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AN ADVISOR NETWORK FOR ART EDUCATION RESEARCHERS

Rethinking the Practices of Art Education: Research Methodologies
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Absract: Thereisaneed for anetwork of experienced researchersin art education who can serve asmentors, advisors, readers, and
editors to assist research project teams on an ad hoc basis. An Advisor Network could be created to facilitate communication,
collaboration, cooperation, and coordination among those with experti se and those with need.

In 1993, the National Art Education Association called for “creating a visual arts research g?enda toward the 21% century,” and
established theel%ht research task forces, one of which, under the stewardshi p of Doug Marshalek and Martin Rayala, issponsorin
this conference. At that time, and probably for some considerable time before, NAEA recognized the need for coherent resear
policy that would move usasan organization and asafield in the direction of sound, practical, intelligent research growth. By 1996,
we produced the first Briefing Paperswhich laid out the initial, ambitious blueprint for that policy. Inthe Briefing Papers, Enid
Zimmerman, the Research Commission Chair, wrote:

“The National Art Education Association is committed to an ongoi ng research effort at improving instruction in visual arts
education. Toward this end, coordinated plannlnq and researc _stratﬁye_s, involving all levels of membership, are being
devel oped that addressmajor researchneedinthefield. NAEA invitesparticipationinresearch by facilitating communications
between individuals and groups engaging in visual arts research that addresses issues relevant to art teaching and student
learning in avariety of educational contexts. When appropriate and feasible, cooper ative research efforts for gathering and
interpreting data and exchanging and cross-referencing research findings will be promoted by NAEA.” (my emphasis)

(Zimmerman, 1996.)

Coordinate. Communicate. Cooperate. These are hallmarksin an overal research agenda although wein art education do
not seem to have responded to them. Perhapsit isour tradition asindependent, solitary artistswho feel only each of usalone
must be responsiblefor our creations. Research in art education has generally been conducted on an individual basis, either
asgraduatework, asactionresearch by art teachersin public school s, orby individual professorsinhigher education. However,
research done by individualsis limited in quantity, quality, breath, depth, and sophistication. In many cases, good research
ideas" dieaborning” becausetheresearcher encountersobstaclesgreater than heor shecan surmount alone. Thisisparticularly
true of inexperienced researchers. Inother academic areas, researchistypically one by teams, who through their collaboration
areableto employ awider variety of experience and expertise and undértake tasksthat are betyond thereach of any individual
team member. Inmany cases, research projectsare broken down into anumber of discrete, but manageabl e componentswhich
are“doable” by smaller teams or individuals. In our field, the only example of this| know of is the research in teaching art
history Mary Erickson has done at Arizona State University. (Erickson, 1996.)

Another factor mitigating against us as researchers is the structure of our higher education pr_oqrams. In science, existing
research ]sregﬁlarlg ril icated. Replicationsact aschecksand balances, add support to the credibility of established research,
and provide ahealthy ticism that continually refinesmethodology and theory. Wehave very few replicated studiesin our
field, and consequently, few credible theories upon which to base our practice. “In science, many replicated studies are done
at the master’ slevel where the novice scientist learns his or her methodology under the supervision of an experienced senior
scientist. One might think of this as “guided practice.” It's only at the doctoral level that the new scientist embarks on an
“independent practice,” aresearch project based on a novel hypothesis.

Inart education, many master’ sprogramsconsist of coursework similar incontent andintent tothat found at theundergraduatelevel .
Research methodology may consist of survey courses. Master’ s theses are often descriptive or qualitative, which may contribute
to personal growth but addSlittleto thefield at large. Master’ s students may not be inclined (or encouraged) to publish. Research
hidden under a bushel is not research at all. The great English scientist, Michael Faraday, once defined science as “to make
experiments and to publish them.” (Bova, 1988)) Master'sthesesin art eduication may focusdirectly on curricular application and
teaching Practl cewithonly acursory nod at theory. Certainly, ararebirdistheart education master’ sstudent who replicatesastud
frc&rﬂ 8(ljjr I iterature, andwho contributestothestrength and quality of researchinthefield whilegaining asolid foundationin researd
m ology.

NAEA has begun an important initiative to move research in our field out of anecdotal isolation and into mainstream art
educationwhereit canbearea influenceonactual practice. It hasdonethisthroughinitiatingthe NAEA Research Task Forces,
and by providing funding through National Art Education Foundation (NA EF§J grants. However, thereis still aneed in art
education for aresearch infrastructureif we are gm ng to move beyond thisembryonicinitiative. If research in art education
remains predicated on the model of theindividual asresearcher, the quality and quantity of our research will be self-limiting,
and ultimately, lack the impact and credibility to influence actual practice in the artroom or in the field.

| conceive of anetwork of experienced and skilled researchersto assist researchers and research teams on an ad hoc basiswith
specific problems asthey arise in research projects. There are undoubtedly many art educators with considerable research
experience and expertise who would be willing to assist research teamsin Numerous ways on a temporary basis. However,
these peoplewith specific skillsmust be brought together with those peoplewho have specific needsand problems. A network
of mentors, advisors, reviewers, analysts, readers, and editors could provide the needed logistical assistance if they were
properly coordinated. The purpose of such a network would be to create a systemic, logical infrastructure that will assist
researchers and research teams, and to facilitate and strengthen the research processin art education.



1. TheAdvisor Network couldidentify andrecruit experienced and skilled art teachersand art educatorsto serveasmentors, advi Sors,
reviewers, anaysts, readers, and editors. Issues Groups such as Retired Art Educators, the NAEA Digtinguished Fellows, the
Seminar for Research in Art Education, and many others have likely memberships who can be recruited.

2. It could develop a*“research registry” in which research ideas can be proposed, discussed, and debated. In such aforum,
ideas can be refined and other interested researchers can be recruited to their interest groups. People need to know about
research beforeitisdoneif they areto becomeinvolvedinit. The NAEA website could provide such aforum. | believe such
a“researchregistry” would beinstrumental in shifting away from an auteur approach in research and toward ateam strategy.

3. Animportant function of the Advisor Network would be to coordinate “ newcomers’ with research teams and task forces.
The Advisor Network can bring experienced researcherstogether with graduate students, public school art teachers, and people
beginning in an unfamiliar research area or methodology.

4. 1t could provide a cohort of readers and editorsfor articles before they are sent to journals. Knowledgeable, capable, and
ob{ectlve readers are invaluable to even the most able researcher. Articlesto refereed {ournals are often sent back to their
authorsfor rewrites _becausetheé haven'’ t been sufficiently edited before being sentin. At the NAEA sessionsfor prospective
contributors to Sudies and Art Education, the editorsinvariably plead this point.

5. The Advisor Network could monitor the nature of the problems requiring assistance, and arrange workshops at national
conventionsor other venuesto meet obviousor emerging needs. For example, if the Advisor Network receives many requests
for advisorsto critique grant applications, it could then devel op aworkshop or publication on grantsmanship in art education.
Trends in research could be tracked and supported.

6. The Advisor Network could develop acohort of post-publication editorswho will edit published research from many sources (journds,
books, dissertations, theses, etc.) for secondary publication in art education publications and newdetters.

7. The Advisor Network could coordinate communication, cooperation and collaboration between researchers, research
teams, teachers, schools, unlversme% museums, state and federal agencies, and other organizationsto clarify, strengthen and
facilitate research efforts. It could identify and form groups who could apply for federal grants.

8. It could coordinate skilled, experienced researchers with researchers with specific problems. The Advisor network could
act asaclearinghouse by matching expertisewith needs. 1t can also moderatethelevel of commitment researchers might wish
tomake. A central feature of thisproposal isthat the experienced researcherswill provide assistance on atemporary, ad hoc
basis. That is, when the experienced researcher is called upon to engage a specific problem, he or she deals with it, and then
withdraws from the research project when it isresolved. If the problem requires only aday’s or aweek’ s attention, thereis
no reason for theexperienced researcher to commit to thelife of the entire project. Conversely, researcherscould specify when
they are available, or how much (or how little) assistance they wish to undertake. In this way, the researcher is more likely
to be willing to contribute to the research project because thereis only avery limited commitment in time and energy.

9. Ex%eri enced researchersmight assistin J)robl em devel opment and feasibility studies, reviewing research methodol ogy and
hypotheses, critiquing grant applications, developing anaytical and statistical procedures, analyzing data, and editing articles
and reports, among many(1 others. Having %Pool of experience and expertise to draw upon islikely to widen and deepen the
sophistication of research projects. It can also help in avoiding problems by catching them early.

Who would serve onthis Advisor Network? It could consist of thoseindividualswho will develop and coordinate the various
tasksalready mentioned. These people should be selected (or self-selected) for their administrative ability aswell asfor their
experience of both the theoretical and practical aspects of the research process. Several of the NAEA 1ssues Groups seem to
me to be likely pools for such expertise.

How wouldthisAdvisor Network beconstituted? Whileseveral membersof theNA EA Research Task Forcesandother NAEA
entities support the idea of an Advisor Network, they also noted to me that another task force (let alone another bureaucracy)
isnot needed. They sugé;e_st aloosely knit working group instead. A working group could deal more flexibly with questions
of thefeasibility of an Advisor Network inthefirst place. Suchaworking group could be* housed” withinthe NAEA Research
Commission, the Seminar for Research in Art Education, or another Issues Groups.

How much would an Advisor Network cost? Sincethe main function of this network is coordination, the costisminimal. A
website would facilitate its function greatly. The website could be linked to the NAEA website, or to auniversity that might
want it.

Inconclusion, researchin art education would be greetly benefited by ashift toward ateam strategy. The qudlity of research would
surely increase, and we could gradually movetoward basing our teaching and policieson best practicesrootedin bonafideresearch.
An Advisor Network provides the infrastructure for such a shift, and for the coordination, communication and cooperation Enid
Zimmerman called for three yearsago. Itisnow upto usto taketheinitiative.
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