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ABSTRACT

the subject of art in Arizona elementary schools is often
taught by general classroom teachers with no art training. ..In
an attempt to rectify this situation, The 1986 Arizona Institute
for Elementary Art Education, following the example of the Getty
Institute for Educators on the Visual Arts, created Staff
Development and Currluclum Implementation Programs for these
teachers.
This study evaluates the Curriculum Implementation Program
of Year One of the Arizona Institute. Data for the study were
compiled from 10 clasroom observations and 23 interviews of
Institute participants by two evaluators.
The components of discipline-based instruction taught during
Summer Staff Development were implemented by all participants.
Implementation was

on

at least a mechanical level of use, and

the evaluators7 results showed interrater agreement.

vi

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The subject of art in elementary schools is often
taught by the general classroom teacher. Budget cuts in
education, especially where art programs are already marginal,
may lead to the elimination of art specialists at the elementary
school level (Shanker, 1988; Broudy, 1987). Fortunately the
idea of teaching art remains desirable; in spite of the budget
cuts, most states include some form of art education in theirgeneral programs (Kern, 1987).
What form art education should take has been left rather
vague in many of these state recommendations. When art
instruction is placed in the hands of classroom teachers who
have no art background, their lesson content may

become so

diluted that the title art education does not really apply.
Art classes may consist mainly of seasonal projects and
decorations.
Many art specialists in

elementary and Junior high schools

have adopted studio-based approaches to the teaching of art
that encourage creative self-expression and activities without
Instruction (Clark, Day & Green, 1987), avoiding art work solely
1

2

for school events, or embellishments for topics taught in the
classroom. "The mode Is modeled on that of the artist and the
main objective is individual psychological development through
creative self-expression" (Lanier, 1983 p. 141).
An examination of the art education situation in Arizona,
where a large number of school districts do not have art
specialists at the elementary level, created the idea of
establishing the Arizona Institute for Elementary Art Education.
The Arizona Institute was funded in 1986 by The J. Paul Getty
Trust, The Arizona Department of Education, the Arizona
Humanities Council, and the Center for Excellence in Education at
Northern Arizona University. The Arizona Institute was a replica
of the Getty Institute for Educators on the Visual Arts, a
research and development center for staff development and
curriculum implementation.
The first Summer Staff Development Program in the Arizona
Institute included 51 classroom teachers, art specialists and
principals from 12 school districts in Arizona. During the three
week program, the participants were intensively involved with
art and visited local museums. They learned aesthetic scanning
and the principles of Discipline Based Art Education (DBAE),
which Included the four major art disciplines, art history, art
criticism, aesthetics, and art production. Faculty members and
art education consultants from these four disciplines presented
papers in their areas of expertise. Participants observed
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teachers using the DBAE approach, and practiced it themselves.
During the following school year, teachers who Implemented
the program were visited by Arizona Institute staff who helped
them with any problems encountered in implementing the program.
In these followup sessions with the teachers, the Institute
members assisted in different activities such as the use of
clay and finger painting, explained the use of curriculum
materials and demonstrated aesthetic scanning. Finally, delivery
of DBAE components in the schools was evaluated as a measure of
the success of the Arizona Institute Staff Development and
Curriculum Implementation Program.
The findings of the two Institute evaluators who made site
visits were compiled in this study. A comparion of data from
each evaluator gave a measure of interrater reliability in
assessing how DBAE lessons were implemented during the first year
by classroom teachers who had taken part in the 1986 Summer
Staff Development Program.
Limitations
The classroom teachers who attended the Staff Development
Program were selected by their districts, and specific criteria
used in the selection process were aimed at identifying good
teachers, respected by their peers, who did not necessarily have
any background in art education.
In this study the subjects evaluated and data collected are
only from those classroom teachers, not art specialists on their

school teams, who had participated in the 1986 Staff Develop
ment.
The teachers had not received inservice training from the
participants as part of their district implementation plan. The
teacher's background (previous art education, teaching
experience, general education, or age) was not considered in
the analysis procedure.
The hypotheses of the study are as follows:
1. The Summer Staff Development Program should provide
classroom teachers with sufficient means and preparation to
implement a DBAE program in their own classrooms, as measured by
the fact that DBAE components subsequently appear in these
teachers7 art lessons.
2. During the first year of implementation, participants'
teaching of DBAE should be at a mechanical level of use, as
defined by Hord, Rutherford, Huling-Austin & Hall, 1987.
3. Discipline-based art education contains a structured
and coherant set of principles that prescribe instructional
content and method. Different evaluators using different
instruments to evaluate discipline-based art lesson components
should therefore collect similar data.

CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

For many years, art education was based on the psychological
concept that values development of creative dispositions more
than it does the mastering of subject matter (Snlth, 1987).
Educators regarded art as a subject that contributed to
self-expression because it was a right brain activity. The
process of making art was stressed. Art classes became an
opportuity to relax from regular school activities such as
reading, writing and arithmetic.
In the 1960s there was a change in the thinking about art
curriculum. During the 19G4 Seminar on Research and Curriculum
Development held at Pennsylvania State University, Eisner and
Barkan presented Bruner's idea of basing the art curriculum on
discipline-centered inquiry had a great deal of influence on the
discussions on the future of art education (Efland, 1984).
The Pennsylvania State Seminar in its effort to generate
curriculum research in art education, focused on the nature of
art (Rush, 1984). There was agreement that art education should
include all the disciplines, that are an Integral part of the
subject: aesthetics, art criticism, art history, and production.
5

The mid 1960s mark a turning point in the approach to art
education. With this content change in the curricula of art
education, the what, a second issue arose concerning the
instruction of art, the who.
Lanier (1983) states that the majority of elementary school
activities are taught by the classroom teachers:
They tend as a group to lack confidence in their knowledge
of art and their ability to guide their pupils in art....
the one or two courses in art or art education in the
traditional teacher preparation program usually do little
to promote Insight or confidence....the exclusiveness
and obscurantism of dialogue....about art
education....(p.149) adds concern about teachers' ability
to teach art.
Classroom Teachers7 Preparation for Art Instruction
Several attempts were made to settle the controversy as to
whether classroom teachers, untrained in the visual arts, could
teach art effectively through a written and sequenced curriculum
(Sevigny, 1987).
In 1968, Eisner initiated the Stanford University Kettering
Project. This project was not Involved extensively with teacher
education. Eisner's intention was to keep the teacher
preparations to a minimum, while providing the average classroom
teacher with self-sufficient lessons and materials for direct
implementation in the classroom.
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In 1970, the Aesthetic Education Curriculum Program of the
Central Midwestern Regional Education Laboratory (CEMREL) made
another attempt to build a teacher-training program for art.
After 10 years, evaluations concluded that there was a strong
need to improve teaching methods so that classroom teachers
could adopt concepts of art and aesthetic education. CEMREL
recommended a more comprehensive investigation of teaching
methods to gain an empirical understanding of the
interrelationships between curriculum theory and classroom
practice.
At the same time, programs for teachers at The Ohio State
University influenced the building of a clear curriculum for
teachers. The primary purpose of the curriculum set in this
program was to educate prospective art teachers to be more
articulate about the nature and structure of art. The program
included courses in studio, art history, art appreciation, art
evaluation, art theory, art criticism, and aesthetics. The
program was judged by its evaluators as extremely successful
(Sevlgny, 1987). Including all disciplines of art in preparation
for classroom teachers set an antecedant for building proper
bases for art teachers expected to deliver discipline-based art
education to their own students.
In the period 1975-1976 the Aesthetic Eye Project in
California, with the participation of Broudy, Involved classroom
teachers with aesthetic criticism and engaged them in discourse
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about the expressive qualities of works within historical
contexts, periods, styles, and cultures (Sevlgny, 1987).
Greer (1984), who participated in the Aesthetic Eye Project
started to set down concepts that would establish a definition
of discipline-based art education. He stated seven parameters
to identify discipline-based art education: (a) inclusion of
four parent disciplines in the instruction (aesthetics, art
history, art criticism and studio art); (b) focus on the
intrinsic value of art; (c) art instruction in the context of
aesthetic education; (d) a formal, continuous curriculum with
(e) sequenced concepts and skills; (f) systematic Instruction
offered at regular times; and (g) evaluation of outcome.
In the early 1980s the California State Legislature cut
the budget for art specialist teachers at the elementary level.
This decision meant that either there would be no art education
for elementary schools or art education would be whatever
classroom teachers would be able to provide.
The Getty Institute in 1983 sought to find a practical and
satisfactory solution to this budget cut.

The Institute adopted

a discipline-based approach to art education, and created a Staff
Development Program to prepare elementary classroom teachers to
implement DBAE in their classes. This same model was followed by
the Arizona Institute for Elementary Art Education.
Evaluations of an Innovation in the Classroom
The Research and Development Center for Teacher Education
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(R8.DCTE), at the University of Texas at Austin studied school
improvement processes for more than a decade. The study included
work done by researchers in different countries as well as the
U.S.A. and incorporated insights from different cultures and
perspectives. During the course of the school improvement
study, researchers verified a number of assumptions about change
that were the basis of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM).
"The CBAM model is client-centered, It can identify the special
needs of individual users" (Hord et al., p.7>.
Innovation adoption is a process rather than an event and
many factors contribute to its successs. They are in part based
on individuals' abilities to cope with change and in part
depend on the change itself, the facilitators, the climate
provided for adoption, or characteristics of decision makers
involved in introducing the innovation (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford,
& Newlove, 1975). The instruments developed by CBAM researchers
are adaptable to any change or innovation Introduced in
classrooms and therefore are appropriate for use in this study
to assess the effectiveness of the participants' implementation
of DBAE components in their classrooms.
Levels of Use of the Innovation
The 'Levels of Use' (LoU) scale is a diagnostic tool
developed as part of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model to assess
the degree to which the teacher is implementing the innovation
at the time of the evaluation (Hord et al., 1987). The Levels
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of Use are as follows:
Level 0 - Non-use
Level I - Orientation
Level II - Preparation
Level III - Mechanical use
Level IVA - Routine
Level IVB - Refinement
Level V - Integration
Level VI - Renewal
The LoU dimension describes the behaviors of the users of
an innovation through various stages....It is an attempt to
define operationally what the user Is doing. It is not an
evaluation of the teacher but of his or her behavior at that
particular time. The level of imp1mentation found will
point hdw the teacher is handling the Innovation and will
give the evaluator information about the direction that the
teacher Is taking with the innovation.
Eight distinct Levels of Use have been identified (Appendix
E>. Each level encompasses a range of behaviors....a
combination of observations and informal questioning (can be
used) to get the information needed to determine Levels of
Use (pp.54-56).
Hord et al., (1987) state there Is no questionnaire available
that can accurately assess LoU. Observation forms and interviews
offer the most accurate and useful information. The phenomenum
of LoU do not match paper-and-pencil measurement.

CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Data for this study were compiled from two reports presented
as qualitative studies of the Curriculum Implementation Program
of Year One of the Arizona Institute for Elementary Art
Education. Some of these data were part of the Final Report
(Rush, 1987) submitted by the Arizona Institute Directors to the
Getty Center for Education in the Arts. Others were contained in
a report submitted separately to The Getty Center (1987)
by the Center for Excellence In Education located at the Northern
Arizona University.
The data for each report were supplied by different
evaluators who visited the school sites at different times.
Evaluator I was a doctoral candidate at The University of Arizona
and Associate Director for AdminIstration to the Arizona
Institute for Elementary Art Education. Evaluator II was a
doctoral candidate at Northern Arizona University employed by the
Center for Excellence In Education as an independent evaluator.
She had little knowledge of DBAE and had not attended The 1986
Arizona Institute Summer Staff Development Program.
11
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Subjects
The teachers evaluated were selected from participants of
the 1986 Staff Development Program organized by the Arizona
Institute for Elementary Art Education. All were elementary
classroom general 1st teachers. Host were members of a team that
Included two teachers, a principal, and an art specialist if the
district had one. The teachers came from 8 of 12 participating
school districts distributed statewide, representing the
cultural and economic diversity of the State of Arizona.
Evaluator I observed 10 elementary classroom teachers
presenting art lessons to children. She subsequently interviewed
those 10 and 3 more for a total of 13 elementary classroom
teachers. The teachers evaluated were from seven districts.
Evaluator II interviewed 10 elementary classroom teachers but
did not observe the presentation of art lessons in their classes.
The teachers evaluated were from four districts, three of which
were also visited by Evaluator I. 10 teachers, therefore, were
interviewed by both evaluators, and 3 by only one.
Apparatus
The instruments used by the evaluators were as follows:
Evaluator I Classroom Observation: Evaluator I used the
"Curriculum Implementation Evaluation: Lesson Observation Form"
developed by the Getty Institute for Education on the Visual Arts
to report site observations in California during its Curriculum
Implementation Program. (Appendix A). This form relates to the
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following topics: (a) kind of curriculum used, <b> lesson
presentation, (c) classroom environment, (d) art lesson, and (e)
instruction. The questions in the form are very specific and
usually require a yes/no response (for example, "stayed closely
to the manual? adapted the manual?") but leaves room for
expansion by the evaluator.
Evaluator I Personal Interview: Evaluator I used the
"Curriculum Implementation Evaluation: Teacher Interview" which
she extracted from the Getty Institute Lesson Evaluation Form
specifically for her Arizona Institute teacher interviews.
(Appendix B ). Each interview related to the following topics:
(a) amount of art instruction, (b) basing instruction on fbur
disciplines, (c) teaching, (d) preparation, (e) evaluation, and
(f) inservice. The questions in this form relate to
implementation rather than the teacher performance per se: the
requirements of adopting the curriculum, integration of the
art classes into the regular school schedule, use of different
cultural contexts, historical periods or media, and length of
time art is taught each week.
Evaluator II Personal Interview: Evaluator II used two
data-collection instruments. The first was the Schwartz (1986)
"DBAE Preparation Activities, Data Collection Form" for
interviewing participant teachers. This form directs the
evaluator to collect information about the observed subjects,
name of teacher, time of the evaluation, name and place of the

school, grade, length of observation, and information about the
class observed. In this part of the form, the evaluator and
teacher can discuss the focus for the evaluation so that it
becomes the object for later improvement in instruction.
(Appendix C).
The second evaluation form used by Evaluator II was the
Schwartz "DBAE Observation Behaviors, Data Collection
Form" (1986). This form was used to evaluate the inclusion of
DBAE components in the lessons presented by the subjects
evaluated. It breaks down all discipline-based art education
components into 25 activities and behaviors whose presence
denotes the implementation of discipline-based
instructions. This form relates not only to the specific
implementation of the curriculum used but to implementing DBAE
components in general. (Appendix D).
The 25 discipline-based components specified by Schwartz
fal1 into seven categories:
1. Teaching facts, concepts and skills intrinsic to the
visual arts, as part of a general education.
2. Basing instruction on the four disciplines of the
visual arts: aesthetic, art criticsm, art history and art
production.
3. Teaching visual art in the context of aesthetic
education.
4. Using a formal, systematic cumulative curriculum.
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5. Sequencing activities to produce a sophisticated
understanding and appreciation of art.
6. Making art compatible and teachable in elementary
schools.
7. Making art instruction accountable.
Completing the form requires the evaluator to note the
intensity of each observed behavior "organizes opportunites
for students to participate in the activites of competent
professionals in art: field trips, art studios etc."
or " selects art works for viewing and discussing the nature and
value of art" by making a fine-point scale. The total marks
checked on the different items is recorded. Brief narrative
comments to be added to the form are encouraged.
Procedure
Procedures for site visits differed between evaluators.
Evaluator I visited school sites in March, 1987, and observed
classes in progress in which

participants were teaching lessons

from the SWRL curriculum prior to conducting personal interviews.
Evaluator II visited districts in May, 1967, late in the school
year, and was therefore unable to observe classes even though she
did interview the teachers in person.
The information given by each evaluator was compiled
according to the first four items identified by Schwartz as
observable components of discipline-based instruction:
1. Art is taught for Its Intrinsic value.
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2. The art lessons Include the four disciplines of art:
art history, art criticism, aesthetics, and art production.
3. Art is taught within the larger context of aesthetic
education
4. The art lessons have a written formal continuous
curriculum.
A content analysis of the data given by each evaluator was
made to determine (a) whether they had observed and recorded the
same kinds of information, (b) to determine what categories of
information there were, and (c) whether the two dlffferent data
collection instruments were of total or partial consistency.

CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

The data collected in this study were examined to observe
three different aspects of the implementation: (a) similarities
and differences in implementing the different components of
discipline-based art instruction, (b) similarities and
differences to Levels of Use from from Hord et al's study
(1987), and (c) similiarites and differences in data collected by
two different evaluators.
For purposes of this study, data were analyzed in three ways:
1. Levels of implementation by all teachers were observed
using the Levels of Innovation scale (Hord et al., 1987).
2. The two evaluators7 findings were compared.
3. The level of implemenation of dfferent components of
DBAE were compared.

Implementation of Discipline Based Art Instruction Components.
The results of both evaluations listed as percentages show
that 100% of the teachers interviewed implemented disciplinebased art instruction in their classrooms (Table 1).
17
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Table 1. Percentage of Implementation of DBAE Conponents
by Two Evaluators

Evaluator I
Art Is taught
for its
Intrinsic value

'

Bases instruction
on four
disciplines

Art is taucfat
in context of
aesthetic
educat i on

Uses systematic
written curriculum

Evaluator II

times p/w
at least
45 mlns

100

100

regular part
of schedule

100

100

61

20

art history

100

80

art criticism

100

90

aesthetics

100

90

art production

100

100

100

50

96

100

visits museums
invites artists
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All the teachers introduced the curriculum chosen by the
district and art was taught on a regular basis. The teaching
included elements of the four parent disciplines of art, and art
was taught in the context of aesthetic education.
All the teachers evaluated taught art once a week, setting
a regular time period in the week's schedule. This class was
devoted to the teaching of art following the district curriculum.
Frequently, the classes were scheduled after recess to give
teachers sufficient time to set up audio visual equipment prepare
materials for the students.
The activities prepared by the teachers followed the given
curriculum. The lessons either began with visual or critical
analysis of works of art projected from film strips, scanning a
specific work of art, art production, or evaluation of art
products from previous classes. Teachers formated their lessons
according to the given curriculum; few made changes in the
suggested sequence of implementation.
Some teachers changed the sequence to fit the subjects
taught in art to other disciplines being studied at a particular
time (one of the teachers taught a unit on mobiles when the
class was learning about the solar system in science). Other
teachers said that they planned to alter some of the sequences
next year to complement seasonal topics taught in the school
year, for example making snowmen in the winter.
Teachers followed the curriculum which includes activities
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related to art history, art criticism, aesthetics, and
production.
They all gave classes in aesthetic scanning, art vocabulary,
and built their units according to the art concepts in the
curriculum.
The teaching of art history in the lesson appears to be
very basic. Most of the teachers delivered the primary facts
about works of art: mentioning the artists/s names, places where
the artists worked, the period, and style. Some of the teachers
did, however, integrate other cultures, such as American Mexican
and Navajo art, expanding the given curriculum, and moving to
Level IV of Use.

Differences Between this Study and Hord et al. <1987) Data
In this study, the data collected by means of classroom
observations and teacher interviews were examined according to
the Level of Use (LoU). The assessment was made according to
each individual teachers/ response. The purpose was to find the
level each teacher was implementing the innovation.
Every teacher could be at a different level of
implementation when introducing an innovation. Each of the eight
levels mentioned by Hord et al. (1987) describes how the teacher
handles the innovation when the evaluation is conducted.
Once the LoU was determined for each individual, the
information was compiled to find the LoU of the entire group.
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The information was then compared to the results presented by
Hord et al. (1987) (see Table 2).
All the teachers adopted the innovaton in at least a
mechanical fashion, Level III (Hord et al., 1987). This
assessment means that both evaluators reported that the
innovation was fully implemented by all the subjects. Most
followed the curriculum exactly as given, sane introduced
variations and additions. No teacher was found in levels 0-non
use, I-orientation or II preparation, meaning that the innovation
had not yet been adopted.
In this study 17% of the teachers reached level IVb of
use, although Hord et al. (1987) report that only 5% did so
in their research (Table 2).
Evaluator I interviewees stated that they believed that the
second year of implementation would shorten the preparation
time, a situation that would move them on the LoU scale to Level
IVA. Although Hord et al. (i987) show 90% of implementation
during the first year, this research found 100% implementation.
Shower et al. (1987) estimate that about 25 teaching episodes are
needed before a new strategy is adopted by the teachers. Results
of the Arizona Institute participants study showed higher levels
of implementation than the results of Hord et ars research (see
Table 2).
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Table 2. Comparison of the Percentage of Teachers
Implementing an Innovation in the First Year

Results from Informal
interviews with teachers
(Hord et al., 1987)

Results of combined data
of DBAE implementation
by the two evaluators

LoU 0
Non use

5

0

LoU I
Orientation

0

0

LoU II
Preparation

5

0

LoU III
Mechanical use

65

53

LoU IVA
Routine

20

30

LoU IVB
Refinement

5

17

LoU V
Integration

0

0

LoU VI
Renewal

0

0
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Differences Between Evaluators
Both evaluators reported that all the components analyzed
were implemented by the whole group of teachers (see Table 1)
although different instruments were used. There were, however,
some difference in the evaluators' findings in the level of
Implementation. The differences appear in the implementation of
aesthetic component "teaching art in the context and education"
and of the sub-component "inviting artists to class and
visiting museums".
According to Evaluator I, the component "teaching art in
the context of aesthetic education" was fully implemented..
Evaluator II, however, found that only half the teachers
fulfilled its implementation. Evaluator I reported that 75% of
the teachers invited artists to their classes and took the class
to visit museums, while Evaluator found that only 20% of her
subjects implemented this component.

CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

We can conclude that the first year of implementation of
discipline-based art instruction by classroom teachers was
extremely successful. All the components of DBAE were found
in the instruction of all the teachers evaluated. Some were
fully Implemented while others only partially. The evaluation
conducted by two independent evaluators using different
instruments show full implementation of the program. The level of
Implementation found from the data supplied by the two evaluators
was very similar to the level found in research of implementation
of an innovation (Hord et al., 1987).
It appears that this success, is due to two main factors: the
applicability of discipline-based art instruction to teachers7
experience and the effectiveness of The Arizona Institute Summer
Staff Development.
Application of DBAE to Teacher/s Experience
DBAE theory has the specificity and practical refinement
that enables it to be an effective directive mechanism, providing
the essential background to rational educational practice"
(DiBlaslo, 1987). DBAE defines components of content as well as
practice. This makes it possible for teachers with different
24
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backgrounds to comprehend content with ease. It is also possible
for independent evaluators to assess the content delivery and its
effectiveness using dfferent

instruments (Appendices A & B>.

Discipline-based instruction is based on educational methods
used by classroom teachers in other disciplines: questions,
comparisons, verbal reasoning, analysis, and culture. The
teachers found themselves comfortable with the systematic
approach of DBAE. The objectives in each unit were clearly
stated and the way to apply them clearly given. The teaching of
art did not depend on improvisations or following a "recipe"
which worked in other circumstances. The teachers could see the
rationale behind each activity taught in their classes. From
the methodological aspect, the adoption of DBAE was not a
completely new or revolutionary educational experience for
classroom teachers. The only novelty was the content, and
therefore the innovation was easily adopted. Showers et al.
(1987) mention that the basic level of skill or knowledge in a
new approach is necessary before teachers can adopt and use an
Innovation and this content was built into the Summer Staff
Development and into the curriculum.
Since we know that teachers are required to put a
considerable amount of time into classroom preparation, we mlsflit
expect them to have reservations about continuing a program that
demands extra preparation time such as DBAE. From the
observations made by teachers interviewd by both evaluators at
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different times during the school year, there was no mention of
any disappointment with the program or complaint about the extra
preparation time needed to implement it. No teacher stated that
the program would not be continued in future years. We also
conclude that the teachers found the effort involved in
implementing the program worthwhile because of Its value and
the benefits gained from it by the students.
If It is correctly, assumed that the Arizona Institute
participants who were the subjects of this study were a
representative group of classroom teachers, the implications are
that the program can expand to include aditlonal teachers and
participating districts without fear of it being rejected. The
reactions elicited from the participating classroom teachers
suggested that previous methods of teaching art were not as
successful as discipline-based art education. They felt that
as teachers without a formal art background, they needed a
structured systematic approach in order to feel comfortable
teaching art. They claimed that the Institute preparation was
what was needed, and this was evident from the enthusiastic
response of children in their classes, their parents, and the
school principals.
Teachers who attended the Summer Staff Development Program,
and subsequently implemented DBAE in their classes described
their views on the program and its implementation during a

27

renewal week at the Institute June 10 thru 12, 1987 (Rush, 1987).
My students this year received art instruction instead of
crafts. Their language development, curiosity, visual
awareness, and excitement motivated me as a teacher to
increase my knowledge and awareness.
The parents and public have made positive statements about
how much the quality has improved in Just one year with the
useage of DBAE.
DBAE develops higher order of thinking ski 1 Is through
critiquing and analyzing pieces of art.
It shows learning in an area other than the 3R's.
It (the Institute) has provided (me) knowledge, awareness,
methodology, appreciation, and enthusiasm for the teaching
of fine arts. It definitely should be continued and
expanded.
In my opinion, DBAE gives teachers a guide to develop a
sound art program for their students. It does work with
students; it does provide an exciting approach to art for
both teachers and students. It will have a lasting effect
on the child's life now and as an adult (ch.7,b 3).

Effectiveness of The Arizona Institute Summer Staff
Development Program
At the elementary level, classroom teachers teach all the
required subjects: mathematics, engllsh, social studies,and
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even physical education. They are not experts in any one of
these areas. Their source material for these lessons cones
from either college preparation course, their personal experience
from their own years at school, text books adopted by their
districts,or standardized achievement tests.
When it comes to teaching art, frequently teachers have had
little college preparation, and the amount of art instruction
they received as children is insufficient to give them the
necessary confidence in their ability to adequately teach art.
The general attitude is that one needs to be an artist in order
to teach art. In other subjects such as arithmetic or language
arts, teachers do not believe that they need to be mathematicians
to teach arithmetic or poets to teach language arts.
One of the aims of the Arizona Institute Summer Staff
Development Program is to change this reluctance to teach art.
The teachers who participated in the Staff Development Program
received an intensive three-week introduction to art. DBAE
staff development helped break down teachers' inhibitions about
art, and gave them the art background and confidence to implement
art instruction in their classrooms.
The goals of the Arizona Institute Summer Staff development
program were (a) engaging participants in the study of art, (b)
learning about the role of art in general education,
and the nature and educational uses of the disciplines that
contribute to our understanding of art, and (c) preparing to
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Implement DABE in schools and districts (Rush, 1987a).
(Appendix E).
The Staff Development Program Included the four components
found essential for later implementation of instructional changes
(Showers et al., 1987):
1. Presentation of theory.
2. Demonstration of the new strategy.
3. Initial practice in the workshop.
4. Prompt feedback about their effects.
The classroom teachers7 preparation not only involved
practical application, but also elements used associatlvely and
interpretively by the teachers (Broudy, 1987). If we say that
DBAE produces adults who are knowledgeable about art (Greer,
1984), it is even more important to produce teachers who can
transfer this notion to their students.
Analysis of Discrepancies Between Evaluators
Although the practical technical components of DBAE
instruction were mostly fulfilled, art was scheduled regularly in
the school program and was taught for at least one period per
week, the study found several discrepencies In the evaluators7
results. In both evaluations there is a problem In
implementatation of the subcomponent "visits museums and invites
artists to the school." This is a component that requires
initiative beyond the scope of implementing the curriculum as
written.

Possibly, teachers need access to the artistic
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community, help from the school principal or back up from school
district personnel in order to invite artists to visit schools.
It appears that the cause for this discrepancy is in the
wording of the questions in the evaluation instruments. The
question asked by Evaluator I was "Invited any experts in?"
The other evaluator asked (a) "Organizes opportunities for
students to watch or participate in the activities of competent
professionals of art, field trips and studios, museums and
others" (b) "invites competent professionals, aestheticlans,
art critics, art historians, or artists to give presentations."
The subjects mentioned by Evaluator II depend on budgets to
insure the fulfillment of part of the component. The number of
field trips designated to each class by the districts is limited,
and this could be a cause for the discrepancy in the evaluators'
results.
In the instruction of art criticsm and aesthetics there is
an inconsistency in the two evaluators' data. We can infer from
the results of Evaluator I that teachers dealt with the qualities
of works of art, and were indeed aware of this component. The
students learned to perceive aesthetically, that is, in the manner
of art using aesthetic scanning and the special vocabulary of
aesthetic perception (Broudy, 1987). However, the results of
Evaluator II indicate that this component was only partially
adopted.
The discrepancy of results with reference to basing
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instruction on four disciplines could be a consequence of
discrepencies in the evaluation Instruments. Evaluator I asked
two questions:
1. Do you talk about art works, artists, museums?
2. Include different cultural contexts, historical periods,
media? (Describe).
Evaluator II asked four questions in this area:
1. Selects art work(s) for viewing and talking about the
nature and value of art?
2. Lists examples of works of art related to concepts
and vocabulary in each unit?
3. Selects art work(s> to represent various cultural
contexts, historical periods and media?
4. Prepares lesson plans to teach a selected number of media
and techniques? Evaluator II asked twice as many questions as
Evaluator I. This could have had an influence on the
completeness of the answers given by the subjects evaluated.
Questions asked by Evaluator I tjere phrased as "do you
ta]k?n and "do you include?" and could have been understood as,
"when you teach the curriculum do you talk and include...?" The
teacher might have interpreted the question as asking if anything
from the curriculum was omitted, with the resulting response
being that, "nothing is left out, the curriculum is taueftt with
every item included in it."
The second evaluator's questions were phrased in a way
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("selects?* and "lists?") suggesting the teacher's active role
in the instruction process. These questions could be understood
to imply activities beyond the curriculum's requirement. As
mentioned above, it is difficult to expect teachers with no art
background to initiate and add actions beyond the mechanical use
of given curriculum (Hord et al., 1987; Shower et al., 1987).
This could be another reason for the discrepancies in the answers
to this category.
A large discrepancy was found in the data given by the
evaluators in the component "Teaching Visual Art in the Context
of Aesthetic Education."

Wheras, Evaluator I reported full

implementation, Evaluator II reported only a 50% rate.
Aesthetics is a philosophical concept. Philosophy is not one of
the subjects taught in elementary school (Crawford, 1987). Host
of the classroom teachers did not have any exposure to the
subject prior to the staff-development program (Rush, 1987).
Evaluator I asked the teachers, "Do you present aesthetics
during lessons, the study of art, its value and role in society?"
Evaluator I recorded "Follows aesthetics and SWRL curriculum,"
and therefore fulfilled this conponent's requirement.
Evaluator II asked:
1. "Prepare activities or questions to guide students to
percieve, interpret or analyze the aesthetic properties of
the experiences?"
2. "Incorporates the study of art's nature, value and role
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in society in the lesson plans?"
The answers given to this evaluator's questions were in the
negative. The evaluator's questions contained words such as
"prepares" or "incorporates" that suggested an active role by
the teacher, beyond the given curriculum.
Many teachers said that they did not teach more aesthetics
than required in the written curriculum. Because all the
teachers taught the same curriculum and many were the same
teachers evaluated by Evaluator I, It can be assumed that
that all the participants observed by Evaluator II covered the
aesthetic component as written in the curriculum and were
interpreting the question as implying something else.
Implementation of DBAE Components
The curriculum used by the participants provides general
art history information coordinated with units taught. It is
not spelled out as a ready recipe to be served in class in any
particular way. The curriculum left teachers to determine how
much art history should be taught and some teachers found it
hard to decide what was appropriate for the different class
levels.
A few teachers said that the critical analysis portion of
the lessons which includes art history, art criticism, and
aesthetics, was too difficult for students to absorb. This
clajlm came from teachers of primary, as well as intermediate
students.
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Because the teachers found the critical analysis component hard
to absorb, they reported that it was a complicated subject
to teach and difficult for students to understand. Broudy
recognizes that it is difficult for teachers to introduce art's
historical dimension. Teachers' performance will tend to be
mechanical, unless they have resources in their own associate
store (1987).
Some teachers adapted the critical and historical analysis
material provided in the curriculum for different age levels.
this behavior moved them to Level V of use, Integration.
"Initiate changes in use of the innovation based on input from
and in coordination with colleagues for the benefit of clients1'.
(Hoed et al., 1987, p.55).
Teachers easily followed curriculum instructions to
demonstrate and perform art production. The traditional view of
art as a "hands on task" was familiar to teachers. They had no
trouble with this component and found its implementation easy
and natural.
There was a good transfer to teachers and students of those
concepts involving the sensory propertiess of the visual arts,
such as kinds of lines, hues,or techniques. Some teachers
claimed that they sometimes found it difficult to see the
connection between the visual and critical analysis and the
production requested in the curriculum. We can infer that the
more abstraction in the art concepts taught or the greater
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dependency teachers had on related art knowledge in the fields of
history or aesthetics, the greater degree of difficulty
encountered by teachers7 implementation of a particular concept
(Broudy, 1987; Rush, 1987).
The introduction to the teaching of DBAE by classroom
teachers should be regarded as more than merely introducing a new
teaching strategy. The program/s direction should be not only to
develop teaching strategies, although this is important, since
most.teachers did not know about them, but should aim to increase
and develop teachers' knowledge of the different disciplines of
art. This approach was the one adopted by the Arizona Institute
for Elementary Art Education in its staff development program.
Teachers who Introduce DBAE into their classes should be
continuously supported by the Institute members. This support
should be provided to help cope with current problems as they
arise, but, more importantly, to maintain that primary enthusiam
that all the teachers expressed both upon completing the
institute program and while implmenting what they had learned in
their classes. Research shows that nearly all teachers need
social support as they settle down to the new curriculum.
Experts and coaches (from the Institute) can provide this
support, as well as peers (principals and teaching colleagues),
(Showers et al., 1987).
Schools in which only a few teachers Introduced DBAE should
try and send more teachers to the summer staff development
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program. Classroom teachers who attended the program cannot
transfer what they have learned to their colleagues as
proficiently, or professionally as experts In the field.
Research by Miles and Huberman found that commitment follows
competence, rather than preceedlng it (Showers et al., 1987).
Teachers are more likely to adopt DBAE after learning and
absorbing its principles in a professionally run program rather
than having a vague notion that they like DBAE after hearing
teachers discuss It in the teacher's lounge or from perfunctory
classroom observation of their colleagues Implementing DBAE.
Mini seminars could provide a good forum for explaining
DBAE's goals and help attract more classroom teachers to an
institute program. Teachers could be encouraged to visit
classroooms where DABE programs are already in place and attend
lectures providing an overview of DBAE given by staff from the
Arizona Institute. These activities wl11 create the "Level of
Use 0 and I-Orlentation" (Hord et al., 1987). This is a "state
in which the individual has aquired or is aguiring information
about the innovation and or has explored its value orientation
and what it will require" (p.55).
In view of the problems encountered in the implementation
of DABE outlined above, the Institute could consider giving
teachers short seminars on art history during the school year,
or periodically sending them concise literature on the subject.
This literature could include a list for further reading, and
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suggestions on how to teach art history in conjuction with
various classroom activities and how to adjust the material for
different age groups.
The Institute can provide practical assistance to teachers
in other ways. It would be helpful to provide teachers with a
list of artists who would be willing to visit their classrooms.
If visiting museums is not possible for many teachers, a mobile
art museum could be established to tour shcools, organized on
the same lines as a mobile library.
It is essential to ensure that teachers move to higher levels
of DBAE implementation. Hord et a!., (1987) mention that the
different levels of use of Innovations were in part a result
of the manner in which the innovation was facilitated. To do
this, there must be a continuing support program. Renewal
courses should be available to those teachers who are at level
IH-mechanical use to help them move to the routine level and
become more comfortable with the innovation. "Comfort and
caring is one way to describe the kind of assistance needed at
Level III of use, the mechanical level" (p.67).
There should be further research to determine the
relationship between teachers7 background and their level of use
of DBAE in the first year of its implementation. Who are those
teachers who reached higher levels than III mechanical use, did
they have previous art education, were they younger or older? Did
previous art education or background make them better teachers
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of DBAE?
Another question to be researched is determining if there
is a connection between a teacher's LoU of the implementation
and the quality of learning achieved by the students? If a
teacher is on LoU IV, will the students be better than those
whose teacher Is only on LoU III?
We can conclude that the implementation of discipline- based
art education by classroom teachers in Arizona was very
successful. Until art specialists become a regular part of the
school staff for every grade in every school (in view of current
budget constraints, a distant goal), the model presented in
this study can provide the alternative. Teachers who become
proficient in implementing DBAE provide a coherant, effective
art education program at the elementary grade level.

APPENDIX A
CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION
LESSON OBSERVATION FORM
TEACHER'S NAME

SCHOOL

CURRICULUM:
1. Kind used?
2. Supplementary lessons?
LESSON PRESENTATION:
1. Followed the lesson as presented in the manual
2. Stayed close to manual?
3. Adapted manual?
4. Used teacher-made materials to enhance lesson?
(describe) .
CLASSROOM ART ENVIRONMENT:
1. Serious art?
2. Children's art?
ART LESSON:
1. Emphasis?
2. Procedures?
3. Student evidence?
INSTRUCTION:
1. Questions for students to clarify concepts?
2. Evaluation of artwork?
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APPENDIX B

CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION: TEACHER INTERVIEW
NAME
POSITION

DATE
SCHOOL

;

AMOUNT OF ART INSTRUCTION:
1. How much time do you teach art each week?
2. Part of regular school day?
3. Invited any other art experts In?
BASING INSTRUCTION ON 4 DISCIPLINES:
1. Do you talk about art works? artists? museums?
2. Include different cultural contexts, historical periods,
media? (describe)
TEACHING:
1. Do you present aesthetics during lessons?
(study of art, value, role in society)
2. Are you using a formal curriculum?
(plans art lessons according to curriculum)
3. How do you sequence activities?
4. How much review and practice?
PREPARATION:
1. How much preparation time doe3 this specific lesson take?
2. Average lesson?
3. Do you expect it will always take this much time to prepare?
4. How do you go about preparation?
EVALUATION:
1. Do you review lesson content?
2. Do you test?
3. How do students demonstrate skills and whether they
understand concepts? (how do you know each understands?)
INSERVICE
1. What have you done so far?
a. In your own grade level?
b. In own school?
c. Outside grade level and school—district wide.
2. What are problems you see with inserviclng colleagues?
3. What are your plans for more inservicing?
RECOMMENDATIONS:
SUMMER INSTITUTE
CURRICULUM
IMPLEMENTATION
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APPENDIX C

USE THIS FORM FOR TRAINING PURPOSES ONLY
DBAE OBSERVATION BEHAVIORS
DATA COLLECTION FORM
DIRECTIONS:
1. Prior to the observation complete the Preparation Activities
Form in consultation with the teacher.
2. Follow the instructions contained in the DBAE Manual for
Coding Teacher Performance while observing the teacher.
3. Observe the instruction period from beginning to end.
4. Record each observed behavior with a vertical mark in the
appropriate space on the reverse side of this form.
5. Sum the number of marks for each behavior and record the
total.
6. Write brief narrative comments on the bottom of the form.
7. Following the observation:
(a) Discuss the observed data with the teacher and
identify individual strenghts, potential staff
development activities, or strategies for improving
instruction.
(b) Sign the observation form; secure the teacher's
narrative comments and signature.
<c> Complete the information on the bottom of this form.
District
School
Observer's Name
Teacher's Name
Observation Date

Length of observation

Observaton Starting Time
Grade Level

Finishing Time

Total Number of Students in Class

Lesson Focus-As agreed upon during the pre-observation sesson:

Observation Focus-Requests made by the teacher during the preobservation session:
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APPENDIX D
DBAE PREPARATION ACTIVITIES
DATA COLLECTION FORM
This form serves as a guide for teachers, principals,
or supervisors to prepare -for the instruction of DBAE in schools.
Check the data column next to each behavior that is confirmed
through discussion, evidence o-f lesson plans, or other support
materi alm.
Number

Preparation Activities

TEACHING FACTS, CONCEPTS AND SKILLS INTRINSIC TO THE VISUAL
ARTS AS PART OF GENERAL EDUCATION.
1.

Plane at least one hour o-f art instruction each Meek.

2.

Schedules art instruction as part of the regular school day.

Z.

Organizes opportunities -for students to watch or participate
in the activities of competent professionals of art; field
trios, art studios, museums, and others.

4.

Invites competent professionals: aestheticians, art critics,
art historians, or artists to give presentations.
BASING INSTRUCTION ON THE FOUR DISCIPLINES OF THE VISUAL ARTS:
AESTHETICS, ART CRITICISM, ART HISTORY AND ART PRODUCTION.

5.

Selects art work(s) for viewing and talking about the nature
and value of art.

6.

Lists examples of works of art related to concepts and
vocabulary in each unit.

7.

Selects art work(s> to represent various cultural contents,
historical periods, and media.

8.

Prepares lesson plans to teach a selected number of media
and techniques.
TEACHING VISUAL ART IN THE CONTEXT OF AESTHETIC EDUCATION.

9.

10.

Prepares activities or questions that guide students to
perceive, interpret, or analyze the aesthetic properties of
their <»>:peri ences.
Incorporates the study of art's nature, value, and role in
society in lessons plans.
USING A FORMAL, SYSTEMATIC, CUMULATIVE CURRICULUM.

11.

Plans art lessons as outlined by the formal curriculum that
is uEed throughout the school district.

.
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Data
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12.

Reviews appropriate directions and support materials -for
instruction.

15.

Flans activities in lesson boot: that present skills and
activities sequentially.
SEDUENCINB ACTIVITIES TO PRODUCE SOPHISTICATED UNDERSTANDINB
AND APPRECIATION OF ART.

14.

Provides continuous practice with activites that include
aesthetics, art criticism, art history, and art production to
line tune aesthetic judgements.

15.

Plans lessons that interrelate the skills and concepts from
aesthetics, art criticism, art history, and art production.
MAKINE ART COMPATIBLE AND TEACHABLE IN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

16.

Reads appropriate curriculum material to become -familiar with
content.

17.

Practices production activities be-fore demonstrating.

IS.

Reviews visuals and previews accompanying -filmstrips, movies,
or slides.

19.

Determines how visuals will be used in the instruction
activities.

20.

Prepares art displays with lables and descriptions of the
concepts taught.
MAKING ART INSTRUCTION ACCOUNTABLE

21.

Reviews content taught in all units and makes suggestions -for
revisions.
Tests periodically and records student achievement.
Provides activities -for students to demonstrate their media
pro-ficiency, production proficiency, and their application of
concepts and principles.

24.

Summarises the accomplishments of each student and reports
these to parents and administrators.

25.

Identifies those students who would benefit from
supplementary instruction in one or more proficiency areas.

APPENDIX E

THE ARIZONA INSTITUTE FOR ELEMENTARY ART EDUCATION
The Arizona Institute for Elementary Art Education la a
statewide research and development prograa funded by The J. Paul
Getty Trust, the Arizona Department of Education* the Arizona
Humanities Council* and the Arizona Center for Excellence In
Education at Northern Arizona University. The Arizona Institute
is the first replication of the staff developaent and curriculum
implementation model Inaugurated In 1983 as the Getty Institute
for Educators on the Visual Arts.
The Arizona Institute began In 1986.
It demonstrates the
dlsclpllne-based approach to art education adopted by the Getty
Center for Education In the Arts.
The Arizona Institute embodies
the belief that visual arts are an essential subject In general
education.
In Arizona, study of visual arts Is required In all public
elementary schools. The long-range goal of the Arizona Institute
Is to establish dlsclpllne-based art instruction as a part of the
basic curriculum in every Arizona public elementary school within
10 years.
By studying art. children learn to understand the meanings and
cultural values communicated by art and to express their own Ideas
and feelings through creative art experiences. The Arizona
Institute teaches Its Participants, during a discipline-based
staff development program, to make and respond to art.
Participants' experiences at the Arizona Institute can become the
basis for a lifetime of learning In the arts, both for themselves
and for their pupils.
The Arizona Institute presents the visual arts as a school
subject that Integrates selected Information, concepts, and skills
from four disciplines that contribute to its understanding:
The
Aesthetics. Art Criticism. Art History, and Art Production.
study of Aesthetics develops an understanding of the nature and
values of art; of Art Criticism, an ability to analyze. Judge, and
talk about art; of Art History, a recognition of the historical
and cultural settings of art; of Art Production, a skill In
expressing ideas through an art medium.
Components and Goals of the Arizona Institute
The AMzona Institute has two components: a three-week Summer
Staff Development Prograa and a yeai—long Curriculum
Implementation Program. Each is designed to achieve three goals;
all six goals are designed to establish discipline-based art
instruction as part of the Arizona required curriculum.

Summer Staff Development Program: Goal 1. Intensive
Engagement with Art. Participants visit museuas where they learn
aesthetic scanning* a systematic way of viewing art that
encourages understanding by Identifying each work's aesthetic
properties:
sensory, formal, expressive, and technical.
Goal 2. Theory and Practice of Art Education.
Lectures and
deaonstratIons connect theory to practice as Participants learn
the concepts of discipline-based art education* observe teachers
using this approach with children, practice using it theaselves by
teaching one another, and hear artists, art critics, art
historians, and aesthetlclans describe how they approach art.
Goal 3. Plans for District Implementation. Participants
develop plans to Implement dlsclpllne-based art Instruction In
their districts, and select curriculum and other Instructional
resources.
Curriculum ImplenentatIon Program
Goal 1. Extending
Knowledge and Appreciation of Art.
Following the Suaaer Prograa,
Participants meet to hear fall and spring lectures from art
historians, discuss art techniques, and share resources for
learning about art such as auseua programs, university classes,
and art books.
Goal 2. Using Dlsclpllne-Based Instruction. Participants
begin teaching art in their own classrooas, using a
dlsclpllne-based currlculua that Is Integrated, cumulative, and
sequential from grades one through six. Participants Bay either
select a commerlcally available curriculum or write one
themselves.
Goal 3. Implementing a Dlstrict-Wide Program.
District teams
conduct lnservlce workshops and other activities to Introduce
dlsclpllne-based art education to colleagues, parents, and school
board members.
Fifty-one classroom teachers, art specialists, and principals
froa 12 districts are participating in the 1986 Arizona Institute.
Districts are selected to provide equitable deaographlc and
geographic distribution throughout Arizona.
Arizona Institute
Faculty are also part of the Getty Institute: Harry S. Broudy, W.
Dwalne Greer, and Jean C. Rush. Consultants froa the four arts
disciplines provide additional lectures. The Director of the
Arizona Institute Is Jean C. Rush; Associate Directors are W.
Dwalne Greer, Hary Belle McCorkle, and Sally A. Hyers. The
Evaluator Is Cleborne D. Maddux.
Attitudes of Arizona Institute Participants toward art and art
education laproved significantly over the course of the Suaaer
Prograa. From pre- and posttest scores, and froa Participant
ratings of presentations', the Evaluator has concluded that the
Suaaer Staff Developaent Prograa achieved Its goals. Data
collected thus far Indicate that the Getty Model for staff
developaent and implementation of dlsclpllne-based art curriculum
has been transplanted successfully to a new location.
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