step further away from the traditional assessment models of
memorization examisased on slidedViggins (2011) suggestedilizing authentic
assessmentdVigginsexplained hat aut henti c assessments 0fr
standards of performance that typically face writers, businesspeople, scientists,
community leaders, designers, or historians. These include writing essays and reports,
conducting individuband group research, designing proposals and rapskassembling
portfoli os, -82)nMoresnportantypauthieptic asSetsments require direct
assessment of individual student outcomes allowing for response and dialogue. Projects
that place widents within actual challenges and standards of the field of art history thus
create authentic connections between the material and its application, revealing
achievement in gualitativemannemratherthan theoftenrmechanicathecking of a

standardize@&xam. Authentic assessments can be conducted in an exam model, but
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Wiggins expresses that the true test should be designed with the ability to enable students
toward further learning through constructive feedback.

Meanwhile, authentic research projecithwn an art history course may reflect a
standard practice of the field. A degree in art history can lead to many career options
including museum, gallery, or library work, teaching, appraisal and dealing, preservation
and conservation, art law, and gav@ental or organizational support of the afisese
fields leave open the door for many possible authentic projects that students can apply
content knowledge toward problems that test their critical utadetmsg.Projects could
include developing a reseh presentation to teach their peers, curate a museum or
gallery space, conduct case studies on issues of copyright or law, or even produce
categorical analyses. In designing authentic projects, there are many noted constraints
and concerns. These stragsgare often costly in terms of time, students may lack skills
or linguistic demands on populations such as English language |leawaeresult in
equity issues, and the increased validity often results in a decrease of reliability where
results are ofteinconsistentln addition whenproviding feedback, rubrics become a
necessity to provide the structure to assess arglafea dialogue with students by
providing transparent expectations (Montgomery, 2002).

Individual versus Team-Based Learning(TBL)

The standard art history classrowgaries significantly in terms of class size
Commonly the course delivers information to students as individuals and assesses
students on an individual basis as we#tamBased LearningTBL) provides an

alternative tohe traditional individualized model of instruction (Ball & Kilrdgwbank,
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2014 Moilanen, 199% TBL is an instructional strategy that originated with Larry
Michaelsen in the late 1970s in response to growing class sizes. TBL expands from small
group assigments by transforming these group assignments into more powerful learning
experiences based on the scholarly literature on the development and management of
teams. To produce stronger outcomes, TBL requires knowledge of effective teamwork
and design forféective teams that simply placing students into groups does not provide
(Michaelsen, Knight& Fink, 2002).
This instructional strategy is a method that may break th@amndividualized

approach of the lecture class by bringing students togetherheiihgtructor to share
ideas, become involved in the content, seek solutions to authentic problems, and engage
in a form of peer review. This instructional strategy requires energy and prepdfation
(2002) notedhat TBL:

T Transforms Aomdltleagnmsowpso i nt

1 Transforms a technique into a strategy,

1 Transforms the quality of student learning,

1 And, for many teachers, transforms or restores the joy of teaghiay (
These transformations go a long way toward reaching higher levels of learning and
increasing engagement, not only for students held accountable by their peers, but also for
instructorsMichelson et alalso began the TeaBased Learning Collaborative (281
that conducts conferences and shares resources through their website. Duesesrase
a starting point for any instructor looking for a way to begin with utilizing this teaching

strategy in their courses.
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Russo (1995) describéuls use of a collaborative learning / assessment model that
hefound to be successful in his coursdsere course material is broken up for groups to
work together to discuss significant information and present tdaks. dMoilanen (1995)
describedhe structure of groupwriting project on a singlevork of art. Also, many
problembased learning assigrents or authentic assessments can be easily altered to
include TBL such as curating a museum exhibition or even conducting library research
such as with Gendron and Sclippads (2014)
historians toincrease assessmt of student learning and improve librdrgsed research
assignmentsSimilarly, Selden Barnes (2009) descriteetiandson writing assignment
thatteamstudents together for collaborative writing utilizing sticky notes to develop
analyses and argumenksdugh peer discussions.

On-Ground versus Hybrid versus Online Delivery

The higher education landscape has expanded to various methods of delivering
courses. The traditional, egroundor faceto-face method physically requires students
to attend classessions. Recent developments in technology and learning management
systems at colleges and universities now also allow students to enroll in hybrid classes
that push a percentage of the physical class time into a digital space, or to enroll in fully
onlinecoursedeliveringcontent virtually through synchronous or asynchronous designs.
As this study focuses on a move away from the traditional course, it would seem natural
to look at these different methods of course delivery; however, the specificseof thes
areas are complex with other engagement issues that would broaden the focus of this

study beyond managemeAss such, his study expects to highlight trends within the on
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ground class in that these suggestions may influence course designs digitier
formats.
Use of Technology

Though this study is limited to the @mnound art history survey course,
technology hashanged significantly over the last centunstitutional art and image
collectionsstrengtheneeéarly art history programsvhere visual reference and the lecture
paired for auniqueinstructional style. The development of the slide projector further
allowed for a classroom experience that was unlike other courses in its allowance for
conten delivery. Nelson (2000) arguedNdw computer technologies will make
classrooms Asmarto and more efficient
audiences of wekkquipped andwek ndowed wuni ver siptd4ides an
Nelson described transformed art history classim where slideand access to content
can greatly expand the lecture experience and the best of what at leistores are
about, connecting word with image

This access and presentation of information also provides further opportunities
(Carpenter &Cifuentes, 2011)Vaughan (2005) describdéige changing nature of
information technology and the implications for knowledge and art history.
Advancements in fiormation technology continually raigpiestions regarding the
quality of artistic reproductionsoth in resolution and emotive resporiBle process of
digitizing art and use of digitized course materials also raises possibésiof copyright

raising further questions within the disciplif@irthermorethere is opportunity to
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discuss the natue analysis and classification of artworks as databases and tools
become available.

The CAA includes sessions annually from Aristtbrians Interested in Pedagogy
and Technology and CHArt have frequently produced research on art history and the use
of tedhnology within pedagogical practice. More specifically, DonaWadlace et al.
(2008) compiled a book of recent research in this area of technology and the art history
classroom. Topics referring to practical application of technology looked at varidsis too
for mapping art history and course managemalhtthe research studies describe a
strong relationship between the instructional technologists or technology support services
on campus toward succesispedagogical implementation.
Radical Approaches

The research in teaching is diverse and many radical approaches stand as outliers
with promise of engagement and results in higher levels of cognition. Recent lawizz in
historypedagogy describes methods for developing flipped classrooms (Giuntini, 2013)
incorporating gamified designs (Sheldon, 20Y3velberg, 2014), and theuse of music
within the survey course (Schmunk, 199B)ese designs, among others are relatively
new with very little research, especially within art history survey couPsasices such
as flipped classrooms and gamification may allow for increased engagement by fostering
discussions, developing new systems of reward and assessment, and support authentic or
problembased learning. Radical projects such as incorporatngisud material such
asmusic (Schmunk, 1995) amortlinear thinking in the form ofmind mappingSandell,

2015, Yavelberg, 2013) further represent pedagogical concepts that think beyond the
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traditional art histor classroom, but may also be too radical to ely incorporated by
the art historical field. As suctheseconcepts remaedout of the initial Delphi survey,
but it is important to notassuch practicewere touched upon by participatie study
Gaps in Research

In 1995, wherCollins broughtdgether various articleéSoTL in the art history
survey forArt Journal he expressecbncern ovethe lack of articles and the desire for a
series of issues that would maintain a discussion and propel the survey course into the
new millennium. This conversation soon ended and the art history community has had
sporadic engagement in the topic sinceeTht opi ¢ next arose in 200
articles regarding the slide lecture, and soon afterward in 2003Avh&ournalrevisited
the 1995 issue with a roustdble discussion of the current scholars in the field focused
on SoTL in the art history survéihelan, et al., 2005)

Over the past decaggroups of art historians interested in the topic have
developeccommunities of practicdedicated to the topic of SoTL but with varied
success due to the broad nature of the topic and the lack of traiairagtthistorians
teaching the subject have with the study of education and college tedtbasmt
enthusiasnfor the online communitAHTR and the success of conference sessions have
begun calls for a journal on the topic to validate research anddtighlthievements in
thisfield. Studies in the field currently take the form of singular interventions and
reflective case studies that suggest possible new directions and their benefits, but do not
formally support such arguments in a manner that mueldwéational research often

requires.
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SoTLin art history, and specifically the art history survey, currently lacks a
direction for research or a consensus in the field of whether research is truly necessary.
The few art historians engaged with theseassmay currently be the outliers of a
professional crowd that is content with the status quo. The broader field may not be
finding the same challenges of meeting student outcomes and forming engagement with
the material. There has notdrea largescale sidy on the subject that provides an
answerto the pedagogical imperative$ the field.Such a study may serve as a
springboard for focused research on the topic of the art history survey course.

Summary and Conclusion

An overview of the literature demanates a longstanding debateegardingthe
desired outcomes and pedagogical methods of the art history survey tbersarrent
art history survey coursebd6s outcomes and
of both Bloomsd (1956) Tlooghthdfa havie bBesn atize0 0 2 )
calls for a rethinking of or a departure from the traditional lectouese, these calls have
been met sporadically by reflections from art higtostructoran the field on thei
specific interventions butot by rigorous academic research. The field of education
currently provides rich alternatives to the standardizaedtjpes of slide lectures;
however, professors in the field of art history often lack the resources or training to
implement new pedagogical directions. A study developing a consensus of the current
issues of outcomes and pedagogical practice within gugptine may provide insight

and direction for the next century.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

General Design of the Study

This studyemployeda Delphi methodology developed by the RandpBeation
and Helme(1967) and expanded by Dalkey (196B)e studyconsistedf three rounds
of survey responses by expert participamtsently invested in the art history survey
course The Delphi methodological framework seeks to find cosgsmegarding course
outcomesandforecast pedagogical innovation in thetdgtory survey coursé@.here is a
currentlack of educational research specifically focused on the art history survey course,
but a growng demand to understand SoifiLthis field. This study providginsight that
will inform the direction of future art btory course designs, pedagogical support, and
future research in the discipline.

The review of the literaturdescribedh longstanding statuguo for course
objectives and pedagogical practice in the art history survey cihatseemains
dominant.Theliterature also demonstratéuht there is @oncerted effort by several
very vocal art history instructors and researciretbe field to move away from this
modelseeking to adapt to the 2&entury learnerTo guide this research, the following
guestonswereconsidered:

1. What are the desired learning outcomes for students engaged in art history survey

courses in th@1% century?
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2. What pedagogical methods support these outcomes and in what contexts?
3. What suggestions might be made for future researdipahcyin teaching and
learning within art history survey courses?
Method of Inquiry

The Delphi metho@Dalkey, 1969; Helmerl967 Weaver, 1971Williams &
Webb, 1994 places attention on forming consensus of a group of experts through
anonymous roundsf survey and respons@d has been touted for its use in developing
goals, objectives, and other curriculum planning in higher education (Judd, 1972)
Developed throughout the 1950s and 1960s as a method for decision making and
forecasting forlongangep ol i cy f or mati on, t hicengandc hni que
refining group judgne nt s 0 ( Dal k e yproceds9a6 l9elmerg1967ysjated T h e
Afderives i1its importance from the realizat.i
public policy decsions must rely, are largely based on the personal expectations of
individuals rather than on predictions derived fromawelit abl i s he dThe heor y o
nature of the problem is thapcial pressures and innovation influenttessoutcomes and
pedagogial practice of art history survey courses, but the field lacks consensus as to
what these implications mean or what changes are necessary to keep the course relevant
within this new centuryfFurthermore, the lack of consensus stems from power structures
within the expert field that places pressure toward conformity.

Helmer (1967) describatiree basic rules for success iveleping consensus
with expertsiiFirst, select experts wisely; second, create proper conditions that they can

perform ably; and third, use caution forming a single combined position from various
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opinion (p. 45). As the experts inefield of art historyare geographically disparate,
maintain different frames of reference to the problem, and hold different levels of power
within their social structure, the Delphi method allows these experts to perform most ably
through asynchronous, distance participatéord anonymity in responst remove
social pressures.
Consensus is not always the result of a Delphi stlldgrewasa strong
possibility in this study given the lorgjanding nature of the status quo and the small, but
vocal,number ofinnovators that thereouldbe twopolar respnses within a particular
theme, both with highly crediblnchors(Bardecki, 1984)or statements of value that
exhibit truth. It is assumed by Bardecki (1984) thatip@ants without strong views
naturally conform in this process to ttneestoption; however when twooptionsare
available the results may become polarized as results cluster around two or more points
(Dalkey, 1969Helmer, 1967)The purpose of this studyasnot to form complete
consensus, as is typically the motive of a Delphi stitbtead, in searching for the
pedagogical paradigm from t®mophibusgroup of experts, the studlesiredo
develop a stronger understanding of the problem and inform the communities of practice
asa result. Coates (1975) stated
The criteria inevaluating a Delphi are not so much that it is right, but that it is
useful. The value of the Delphi, is hn reporting high reliability consensus data,
but rather in alerting the participants to the complexity of issues by forcing,
cajoling, urging, luing them to think, by having them challenge their

assumptions. The reader or user of the final output in turn may have to challenge

62



his own assumptions on seeing the diversity of opinion brought forward by others

(p. 194).
Coates further urgeithe highlighing of the diversity of thought rather than simply
focusing on a rationale of convergence, a goal | dopebtain through the analysis of
the data in this studZonsensugherefoe, was notdefined as Williams and Webb
(1994) suggest but the levebf consensus on each point developed in the suresy
acknowledged.
Sample Selection

This study reliedn the insight of experts with personal investment in art history
survey courset answer theuestions posed in this studgxperts in this studwere
selected through purposeful sampling (Patton, 2@i4)ing three distinct groupthat
createcdh balance of opinions based on their varying franfiesference. This created
diverse yet homophilous group whose expertisenslarin terms of experiereewith the
course yetparticipants in the groumaintainedifferent motivations for participating in
the studyBolger & Wright, 2011Rogers, 2003Yaniv & Milyavsky, 2007).These three
groups includd current researchers or contributors within thedfiel SoTL in art history,
instructors at various higher education institutions with five or more péawgoerience
teaching art history survey, and supervisors or chairs of programs in higher education that
contain art history survey courses.

Current researchers in SoTL for art history make up a minority of the art historical
field as described in the literatuihis group is an important element to the study as they

have spent the most time thinking about issues of pedagogy and art hikiergroup
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was predicted thave a strong understanding of perceived outcomes and pedagogical
methods related to the couigigen the nature of their publications on the topicrough
their research and experimentation, this group is defined by what R2068) terms
innovators.They are the early adopters of innovation and contributors to the field. As
such, this group forsa strong voice within the overall discoueggplying pressure
toward innovative course competencies and pedagogical methods. Emmmgymous,
their knowledgeable feedbaulas predicted tonfluence the results away from the status
guoin terms ofcourse outcomes and pedagogy (Bolger & Wright, 20add, 1972;
Weaver, 1971)These researchengere predicted tanost likely stick to teir positions
given their informed position meaning that tfegunlikely to waver much in their input
and decisions from one round of surveys to another (Bolger & Wright, 2011).
Instructors currently teaching the art history survey comasgeup mostthe
participant groupTo ensure expertiseutreach effortéookedfor instructors that have
been teaching the course for at least five yastisis assuré that these instructors have
formed strong opinionsegardingtheir teaching methods and may haseised their
approach across that span. The opinion of this participant grasigkely to vary based
on personal experience and commitment to pedadostyuctors likely have the least
general expertiseegardingSoTL and be most likely to have the mdstergent opinion.
In addition, to assure a distribution of the higher education landsmafpeach efforts
focusedon findinginstructors at various types of institutions such as privatepnaiit,
public, community colleges, and fprofit, as well as a diverse geographic distribution.

The purpose of this distribution is that each of these institutianevery different
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student bodies often based on admission requirements, mission, and regional influence
possibly highlighting objectivespacerns, and innovation that the literataray have
missed

Supervisors or chairs of programsadeup the final participant groughis
participant group is necessary as supervisors of art history programs often contain insight
into the broader function of the art history survey course within the curriculum and what
outcomes for a single course are necessary for future courses sindgribake.

Supervisors are often knowledgeable about contracts, support options, enroliment trends,
and other institutional connections that the course may have. As top management
decision makers, supervisors and program claagbkely to utilize the autcomes of the
studywhich may have been a reason for them remaimwested in the process

(Delbecq, Van de Ven, & Gustafson, 1975)

The history of Delphi studies fAmi ni mal ly sufficient num!
should seek to verify the results throdfghow-upexpb r at i ons o ( Hsu & San
p. 3). Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gustafson (1975) sugdésat a homogeneous group
of ten to fifteen subjects could be sufficient, though the more diverse the participant
groups, the more participants mayrieeessarylhe target godior saturation in this
study wadetween twenty and thirty total participants. Idedle participant group
would havecontaired25% from researchers in the field of SoTL in art history, 50%
instructors randomly selected, arsP2 supervisors and program chaksllowing
approval by the Institutional Review Bogll&B), 150 participantsvereapproachedia

email (See Appendix Aor IRB approval and\ppendix B for thdetter to participants
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and informed consenand telephoneo allow for the likely possibility thaa large
percentagenaynot be able to participatResearcheraeresought from the literature
and from various communities of practice includkigTR and theCAA; instructors
weresought through a randomized seilegtof institutions that offer art history survey
courses; and program supervisors or program chksioswerecontacted for participation
from a variety of institutionsising the same randomized spreadsheet and through
snowball sampling method§he seletton of participants took care &ssure that
instructors and supervisors do not share the same institution professionally as, although
the process is anonymous, thes@schance for participant discussion and pressure
outside of the studylhe purpose athe distributiorwasto allow for a representative
description of the currently perceived teaching and learning paradigm of the course
without allowing the voices those that are most knowledgeable, the researchers and
supervisors, from outweighing the ramd sampleof instructors in the field.

The search for participants resulted in 55 responses and 29 participants agreeing
to participate. Despite 29 agreeing to papade, 19vere able to completedend 1(n =
19), 16 completed Bund 2(n = 16), and 14 participants completed&hd 3(n = 14).
Some of the attrition in the first round was due to incomplete survey results despite the
various methods provided to participants to complete the survey along with several non
responsive individualg?artidgpants expressed various factors ftirigon between
subsequent rounds including professional obligations, lack of personal/professional

connection with the study, and travel.
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Bardecki (1984) in a review of Delphi studies to that point noted that ¢ldém
dropout result between initial contact and response appears to be between 20% and 30%.
By contactingl50 possible participantand collecting nearly 30 participanthis not
only allows for the attrition noted by Bardecki, but also a further cusRiamicipation
and participant attritiors often the issue wita Delphi study due to the multiple rounds
of surveys that require considerable time to respbisd & Sandford, 2007 This
represents significant time commitment required from experts @h®husy with their
many obligationsThe addition of an honorarium fparticipation has been shown to not
only increase participation, but also to increase the quality of participant responses as it is
assumed that participants will place more time thiodight if they are invested in the
processand egocentric discounting is redu¢8alger & Wright, 201). Though an
honorarium is encouraged, it was not possible to procure for this study, but remains a
suggestion for future research given the importaridkis topic.

Several researchers also desatithe possibility of attrition because of strong
contrary positions to perceived consend@erdecki, 1984Hsu & Sandford, 2007,
Woudenberg, 1991Bardecki(1984) believed the possibility thasomeindividuals find
it easier to leave the study than to change their viewpoint to cordodtake the path of
least resistancés consensus igften butnot alwaysthe result of this technique,
participantsveremade aware of this possibilignd in insances of polarization, the
results vere displayed honestly and in their entirety requesting feedback on
interpretationgo assure their continued involvemamid not mislead participants (Hsu &

Sandford, 2007)Though there was attrition throughout thegess, the level was
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minimal and likelybecaus®f thestudy holang a high level of intrinsic motivation for
participants to persigfiven their personal investment and expertise in the questions
(Bolger & Wright, 2011)
Demographic Breakdown

The first ound of the survefSee AppendixC for theRound 1Survey)included
guestions seeking insight into each partic
data related specifically to the art history survey cokBelemographic data was
compiledt hr ough voluntary r epsrptionsaedsncladéd botth e par
guantitative and qualitative responsélsough the values are perceived responses, they
demonstrate the general challenges faced in administering this course to various
populations and will later highlight possible correlations to how individuals responded to
various topics contained within the surveys.

Table 1 describes the iraticategorical response for the participants by round.
The table further illustrates the level ofrditbn, but also the balance of the participant
groups to the desired percentages referred to previdetiicipantcouldidentify with
multiple groups, but were categorizasla researcher or supervisor if they identified with
those groupsMany partigpants naturally included themselves as faculty within their
institutionsin addition to other role§’hose who identified themselves as chairs or
supervisors maintained a high level of participation in the siuhyle it was assumed
that this study woultbe anintrinsic motivatorfor researchers, the numbers did not
maintain thenitial response or the continugdrticipation of researchers in the field

where two participants dropped. Overall, be balance between participant groups was
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maintained, thoghthe desired ratimf faculty to other participant groups wast

attained.

Table 1

Demographic Frequencies by Participant Groups Peuiitl

Group Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Faculty 8 7 6
Chairs 6 5 5
Researchers 5 4 3
Total (n) 19 16 14

As this study required a participant pool that is knowledgeable of thedogdic
actively engaged in the issube years of expertise seen in Figuasvell as the
number of course sections taught or superyidescribed in Figure,2re especially
important to lend credibility to the results gathered. Figure 1 demonstrates the high level
of expertise of the field and Figure 2 shows that the pool is also actively involved in
teaching the coursapart fromone chair who has been involved in the past buti@ased
to supervising other areas within the art history departmeaasfof expertisdescribed
in Figure 3are important to not&he areas of expertise are especially important as the
survey covers the entirety of either western or global art histwhyhaus the specific

areas of expertise may correlate directly with some of the response data.
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Figure 1. Participant experience by participant grotipis figure demonstrates the range
of experience reported by the participgrdups from the minimum required to
participate in the study to seasoned veterans of the art historical field.

E & Faculty
% E Chairs/S i
o1 / — = = = = Chairs/Supervisors
© 7 = = = 7=
7 = = = =
A = = = £ = Researchers
7 = = = =
= =
/ = E= = 7=
0 z = R = =
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Sections taught or supervised per term

Figure 2. Sections taught or supervised per tefimis figure demonstrates the
participants®d connections with the course
currently engaged with the course.
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Figure 3. Art historical areas of expertis€his graph provides a view of thange of the
specific areas of expertise to which each participant associates.

The diversity of institutional type and course placement withinn$tgution are
also importanto note as they speak to the diversity of contexts of wihielsurvey
course resides. Figure 4 describes the range of institutigresd with whichpatticipants
associated themselvedf note is the high level of participation from research
institutions Active attention was also placed diversifying the participannstitutions
by including community colleges and other institutions to bring broader perspective to

the varying contexts.
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Figure 4. Institutional type described by participantsthis question, participantould
associate thraselves with multiple institution3.he figure thus provides the range of
different highereducational models that engage with this course and that the participants
in this study associate.

Within the institution, the placement of the course may rasuliffering
perspectivesboutthe desired course outcomes. Figure 5 describes the diversity of
contexts in whichnstitutions placethe surveycourse. As an introductory course, tre
history surveycourse igmost often encountered in threshman(first) or sophomore
(second) yearsNVhile some institutions contain a separate art history department, many
more bundle the art history department within a broader visual arts department. Most
importantly, nearly all participants describe the art hissoiyey course as part of a
general education drgbution. Whether required or not, the student demographic for the
course will be broad as a result given that not only art history majors would be enrolled

within the course.
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Figure 5. Placement of the course within the institutidhis figure describes the range

of structures associated with the art history survey course within institutions. The
participants further spread themselves across these different possibilities nBtedbat

each participant could choose multiple responses to the placement within the institution.

Participants also were abledescribehe method that their institution took to
break up the survey across multiple courBesticipants describedh ei r i nst i t ut i
structure qualitatively anthe themes wereoded quantitatively by frequency. Themes
that developed in the structure were varying times, format and breakdown of coverage.
Times includedour-hour versushreehourcoursesand the diférencebetween tenand
sixteenweek terms. Format included seminar or lecture courses and large lecture
versions thaimayinvolve breakout sessions facilitated by teaching assistants at larger
research institutios. Figure 6 describes how the contentisrobroken apart, which
includesa single course, a western versus awestern focused course, or other possible

content breakups based on institutional need.
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Figure 6. Participant descriptions of the course divisi®his figure provides the
distribution for how the content of the course was described as broken up within their
institutions.No participants responded to the course being a single term only.

Diving deeper into theariety of institutional strategiesif delivering the art
history survey course asked participants to provide their understanding of the modes of
delivery SeeFigure7) andcourse prerequisit€SeeFigure §. While this study only
focuses on the fae®-face delivery of thart historysurveycoursejnstitutions provide
the coursen several different formatss seen in Figure Bome institutions require a
prerequisite for the course, while others do not. As the course is often listed as a 100 or
200level by the participants, the tegrtty was for no perquisite.n® participant
described that there used to be prerequisites for the course, btitdineystitution

eliminatedthese requirementéfter round 1, in response to the provided demographic
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results, aotherwas surprisedb find the lack ofprerequisitesit most institutions given

the perceived lack of reading and writing skills of studentering thecourse.

® Faculty
# Chairs/Supervisors

= Researchers

Count
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o — 5 0
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Delivery modes

ll

Figure7.Cour se delivery modes Hisfigurédescnbedret i ci p a
response by participants to the various methods of delivery in terms of physical versus

virtual at their institutions. Pleasete that participantsouldselect multiple modes of

delivery.
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Figure 8. Course prerequisitess described by participanihis figure demonstrates the
dominant trend by institutions to not require any prerequisitethéoart history survey
course.
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While the focus of this study is on fateface learning, the institutional context
has expanded into the digital realm. Included in the demographic questions was an
inquiry into the types of learning management systems (LMSs) and physical spaces that
support instruction. Participants described the importance of Internet access and LMSs to
their instruction. Tools such as document cameras, clickers, and even designated learning
spaces were of great importance to several participbimesmost utilized LMSvas
Blackboard, but participants descrilibe use of Digication or Canvas as alternatives for
housing blogs, ePortfolipand supplementary reading®hile several descriloean
auditorium space as the main space for learning, the majorify}j describd traditional
classrooms with one or more projectors and individual student desks as the main space
for delivery.

The art history survey course typically constitiaespecific focusn either
western or globadrt While some institutions provide thesesaparate foci, this
categorization became blurred in the participant responses given the nature of the
textbooks associated the course. Participants described often that an institution labels
the course aglobal, but the focus is a western narratirth short chapters summarizing
entire culturesThe question was also difficult to answer for some who describe having
separate western and global focused survey courses at their institution. Figure 9 provides
detail to this respons#&lost notable is thedavily Western focus of many respondents,
but this imbalance is typicat the field The researchers and supervisors/chairs also were

split between the two different foci.
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Figure 9. Focus of the course as described by partidgpd he figure provides the

comparison of the frequency of the western versus the global approach to the content
required in the art history courses at a p
an alternative approach to these two.

The approach to teaching the coursayalso takebetake a linear, chronological
approaclor athematicapproach describing universal themes and the connections across
cultures and timé//hile other methods may be possible to cover the content depending
on theinstitutional outcomeghese were the two major approaches described by the
literature Figure 10 demonstrates the participant response to the method employed by
their institutional context. Not surprisinglyarticipant response demonstratiee
traditional reliance on standard textbooks. Nearly all institutions maintain the linear
Western narrative to dehlving art historical contentt is also important that several
participants have taken a different approach in their institutional contextayntend a
contrary point of view to questions surrounding this tplsting other as they also
utilized other textbooks as required reading that differed from the standard linear or

thematic required reading.
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Figure 10. Linear versus thematic approach of the course delivered at participant
institutions.

Another contextual consideration is the requirement of a textbook. Fifjure 1
describes the requirement of a textbook, while Fig@rpravides more detail regarding
the specific textbooks used or required in the coM#ele most institutions require a
specific textbook, those that did not still had participants who listed a particular textbook
encouraged or often used the instructos at the institutionFigure P further
demonstrates the preference &okstad Cothren (2013), and while other commonly
survey texts were noted, participants also added the optidiierof(2015) andVilkins,

Schultz, & Linduff, (2009).
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Figure 11. Participant response to the requirement of a textbook for their cdinese.
figure demonstrates the predominance of a specifically required textbook for the course at
the participantsdé institutions.
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Required Textbook

Figure 12. Required textbooks described by the participdPdsticipants suggested the
textbook that they required for the course through an-epeied response. The range of
responses is cataloged here. Other texts refer to textsothat dpecific to the discipline.

Class size is another demographic component that influences the contextual
response of participantBigure B showsparticipant responséo this question. The data
suggests thahostsurvey courses are conducted within a seminar context8521

studentsLargerauditorium courses of 100 or mokghile enrolling large numbers of
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students, weralso described ascludingbreakout, seminar sessions facilitated by
teaching assistantthus also reducing these into sections eB2Istudents as wellhe
diversity of class size also provides an interesting contextual challenge for the

participants when responding to the survey rounds.
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Figure 13. Averageclass size as provided by participafdise figure demonstrates the
range of class sizes that participants teach the art history survey. Predominantly it is
noted that participants teach to class sizes €% but some institutions allow for class
sizesover 100 students.

In Round lparticipantdescribedn their longanswer responsesvariety of
student population themess the diversity of the contemporary student population is an
important factor in considering outcomes and teaching strategietided an additional
guestion in the second rou(8ee Appendix C for the Round 2r8ey) to dig deeper into

the participantsod perceived student demogr
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survey courserlhe results of Bund 2 were averaged togvide an overview of the

student demographic for the course as described in Table 2.

Table 2

AveragePerceivedPercentage of Student Populations

Category Average Percentage

BFA/BA (Art Majors) 51%
Non-Art History Majors Fulfilling General 39%
EducationDistribution Requirement

Non-Art History Majors Fulfilling General 74%
Education Requirement

Art History Minors 8%
Art History Majors 9%
International / English Language Learners 9%
1st Generation Students 49%
Minority / UnderServed Populations 27%
Military 6%
On-Campus 47%
Off-Campus / Commuter 57%
Non-Traditional Students 30%
Traditional Stidents for the Course Level 74%
Students who take the course out of sequence 32%
PartTime Students 16%
Full-Time Students 84%

Note.The response® each represent broad ranges of student demogsaphic
dependent on institution.

Several participants felt that the generalized categories did not describe the
specifics of their institution expanded the demograplfasticipants also notedsuesn
responding to this question as they may teach at multiple institutions or the institution
may havewo separate courses for visual arts and art history majors versusajong

which makes responding to some of the percentages difficult. Also, thsiiorc of
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students with disabilities is another demographic that was overlooked in this data. While
not statistically significant or generalizable, these percentages provided an interesting
consideratiorfor participantavhile reflectingthe broad audiencs the course.
Technical Design

Given the disparate nature of the participant greaph round of the Delphi
employeda remote survey methadilizing SurveyMonkeyandPortable Document
Format (PDF) FormsTo house the survey, data, and informationesiirseated to
participants, avebsite wasleveloped and participantgeredirected to the content on the
site with each questiohis methodologyf digital surveys and a digital spacembinel
nicely to allow fa rapid production o€ontent tracking, andhe development of robust
survey instruments that export easily to spreadsheet data for analyssigitals
combinatiorwasideal for use with a diverse population due to its populadge of
accessandconformityto the practical advice forBelphi application set forth by Cole,
Donohoe, and Stellefson (2012).

Survey Round1. The first survey roundvasthe scopingphaseof the Delphi
study(Cole, et al, 2013) In this phase, participantgereprovided a brief verview both
by email and housed on theebsiteof the studyalongwithd e f i ni ti ons of Bl o
and Finkdés (2003) taxonomies, CcAccesswas out co
provided for @rticipantsto the literature review and specifics regagdvarious
pedagogical taxonomies, but the survey remained-epded allowing participants to
develop the themes through their responselowing collection of demographic data,

participantdfilled out a surveySee AppendixC) that requestegdarticipants to define
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outcomes that they perceive to be important for the course, rank their outcomes by
percentage of importance, and suggest a pedagogical approach to meeting the stated
objective. Each area in the exploratory survey hésa further prompt askg
participant to briefly explain their reasoning and provide notes on any external support or
technology that would be necessary for success of that objective or pedagogical
technique.
Participantdhadtwo weeks to complete this survey dratl theoptionfor an
alternative entry methooin request. Following the two weeks;ontactedany
participants whdwadnot yet completed their survey directly via email and phone to urge
participation allowing for an extra week. Once these surweysgathered, resultsere
analyzedusing logical content analysis (Patton, 2004) to code and transform qualitative
themes into descriptivéatato note general trends (Creswell & Plano Clark, 201L.1).
generated a report die frequencynd rankorderof themesandthis information was
provided to the participantsurther data analysis was conducted following the
completion of the study tprovide a more detailed view of perceived importance of each
process related to each outcome and each outcome to tleeai/ie coursas well as
the alignment of response to particular participant demographics and institutional.themes
Survey Round2. Following analysis of Round data,conductedvithin two
weeks of the extended deadline, a second swasproduced See AppendiD for the
Round 2 8rvey)following suggestions by Hartman (19&i)d suggestions by Bolger &

Wright (2011):
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1. The facilitation process underlying a Delphi application should act to both
preserve and enhance viewpgintsdAsfafaesr ences |
possible, the anonymous participants should be perceived to be of equal
status.

2. Panelists with known fAmavericko opiniao
process wherever possibleén order to prompt and promote challenge to
converional thinking.

3. Throughout the exchange of rationales over Delphi rounds, questions of
clarification should be all owed, but c
nonsenseo sho(llBl0)be proscribed

Along with the surveyl uploadedhedata analzedfromRoundt* o t he st udyos
alongwith any relevant materigroposed by the participantghen emailed articipants
their entries for the first survey to allow them to compare their previous answers with the
current optionsConsidered the firsteration of the consensus phase, pgrénts, with
the da& providedhad the task afank orderinghe importance of the outcomes and
pedagogical techniques provided. For eatked listparticipantshadthe opportunity to
provideother themes for caderationandtheir rationale for theirankingsor any
changehat they madéecaus®f the group respongélartman, 1981)

Participantsvereagain given two weeks to complete this taskaece provided
the optionfor a different method of deliveryn requestAny participants whalid not
complete the task in this tinveere agaircontacted by phone and email to encourage

their participation anevereprovided an extra week to complete Beund 2survey.
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Following this time] analyzed thesurvey resultsising the same qualitative coding and
analysis procedures &ound 1 For generalization of the data, the raorkler responses
were provided as weighted averages and ordered accordingly for participants to view.

Survey Round3. The third sirvey round mirroedthe second in process in many
ways This roundprovidedboth data from previous rountts participants and allowed
them tostay with their previous responsechange their position based on the new data
provided.Individual participahresponses from Round 2 were given to each participant
and the survewasupdated See Appendix Hor theRound 3Survey)with the newly
coded material and statements including suggested changes that were added to the
original contentThe webge wasonce againupdated with new information based on
responses and participamisregiven another two weeks to complete timal survey,
reevaluating their gsition on the narrower results and providamy further comments
supporting their rational@s thisfinal round coincided wh the traditional end of the
spring semestet,again contactegarticipants whalid not complete the survey in time
by phone and email to encourage their participationsacdmmodationg/ere made to
gather as many final responsesgpossible.

Final data analysisprocedure. Upon receipt andbllow-up with theRound 3
survey, | once agaircoded response®nsidering the research questiansl the resultsf
each themeaverequantitativelyanalyzedor level of consensus or, as iggsible,
disagreement.conductedurther analysis seekingprrelations between participant
groups,institutional demographi¢eind expert opinion and opinion change as thig ma

demonstrate specifics thafluence future intervention studies.
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After highlighting outliers] conductedspecific case analyses to highlight themes
in participant responselongside general themes produced from egresed questions
influenced by participant interest in divergent areas surrounding the topic. Aleeras t
were questions about the participantsodo per
into the practicality of this methodology was conducted to inform future research.

Limitations / D elimitations of the Research

The main critique of the Delphi@thod is that accuracy and reliability is difficult
to ascertainas it requires direct comparison to othgfgmensin the same situation by a
like participant groupAs such, reliabilitjhas exclusively been evaluated by comparing
results of two groupsf participants within the same study (Woudenberg, 199any
Delphi studies focus attention on numbers and forecasting, as well as a reliance on
consensus as described by Dalkey (1969). This, however, is not the purpose of this study.
This study is an &brt to not only tofind convergence of expert opinion, but also the
diversity of opinion given the various frames of reference that participants in the study
hold regardingthe art history survey cours@/hile there are less than 20 participants, the
demaraphic data suggests that their opinions are informed from a range of influencing
factors that resulted in divergence of opinion on various themes. A larger sample may
provide further diversity of thought and perhaps lead to different outcdregoal hen
is not to produce a study that may be replicable, but instead highlight the current opinion
of the fieldbased on this select groapd inform future practice and research.

The limited number of participants willing to respond to the survey follogriag

wide outreach for to randomly selected institutions also demonstrates the potential for a
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greater percentage of participants already engaged in the themes of this research. While
the participant pool was balanced to account for researchers of Sophasition to the
randomly selected other groups, there is a greater possibility that those interested in the
topic would engage themselves with the research and remain engaged throughout the
process as opposed to those who are not interested in innawaBoil L.

Another critique by Woudenberg (1994nd Kastein, Jacobs, Van Der Hell,
Luttik and TouwOtten (1993)eferedto biases that exist in the wording of questions or
the survey. Bias is an element that | acknowledged as the researcher in chapter 1. |
understand my position as an innovator as described by Rogers (2003), and as not only a
researcher, but also an ingttor with strong opinions regarding the coursmalde all
attemptdo actively acknowledge these biases as | edthrough the Delphi rounds and
survey iterations, and all@d participants the opportunity in these surveys to provide
opinion on any perceed bias that they may encounter through their responses. | am of
the further opinion that, as tiparticipants in the study acemprised of experts with
similar or more experience than myself on the tapie,participants themselvesuld

maintain theiropinion without such influence.
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Chapter 4: Outcome results

Introduction to the Study Results

The data collected ovéree rounds of the DelpBtudyincludes both qualitative
and quantitative datmeasuringhe values and perceptions af@upof qualified
experts. Following &irst-roundsurvey that focused heavily on searchinglaythemes,
Rounds Zand3 dug deeper into the areas of focus for this study as well as other questions
t hat devel oped f r om(Sde AmengiceC,tDjaod Bpraunveys & r es p
instruments)The results oRound 1 providd initial themes along with supporting
arguments describing their value both positively and negatively as well as perceived
support necessary timplementdescribedhemes. Rounds 2 and 3 asked participants to
rank order their perceived value and relevance of the various themes in relation to the
course and to defend their decisions qualitatively.

The results ardivided between chapters 4 and 5 to relate to ta@mesvering the
first research question in chapter 4 and the second and third research questions in chapter
5. The focus of this chapter is on tbetcomethemes developed through the data
collected from Round 1 and a description of how it progressed theach round. This
progression intends to explain the complexity of the conversation surrounding each

result. Alongside each roundés gquantitatiyv
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Following delivery of the results, this chapter provides a broad suynaf the resulting
themes along with support considerations as necessary.

In theopenended commentswo clear influences to how participants responded
became apparent. Participants often described their results as influenced greatly by their
experierwe with the particular themes and the specific context that they are teaching. In
presenting the data, it becomes important to dig deeper by providing insight into various
outliers within the group as identified in the quantitative analysis of the rardmuijs
explain how these case studies might provide further insight into understanding the
complexity of this topic.

The chapter is thus broken out into the brodlkdemes related to the research
guestionsbeginning with the discussion of skill developmtand proceeding through
content. Chapter 8iscusseseaching strategies, assignments, reading, and a summary of
responses to questions regardimg missiorand what would constitute an ideal course.
Participants also described the desire forstimeey t 0 que st iteashinpar ti ci p
philosophies and influencésrming insight intathe experiences that are informing the
comments. Opernded questiongrovidefurtherinsight intooutlying case studies as
well as possible areas for future supportesearch. Finally, as educational research into
this topic is relatively sparsepenended questions developed response regarding the
benefits of this methodology as perceived by the participants

Skills
The Delphi survey askedagicipants to discuss thmalesired skill outcomes for

students enrolled in an art history survey cotwsswer part of the first research
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guestion: fAWhat are the desired | earning o
survey courses in tHz1s century® Learning outcomes, key componentf mostsyllabi,
often correlate directly withBlooe (15 6) and Finkds (2003) taxo
also alludes to the framework presented by the Partnership!@fetttury Skills (2002).
This framework and the taxomies were presentatbng with the literature review
participants through the websitehe visibility of this information framethe argument
and informed participants othe gap in research and rationale for the research questions
while the surveyemained open for participants to propose themes based on their
experiences with the course
Round 1
INRound 1 of the survey, participants wer
were to list and rank five skills that you believe students shouldobyatiaking the
course, what would they be? Please provide them also in order of importance: 1 being
most i mportant, 5Anmenesponde araasptovigetigpantshea nt . 0
opportunity to providein rank ordertheir responses~ollowingthe operended ranking,
a prompt asked participartts explain why they beliewkthose skills to be important for
the outcomes of the courdgased on opernded responselsgodedthe skills into
categories with summarized responses and weighted basleelratingand how often
the skill wasmentionedThe websiteeompiledqualitativeresponsesndereach themén
acollapsibleaccordion viewThis view allowedarticipants tdorowse the data quickly,

but dig deeper where necessarytalerstandgher at i onal e for each the
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(See Appendix F forheme Summarg). Table 3 demonstratése themes and their

respective weighted values

Table 3

Round 1 Proposed Skill Themeigh Weighted Values

Skill Weighted Value
Visual Analysis 68
Art Historical Thinking 48
Critical Thinking a7
Communication Skills 38
Demonstrable Art Historical Knowledge Base 35
Diversity 17
Visual Literacy 16
Demonstrable Historical Knowledge 13
Research / Information Literacy 12

Ability to Engage in Visuahnd Aesthetic Experience
Problem Solving

Abstract Reasoning

Concentration

Independence

Cultural Awareness

Understanding the Artists

Technology

P RPEFPNNMNWOO®

In providing a rationaleseveral participantespondedhat they were conscious
of ordering skills in an order that reflects constructive growth within the course and as a
foundation for future academic coursewoik. a foundatiodevel course, the survey was
notedby a participana s t he p | a cweer otder criicahare Icreative finihkong

skil |l s, s up pTaxohoeghattsyppoB higher ardesthinking in future
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C 0 u r Baetisiparits further expressed the importance of the development of skills
relative to a general education requiremerit,efn | mposed by the part.
These skills were also noted as important not only to this course and institutional
foundation, but to lifeas an informed citizeMany of the participants described this
connection of skills to lifeOneparticipant noted:
The outcomes above hover between those that have been traditionally privileged
in the discipline- the technical skill of learning the terminology and skill of
analyzing a work of art, with those that while nascent in traditional antwoses,
need to come more to the forefrentinderstanding human diversity.
Othersalsoexpressed the importance of understanding a visual culture, development of
skills that informglobal citizenship and necessary for any profession.
Round 2
Round Zprovided the skills in the order described in Table 3 and asked
participants to rank the coded skills based on their perceived importance to the course.
The website provided data for tharpcipantsto clarify the various skillsParticipants
also accesxithe demographic data oédspondentso consider how the skills may relate

to a broaderinstitutionalcontext. Table 4 provides the analysis of the rarder data.

92



Table4

Round 2 SkilRanked Results

Skill

n

Weighted

Minimum Maximum Median Average

Visual Analysis

Critical Thinking

Visual Literacy

Art Historical Thinking
Demonstrable Art Historical
Knowledge
Communication Skills
Ability to Engage in the
Visual and Aesthetic
Experience
Demonstrable Historical
Knowledge

Research / Information
Literacy

Cultural Awareness
Diversity

Problem Solving
Abstract Reasoning
Foundational Skills in
Reading and Writing (As
distinct from research skill$)
Understanding the Artists
Concentration
Independence

Curiosity?
Contextualizatior?
Technology

16
16
16
16
16

16
16
16
16
16
16

16
16

16
16
16

16

N N W NFEDNPEFPRP

WOWoONW

10
11

13

12
8
14
16
10

18
15

17

15

17
17
17
17
18

18
18
17

18

2.37
3.00
5.38
5.94
5.94

7.00
8.06

8.63

9.94

9.94
10.13
10.56
12.38
11.00

12.69
13.81
15.06
3.00
4.00
16.56

16.63
16.00
13.63
13.06
13.06

12.00
10.94

10.38

9.06

9.06
8.88
8.44
6.63
6.00

6.31
5.19
3.94
3.00
2.80
2.44
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Figure 14. Boxplot Demonstrating Round 2 Skill Ranking$is boxplot has been placed

in ranked order based on the weighted average provided to particifaatsoxes

represent the middle 50% of responses with lines that extend to the highest and lowest
values within 1.5 times the interquartile (IQ) ranQetliers are described using a circle

for outliers within 1.5 and 3 times th® range and stars representing responses that are
considered as Afar outo by SPSS being that

Table 4 demonstrates the large variance afiop for each listed skill. To
highlight specific outliers, a boxpl@Bee Figure 14allowed individual cases to become
more evident. Figure 14 displays the result of this dataaliiation. The boxplot

displayedthe medianandhighlights the top 50%esponsefor each theme. The visual
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presents outlying cases as participant numbers alongside a circle representing a response

that measures outside of 1.5 times the interquartile range (1.5xIQR) or a star representing

cases that SPS® roef direx ttre mes viafl aire sawt Each

considered in more detail later in this analysis.
The operended response asked participants to describe their rationale for their
top five finecessary skitloutcomes considering their student demographat
institutional profile and to explain any adjustments made in their respecses®f the
data provided fronRound 1. Several participants debed the necessity of combining
skills as dependent on each other in the design of outcomes for this.déarestance:
Visual analysis is the key skill in art historical process. Such analysis helps to
create art historical thinking, although it is not the only element. (In my classes
with history majors who are art history minors the difference betwediy re
understanding how to employ visual analysis and art historical thinking is clear
since this is not already part of their disciplinary thovmioicess or practice.)
This comment also speaks to the focus on specific institutional derhagga@s maniyist
skills that they believe as important higlaerd as appriate for the students that they
encounter. Also, there is a noted difference between responses considering a general
education requirement versus those who teach at institutions wislial arfocus in the
purpose of skill development.
Several participants also noted an issue of differentiating the notion of skills

versuscontent noting such themesdemonstrablert historical knowledge dse.For

instanceil read the | ist above as comprising
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content mxed in the list. For instancdemonstral@ art historical kowledgebaseis not
a skill but rather content. | adjusted my ranking based on the list provided and listed the
outcomes | see as most i mportantTheegardl es
subsequent round and other areas under study prowideanalysis i this
phenomenon
Round 3

Round 3 required participariis answer the same question asiRd 2 while
providing an updated list of skills the order suggested byBnd 2results. Participants
were also provided their previous round survey responses\ap rationale as to any
changes that thayade after seeing the overalbéhd 2 resultsTable 5 provides the
rankedresultsdescribing the minimum and maximum choices for each skill along with
themedian and the range of responses within the firstitgias well as the minimum
and maximum for each respon3ée results demonstrate where there is greater
consensus and where there is a greater disparity in the opinion of the participants. For
instance, visual analysis and critical thinking were rankeleatop of the list with
greater consensiy participantshowever diversityand demonstrable art historical

knowledge demonstrate a greater difference.
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Table 5

Round 3SkillsRanked Results

Weighted

Skill n  Minimum Maximum Median Average
Visual Analysis 15 1 9 2.27 19.73
Critical Thinking 15 1 7 2.60 19.40
Art Historical Thinking 15 1 15 5.13 16.87
Visual Literacy 15 2 20 5.40 16.60
Communication Skills 15 2 10 6.93 15.07
Demonstrable Art Historical 15 2 17 7.47 14.53
Knowledge
Ability to Engage in the Visual 15 3 17 7.60 14.40
and Aesthetic Experience
Cultural Awareness 15 13 7.87 14.13
Demonstrable Historical 15 19 9.67 12.33
Knowledge
Research / Information Literacy 15 5 16 10.67 11.33
Problem Solving 15 6 17 11.27 10.73
Diversity 15 4 20 11.67 10.33
Abstract Reasoning 15 9 17 12.93 9.07
Foundational Skills in Reading 15 3 20 13.20 8.80
and Writing (As distinct from
research skills)
Understanding the Artists 15 11 17 13.93 8.07
Contextualization 15 4 20 15.40 6.60
Curiosity 15 20 15.47 6.53
Concentration 15 5 18 15.80 6.20
Independence 15 11 19 16.40 5.60
Technology 15 13 20 18.33 3.67

Note.One participanfinished this portion of the&und 3 survey but did not

complete the entire survey.
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Figure 15provides greater insight into the results of this rarder list. The
visual describes a clearer ordered list, while still highlighting outliers. Most notably
participant 5 now demonstrates the Afar ou
noted by the starsnexdt t hat par t i ©ihg partitipdrds denoissipabng s e s .

this outlier tendency within these results are also more evident in this graphic.
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Figure 15. Boxplot demonstrating Round 3 skill resulddter round 3, the 1Q ranges
compressed and demonstrate clearer outlying responses.
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Skill Themes

Round 3 resulted in strong support Wsualanalysis As described by one

participant, visual analysisss At hr eshol d concept, a skil!/l
an art historian and one in which mar ks th
privileging the concept of fAanalysiso over

work being done Ythe studentWhile participants noted the importance of all the listed
skills, skills tied specifically to the discipline rose to the tdisual analysis consistently
remained atop the skill outcomes described by the participant pool along with critical
thinking, art historial thinking and visual literacy.

Participants often described these top skillsyeesconnected in that there is the
necessity to develop one skill to support or enhance the development of another in a
constructive mannewWhen prowding a rationale for listing essential skills, a participant
described the interconnectedness of the ability to engage in visual and aesthetic
experience and visual analysisl bel i eve the | atter is only
the skillofvisualaal ysi s and Respohsesdceskills subhiamm ki ng. 0
contextualization expressed this interconnectedness as well bedassiiar to or
embeddedn art historical thinkingRound 1 definitions further described this connection
and, as a resulparticipantgankedcontextualization muctower with note of thg
connectedness. This similarity walso noted with the skills of diversity and cultural
awareness as well &sundaton skills and communicatiomyhich resulted in participants

grouping tkem close together in their rankings.
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The vagueness of some of these terms also resulted in certaiasBésing
lower in the list. Thouglthe rounds formed clearer definitionsmény of the skillsor
well-knowntermpr esent ed, one participant menti one
what o6art history t hi aaorawlide able 1 ledrn tatbinkn ot t
| i ke a PhD Beoause padicipart nespanse defitteelthemes, often themes
in the middle of the pack were not clearly defitetausarticipants focused attention
on their top and bottom ranked skills.
In Round 3 participants noted areas @fnsensus and diversion in respottsthe
presented rankings fromoknd 2. Responsesmoty consensus such as,
concurs with the groupo or fAis in |Iine wit
consensus remained in the top three or four skills in a variety of orders, but often not
more than one or two points from theesentedist. Thenoteddiversion byafew wasin
response to strongepsonal beliefs and specific contextual focus. One participant
expressedit he bi ggest discrepancy was din 6demon
an era of quicknternet access, lhonestt don o6t think that demonst
nearly as important as the ability to find
Another notedhe importance of the course in developing specific skills for students as
global citizens
| break away fronthe group when | place a high emphasis on "cultural
awareness" and "diversity."” | think as art historians we are particularly poised to
advance global understanding. By this | mean more critical thinking about what

"culture” even means, how it's produceshat constitutes art in a world of
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difference shaped by historical forces like colonialism and contemporary ones like
globalization.
Theanalysis of individual cases further parses owdlsreas of diversion
While some noted thinking hard about colletiedents in general, the leading
theme in responses was also the issue of relating the skills to the specific institutional
context of the participant. There was a noted difference described by participants in
weighting skills that aid students in applgioritiquing artheavier at art and design
schools, whereas at research universities there was often the note of developing
generalizable skills for nemajors. One participantdm an arand design school
described:
| teach art and design students who make visual works so my concern is how they
are going to apply/critique art history information in relation to their works and
visual culture in general. Critical thinking, information literacy, written/oral
communicatia and cultural awareness are more critical to them than specific
historical art history information.
Thisresponse providesn important contextual distinction as art and design schools have
a very different student body enrolled in the course with nimedgliffer from the non
visual arts major. Avarticipant from a research university with an art school described
the issue of these different student and institutional demographiusre detail
We have thus two different constituencies of students Afh8chool has its own
art history classes, which are oriented more towards art appreciation and

contemporary examples, than history of art proper. By art appreciation |

101



understand, perhaps, something different from what you seem to consider in the
surveydata. Art appreciation is like art criticism, based on analysis of the art work
without putting it in a wider cultural, historical, etc. context. However, | teach in
the College of Arts and Sciences and we treat art history as a humanistic
discipline. Ths means that we should pursue general learning objectives of a
liberal arts education, such as critical thinking, cultural awareness (and that is why
| bumped it higher in the ranking) and historical thinking.
The participant here describ#te importancef considering a difference between art
appreciation and art history in meeting the varying contexts even within the single
institution. In providing a rationale for the ranking, this participant described the
necessity of ranking important skills lower that skills exclusive to ahistory could be
ranked highest, considering the generalizable skills that are specific to the discipline
rather than the complication of individual context.
The survey focused heavily on the top and bottom ranked skaksking
participants to explain their rationales. The largi$rences iropinionamory
participants, however, residadthe middleranked outcomewhere there was less direct
discussion, but the modivergentresponses. These remain areas for futiudysas the
responses demonstrate the themes that remain debatable in terms of importance.
Skill Outliers and Individual Cases
Noted in the boxplot presented in Figur
outo from the consensus of the participant

participant resides in the researcher classification and describes an institutional context
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that is a comprehensive universijthoutan art history major or minofhe coursein
this contextsupports the visual arts department and the broader general education
outcomes. The response to the notable difference in ranking is a result of both this
institutional context and personal values:
Because we have no aistory major or minor, it is most important for our art
majors (in four different disciplines) to be able to think critically about art history
and art theory and to engage in the aestleqperience visual art and experiences
provide. Awareness and the diversity of both Western andMestern cultures
(and even Western urban and rural cultures) within which artists work is
important. The ability to communicate same, orally and in wrjisig@ssential.
All skills are ranked in order of importance to our student population.
Il n support of this participantdés final ran
was described:
| thought hard about college students and our students in general, and ranked
skills according to what they would need to succeed in all their college courses,
first, and then the skills they would need for an art history course. My answers did
shift slightly. Primary in my thinking is that #1 Students need to learn to think
critically, and #2, #3 they need to be able to communicate their thinking both
orally and in writing. Then | ranked being able to ENGAGE in visual and
aesthetic experience, with conasibn, cultural awareness, contextualization
and problem solving, #4, #5, #6, #7 and #8 befanking specific artistory

skills starting with Visual Analysis #9. | rank contextualization higher than formal
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analysis which is how | "read" Visual Analyslgank Visual Literacy very low (#

20) because | don't know how that is defined here and | am suspicious of that

term. Abstract reasoning and independence are ranked lower not because they

aren't important but because that is a skill developed in uppsiod courses.
The participant demonstratéfte unique institutional position the response, but also
consideredhe generalizable outcomes for the art history survey course. While showing
skepticism with some terms, the main outlying difference isdmstructivist rationale,
flipping the order of the list and thus placing visual analysis lower, rathehipler.

This rationale was similar to the response by another researcher participant
numbe 13. This participant describetiock thathe rank ofdiversitywasnot higher, but
also pushedritical thinking down the ranking list because:

Critical thinking is a great skill to hone, but to me it requires the student to have

accumulated knowledge beyond the basics of a survey, in order to formulate

judgments, to be able to examine assumptions and to distinguish between weak
and strong arguments. | would ascribe this skill more to more focused;lapeker
courses, so this is why in my list it is a little lower than the average.
This participant resporess an important interpretation of the method for ranking skills in
that the participantonsiderghe level of the course. While the skill of diversity might be
fostered through the content, critical thinking, in this case, was judged to be a lofty goal
for an entry level course, and, while necessary, would better be fosterkedjhedevel
coursewhere more time could be spent on projettss participant also ranked other

skills such as abstract reasoning and problem solving lower using this same rationale.

104



Participant 22, classified as part of the depamntnclairsupervisor group
mirroredsonre of partici pant 1306s rationale to se
outliers, this participant describedk e pt i ci sm t o the term fivi su:
differences from analysis. ®participant further describede discrepancy with the
participant pool in ranking diversity and cultural awareness higher in the skills rankings:
| break away from the group when | place a high emphasis on "cultural
awareness" and "diversity." | think as art historians we are particularly poised to
advance global undgtanding. By this | mean more critical thinking about what
"culture” even means, how it's produced, what constitutes art in a world of
difference shaped by historical forces like colonialism and contemporary ones like
globalization.
The theme of globalizeon seems to be apparent in defending the benefits of the skills of
cultural awareness amliversity. Meanwhile, although not an extreme outlier, participant
4 who has a backgrodnn nonwestern art also placeékdese thems higher but also
clearly rankedlemonstrable knowledge much lower as well.
Content
The second section of the survey focused on describing and ranking across rounds
the necessary content to cover in dinehistory survegourse Content carvary greatly
by institution and is oftedescribecalongside skill development in learning outcomes
within a course syllabus. Themes generated tiwopenendedquestions irRound 1

werepresentedo the participargtover subsequent rounds to provide rankings on their
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perceived importance in supporting the development of skills and meeting the needs of
the students taking the course within tlegintext
Round 1

Round 1 provided par tPiease liptand task five content t h e
outcomes do you beliexage necessary for students to gain from this course? Please also
provide them in order of importance, 1 bei
An openended text area followedlis question asking participants to explain their
rationale for inclding these skills and another area allowing participants to note any
other outcomes or skills to consider in the research. Table 6 provides a summary of the
responses weighted by the frequency and ranking that the content outcome was

mentioned See Appendi F for Theme Summaries)

Table 6

Round 1 Content Themes with Weighted Values

Content Weighted Value
Historical Contextual / Thematic Knowledge 41
Foundational Art Historical / Formal Vocabulary 35
Artistic Canon 29
Art Historical Writing 27
World Visual Culture 21
Critical Understanding of Art History as a Discipline 20
Critical Thinking 19
Visual Analysis 16
Problem Solving / Application / Doing Art History 15
Visual Literacy 14
Linear Development of Art History 13
Critical HistoricalResearch 6
Communication / Group Work 4
Ethics 3
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Participants supported this list with various rationales for including these content
outcomes. One described the method of inclusion as learning outcomes ranked with
higherorder last in a constructivistanner. Others described these as the basic or
foundational knowledge for an art history course and future study in art history or design.
This thinking regards the content as foundational for future art historical coursework
thatfithey are evidence # a student has achieved the foundation of the skills and
knowledge necessary for art historical inquiry on a higher feaslnoted by one
participant.

The rationale for inclusion of various content outcomes also considered context
and againthe difference between visual arts majors and those taking the course as a
general education electiv®ne participant described

| do think one needs to consider the institution where the art history survey is

taught and how that course functions within thatituson. For instance, at an art

and design school art history is NOT a humanities course and must be separate
from general education courses. At my institution, there is not general education
world history (or even Western history) and so the art hisoryey is the
studentéonly exposure to art as history. And since many freshmen come into
college with little to no knowledge of history, the art history survey is one of the
most important early classes.

The responses often expresdad applicability & content to normajorsregarding

content that should be required for the course along with the noted challenge of these two
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different demographics of students (visual arts/historians versuarteomajors).
Another participanwrote
| have different gda and thus desired learning outcomes for students who are art
or design studio, art education, and art history majors and those who are non
majors. | believe that this means there should be two different types of art history
survey courses. For nanajorsthis might be the only time they are exposed to art
and art historical concepts. | want them to become visually literate individuals,
who value art and art history, realize it does communicate meaning, is based
within history, which must be taken into acmt, and that knowledge is
constructed. Part of my mission for norajors is to develop an avid and
passionate audience for art that believes in its cultural importance for humanity
and that art history can help us to understand who we are as peoplesdBeta
this the content outcomes | have outlined are not applicable to one specific period
or type but are broad.
This connection of content to the two distinct audiences is a challenge noted throughout
the response3hese challenges also led anotheripigdnt todescribe aeed for two
distinctly different courses rather than a single course to meet both student demographics,
an approach noted by some participants in the description of various institutional
demographics.
Connecting the content to thesired skills wasrether approach to the listing of
content by participantnd a direction alluded to in the survey instrum@nte

participantnoted fiThese outcomes are necessary and
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acqui si ti onrhisapproach iealse iknpottantto. note as many participants
describe the coursmntentand especially apecific art historical ceon as a foundation
to developing skills of interpretation and contextualization. When describing the
necessity of an art hisioal caron, participants were torn as to the necessity of a Western
narrative, but descrildehe importance of a canon to provide a framework for inquiry.
This is also the case for the focus on an art historical vocabulary as it is necessary to
inform othe skills related @ the courseOne participant noted thase of content and
skills to develop brager inquiry:iA survey course merely skims the surface; if an artist
or art movement provokes them to search for more information outside of the classroom,
then the material has, in a small but profound way, affected the student's quest for more
knowledged The participants thus put forth the two possible options for content also
related to the two different audiences for the course. The content is neededg@as
canon of terms, styles, and other facts that aid in the development of experts in the field
of visual arts and art history, but the content also should drive broader inquiry as a
humanities course largely attended by-moajors at many institutions
Round 2

Round 2 required participants to rank the coded results of the content outcomes
from Round 1 and provide a rationale for the top five course content outcRioasd 2
provided grticipants the option to provide other content areas for consideration in their
rankings and were further asked to explain any deviation that they mak&damd 1 to

Round 2 based on the results provided to them. Table 7 provides the results ofnithis rou
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Table 7

Round 2 ConterlRanked Results

Weighted

Content n  Minimum Maximum Median Average
Historical / Contextual 16 1 5 2.81 13.19
Thematic Knowledge
Foundational Art Historical / 16 1 8 4.38 11.63
Formal Vocabulary
Visual Analysis 16 1 14 4.38 11.63
Critical Thinking 16 1 13 5.63 10.38
World Visual Culture 16 1 12 6.75 9.25
Visual Literacy 16 2 13 6.88 9.13
Problem Solving / Application/ 16 5 11 7.81 8.19
Doing Art History
Critical Understanding of Art 16 1 14 8.00 8.00
History as a Discipline
Art Historical Writing 16 3 12 8.06 7.94
The Artistic Canon 16 1 14 8.50 7.50
Linear Development of Art 16 1 15 9.81 6.19
History
Communication / Group Work 16 4 14 10.50 5.50
Critical Historical Research 16 6 15 10.69 5.31
Ethics 16 5 14 11.56 4.44

Note.Thecontent themeare ordered in relation to the weighted average as prese
to participants in the Round 3 survey

Table 7demonstrates the brodastributionof many participants in ranking the
various content outcomeshi® lack ofconsensus irther highlighted in Figure 16
presenting a blot of the data presented io&nd 2. At this stage, only one outlier is
present in pdicipant 22 in referring to a strongstance towardthics. This participant
explainedthe addition of dtics although not initially considering it as a therieny

discussion of art history often leads to a discussion of canonization and colonialist
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collecting practices. Hence acknowledging the traditional power operations on which the
disciplineis founded s v er y Althopgh mpaatant, thedparticipant still did not
rank this content area highly, rather still placing it among the middle of the rankings in

terms of all proposed content themes.
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Figure 16. Boxplot of Round® content rankingsThis boxplot is presented in ranked
order of the weighted average as present@autticipants. After this round, there are few
clear outliers

Based on opeended responses, a variety of themes developed in rationalizing
theranking of these outcomes. A leading rationale was for the inclusion of outcomes that

are measurable and demonstrable of the level of the course. As a typically intreductory
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level course, the outcoméscused on developing critical skills and basic knogkd
critical to future applications, as described by participdriiere were several responses
by participantsegarding maintaining this foundational level and warning against moving
towarddiiaoced theoretical i nf ashtnat i on. 0 Th
knowledge and skill development also guided several participaptsviding a
contrasting randorder from others who listed essential content outcomes higher and
Ai mportanto content | owelwo pdriacipanis hoehtst he i nt e
placenent as well as general context descritilrggrank order of outcomes as correlated
directly with the mandated outcomes of thestitution

Participants also noted issues with interpretation of skills versus content. Content
such as critical thinkig and visual literacyvasproblematic when consideqgrit as
content, or somethingught directly rather than only as a skill. While seven participants
note this asnissuein defining this ranked list, several others support their inclusion as
major catent goalsSuch themes remained included,there was no unanimous call
from the participant group to remove them from the ranked list, and, contrary to the
confusion, theyften ranked highly.
Round 3

Round 3 required participants to once again @ualer the content outcomes and
describe their rationale and any deviation from the previous round. This resulted in the
following rankingdlisted in Table 8. The themes resulted in more consensus than the

results ofRound 2, but there was very little chanig the rank order.
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Table 8

Round XontentRanked Results

Weighted

Content n  Minimum Maximum Median Average
Historical / Contextual 14 1 5 2.29 13.71
Thematic Knowledge
Foundational Art Historical 14 1 11 3.29 12.71
/ Formal Vocabulary
Visual Analysis 14 1 4.14 11.86
Critical Thinking 14 1 8 4.43 11.57
World Visual Culture 14 1 11 5.79 10.21
Visual Literacy 14 3 14 7.21 8.79
Critical Understanding of 14 1 11 7.50 8.50
Art History as a Discipline
Problem Solving / 14 6 12 8.07 7.93
Application / Doing Art
History
Art Historical Writing 14 2 13 8.29 7.71
The Artistic Canon 14 2 13 9.00 7.00
Linear Development of Art 14 3 14 11.00 5.00
History
Critical Historical Research 14 5 13 11.07 4.93
Communication / Group 14 7 14 11.36 4.64
Work
Ethics 14 6 14 11.57 4.43
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The results displayed in table 7 demonstrate a tendency toward consensus, but
also the confirmation of critical thinking as a content outcome and not simply a skill
outcome. However, a boxplot produced of Roaind 3 datg§See Figure 17inore clearly
highlights outliers to this tendency. There are now a couple of far outliers, but of note is
the response to ACritical Thinkingo as the
responding to thisoutcom&.l so, the respansent o6 BCommuivor

resulted in three distinct outliers.
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Figure 17. Boxplot of Round 3 content rankingbhe Found 3 boxplot demonstrates
greater consensus but also Higfhts clear outliers to content outcomes.
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Content Themes

Openended response provided general themes that mimicked the reRoumsk
2 regardingvague terminology and confusion in defining skills versus content. One
participant attempted to provide a rationa
is by assuming that those contents (i.e. visual literacy, critical thinking) are contents that
would foster such skillsThat still leaves out which content does one rteedthieve that
|l earning outcome. 0 Another participant des

Before | was categorizing it as a skill rather than content but am now considering

it as one component of tleentent within the course as well as a skill, which is

the reason for this change. The same rationale applies to the higher ranking of

critical thinking.

Several participants ranked these content themes lmeausef the confusion, but not
last as mighbe expectedfom the commentas thdowestrank remained® or 9 out of 14
for visual analysis and critical thinking.

Round 3 provided similar themes of providing order to the rankings based on the
constructivist links between content and between coatahskills.One participant
describedh strategy for ranking the listed content

For course skills, | ranked criticddihking (1), writing (2), andhistoricd

contextual/thematichowledge(3). | think an understanding of world visual

culture and possesg the vocabulary of visual analysis to communi¢Zjehose

ideas is of secondary importance. Finally, | want students to be able to apply their

knowledge and to be able to conduct critical research, ethi(@ly9), and(10).
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The quote here also leans toward an issue of effectivdPadggipants wished many
content outcomegf their studentsAnother participant made the point thahile almost
all the content areas on the list are vitally important, one should consideffective it
is to deliver all of these in a single class. Aiming to reach the higher order content might
be the aspiration, but realistically this is not likely possible gtlierconstraints of the
course.
Particular institutional requirements and p@tign imposed further constraints
on considering content outcomé&mnce again, the division between art and design
institutions and a general liberal arts requirement become apparent. Participants from
l i ber al arts instit utalikerlartsenviphnentthed, A Si nc
awareness of cultural diversity is paramount and that is why | have put World Visual
Culture at the top, while the group hasitingositn 4. 6 Anat her describ
Compared to other participants my ranking of historicatexdnal/thematic
knowledge is low, which may be the result of the fact that | teach a small number
of art majors (no art history majors at all) and many-majors, so there is a
greater emphasis on skills than content.
This response differed foraparpcae nt from an art and design |
institution, and art and design school, the survey is a foundational course for ALL other
courses, including art history and studio courses. Students must understand the
timeline/linear developmentofarthior y, t he hi s fTheseicanméntsc ont e x
provide further insight into the contextual issues of catering content to art and design

students versus nensual arts majors. According to the participants, the arts majors
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require content that foswon developing broad humanities or general education skills
whereas visual arts majors require specific content to infodevelopment of their
di sciplineds foundational &knowl edge.
Institutionally, there was also the noted pressure of a required té&xtboo
defining content outcomes. A participatgscribedi The r ati onal e for t h
outcomes is heavily dependent on-getermined course competencies, selected system
wi de textbook, as wilitdtionansetsthe traditosaensedome nt . 0
teaching art history, but did not allow thigparticipantto consider innovation as a result.
In this final round, the participants also clearly describeir move toward
consensus or divergence from the participant pool as described in th8elageal noted
that their rankings were in general alignment with the participant pool with very few
exceptiors, and the minimal change in the rank order and redooesensughroughout
backs up thimarrative However, those who described divergence fronréleof the
participantsfocudon t he fAthe artistic canon® and Al
defining them agssential to the surveyhough described as essential, these outcomes
still ranked elativelylowr esi di ng i n t he mildtdflcenterdaf t hese
outcomes. One stated:
| may differ from some of the art historians teaching thematically and from some
nonWestern art historians, when | rank the ‘linear development' and tlo@"can
pretty high. | believe it is just a question of the particular approach adopted
(thematic vs. notthematic) and by the type of focus (Westeemtered or non

Western).
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The data for these two themes as well as the focus on writing seem to demoresdsate ar
of greater divergence based on this proposed rationale and other possible contextual
reasons.
Content Outliers and Individual Cases

Using the boxplot$eeFigure 17) and themes developed frRound 3, several
of the content themes demonstrateaidenciesoward deviating opinions. Listed as
chairs or supervisors, two participants clearly deviated from thefrést pool in
responding todundationart historical/formal wcabulary. While most believed that the
development of a vocabulary spécifo the discipline is vital, these two provided little
clarity as to their deviation. Participant 11 described critical thinking, communication,
and group work as skills buankedthem high in comparison to other content themes
whereas participant 12qgvideda bi t mor e | 1©sce aghin, hobingvisualat i ng
analysis and critical thinking remain primary. Establishing various contexts further these
objectives regardless of acknowledging or
participant is refeing to an approach to ranking that focused on the broad, khigtier
skills/content as higher and all supporting possibilities as lower on the ramkisg.
woul d al so explain these two participants?®o
contentthemes.

While it seems that the consensus has moved away from prioritid@limgar
development of art histotyas a main content outcome, FiguredescribedParticipant
16 as deviating from the pool. In reading the response from that partifipaman art

and design institutiorthefocus isthat this approach is essenfiat art and design
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students as a foundation for all their future cewsrk. This view differed from
Partidpant 22 who described listirighear development of art historychthe artistic
canonlast in the ranks:
| ranked "Linear Development of Art History" and "The Artistic Canon" dead last
here and | would actually omit them from the list entirely if that were an option.
My class has not been structured to do this in owEcade. To teach art from
across the globe responsibly, with "raestern™ art not marginalized or other,
the teleological narrative of art's progress which is inherently western in
perspective cannot be the main framing device for the course. Teacbampa'
often means long lists of "important" works of art most of which come from
western civilization and students come to know through rote memorization of
titles and dates demonstrated in exam identifications. This type of teaching is
ineffective and ainspiring.
This distrust of a strictly western narrative and memorizing of ia@sommorny
provided reaction in the opeanded response. This reaction came not only from many of
the researchers, btlite rest of the participanégs well While a lineay Western narrative
was not ranked highly, participants opted instead for the broader content of historical
contextual and thematic knowledge and formal artistic vocabulary. These could be
supported through a more contextually curated list of works alessbut are still
largely influenced by the course text required by the institution.
The more striking outliers are the three that ranked communication or group work

higher than the pool. They were not clear as to the rationale for placing this irdtfie mi
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of their rankings, but noted that communication was important to de\Rdoficipant 11
alluded to this reversal in rankitgcause athe priority of higher order content/skills
versus lowerranked developmental categories. This may explain theleniddking of

sevenor this content theme.
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Chapter 5: Strategy Results

Answering Research Question 2

Chapter 5 continues to provide results gathered in the Delphi but focuses on those
guestions that relate to the second research question focusing on teaching strategies and
pedagogy. This chapter is laid out similarly to chapter 4 in that it covers aauhabthe
Delphi for sections relating to teaching strategies and continues delving deeper into
individual cases and outliers seeking areas for future research. This chapter also includes
the results to questions trhissionafidowas ed on t
direction for the course. The chapter concludes with the results from the final question of
each round that asked participants to describe their reaction to the methodology. This
final question provided insight into the practicalitytios method as implemented and
allowed participants to voice any concerns about the process or interpretations so that
further survey rounds and data analysis could be calibrated accordingly.

Teaching Strategies

The Delphi next delved deeper into the segjgd teaching strategies for meeting
the course outcomes described by participemngsipport of the second research question:
AWhat pedagogi cal met hods suppoRotndi hese ou
asked participants to describe a teaching gjyateat they found successful in achieving

outcomes and why they feel that technique is particularly effective or engagmg.
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survey askedarticipants to providéurtherclarity on the context, support, technology,
and/or training that would be necesstar theirsuggestiorio be successfuhlong with
this operended response, the survey requested Hratipants list a technique that they
have found to be ineffective in meeting c&@icontent and skill outcomédiese open
ended responses were coded delivered to participants with all response @es rank
order questions for &unds 2 and 3.

Round 1

The lack of a ranking request for the first round produced a general list of
suggested teaching strategies with descriptidas resultparticipants described
thirteen strategied his section will discuss each suggestion individually describing the
strategyas defined by the participantsdr rationale for its inclusiorand the support
described by participants as necessary for suitdesgplementation.

Lecture. Not to be used as an exclusive technique, the lecture must be purposeful,
engaging, interactive, and model historical thinking and methods such as analysis and
research. Participants described this as a leading instructional strategy based on the
frequencyof its inclusion. When noted, the participaotssistently provided a caveat
thatuse of lecture cannot be exclusiuethat only lecturing was disengaging. One
participant summarizes

When used exclusively lecture can be coupteductive, but in purgseful doses

and combined with other instructional techniques and assessments, it serves as a

necessary backbone to an introductory art history survey course: it provides shape

and structure, and introduces students to the discipline of art history tht®ugh
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use of vocabulary, and its modelling of art historical thinking and methods.
Students need to learn to think visually, and describe what they see clearly using
appropriate arhistorical language.
The participants describe the effectiveness acrogsxisrin using this strategy, but also
note that good lectures are primarily student driven, adapting to inquiry-atas
discussion.
To support this strategy, highu al i ty vi sual pr eviheant at i on
variance between idepth discussns of key works and less intensivelgcussed
supporting examples. Students need to see a lot of works includinguple/sietail
These are necessary to train the eye and engage them in art historical analysis and
thinking. The participants also ndtthat students need to be capable +takers, but this
strategy requires very little support for implementation.
Interdisciplinary instruction. Interdisciplinary instruction highlights various
influences and is more engaging/applicabléhe diverse student audience.
Il nterdisci pl i nlastosy, philossphy; soaotogy,canthrapaoggigiotis
studies, economics, amdltural studies. Because works of art are always products of a
myriad of influences. Interdisciplinary alysis is also more engaging for general
undergraduate students.o To be successful,
context for works of art and Anot simply a
Courseblog / hybrid model. Good for larger classes wte discussion is

di fficult, a course blog extendstothche cl| ass
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course a variety of engaged perspecti@ e participant notethe use of this strategy in

their course:
In the large lecture class, we have replabedraditional visual analysis paper
which required students to develop a piece of formal writing and develop a thesis
statement with several 'In Your Own Words' blog posts they generate over the
semester that requires them to go into the local commandydentify what it is
they want to add to the '‘canon’ of the course, what work of art they deem is
important for us to consider, and why. The 'In Your Own Words' assignment
allows students to develop their analytical writing skills over time and enables
them to perceive the history of art as open and malleable, the canon ripe for
intervention. It also enables them to see the connections between thartocal '
world' and the global history in which they're engaging.

As most institutions now maintain a digital learning management system to support on

ground courses and it is n@afeto assume the technological ability of students, the

support explained by the participant to successfully implement this stratiegpcsis

course attention toward developing close looking capabilities and art historical

terminol ogy. fAWitrnmomoted ©f h s teqalbssperfranthpedast | ci p a

participants in the act of interpretation.
Experiential learning (doingart his t o r y a/b dijsanaller séctions,

studentsre allowedo interact with the course material byercising analytical and

research skills directly under the guidance of the instrutqreriential learningllows

studens to act in the process of kiag/doing art history, a bottom up approach,
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counteracting the traditional hierarchical and authoritative structuring, giving students the
tools and confidence to start making informed interpretations about works of art on their
own andrecognizingthat he discipline of art history is founded on questions, many of
which remain opeended.
This approach leaves the instructor open to many possibilities for course
assignments and direction appropriate to the context. Rances one participant
described
A strategymight be asking students to create hist@riess mixture of reading and
doing history: Readings, lectures and the project focus on different aspect or
narratives of the subject to complement or at times conflict each other. While the
readings] incorporated in the map are arranged chronologically, the assignment
focuses more on makirgstory of geographical areaguients are asked to
create regional history exploring the interface through the global history view, or
through tags. It more foses on critical thinking skills and avoiding master
narratives (not an outcome on its own)nd main idea is to look at history as
something made not a reality. Using the same data but creating different
narratives through this, ideally, can draw attentmhigoriography as a
construction. Bt at a more basic level, doing history basically asks students to
analyze a mass of datadyputthem in a coherent narrativehd discussions on
what to choose and what to leave out... can underline different isghdbe
content as well.

Defined a6 @maot hé abp athi$ bottomyp approactdtetsaching: b e d
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We also now employ an 'art lab' method for our weekly recitation sections for the
large auditorium class in which students exeraisaytical skills and develop
arguments/interpretations about works of art as the semester unfolds. The art lab
sections are designed to solicit student curiosity, to show them that without ANY
prior knowledge, they can begin to allow the work itself tov&y meaning
through descriptive analysis. Slowly introducing more and more contextual
information then leads to a more informed understanding, but we end with asking
students to identity that which they still do not know. If, in the lectures, the
percepton is often that there is a circumscribed set of knowledge that experts
know and that we will attempt to allow them ‘in' to this knowledge by telling them
what's important about particular works of art, then the art labs work from the
bottom up to countecathis hierarchical and authoritative structuring, giving
students the tools and confidence to start making informed interpretations about
works of art on their own and recognize that the discipline of art history is
founded on questions, many of whiclmi@n operended.
Time is a leading requirement footh these strategies to develop the close looking
capabilities and vocabulary as well as a digital platform for collaboration, indexing, and
other practices natural to doing art history.
Museum /gallery field trips. Engaging students with real works of art, rather
than digital slides aids in studentsod Vvisu
empowermentMuseum or gallery field trips were noted as extremely beneficial in

engaging students, bthat they were not always possible due to institutionatext,as
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this requires access to live works of art and assumes every stademtke the effort
beyond the classroom space and that administrative issues are not of concern. One
participant alsamotedthe importance of guiding students rather than having them attend
on their ownto model the practice of clodeoking at a musem. Another participant
noted tudénts are more engaged with work they behold in person; they are more aware
of issueof context and how this shapes their interpretation of the work; exposure to a
| ocal gallery or museum makes them feel mo
Lessis-more approach. Instead of clicking through a broad canon with hundreds
of slides, limitirg the number of images to "very" important works maintains attention
and allows more time to model necessary art historical skHisparticipant suggested
that this method fAmaintains attention and
took a traditbnal art historycur se mi ght exper i edthato 6 Part i
training is necessary to conduct this approadilthis approach rejects the traditional
lecture and approach of the survey.
Classdiscussion In-class discussion requires studprgparation, but engages
students in the practice of analysis and the lectnrelass discussions allotive
instructor to gauge the learning and level of the audience and helps to maintain an open
dialogue, allowing students to learn how to ask questadsseek answerBarticipants
described this strategy often. They natieel importance of student preparatimn also
the benefits gained from the interaction between the instructor and the students in
forming knowledge and making sense of material. rEiselt is that students are less

|l i kely to @At une cangaugedhelaveldflearhirg. i nstructor
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Connected well with the lecture, discussions are often more effective in smaller
course sessions of less than 5@lstus. One participadiescribechow this method is
used effectively:
My class sessions typically begin with a brief introductory lecture outlining the
main historical points of the class. | then engage students in a discussion on how
the formal qualities of works of art (comgiton, line, color, etc.) generate
meaning in the context of the culture under consideration. Here | weave in a
discussion of readings, particularly primary texts. This method both entices
students to learn actively and sharpens their skills of analydisexbal
communication. In fact, by the end of the semester students often help direct
discussion by asking important questions of me and their classmates. This
technique makes students actively engage in the class mateepahelp
construct the conténThey are also accountable at any moment, because they can
be called upon. They can also ask questions if issues are unclear, and they can
argue meaning and disagree with classmates and the professor. But they have to
support their arguments from the iges and their readings.
This method is participatory and inclusive
|l earning process. O
Group work. Group work allows students to engage with peers in the act of
discovery of knowledge. Students become activbendevelopment of knowledge and in
explaining their understanding with their peers. Group work requires a p@sitive

inclusivewor ki ng envir onme nt grecom$ideredOnegarteipapto ne 6 s |
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described tis strategy as a means of breakindarge courses of around 100 into smaller
units to discuss prompts add/ersify the lectue experience. Another described
Class debates, student presentatiofjass activities that involve a couple of
guestions that students can work on in groupstiaga present for a larger class
discussion, having students work in groups and develop the questions that they
think are important to answer for whatever the movement/period/culture is under
discussion. Once students are given the time and opportunitykoatbout what
they are reading/hearing and identify what is important or interesting or relevant
to them about the subject (which is why this cannot be done in the same time slot
as the lecture because they do need time to think), they come up with their
guestions and issues. That is what will make the material relevant to them.
The concept of group work expands to a variety of possible projects that encourage peer
interaction. Iaclass students can band together to produce annotated reading of a work of
art or text, or online there is the possibility of wiki collaborative spaces to share
perspectives among other possibilities.
To support these experiences, fostering an inclusive environment is necessary. For
larger projects, clear expectations are neagsto avoid typical group dynamic issues.
For developing conversations, modeling is important. Clear scaffoldindiaistbn of
complex topics lang with constant vigilance and guidaneey lead to stronger
outcomes.
Participatory / student driven. The level and interest of the students drives the

lecture and direction of the course materarticipatory or student driven approaches
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requirea flexible course design and continuous interaction between the students and the
instructor.Though class daission includes some participatory direction, this more
radical approachllows the students to shape the direction of the course but requires
active engagement by students and preparedoésstruly effective.
Guiding questions.Guiding questions opeaup lectures by providing outcomes
and help students to comprehend the material they encounter by framing their thinking.
Such questionalso helpo model art historical thinking as it is a process of asking
guestions and seeking answdrkis assignmentequires forming questions without a
single or right answewyhich allows students to explore the material and frame their
thinking or focus within other teaching strategies. Participants noted as assigning these at
the end of a class session as homewoikt the beginning and throughout the class
period. One participant describ#te method as:
The most straightforward technique is to ask questions and faloguestions of
the students and give them time to think and answer. Sometimes | have them
write or even draw so they are "forced" to articulate what they see or understand
and then they feel more confident and empowered to share their thoughts.
Most important to the success ofglaipproach is providing student witine to write or
articulate theithoughts before attempting to answer or discuss these questions. Students
must also be able to read carefully and critically.
A Un k n arw nw o diskugsionsEngaging students with an "unknown" work
requires prior knowledge of foundational material and allows students to practice art

history by applying art historical skilleinknown artwork discussions aaso a good
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technique to engage students in discusammhmay be coupled with various other
instructional techniqgue®ne participant deeribedthe use of this strategy:

Discussion of an "unknown": | show students an image of an art work not

discussed in class and not in their textbook. Based on what they've learned, they

can identify the time period (and sometimes the artist!) in which the work was
created. | ask them ®ght as much evidence as possible to back up their claim.

Examples of evidence range include subject matter/iconography, media, style

(regional, chronological, personal), formal qualities like light/line/color/texture,

the level of naturalism/stylizatioabstraction, and so forth. | do this as a

classroom activity and so it provokes discussion. Students will respond to their

peers' responses. | use the Socratic method to provoke more discussion and help

the students to draw their own conclusions. Good nmésriaclude when students
misidentify a work (e.g., saying that a painting is Italian Renaissance instead of

Northern Renaissance). | then will get them to think and critically argue why

Option B is correct rather than Option A, based on the visual evadenc
The benefit of this approach is that no technology is needed, but students must be familiar
with the canon and terminology make an informed analysis of the artwork.

Role playing. Having students rolplay art history engageksemin the content
andforces them to thinkritically and contextually. Role playinulls students out of the
passive comfort zone and asks them to participate with the material and their peers. This
strategyis also fun, engaging, and allows them to develop communicatilbé kvo

participants noted their experiences witls tieaching strategy. One stated
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Students are divided into groups, given an 'identity' to research and then come
together in class to act out what they think about the work/s in question. While
most ofthe identities are historical in relation to the work (renaissance
portrait/painter/painter/subjects/ audience/), | always include a contemporary
person (art historian/curator/feminist/art collector/average museum goer/person of
a different race/culturego that they understand that while the work does not
change, its interpretation, audience, and influence has/does. | have done this for
years and assess students informally and formally (the latter througgemikster
evaluations that ask them to identifye best ways that they can leaany role
playing is always at the top of the list. They say that it makes them more willing
to read/research and practice defending their positions or changing others' minds.
It involves the application of what they aeading and hearing.

The other participant explaingideir use of this strategy as well:
Reacting to the Past: historical rgdaying games are extended (nualiass
session) units that place students in historiesgigcific roles at a specific
moment intime. Each role is provided with the motivations that influenced their
character at that moment, and then the game begins. Core questions inspire
debates on various issues, and students employ evidence derived from key
primary sources that inform thosebd¢es. Students must occupy the roles and
inhabit the personae of specific individuals in history. They have to learn about
history subjectively from the inside rather objectively from a distanced outside.

The motivation to learn more related to the coupseticularly the primary source
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documents, in order to make more effective arguments is heightened because of
the game structure. Students have fun and lose themselves in their roles,
accomplishing a depth of immersive learning that they would never have
attempted in a more traditional classroom context of lectures and exams.
The effectiveness relies on the motivation to win through debate, motivating students to
become involved with the material and think critically about hcamd the different
modes bapplication

This strategy uses game theory and, although it does not require any special
equipment, it will be relatively difficult to conduct with extremely large lecture classes.
Conducting such exercises requires the instructor to come out ofrifiercaone of
standing and lecturing and creating an inclusive learning environment. Students may
require support in effective speech making and writing persuasively.

Multi -modal engagementAlso consideredransmedia storytellingthe
instructorutilizes various techniques to tell the story and engage the audience with
various methods of engagement. This method demonstrates the diversity of art historical
application and maintains attentidrhis method also focuses on small, mitzarning
opporuni ties, chunking up content into vari ol
attention by engaging multiple senses and learrtylgss One participant describdaeir
approach:

Alternate course content with short videos (Smarthistory sweeky well). Have

students respond to a question on the video in an index card while watching it.

Pair share and then class discussion. Call them, keep them on their toes. Integrate
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whatwasfound by students with the analysis and contextualization of the piece in

gueston, moving from the detail back to the big picture, so you model behaviors

you want them to learn. Due to the amount of technology available, you can lose
your student to distractions almost immediately, so it is paramount to work on

their attention sparStudents are obviously more engaged with short videos

visuals- than with tons of words from the instructor. However, while watching

they have to do an activity that requires them to think and write; otherwise, it will

be back to their smartphones.

Suppat for this method can vary based on the modes and the amount of control over the
content the instructor is willing to provide students. Tagicipantmaintained control

over all technology requiring students to keep their laptops in their bags, pottsup

would be necessary in vetting material for use in a class and compiling various sources
into a cohesive narrative.

Ineffective teaching drategies.Round lalsoaskedparticipants to describe an
ineffective teaching strategy. Tlkededthemes that developed from their responses
demonstrate areas of conceifew noted that there are no ineffective teaching
strategies, however ftheir application is
was fidependdandcreatity] d fh et &k iildstructor . o

Six participants describessues with memorization, statirfgAny instructional
assessment that measures art historical practice through rote memorization of facts and/or
dat es 0 d o stsdenfshnderstamdendwpo applnko wl edge. 06 One went

state that this met hdhlsstategylexeadedto thegconcept it o0 o
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of assessments covered in a later section in that there was noted disdain for the traditional
exam.

Another issue that participarfisadwaswith straight lecturing. While it was
voicedthatlecture as a teaching strategy is effective, itwas alsonotedth& ct ur i ng a
lot in a class. Sitting and listening and writing down all new information is not the way
that our students learn bésto d #articipants noted the passive nature and the lack of
good consistently updateédctures

Similarly, while group activities were noted as effective, another participant
voiced concern with the strategy focusing on issues of management, divelesat skills
and engagement stating a Nndédsl ackerdo phenom
course. This participant did state that they are still actively seeking a solution to this
issue Also, while the lesss-more approach was listed aeetive, another participant
described their strong disagreement:

| also strongly disagree with the model of "1 or 2 art works, discussaepin,

representing the essence of a chronological period.”" How can an art history

instructor conscientiously argtieat only Picasso and Warhol embody the 20th
century? It's irresponsible. A survey course is exactly what it soundsalike

Abroadosurvey
These responses represent the dialogue that would inform future survey rounds and the
decisions in rating these vaws teachingtrategies. Participants also voiced concern over
the thematic approach stating that they have attempted it without success and with the

course textbook, that was described as never purchased by st@deeatsneffective
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strategies includenline delivery, lack of scaffolding@nd issues with oversized
classrooms.
Round 2

Round 2 asked participants to rank each of these teaching strategies and provide a
brief rationale for their top three along with the support that would be required for
successful implementatiomhe Delphi survey requestednticipants describe how the
battom three or othemnight not be appropriate to meet the course outcomes or their
rationale for ranking them at the bottom of the llgtble 9 provides a summary biet
results of these rankingghe summary shows large rangeshia rankings for each
strategy, while the boxplot shown in Figure 18 provides little insight in this stage for

significant consensus.
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Table 9

Round 2 Teaching StrategiBsinked Results

Weighted

Teaching Strategy n  Minimum Maximum Median Average
Guiding Questions 16 1 9 3.87 11.13
Class Discussion 16 1 13 4.56 10.44
Lecture 16 1 14 5.44 9.56
ALesMor ed Appr o 16 1 12 5.63 9.38
Museum/Gallery Field Trips 16 2 10 5.94 9.06
Participatory / Student Driven 16 1 13 6.56 8.44
AUnknown Artwor 16 3 13 7.38 7.63
Assignment
Interdisciplinary Approach 16 1 13 7.88 7.13
Experiential Learning (Doing Art 16 2 13 7.88 7.13
History / Art Lab)
Group Work 16 1 13 8.50 6.50
Multi-Modal Engagement 16 3 13 8.50 6.50
Role Playing 16 5 13 9.94 5.06
Course Blog / Hybrid Model 16 4 14 10.19 4.81

Note.The teaching strategies are ordered in relation to the weighted average as

presented to participants in the Round 3 survey
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Figure 18. Boxplot of Round 2 Teachingtrategies Rankingd his boxplot has been
ordered in terms of weighted averages provided to participants. The broad range of
response demonstrates very little consensus and no clear outlying responses.

The operended responses to these strategiesg h | i g ht e difficollyr t i ci pa
in discussing each of these strategies individually. Participants explained that many of
these strategies are ofteombinedto form instruction and they grouped their rankings
accordingly. One mentioned the difficulby describing the top three as the participant
regularly incorporates the top six strategies ardmked list. Another describédw
many of these strategies combine within the classypossiblyexplairing the broad
distribution in initial response tihis rankingas all strategies may be effective and

combined to meet various required skills
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The participants also discussed issues with implementation and support of these
strategies. Foremost in the response was the issue of class size:

In my view, themost important factor for choosing instructional techniques is

class size. | see three basic categories provided in the data: small classes under 35,

strange medium size classes of anywhere between 35 and 100, and large classes

of 200 or more. My selectiois based on the category that | teach and know-best
under 35 students. | have taught classes &5and employed the techniques

that | have chosen, but with diminishing returns. Finally, | do not think a medium

or large class, regardless of the instian techniques, can achieve the same

quality of outcomes as a small class, provided all are equally well taught.
Participants described the conscious decision of incorporating strategies or avoiding other
strategies based on their class size. While tlesgribe irclass discussion as an
extremely important strategy, they questioned its viability in classes of moréGhan
students. Other strategies ranked lower on the list were also viewed as impractical for this
reason.

Second to the issue of clasige was the description of student ability. For
instance, in responding to a more particip
not feel that my students possess enough confidence in themselves or their grasp of the
material to drive the course dent themselves, though | believe this would be an
admirabl e go al The issuewfoconkdenceoanwbstudkst levas also a
reason for another participant to rastkategies with more student involvemé&wer on

the list. While student abiiitis a concern, others noted that the difficulty of the course is
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that students are not engaged with the material and that any strategiesishat as
engaging students sergesaluable purpose.

The other reason voiced by participants for lower rankatlegjies was a lack of
familiarity with the strategy doad experiences with implementation. Describing the
rationale for the laver ranks, one participant noted réinked multimodal and blogs
lower only because | have less experience with them (inatbe af the former) or don't
usethem as often (in the latter.)o Also, ther:
items such as rolplaying:

| recently tried the rolgplaying once, and | decided not to try again until |

understand this better. Perhayplser instructors can use this technique much

better than me. | have some reservations on this, because if not done properly, it

can become trivial and not add anything to the understanding of the discipline (ex,

when roleplaying in front of an artwork caturn into a mockery).
Here the participant notes that such strategies may be effective if properly planned,
scaffolded, and conducted. If support was provided to the participant, this may be an
opportunity to bring to the class new strategies, but ikgthe looming concern of
failure leading to trivialization and lack of desired outcomes.
Round 3

Round 3 provided the participants with the data from the previous two rounds
along with their personal responses and asked themetaieate their rankddst. The
survey asked participants consider their student demographics and institutional profile

and compare their ranking with the participant pdblke final round survey also asked

140



participants to responi any changes they made froratRd 2 and why they adjusted

their response. Table 10 provides description of the results from this kinild.there

was little movement toward consensus, the order of strategies rameanhgconsistent

with the previous round

Table 10

Round 3 Teaching StrategiBsinked Results

Teaching Strategy

Weighted

N  Minimum Maximum Median Average

Class Discussion

Guiding Questions

Lecture

Museum/Gallery Field Trips
ALeisMor ed Approa
Participatory / Student Driven
AUnknown Artworl
Assignment

Experiential Learning (Doing Art
History / Art Lab)

Group Work

Interdisciplinary Approach
Multi-Modal Engagement

Role Playing

Course Blog / Hybrid Model

14
14
14
14
14
14
14

14
14
14
14
14

1

= W R RPN R R

o A P W O

13
9
10
9
12
13
13

13

12
13
13
13
13

3.07
3.36
4.36
5.79
6.07
6.50
7.36

7.71

8.29
8.79
9.29
10.14
10.29

11.93
11.64
10.64
9.21
8.93
8.50
7.64

7.29

6.71
6.21
5.71
4.86
4.71
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The boxplot of these rankingSee Figure 193hows &idence of this movement
toward consensus from the participamgardingthe list. Several outliers become
apparent in responding to the -Modal ategi es o

Engagement. 0 These outliers aofthdgenerhle di scus

themes that this round produced.
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Figure 19. Boxplot of Round 3 Teaching Strategies Rankirigse boxplot demonstrates
clearer consensus and several notable outliers for the top ranked class discussion strategy
as well as for multimodal engagement.
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Round 3 produced many of the same discussions about teaching strategies
described followindRound 2including that techniques can be combined and that class
size and context are important factors in considering a straAsdlye survey requested
paticipants to respond to the rationale for their rankings considering their context, there
was still voice opinionaboutteaching strategies that would be practical for tbleiss
sizes. Though large class size is described as a noted issue for more participatory
straegies, one participant describe&decture/discussion hybrid as the best for the smaller
class size of 35 students or less. The context also had a large impact on the use of
museum field trips, where although participants believed this to be extremely beneficial,
the lack of access was a problem for participants describing no close accessumsus
andissues withrequiring students to attend beyond class time.

Personal experience also played a large role in the order that participants ranked
strategies. While some explained that they rargpastificstrategies lower due to lack of
experiencer knowledge of the strategy, other participants avidly defended their rankings
due to the experiences that they have had with loargked strategies. Forstance, one
participant noted

| ranked the pedagogical activities according to how | use therhafiestively. |

teach in a flipped classroom so group work, discussions, role playing, debates,

activities of many kinds in which students apply what they have read (readings
and online lectures) are my preference and have consistently been identified by

students in evaluations and critical reflections as most effective for learning.
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Based not only on personal preference and experience, this participant also describes the
importance of student evaluations in maintaining these teaching strategies in their
instruction as well as in the ranking of this list.

Other participants also described how their experiences with the course
maintained their support of particular teaching strategigs. support of Al nte
Instru¢ i on, 6 another participant noted

The biggest discrepancy with the group isititerdisciplinarityof the classes,

which is very important for me, and not so much for the group. | guess this comes

from my less is more approach, which actually allows me to go in many different

directionsin the analysis of a work of art. | frankly do not know how art history,

from a point of view of the humanities, and a historical human product, can be

explained or interrogated with critical skills if the students do not have some basic

information abouthe history, ideology, values, culture, etc. of the time.
While defending thistrategy, the participant not#uat interdisciplinary instruction is
tied strongly -sMonéde aper wdclta Wilkielss al so de
interdisciplinarity as a niaral extension of the traditional content for the course.

Two otherparticipans continues u pp or t estMotrheed faljogesrso a ¢ h
stated hat this allows for a deeper dive into
hi story. o0 Thie other described

| stick to my choice of less is more for the top techniqgue. Someone has argued

that this reinforces the canon, which does not have to be necessarily so. As |

argued before, | have been doing this for many, many years and the students
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consistently praise ghapproach because, in their own words, it allows them to
really understand the art work. | am more interested in art as a phenomenon of the
human experience, rather than as a series of products created by humans.
Again, while defending the use of thisagtgy, this participant also leaned the high
regard that students lend to the strategy as validation of its use.
Meanwhile, anotheparticipant describethe valie of such strategies, but noted
thatparticipatory approaches may be more beneficial for ujgyet courses rather than
the introductory survey:
My new and corrected order is generally close to the average, except in "Guiding
Questions." | find these useful and do a version of them for £Xaum do not for
class meetings. Another method that | rank lower than the averdgeperiential
Learning" because in theory it sounds good, but in practice | have found it rarely
works except in uppeevel courses.
Here, the participant rankegverahighly-rated strategies lowéecause ofheir
negative experiences with implementing these strategies in their course. While this
participant is willing to try different strategies, they ribtiee issues with student level in
considering the engagemetd care provided by the student in successfully meeting the
desired outcomes.
While this round resulted in moe®nsensus anddividual notes by participants
that theywere now willing to consider strategies that they may not have used previously,
the nore vocalcommens were toward divergence from the presented ranked hsse

typically came fronparticipantsn theresearcher participagtoup One researcher
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reacted with disappointment at the lack of understanding and implantation of the
publishedresearch of SoTL in art history.
Teaching Strategy Outliers and Individual Cases

Figure 19 describeseveral outliers. Participant bpposedhe traditional
lecture/discussion format. Thisnpaipant alsownrote

The top 3 responses of the particippos! are all techniques that have been

proven to be inadequate for developing deep and critical learning, as well as

severely disadvantageous for the most vulnerable sections of the higher ed.
student populatior first generation students, lower incomedents, and

students with disabilities.

This participanis stance isnformed from research into SoTL and consideration of the
diverse populations served by the course, but from research perhaps unfamiliar to many
other faculty involved in the courdgleanwhile, participahl12, a supervisor/chair, placed
classdiscussion outside of the participant pool, but not radically. This was a result of
ranking highly multimodal engagement, but also a consistent ranking with the rest of the
poolregardinghe use oftrategies that are more consistent with the status quo.

Two others from the researcher participant pool ramkeiti-modalengagement
higher than the rest of the participants as well. One provided very little insight into this
rationalewhile Participant explainedhe ranking as follows:

(1) Guiding questions (written by the teache(l) classdiscussion, and3)

studentdriven participation as the most effective teaching strategies. The next set

are pretty equal so it was hard to rank them.[Ebture is sometimes necessary,
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so | ranked i(10) followed by nterdisciplinary (that thought was very like

multi-modd engagement that | rankéd) only because | thought Interdisciplinary

was repetitious). | don't know what thessis-more approach is and while | am a

huge fan of experiential learning, | am not a fa@arbfab, so | ranked (t13).
This response mirrors many of the themes described in the other resgplomsieanking
lower strategies that the participant is not as knowlaolgeaboutfelt were repetitiveor
experienced with, while also grouping strategiesealy together in ranking that are
perceived to work in conjunction with each other.

Course Assignments/Assessments

To support teaching strategies and assess stugdentrig,a variety of
assignments or assessmar@n be considered. Traditionally the survey utilizes a
midterm and final exam consisting of slide identification, multiple choice, short answers,
and short essays. Often the course also includes a resssagtV¢hile there arenany
examples of assignments and variations, the data focused on those introduced by the
participants within this studyRound 1 aske@articipantdo suggest one course
assignment or assessment that they found successful in supporting andtskill goals
described within their response. Téwvey also asked that participaptsvide a
rationale as to the effectiveness in meeting course outcomeieasidping skills along
with any necessary suppoSubsequent rounds askgatticipants to rank responses

based on perceived effectiveness.

147



Round 1
In Round 1, participants were required to suggest one assignment or assessment
that they commonly useand perceive as effective. The question resulted in ten projects
for initial consideration and the allowance for other assignments to be considered in
subsequent rounds. The following are descriptions of each assignment along with their
rationale for intusion and perceived support requirements noted by the participants.
Writing journal / blog. A writing journal may be conducted electronically or as
an assigned weekly task to be delivered to the instructor/peelass This assignment
supports engagesnt with the course material, lecture, and discussions, models the
guestion/answer process of art history, entically engages students with their thinking
process. Peaeview can open students to the diversity of thoufhis assignment
supports witing, research, and communication skills.
This assignment was noted by four participants who explain the impodaace
clear rubric and the benefits that this method has for improving wskitlg. One
participant explainetiow they use the assignmanttheir course:
A weekly writing journal where students select one (preferred) work from that
week's classes and write a short visual analysis (1/2 page). The rubric is provided
and explained (with samples) and referred to in the assessment with tips for
improving writing. Journals are posted on the course website and visible to all. An
added layer is the possibility of peer review/editing of a select number of entries.
This short weekly writing practice carries a number of advantages: it promotes

acadent writing competency without fatigue on one topic, and repeatedly
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reinforces the genre. Overall it maintains student engagement with the course
from beginning to end (rather than mad rushes to study only aenmdand final
time).
Anotherparticipantdesribpeda si mi | ar use of journal entri
LMS, Blackboard:
They always involve some critical thinking, application of information they
learned in class and that they have to apply to a different art work. The journals
force them tqut their ideas in writing and provide me with an opportunity to
give them personalized feedback. If the entries are really bad, they need to keep
re-writing them until they are up to par. In order to write their entries they need to
look carefully at theart work and to be able to see what is interesting about them.
They also have to articulate their ideas clearly and connect what they see with
what they know about the contexts in which the art works were created and
consumed.
Another participant descridehe connection of this project with the concept of
ePortfolios:
Identify and post (my students all use electronic portfolios) an image from (pick a
movement, period, culture) and explain why you selected that one, what you
know about it and how you know that. Then, do some research (text,
Smarhistory, Heilbrunn Time Ine, databases likeBSCO or ProQest), and
write down what you found out about this work. Identify and explain what you

think are the most significant fact/issues about the work and how what you
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learned changed your mind from your initial position or edugou to think
differently about the work. This kind of assignment is one | use all the time and
students have a rubric for written communication, critical thinking, and
information literacy that they/l use. We also go over one or two in class so they
learn how to critique/interpret works. It really helps them identify how/why they
accept information as valid; how interpretations change depending on the
priorities/theories/background of the viewer and why it is important to ask
guestions and evaluate soesc These are skills that do not just apply to art
history and | always stress that.
Each of these participantswvetaken slightly different approaches, and although it is
possible to do this project without a digital space, each utilize their instduson L MS t o
engage students beyond the physical classroom.
In supporting this project, the participants repdthat it is beneficial to have a
course website where entries may be shared with the entire class or kept private between
the instructor and stients. Participants also ndtihat this assignment requires a lot of
weekly attention to comment and grade, which may turn off some faculty or teaching
assistants. Also noted in their descriptions, a clear rubric is helpful for successful
outcomes.
Resarchproj ect mK n @wbtudeais engage with artistic artifacts that
are unknown to them, carefully chosen to stretch the student beyond their memorized

understanding of the canon, asking them to "do art history." This project engages students
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with issues of cultural and intellectual diversity, critical application of course material,
research, argument, agcbupwork may reinforce outcomes
This was another of the assignments that was desdripseveral participants as
effective. They eachoted a different approacto this activity. One describetas such:
On the first day, | often give out works of art and break them into groups. They
have to figure out things about the work. Who made it? When? What? WAiere?
based on just looking #te work. They then make decisionsaagroup and
present this to the group for discussion. It works really imex nonwestern art
surveyor where | also through in some contemporary or modern works such as
Martin Puryear or Brancusi. It teaches thenthiok and ask questions and use
this information. Discussion of an "unknown™: | show students an image of an art
work not discussed in class and not in their textbook. Based on what they've
learned, they can identify the time period (and sometimes tisé)artiwhich the
work was created. | ask them to sight as much evidence as possible to back up
their claim. Examples of evidence range include subject matter/iconography,
media, style (regional, chronological, personal), formal qualities like
light/line/color/texture, the level of naturalism/stylization/abstraction, and so
forth. Students are forced to verbally communicate (although on assessments, this
takes on a written form). They must apply terminology correctly. They must also
critically analyze andssess an object based on their understanding of art
movements, artists, styles, subject matter/iconography, media, etc.

Another participant expressed similar pleasure in sharing a similar assignment:
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| developed a class activity that | feel worked partidylwell. We had a mini
research activity where | put up a slide of an earthward dish/plate produced in
Samarquand in the Stt0thc., and asked them in groups to 'research' this object
and report back to the class as a whole what they were able tbdande them a
series of websites that would be reliable and useful for them, but otherwise
provided no ‘framing' or introduction. This object was selected because it was
something completely strange, probably unrecognizable to most and stretching the
limits of what they traditionally regarded as 'art’. The plate is encircled by black,
highly decorative script in Arabic. Hence language access is also a key issue.
Samarquand is located in presdaly Uzbekistan, a part of the world with which
most in the clasare very unfamiliar. Hence, from a very early point in the
semester, they become art historians, faced with something about which they must
learn something about and begin to understand. But it also highlighted the
difficulties of this endeavor. The inad impenetrability of the object (the language
was unrecognizable) contributed to this endeavor. This activity accompanied our
reading of Geertz on Thick Description, what 'culture’ is, and how one navigates
misunderstanding (if not able to fully avoidl. it

Yet another participant provided the assignment with an emphasis on diversity while

providing students the opportunity to choose the work of art to research:
The course centers on works of art and sites that are particularly charged contact
zones, poird of encounter between different groups or cultures that often arise

from or generate conflict. The central learning objective of that course is to enable
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students to think more explicitly and reflexively about cultural difference and how
‘culture’ itselfis defined and understood, and often contested. | ask students at the
very beginning of the semester to identify those parts of the world about which
they feel less familiar and then require that they select an unknown work of art
from this region for theisemestelong research project. They must thus
encounter that which seems most strange or ‘foreign’ to them. I'm teaching this
version of the course for the first time now so have not yet seen the full results of
this endeavor, but | ask that studentsardy present a paper that provides
information, contextual understanding and an informed interpretation of the work
in question, but that they also report, selfflexively, on the process of research
itself. What are the difficulties that arise when ateempt to learn more about
something produced by people who are radically different from ourselves, either
due to historical distance, geographic distance, or both. This exercise is thus
directly connected to the learning outcomes on 'understandingitlivers
Each of these participantsndie he experi enti al nature of th
hi storyo while also engaging in an explora
diversity. The connections that students faupportedseveral of e skills described
previously by participants as necessary for the course.
To successfully implement this assignment, participants noted that strong support
from resource librarians is important. They help students to generate bibliographies that
enablethem to complete the tasks and provide depth to their angbygents must also

complete necessary reading assignments and homéwaldce the object within the
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canon and faculty must be willing to break

|l earning to be more organic. o0 The final
selection of images in that it must be deliberate anefudao allow for increased
effectiveness.

Analysis of apersonally viewable atistic artifact. Engaging stud@s with a
personally viewable artifact provides a form of experiential learning that engages close
looking, analysis, application of content knowledge, and helps to break down the power
barrier assumed by visual art. Accesattiistic artifacts is neceasy, but not necessarily
from a major museum as art galleries, public art, or institutional collections may be
available alternatives. Participants desditheeir use of this assignment as asking
students think critically and engage in experiential lewyni

This projecttypically combinesvith a research paper ande participant
described it afollowed:

| have students in survey | (prehistdRgnaissance) write a formal analysis paper.

We go to the museuandthey pick of work of art that they mustesat least 3

times. We practice analyzing works in class, and | reviewing outlines and drafts

of their paper as they work through the process. In survey Il (Bai®asent)

they write a paper that takes a formal analysis and builds it into a basic hesearc

paper, so that they are then prepared to move into Ugparcourses. | have also

done an assignment where students need to pick three works exhibited at a local
international art exhibition, then without any research they need to fully describe

it andconnect it with an historical style. This shows art and design students that
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nothing is new, it is just a {#inking of past styles. It gets students in front of

works of art (and not just digital images), it helps them develop visual literacy,

communicéion skills, and critical thinking.
The participant here notelde preparation formed for upplevel courses and the
connections to such skills as critical thinking, visual literacy, and communication.
Another participant also conducts this project without allowing students to use the
Internet or library, forcing sdents to focus on formal elements and clos&ing.

This assignment does naturally require access to personally viewable artistic
artifacts. Students need time and often transportation to reach the artwork that they are
researching unless there is aame of bringing artwork into the classroom space.
Scaffolding the assignment is also important as modeling the process in class, being able
to read drafts, and walk students through the process will lead to more effective
outcomes. Access to a writing lahd writing support material on the LMS will help
students with the process as well.

Creative re-interpretation. A research project that engages students in the
endeavor of recreating or developing a personally influenced creative piece based on an
art historical theme allows students to make connections to artistic practice, theory, and
history while engaging their own personal creative directiyrative reinterpretation
was a project voiced by a participant from an art and desigruinstit The péeticipant
describedhis project as:

Students are given a final assignmienivhich they are to pick either a famous

work or artist style and recreate it, or create their own work based on the artist or
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style. It helps students make the connections anbd®eeurt history can be
applied to their own area of study.
This project requires students to be willing to connect to the process of artistic creation
and think critically about the application of the course material to their contemporary
reality. This poject may require a variety of material support and aid from other visual
arts faculty or a clear rubric to aid in interpretation of outcomes.
Scavengerhunt. A scavenger hunt asks students to apply their understanding of
the historical content to thgiresent context. Thisunt can be done in an art museom
by asking students to apply the terminology and ideas from history to look for where it
may be applied or influences the presagay. This assignment gets students outside of
the classroom and te@es them the broader impact of the knowledge they are obtaining.
The project also increases general awareness;ldoki&g/analysis, and can be
reinforced through groumork.
One participant described the use of this project in a course explainingtétde
connection to various skills listed previously:
Last semester our new art museum opened and | gave a "Looking at Art, a.k.a.
Scavenger Hunt" assignment. | took the students down to our "old main" and we
discussed the campus using the backgroumd the class section on Ancient
Greece. We also discussed the "conversations" newer buildings had with older
buildings and accounted for gaps or jumps in the conversations as well as reprises.
It was a lot of fun for them and me. It got the students intareimuseum,

something many had never done before, and they had to apply their skills in
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visual analysis, considering contexts, and relate certain works in the museum to

concepts we discussed in class.
The participant also noted asking the students whatclallenging about the assignment

and noted that students | i ked getRomang

out

traditions and boring terminology came to life and could be applied to something they see

every day. 0 Th o u g hessttdaismall mueseuin cotlectipra thet projeca
can be done without direct access to r

approach, various support may be required.

d ac

e al

Comparison essay.Comparison arguments are common within the practice of art

history. A comparative essay allows students to apply visual analysis skills while

employing the vocabulary and knowledge gained from the course to form critical

thinking, communication, and research skills. Comparisons get beyond the regurgitation

of facts by showing the interconnectedness of artistic and cultural tradifibisswas
another of the assignments commonly listed by participants as they noted it develops

skills in critical thinking and writing as they arrange their thoughts and use thenskills

practice in class.o0o Also, fistudents must e

principles of designo considering the
One participant explaindtieir use of this project in their classroom and fow
successfully symorts outcomes:
| ask students to start from one artwork of their liking in the course/textbook,
visually analyze it, find out a larger theme correlated to the piece and choose a

few other works to compai®ontrast and see the evolution of that theme acros
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time or cultures. | provide examples of themes/titles that are too wide or generic
to be thoughtful, or that are in violation of the course's parameters. Students are
given both freedom and responsibility: they have to cast a vision and be
persuasive. Ténassignment must be somewhat integrated into the teaching. In
class, students do not only learn content that may come useful for their papers, but
also approaches to tackle their assignment. When | teach, | point out at specific
approaches we run into theould help them in reflecting on their own papers'
approach, so that the course models the assignment. The techniques | adopt are
modeled on Metacognition, a deep thinking strategy that makes students aware of
the learning process and helps them think.
For this project to be successful, the participdragenotal that students must complete
assigned readings and participate in classroom discussions about formal, thematic, and
contestual elements of arOne participant express#te benefit of irclass witing
sessions allowingtudentdo ask questions and conduct peer review.
Critical analysis essay.Analyzing a single artifact or source material allows
students to learn how to critically think about the content that they are engaging with.
This assignment engages students with the practice of asking questions and forming
arguments about a single aatit, movement, or source and look for answers that help to
place the material within the broader context/conversation of doing art historysEaig
is a very similar assignment to the AUnkno

of recognizal® works of art or a focus on a broader theme.
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This assignment allows students to include various historical issues into the
Aexpl anation of i mportant i stsoweys. 0anOhequest
participant describenhore specifically how they est in their class:

WatchfiCrash Course History: The Renaissaaé® 400 to 800 words, discuss

the following topic: The Renaissance: Was it a Thing? Based on the argument in

the video above, do you agree or disagree with John Green (the narrator)? Why or

why not? To support your answer, make reference to at least one work of art or
building in our textbook and quote from at least one primary source document

from previous homework assignments. It requires them to make convincing

arguments using art histoal evidence, including primary textual sources, in a

context that they (probably surprisingly to them) have an opinion about after

finishing a third of the course.

The support of this assignment requires research access to primary textual sources and
Abetter analytic and writing skills that a
institutional support such as a writing center or library support would p&uh® assist

students in forminghesis statementnd successfully supporting arguments.

Art history games / role gaying. A project in the form of a game may engage
students with the material in an experiential/role playing manner that differs from
traditional course projects. Games require a clear objective and set of rules, thus requiring
advanced preparation on the part of the instructor to implefRet&playing or inclass
debates, describgmeviously as a teaching strategy, may also be asssse course

element.
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Role playing can take many forms. As a term pajée, playingmay become a
more assessablegpect. One participant explained
The assignment is for students to assume the guise of an artist discussed in this
course and to write from the perspective of the artist (1st person), in a jbkenal
format, as the artist completes the work. Research is required: students must
investigde the working process of working in particular medium (carving marble,
painting in oil or fresco, casting bronze, making a mosaic, building a church or
temple, etc.), while also investigating the historical circumstances at the time the
work was made. Theaper gets students thinking ab¢aijt how to manipulate
materials(b) the outside influences affecting an artist's work, (@hthe length
of time it would actually take to complete a work of art or architecture. As a soft
skill, it helps them improvevritten communication. Challenges include the lack
of historical context for ancient works of art, due to lack of documentary
evidence.
The participant here provideds&rong rationale as to the benefits of a structured role
playing assignment.
As this asignment deals with notion of play, it has been grouped with the concept
of designing games to support knowledge acquisition and assesAmathier
participant described one creative approach
| like to play an art trading game with my students wheltwsy basically become
art collectors; sometimes we'll build a collection together. The assignment ends in

a presentation about why they chose their top works. Students can take several
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approaches to the game, some of them using purely financial incemtdves a

others buying what they like. Most of the goal is just to get them thinking about

distribution channels of art and that validation often involves money, so this

illustrates that art objects are often not just valued for their beauty.
Thisrole playing @ampleis an extreme assignment that thinks outside the box to bring
understanding to the abstract concept of vdPagticipants described thatpport forrole
playingassignmergtrequiresassigned readings on the art market to provide a framework
for students.

Note taking. Note taking may be approached as a gradable project. The purpose
is to engage students in the skill of listening and engaging with the lectures/reading and
forming their own critical notes that reinforces other course projects @oohoes This
was a project idea introducéyg one participant who described

What some call journaling, but what | can a personal textbook, which is

essentially rewriting notes, inserting images and including notes on readings. It is

a great write to leartechnique, but | do not assign or require it. | strongly

encourage students to use this technique to prepare for their exams. It forces

students to essentially review in their own words the material covered in class and
in their readings. The class leatdiscussion is structured to accomplish the
outcomes and skills.

The partici pa n litteesntha way of suppon for sucaessfallg

implementinga grading structure for thissignment, but it dithring into question
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concepts of creative journaling, concept mapping, and development of other note taking
skills.

Group research poject. Group/team research projects bring together students
under a particular theme to engage in peer interaction with the goal of forimiogder
understanding of that theme built from the respective foci of the group/team members.
Group research projects, engage students in experiential, "doing history" while learning
skills such as research, communication, and critical thinking. Groupfiegetts also
bring students together to engage with the diversity of thought and questions that are
developed in doing art history.

Group research projects can take many foirhss participant described
possible project for inclusion in the coutbathad not yebeen personallynplemented
with a class:

"Doing history" as the final project: Focused on selected cities, this group project

is at the scale of a city and must study a length of time, which reflects change of

cultural norms but not a cortgbe replacemenffter the initial reading on the

subject, each member tife group selectd 0 buildings that they consider as the

best representative of the cityds archi

select half of the structures frotmetlist provided by its members. After making a

general narrative, each student works ehs2ructures or sites. In the last step,

instead of implanting the buildings within the first narrative, the group gathers to
discuss different narratives of framittgeir buildings, each of which must include

40 to 90 percent of the buildings. NOTE: | have not used this assignment in any
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classes. | believe asking a question is often more effective than lecturing. In

addition, when a number of students work in a grélg@y need to discuss their

own understanding/narrative of the material. In #asignmentsupported by

readings and helass discussions, students are invited to reflect on the

mechanisms of history and the many necessary biases within the dis€ipline.
example, the rathetague definition of the project leads to the question of the
scope of the project. It invites the students to engage with a discussion on what is
architecture? (What is inside and what is olitean pose questions regarding
architectural theory, canons, patronage. Working in graupseful for

discussion; at the same time, when at the end they create different narratives,

instead of one for the group, they have individual responsibilities.
Theparticipant here notetthe importance of emphasizing and assessing the individual
within the group and the benefits that peer interaction canda@n knowledge
formation. A digital platform helps avaids one participant notefd,r e-madg stories
ofthe t e xt b o cfordrackedadynchrbrious wollaboration.

Mul tiple choice,dlide ID, short answer &xam. Though nointroduced by
participants directlythe traditional exam is a staple of the suryewas mentioned as an
ineffective assessment Bgveral participantand was thus included in subsequent
rankingsto form a comparison with suggested course assignments. Participants noted that
they were not thrilled with its use but it is what is used within t@atext One stated:

| am growing increasingly suspicious about the efficacy of the exam, at least as it

is traditionally employed. For years, | have ceased requiring that students
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memorize names and dates. But even so, I'm unsure whether the quick
regurgitation of facts to aeonstrate content knowledge that is often required of
shortessay identification and long essay comparison essays is effective or
connected to the broader learning outcomes for the course.
While these exams favor memorization, another participant notethéyeare
fiproblematic because of the higtakes pressure thatatass exams place on students,
and are not necessarily a fair reflection
Round 1general themes.The participants provided a variety of considerations
when considering the choice of assignments or assessments in supporting learning
outcomes and teaching strategies. Firstly, projects should support visual analysis and
critical thinking skills. They shad also be clearly organized and scaffoldgeveral
participants descriit he i mport ance of dexpestatipns.®jhedrct 6 s
noted the importance gbroviding tips for improving writing, guiding questions to
structure thinking, and modilg and supporting the processdlassto support desired
assignment outcomeshe concept of lilding in failureand critiqueb y alloiiving
opportunities to reworlssignmentsgain feedbackandreview the project with others
furtherallows students tevaluate their thinking critically and better meet project
e X p e c t Rarticipamtssdesorilbthe importance oftadent participation in other
reading assignments, homework, and attentiveness in class for successfully completing
assignments or assessinsn
While these are important elements for success, some participants voiced concern

with facilitating peer review and group work given the constraints of class sizes and time.
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Student demographiand initial skills or abilities also raised concern irplamenting
these assignments. Projects that require access tmphlysviewable artifacts was also
an issue for completing some of these assignments.

Many of theproposeca s si gnment s focused on experie
hi story.o They emphasized writing and rese
such as analysis and comparative arguments. The assignments proposed also emphasized
gamification and therwas noted effort by several participants to try new things in their
classrooms as they look to break from tradition.

Round 2

Round 2reportedtheresults from Round 1 includingotherar t i ci pant s o
suggestions along with their responsBEsis round aslke participants to rank these
proposed assignments and assessmatticipants were also asked to describe why they
ranked the top three assignments and timse assignments best met proposed outcomes
for the coursalso providingany further support thahey felt was necessary for
implementation. Participants were also asked to describe why the bottom three were
listed as lowest ranking. Table 11 describes the outcomes of these rankings. Participants
were provided the opt iresemtardyoaw assignméntstoh er 0 b u
considerationTable 11 along with Figure 20provides little insight into a significant
order to the rankings of these assignments or assessments givemetfiaim of responses
andinterquartile rangedVhile there is no@parent significant ranking for these

suggested assignments or assessments, the debate surrounding each of these items
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resulted in strong arguments both for and against the various assignments highlighting

many personal experiences and values.

Table 11

Round 2 Assignments/AssessmBatisked Results

Weighted

Assignment/Assessment n Minimum Maximum Median Average
Analysis of a Personally 16 1 9 4.00 9.00
Viewable Artifact
Comparison Essay 16 1 10 4.25 8.75
Writing Journal / Blog 16 1 10 5.19 7.81
Critical Analysis Essay 16 1 11 5.81 7.81
Research Project of an 16 2 11 5.75 7.25
AUnknowno Arti-
Note Taking 16 2 11 5.88 7.13
Multiple Choice, Slide ID, Short 16 1 11 5.63 7.00
Answer Exam
Art History Games / Role Playin 16 1 12 7.56 5.44
GroupResearch Project 16 2 11 7.69 5.31
Creative Rdnterpretation 16 2 12 8.06 4.94
Scavenger Hunt 16 2 12 8.25 4.75

Note.The assignments/assessments are ordered in relation to the weighted ave
presented to participants in the Round 3 survey
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Figure 20. Boxplot of Round 2 Assignment/Assessment Rankilige categories were
listed in order of their weighted averages as presented to participants. The figure
demonstrates a current lack of consensus and a broad range of response to each category.

Similar to the descriptions regarding teaching strategiasy participants ranked
assignments that they had not used or still felt unfamiliar with at the bottom of their rank
order . Commonly wused assignments such as i
and the Acomparati ve dbackasioohe bepelitedfthesed addi t
assignments. Whereas assignments that were ranked toward the bottom of this list such as

Acreathver peetationo and fiscavenger hunto

against their use.
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When describing the inpmentation of assignments and assessments, participants
againnoted issues with class size, student ability, and connections between assignments.
Participants described the difficulty of implementing participatory assignments such as
games or group workiilarge classes and noted that multiple choice exams are often
dictated by circumstances including class size. Meanwhile there was question as to the
benefits of using such exams when the ti me
effect to whichthismétod of evaluation can | ead. 0

Student ability was also commonly questioned given that the typical survey
resides as ieshmanevel courseParticipants noted that group projects and projbets
requiringa  hi gh | evel of c¢crhtstalybdbhanki aoafjt en n
at this leveland are used more routinely in highevel courses. They noted issues as
well with papers and research projects bec
writing a research paper means copying from tiberhet, and includes very little critical
a n al yHsiissa.cammon issue noted by several participants that may be in large part a
result of a lack of an English composition prerequisite where writing and basic research
skills are often reinforce®neparticipant from an art andesign institution noted:

| don't give "research” projects in art history survey. Students struggle with visual

analysis and getting a basic understanding of the material, and as freshman are not

prepared to do research that connects a work of art to artistic practice, theory, and
history while engaging their own personal creative direction. At my college

students are very creative and creating works in the many studio classes, so they

are already overwhelmed with creating works. | have tried something like this, but
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was disappointéwith the results and many students did not feel prepared to take
the material to this point.
Participants also expressed displeasure wi
independent analysand the lack of scaffolding often found in the depment of
projects by most instructorg/hile many expressed the lack of such writing and research
skills as a result of the typical course lewthers saw such assignments and writing as
Apreparation for a -A0kwl caudesanced essay in
Instructors also need to be prepared for the time involved in developing and
implementing many of these more intensive projects. One participant noted that games
are great for deeper engagerenaumngonthenat er i a
sidfeof the instructor as course designer. o T
students when instructors do not put the time in to clearly design experiences. When
describing lack of design in scavengerhpyats par t i ci pant menti oned,
in students selecting the first thing they stumble across and make connections that are
only thin and tenuous. 0 Critical analysis
lengthy and require gradingrtie t hat i s #fArather wunwieldy. o
When the time is committed to the success of the assignments, there were many
that expressed high levels of engagement from their students in the projects that they
delivered. Though many expressed the engagement benefggamis assignments, they
provided words of caution on projects such as creatiateepretations and gamea.
responding to the inclusion of creativeingerpretations as an assignment, one participant

stated:
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Are we talking about history, or about-anaking? | believe that, due to the huge
breadth and the unavoidable relative 'superficial' nature of a survey course,
creativity can be engaged up to a certain extent, to allow students to learn the
process of connecting, interpreting and evaluatingnbtto the point of
misrepresenting real facts.
This participant describdtie issue of a poorly structured creative assignment and the
superficial results that result from such assignments. The issue as described by this
participant is that students aret at a level to reinterpret, connect, and evaluate the
content to an extent that is meaningfuhotherparticipant, whemescribing engagement
with gamesmentioned that most students were not engaged or were erasitetd in
fully participating.
Round 3
Round 3 asked participantsreevaluateheir rankings for assignments and
assessments based onRwaind 2 results as well as their own response. Wezg again
asked to describaeir rationale for ranking the course assignments and explain any
adjustments that were made from the previous round. Table 12 provides the results from
theRound 3 rankings providing a clearer rank order list with redudedquartile range
from the prgious round. Figure 21 also provides a clearer rank order with notable

participant outliers.
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Table 12

Round 3 Assignments/AssessmBatisked Results

Weighted

Assignment / Assessment n  Minimum Maximum Median Average
Comparison Essay 14 1 10 3.43 9.57
Analysis of a Personally 14 1 8 3.71 9.29
Viewable Artifact
Writing Journal / Blog 14 1 8 3.93 9.07
Critical Analysis Essay 14 1 8 4.07 8.93
Research Project of an 14 2 11 5.21 7.79
AUnknowno Art.i
Multiple Choice, Slide ID, 14 1 11 6.36 6.46
Short Answer Exam
Note Taking 14 1 10 7.14 5.87
Group Research Project 14 2 10 7.43 5.57
Art History Games / Role 14 1 12 8.21 4.79
Playing
Scavenger Hunt 14 2 12 8.64 4.36
Creative Rdnterpretation 14 3 11 8.71 4.29
Essay Exam 1 1 1 1.0 1.86

NoteEssay exam was added as an Aot her
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Figure 21. Boxplot describing Round 3 assessment/assignment reBuilésfigure
demonstrates the clearer consensus across assessment/assignment themes across all
categories. Several outliers are also apparent.

General themes emerged with the opaded responses regarding these
assignments in terms of tpeacticality within the context and class size as well as in
terms of personal experience with the assignments. Analysis of a personally viewable
artifact mared lower in the rankings fromdend 2 because, although participants found
this extremely valuablet was noted to be impractical in v@us contexts. Class sizes
werestill a determining factor in the rank orders described by participants as well as

personal experience with the various assignments.
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In terms of consensus, several participants desttiieir rankings as similar with
the pool. Meanwhile others defended their introduced, but loavéeed assignments. For
instancepne participant described was surprised that creativeirgerpretation was
ranked so much lower by all participantsr e this has been a productivedan
profitable type of assignmeand promotes the expression of critical and creative
thinking.o Another voiced that they weight
projects lower becaus#l find that these are jusbo pat of assignments and too easy to
pl agiarize, and that they really don't pro
Assignment/Assessment Outliers and Individual Cases
This section of the study provided lesmsensus that most participants ranked
assgnments and assessments based on personal experience. Provided that there is a wide
range of experiences and contexts weighing in on these few suggested assignments, many
of the listed assignments resulted in contrasting opinions as to their effectividmnsss.
section will first look to the outliers present in the boxplot shown in Figure 21 and
highlight individual assessments that produced a range of opinion beyond the rationale
initially provided when introduced in Round 1.
Participant 11 is representas an outlier to the traditional comparison research
essay. This participant resides in thaiolsupervisor role and explaingtat when
teaching the survey:
| do not give exams and any quizzes are group projects so | place very little
emphasis on thodends of activities. My students write every week which often

includes some kind of research. Compare/contrast work is always oral. Role
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playing (simulations) have proven to be the most effective for my students
because they involve reading, researchym@ent, interpretation and require
students to take a stand and defend it or change their mind and defend it, all of
which helps with critical thinking.

This participant clearlas takerm more radical approach by avoiding writing
assignments in favor ofal presentations. In terms of cert, this participant
representethe relatively smaller class size of under 35 students at an art and design
institution.

Similarly, Par t i ci pant 1506s outlying response t
artifact focusd on the issues with plagiarism, as noted above, and lack of substance. As a
result, this partipant favorecreative projects that require personal connection and
critical thinking:

By contrast, the role playing games, which | weighted more heavilyttlean
participant pool, provide an outlet for accomplishing such learning, writing, and
research, but also are engaging as well as very difficult to plagiarize, because they
must take into account very specific aspects of how the game is played in that
particular class.

Leaning toward games, this participant is a researcher from a community college with
class sizesypically under twenty students.

For notetaking, Rarticipant 12 a chair/supervisgronsistently ranked the

assignment highly alongside traditionally assigned essay projects. This participant did not
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suggest this as arssignment initially, but defendets inclusionwhen explaining the
final round rankings:

A principal goal is to enagage the studentsas individuals to engage deeply

and authemtally with works of arts. Notéaking does this well as it educates the

student to select critically important material "to note" from those aspects of

secondary consequence. Analyticallskare furthered through comparative

papers and research essays.

The sway of the Delphi process here changed the participants view by forcing them to
consider the arguments posed by other participants and respond. While other participants
began to rank 1B assignment/assessment lower, this participant began to demonstrate a
greater connection with the concept. Perhaps further dialogue or rounds may have
resulted in greater group consensus.

Thecommentary in response to theavenger hurdssignmenis arother that
produced an outlier. In this case, the participant, connecteatiiaesearcher and
chair/supervisoparticipant categorie$yrther explains their experience withe project
that they introduced. Participant 20 ranked the scavenger huntsedgrto the analysis
of a personally viewable artifacth€ participant stated

| have ranked the "scavenger hunt" higher tmaist of my colleagues. This has

been an important assignment as it gets students into the new art museum, a scary

place for the majority who have never been to any museum. The targeted
guestions guide them through all the exhibits and make them look at a variety of

styles, media, and ctent so they learn how to have visual and aesthetic
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experiences and become comfortable looking at art outside of the classroom. They
learn to: make connections between things we've learned in class about gothic art
and contemporary work, identify and apply historical terminology to real
works, explain differences among similar works through key visual aspects,
consider the impact of a patron on the subject, stop and look -atesiarn work
and describe what they are seeing in the abstract forms, slmdusral meaning
in works that at first glance might appear simplistic.
The statementdiffers from the participant pool in that several participants found this
pr oject to be iIimpractical or fedutainment o
colleg e e d u Sevdral avitiques of art history games and-feying repeated these
criticisms.
Interestingly, the two outliers notedrfthe creative rénterpretation assignment
are faculty members at research institutions. Participant 10 seggweir position by
stating how Aproductive and profitableo it
remaining astonished it was ranked so low by otlRenticipant 1 also leanexh
personal experience explainingt hi s project 6s effectiveness:
| also diverge in my high position for creativeinéerpretation. Reading the cons
argued by some, | think there is a bit of a misunderstanding about the possibilities
of this assessment. | use it a lot for art students that have problems articulating
their thoughts in words, but can express the most complex ideas in visual form. If
we truly believe that art is not just an excellent means of communication, but a

very special one indeed, then we have to accept its use in the classroom.
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The participant contiues by explaining in detalhé various ways of implementing this

projectin their classroom:
One example is giving them a couple of articles with different views about an
issue. Students can write a discussion of both positions, side with one, and argue
why, or create an artwork that addresses the issues in the articles and explain why
they designed it like this. It is quite amazing to see how students that are always
struggling to articulate their ideas in discussions and essays, become so eloquent
whenthey are talking about the choices in their own works. And those choices are
related to what they thought about the content of the articles. Another way | use
this creative framework is with pretend situations: imagine you are the architects
of this and that church and you are trying to convince the king that your design is
the best to promote his image as a powerful Christian emperor. They write a
dialogue about it, in which they actually use their critical skills, for there is no
right answer but only saual arguments. It results in more focused and reflective
papers than just asking them to writeesisay comparing how both work as
representations of the ideology of the king.

These experience®ntrast withparticipants who question the connection ofraaking

to art history, the problems of gradjramd determining the outcomies broad, open

ended projectaVhile these statements describe the inclusiveness in connecting with

various types of learners, other participants negatively classified thif sggignment

asedutainment
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Reading

Another theme from the literature review was the dominance of singular
anthology texts that provide an artistic canon framing the course from a Western
narrative. Ths study exploredhis concept by asking participants in the first round to
suggest course reading that they believe to be important and effectiteesampgbort their
answes. Sibsequent rounds did not rank these as with the other categories. Instead,
participantswereaskd t o descri be their value based o
useful o to Adetri mental .o Participants cou
the rejection of a particular set of readings for the course.
Round 1

In Round 1 participants suggested their preferred course reading and explained
why they thought it was effective at meeting the outcomes. This question resulted in
twelve themesThe traditional survey texts were expecteakthe otheidentifiedthemes
bring greater insight into the demographic response to this question provided earlier in
Figures 11 and 1Z'hese demographic questions asked if their institution required
reading and what with what texts. While two participants noted skepticism of students
actally reading or doing the homewotkg participants introduced the following
reading themes

Traditional survey textbook. Participant§requentlydescribd their use of
Kleiner (2013) andtokstad% Cothren (2013). They note that a traditional art msto
survey textbook provides fAkey informati on

also mentiordthat there is access through these texts to digisalurces. One
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participantnoted hat Kl einer (2013) has made fimarke
formalist approach, bringing in discussion of context, reception, techniques/tools,
patrons, and patronage. 0 Another participa
While many scholars blame the textbook as being the source of many problems, |
believe it provides a foundation for the student. | have tried to teach the survey
without the book, and students were lost and request a book. While the art history
survey textbook may be overwhelming, | make sure | convey to student that we
will not cove everything in the book and we spend time discussing how to
selectively read and use the book as a resource.
While participants describine textbook as a sort of roadmap for students, a final
participant describes that the reading isaraportant regirement, instead preferring
Aithe students to keep |l ooking at more i mag
not have time to look at in class.
Traditional survey textbook with supplemental readings.Other participants
described issues of angjular text in supporting critical thinking and other outcomes.
Instead, they suggestsdpplementingireas of instruction with additional readings of
primary source materials or reserve material on other topics they wish to include within
the course conte. Participants describing this option rebtee importance of the survey
as a primary textbook, but then introduce the other materials to reinforce areas that the
text is deficient or to begin a dialogue regarding art history methods.
Other textbooks.Some participants naleéhe use of textbooks that are not

considered the tratiibnal survey textgJanson, et al2011;Kleiner, 2013;Stokstad
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Cothren 2013) Two mentioned specificallwereArnold (2004 andKonigsburg (2007).
However, other texts haween introduced throughout the literature review and in other
comments such a&ilkens et al. (2009). These alternative texts may provide the
instructor with a different approach beyond the traditional linear Western narrative.
Reservematerial (no textbook). This alternative would be to forego the textbook
altogether, and instead place on reserve selected readings for stodectsss. One
participant stated | dd not use textbooks so all the readings come from database articles
or .eduw/.org webges and some PDFs that | post online. | also write some of the material
(l ectures/ podcasts) tduthisapaoachstatinggt i ne. 0 Anot
Unfortunately current survey textbooks are extremely inadequate. Perhaps
academic articles on specifisiges depending on approach of instructor. If
instructor actually teaches and lectures as he/she should, then no textbook is
actually necessary given the options. There is need for a new textbook on art
history that is not simply pictures and simplified crgstion of artworks, which is
the case now.
This method would require substantial effort in arranging material, but would allow for
maximum flexibility for the individual instructor to tailor content to course outcomes.
Movies / nultimedia. Several partipants described the benefits of videos,
especially those frorBmarhistory (Khan Academyto be incredily useful. A
participantstated A The reason | | i ke them so much i

work while they are listening to the infortian. Students tend to not look at the art

180



wor ks when they are reading about them. o O
typically covered in the traditional survey text
Critical understanding of various hstorical viewpoints. Similar to reserve
materialor other textbooks, a set of readings focusing on critical understanding of various
historical viewpoints would be a more specific focus and an alternative to the content
normally described in the art history survey course. The participant wbhductdhis
conceptstated Al cer t ai nl ywhiahvsddo dasyambe cobfiesedtwithdhe k
account of reality. Each subjestiould have different sources. dddition to readings on
di fferent topics, I i ncl udesonbistoeography hi st or
would be a very different approach to the course material.
Primary source materials. While, technically, the artworks themselves are
primary source materials, conducting the course using primary source materials such as
V a s s hivesofitle ArtistyVasari, Bondanella, & Bondanella, 1568/2008), Van
Goghoés | etters, or wasanbteeroptiomimradudedsbgthe f r om ar
participants These texts provide students with a
oftheartiss . 0 One partintlepanhgnbhedactual words
allows the students to understand w hi st ori ans wor k. o They ar
students to Aicontextualize art works and e
Resources orhow to write, researcheic. St at ed by one partici g
students do not have a strong writing background, | include readings on how to write an

essay in art/architecture history. o These
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content specific readings as opposed to the other suggestions that theoretically could be
used solely to teach the course without the need of a traditional survey textbook.
Cultural i dentity / encountering d h e wosk 0For a global art histgrapproach
focused on cultural identitgeveral participants suggested a variety of texts not
previously considered in the | i(I9®Yyatideur e r e
Arts of the Contact Zores a beginning point. Another providgelect readingbom
A p p i @dsmopolitanism: Ethics in a World of Stranger@ 00 7) and Geert z
Descr i pt iAmdadotherp&rticiBant describes the use of excerpts from
Summeré(2003)RealSpaceswhich is noted as being difficult for undergraduates but
with the Apossibility of building key anal
Ethics. Another topic that was described by a few participants as an area for
supplemental focus was ethics. As with the additional readings on how to write, this
would likely be in additiond other course readings focusing on the main content
outcomes. One participant describes:
| augment the student's readings throughout the semester with a number of articles
about art and ethics (for example, the 2003 looting of the Baghdad Museum,
which raises questions of cultural stewardship) written for lay audiences (say, an
article from theNew York Timgs
Another describes the use of the molie Rape of Europ@erge,Cohen Newnham&
Edsel, 200) as having a significant impact in a transformativw a y . AHaving t he
find an article about contemporary cultural heritage destruction also resonated with them

as they wrote about it.o
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Open educational resourcesWhen describing reserve materials, a couple
touched on the topic of open educatiommiources (OERS). One participant stated:
| do not use a survey textbook (other than to review one to explain why a standard
survey text is not the art history we are striving for). Rather, | compile a series of
high-quality online resources and makeypérlinked course syllabus with
readings held within the course website or Google docs.
The use of sources such@warthstory or other freely published, academically vetted
sources compiled digitally allows forcasteffectivealternative to the traditional
textbook and allows the instructor to curate content to their needs.
Round 2
In Round 2, participants were provided tloeled themes and rationale from
Round 1 along with their response to the question regarding coudseg.darticipants
were then asked to rate each in terms of their perceived usefulness in meeting the
participantodos described outcomes,arestrategi
demonstrated in Table 1Bhe data reported from SurveyMonkey radhklee results
using weighted averages, which were reported to the participants. This told somewhat of
a different story than theathin both Table 13 and Figure 22 where notably OERs are
ranked higher according to a weighted average, but come up cldseriottom of the
list with a lowercalculated mediarFigure 22 also begins tdentify a couple of outliers
in participants 3 and 12 in response to primary source matEmnialdifference in rank
order is due to the high number of participants whandidfind the theme applicable to

the course given its descriptidnitial rankingsdemonstrated polar response with the
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option of not applicable as a choice. In responding to OERS, for instance, participants
either rated therfinot applicablé or fiusefub to fivery usefuld These ratings weraso

the case for several other themes that ranked higher initially.

Table 13

Frequency Table of Round 2 Reading Theme Responses

Detri- Not Very Weighted
Reading Theme N N/A mental Useful Neutral Useful Useful € Average*
Movies / 16 0 0 1 3 5 7 413 338
Multimedia
Resources on Hov
to Write, 16 0 0 2 2 6 6 4.00 3.25
Research, Etc.
Traditional Survey 15 0 3 1 7 5 388 313
Textbook
Primary Source 45 0 0 1 7 5 373 338
Material
Traditional Survey
Textbookwith =54 7 3 0 4 6 338 293
Supplemental
Readings
Readings on 16 3 1 0 7 4 1 269 292
Ethics
Texts Providing
Critical
Understanding of 16 4 2 0 2 6 2 2.63 2.83
Various Historical
Viewpoints
Open Educational ;¢ ¢ 0 0 2 5 3 256  3.33
Resources
Cultural Identity /
Encountering 16 4 1 1 4 5 1 2.50 2.83
Ot hersd
Reserve Material
(No Textbook) 16 5 0 6 4 0 1 1.81 2.55
Other Textbooks 16 9 0 0 3 4 0 1.56 3.00

Note.The table is ordered in terms of tteculated median for each them
* Participants were provided the list in order of a weighted average calculated b
SurveyMonkey.
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Figure 22. Boxplot of Round 2 Textbook Theme Respon3dé® categories are ranked in
order of their weighted average as presented to participants. The figure also demonstrates
a strong consensus for the top four rated themes with a broader response to all other
themes presented. A couple of outliers are gip@aient in the response to primary source
materials.

In responding to these reading options, there were several general themes that
were described by participants. First was the issue of student ability or engagement.
Participants stressed the impoita of a textbook as a resource of good quality images
and consistent focus at antry level. They voiced concern with libragserve materials
that requirestudentgo have independent drive to keep up with readings, where-upper

level students often have better time management and actually access material on reserve.
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This was a concern also voiced with digital material placed on reserve in thenhd&
participantsclaimed many students still did not access this material
Several participants also voiced concern with the length of material. Whether text
or multimedia, the issue was with informatioaverload and lack of attention. With
multimedia, there wasconecer wi t h t he | ength due to the sl
learners:
| have had students watch tRape of Europand videos of our own Visiting
Artist lecture series, which are about 50 minutes long. After reading a lot of weird
responses to the questiprompts | discovered through the LMS system that out
of about 80 student ONLY one watched the entire thing, about 20 watched 20
minutes and the majority watched it for less than 5 minutes. Shortrmediia or
videos are great but moviength are not.
This concern was mirrored wiShbortexcargsofise of
primary source material can add a lot to a course without @diginmuch to the reading
|l oad. o
Participants also described issues of cost and lack of knowledge eathieg
material being suggested. In this round, this was specifically noted with library reserve
material that often requires phetopying at the expense of the stud@atrticipants
rating items as not applicable often also did so stating that theynaef@miliar with

that particular readin@nd thereforedid not believe it to be applicable to the course.
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Round 3

In Round 3, participants were once again provided their responses along with a
description of the results from theepious round. Asioted in the Bund 2 results, the
data was presented in terms of the fAweight
themedian for each them@&he participants were also asked to describe their rationale
for rating each theme. Table 14 describes thélteBomRound 3.As these results were
not described to participants, the calcul a
this display.The frequencies demonstrate a tendency away from ansvilaohg
applicabl® for course reading themes. The resfutther demonstrate a broaahge of
responsgfor many of the themes removing agyantitativeoutliers as noted in Figure

23.
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Table 14

Frequency table for Round 3 Textbook Theme Responses

Detri-  Not Very
Reading Theme n N/A mental Useful Neutral Useful Useful Median
Movies /
Multimedia 14 O 0 0 2 4 8 4.43
Open
Educational 14 2 0 1 1 2 8 3.79
Resources
Traditional
Survey Textbook 140 1 3 1 4 > 3.64

Resources on
How to Write, 14 1 0 1 5 3 4 3.50
Research, Etc.

Prlma.ry Source 14 2 0 2 1 4 5 3.43
Material

Texts Providing
Critical
Understanding
of Various
Historical
Viewpoints

14 2 0 1 3 3 5 3.43

Traditional

Survey Textbook

with 14 1 1 3 3 3 3 3.07
Supplemental

Readings

Readings on
Ethics

Cultural Identity
[ Encountering 14 2 2 1 2 5 2 2.86
Ot her so

Other Textbooks 14 3 0 3 3 5 0 2.50

Reserve Materia
(No Textbook)

14 1 2 1 5 2 3 3.00

14 4 1 3 3 2 1 2.07
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Figure 23. Boxplot Displaying Round 3 Textbook Result$ie results display a broader
reaction to the textbook themes. No clear outliers become apparent in this analysis.

Round 3 mirrored some of the same themes as #reenued responses provided
in Round 2. Participants voiced concern with student ability or engagement, cost, and
several participants still voiced that they were not experienced with the particular reading
approach and therefore rankietbwer or not applicable. Participants introducesiv
themes in the discussion of textbooks this round. This included considessgime
constraintsaand cost to the student

In terms of cost, participants described the benefits of a single textbook and a
singular cost as opposed to multiple tekigerms of reserve materials, a participant

describes only using the reserve process to &dewk on hand for those who did not
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purchase the text. Also, in adding othertenials, a participant describéite possibility

of making available variouschat s on the LMS since fistudent

book and not wuse all of it.o

Student ability became another general theme that was exptiesssghout
When describing the usd# primary source materials, oparticipant explainethat this
i s fbbymoré wseful for slightly more advanced stud@rdsconcern mirrored by
several other participantsgardingthe theme. This was also an issue for the use of
articles focused on critical understanding of art history or other additional materials.

Participants also commonly described student engagement as another theme to
considerThe descriptions beyond the Ado not
terms of student response to alternative reading suggestions. In response to readings
bringingin alternative historical viewgints, one participant descrinted Al do t hi
and students love to learn that people have changed their views abooitratkvg . 0 A
similar quote describetthe engagement students have with reading about ethical issues:
fiStudents are particularly engaged when thinking aboufNative American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Actf NAGPRA, art oO0coll ectingd
cul tur al property, etc. o0 Another dedscr.i
feel comfortable arguing them in cl ass
texts on how to wré, another participant describé added engagement from bringing
students to a library workshop and providing them with information on how te and

cite properly.
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While additional material is engaging, others voiced concern with the time
constaints of the course. One statédf her e i s simply no time to
a survey coursgpthei readings work better in upptavelclassesd0 Ther e was col
over avoiding reading overload or making t
trying to cover multiple centuries of art
Round 3 also had participants describing their consensus with the viewersf oth
but several participants describe their change in respmtseiseof e adi ng ot her s G
points or changed their response away from not applicable to an applied decision. In
terms ofconsensus, one participant noted
In general, | agree with the voicekthose respondents, who seem to claim that
an art history survey course has already a big job to do, and therefore adding
anything else can be detrimental to its primary purpose. After all, it is the course
that provides the backbone to the uplesel ourses.
Meanwhile another describes the general argument being made by many holding
contrasting pteeemsttome theughsthatgparticipagts arefitalking of two
different types ofart history]surveys: first year intro world surveys, amadre specific
surveysat upper undergraduate | evel .o
Course Reading Outliers and Individual Cases
The ratings of course readings led to very different results from the rest of the
study. Figure 23 does not describe any specific outliers, but there tistden@nge of
opinion for each ofhe course reading suggestions as noted by the comment regarding

At wo di f bdfartdistary suryep mgseshe results werdefinitive regarding
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the use of movies and multimedia as a benefit for engaging stuateh breaking from
the lecture, but not as the sole source of information and not as a substitute for assigned
reading.

This was also a common theme described in several other choices. When
responding to OERSs, participants described the benefits ofesosuch aSmarhistory
and customized course contématlinks within their LMS, butOERswere often
described as supplements tteatbook. Alsgrequiring a standard textbook contradicts
the theoretical purpodeehind using solely OERs as the readmaferial for the course.
Forinstance one participant stated uSel open educational resources, like brief videos,
as a way to flip the class, stimulate discussions and engage students. However, | agree
that this should not be a substitute favell-s t r uct ur ed respondebawréd. 6 Th
while also rating the use of OERs as useful or very usafhdtherbroughtup the issue
of curating materials: A0One would need to
provided in the book without arverwhelming number of sitedlso, the veracity of the
materi al needs to be checked. o

A complete summary of the arguments for each of these retdings is
provided inAppendix E There was a demonstrated range of opinion on each course
reading themeAlso, across the rounds, there was some general confusion about the
amount of reading from each area. Ti&ructionwas that each of these themes would
beconsidered athe primary focus for the reading material, but several themes such as
primary sourcenaterials and readings on ethics were commented on as useful but noted

in the context as supplements to an already prescribed textbook. Otherespgrses

192



were considerations about the time allotte

of uncerstanding in accessing various suggested readings. Also, it is interesting to note
the lean away from library reserves and toward the use of an LMS in supporting
classroom instruction. There were several who noted the issue of physically accessing a
library and copying materials while many place such supplementary readings online for
students to access.
Course Mission

In Round 1 participants were provided two opended questions at the end of
the survey seeking perspective on general considerations for this study. Thegesult
commentsaddressethe general mission for the art history survey. The participants note
a variety ofdirections that the survey may ta&e a framework for the course. These
responses also pralg insight into the focus of participant responses over the subsequent
rounds.Participants noted their interest in alternative approaches, their understanding of
the conversations within the discipline, issues of student demographics and preparedness,
and their questions regarding the direction or mission of the course.

One researcher participamtriting in contrast taheinitially believedstanceof
the researher groupexplainedthese issues at length, raising questions for others to
consider in the subsequent survey rounds:

| am interested in the very nature of the art history survey and how it functions at

various institutions. | find that some scholars vaine teaching the survey are in

fact pushingthe course into an area that is not aligned with the foundation of art

history. Broad knowledge and intellectual concepts should be the focus of the art
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history survey, not just skills. Too many new approacbesd almost exclusively
on skills/attitudes and not art as history. These approaches may work for upper
level courses, but without the foundation that the chronological art history survey
provides, students had no background from which to build. Additigrihése
new skillsbased approaches or thematic approaches usually focus on a faculty
member's area of specialization, which makes me wonder if this criticism of the
art history survey reflects scholars want/need to teach more specialized classes in
their discipline rather than providing a "coverage' of all periods of art history and
providing students with a foundation upon which to build? In short, is there a
problem with the survey or a shift in art historiéwdlingness/interest to teach
the foundabns of the discipline? | am also wondering with so many new
approaches to the art history survey if scholars are trying to emphasize the
profession too early in a student's college career? Are we ignoring the real needs
and educational backgrounds of egie freshmen in an attempt teach to a higher
level of expertise than they are ready for?

Many of these questions were tackled in the previous bdatdhey also emphasize

areas of concerrespecially the argument that alternative teaching strategigslatas to

the content neglect the traditionally held foundations of the discifllmese concerns

also are considering the student level and what is appropriate to teach in davahtry

collegiate course.
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Others parroted these remarks in descrilinegy atypical learning environment
focused on factive engage memajors, meatingbahs peci a
the needs of the discipline and the general education outcomes:

Many nonmajors have different attitudes and belief systems they bring to the

class versus majors, although this is not always the case. Most majors do not need

to be convinced that art is important or that it has some type of value while non

majors run tke gamut from actively disdaining it to really wanting to understand

its role within cultures. It seems that to best serve these different constituencies

that different courses are needed. | think that's something I'm not hearing as much

about as I'd likeight now as there seems to be a more monolithic understanding
ofhowdowetreait he &durvey
Here again, a participant describtee issues of visual arts majors versus-nmajors in
determining the mission of thearse. The participant also gotth the suggestion of
two different courses that engage both these audiences appropriately.

This first round was meant as a search for themes, and particGisnttated that
they tooweresearching for answers todlguestiors of the mission and directidior the
course. Three participants descdlieeir struggles in changing their direction for the
course. The first questioned if others are considering similar shifts:

| am really interested in developing a course that is basically chronological but

with a cluster of works selected to highlight a theme. I'd also like to step back and

create content that specifically addresses issues, like the relevance of art history
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today, or objects' physical state and the changes over time. Are other people
teaching a wrld history of art and visual culture like this?
The next described tradternative focus of their classroom in line with other disciplines:
| think it is important to weigh the relevance of looking vs. reading. In a literature
or philosophy class, studesdo not read secondary literature but only primary
sources. | think art is not different. The primary sources are the art work
themselves, and the focus should be on them.
The final participanta researcheexplainedtheir understanding of the differem
between their approach and the traditional survey:
| have probably described an atypical learning environment compared to standard
lecture/test courses. It represents a different approach to teaching, one that
actually questions what art historians (mamthe humanities) mean by teaching.
It definitely promotes the 'active engaged' classroom which is unsettling to many
faculty because it involves risk. It is critical for art historians to understand that
the way our students learn is not the way thaesthof us learned and that most of
the students in our courses are not going to be art history majors. Pedagogy really
has to change and it is not all that impossible or difficult.
Eachparticipant questioneithe motivations of instructors of the art histgurvey and a
calledfor alternatives considering a shift in thinking about the mission of the course.
They are also all areas for future research as these concerns are all valid and the scope of

this study did not delve into direct application and assest of student learning using
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the suggstions provided by participants; howewrs study does promote a range of
possible directions the course may take that may be tested within various contexts.
Ideal Course

In Round 2 participants were asked agel question at the end of the survey
abouttheir ideal art history survey coursecluding the environment and class size
Participants provided a range of opinion in answering this question, the results of which
highlighted the themes described previously with focus on class size, technology and
institutional support, faculty expertise, student preparation, teaching stsatsmitent,
assignments, and course outcomes.

Forclass size, nearly all participants noted that a class size of around 25 students
is ideal. A few describe that larger classes are manageable, but do not allow for personal
interaction, good discussiorend active engagement by all. In larger classes, participants
noted the tendency for students to Adhide
allow for trying more diverse approaches to teachingse that teach at research
institutions with thdarger auditorium classroonmetedthe importance of the breadut
sections that are handled by teaching assistants.

In terms of technology and institutional support, participants expressed a range of
opiniors. While the now traditional technology of gjity projection was important along
with steady Internet connections, participants described the effectiveness of classroom
spaces that allowed for peer interactions and access to works of art through local
museums, campus galleries, or other such m&aweral also described that support in

terms of instructional designers would be helpful to keep up with technological and
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teaching trends that engage students and best use the teclprolddgd. One
mentioned the wsof virtual and augmented reality tedhat would likely become
common in the future of teaching.

The participants also noted the importance of both the faculty and the students to
be prepared for the courgeaculty withterminal degreeand active research agesdae
important, but alsavith a limit on teaching loadhe faculty member should also be
adaptive to course evaluations as students provide suggestions on teaching strategies,
content, and other elements that may better engage 8tedents should be prepared for
collegelevelwork and be able to focus with basic writing skills. While there is a
tendency toward having students motivated for the classroom, several also noted the
benefit of having both majors and norajors as well as various academic levels in the
classroom as #dded multiple perspectives to discussions and peer interactions.

When describing ideaéaching strategiemany expressed their comfort with a
lecture/discussion format. While traditional, they expressed the desire for a deeper focus
in discussions tengage students more in critically thinking and analyzing content. Some
described a shift toward a more studénven or group approach, moving further from
the traditional norm. Two participants also described the need of assistance from an
instructiond designer or campus teaching support staff that would help develop and
facilitate a transition toward different teaching strategies.

The discussion aboideal content also highlighted diverse participant
perspectives. Participants leaned away from a traditional canon of works toward thematic

or more diverse narratives. They explained that there should be consideration for the
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visual arts or art history majs versus nomajors, perhaps as two separate courses with
different content approaches. There was also a noted stress on bridging historical
contextual themes with contemporary culture to increase engagement and encourage
critical thinking.

Ideal course assignments were described as participatogsandving away
from traditional exams. There was a noted focus on supporting reading and discussion
thorough guided questions and other tasks as well as a focus on further developing
research esy projects through scaffolding. Some participants described course projects
that they envisioned such as mapping activities or student developed study guides posted
through a blog but described varying degrees of success in implementing these strategies.
The focus on writing was evident in nearly all participant responses.

When envisioning ideal course outcomes, participants dedaibkift toward
skills rather than content, to fAhelp stude
focus on the typesf thinking and communication necessary for scholarsbipe
participant also described length the importance of connecting the content across
cultures and context to provideAaoifigkobal
participant describethe ned to maintain a chronological approach to form the
foundation for these skills and future application of knowledge.

Teaching Philosophies

In Round 1, a participant described the desire to know more about the

participant soé6 tfasydRiumg @2hialdashoydahasgsae sit i on,

teaching philosophy that guides your instruction? What research or influences have
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hel ped guide this philosophy?060 To this, pa
arts education, thenderstanding of steat level and preparation, their focus on student
engagement and accessibility, various teaching strategies, and the influences that drive

such decisions.

When describing their approach, participants noted the importance of their
instruction in providing preparation for future life or coursework as part of a liberal arts
education. They noted the course as a foundation for the understanding of content and
skills that students would likely be exposed to in uglpgel courses. One participant
noted:

| am committed to education in the liberal arts tradition and am inclusive in my

methodology and style of teaching. | feel my approach has the ability to transfor

the way students think about their visual environment. If successful, | have taught

them to think for themselvedearning that transcends college.

The concepof citizenship, critical thinking, and visual analysis were common among
participants desdsing their philosophy. Meanwhile others expressed the move toward

focusing on skills more specific to the course such as careful observation that required
consciousness beyond what students are acc
addi ct e dParscipants mvolyed io visual arts institutions focused further on how

their course provided foundations for visual arts students, informing their future practice.

Student level or prior knowledge also became a theme in discussing personal
teaching pHosophies. One participant stated rfe @y biggest challenges as well as my

biggest successes has been to reach groups of students of divergent levels of interest in
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and preparation for collegiate courses 1in
responsibility to fAinspir ¢heyalsdeaprebsedthygseasa and
constant concern with the changing demographic of students enrolled in higher education.
In total, their comments describe a focus on having students leavefivighrae at e r
understanding and appreciationo of the mat
To meet the challenges of a diverse student population, participandsheite
teaching strategies and, importantly, a focus on engagement and accessibility. To
encourage egagement, several participants mobteh e i mpor t ance of <c¢cr ea
supportive atmosphere where all feel comfo
addressing students by name, active engagement in discussion both with the instructor
and peers, and scaffledlearning. One participantnoted i My t eaching phil
grounded precisely on the belief that higher education must remain a shared goal and,
most i mportantl y, acc e sfarthdsdesribédoowthdyl . 0 Anot
approach accessibiligescribing the challenges of not only meeting the needs of the non
major but the need to specifically connect the material to the needs of visual art majors
The fundamental component of my teaching strategy is makingsihal arts and
art history accessible, edifying, and relevant to all students, regardless of their
major field of study or interest. My challenge as a teacher is communicating the
significance of the material covered in an art history class. For studejusny
in the visual arts, | stress that their future contributions in their fietgdether
painting, sculpture, or graphic desigis part of a larger dialogue. Their present

work contributes to the dialogue with the past. Thus, my art history classes
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