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ABSTRACT  

This study aimed to understand how and why social media and other online platforms are 

used as curricular resources by preservice teachers during their semester of student teaching. 

Furthermore, the study examined how preservice art teachers critically analyzed and transformed 

their approach to using online sources through the use of a curricular intervention. In service of 

these aims, the following research questions were asked: How do preservice art teachers employ 

social media and online platforms as resources in their lesson plans at the outset of student 

teaching? After engaging with an intervention on critically assessing online-based lesson plans, 

how do preservice art teachers reflect upon and/or transform their own lesson plans? In this 

process, how do participants transform the original intervention? How does the process of 

finding, analyzing, and redesigning lesson plans found online and via social media transform the 

participants’ approach to designing curriculum? Addressing these questions, I implemented 

transformative learning theory (Cranton, 2016; Mezirow, 1997) to serve as the framework of the 

study, as this theory recognizes that while meaningful cognitive and behavioral transformations 

are the sole responsibility of the individual learner, such moments of transformation are greatly 

aided through learner empowerment and dialogue strategies.  

During this research, I served as the instructor of a student teaching seminar at a large, 

public university in the Southwestern United States that met six times over the course of a 16-

week semester. Utilizing a design-based research methodology (Bakker, 2019; Crippen & 

Brown, 2018; The Design Based Research Collective, 2003) informed by co-operative inquiry 

(Heron & Reason, 2001), the study engaged four preservice art teachers enrolled in their 

semester of student teaching in a curricular intervention known as the Lesson Planning Activity 

(LPA). The LPA evolved as it was implemented and amended over three cycles of development, 
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each of which illuminated the participants’ use of online resources for lesson plan development, 

their perceptions of the usefulness of the curricular intervention itself, and their changes to the 

LPA. Research data consisted of seminar discussion audio and video recordings, participants’ 

written feedback to the LPA’s (including written reflections, revised lesson plans, and example 

artworks), written responses to in-class activities, individual summative interviews, co-designed 

iterations of the LPA, and researcher reflective notes.  

Employing narrative data analysis, I constructed storied representations of each 

participant’s transformative journey through the semester, as well as a narrative retelling of the 

transformations underwent by the LPA itself. Individual participant stories were then analyzed 

and discussed as a whole, illuminating similarities and differences in online habits regarding 

lesson planning, especially between Elementary and Secondary preservice teachers. The story of 

the LPA culminated in describing a prototype application called The Art of Lesson Planning, 

which serves as the final iteration of the original LPA. Through developing a prototype app, 

participants not only aided in the complete transformation of the original LPA, but also sought to 

make publicly available the critical framework that helped them to 1) assess and transform their 

own lesson plans, 2) assess the usability of lesson plans found via online sources, and 3) have 

digital access to quality lesson plans. 

My analysis of the research findings indicated the following: First, all participants 

initially utilized social media and online resources to seek out lesson plans and/or curricular 

inspirations steeped in technique-driven traditional discourses (Thomas, 2020), voicing no 

interest in searching for topics related to expansive discourses, such as social justice, 

multiculturalism, diversity, equity, or inclusivity. This initial stance was transformed by the end 

of the semester. Second, while the LPA itself, as an isolated written and reflection-based activity, 
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did not spur dramatic transformations to the original lesson plans found online, the LPA paired 

with long-form seminar discussions enabled a transformation of each participant’s preference for 

traditional discourse-aligned lessons to those which embody expansive discourses. Third, the 

thoughts, values, needs, and suggestions voiced by the participants were vital in creating a 

curricular intervention deemed helpful and usable by its’ intended users. Fourth, group 

discussion sessions were the most powerful force in helping participants critically self-reflect 

upon their curricular decisions and subsequently transform their approaches to designing lessons 

that were more integrative of student experience, conceptual depth, diverse artists, and varied 

subject matter. It is this fourth and final finding that led to the most vital contribution of this 

research, a prototheory of discourse-based lesson planning strategies for preservice art teachers. 

Keywords: preservice art teachers, online curricular resources, social media, design-

based research, transformative learning theory, lesson planning, art education 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

While pursuing my master’s degree, I took a job teaching visual art and art history to fifth 

through twelfth grade students at a highly ranked charter school. I was elated by the opportunity 

and felt that while I had no pre-service training, my previous experiences in art education would 

provide adequate preparation for classroom teaching. Like so many novice art educators, I 

quickly felt inundated by the task of creating original curricula for multiple grade levels 

simultaneously. In the midst of overwhelm, I sought the advice of trusted mentors, asked to see 

example syllabi from other art teachers, read through books on curriculum development, 

endlessly watched videos from Art: 21, and grabbed any resource from my local used bookstore 

for lesson planning ideas. While I began teaching during the rise of Instagram, Facebook, and 

Pinterest, my personal involvement in social media was minimal; therefore, I did not consider 

these resources when formulating lessons. I struggled through the first year, welcoming May 

with the culminating achievement of having created five separate visual arts curricula. 

Seven years, many more classes taught, and one baby later, I found myself returning to 

academia to pursue an interest in working with preservice art teachers. During this time, I was 

given the opportunity to serve as the instructor of Student Teaching in Art & Visual Culture 

Education (AVCE) for the three semesters. In that time, I personally connected with preservice 

art teachers as they shared their frustrations, victories, worries, and joys during their first months 

in art classrooms. The relationships I’ve built with preservice teachers has been strengthened by 

my experiences teaching art in various environments, from after school programs, to museums, 

to private lessons, to inclusive camps, to public charter schools over the past twelve years. This 

background helped establish my role as one who has been through the stress and uncertainty of 

teaching art in a new environment while facing the pressures of generating curricular content for 
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multiple groups of learners. As an instructor of preservice art teachers, I was an insider, 

mentoring novice teachers through the most challenging moments of student teaching, and an 

outsider, embodying the role of instructor- inevitably bringing with it a power dynamic that 

separated my role from that of the student teachers and, in this study, the role of researcher and 

participant.  

Conceptual Genesis of the Study 

In the fall semester of 2019, I enrolled in a special topics seminar course which 

illuminated connections between the field of art education and cultural studies. The course 

encouraged me to reexamine my experiences as an instructor of student teaching through the 

multiple lenses of production, consumption, and reproduction (Storey, 2010). I began to see art 

curriculum as a means through which culture is communicated and reified. What types of lesson 

plans were favored by preservice art teachers? What content were they consuming and 

reproducing in their classroom spaces? While enrolled in the course, my duties as an instructor of 

student teaching continued. I witnessed student teachers habitually use social media as a tool for 

lesson plan development, resulting in the perpetuation of the School Art style (Anderson & 

Milbrandt, 1998; Efland, 1976; Gude, 2013). Favoring an approach to art education that marries 

formalistic tenets with conceptual development, I was (and still am) troubled by the online 

dominance of lessons that are product-centered, as art is more than an aesthetically pleasing 

product.  

Furthermore, as one who does not personally participate in platforms such as Facebook or 

Instagram, heed the advice of “influencers,” or derive curricular content from social media, I 

found myself critical of such resources at baseline, as social media platforms have immense 

power in creating and perpetuating the status quo (Brookfield, 1990; Chin; 2011; Prado, 2017). 
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My own skepticism regarding the use of social media to derive curricular content did not merely 

stem from a personal preference of distancing myself from social media; rather, this critical 

stance is informed by research illuminating how online lesson plans, including social media, 

have been found to solidify hegemonic cultural norms and perpetuate eurocentrism (Acuff, 2014; 

Buffington & Bryant, 2019).  

Of salient importance to the content of this writing is the realization that Generation Z 

(those born between 1996-2015), which now largely comprises recent college graduates and, 

therefore, the vast majority of preservice art teachers who will be entering classrooms in the 

coming years, has grown up with a relationship to technology that is entirely different than that 

of Millennials (those born between 1980-1994) or Generation X (those born between 1965-1980) 

(Kasasa, 2020). Unlike previous generations, members of Generation Z grew up playing with 

their parents’ smartphones, tablets, and other smart devices and received their first mobile phone 

at a significantly younger age- just 10.3 years old (Kasasa, 2020). Fittingly, smartphones are 

Generation Z’s preferred method of communication, entertainment, and access to information, 

which is seen reflected in the average of three hours this generation spends on mobile devices 

every day (Brannan, 2019; Kasasa, 2020). This realization of generational difference is yet 

another point of potential distance between myself and the participants of this study; therefore, it 

must be recognized, plainly stated, and treated as a difference in lived reality, not as reflection of 

better versus worse practice regarding practices of gathering information. That said, I do believe 

that these generational habits regarding the use of technology matter, especially with reference to 

curriculum development in the field of art education. 

Preservice Teachers, Social Media, and Transformation: A Common Link with Hidden 

Curriculum and Cultural Studies  
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When speaking on the role and importance theory plays when interacting with a 

methodology, a favorite graduate-level professor of mine put it succinctly: research without 

theory is journalism. Without theory, without a frame from which to view and study phenomena, 

methodological frameworks fall short as there is no guiding foundation and lens through which 

to examine data. In much the same way, I view an understanding of the genesis of a research 

path to be central in understanding the path and the destination itself. I wish to make space in this 

introduction to provide the conceptual groundwork from which I came to be interested in this 

research. Accordingly, it is first necessary to look back to the two topics that caused a shift in my 

own conceptualization of instructing preservice teachers in the age of social media- hidden 

curriculum and culture. 

Understanding hidden curriculum by way of cultural studies. The term “hidden 

curriculum” was coined in the 1968 work “Life in Classrooms” by sociologist, Philip Jackson. 

Hidden curriculum refers to practices that are not expressly defined by curriculum planners or 

teachers as explicit aims of instruction, but that nonetheless exist in the organizational strategies 

of educational institutions (Boostrom, 2010). In a review of literature examining the history and 

evolution of hidden curriculum research, Fulya Kentli (2009) highlighted the work of 

educational scholars who studied hidden curriculum as it affected social relationships and 

personal identity (Dreeben, 1967), teacher’s use of language (Martin, 1976), as well as cognitive 

and behavioral skills (Anyon, 1980). However, Kentli also noted that scholars taking a critical 

theory approach placed greater emphasis on the hidden curriculum’s invisible, yet discernible 

hand in allowing schools to reproduce existing class structure (Bowles & Gintis, 1976), pupil 

resistances and how they led to cultural reproduction (Willis, 1977), the perpetuation of 

hegemonic cultural norms and dismissal of intellectual conflict (Apple, 1982), and the 
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continuation of unstated norms, values, and beliefs embedded in and transmitted to students in 

school and classroom spaces (Giroux, 1998). Of particular interest in tying together art 

educational research on online curricular resources and the concept of hidden curriculum is the 

work of progressive curriculum theorist, Michael Apple (1979, 1982, 1995a, 1995b, 2018).  

Apple rejects the notion that schools solely function as mirrors of society, reflecting and 

reproducing that which the labor force deems necessary in its’ future workers. This view does 

not consider contradictions, conflicts, and resistances that take place within schools alongside the 

hidden curriculum (Apple, 1995a). Furthermore, Apple (1995a, 1995b, 2018) faults hidden 

curriculum scholarship that focuses primarily on rhetorical analysis, lending itself to an academic 

deconstruction of the social, economic, and political powers at play within educational 

institutions. Instead of a focus on deconstruction that begins and ends in academia, Apple 

believes that concerted efforts to recognize the power relations embedded within institutional 

structures must be combatted through actions used to transform such power relationships (Apple, 

2016, 2018).  

Apple’s focus on action rather than rhetorical analysis is influenced by critical cultural 

and political theorists like Raymond Williams (1963), Antonio Gramsci (Moraes, 2018), and 

Stuart Hall (1980) who have shaped the field of cultural studies. But why does Apple take a 

cultural studies perspective? Contrary to many educational scholars in the 1980s who claimed 

education was centrally concerned with building efficient, neutral methods for the transference 

of knowledge and one’s preparation for society, Apple recognized the absurdity of such a 

position, giving credit to the political nature of education and curriculum as well as the unequal 
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benefits and results of schooling (Apple, 1995a). Thus, schools impact culture and culture 

impacts schools in a manner that is at once symbiotic, contradictory, and in flux.  

The political nature of education and curricula manifests in a number of themes heavily 

impacted by the field of cultural studies that relate to the overarching topic of the hidden 

curriculum. In the coming subsections, I will briefly discuss some main themes gleaned from 

Michael Apple’s writing on the hidden curriculum, including 1) types of culture, 2) hegemony, 

3) conflict, and 4) production, reproduction, and the potential for transformation. These topics 

help to inform my thinking on the hidden curriculum of social media, especially in regards to 

how the presented study was conceptualized, designed, and implemented. Additionally, it is 

worth noting that, in this research, I conceptualize social media and online resources for lesson 

planning materials as vehicles which enable the spread of hidden curriculum. This is because 

these platforms envelop large swaths of the population, particularly art educators, under a 

monolithic vision of what art education should be. These sources, with some notable exceptions, 

perpetuate an art education culture steeped in a School Art style (Efland, 1976).    

Types of culture. Apple wrote that culture takes two forms- lived and commodified 

(1995a). The first is cultivated in the day to day interactions of lived experience. The second 

occurs when certain groups within a society take and transform culture into a commodity, which 

Apple likened to Bourdieu’s (1986) concept of cultural capital. Cultural capital represents non-

financial assets that promote social mobility and are, therefore, representative of the cultural 

values and practices of the dominant class within a society. These values, as they are reproduced 

in schools, “enhance and give legitimacy to particular types of cultural resources which are 

related to unequal economic forms. In order to understand this, we want to think about the kinds 

of knowledge that schools take as the most important, that they want to maximize” (Apple, 2018, 
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p. 35). The “kinds of knowledge” deemed important by schools and those in educational policy-

making positions leads me to consider the role hegemony plays in culture, as well as how 

hegemonic cultural norms are perpetuated via the hidden curriculum. 

Hidden curriculum and hegemony. Apple conceptualizes schools, first and foremost, as 

cultural institutions that encompass a unique combination of elite and popular culture (2018, p. 

26). The school is, therefore, a fundamental agent of cultural and economic reproduction as 

every child in society passes through this institution and is shaped by it both academically and 

socially. Thus, Apple’s discussion of the hidden curriculum is fundamentally tied to an 

understanding of hegemony. Ideological hegemony  

implies that fundamental patterns in society are held together by tacit ideological 

assumptions, rules if you will, which are not usually conscious, as well as economic 

control and power. These rules serve to organize and legitimate the activity of the many 

individuals whose interaction makes up a social order. (Apple, 2018, p. 88)  

Apple focused on two rules that he deemed omnipresent in teaching and curricular materials. The 

first is the educational system’s negation of the nature and uses of conflict, while the second is 

the system’s view of students as recipients (not creators of recreators) of values and institutional 

practices. The propagation of these two rules instill a hidden curriculum in which hegemonic 

cultural norms are reified and accepted as the status quo.  

While Apple’s writing out rightly deals with hidden curriculum within the school context, 

I will argue throughout this study that any modern conception of Western European pedagogy 

must be expanded to include online and social media-based curricular resources. Why? Because 
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online resources are the now the preferred curricular resources of educators (Becker, 1999; 

Buffington & Sutters, 2017; Castro, 2012; Freberg & Kim, 2018). This reality will be more fully 

explored in chapter four, in which comments made by participants regarding online lesson 

resources can be seen as representative of the cultural status quo within the art classroom. This is 

particularly relevant as, in the wake of remote learning, the effects of hidden curriculum are not 

only present within the context of physical classrooms, but also in the context of online spaces 

and online resources for educators.  

Importantly, the notion of hegemony is not always a simple and direct translation of 

majority opinions and values. Rather, it is a concept tied to the state and a process by which 

dominant groups win consensus over subordinate groups within the state apparatus (Apple, 

1995a). Of course, as education falls under the purview of the state, it too is used to formulate 

dominant consensus. The state, and therefore, schools, are not sites where ideological hegemony 

can thrive uncontested. Instead, schools are sites of conflict and resistance, proving necessary the 

task of dominant groups to coalesce their own agenda with the voices of contending groups in 

order to maintain control. This state of contention and push-back will be illustrated by study 

participants in chapter four, as some of them voiced a need for “controversial” topics to be 

included within arts curricula. Simultaneously, participants’ comments also reveal the pressures 

of institutional compliance, of maintaining the status quo, which have been noted by other 

scholars in the field (Hanawalt, 2018; Thomas, 2020). Thus, the state, as well as the educational 

institutions within the state, integrate the “interests of allied and even opposing groups under its 

banner [which] involves a continual process of compromise, conflict, and active struggle to 

maintain hegemony” (Apple, 1995a, p. 27).  
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An example of this would be art education’s move towards embracing multicultural 

curriculum (Acuff, 2012; Chin, 2011; Kraehe & Acuff, 2013). This movement originated as a 

minority voice, but is now a mainstream topic within the field, embraced by many educators. 

However, when one takes a deeper dive into the actual content of “multicultural” art education 

lesson plans found online (including via social media), analysis has shown that these lessons, 

while under the banner of “multicultural arts education,” actually perpetuate Eurocentric cultural 

norms (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019). As I will discuss in chapter four, the 

participants of this study similarly ran into problematic curricular content online when searching 

for lessons dealing with themes of social justice, multicultural art education, and social and 

emotional learning. While participants identified the abovementioned themes as necessary 

components of quality art education in K-12 environments, they initially struggled to identify the 

prevalence of Eurocentric cultural norms within their chosen sources. Fortunately, dialogue 

between myself and the participants enabled a space of supportive conflict to be opened up. I say 

“supportive conflict” because it was a space where we could discuss lesson plans as a group, 

with group support, but where we could also feel free to contest a participant’s problematic 

curricular content and workshop ways to amend it.  

Conflict. Without a purposeful place for conflict within a curriculum- a place for 

questioning, debate, open dialogue, varying perspectives, discussions of power and who wields 

it- students are exposed to a school-sanctioned network of assumptions that establish and instill 

the “boundaries of legitimacy” (Apple, 2018, p. 89). What is seeking to become legitimate? The 

practices of institutions, the actions within them, and the knowledge propagated by them- which 

promote hegemonic notions of the dominant culture. The boundaries of legitimacy in education 

construct a monolithic understanding that schools present absolute truth while also representing 
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the values and culture of the society. Boundaries of legitimacy not only apply to course content, 

but to the very way one is expected to behave, move, and speak within institutionalized 

educational spaces. The traditional placement of teacher as knowledge-giver and student as 

passive knowledge-receiver embodies a boundary of legitimacy that is communicated via hidden 

curriculum.  

Apple described the hidden curriculum in schools as a means to reinforce the basic 

cultural rules surrounding the nature of conflict and its uses.  

This process is accomplished not so much by explicit instances showing the negative 

value of conflict, but by nearly the total absence of instances showing the importance of 

intellectual and normative conflict in subject areas. The fact is that these assumptions are 

obligatory for the students, since at no time are the assumptions articulated or questioned. 

(Apple, 2018, p. 89)  

Without conflict- which can be read as a search for deeper meaning, an acknowledgement of 

existing power structures, a willingness to disrupt one’s own cultural understandings and 

assumptions, resisting the tendency to “other” those of different cultures- there is no 

transformation. A curriculum, a classroom, devoid of conflict is one that tacitly immortalizes the 

status quo and solidifies neutrality as an ideal state. In art education, neutral curriculum is 

embodied in the perpetuation of the School Art style (Efland, 1976). The hidden curriculum thus 

transcends notions of how students learn to be compliant, to raise their hands, to avoid conflict, 

and enters into the powerful realm of how dominant culture itself is strengthened and 

reproduced. Furthermore, in the field of art education, the hidden curriculum of online resources 
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reifies Western-centric understandings of art and art history, while simultaneously claiming to 

embrace multicultural art education.  

Production, reproduction, and the potential for transformation. It is tempting, informed 

by the abovementioned scholarship on culture, hegemony, and conflict to view the hidden 

curriculum as an unstoppable force that will continue to reproduce the values and social order of 

the dominant class for decades to come. After all, Apple’s writings span over forty years and can 

be tied to the practices seen in art education in the very recent past (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & 

Bryant, 2019; Buffington & Sutters, 2017; Chin, 2011). Clearly, critical scholarship illustrates 

that Western and Eurocentric educational ideals run rampant in the age of neoliberalism (Acuff, 

2014; Acuff, 2018; Apple, 2018; Buffington & Bryant, 2019; Chin, 2011), both in the overt and 

hidden curriculum. At the same time, schools house the diverse minds and actions of countless 

individual actors; therefore, they cannot be seen solely as reproducers of existing hegemonic 

values and social order, but also as potential producers of new knowledge and understandings.  

While curriculum and actions within schools might seek to be neutral and conflict-free at 

the macro-level, the micro-level of the school is laden with contestation and struggle. To argue 

for the prevalence and power of hidden curriculum is not to argue that all participants within an 

educational institution unquestioningly submit to neutrality; indeed, there is rebellion and 

resistance (Apple, 1995a). Apple argued that while schools do reproduce ideological hegemony 

through the overt and hidden curricula, there is also evidence of the “relative autonomy of 

culture” (p. 25). This autonomy is vital in conceptualizing the productive powers within schools.  

By seeing the school in only reproductive terms, in essence as a passive function of an 

external unequal social order, it is hard to generate any serious educational action 

whatsoever. For if schools are wholly determined and can do no more than mirror 
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economic relations outside of them, then nothing can be done within the educational 

sphere. (Apple, 1995b, p. 63, emphasis in original) 

The production of counter-hegemonic practices within schools can be undertaken by the very 

people who are employed by the state in school settings- teachers. In the case of this research, 

analysis will show the taking-up of counter-hegemonic practices by preservice art teacher 

participants.  

 Apple deemed the production of counter-hegemonic practices to be transformations 

within the school environment, the school culture (1995b). As elements of conflict, 

contradiction, and resistance become palpable within schools, teachers (and others working 

within the school environment) gain a sense of relative autonomy, leading to the transformative 

potential of critical evaluation and subsequent action. The production of curricular materials and 

teaching strategies that critically take on the work of introducing “honest, controversial, and 

racially, sexually, and economically progressive material into schools” (Apple, 1995b, p. 81) an 

excellent example of informal resistances that allow students to be exposed to and critically 

engage with the history and legitimacy of struggle. Such practices transform the hidden 

curriculum of neutrality into a curriculum in which critical thought and conflict are embraced.  

Research as a Space for Conflict 

Without ascribing the vernacular of cultural studies, critical scholarship in art education 

(Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019) makes clear the ready availability of online resources 

which perpetuate eurocentrism and hegemonic western norms as well as the high rate at which 

such sources are utilized by art teachers. Research has illuminated art educators’ definitive move 

toward utilizing online resources rather than journals, university coursework, or other scholarly 
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resources (Buffington & Sutters, 2017); therefore, the content of online spaces must become a 

priority for university educators preparing preservice teachers.  

What follows in the coming chapters is not cultural studies research per se; rather, it is 

the first steps towards observing the behavior and habitual practice of looking to social media for 

curricular content, analyzing the content of said curriculum critically, and determining whether 

transformation-whether transforming the act of seeking online curricular resources and/or 

transforming the curricular content itself- is possible. If it is possible, how do these 

transformations occur? This line of inquiry stems from the deeper realization that the lesson 

plans that are posted to social media, consumed by educators, and subsequently reproduced in 

classrooms carry vital messages as to what we, as an American culture, view art education to be. 

A simple lesson plan from Pinterest, the musings of an Instagram influencer, blogs displaying 

classroom décor inspiration photos all become cultural texts that tacitly, yet forcefully, 

perpetuate the message: “this is art education.” It is this message and the questioning of it, that 

has inspired this research.  

Online Resources as Cultural Texts 

From Apple’s first publication of Education and Power in 1982 to his recent lectures that 

are posted on Youtube (CEPS Ljubljana, 2016), there is an ever-present and ever-relevant set of 

questions: Who’s knowledge is taught? Who’s isn’t? What’s the consequence? This set of 

seemingly simplistic questions sets up a world of possibilities in which one must consider the 

hegemonic norms that dictate “knowledge” transferred via curriculum, the hidden curriculum of 

voices and perspectives that are left out, and the lasting effects these two actions have on further 

instilling hegemonic cultural norms. Thus, Apple urged educators to not only analyze the 

contents of a curriculum, but also what is missing from it, for “one interrogates the silences of a 
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text to discover ideological interests at work” (Apple, 1995a, p. 28). Taking a cultural studies 

perspective, the word “text” carries particular significance. 

In explaining the connection between cultural studies and popular culture, emeritus 

professor of cultural studies, John Storey, asserted that  

culture is how we live nature (including our own biology); it is the shared meanings we 

make and encounter in our everyday lives. Culture is not something essential, embodied 

in particular ‘texts’ (that is, any commodity, object or event that can be made to signify), 

it is the practices and processes of making meanings with and from the ‘texts’ we 

encounter in our everyday lives. In this way, then, cultures are made from the production, 

circulation and consumption of meanings. (2010, pp. 2-3) 

Everything that is encountered in daily life can be “read” as a text, from curricula, to images, to 

webpages, to social media profiles. Therefore, texts, in the case of this research, the texts of 

online curricular resources for art educators, play a role in the production, consumption, and 

reproduction of hegemonic cultural norms as well as art education culture. By “art education 

culture,” I am referring to the meaning and purpose ascribed to art educational practice and its’ 

place within schools. What do we, as art educators deem “quality” practice? Who produces this 

knowledge? What types of knowledge are left out? When contemplating what high quality 

practice looks like, there is an undeniable distance between an academically situated 

perspective- one that is derived from university and academic culture- and a perspective gleaned 

from online resources- which is representative of hegemonic culture.  

Social Media’s Impact at a Glance 
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The impact of this divide can be noted in a simple comparison of cultural texts hailing 

from each side of art education, one from academia, another from social media. As an academic 

interested in critically analyzing online resources, my research antenna buzzed when I found 

Acuff’s 2014 article, “(Mis)information Highways: A Critique of Online Resources of 

Multicultural Art Education,” while searching my university library database. The database 

enabled me to learn that the article had been cited in three other peer reviewed articles, but data 

on the total number of times the article had been viewed was unavailable. I then searched for the 

impact factor for the International Journal of Education through Art (the journal responsible for 

publishing Acuff’s work). The journal’s impact factor is .24 and its’ h index is 5 (Scimago 

Journal & Country Rank, 2019), both of which are low. Of course, these low scores neither 

negate the importance of the content published by the journal nor the necessity of the critical 

scholarship in which its’ authors and readers engage. However, it does point to the low 

likelihood that Acuff’s process for engaging preservice art teachers in critical analysis and 

production of counter-curriculum will be reproduced among a wide audience of art educators. As 

a cultural text, this article certainly speaks to critical perspectives espoused art education 

university programs; however, does it speak as loudly to art teachers looking for curriculum 

online? 

Now, let’s take three of the top contributors to a social media-based online resource, 

Pinterest.1 In 2019, when I originally began looking into the impact of curricular resources 

available via online platforms, specifically Pinterest, The Art of Education boasted 39,900 

Pinterest followers with an average 1.4 million monthly website views (The Art of Education, 

                                                
1 Pinterest is selected as it has been identified by Buffington and Bryant (2019) as a frequent resource used by art 
teachers to find curriculum.  
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n.d.). That Art Teacher claimed 2,800 followers and 1.1 million monthly viewers (That Art 

Teacher, n.d.). The Arty Teacher had 11,300 followers and 809,100 monthly website viewers 

(The Arty Teacher, n.d.). As I write this introductory chapter now in Fall 2021, the number of 

followers and monthly website views directed to each of the abovementioned content producers 

has literally doubled. Whether driven by the popularity and accessible availability of content or 

by the shift to remote, online-based learning due to COVID-19 precautionary measures, 

individuals are accessing curricular content from online resources in staggeringly high numbers. 

While my personal research has illuminated the hidden curriculum of compliance that is present 

within fourteen published lessons from The Arty Teacher (Stuart, 2019), I cannot claim that all 

curricular resources published by these three sources contain problematic content. Nevertheless, 

the number of monthly followers and website views indicates the vast rate at which online 

resources produce content, and the astounding number of users who view and potentially 

consume and reproduce these lessons (in whole or in part) in their own art classrooms. Those of 

us in academia are citing articles, while many teachers engaged in the practice of K-12 teaching 

are preferring social media-based resources (Buffington & Sutters, 2017).  

Online resources for art education are being produced, consumed, and reproduced at a far 

greater rate than the countervailing critical academic literature. In the small collection of 

academic writing that illuminates the hidden curriculum of hegemonic cultural reification, the 

perpetuation of neutral art education curriculum, and the spreading of cultural misappropriation, 

there is a clear message that online curricular resources can be problematic, to say the least 

(Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019; Buffington & Sutters, 2017; Chin, 2011). However, 

without further research that seeks to not only illuminate, but also disrupt and provide alternate 

online art resources, the hidden curriculum of hegemonic cultural norms will continue. In 
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particular, the hidden curriculum of perpetuating neutrality will remain present within the 

aesthetic, product-focused lessons currently found online (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 

2019), as these resources are used and adopted as informal resources, much more so than 

journals and resources published by the field of art education (Buffington & Sutters, 2017). 

Because of their widespread use, online resources are the new platform for curricular content 

and, therefore, are in need examination. “For those immersed from cradle to grave in a media 

and consumer society, it is therefore important to learn how to understand, interpret, and criticize 

its meanings and messages” (Kellner, 1995, p. 2). 

The Core of the Study 

 Based on the content of the introduction thus far, it might seem as though this study is 

theoretically situated within the critical theory approach of Michael Apple. While Apple’s 

scholarship has been immensely influential in my conceptualization of the role social media and 

online resources play in the shaping of culturally hegemonic curriculum practices within the field 

of art education, my study is more keenly aware of and interested in the decisions preservice 

teachers make in regards to selecting and implementing their own curricular content. Rather than 

explicitly pointing at the documented problems with using social media and other online 

resources to craft curriculum (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019; Buffington & Sutters, 

2017; Chin, 2011), this research seeks to understand why certain sources are used in the first 

place. Furthermore, it seeks to create a curricular tool that promotes critical reflection of said 

resources at the individual level. Such a stance requires the transformation of a habitual practice, 

namely transforming the practice of seeking out online resources to the practice of seeking out, 

critically examining, and amending the resource before it is brought into the classroom.  
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 The idea of transformation is a crucial component to this writing. As I discussed earlier, 

Apple’s writings helped transform my understandings of social media as a curricular resource by 

offering the lenses of both culture and hidden curriculum. In reading his works, I encountered a 

moment of personal transformation, that moment of changing my perspective of viewing social 

media and online content as passive resources to viewing them as active carriers of a particular 

brand of art education. Now that I have thoroughly explained the path that led me to my research 

focus, I will pivot and provide an overarching glance at the core of this study.  

Gap and Significance 

The ubiquitous presence and dominance of online curricular resources is well 

documented, both in the literature (Becker, 1999; Graham & Metaxas, 2003) and in popular 

media searches (Davidson, 2013; Rayburn, 2014). Early quantitative survey data showed that a 

majority of teachers (68%) use the internet as a resource for lesson planning (Becker, 1999), 

while more recent mixed methods approaches have illustrated both how and why social media 

platforms, such as Twitter, are used by K-16 educators (Carpenter & Krutka, 2014). Research in 

the general field of education largely focuses on the community-building aspects of social media 

as a new (and preferred) form of professional development and a productive means of generating 

curricular content (Carpenter & Krutka, 2014; Castro, 2012; Trytten, 2017).  

Recent research commissioned by the National Art Educational Association (NAEA) has 

collected survey data pertaining to the use of traditional print and online resources in art teacher 

educational practice, revealing the predominance of online and social media-based lesson 

planning resources (Buffington & Sutters, 2017). In seeking to better understand the resources 

used by art educators at all levels of teaching, from PreK teachers to university instructors, the 

survey revealed that art educators no longer favor hard-copy publications as teaching resources; 
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rather, they use curricular resources hailing from blogs, Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and 

Pinterest. While these widely available resources may contribute to practitioner knowledge, the 

researchers admitted that it may also “cause unexamined or ineffective educational approaches to 

circulate widely and possibly enable the dissemination of incorrect information” (pp. 103-104). 

Furthermore, Buffington and Sutters indicated a gap in the literature, illuminating the need for art 

educators/researchers to “study of usage of online, social media, or traditional media resources as 

potential tools for developing a curriculum,” specifically how and why these resources are used 

among preservice populations (p. 105). Thus far, literature in art education has focused on 

critiquing social media in lesson plan development only as it relates to multicultural art education 

(Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019; Chin, 2011). Clearly, social media sites have become 

part of the preservice art educator’s toolbox and, as such, need to be critically investigated. 

Purpose of Research 

This research seeks to contribute understandings, from the perspective of preservice art 

teachers enrolled in their semester of student teaching, as to why social media and other online 

platforms are used as curricular resources and if/how preservice art teachers critically analyze 

and transform their approach to using such sources. In order to investigate these goals, the study 

engaged four preservice art teachers enrolled in their semester of student teaching in a design-

based (Bakker, 2019; Crippen & Brown, 2018; The Design Based Research Collective, 2003) 

curricular intervention to critically assess, analyze, and transform the lesson plans they found on 

social media. The intervention evolved as it was implemented and amended over three cycles of 

action and reflection in order to understand how preservice art teachers perceived their use of 

social media platforms for lesson plan development, as well as their perceptions of the usefulness 

of the curricular intervention itself. The changes made to the original intervention over three 
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cycles of development were made in collaboration with the participants through group 

discussions and mutual agreement. For this reason, the preservice teachers who served as the 

participants in this study also referred to as co-inquirers in the tradition of co-operative inquiry 

(Heron & Reason, 2001). 

Research Questions 

The study addresses the following research questions:  

1) How do preservice art teachers employ social media and online platforms as resources in their 

lesson plans at the outset of student teaching?  

2) After engaging with an intervention on critically assessing online-based lesson plans, how do 

preservice art teachers reflect upon and/or transform their own lesson plans? In this process, how 

do participants transform the original intervention?  

3) How does the process of finding, analyzing, and redesigning lesson plans found online and via 

social media transform the participants’ approach to designing curriculum?  

Theoretical Framework 

This research seeks to navigate the largely unknown waters of finding, using, analyzing, 

and transforming lesson plans gleaned via social media and other online resources. In this 

process, participants will be valued as co-inquirers (Heron & Reason, 2001), as more emic 

knowledge is needed in the field of art education regarding the overall process of using social 

media and online resources for curriculum development. Because the relationship between 

myself and the participants could first be described as instructor and student (as I served as the 

instructor of record for ARE 493b, the capstone seminar course in which participants of the 

study, preservice art teachers, were enrolled), an andragogical rather than pedagogical 

framework is necessary. 
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Nestled under the umbrella of andragogy (Knowles, 1984) is transformative learning 

theory (Mezirow, 1978; 1997; 2006). Transformative learning is a theory of adult education 

defined as the process of critically examining habitual experiences, actions, and/or thought 

patterns, revising them, and acting upon the revised point of view. Transformative learning leads 

adult learners toward a “frame of reference that is more inclusive, discriminating, self-reflective, 

and integrative of experience” (Mezirow, 1997, p. 5). Since the inception Mezirow’s theory, 

many scholars in the field of education have implemented and adapted the theory in light of 

critical perspectives (Brookfield, 1990, 2012; Cranton, 2016a, 2016b, 2016c). These adaptations 

as well as the more recent adaptations of the theory are more fully explained and investigated in 

chapter two.  

As this research is specifically focused on understanding the use, critical evaluation, and 

transformation of social media and online resources from the perspective of preservice teachers 

in their semester of student teaching, there is significant need to seek a theoretical framework 

that not only focuses on transformation, but on the process of building relationships and creating 

an environment within which transformation can organically occur. In light of this stated need, I 

draw most heavily upon Patricia Cranton’s expansions of transformative learning theory, as her 

theoretical approach places great importance on leveling the power relationship between 

researcher and participant, as transformation is a process steeped in an individual’s volition, not a 

researcher’s desired outcome.  

Cranton’s work explains that in order for transformative learning theory to be 

implemented, the environment constructed by the educator must be conducive to learner 

empowerment (2016b, 2016c). As “empowerment” is a term that can lose its distinctive 

meaning, Cranton described five characteristics of promoting authentic learner empowerment: 
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(1) increasing awareness of power relations, (2) exercising power responsibly and meaningfully, 

(3) empowering learners to recognize and utilize their own power through discourse, (4) 

encouraging learner decision-making and, (5) considering individual learner differences 

(Cranton, 2016b, p. 102). In essence, Cranton theorizes that without empowerment, 

transformation of action cannot occur. Therefore, these five facets of empowerment provide the 

framework upon which this study stands upon. All elements of the iterative design-based 

research process, including the various forms of data collected, are designed and pursued with 

Cranton’s five characteristics of learner empowerment acutely in mind. These characteristics are 

instrumental in creating a dialogue-centered research environment in which opportunities for 

understanding habitual actions (such as looking to social media for lesson plans) and 

transformations of said actions can take place among the participants. Furthermore, Cranton’s 

theory of transformative learning through learner empowerment sets up an environment in which 

participants can become co-inquirers (Heron & Reason, 2001) with valued voices. 

The danger of this theoretical framework lies within the unpredictability of 

transformation itself. Even though I began this research with an ideal goal of better 

understanding the process of transformation regarding one’s use of social media as a curricular 

tool, I did so with the realization that while I can strive to create an empowering research 

environment, I cannot dictate the process of transformation. In a nutshell, I cannot control 

whether or not the participants will choose to transform the way they conceptualize and utilize 

social media and online resources in their curricular practice. The varied ways in which 

participants transformed their approach to social media-based curriculum design will be further 

discussed in chapter four. 
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Research Design 

The study engaged preservice art teachers enrolled in ARE 493b: Student Teaching in Art 

and Visual Culture, a seminar course offered through the Program of AVCE as part of the 

required curriculum for degree completion, as well as state art teacher certification. The course 

ran from August through December 2021. In chapter three, I will fully describe the 

methodologies of Design-Based Research (DBR) and co-operative inquiry and how these two 

approaches were blended in order to collect, analyze, and present the data. In short, the study 

most heavily relies upon the methodological approach of DBR, as research centered upon a 

curricular intervention that was designed at the outset of research.  

The curricular intervention, the Lesson Planning Activity (LPA), began as a packet of 

worksheets with three sections designed to help participants identify and hone a critical lens 

through which to assess social media-based curricular resources (see Appendix A for the LPA). 

The intervention originated as a curricular activity for preservice teachers enrolled in ARE 493b 

during the Fall 2019 semester, as this group of preservice teachers often discussed their reliance 

upon social media as a lesson planning resource during our seminar meetings. Over the course of 

research, changes were made to the original intervention over three cycles of development. 

These changes were made based on the feedback, ideas, and group dialogue sessions of the 

participants, also referred to as co-inquirers in the methodological tradition of co-operative 

inquiry (Heron & Reason, 2001). The LPA (and its’ amended versions) were used as part of the 

curriculum design for ARE 493b, as lesson planning, curriculum development, and overall 

preparation for classroom teaching are core components of the course seminar meetings. The 

completion of each version of the LPA was a course assignment and participants were expected 
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to come to seminar meetings prepared to discuss their work, experiences, analysis, and findings 

regarding the LPA.  

Data was collected during six meetings (five of which took place during scheduled group 

seminar meetings, the last took place with individual participants after the semester ended) over 

the course of the Fall 2021 semester. During each seminar meeting, group discussions were 

video recorded and subsequently transcribed. Written and artistic documents solicited by the 

intervention were used to drive each recorded group discussion and were also collected as data.  

Limitations of the Study  

This study was limited by the relatively small sample size of four participants; therefore, 

it might be difficult to generalize results to a broader scale. With this limitation in mind, the 

research questions are still worth pursuing as they seek answers, or at least deeper 

understandings, garnered from the individualized voices of the preservice art teachers who take 

part in the study. Their voices will be heard, not only in respect to retelling their classroom 

experiences, but with regard to the structure and content included in their preparation program.  

Potential Human Subjects’ Issues 

I believe that my role as researcher/seminar facilitator/student teacher supervisor could 

potentially sway the feedback given by the student teachers. As one who controls whether each 

individual passes or fails their student teaching requirement, there might be perceived pressure to 

please or placate my views, assignment requirements, or discussion questions. In an attempt to 

mitigate this issue, I asked a third party to explain my research at the beginning of the semester, 

had that party gain consent from willing participants, and then proceed with the semester without 

knowledge of my participants. Data was collected and securely stored for all student teachers 

throughout the semester. After final grades are submitted, I obtained the consent forms from the 
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third party, discovered the student teachers who gave their consent, and began to interpret data 

for only these participants.  

Key Terms: Defining Intervention, Critical Reflection, and Transformative Learning 

Acuff (2014) and Buffington and Bryant (2019) approached their exploration of online 

curricular resources from a critical lens, allowing the problematic content of widely-available 

“multicultural” online lesson plans to provide a framework from which to spur change in the way 

both preservice (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019) and in-service (Buffington & Bryant, 

2019) art educators examine their curricular practice. I am deeply inspired by the work of these 

scholars, as my research seeks to build upon the critically reflective and analytical frameworks 

they have provided. With this trajectory in mind, I will provide further definition of three key 

terms- intervention, critical reflection, and transformative learning - that are used in my research 

and how these terms are influenced by the work of Acuff (2014) and Buffington and Bryant 

(2019) and are expanded by concepts such as hidden curriculum (Apple, 1982, 2018) and 

transformative learning theory (Brookfield, 1990; Cranton, 2016; Mezirow, 1997). 

Key Term 1: Intervention 

The term “intervention” as it is used in this research comes from scholarship on Design-

Based Research (DBR) methodology. In the context of DBR, intervention is understood as  

the systematic study of designing, developing, and evaluating educational interventions, 

- such as programs, teaching-learning strategies and materials, products and systems- as 

solutions to such problems, which also aims at advancing our knowledge about the 

characteristics of these interventions and the processes to design and develop them. 
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(Bakker, 2019, p. 4) 

Similarly, in this research, I define and use intervention as the designed set of prompts, readings, 

and questions given to participants which aim to uncover the perspective, purpose, and content 

espoused within online, social media-based curricular resources. The development, testing, and 

refinement of the intervention will be transparent and undertaken alongside research participants. 

The goal of the intervention is the production of a framework that could be used among other 

groups of university educators and preservice art teachers in the discussion, critique, and 

reforming of online curricular resources, specifically those gleaned from social media. In 

essence, the intervention is a form of critical education (Apple, 2018c; Freire, 2016), leading 

participants to engage in critical reflection, and subsequently, transformative learning. 

Key Term 2: Critical Reflection  

In the process of analyzing online curricular resources, I define critical reflection as the 

process by which one uncovers the perspective, purpose, and content espoused by the resource’s 

creator and how these factors are analyzed in terms of what messages, both hidden and overt, 

would be communicated to students should the lesson be reproduced in a classroom space. The 

process of critical reflection is threefold, requiring the one reflecting to 1) unpack the purpose of 

the content creator, 2) analyze the potential impact of said content on students, and 3) imagine 

ways in which the content could be amended. Such reflection would then lead to transformative 

action, as encouraged by Freire (2016), Apple (2018c), and Mezirow (1997).  

Key Term 3: Transformative Learning  

 Taking a more interior look, my own research will not out rightly deal with macro-level 
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systemic change, but rather, with the transformation of individual habits and frames of mind. To 

these ends, I will employ a definition of transformative learning that comes from Jack Mezirow’s 

(1997) transformative learning theory (TLT). Mezirow indicated that, within educational 

settings, transformation can be catalyzed in two ways, both of which align with the scholarship 

of Freire (2016) and Apple (2018c). The two facets of transformative learning include: 1) 

engaging in critical education and dialogue so that learners can become aware and critical of 

their own and others’ assumptions, and 2) facilitated activities (interventions) that give learners 

practice in recognizing their own frames of reference and imagining different perspectives in 

order to redefine problems. A focus on transforming personal habits and frames of mind is 

particularly necessary when dealing with a critique of online, social media-based resources as the 

use of social media has become a second-nature habitual behavior in nearly all aspects of social 

life and the ways in which individuals seek out information.  

Chapter Summary 

Along with providing information regarding the purpose, significance, theoretical 

underpinning, and specific questions this research addresses, this first chapter has offered the 

reader a look into the conceptual genesis of the presented study. The following chapters, while 

not overtly representative of cultural studies research, certainly have roots in cultural studies-

informed topics such as hidden curriculum, hegemony, production, reproduction, and the 

potential for transformation (Apple, 1979, 2018). Therefore, this research represents an attempt 

to better understand the behavior and habitual practice of looking to social media for curricular 

content, analyzing the content of said curriculum critically, and determining whether 

transformation-whether transforming the act of seeking online curricular resources and/or 
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transforming the curricular content itself- is possible among preservice art educators. The next 

chapter, a review of literature divided into three parts, will further situate this research into the 

ever-evolving dialogue on transformative learning theory, critical theory, habits and social 

media, and online curricular content in art education, while also providing background and 

justification for methodological choices.  
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE WITH COMMENTARY 

The presented literature specifically and directly illuminates the focus of my research, 

which largely lay in the diverse, yet connected areas of transformative learning theory, critical 

theory, habits and social media, and online curricular content in art education. As I summarize 

crucial sources on the abovementioned topics, I will interweave commentary on how these topics 

have been previously been utilized in the field of art education, as well as connections that can be 

made to my particular research topic. In Part I, I begin with a brief history and explanation of 

transformative learning theory, including the early seminal writings of the theory’s founder, Jack 

Mezirow (1978), and the more contemporary theoretical contributions of scholars who 

purposefully merge transformative learning theory with critical theory (Brookfield, 1990; 2012; 

and Cranton, 2016). Specifically noting the concept of habits of mind as understood in light of 

transformative learning theory, I will then, in Part II, discuss current social science literature on 

social media, noting the connection between habitual daily action and the content found, 

produced, and perpetuated via social media platforms. Part III will connect the ideas of online 

curricular content, transformative learning, and critical theory, specifically highlighting literature 

from the field of art education. Importantly, this section will include recent literature critiquing 

online resources in an art educational context. Lastly, Part IV of this chapter includes a 

discussion of both DBR and co-operative inquiry’s origins, basic premises and foundations, 

views on the role of the researcher and participant, as well as methodological strengths and 

weakness.  

Part I: Transformative Learning Theory from Mezirow to Today 

 The Handbook of Transformative Learning: Theory, Research and Practice (Eds. Taylor 

& Cranton, 2012) provides exhaustive sources on the development, implementation, and future 
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trajectories of transformative learning theory. As such, the following section of writing will draw 

heavily upon the scholarship contained within the handbook’s chapters in crafting a summary of 

how Mezirow’s original theory has expanded, evolved, been criticized, and reimagined over the 

past forty years.  

Origins of Transformative Learning Theory: 1970s & 1980s 

 The first iteration of Mezirow’s theory of transformative learning was developed in the 

late 1970s from a study investigating the factors that both aided and impeded women’s re-entry 

into community college after an extended hiatus from structured learning environments 

(Mezirow, 1978). Mezirow identified a ten-phase, non-sequential process through which 

participants experienced a transformation of meaning perspective (see Figure 2.1). One’s 

meaning perspective is defined as “psychological structures with dimensions of thought, feeling, 

and will...a personal paradigm for understanding ourselves and our relationships” (Mezirow, as 

cited in Baumgartner, 2012, p. 101). A transformation of meaning perspective requires the 

recognition of multiple cultural assumptions that are shaped by social, economic, psychological, 

religious, and/or political structures.  

From its inception, Mezirow’s understanding of transformation was profoundly 

influenced by Paulo Freire’s concept of critical consciousness (Freire, 2016). Critical 

consciousness refers to one’s ability to achieve greater awareness of the oppressive elements and 

powers in life in order to act against said forces. Critical consciousness necessitates exposure to 

and realization of contradictory forces that act in the world, especially how these powerful forces 

impact one’s life experiences and reality. The goal of critical consciousness is critical action, and 

this process is made possible through critical education. Mezirow likened Freire’s “contradictory 

force” to his own construct of a “disorienting dilemma,” which referred to an event, unsettling 
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Phases of 
Transformation 
(can occur non-

sequentially) 

 

Description of Each Phase 

1 A disorienting dilemma 

2 Self-examination with feelings of guilt of shame 

3 Critical assessment of epistemic and sociocultural assumptions 

4 Recognizing one’s position in the process of transformation is shared with 
others who have negotiated similar change 

5 Exploring options for new roles, relationships, and actions 

6 Planning a course of action 

7 Acquiring skills and knowledge for implementing one’s planned actions 

8 Trying new roles 

9 Building competence and self-confidence in new roles and relationships 

10 Reintegrating into one’s life on the basis of the conditions dictated by 
one’s perspective change (Mezirow, 1978) 

 

Figure 2.1. Mezirow’s Ten-Phase Approach to Transformational Learning 

understanding, or process of questioning which serves as a catalyst for deeper critical reflection 

and subsequent transformation within an individual (Baumgartner, 2012). Mezirow originally 

saw transformative learning as occurring due to a single, dramatic disorienting dilemma which 

caused an individual to encounter an alternative perspective that called prior habits of mind into 

question. However, as the theory evolved, Mezirow and other scholars have since acknowledged 

that transformation can also be a gradual, cumulative process (Cranton, 2016). It is the gradual, 

cumulative process of transformation gleaned from iterative cycles of action and analysis that is 

particularly pertinent within my study.  
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While Mezirow cites Freire’s influence, it is vital to note that the first iteration of 

transformative learning theory was constructed at a time when humanism reigned as a dominant 

ideology among adult education scholars. Mezirow’s initial theory fit into the central framework 

of humanism, which prioritized the capacity of the individual to self-actualize through reason-

based critical thinking. This point of view solidified the individual as the beginning and end 

point of transformation, rather than expanding to broader capacities for social or cultural 

transformation.   

In the 1980s, Mezirow expanded his conception of perspective transformation by 

adopting Jürgen Habermas’ three learning domains which included technical learning (learning 

which takes place through deductive reasoning), practical knowledge (learning which takes place 

through dialogue and constructs meaning through consensus), and emancipatory learning 

(learning which takes place through self-reflection) (Mezirow, 1981, as cited in Baumgartner, 

2012). Because of Habermas’ influence, Mezirow’s theory placed greater importance on the role 

of dialogue in spurring transformative learning as well as a more nuanced understanding of 

reflectivity. The point of reflection was to become aware of “a specific perception, meaning, or 

behavior of our own or of habits we have of seeing, thinking or acting” (Mezirow, 1981, as cited 

in Baumgartner, 2012, p. 103). The types of reflection included “affective, critical, conceptual, 

and theoretical” (p. 103).  

While expanded definitions of learning and reflection deepened the scope of 

transformative learning theory, these clarifications still did not address transformation outside of 

the individual. Sole focus on the individual as the beginning and end point of transformation was 

critiqued heavily by the end of the 1980s as not being adequately situated for the promotion of 

social change (Collard & Law, 1989). Mezirow countered this critique by stating that social 
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action is only one potential goal of education and that, furthermore, if one is to attain macro-level 

social transformation, it must start at the micro-level of individual transformation. However, as a 

new decade dawned and the new millennium approached, a critical theory lens began to be more 

explicitly incorporated into Mezirow’s theory. 

1990s: Approaching a Critical Theory Lens 

 The 1990s brought to transformative learning theory a further refinement of reflection. 

Mezirow redefined reflection as “the process of critically assessing the content, process, and 

premise(s) of our efforts to interpret and give meaning to an experience” (Mezirow, 1991, as 

cited in Kreber, 2012). All three focal points of reflection- content, process, and premise- 

involve critique; however, premise reflection is particularly salient to transformational processes 

of empowerment and emancipation. Mezirow, as well as other scholars who expanded upon his 

work, believed that the premises one holds are often distorted. Distortion “refers to the process 

by which [individuals] focus, direct, and organize sensory and conceptual information” (Roth, 

1990, p. 117). As information is managed, distortions of perceptions occur in order to reify one’s 

current beliefs. This concept can also be extrapolated to the societal level in the way hegemonic 

cultural norms are often propagated without critical questioning. In this way, unquestioning 

acceptance of the status quo is a form of distorted premise. The proclivity towards forming 

distorted premises is the very reason why critical reflection and transformative learning should 

be undertaken. 

As premises are not only personal presuppositions, but also cultural norms, Mezirow 

distinguished and focused upon two facets of premise reflection: objective and subjective 

reframing. Objective and subjective reframing are defined as forms of critical reflection. The 

interjection of the word “critical” in front of reflection at this stage of Mezirow’s theory 
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development is key, as it delineates a shift towards a critical theory lens. Objective reframing 

refers to critical reflection on assumptions (CRA), while subjective reframing refers to critical 

self-reflection on assumptions (CSRA). CRA is similar to critical thinking, a rational approach to 

reflection that focuses on “content, process, and premise in the area of interpreting what is 

communicated to us or in task-oriented problem solving” (Kreber, 2012, p. 329). Conversely, 

CSRA “refers to self-reflection or critical reflection on one’s own psychological and cultural 

assumptions or premises that limit one’s experiences” (p. 329). Therefore, CSRA embodies a 

strong link to ideology critique as, though this process, the role personal presuppositions and 

tacit acceptance of societal norms play in dictating experience can be reflected upon and 

analyzed in terms of power and control. CSRA can involve critical reflection at the systemic, 

organizational, or personal level. These varying facets can include critical reflection upon a 

range of issues from hegemonic cultural norms, to societal ethics and values, to personal traumas 

and their present-day impacts, to the varied ways in which individuals learn. 

The expansion of critical reflection to include CRA and CSRA was a much-needed 

response to the many critiques of Mezirow’s work in the 1990s. During this time, humanism was 

largely abandoned by adult education scholars in favor of critical and postmodern worldviews. 

Thus, Mezirow was critiqued for not placing adequate importance on the role culture, race, class, 

gender, and sexual orientation plays in critical reflection and subsequent perspective 

transformation (Baumgartner, 2012). Furthermore, three additional critiques were levied against 

Mezirow’s theory: 1) it placed individual agency as far more vital to transformational learning 

that issues of context, 2) it assumed a unified, rather than multifaceted, self, and 3) it “reflected 

white, Western values of independence, self-direction, and human agency” (Clark and Wilson, 

1991, as cited in Baumgartner, 2012, p. 107). To these critiques, Mezirow claimed that 
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individual transformation does not negate collective transformation, but rather, provides the 

seeds for societal change. He also conceded that a recognition of cultural context and the power 

of hegemonic ideology are necessary in critical reflection and transformational learning, which 

can lead to emancipatory learning and counter-hegemonic action. Mezirow did not negate his 

belief in a unified self. 

2000s: Redefining Terms to Embrace Critical Theory 

In the 2000s, the largest step towards distancing the theory from a purely rational, white, 

and Western framework was made. During this time, Mezirow once again revised his 

terminology. Frames of reference were defined as “the structure of assumption and expectations 

through which we filter sense impressions” (Mezirow & Associates, 2000, as cited in 

Baumgartner, 2012, p. 109). Frames of reference are composed of habits of mind, which form 

one’s point of view. “A habit of mind is a set of assumptions- broad, generalized, orienting 

predispositions that act as a filter for interpreting the meaning of experience” (Baumgartner, 

2012, p. 109). Habits of mind are a conglomeration of social norms, worldviews, learning styles, 

personality types, and generalized judgements. Through critical reflection (CSRA), a habit of 

mind can be altered. This process is transformative learning.  

Habits of mind are not formed based solely on reason, but on one’s experiences and the 

organization of these experiences within a worldview. One’s “experiences are filtered through 

our meaning perspectives or habits of mind, which include uncritically assimilated ways of 

knowing, believing, and feeling. They include distortions, prejudices, stereotypes, and simply 

unquestioned or unexamined beliefs. Maintaining a meaning perspective is safe” (Cranton, 

2016a, p. 18). Thus, Mezirow acknowledged the role context and emotions play in critical 

reflection and perspective transformation. In fact, Mezirow even moved from referring to 
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processes of discourse within the transformation process as “rational discourse” to “reflective 

discourse,” solidifying the importance of reflection as a relational and emotional process, not just 

a process of cognition and reason (Baumgartner, 2012, p. 109). Discourse was then defined as 

“dialogue involving the assessment of beliefs, feelings, and values” (Mezirow, 2003, p. 59 as 

cited in Cranton, 2016b, p. 97).  

The role that relationships play in transformative learning, as well as group dialogue and 

spiritual/emotional factors that impact changes in habits of mind have been more widely 

explored in more recent years (Dirks, 2012; Schapiro, et al., 2012). The recognition of context 

and emotion made possible a huge leap away from the purely reason-based process of 

transformative learning espoused in Mezirow’s earlier writings and spurred many scholars in the 

field of adult education to expand upon transformative learning theory through critical and 

postmodernist lenses.  

In a 2006 writing, Mezirow reaffirmed his claim that transformative learning theory is 

foundational to social action because critical reflection, the core component of change, involves 

grappling with “influences like power, ideology, race, class, and gender differences” (Mezirow, 

2006, p. 29). However, while Mezirow clearly maintained an openness to critical perspectives in 

the evolution of his theory, I do find it vital to note that unlike critical theory perspectives, 

Mezirow stipulated that transformative learning theory involves a critical reflection on one’s 

assumptions and “it is not primarily to think politically” (p. 34). Here, there is still clearly a 

chasm between Mezirow’s view of transformative learning theory and the central principals of 

critical theory, which will be discussed below. Nonetheless, scholars have continued to push 

forward and make arguments for linking the two theories, some in ways that place critical theory 
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in a place of prominence (Brookfield, 1990, 2012) and others that borrow from critical theory in 

order to offer nuanced understandings of transformative learning (Cranton, 2016a, 2016b, 

2016c).  

Intersections Between Transformative Learning Theory and Critical Theory 

In more recent years, critical theory-informed scholars have picked up the work of 

transformative learning theory, linking transformation to social action (Brookfield, 2012). A 

critical approach has manifested in the application and study of transformative learning theory 

from many varied perspectives including spirituality (Charaniya, 2012; Merriam & Ntseane, 

2008), mindfulness (Matthieson & Tosey, 2008), emotion (Snyder, 2010), sustainability (Lange, 

2012), anti-racism in art education (Lee, 2013), and feminism (English & Irving, 2012). In the 

following section, I will focus on two prominent scholars, Stephen Brookfield and Patricia 

Cranton, who model approaches to transformative learning theory from critical theory 

perspectives. Their approaches vary in crucial ways- Brookfield (1990, 2012) prioritizes the 

goals of critical theory as they can be applied through transformational learning, while Cranton 

(2016a; 2016b; 2016c; Lawrence & Cranton 2016) keeps a focus on Mezirow’s original theory 

while providing more nuanced understandings of transformative learning through the core 

principles of critical theory. 

Critical theory informed by transformative learning. Brookfield, who is one of the 

most progressive scholars merging critical and transformative learning theories, argued that both 

theories stem from a “metamorphosing impulse” (2012, p. 131) and, therefore, have a natural 

point of connection. In drawing the connection, Brookfield defined critical theory as a body of 

work grounded in three core assumptions on how the world is organized: 
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(1) That apparently open, western democracies are actually highly unequal societies in 

which economic inequity, racism, and class discrimination are empirical realities; (2) that 

the way this state of affairs is represented as seeming to be normal, natural, and inevitable 

(thereby heading off potential challenges to the system) is through the dissemination of 

the dominant ideology; and (3) that critical theory attempts to understand this state of 

affairs as a prelude to changing it. (Brookfield, 2012, p. 134) 

He stipulated that “the kind of transformative learning that is endemic to critical theory is 

learning how to create the cooperative and collective structures, systems, and processes 

necessary for democratic socialism” (2012, p. 131). Thus, there is a clear focus on understanding 

the ways in which adults learn to critically reflect upon and subsequently challenge dominant 

ideology, identify power structures, and promote counter-hegemonic actions, rather than 

maintaining a narrowed focus on the self. Brookfield clearly argued that the goal of 

transformative learning in adults is both social and political. It is to produce actions that 

dismantle capitalism and promote socialism, as the transformation of social and political systems 

is necessary for any transformation of self (2012). Viewing transformative change as a top-down 

(system to individual) process, rather than the bottom-up (individual to system) process 

advocated by Mezirow (2006), is indicative of Brookfield’s work stemming from critical theory 

first and folding in transformative learning theory second. While I will return to the work of 

Brookfield later in this writing, as he specifically links media with distorted premises and, 

therefore, the need for transformative learning, I first wish to offer an alternative perspective of 

how critical theory has informed this vein of study.  

Transformative learning informed by critical theory. Of particular importance is 

Patricia Cranton’s critically-informed work on transformative learning theory. I will focus on a 
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brief selection of Cranton’s writings as she is a giant in the field, publishing over 57 works on 

the topic of transformative learning and adult education. Cranton’s book Understanding and 

Promoting Transformative Learning: A Guide to Theory and Practice (2016) serves as a helpful 

guide to understanding transformative learning theory from the perspective of the educator and 

the learner (and, in my case, the researcher and the participant). Her perspective assumes a 

critical theory lens, as Cranton illuminated that power relationships undoubtedly exist between 

teacher and learner (researcher and participant) and, therefore, need to be directly addressed in 

order to engage in transformative processes.  

Using the work of Brookfield as an important foundation in explaining how critical 

theory has informed transformative learning both in theory and practice, Cranton noted the tasks 

of critical theory: 1) challenging ideology, 2) confronting hegemony, 3) unmasking power, 4) 

overcoming alienation, 5) learning liberation, 6) reclaiming reason, and 7) practicing democracy 

(2016b, pp. 99-100). Interestingly, Cranton omitted critical theory’s aim of ending capitalism in 

favor of democratic socialism, as explicitly advocated by Brookfield (2012). Rather than 

utilizing critical theory for the aims of large-scale social action, she utilized the abovementioned 

seven tasks as points from which to dive deeper into Mezirow’s original suppositions. In this 

way, her work, though informed by critical theory, does not solely advocate transformative 

learning as social change, but also as individual change.  

Much of Cranton’s work emphasizes the varied and flexible paths adult learners take in 

order to achieve a transformational change in habit and perspective, in which transformation is 

influenced by group discourse, but ultimately the responsibility of the individual learner (see 

Figure 2.2 for a description of Cranton’s seven facets of helping adult learners’ transformation). 
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Simply put, Cranton defines transformative learning as “a process of examining, questioning, 

validating, and revising our perspectives” (Cranton, 2016a, p. 18). Much like Mezirow (2006), 

Cranton views transformative learning as possible at both the systemic and individual level, 

without specifically remarking upon which should be more highly valued. Furthermore, while 

the inclusion of Figure 2.2 might give the appearance that transformation is a linear process, it 

should be noted that perspective transformation is a continuous and flexible process as one’s 

frame of reference is constantly navigating changes.  

Facet Description 

1 An activating event takes place, exposing a disjoint between what a learner has 
uncritically assumed to be true and what has been experienced, heard, or read 
through the activating event. 

2 Articulating assumptions. This process involves the learner recognizing underlying, 
largely unconscious assumptions that have not been critically considered. 

3 Critical self-reflection. This process involves questioning and examining 
assumptions in terms of their origins, consequences, and perceived importance. 

4 Openness to alternative viewpoints. 
5 Engaging in discourse, whereby new evidence and previous assumptions are 

weighed, assessed, explored, and knowledge is constructed by consensus. 
6 Assumptions and perspectives are revisited to make them more open and better 

justified. 
7 Acting on revised perspectives, which involves behaving, talking, and thinking in a 

way that in congruent with the transformed assumption or perspective. (Cranton, 
2002) 

Figure 2.2. Cranton’s Seven Facets of Adult Learners’ Transformation 

Much of Cranton’s work focused on the need to flatten power relationships between 

educators and adult learners, explaining that in order for transformative learning theory to be 

implemented, the environment constructed by the educator must be conducive to learner 

empowerment (2016b, 2016c). As “empowerment” is a term that can lose its distinctive 

meaning, Cranton described five characteristics of promoting authentic learner empowerment: 



  60 

(1) increasing awareness of power relations, (2) exercising power responsibly and meaningfully, 

(3) empowering learners to recognize and utilize their own power through discourse, (4) 

encouraging learner decision-making and, (5) considering individual learner differences 

(Cranton, 2016b, p. 102). These characteristics are instrumental in creating an environment in 

which opportunities for transformative learning are possible. 

 Only in a context that embraces empowerment strategies can critical reflection be 

embarked upon. However, creating an empowering learner environment is entirely dependent on 

the circumstances of a particular group of learners. Furthermore, there are often disjoints 

between strategies that a teacher might feel are empowering and the opinions of the learners. 

Explaining this point further, Cranton wrote  

through emancipatory knowledge, the learner is freed from the constraints of 

unquestioned or inflexible ways of knowing; the learner is empowered or perhaps 

enfranchised. However, transformative learning cannot take place simply because the 

educator or the learner decides that this is a goal of the learning experience. Engaging in 

the critical self-reflection that may lead to changes in a perspective is, in itself, a process 

that requires self-awareness, planning, skill, support, and discourse with others. 

Embedded in that list of requirements is a prerequisite that the learner already be 

empowered to some extent or at least be working in a context that is empowering and 

supportive. (2016b, p. 91) 

In line with a critical theory and constructivist mentalities, Cranton posited that empowerment 

strategies must vary according to the values, learning styles, past experiences, and personality 

preferences of each adult learner involved in a particular educational experience. Notably, 
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Cranton asserted that disciplinary power (Foucault, 1980 as cited in Cranton, 2016b) exists in 

educator-learner spaces and that a complete flattening of this hierarchy is nearly impossible to 

achieve. Therefore, much of her writing focuses on the recognition of power and how learner 

empowerment, critical self-reflection, and self-awareness can be fostered (2016b). These 

strategies will be called upon later in this writing, as I illustrate the often-unquestioned use of 

social media as a curricular resource in art education and advocate a transformative learning 

theory approach (informed by critical theory) to combat the habitual use of said resources.  

Part II: Contextualizing Social Media within the Scope of this Research 

 Part II of this review of literature will begin with a focus on Mezirow’s concept of habits 

of mind within the contemporary context of social media. In order to understand the prevalence, 

importance, and addictive quality social media wields within the daily lives of many, but most 

especially those of Generation Z (Kasasa, 2020), the following subsections will connect the topic 

of social media to habits of mind, learner’s perspectives, and social psychology. After this initial 

groundwork is laid regarding the effect of social media and its’ use, I will move to discuss 

criticisms of online curricular content, including those gleaned from social media, within the 

field of art education. 

Habits of Mind and Social Media 

Habits formed on social media are constructed in an environment that is an ever-

strengthening echo chamber of personal preference. When we first use online resources and 

social media sites, it’s as though we are standing in an open field; however, with each click, each 

search, each like, each pin, each share, walls are constructed, windows to the outside world (and 

outside perspectives) are boarded up, and the square footage of the room in which we stand 

becomes smaller. This is the very function of cookies and algorithms that seek to deliver 
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personalized content. The more personalized the content, the more appealing it becomes. 

However, the more singular and less open to multiple perspectives our worldview, our point of 

view, our habits of mind become. I will now explore Brookfield’s (1990) early writing on the 

role of media in transformative learning and link this writing with social psychology research 

that illuminates the ways that the internet and social media are changing society today (Beeman, 

2017; Prado, 2017). 

The Influence of the Media on Learners’ Perspectives 

In writing on the role of media in perspective formation and the subsequent need for 

transformative learning, Brookfield began with the recognition that mass media serves as a 

platform from which learners acquire meaning perspectives (1990). His writing was heavily 

influenced by cultural studies (Hall, 1980), a branch of research that sprung out of critical theory. 

In light of this, emancipatory education, which is one of the goals of transformative learning 

theory, must encourage learners to develop a critical awareness of media sources. While 

Brookfield primarily focused on the role of television (which was the predominant media source 

when the piece was written) in the production of meaning, I believe his discussion of media, 

culture, power, and critical reflection operate outside of the more narrowed scope of television, 

applying to current media sources such as social media.  

Brookfield presented media as a source of epistemic distortions (1990, p. 236), which is a 

term developed by Mezirow to identify misconceptions concerning the nature and use of 

knowledge. In order to confront media-presented epistemic distortions, Brookfield suggested that 

“educators seeking to foster critical reflections in adults must have as a central concern the 

development of media literacy” (p. 237). Exercises in critical reflection that embrace media 

literacy enable the awareness of taken-for-granted realities, jolting the learner into an awareness 
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of the contextual nature of their own assumptions, thus breaking epistemic distortions. 

Brookfield advocated three types of critical reflection-based exercises: 1) decoding exercises, 2) 

content analysis, and 3) program construction. Decoding exercises involve “reading” content 

espoused in the media as texts in order to analyze content “for the ways in which certain 

dominant values, interpretations, and meanings” are produced and made implicit by the content’s 

creators (p. 242). These meanings are often reifications of dominant culture and, therefore, 

reflect hegemonic norms. Content analysis involves close scrutiny of the content broadcasted by 

media sources in terms of what messages are being communicated and whether these messages 

reflect dominant worldviews and concerns. Lastly, program construction, which is Brookfield’s 

final approach to developing critical reflection through media analysis, involves learners in 

constructing their own programs to be produced by media sources.  

With the advent of smart devices and the ubiquitous presence of technology in classroom 

spaces, engaging in program construction is especially accessible in 2022. The presence of 

individual and group profiles on social media sites not only makes producing and posting 

counter-hegemonic media resources possible, but also easily realized. Still, how has our 

increased consumption of media sources, particularly those which we consume from social 

media, affected our daily actions, our habits? And how might this increased access 

simultaneously make opportunities for transformative learning more necessary and more 

difficult? 

A Social Psychology Perspective on Social Media 

 C. G. Prado, PhD, is an emeritus professor of philosophy and the editor of a fascinating 

collection of writings that explore how social media changes and impacts the way individuals 

and societies think and express themselves (Prado, 2017). As I stated at the very beginning of 
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this writing, my future research relies heavily on the realization that Generation Z has grown up 

with a relationship to technology that is entirely different than that of Millennials or Generation 

X (Kasasa, 2020). In the language of transformative learning, this means that the habits of mind 

formed by Generation Z are largely informed by online media sources, as this generation spends 

more time online than any other subset of the population. Furthermore, Generation Z has 

engaged with popular media sources beginning at a far younger age (Brannan, 2019; Kasasa, 

2020), which means their habits of mind, perspectives, and behaviors have been impacted by 

social media from early childhood. 

 Writing about habit formation and the shaping of persons, Prado begins with the 

definition of habit as espoused by Aristotle, John Dewey, and Michel Foucault. In Prado’s 

estimation, all three intellectual giants “insisted on the constitutive role of repetition in the 

establishing of habits, and so in the shaping and reshaping of persons” (Prado, 2017, p. 11). 

Essentially, one’s habitual actions constitute one’s personhood, one’s identity. Two aspects- 1) 

presentation/interpretation and 2) behavior- are central in the role repetition plays in habit 

formation. With respect to the use of social media and the internet,  

the first aspect has to do with what users see and hear on their smartphones, pads, tablets, 

and computers, and with what they make of what they see and hear. The second aspect 

has to do with how [users] respond to texts and messages, how they compose their own 

texts, messages, and postings, and how the elements of the first aspect condition both 

their related and general conduct. (Prado, 2017, p. 11) 

Habitually seeing and relating to the same type of content on social media impacts an individual 

in three ways. First, users come to accept the content repeatedly offered for consumption; 

second, users tend to mimic modes of presentation; third, users engage in repetitively referencing 
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particular issues and topics, reifying what is “of interest” and that one is up-to-date on such 

topics. This final point is made visible on social media sites where one can notice similarities 

among comments and postings, both stylistically and in terms of content, regardless of the 

diversity of those engaged with the site.  

As will be discussed in greater detail later in this chapter, similar modes of presentation 

have been seen in the curricular content of social media sites like Pinterest, who boast 

multicultural and diverse teaching resources for art educators, but, in fact, present a vast 

collection of homogenized, Euro-centric lesson plans (Buffington & Bryant, 2019). “[R]epeated 

exposure to, and construal of social media and internet content establishes habits, and habits 

determine interpretive and attitudinal inclinations and practices” (Prado, 2017, pp. 11-12); thus, 

the more homogenized curricular content is consumed via online resources, the more this content 

will be reproduced in the future on the same platforms.  

 The production, consumption, and reproduction of similar content by users on social 

media not only has the potential to strengthen a monolithic version of dominant culture, but also 

to create a society of less free individuals, as habits are also indicative of the level of freedom 

that can be exercised in one’s life. Educational philosopher Chris Beeman presented a case 

detailing how the internet and social media has instilled in Generation Z a propensity towards 

making arguments that turn away from a reason-based tradition. With the widespread use of the 

internet to gather knowledge, the content an individual is exposed to is largely ruled by the 

influence of algorithms motivated by past personal preferences (Beeman, 2017). Therefore, when 

one seeks out information, they are “free” to choose between specifically curated options. 

However, as noted by Maxine Greene, freedom does not exist in the ability to choose between, 
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but in one’s “capacity to effect change in the world” (Greene, 1988, as cited in Beeman, 2017, p. 

84). Beeman went onto explain that  

the capacity to effect change must be linked to both the capacity to perceive information 

clearly- or at least to be able to take account of one’s bias, as it intersects with what the 

world appears to be presenting- and to the capacity to evaluate and link what is 

encountered to other information and ideas. (p. 84)  

The ability to choose between a multiplicity of options is therefore representative of a more 

sophisticated kind of consuming, not of freedom of democratic thought.  

True freedom is necessarily tied to the process of critically reflecting upon information, 

the manner in which it is presented, who is presenting it, and one’s bias towards what is being 

consumed. This involves an awareness of power dynamics as well as empowerment strategies on 

the part of the learner (Cranton, 2016b, 2016c). As Beeman indicated, the capacity to effect 

change, which was outlined earlier as a goal of critical theory, is directly tied to clear perceptions 

of information. This, in turn, ties-in with the goals of transformative learning theory, as Mezirow 

stipulated that the point of reflection was to become aware of “a specific perception, meaning, or 

behavior of our own or of habits we have of seeing, thinking or acting” (Mezirow, 1981, as cited 

in Baumgartner, 2012, p. 103, emphasis added). Such reflection effects change and leads to 

transformative learning. This change occurs either at the level of society, as advocated by 

Brookfield (2012), or at the individual or group level, as advocated by Mezirow (2006) and 

Cranton (2016a, 2016b, 2016c). 

Part III: Online Curricular Content, Transformative Learning, and Critical Theory- 

Intersections for Art Educators 
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 Research from both the field of transformative learning (Brookfield, 1990) and 

psychology (Beeman, 2012; Prado, 2012) indicates that media, especially media gleaned from 

the internet and social media, powerfully influences habits and the formation of distorted 

perceptions. The use of social media for purposes of both social connectedness and information 

gathering aids in the solidification of habits of mind. Without critical analysis, media serves to 

project and reify dominant ways of knowing that, in turn, are reproduced by content creators and 

users. As such, the need for transformative learning approaches that include learner 

empowerment, critical analysis, critical reflection, and the action of producing new, counter-

hegemonic content is vitally necessary. Through social media, users come to accept the content 

repeatedly offered for consumption, mimic modes of presentation, and engage in repetitively 

referencing particular issues and topics (Prado, 2017). Thus, while opportunities for 

transformative learning regarding the use of social media are perhaps more necessary than ever, 

the solidification of online habits make this pursuit more difficult than ever. 

While social psychology research has revealed the negative effect social media has on 

psychological health across many topics including desexualization (Coxon, 2017; McFarlane, 

2017), hyper-sexualization (Prado, 2017), withdrawal from reality (Bermudez, 2017; Leitch, 

2017; McFarlane, 2017), isolation (Bermudez, 2017; McFarlane, 2017), and addiction (Kingwell, 

2017; McFarlane, 2017), educational research regarding social media has largely taken a positive 

view. Research in the general field of education has focused on the community-building aspects 

of social media as a new, and preferred, form of professional development and a productive 

means of generating curricular content (Carpenter & Krutka, 2014; Cuesta et al., 2016; Robson, 

2016; Trytten, 2017). Importantly, in the field of art education, a more critical approach has been 

advocated, as the data suggests that online curricular resources often perpetuate eurocentrism, 
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cultural stereotyping, and cultural misrepresentation (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019; 

Chin, 2011). Therefore, rather than conceptualizing online resources and social media as 

valuable tools for communication, scholars in art education see these resources as tools in need 

of critical reflection and analysis. In particular, these scholars are turning their attention to the 

type of curricular content made available on such sites, as K-12 art teachers utilize online 

resources to develop lesson plans more than any other resource (Buffington & Sutters, 2017). 

 In the following subsections, I will present articles from the field of art education that 

utilize critical approaches to evaluate and recreate online curricular resources. While the 

presented articles (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019) do not directly link their work to 

transformative learning theory, a critical theory lens is utilized. Therefore, as was illuminated by 

both Brookfield (1990, 2012) and Cranton (2016a, 2016b, 2016c), a line can be drawn between 

the goals of critical theory and those of transformative learning theory- namely, the process of 

critical reflection upon an assumption or behavior that results in a transformation of action, 

disrupting dominant, hegemonic practices. First, it is important to pause and consider recent 

research on the perspectives of prospective art teachers regarding their perceptions of the 

characteristics of “good” art educational practice, which begins with an understanding of the 

difference between “School Art” (Efland, 1976) and “New School Art” (Gude, 2013).  

School Art 

As noted by Arthur Efland (1976), schools exist, at least in part, to “transmit a cultural 

heritage including the knowledge, beliefs, values, and patterns of behavior that are prized by the 

society that established the school. Part of this heritage is the art of the culture” (pp. 38-39). He 

goes on to explain that “school art”, defined as the form of art that is produced in schools by 

students under the guidance of a teacher (p. 37), does not mirror the culture of art in the world 
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outside classroom walls. Although the function of teaching art is presumably to prepare students 

to be artists, school art is a style of its own and mirrors school culture, not artistic practice. 

Schools, as institutions, have a latent tendency, a hidden curriculum, to assert their own 

autonomy and authority (Efland, 1976). This hidden curriculum is made visible in the artifacts 

that accompany the institution, these artifacts that mirror to authority and conformity prized by 

institutional settings is made manifest in school art. Thus, the art that is made in school “isn’t 

about art as it exists beyond the school; it may be more a function of the school life-style itself” 

(p. 39). This is not to say that school art is bad. If, under Efland’s definition, school art is any 

artwork made in a school under the guidance of a teacher, then surely every piece created in the 

K-12 context is, in fact, school art. That certainly does not mean it is all lacking in worth or 

value. However, it does require critical examination.  

Efland noted four formal requirements of the school art style (1976). First, school art 

must be free of cognitive strain; therefore, art making activities should be manual and skill-

based, not conceptual. Second, while the visible characteristics of the art products produced by 

students should vary (no direct copies), their variance should be minimal as to not aesthetically 

clash when displayed in the school. Additionally, these products should be made within a short 

timeframe. Third, all artistic products should be made with easily manipulated media that allows 

for a wide range of aesthetically pleasing results (bright colors, interesting textures, etc.), while 

demanding a low order of skill and dexterity. Finally, “while some stylistic influences creep in 

from the comics, from illustrations in children’s books, and from the more sophisticated art 

styles of professional artists, all of these should be kept to an absolute minimum” (Efland, 1976, 

p. 43). These four requirements lend themselves to the production of artworks that are simplistic, 
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yet, in the eyes of parents, teachers, and administrators, aesthetically pleasing artifacts that prove 

the creativity and individuality purported to be alive and well within school environments.  

Proposing a “New” School Art 

In recognizing both the pitfalls of the School Art style, Olivia Gude put forward a 

suggestion for a New School Art (2013). While open studio practice is an ideal goal in art 

educational practice, Gude acknowledged that most students could not make productive use of 

this immense amount of freedom without substantial individualized support. This, in large part, 

is due to the standardized educational practices students have learned. In her proposal, she 

addressed the need for art educators to critically analyze their teaching practice in order to 

embrace project-based learning. She stated 

that art projects are appropriate building blocks for visual art curriculum because good art 

projects encode complex aesthetic strategies, giving students tools to investigate and 

make meaning. Good art projects are not old school art-style recipes to achieve a good-

looking product. Quality art projects are also not mere exercises in which students 

manipulate form according to teacher-prescribed parameters without any intrinsic 

purpose. (Gude, 2013, p. 7) 

In a manner similar to Efland (1976), Gude proceeded to delineate four key propositions 

regarding what to value when choosing and constructing curriculum. 

 First, art projects should always closely reflect the actual methodologies used by artists 

making work. This requirement of new school art is in line with the falsely interpreted 

manifestation of visual culture art education expressed by Paul Duncum (2009). Duncum noted 

that educators often claim to be engaging students in visual culture, when in fact, the method of 
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artmaking in no way reflects the method of production used to create the reference from visual 

culture. In the same way that instruction of Impressionist painters must include en plein air 

painting, so too must a critical analysis and production of memes include the making of a meme. 

Second, Gude wrote that art educators must avoid teaching art vocabulary within rule-bound 

projects, as this promotes mimicry among students, rather than authentic application of terms and 

skills through meaningful artistic practice. This also means that art projects should not be 

assessed based on pre-determined formal characteristics, as this inhibits free expression and 

renders void an openness to unexpected possibilities. Rather, artistic vocabulary should be used 

by students to explain their choices, not to regiment their artmaking. Third, students should not 

be asked to represent things, ideas, beliefs, or emotions that are already fully understood and 

formed. Instead, art projects should invite students to enable students to reframe, critically 

analyze, or engage in an unknown process/subject. Fourth, art projects must embody the 

contemporary practices of a medium, not merely the history of a medium. Here, Gude noted the 

overrepresentation of "projects based on techniques of realist drawing or on formulaic modernist 

elements and principles of design are overrepresented in current art education curriculum, 

especially at the middle and high school levels” (Gude, 2013, p. 11). Such projects drown out the 

voices of contemporary artists and their practices and limit exploration. In order to be deemed 

quality art education, Gude argued that any technique brought to the classroom should have 

contemporary relevance. 

What Makes a “Good” Art Teacher?  

In light of understandings of the differences between School Art and New School Art 

styles, one is left to consider what makes a good art teacher. More specifically, one must 

contemplate the perceptions of prospective, preservice, and novice teachers as to what signifies 
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quality art practice. In her recent study, art educator and researcher Beth Thomas analyzed 

college application essays from a pool of 147 prospective art educators that were received over a 

9-year period (Thomas, 2020). From this initial grouping, Thomas randomly selected 47 essays 

which met the grade point average and portfolio requirements for the art education program in 

order to answer the following questions: “How do prospective art teachers express goals and 

future identities related to becoming art educators? In what ways do prospective art teachers’ 

goals reflect art education discourses?” (p. 32). These research questions sought to investigate 

the mindset of prospective art teachers regarding their perceptions of “good” teaching practice as 

it relates to current dialogues within the field. Furthermore, analyzing prospective students’ goals 

provided a window into their “possible future selves,” a phrase used in educational research to 

evaluate preservice and novice teachers’ formative professional learning experiences in order to 

shape and guide the development of teacher education programs (p. 33). While my own research 

specifically deals with the perspectives of preservice (those formally admitted to and 

participating in an art education program) art teachers, Thomas’ research is illuminating as the 

goals of prospective (those hoping to be admitted to an art education program) art teachers 

regarding their future teaching practice are deeply held and carried into their preservice 

experiences (Acuff, 2012; Hetrick, 2017; Kowalchuk, 2000; Rao & Pfeiler-Wunder, 2018).  

 In parsing apart the goals of prospective art teachers, it was first necessary for Thomas to 

distinguish the types of art education discourses into two categories: traditional discourses, 

which is similar to the goals of School Art (Efland, 1976) and expansive discourses, which is 

more in line with New School Art (Gude, 2013). Traditional discourses refer to themes 

regarding skills-based instruction, creative self-expression, and discipline-based practices, while 

expansive discourses refer to dialogues which arose in the 1980s and include curricular practices 
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that center upon critical multiculturalism, social justice, community practice, and social change. 

Broadly, art education discourses refer to the “language and actions that reveal values and 

identities associated with art education” (2020, p. 33). In analyzing the essays of prospective art 

teachers, Thomas found that the majority of participants held personal teaching goals aligned 

with perpetuating traditional art educational discourses, rather than professing interest in goals 

that would embrace expansive discourses (see Table 1). These goals reflect immense focus on 

individual creative self-expression, personal transformation, self-realization, and technical skill 

development as representative of “good” teaching practice, placing social responsibility and the 

importance of broad systemic social change in a position of less importance. Thomas recognized 

that these findings may simply be attributed to the mindset of novice educators; however, they 

nonetheless must be addressed within education programs if these perspectives are to be 

transformed before these prospective teachers enter their future classrooms as in-service 

teachers.  

 

Table 1. Future Goals of Prospective Art Teachers (Thomas, 2020, p. 35). 
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 The preference for traditional discourses in art education illuminated by Thomas (2020) 

is echoed in previous research that noted novice art teachers’ reluctance to take on “change-

maker” (Hanawalt, 2018) roles within K-12 environments, as well as a propensity towards 

favoring neutral art curricula within K-12 classrooms (Bain et al., 2010; Cera, 2013; Stuhr, 

2003). A perpetual focus on traditional discourses is antithetical to aims of critical approaches to 

art education, including more current issues raised in the field via expansive discourses. 

Nonetheless, the findings of Thomas relating to prospective teachers’ goals as educators and 

views of what makes for “good” curricular content is very much apparent within curricular 

content found via online resources, including social media. Many resources found online for 

curriculum and lesson plan development uphold the goals of traditional discourses; therefore, a 

critique of said resources is necessary in order to illuminate the ways in which expansive 

discourses can be recognized, prioritized, and brought into more art classrooms. 

Critiquing Online Resources in Art Education 

The field of art education has begun to turn some attention towards teachers’ use of 

online curricular resources, including social media (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019; 

Buffington & Sutters, 2017; Castro, 2012). The Research Commission (RC) of the National Art 

Education Association (NAEA) served as a catalyst for this growing area of interest, as it’s 2011-

2014 concerns dealt explicitly with addressing the divide between theory and classroom practice. 

In seeking to further understand this divide, Buffington and Sutters (2017), art educators, 

researchers, and liaisons between the RC and NAEA members, engaged in a mixed methods 

study using survey data to understand “how art educators access publications and resources...as 

well as the barriers NAEA members face as they access research articles” (p. 92). The results of 

the survey indicate, unsurprisingly, that the predominance of hard-copy publications as teaching 
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resources has passed and that curricular resources hailing from blogs, Facebook, Twitter, 

Instagram, and Pinterest reign supreme among NAEA members who are (or will be) classroom 

teachers. While these widely available resources may contribute to practitioner knowledge, the 

researchers admit that it may also “cause unexamined or ineffective educational approaches to 

circulate widely and possibly enable the dissemination of incorrect information” (pp. 103-104). 

Therefore, they suggest that significant further research be done on the effect of using social 

media and online resources to inform teaching and learning practices.  

The literature in the following section presents efforts within the field of art education, 

both before and after Buffington and Sutter’s 2017 call for extended exploration into the content 

of online curricular resources, to thoughtfully examine the type of content perpetuated online as 

well as ways to disrupt the art educator’s reproduction of said content.  

Addressing cultural misrepresentation in online resources. As the field of art 

education moved from the humanistic pedagogies of the 1960s and 70s (Feldman, 1964), to 

Discipline-Based Art Education (Delacruz & Dunn, 1996), to multicultural art education 

(Milbrandt, 1998; Schiralli, 1999), and finally, to visual culture art education (Dorn, 2005; Peers, 

2018), the field also grew in its’ embracing of critical perspectives. For the interests of this 

writing, art educational scholars who hone a critical multicultural lens are of particular 

importance (Acuff, 2018; Desai, 2000; Kraehe & Acuff, 2013; Garber, 2004; May & Sleeter, 

2010), as this lens has provided a vital critique of widely available online curricular resources. 

However, while these critical voices make calls to action within the pages of academic journals, 

research indicates that preservice teachers use the internet with much greater frequency than 

textbooks or scholarly journals, often with little regard as to the accuracy of the information 

presented (Buffington & Sutters, 2017; Graham, 2003). 
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Resources produced and distributed with the explicit goal of offering “high quality” art 

curriculum for classroom use are neither new nor unique to online platforms.  While my purpose 

is to focus on online resources, it is worth pausing to realize the prevalence of similar resources 

before the days of Pinterest, Facebook, and Twitter. Multicultural art curriculum kits and praxis-

oriented literature in art education have been sold for decades (and continue their presence on 

social media sites today). Scholars such as Christina Chin have scrutinized curricular resources2 

for adopting an additive approach to multiculturalism (Banks, 1989, 2006), which reinforces 

Western, colonizer-based narratives of visual art and art history (Chin, 2011). This line of 

inquiry has been continued in more recent studies with an explicit focus on online resources by 

Joni Acuff (2014), Melanie Buffington, and Amanda Bryant (2019). Furthermore, the work of 

Acuff (2014) and Buffington and Bryant (2019) provide examples of how to use critical 

frameworks with art educators to problematize hegemonic structures present within online 

multicultural art education resources.  

Critiquing online resources with preservice art teachers. Acuff (2014), an art educator 

and researcher at Ohio State University, sought to explore the question of how online curricular 

resources that offer multicultural art lesson plans contradict the current progressive critical 

multicultural art education literature published in the field. Interest in this research came from 

Acuff’s work preparing preservice art teachers (a class of 27), 100% of whom admitted to using 

online curricular resources when planning lessons (Acuff, 2014, p. 305). She began the article by 

                                                
2 Chin’s research analyzed the contents of multicultural curricular resources made available by Crayola, 
Liquidmark, Pacon, Riverside, Royalco, and The Getty Center for Education in the Arts, as well as widely 
published texts such as School Arts (Chin, 2011, p. 300). While not mentioned by Chin, as her research 
was conducted at the very beginning of the cultural shift towards using smartphones for multiple facets of 
daily life, including social media applications, I feel it necessary to state that the companies critiqued by 
Chin still distribute curricular materials today and have adopted social media platforms as a “convenient” 
way of providing content to educators.  
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distinguishing between liberal multicultural arts education, the goal of which is to develop 

awareness and appreciation for cultural ethnicities in a manner that “abdicates recognition of the 

unequal power relations that underpin inequity” (p. 306), and critical multicultural arts 

education, the goal of which is to promote critical questioning regarding hegemonic power 

structures within the arts.  

Using a critical theory lens, she engaged in case study analysis of the three most 

popularly used online sources for multicultural art education lesson plans, finding an 

overwhelming prevalence of cultural homogenization and misrepresentation. To select the top 

three resources, she Googled “Multicultural Art Lessons” and examined the lesson plans 

provided by the top three site recommendations (this search process mirrored those implemented 

by Acuff’s preservice teachers). The leading recommendations yielded multicultural lesson plans 

from Blick, Huntsville City Schools in Alabama (the lessons presented were authored by an 

elementary school teacher within the Huntsville City school district, Ms. Ginny Dixon), and 

KinderArt (Acuff, 2014, pp. 306-307). Both Blick and KinderArt out rightly seek to make 

teaching “easier” by offering an abundance of lesson plans, including those deemed 

“multicultural,” as a convenience for art teachers looking to lessen the burden of their busy 

schedules. Furthermore, Acuff revealed that many of the other art education curricular websites 

that resulted from her Google search, which included www.ArtMuseums.com, 

www.edchange.org, and www.freelyeducate.com listed Blick, Huntsville City Schools, and 

KinderArt as “some of the best free art lesson plans and resources on the net” (p. 308).  

Acuff analyzed lesson plans from the top three resources according to a framework which 

identified the resources as representative of either liberal or critical multicultural arts education. 

Acuff argued that a critical lens was missing from the analyzed online curricular resources and 
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that the overwhelming presence of liberal multicultural arts education across all lessons found on 

the three sites failed to recognize how racism, heterosexism, and other discriminations are 

enmeshed into hegemonic educational practices. With these findings, she contended that the 

analyzed lessons represented (1) the homogenization of cultures, (2) the misrepresentation of 

culture’s historical and contemporary contexts, and (3) the use of the additive approach to 

multicultural art education (Acuff, 2014, p. 305). Seeking to interrupt the hegemonic narrative of 

cultural misrepresentation, Acuff applied her findings alongside her preservice teachers. She 

provided instruction on how to analyze and critique online resources, while also engaging 

preservice participants in writing letters which notified content creators of said critiques as well 

as revised lesson plans for online publication (specifically submitted to Blick, Huntsville City 

Schools, and KinderArt) that embraced and promoted critical multicultural perspectives to 

counteract the hegemony of the existing lesson plans. Content creator responses and the 

publication rate of the revised lessons were not noted in the article.  

Acuff’s (2014) process of critically analyzing online curricular content, informing 

preservice art teachers on how to engage in critical analysis, and the activity of creating and 

posting counter-hegemonic representations of multicultural art curricula mirrors the three types 

of transformative critical reflection-based exercises advocated by Brookfield (1990): 1) decoding 

exercises, 2) content analysis, and 3) program construction. Acuff, first as a sole researcher and 

then in tandem with her preservice students as an educator, decoded the curricular content of 

specific lessons endorsed by Blick, Huntsville City Schools, and KinderArt in order to analyze 

“the ways in which certain dominant values, interpretations, and meanings” (Brookfield, 1990, p. 

242) were produced and made implicit by the content’s creators. Then, content across all 

platforms was analyzed in terms of what messages are being communicated and whether these 
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messages reflected dominant worldviews. Lastly, and most importantly, preservice art teachers 

engaged in constructing their own curricular content to be posted online, thereby offering 

counter-hegemonic curriculum content in line with multicultural arts education. This not only 

offered transformative learning opportunities for the individual students within Acuff’s class, 

who might have otherwise unquestioningly utilized online resources in their future classrooms, 

but also for the larger community of art educators who were exposed to the online resources 

posted by Acuff’s students.  

Social media as a particular focus of critique. Similar to Acuff (2014), Buffington and 

Bryant (2019), art educators and researchers at Virginia Commonwealth University, produced 

data which illuminated the problematics of social media-based lesson plans in regards to critical 

multiculturalism as a result of their interactions with preservice art teachers as university 

educators. Rather than focusing on online resources broadly available via Google, Buffington 

and Bryant (2019) researched and assessed multicultural art lesson plans made available on 

Pinterest, as the site has been identified by their preservice teachers as being instrumental in 

lesson plan development (Buffington & Sutters, 2017).  

Buffington and Bryant searched “multicultural art lesson” on Pinterest, analyzing the first 

100 free visual art lessons that linked to websites with full lesson plans. Of the 100 lessons, only 

seven included a connection to an artist (four of which were living) (Buffington & Bryant, 2019, 

p. 20). All seven of these lessons were representative of Acuff’s (2014) notion of liberal 

multicultural art education, promoting superficial connections with the artist through the 

replication of their work, rather than promoting deep discussions to unpack to the meaning of the 

work within its’ cultural context (Buffington & Bryant, 2019, p. 20). The remaining 93 lessons 

ignored “the meaning of materials, the relationship between cultural history and contemporary 
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art, and diversity within cultural groups” (p. 20). The data from Pinterest illuminated the need for 

art educators to become more culturally competent, especially as the student population of public 

schools grows increasingly diverse, while the teaching force remains overwhelmingly white, 

female, and middle class (Desai, 2010, as cited by Buffington and Bryant, 2019).  

While the article began as an empiric study analyzing multicultural art lessons found on 

Pinterest, it quickly turned into a conceptual piece, making well-cited suggestions for how art 

educators should change the way multicultural art lessons are conceptualized and taught. Great 

influence was drawn from Gloria Ladson Billing’s concept of culturally relevant pedagogy, 

which builds on multicultural education by including a greater focus on curriculum, pedagogy, 

and community connections (Ladson-Billings, 1994 as cited by Buffington & Bryant, 2019). 

Additionally, the researchers embraced culturally sustaining pedagogies, which build upon the 

work of Ladson-Billings in a nuanced manner, advocating that pedagogies be more than 

“responsive or relevant to the cultural experiences and practices of young people [but also] 

requires that they support young people in sustaining the cultural and linguistic competence of 

their communities while simultaneously offering access to dominant cultural competence” (Paris, 

2012, p. 95, as cited by Buffington & Bryant, 2019, p. 23, emphasis added). 

Providing suggestions on how art educators can embrace culturally relevant and/or 

culturally sustaining pedagogical practices, Buffington and Bryant outlined two practice-based 

suggestions: (1) that teachers recognize and reflect upon their own implicit bias and how this 

affects curricular content and (2) that student voices and experiences be allowed to guide the 

knowledge that is explored through art content, including connections to local artistic practice 

and tradition (2019, p. 24). The first point speaks to the need for art educators to reflect upon and 

analyze how “one’s implicit biases and curriculum may show areas in an educator’s educational 
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background that were incomplete, inadequate, or patently racist” (p. 24). This might include an 

art educator recognizing that her undergraduate art history education was built upon major 

Western art history survey textbooks, or listing artists included in her K-12 curriculum and 

noting how many are people of color, LGBTQ+, women, or from non-Western cultures in order 

to make evident any inequitable disparities. The second point resists the notion of teacher as 

direction-giver and student as direction-follower (as is so often the case with the Pinterest 

multicultural lessons reviewed by Buffington and Bryant), making space for open-ended 

questions and discussions that privilege students’ home knowledge. 

Buffington and Bryant’s (2019) practice-based suggestions link directly to central tenets 

of transformative learning theory. First, recognition of and reflection upon implicit teacher bias 

means confronting the epistemic distortions of one’s habits of mind. This involves critical 

reflection upon how one’s experiences have formulated an opinion on what is either neutral or 

“good” in terms of curricular content. Again, the point of reflection, from a transformative 

learning perspective, is to become aware of “a specific perception, meaning, or behavior of our 

own or of habits we have of seeing, thinking or acting” (Mezirow, 1981, as cited in Baumgartner, 

2012, p. 103, emphasis added). Therefore, an awareness of implicit bias involves the dismantling 

of epistemic distortions through critical reflection- a task undertaken by Acuff (2014) and her 

students. The subsequent actions based on this reflective process result in the changing of 

curricular content to reflect counter-hegemonic ways of knowing, and thus, exemplify 

transformative learning.  

Second, resisting the notion of teacher as direction-giver and student as direction-

follower and allowing student voices and experiences be allowed to guide the knowledge directly 

speaks to Cranton’s (2016b, 2016c) critical perspective on the role power plays in transformative 
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learning. Cranton’s five characteristics of promoting authentic learner empowerment- (1) 

increasing awareness of power relations, (2) exercising power responsibly and meaningfully, (3) 

empowering learners to recognize and utilize their own power through discourse, (4) 

encouraging learner decision-making and, (5) considering individual learner differences 

(Cranton, 2016b, p. 102)- are instrumental in creating an environment in which opportunities for 

transformative learning can be possible. Especially in the case of Buffington and Bryant (2019), 

Cranton’s suggestions of increasing awareness of power relations and empowering learners to 

recognize and utilize their own power through discourse would serve to empower teachers 

(alongside learners) to transform the curricular content of their classroom spaces. Thus, through 

the empowerment strategies made evident through practices of transformative learning, “the 

learner is freed from the constraints of unquestioned or inflexible ways of knowing; the learner is 

empowered or perhaps enfranchised” (Cranton, 2016b, p. 91).  

Suggestions for the future of social media-based curricular content in art education. 

At the most basic and fundamental of levels, the work of Acuff (2014) and Buffington and 

Bryant (2019) shares important ties with critical approaches to transformative learning theory. 

Cranton defined transformative learning as “a process of examining, questioning, validating, and 

revising our perspectives” (Cranton, 2016a, p. 18). Certainly, both articles advocated for an 

examination, questioning, validation, and revision of new perspectives on multicultural art 

education curricular content found online. This type of transformative learning, as advocated by 

Cranton, is done at the individual or small group level; however, Acuff’s (2014) scholarship- in 

the truest spirit of critical theory- included opportunities for systemic transformation through the 

rewriting and posting of new curricular materials online.  
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It is this process, which does not end with a perspective transformation, but with 

transformative action (Brookfield, 1990, 2012), that must be practiced at a larger scale by 

preservice teachers and their university educators. Therefore, it is time to shift attention towards 

the potential benefit of using specific frameworks advocated by scholars of transformative 

learning in future art educational research, specifically, Cranton’s (2016b, 2016c) notion of 

recognizing power relationships to promote learner empowerment and Brookfield’s (1990) three-

tiered approach to critical reflection that ends not only in transformative learning, but 

transformative action. Combining the scholarship of Cranton and Brookfield yields a usable 

framework from which university educators can begin to address the use of social media sites for 

curricular content with their preservice art teachers. I use this framework in my research in order 

to engage a group of preservice participants in a process of transformative learning surrounding 

the use of social media-based curricular resources. 

Part IV: Overview of Design-Based and Co-Operative Methodologies 

Crippen and Brown (2018) describe DBR projects as balancing acts- a collaboration 

between the researcher and all members/participants/stakeholders in the research process. For 

this reason, I identify with research practices that flatten traditional researcher/participant 

hierarchies. The goal of my research is not only to provide a framework from which to critique 

social media-based lesson planning resources, but also to more deeply understand why 

preservice teachers turn to such resources and whether or not this habitual behavior can be 

transformed to reflect current curricular goals in the field of art education. This intense focus on 

the perspective, voice, and experience of the participant is not only advocated by DBR (Crippen 

& Brown, 2018; The Design-Based Research Collective, 2003), but even more strongly 

articulated in the literature on co-operative inquiry (Heron & Reason, 2001). While DBR will be 
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the primary methodological framework used in my upcoming research, co-operative inquiry will 

play a subsequent, yet vital role. Therefore, Part IV of this literature review includes a discussion 

of both DBR and co-operative inquiry’s origins, basic premises and foundations, views on the 

role of the researcher and participant, strengths and weakness, with similarities and differences 

between the two methodologies noted throughout.  

A particular focus on methodological frameworks is included in this chapter as DBR has 

been used infrequently in the field of art education and, therefore, I feel necessitates a deeper 

explanation. The most recent works within the field that have solely relied upon DBR methods 

have explored arts engagement in Australian home education (Burke, 2016), utilized design-

based mobile technologies to engage Canadian at-risk youth in arts programming (Castro, 

LaLonde, & Praiser, 2016), and studied the dynamics of learning and teaching art through social 

media (Castro, 2012). The combination of DBR and co-operative inquiry has yet to be paired in 

any recent art educational research. Because of this seemingly unlikely pairing, a side-by-side 

examination of the two methodologies is offered below in order to build a strong foundation as to 

the fused methodological approach to this research.  

Design-Based Research in a U. S. Context 

 DBR is a relatively new and constantly evolving methodological framework that, through 

its’ various iterations, has been referred to as design research, design-based research, design 

experimentation, and development research (Moss & Haertel, 2016). Research experts categorize 

design-based research as neither methodology nor method, but rather, a methodological 

framework that lies somewhere in-between (Bakker, 2019). “It is a genre of flexibility using 

existing research approaches for the purpose of gaining design-based insights and research-based 
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designs” (Bakker, 2019, p.7). The first researchers who aided in the development in DBR were 

Ann Brown (1992) and Allan Collins (1992), both of whom were influenced by the work of 

social scientist, Herbert Simon (1969). Simon’s scholarship called for “[bodies] of intellectually 

tough, analytic, partly formalizable, partly empirical, teachable doctrine about the design 

process” (1969, p. 132). In essence, he advocated for approaches to design that were well-

documented, allowing design processes to be reproducible by other researchers and more readily 

applicable by practitioners in the field. Simon sought to make concept of “design” less enigmatic 

and more scientific.  

In the early 1990s, both Brown (1992), an experimental psychologist, and Collins (1992), 

a cognitive scientist, applied Simon’s suggestions from the design sciences, advocating for 

research that was not solely laboratory or theory-based, but rather, developing theories and 

conducting experiments in authentic contexts. For Collins, design experiments sought to test and 

refine practices in the realms of artificial intelligence and computer science as they functioned in 

classroom spaces (Bakker, 2019). Brown immediately picked up Collins’ notion of “design 

experiment” as a method to simultaneously test and refine a practice in its’ natural context, 

applying it to educational practice- this meant conducting educational research in classrooms 

with teachers in order to synthesize theory and practice in a manner that recognized the social 

context of learning. Brown’s work argued for the recognition of the complexity of classroom 

spaces and the multitude of constantly changing contributors and environmental factors that 

affect educational outcomes (1992).  

To these ends, Brown advocated a methodological approach that involved researchers 

and teachers working together as co-investigators to develop educational theories and guide the 

practical implementation of design-based interventions taking place in naturalistic contexts. This 
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necessitated the “development of a methodological toolkit for deriving evidence-based claims 

from these contexts” (Barab & Squire, 2004, p. 2) and, thus, DBR in education was born. Even 

in its’ earliest iterations, DBR did not seek to study the phenomena that existed within 

educational spaces in order to understand the cause and/or effect of an event, behavior, 

curriculum, etc. Rather, DBR embraced the notion of “change as the goal of educational 

research” (Bakker, 2019, p. 26). Promoting change necessitates the use of designed interventions 

within educational spaces from which researchers and practitioners observe, record, reflect upon, 

and further refine in order to achieve moments of transformation within the learning environment 

(Anderson & Shattuck, 2012).  

This notion of transformation clearly links back to the theoretical framework of my 

research (Cranton, 2016) and further defines the link I have made between theory and method. 

DBR overtly values research that is practitioner-driven and environment-specific. It is through 

this combination of the researcher-practitioner and the environmental context of her own 

classroom that a deeper knowledge of classroom practices and interactions that are spurred by a 

specific curricular intervention can be examined. The importance of curricular interventions 

occurring in their natural contexts is echoed in the writing of art educators and researchers 

Graeme Sullivan and Min Gu (2015). In writing about the strengths of practitioner research, they 

asserted that  

classroom settings are ideal sites for creating the conditions for transformative learning as 

students engage in creative processes through material forming practices and critical 

thinking processes. These...experiences set the conditions for transformative learning 

whereby art educators, artists and students are all active participants in a learning 

community. (p. 55) 
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Within the methodological framework of DBR, the natural context of the classroom and the lived 

experiences of all those participating in the learning environment are valued as the very core of 

research. DBR seeks, through the use of a curricular intervention, to more deeply understand the 

changes-the transformations- that take place within learners (and, I would argue, practitioners) 

in the classroom space.  

Distinguishing DBR from Other Methodologies. As DBR evolved through the 1990s 

and into the new millennium, the field became somewhat fractured due to the lack of consistent 

verbiage used to describe the methodology. As noted above, many different terms have been 

used to describe DBR. While the methodology is now most commonly referred to as DBR 

(Design Based Research Collective, 2003), it can also be called design research (Cobb, Jackson, 

& Dunlap, 2014) or educational design research (McKenney & Reeves, 2012), though these 

terms are less common.  

While used by Brown (1992) and Collins (1992), the term “design experiments” fell out 

of favor because the term “experiment” connotated methodological practices of randomized 

control trials (RCTs) in social science research. In design experiments (DBR), hypotheses can 

play a role, especially at the beginning of the research process and the initial design of an 

intervention; however, they are neither fixed nor tested once. Additionally, laboratory 

experiments typically involve the study of a single, isolated dependent variable, while DBR 

recognizes the existence of multiple dependent variables (while not all are investigated) and the 

reality of social interactions within the research context (Barab & Squire, 2004). Rather than 

remaining fixed, DBR embraces research processes that are “emergent, tentative, multiple, and 

temporary” (Bakker, 2019, p. 28).  
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Many characteristics of DBR- the focus on real world contexts/problems, the desire for 

transformational action, the embracing of practitioners in the research process- resemble 

qualities of action research (Reason & Bradbury, 2001). However, DBR can be distinguished 

from action research in two fundamental ways. First, the goal of DBR is to interweave the 

designing of learning environments with the development of theory (Design Based Research 

Collective, 2003). Therefore, the action of changing/transforming a learning environment or the 

practices of participants is not the sole focus, as it would be in action research; rather, DBR is 

contingent upon the development of a theory or prototheory as a result of research. Second, 

action research is typically initiated by practitioners and aided by researchers, whereas DBR is 

typically initiated by the researcher who also fills the role of educational designer (Bakker, 

2019). In essence, DBR is an appropriate methodological approach when the design of a new 

education material, be it a new technology, learning activity, or professional development 

program, is a central part of the research along with theory development (Bakker, 2019). 

Basic Premises and Foundations of DBR. In 2003, a group of educational researchers 

known as The Design-Based Research Collective published an article to delineate the purpose, 

premises, and foundations of DBR. The collective stated that DBR was conceived in response to 

the chasm that often exists between educational research and issues of everyday practice (The 

Design-Based Research Collective, 2003, p. 5). DBR predominantly concerns itself with the 

application of theory in practice that leads to the development of “usable knowledge” for 

classroom practice. Five core characteristics comprise the foundational structure of DBR. These 

characteristics were initially identified by The Design Based Research Collective in 2003 and 

have been solidified in the Bakker’s most recent comprehensive resource on conducting DBR in 

2019: 
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First, the central goals of designing learning environments and developing theories or 

“prototheories” of learning are intertwined. Second, development and research take place 

through continuous cycles of design, enactment, analysis, and redesign...Third, research 

on designs must lead to sharable theories that help communicate relevant implications to 

practitioners and other educational designers... Fourth, research must account for how 

designs function in authentic settings. It must not only document success or failure but 

also focus on interactions that refine our understanding of the learning issues involved. 

Fifth, the development of such accounts relies on methods that can document and connect 

processes of enactment to outcomes of interest. (The Design Based Research Collective, 

2003, p. 5) 

Research is therefore emergent, holistic, and considers the importance of practitioners and 

researchers working together to produce meaningful change in the context of specific local 

practices. Also, DBR relies upon thick, rich descriptions of each iterative cycle of preparation 

and design, implementation, and analysis/redesign (Bakker, 2019, p. 59) in order to 

communicate clear practice-based results and craft theory based on experience within the 

research context.  

In their recent encyclopedia entry, Crippen and Brown further reified the definition of 

DBR promoted by the Design Based Research Collective, describing it as “a form of inquiry 

characterized by iterative cycles of development, testing, and refinement of an intervention that 

is developed in collaboration with stakeholders and then deployed and evaluated in the rich, real-

world contexts” (Crippen & Brown, 2018, p. 490). DBR is equally committed to providing 

theoretical contributions as well as practice-based solutions to educational problems relating to 
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issues such as curriculum and instructional strategies. The first step in DBR is identifying the 

problem or “emergent phenomenon” (p. 490) that is to be addressed by a designed intervention. 

Once the intervention is designed, often collaboratively with other stakeholders, it is enacted and 

assessed iteratively as to its’ capacity to adequately address the identified problem. The two most 

common contributions of DBR projects are 1) local theories and 2) design frameworks (Crippen 

& Brown, 2018). It is worth noting that theory development is paired with design in the service 

of developing broad models of “how humans think, know, act and learn; that is, a critical 

component of design-based research is that the design is conceived not just to meet local needs, 

but to advance a theoretical agenda, to uncover, explore, and confirm theoretical relationships” 

(Barab & Squire, 2004, p. 5). Thus, DBR must demonstrate the value of a particular design in 

creating an impact on learning at the local level in order to advance credible theories that can be 

implemented and retested in larger contexts. The value of theory generation is its’ capacity to 

produce change.  

Instructional design and theory development are interdependent in DBR; thus, research 

involves “small-scale enactment featuring careful monitoring, active reflection, and ongoing 

revision to both the theory and the planned implementation with the participants in the 

instructional setting” (Moss & Haertel, 2016, p. 166). Thus, small groups of participants are ideal 

when conducting DBR. The “planned implementation” as referred to by Moss & Haertel (2016) 

is often referred to as an “intervention” in design-based research literature (Bakker, 2019; Design 

Based Research Collective, 2003; Plomp, 2010). “Intervention” is the terminology that I will use 

throughout this writing and within future dissertation research. In the context of DBR, 

intervention is understood in the context of  
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the systematic study of designing, developing, and evaluating educational interventions, 

- such as programs, teaching-learning strategies and materials, products and systems- as 

solutions to such problems, which also aims at advancing our knowledge about the 

characteristics of these interventions and the processes to design and develop them. 

(Bakker, 2019, p. 4) 

The very presence of an intervention designed by the researcher further distinguishes DBR from 

other methodological approaches, including action research or ethnography, and speaks loudly to 

both the role of the researcher and the role of the participant(s).   

The Roles of Researcher and Participant in DBR. Within DBR, the researcher takes 

on an open, interventionist stance. “Interventionist” refers to research studies that intervene in a 

natural context, in which “researchers deliberately manipulate a condition or teach according to 

particular theoretical ideas” (Bakker, 2019, p. 10). “Open” refers to the lack of control the 

researcher wields over the emergent and adjustable educational materials or ways of teaching 

that are initially set into motion by the intervention. Researchers must maintain a commitment to 

understanding that interventions may not go as planned and, therefore, “the enacted intervention 

is a dependent, not an independent, variable” (Hoadley, 2004, p. 204).  

In general, the researcher and the practitioners involved in DBR occupy different roles at 

the outset of research. In the case of educational DBR, the researcher is responsible for designing 

the intervention for a particular educational context that will be implemented among participant 

practitioners. As the study progresses, researcher and practitioner become co-inquirers and co-

researchers in designing amended versions of the original intervention according to the perceived 

needs of the educational context. This is not to argue that the practitioner/participant is devoid of 
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a role in the initial intervention design. On the contrary, design-based studies take place in situ 

and rely on the active input and participation of practitioners at all stages of the iterative 

processes (Barab & Squire, 2004; Crippen & Brown, 2018). Depending on the type of design-

based research being undertaken, close interaction between practitioners, researchers, experts, 

and other stakeholders is essential; however, the research is always initiated by the researcher 

and demands a relationship between researcher and practitioner/participant to be built.  

An example of the researcher/practitioner relationship is illustrated by Gallager and Fazio 

(2017), educational researchers who conducted a DBR study supporting elementary teachers in 

their planning and implementation of an integrated unit connecting literacy, science, and 

technology. In reflecting on their methodology, Gallager and Fazio noted that DBR makes 

possible unique opportunities for both researcher and participant reflections during and between 

each iterative cycle of the research process, offering moments of both comparison and 

collaboration. Furthermore, they recognized the emphasis DBR places on the researchers’ 

personal characteristics, specifically those of interpersonal and intrapersonal skills, 

preconceptions, and prior experience, and the opportunity to include such realities within 

presented findings. Clearly, within DBR is the supportive recognition of the role social 

relationships between researcher and participant play within research processes (Barab & Squire, 

2004; Cobb, Zhao, & Dean, 2009; Gallager & Fazio, 2017). In fact, further research shows that 

DBR is only successfully implemented once the gradual shift to co-design has taken place, as the 

partnership between researcher and participant morphs into a flattened power-dynamic, thus 

enabling the knowledge and lived experience of both parties to equally inform findings (Konrad 

& Bakker, 2019). 

Strengths and Weaknesses of DBR. DBR is contingent upon the iterative process of 
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action, reflection, and repeated amended action. This methodological framework draws strength 

through long-term commitments to the research process. Many DBR studies collect data over the 

course of years (Cobb, et al., 2013; Cobb, McCain, & Gravemeijer, 2003; Cobb, Zhao, & Dean, 

2009; Gallager & Fazio, 2017, Hoadley, 2004); however smaller-scale DBR projects are possible 

to complete over the course of a single semester (Huang, 2019; Konrad & Bakker, 2019; 

Lanouette, 2019).  

In general, longer-term DBR projects are more readily deemed valid as time allows the 

researcher to fully and fluidly explore the perspectives of multiple stakeholders in the process of 

design, implementation, reflection, analysis, and redesign. However, an issue with long-term 

research is maintaining high levels of participant commitment (Gallager & Fazio, 2017). In order 

to combat this potential pitfall, participant co-involvement in the reflection, design, and inquiry 

process is vital, as co-inquiry strategies imbue a sense of ownership over the research process 

among researcher and participants alike. While short-term DBR projects might benefit from 

more easily obtained participant participation, they often focus on the implementation of an 

intervention without adequate opportunity for iterative cycles of design and analysis and are thus 

seen as weaker representations of the methodology. This is not to argue that short-term DBR 

projects should not be undertaken. Rather, this methodological framework can be made more 

manageable while maintaining validity if the design of a confined intervention-one or two 

specifically designed lessons, rather than an entire curriculum or novel piece of technology- is 

the subject of analysis.  

Whether the scope of research spans weeks, months, or years, an additional challenge to 

DBR is the multifaceted role of the researcher. In the case of design research in education, the 
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researcher must have expertise in curricular design, research, and teaching (Bakker, 2019). The 

triangulation of these skills is relatively rare and requires boundary crossing between different 

roles. While not explicitly mentioned in the literature, I would also add that the researcher must 

possess a high level of emotional competency, as DBR requires trust, support, and co-inquiry 

between researcher and participant(s) as well as a recognition of and sensitivity to the social 

components that affect the research context. 

Even when educational DBR is undertaken by a researcher who has teaching experience, 

a high level of emotional competency, and familiarity with curriculum design, additional 

complicating factors can ensue. The very iterative nature of DBR necessitates the continual 

process of adjusting an instructional intervention. With several rounds of iterative design, it can 

be difficult to pinpoint exactly what combination of features contributed to the success of the 

intervention. Thus, generalizations are difficult to make because of complexity involved in 

implementation and the confounding variables involved in the research context (O’Donnell, 

2004). This difficultly can be compounded by the fact that, while DBR encompasses five core 

characteristics, it does not expressly delineate precise methodological steps or processes for 

researchers to follow. Many complementary visions detailing the steps and approaches necessary 

for DBR are present in the literature. These range from a 10-step process to design 

experimentation (Collins, 1990), to four-step processes focused on evaluation and efficacy of 

designs (Bannan-Ritland, 2003), to simplified frameworks which hinge upon reflection of both 

the process and product of the intervention (Reeves, 2006), to scholars attempting to aggregate 

existing steps used in previous DBR studies under a single model (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012). 

However, none of these approaches have resulted in a unilaterally utilized prescription for 

conducting DBR. Undeniably, there is a lack of specificity in stating whether DBR should be 
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undertaken with large or small participant groups, focus on an entire curriculum plan or a 

particular lesson, or comprise months or years of data collection (Christensen & West, 2017).  

While there is debate over the timeframe and context for which DBR is best suited, there 

is agreement that DBR is a particularly useful methodology when the research centers around the 

use of technology (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012). DBR has predominantly been used to study the 

use and efficacy of instructional design interventions that implement technology within 

educational settings (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012). Educational researchers, Anderson and 

Shattuck (2012), took a comprehensive look at DBR, reviewing the ways in which the 

methodology had been used since its inception. They found that the majority of educational 

researchers implementing the method studied science education (51%), while only 9% of 

research pertained to teacher training (p. 22). In their study, no mention was made to DBR’s use 

within the field of art education. Interestingly, art educators and researchers who have adopted 

this method, Castro (2012) and Burke (2016), both used the method to study online-based 

interventions. Castro studied the use of social media in teaching an afterschool art program, 

while Burke’s research centered on the creation of a website with curricular resources for 

Australian homeschooling parents teaching art. Both researchers highlighted the strengths of 

utilizing online platforms to promote art educational goals, which is particularly salient to this 

research.  

The abovementioned methodological weaknesses largely hail from academics who 

espouse empirical, positivist research traditions. In the eyes of researchers who embrace 

uncertainty, flexibility, subjectivity, and methodological pluralism, the same abovementioned 

weaknesses are easily construed as strengths. The researcher has the freedom and capacity to 
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design and implement an intervention based on the problems inherent in a particular context with 

a particular group of participants. If working with a small group of participants, the stated goal of 

pinpointing changes in the intervention that yielded positive effects is not solely dependent on 

the observing eye of the researcher, but on the multitude of participant voices, as well. If 

undertaken with reverence to DBR’s core principles, co-inquiry, reflection, and analysis is not 

the lone responsibility of the researcher, but rather, the researcher is tasked with documenting 

rich descriptions of participant experiences, opinions, and uses of the intervention, which gives a 

multi-faceted, diverse, and rich body of data from which to draw connections and formulate 

theory. As will be discussed later in part two of this writing, it is the immense flexibility and lack 

of prescribed method of DBR that makes possible the inclusion of intersections with co-

operative inquiry and arts-based methods. 

Co-Operative Inquiry in a U.S. Context 

Co-operative inquiry is a participatory research method based on the work of John Heron 

(Heron, 1996, 1998). In 1970, Heron wrote about the experience of “mutual gazing” in 

interpersonal encounters. He argued that the traditional social scientist cannot fully inquire into 

the nature of the gaze by doing experiments on and gathering data from participants. Rather,  

the status and significance of the gaze can only be explored fully from within, by full 

engagement with the human condition. This means the researcher is also the socially 

sensitive subject involved in mutual gazing with another. There was the unstated 

implication that any such research, in which experimenter and subject are one and the 

same person, would also be co-operative, involving a reciprocal relation with another 

person with the same double role. (Heron, 1996, p. 11).  
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With Heron’s 1970 publication, scholarship on co-operative inquiry began. While many scholars 

have contributed to this topic, the founder of the method, Heron, and fellow participatory 

scholar, Peter Reason, have consistently been guiding voices in the development of co-operative 

inquiry. Thus, the work of Heron and Reason will be cited throughout the following subsections, 

both in the form of the scholar’s individual contributions to the field (Heron, 1996; Reason, 

1994), as well as their collaborative efforts (Heron & Reason, 2001). 

Distinguishing Co-Operative Inquiry from Other Methodologies. Similar to DBR, co-

operative inquiry is most readily comparable to action research because of its’ focus on 

participatory measures. In fact, Heron and Reason’s chapter on “The Practice of Co-operative 

Inquiry: Research ‘With’ Rather than ‘On’ People” was published in the Handbook of Action 

Research (Reason & Bradbury, 2001). So, does this mean that co-operative inquiry and action 

research are one-in-the-same? While it may be accurate to nestle DBR, co-operative inquiry, and 

action research under the same umbrella, there are distinguishing factors which separate these 

methods. While Reason wrote an account of how co-operative inquiry, action research, and 

participatory action research could be integrated into a methodologically pluralistic approach 

(1994), Heron notes crucial differences between action research and co-operative inquiry as 

follows: 

Action research is research into current, ongoing practice by practitioners for 

practitioners (Zuber-Skerritt, 1992). Its focus is on problem-solving in existing 

professional performance and related organizational structures. It disregards theory-

building and the generative power of theory (Cooperrider and Srivastva, 1987). It is not a 

wide-ranging research method for inquiring into any aspect or any theory of the human 
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condition...Nor does it view the full range of human sensibilities as an instrument of 

research. And it has not articulated a set of validity procedures and special skills required 

for radical, comprehensive experiential inquiry. It does not work with the 

complementarity of informative and transformative engagement with the inquiry domain. 

(Heron, 19966, p. 16) 

Action research methods utilize improvisational processes of dialogue and collaboration, while 

co-operative inquiry relies on more formalized, yet iterative, cycles of reflection and action in 

order to catalyze transformation. Both the focus on theory and the cyclical process of reflection 

and action link co-operative inquiry to some of the central foundations of DBR (Crippen & 

Brown, 2018; The Design Based Research Collective, 2003), thus making these two approaches 

highly compatible. 

Basic Premises and Foundations of Co-Operative Inquiry. Heron and Reason first 

recognized that good research is “conducted with people rather than on people” (2001, p. 179). 

Therefore, with a steadfast focus on full, transparent, anti-hierarchical research practices, the 

authors defined co-operative inquiry as a way of working with participants who have similar 

interests and concerns in order for one to “(1) understand your world, make sense of your life 

and develop new and creative ways of looking at things; and (2) learn how to act to change 

things you may want to change and find out how to do things better” (p. 179). One of the 

defining features of co-operative inquiry is Heron and Reason’s concept of an “extended 

epistemology,” a theory of how one comes to know something, that reaches beyond academic 

theory and into experiential and practical ways of knowing (p. 183).  
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The co-inquiry process makes space for four different ways of knowing: experiential, 

presentational, propositional, and practical. In order for knowledge to be valid, Heron and 

Reason’s extended epistemology requires that these four styles of knowing must be congruent 

with each other. In co-operative inquiry, valid meaning is derived “if our knowing is grounded in 

our experience [experiential knowing], expressed through our stories and images [presentational 

knowing], understood through theories which make sense to us [propositional knowing], and 

expressed in worthwhile action in our lives [practical knowing]” (pp. 183-184). A varied 

approach to conceptualize “knowing” allows for the recognition of the forces which arise 

through iterations of action and reflection within the research process- making space for 

knowledge which springs up as a culmination of daily experiences, empathetic connections, 

personal perceptions, image-based communications of meaning (art), academic theories, and 

practical skills. Awareness of these various forms of knowing allow co-researchers to recognize 

and validate various presentations of knowledge, a facet which is uniquely examined in co-

operative inquiry. Therefore, the stated emphasis of co-operative inquiry, regarding research 

outcomes, “shifts from the traditional emphasis on propositional knowledge and the written word 

to practical knowledge and the manifest deed” (p. 184). This goal directly connects with the 

goals of DBR, which was conceived in response to the chasm that often exists between 

educational research and issues of everyday practice, concerning itself with the application of 

theory in practice that leads to the development of “usable knowledge” for classroom practice 

(The Design-Based Research Collective, 2003, p. 5). However, co-operative goes further in 

expressly detailing the types of knowledge that manifest during the research process. 

After offering an initial definition of co-operative inquiry and its’ epistemic foundations, 

Heron and Reason’s writing flowed into a more broadened definition, outlining a four-phase 
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approach of reflection and action within co-operative inquiry cycles (Heron & Reason, 2001, pp. 

180-181), defining the two types of inquiry cultures (p. 183), and, finally, providing suggestions 

to researchers on how to organize a study utilizing this methodology. The four-phase approach 

consists of 1) a group of co-researchers coming together to explore an agreed area of human 

activity, 2) the group of co-researchers becoming co-subjects, engaging in agreed upon actions 

and recoding the process and outcomes of their collaborative research efforts, 3) the group of co-

subjects becoming immersed and actively engaged with their actions and experiences, and 4) the 

group of co-researchers re-assemble according to the group’s agreed upon timeline and share 

their practical and experiential data, considering original findings and conclusions (Heron & 

Reason, 2001, p. 180). The four phases of research may be repeated over several action-

reflection-action sequences, which is agreed upon by the group of co-researchers, often 

embodying one of two types of inquiry cultures: Apollonian and Dionysian (Heron & Reason, 

2001).  

Apollonian inquiry cultures take “a more rational, linear, systematic, controlling, and 

explicit approach to the process of cycling between reflection and action,” systematically 

reflecting upon one action phase in order to apply this thinking to the planning phase for the next 

action sequence (p. 183). Dionysian inquiry takes a more “imaginal, expressive, spiraling, 

diffuse, impromptu and tacit approach to the interplay between making sense and action,” 

allowing group members to gestate with their individual and collective ideas, making possible 

emergent and diffuse actions in each iterative process of research (p. 183). This type of inquiry 

has generally blurred boundaries between action and reflection, with stages of research often 

being identified retroactively through group reflection. Whether Apollonian or Dionysian, the 

phases of co-operative research must be identified as being informative or transformative. In 
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essence, the inquiry must be distinguished as either a description of some form of human 

experience or an exploration of a practice with the explicit goal of transforming it.   

The Roles of Researcher and Participant in Co-Operative Inquiry. In co-operative 

inquiry, the researcher and participant are meant to occupy the same role in the process of 

research. Heron and Reason argued co-research practices on the basis that individuals are self-

determining, spiritual entities who have agency over their actions (1995). Understanding of one’s 

own actions as well as those of another come only though a deeper commitment to dialogue, 

understanding, and action in communion with others. Thus, if an individual or a group’s 

behavior is directed and determined by a researcher, the participant(s) are not being present as 

persons, with full agency over their own presentations of knowing and capacity to derive 

meaning. In order for meaningful research to occur, all those involved feel that what they do and 

experience throughout the research process is self or group-directed and holds significance. 

Furthermore, “persons can only properly study persons when they are in active relationship with 

each other, where the behavior being researched is self-generated by the researchers in a context 

of co-operation” (Heron & Reason, 1995, p. 123). Maintaining an active relationship between 

co-researchers necessitates small, manageable researcher/participant groups- Heron and Reason 

recommend groups between six and eight members (1995, p. 130). The agency of each co-

inquirer maintains the utmost respect and precedence in the research process, as no one outsider 

can conceptualize and iterate another’s experience and understanding better than the individual. 

 Through the four-stage process of research, co-researchers must develop “critical 

subjectivity” (Heron & Reason, 1995, p. 124).  
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Critical subjectivity is a state of consciousness different from either the naive subjectivity 

of 'primary process' awareness and the attempted objectivity of egoic 'secondary process' 

awareness. It means both that we do not suppress our primary subjective experience but 

accept that our experiential encounter with ourselves in our world is the grounding of all 

knowing. At the same time, we accept that naive subjectivity is potentially open to all the 

distortions of defense processes and the processes through which groups of people 

collude to limit their understanding, and so we attend to our experience with a critical 

consciousness. (p. 124)  

The role of co-researchers is thus to engage in critical subjectivity while in the midst of action, 

acknowledging the perspectives from which one’s knowing arises. This perspective at once 

brings with it authentic value through the merits of lived experience, while simultaneously 

representing personal bias that can restrict consciousness. Therefore, tapping into the strengths of 

experiences and the pitfalls of personal bias becomes a vital part of the inquiry process as co-

researchers engage in multiple cycles of the four-stage research process.   

Strengths and Weaknesses of Co-Operative Inquiry. Similar to DBR, which requires 

the researcher to traverse between the role of researcher, teacher, and curriculum designer 

(Bakker, 2019), co-operative inquiry is demanding in its’ requirement that co-researchers 

embody a range of skills that go beyond the scope of general social science research, including 

an understanding of group behavior, experience facilitating groups, and emotional competence 

(Heron & Reason, 1996). These skills enable co-researchers to transcend initial issues of group 

anxiety and insecurity by creating a welcoming environment for inquiry. “Only when attention 

has been devoted to these issues of inclusion and influence can the truly creative group emerge, 
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one in which all are fully equal members of a network of relationships, with each person's skills 

and abilities fully known and honored” (p. 131). While Heron and Reason argued for emotional 

competency in order to traverse initial group anxieties and foster a network of mutually trusting 

relationships, it is unclear if all members of the research group must possess these skills, or if it 

is often left to one or two co-researchers to facilitate a path upon which the group can traverse. 

Heron recognized the facilitator’s role as natural in a group setting at the outset of research; 

however, this role is most vital in initially creating a supportive environment for inquiry, then the 

facilitator must step back to fully embrace a democratic approach to the knowledge generation 

process among all co-researchers (Heron, 2014).  

Unlike scholarship in DBR which suggests that the skills necessary to become a 

competent researcher arise from university preparation, Heron and Reason argued that the skills 

necessary for successful co-operative inquiry can be “developed in everyday life by ordinary 

people who wish to explore their worlds” (1996, p. 129). Thus, co-operative inquiry derives 

strength from practitioner knowledge as a driving force in meaning-making and transformational 

change within research settings. The explicit focus on co-researchers generating knowledge can 

run into issues of validity, especially when confronted with the weakness of “consensus 

collusion” (Heron & Reason, 1996, p. 131). Consensus collusion occurs when co-researchers 

“tacitly band together as a group in defense of their anxieties, so that areas of their experience 

which challenge their worldview are ignored or not properly explored” (p. 131). Aware of the 

propensity for individuals to reify their belief structures, rather than critically question and 

dismantle them, Heron and Reason crafted the abovementioned concept of critical subjectivity. 

They argued that if co-researchers embody the goal of active engagement in critical subjectivity, 

the knowledge gleaned from co-operative inquiry processes will be valid, and therefore 
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strengthened. Strategies to strengthen the validity of co-operative inquiry include: 1) 

development of discriminating awareness, 2) research cycling, divergence, and convergence, 3) 

authentic collaboration, 4) falsification (devil’s advocate approach), 5) management of unaware 

projections, 6) balance of action and reflection, and 7) embracing chaos to bring about new 

understanding (pp. 131- 132).  

Chapter Summary 

This chapter has sought to illuminate four major parts of the presented research: (1) 

theoretical underpinnings, (2) conceptual background for the core topics of social media and 

habit formation, (3) styles of teaching art and critiques of online curricular resources for art 

educators, and (3) methodological background. Part I of this chapter began with a brief history of 

transformative learning theory, starting with Jack Mezirow (1978) before moving towards the 

critical perspectives of both Brookfield (1990; 2012) and Cranton (2016). Keeping in mind the 

concepts of habits of mind and perspective transformation, Part II then went on to discuss current 

social science literature on habit formation and social media. Part III interwove literature from 

the field of art education, with a particular focus on differing styles of art teaching (Efland, 1976; 

Gude, 2013), perceptions on quality teaching practice (Thomas, 2020), and efforts to critique and 

transform online lesson planning resources for art educators (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 

2019). Lastly, Part IV of this chapter included a discussion of both DBR and co-operative 

inquiry’s origins, basic premises and foundations, views on the role of the researcher and 

participant, as well as methodological strengths and weakness. Together, these four sections 

provided a deep look into the core concepts and practices which have inspired and guided this 

research. In the following chapter, specific methodological decisions and rationale will be 

discussed as per the design of this research.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGIES  

The Handbook of Research on Teaching offers a rich chapter on the merits of engaging in 

methodological pluralism, which highlights different methodological traditions and the 

advantages of “traversing the boundaries among them to build or participate in 

multimethodological programs of research” (Moss & Haertel, 2016, p. 127). In blurring 

boundaries, both general knowledge and local practice can be enhanced, as varying ways of 

seeing and considering data coalesce under complimentary methodological systems. In this vein 

of thought, this study represents an exploration into a blended approach to research, merging the 

traditions of design-based research (DBR) (Bakker, 2019; Crippen & Brown, 2018; The Design 

Based Research Collective, 2003) and co-operative inquiry (Heron & Reason, 2001) in order to 

craft a unified methodological approach that at ones recognizes the role of the researcher, while 

also privileging the participant voice and experience.  

Neither design-based research (DBR) nor co-operative inquiry prescribe a strict set of 

methods; rather, particular methods for data collection and analysis are left to the discretion of 

the researcher and the co-inquirers within the context of research. At the outset of this chapter, I 

wish to note that DBR is the driving methodological force behind this research, with co-

operative inquiry playing a minor, secondary role. These two methodologies are unevenly 

distributed because this research, first and foremost, hinges upon an intervention that was 

designed at the outset of research. While chapter two provided an in-depth description and 

discussion of both DBR and co-operative inquiry, in this chapter, I will briefly recap the role 

these methods played while data was collected and analyzed from August to December of 2021. 

Then, I will describe the design and purpose of the research intervention, the Lesson Planning 

Activity, before moving onto a description of the data collection process. Lastly, I will explain 
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how narrative analysis strategies (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000; Kim, 2015; Richmond, 2002) 

informed this research.  

Methodological Framework  

Design Based Research 

The methodology that pulls the most symbolic weight in this study is DBR (Bakker, 

2019; Crippen & Brown, 2018), as inquiry took place through three iterative cycles of 

development- implementing an intervention that was designed initially with the experiences of 

participants in mind, then deployed, analyzed, evaluated, and redesigned alongside participants 

for an additional two cycles. In total, three versions of the intervention, which will be referred to 

as the Lesson Planning Activity, or LPA, were created and used during the course of research. 

The goal of these iterative cycles was to develop a curricular tool to be used in preservice art 

teacher programs for finding, critically analyzing, and transforming curricular content found 

online.  

In 2003, The Design-Based Research Collective stated that DBR was conceived in order 

to address the chasm that often exists between educational research and issues of everyday 

practice (The Design-Based Research Collective, 2003, p. 5). DBR methods focus on the 

application of theory that leads to the development of usable knowledge for classroom practice. 

Five core characteristics comprise the foundational structure of DBR, and therefore, the structure 

of how data was collected and subsequently analyzed in this study. They include: 

1) DBR should be utilized to design learning environments and develop theories or 

“prototheories” of learning (theory development will be addressed in chapter 5). 

2) Research must take place through iterative cycles of design, enactment, 

analysis/reflection, and redesign. 
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3) Research on the designed interventions must lead to sharable theories that 

communicate relevant implications to fellow educators. 

4) Research must account for how the designed intervention functioned within a 

classroom setting. Research must not only document success or failure, but also on 

the personal interactions with the intervention that refine one’s understanding of the 

learning issues involved. 

5) Research must be documented in a manner that produces thick, rich descriptions of 

each iterative cycle of preparation and design, implementation, analysis/reflection, 

and redesign. Such descriptions must connect the processes of enacting the 

intervention with the outcome of the research. (The Design Based Research 

Collective, 2003) 

DBR embraces the notion of “change as the goal of educational research” (Bakker, 2019, 

p. 26). Promoting change necessitates the use of designed interventions within educational 

spaces from which researchers and practitioners observe, record, reflect upon, and further refine 

in order to achieve moments of transformation within the learning environment.  This notion of 

change and transformation ties back to the theoretical framework of my research (Baumgartner, 

2012; Cranton, 2002, 2016; Mezirow, 2003) and further defines the link I have made between 

theory and method.  

The goal and purpose of this research was not only to provide a framework from which to 

critique online and social media-based lesson planning resources, but also to more deeply 

understand why preservice art teachers turn to such resources and whether or not this habitual 

behavior (Baumgartner, 2012) can be transformed (Cranton, 2002, 2016) to reflect current 

curricular goals in the field of art education (Buffington & Sutters, 2017). This intense focus on 
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the perspective, voice, and experience of the participant is not only advocated by DBR (Crippen 

& Brown, 2018; The Design-Based Research Collective, 2003), but even more strongly 

articulated in the literature on co-operative inquiry (Heron & Reason, 2001). 

Co-Operative Inquiry 

The crucial process of designing an intervention situates this research within DBR and 

prevents it from fully embodying practices of co-operative inquiry, as the initial design of the 

intervention comes from my own experiences as an educator working with preservice art 

teachers (rather than a collaborative effort between myself and the participants). However, as 

research progressed, the intervention was redesigned according to the perspectives of the 

participants, thus embodying principles of co-operative inquiry.  

Co-operative inquiry is defined as a way of working with participants who have similar 

interests and concerns in order for one to “(1) understand your world, make sense of your life 

and develop new and creative ways of looking at things; and (2) learn how to act to change 

things you may want to change and find out how to do things better” (2001, p. 179). One of the 

defining features of co-operative inquiry is Heron and Reason’s concept of an “extended 

epistemology,” a theory of how one comes to know something, that reaches beyond academic 

theory and into experiential and practical ways of knowing (p. 183). Co-operative inquiry’s focus 

on practical ways of knowing, as they are enacted in naturalistic contexts, is very much aligned 

with the goals of DBR.  

Ways of knowing are broken down into four categories: experiential knowledge 

(knowledge grounded in lived experience), presentational knowledge (knowledge expressed 

through stories and images), propositional knowledge (knowledge as understood through theory), 
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and practical knowledge (knowledge expressed through action) (Heron & Reason, 2001). All 

four types of knowledge delineated in the literature on co-operative inquiry are privileged in the 

data collection methods used in this research. Experiential and presentational knowledge were 

elicited through recorded group discussions, propositional knowledge was elicited through 

written responses to the LPA, and practical knowledge was elicited through the amended lessons 

submitted by participants, as well as the comments and actions that led to the amending of the 

original intervention. 

Presentational Knowledge and an Arts-Informed Strategy. Specifically, 

presentational knowledge was elicited through the inclusion of an arts-informed strategy (Cole & 

Knowles, 2008) of data collection and analysis. In line with foundational principles of both DBR 

and co-operative inquiry, arts-informed research is imbued with a deep commitment to breaking 

down barriers between the academy and the community by acknowledging “the multiple 

dimensions that constitute and form the human condition- physical, emotional, spiritual, social, 

cultural- and the myriad ways of engaging with the world- oral, literal, visual, embodied” (p. 

60).  

In essence, arts-informed research seeks to connect the academy with life through 

research that steps beyond empirical data collection strategies and embraces representational 

forms of inquiry. This process includes making research, both in terms of the process of research 

and the results or new knowledges of a given study, more accessible to the general community in 

the way in which research is ultimately presented. As artmaking, creating sample lessons, 

interacting with social media, and posting to social media are all relatable, embodied experiences 

in the lives of preservice art teachers, an arts-informed approach is appropriate. Specific arts-
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informed strategies- namely, searching for art lessons online, writing lesson plans, creating 

example artworks, and designing a prototype application- will be further explained in the 

discussion of data collection and analysis. In chapter four, the final version of the LPA will be 

presented as an artwork created by the co-inquirers and myself as a result of this research. 

Data Collection 

Participants/Co-Inquirers 

Participants were undergraduate Art and Visual Culture Education (AVCE) students 

enrolled in ARE 493b, Student Teaching in Art and Visual Culture. During the Fall 2021 

semester, four preservice art teachers were enrolled in the course and I served as the instructor. 

All four enrollees agreed to participate in this study. All participants identified as white, female, 

and middle to lower-middle class, mirroring broader trends in education (Art Teacher 

Education, 2019). Participants were recruited at the outset of their student teaching seminar 

course during an orientation meeting held via Zoom. The four participants, my advisor, Dr. Ryan 

Shin, a colleague, Sangmin Lee, and myself attended the meeting, during which, I explained the 

scope of research. Dr. Shin and I were available to answer questions, then, I left the meeting, 

allowing Sangmin Lee to explain the consent form (see Appendix E for Institutional Review 

Board Approval and Appendix F for the Participant Consent Form), and answer further 

questions. Sangmin Lee then obtained signed consent forms via DocuSign from all four 

participants.  

Ethical considerations. My role as researcher and instructor of ARE 493b could 

potentially sway the feedback given by the student teachers. As one who controls whether each 
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individual passes or fails their student teaching requirement, there might have been perceived 

pressure to please or placate my views, assignment requirements, or discussion questions. In an 

attempt to mitigate this issue, a third party, Sangmin Lee, gained consent from willing 

participants at the outset of the semester. Then, I proceeded with the semester without knowledge 

of my participants. Data was collected and securely stored for all student teachers throughout the 

semester. After final grades were submitted, I obtained the consent forms from Sangmin Lee, 

discovered the student teachers who gave their consent, and began to interpret data.  

Participant Privacy. In an effort to protect the privacy of the four research participants, 

pseudonyms will be used for the participants throughout this writing. Pseudonyms have been 

approved by each participant and are as follows: Annie, Becky, Cathy, and Danielle. De-

identified data, namely participant written responses to the LPA, participant artistic responses to 

the LPA, group discussion transcripts, individual summative interview transcripts (which take 

place during the final meeting), and amended versions of the LPA that were collaboratively 

designed by the participants and myself over the course of the semester were stored on my 

personal, password protected storage drive and backed up on an external flash drive (flash drive 

#1). The computer and the flash drives were protected by passwords and each individual data file 

was encrypted. Identifiable data, namely, audio recordings of recorded group discussions and 

audio recordings of summative interviews, were stored on a separate, password protected flash 

drive (flash drive #2) within encrypted files. All hard copy documents, including in-class 

activities and interview transcripts, were stored in a locked file cabinet.  

Context: ARE 493b, Student Teaching in Art and Visual Culture 

The study took place within an Art and Visual Culture Education (AVCE) program at a 

R1 university in the southwest from August through December, 2021. AVCE departmental goals 
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hinge upon the promotion and understanding of social justice, multiculturalism, and 

globalization issues as they pertain to art educational theory and practice; thus, this reflects the 

previous coursework and perspective from which the participants arrived at the study.  

ARE 493b is a seminar course is offered by the AVCE program as part of the required 

curriculum for degree completion, as well as state art teacher certification. The curriculum for 

this degree program is rooted in the standards set out by The Interstate Teacher Assessment and 

Support Consortium (InTASC) and student teaching standards dictated by the State Department 

of Education. Additionally, the standards advocated by the Teacher Preparation Program (TPP) 

within the university context are adhered to within the seminar course. Along with these 

guidelines, seminar coursework focuses on supporting, discussing, and implementing strategies 

to aid the student teacher in their development- including sessions and assignments on lesson 

planning.  

The LPA (and its amended versions) were used as part of the curriculum design for ARE 

493b, as lesson planning, curriculum development, and overall preparation for classroom 

teaching are core components of the course seminar meetings (for course syllabus, see Appendix 

B). The completion of each version of the LPA was a course assignment and participants were 

expected to come to seminar meetings prepared to discuss their work, experiences, analysis, and 

findings regarding the LPA. The second (Appendix C) and third (Appendix D) designs of the 

LPA were co-created alongside participants and therefore reflect the feedback, opinions, and 

practice-based suggestions of the co-inquirers.  

While ARE 493b is comprised of both seminar meetings and placement site observations, 

data was collected only during seminar meetings and final interviews. Placement site 

observations, relationships with mentor teachers, issues that arose in placement site classrooms, 
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and curricular content taught while on site was not included in this study. However, as it is 

impossible to fully separate content discussed during the seminar meetings from the experiences 

within placement site classrooms, some references to classroom teaching by the participants will 

be included in chapter four.  

Phases of Research 

 Data collection and analysis strategies were comprised of four phases, (1) initial 

intervention design (2) pre-intervention participant responses, (3) participant responses to the 

intervention and subsequent redesigns, and (4) post-intervention reflective participant responses. 

Phase one consisted of the principal investigator designing the first iteration of the intervention, 

the LPA. Phases two and three were used to address the first research question, while phases 

three and four addressed the second and third research questions. Please note that, in line with 

practices from both DBR and co-operative inquiry, the multiple steps within phase three 

unfolded iteratively. For the sake of clarity, Figure 3.1 illustrates the temporal framework 

detailing the four phases of data collection and analysis, including the multiple steps within 

phase 3.  

 Data was collected during 6 meetings (5 of which took place during scheduled group 

seminar meetings, while the last took place with individual participants after the semester ended) 

during the Fall 2021 semester.3 Seminars were discussion-based and were guided by general 

group discussion protocols, written prior to each meeting. Group discussions ranged in length 

from forty-five minutes to over two hours. Group discussions were video recorded via Zoom and 

                                                
3 The only portion of data collection that occurred outside of normal seminar meeting times was the summative 
interview; therefore, additional time commitments from participants were limited to this 30-minute interview.  
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later transcribed. Written and artistic documents solicited by the LPA were used alongside 

Phase of Research Description of Data Collection Methods 

Phase 1 Initial Design Phase: First Iteration of the Intervention 

Phase 2 
 

Meeting 1: 
Recorded Group Discussion (1): Discuss use and perceptions of 
social media in lesson planning 
Explanation of research scope and foundations of DBR & Co-
Operative Inquiry with participants 

Phase 3 
 

Meeting 2: 
Recorded Group Discussion (2): Discuss written and visual 
responses on Section 1 of the intervention 
Meeting 3: 
Recorded Group Discussion (3): Discuss written and visual 
responses on Sections 2 & 3 of the intervention. Reflect on 
usefulness and needed changes to original intervention. Draft 
changes to original intervention, creating version 2 of the 
intervention. 
Meeting 4: 
Recorded Group Discussion (4): Discuss implementation of 
amended intervention (version 2 of intervention) with participants, 
including written and visual responses to the amended intervention. 
Reflect on usefulness and needed changes to original intervention. 
Draft changes to version 2 of intervention, creating version 3 of the 
intervention. 
Meeting 5: 
Recorded Group Discussion (5): Discuss implementation of 
amended intervention (version 3 of intervention), including written 
and visual responses to the amended intervention.  
If needed, draft changes to version 3 of intervention, creating 
version 4 of the intervention.  

Phase 4 
(occurs post-
semester) 

Meeting 6: 
Individual participant summative interviews, member checks 

Figure 3.1. Illustration of 4-Phase Research Agenda  

protocols to facilitate each recorded group discussion. For all research questions, the primary 

methods of data collection were recorded group discussions and documentation of each 

participant’s written and artistic participation in the LPA interventions, both of which are 

described in more detail below.  
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The Intervention: The Lesson Planning Activity. The intervention, the LPA, began as 

a packet of worksheets with three sections designed to help student teachers identify and hone a 

critical lens through which to assess social media-based curricular resources (see Appendix A for 

version 1 of the LPA). Version 1 of the LPA positioned characteristics of formalistic, dated 

approaches to art education as outlined by noted art educator Arthur Efland (1976) in direct 

contrast to critical, contemporary characteristics of high-quality art education as outlined by 

acclaimed art educator Olivia Gude (2013).  

As characteristics of the Efland’s School Art style are predominant among art lessons 

found online (Buffington & Bryant, 2019; Buffington & Sutters, 2017; Chin, 2011), a 

comparison of Efland’s writings and Gude’s conception of “New School Art” was particularly 

helpful among past cohorts of preservice teachers enrolled in ARE 493b (I had instructed the 

course three times prior to this research). By including characteristics of School Art and New 

School Art as points of comparison and analysis in the original version of the LPA, I was, by no 

means, arguing that Gude represents the “correct” way to formulate a lesson plan. Rather, as 

Gude suggests curricular steps towards reevaluating and transforming lessons that continue to 

embody the School Art style, her work is a strong starting point in engaging preservice art 

teachers in critical analysis and subsequent transformation of existing lesson plans.  

I fully anticipated that the participants would take the initial LPA and redesign it in a 

manner that moved past the points made by Gude, incorporating contemporary issues in art 

education that should be considered when analyzing and generating curricular content. Thus, 

while the initial version of the LPA was solicited and designed explicitly for the research at hand 

(Coffey, 2014) during phase 1 of research, the document changed and evolved according the 

input of the study participants during phase 3. Each version of the LPA included analysis and 



  116 

reflection-based questions that required participant written responses, as well as the writing of 

revised lesson plans and the creation of example artworks, all of which were collected as data.   

Recorded Group Discussions. Five recorded group discussions were conducted with all 

participants, the first during meeting 1 (phase 2) and all subsequent discussion recordings during 

meetings two through five (phase 3). Recorded group discussions were a vital component of this 

research, as transformative experiences are often catalyzed when one’s preconceived notions are 

confronted within group dialogue settings (Cranton, 2016; Haidt, 2012). Participant learning, 

growing, and self-reflection is powerfully influenced by collective voices and experiences 

engaged in dialogue (Apple, 1982; Brookfield, 2012; Freire, 1993; Giroux, 1988; Greene, 1988). 

While not formally in the style of focus group interviewing, the recorded group discussions are 

similar to focus group interviews as they allow a group of participants who have common 

characteristics relating to the phenomenon of interest to generate dialogue that encourages 

openness and deeper understanding (Kamberelis & Dimitriadis, 2005; Krueger & Casey, 2009). 

This method of data collection allows for multiple perspectives and enables participants to tell 

their stories and reflect upon issues and experiences in an open-dialogue setting. Furthermore, 

focus groups rely on participant-to-participant dialogue, empowering participants to guide the 

direction of dialogue and decentralizing the authority of the researcher (Madiz, 2000). 

Importantly, transformative learning theory posits that dialogue is a catalyst for 

constructing meaning through the voicing of multiple perspectives, potentially leading an 

individual to meaningful reflection based on the topics discussed, which in turn leads to a change 

in thoughts, behaviors, and/or actions (Mezirow, 1981, as cited in Baumgartner, 2012). 

Furthermore, because the participants in this study were members of the same student teaching 

cohort, they already had a rapport and were, therefore, more likely to self-disclose (Jourard, 1964 
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as cited in Krueger & Casey, 2009) in more informal, group-dialogue setting. All group 

discussions were video recorded and transcribed verbatim within days of the meeting. In the 

following sections, I will briefly summarize the methods of data collection employed during and 

after each of the six meetings. 

Data Collection: Meeting 1  

Meeting 1 took place on September 2nd, 2021 via Zoom. While all future meetings (with 

the exception of the final summative interviews) took place on campus within a classroom, this 

first meeting took place via Zoom due to a mix-up in classroom scheduling. All participants were 

in attendance and engaged in the group discussion.  

Data Collected During Meeting 1. The group discussion was recorded and lasted a total 

of one hour and eleven minutes. During the discussion, I took handwritten reflective notes that 

included salient points of interest I wanted to return to at a later time. These notes were later 

organized into a locked file cabinet.  

Data Collected After Meeting 1. After the first meeting, the recorded group discussion 

was transcribed verbatim. During this process, as with all future transcriptions, I listened to and 

watched the recording and transcribed participant contributions to the discussion, including body 

language (such as head nodding in agreement or disagreement and laughing) when appropriate. 

Body language notations were transcribed in brackets. After this initial transcription, I listened to 

the recording a second time to ensure transcript accuracy. Then, a hard copy of the transcription 

was printed and stored in the locked file cabinet, while a digital copy was organized in a digital 

folder on an encrypted flash drive. The process of listening, transcribing, ensuring accuracy, 

printing, and digital organizing was repeated with all subsequent transcriptions. Additionally, in 

the hours immediately following the group discussion, I typed reflective notes on the comments 
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made during the meeting, my initial reactions to what was shared, and what types of questions 

needed to be included on the second group discussion protocol. These notes were organized in a 

digital folder on an encrypted flash drive.  

Data Collection: Meeting 2 

Answers to section one of the LPA were submitted to the course website prior to meeting 

2, which took place on September 16th, 2021 in a classroom on campus. All participants were in 

attendance and engaged in the group discussion. 

Data Collected During Meeting 2. The group discussion was recorded and lasted a total 

of fifty minutes. During the discussion, I took handwritten reflective notes. LPA submissions 

were downloaded from the course site and organized chronologically and by participant in a 

digital folder on an encrypted flash drive.  

Data Collected After Meeting 2. After the second meeting, the recorded group 

discussion was transcribed verbatim, following the same process of listening, transcribing, 

ensuring accuracy, printing, and digital organizing as data collected during meeting 1. Also, in 

the hours immediately following the group discussion, I typed reflective notes which were 

organized on the encrypted flash drive.  

Data Collection: Meeting 3 

Answers to sections two and three of the LPA, revised lesson plans, and example 

artworks were submitted to the course website prior to meeting 3, which took place on October 

7th, 2021 in a classroom on campus. Cathy and Danielle were in attendance throughout the 

seminar meeting time, Becky was thirty minutes late, and Annie was absent.  

Data Collected During Meeting 3.  The group discussion was recorded and lasted a total 

of one hour and thirty minutes. Handwritten reflective research notes were taken during the 
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meeting, and were later organized chronologically in the locked file cabinet. The discussion 

began with participants sharing their written responses to the second and third sections of the 

LPA (submitted to the course website), then moved into sharing the amended lessons they wrote 

as well as the accompanying artworks (also submitted to the course website). These documents 

were downloaded from the course website, organized chronologically according to participant, 

and saved on the encrypted flash drive. In class activities, which included an individual mind-

map, a collaborative group mind-map, and a collaborative list of vital topics to include in art 

education were written on colored sheets of paper. These were photographed and organized 

digitally on the encrypted flash drive and then hard copies were placed in a folder within the 

locked file cabinet.  

Data Collected After Meeting 3: After the third meeting, the recorded group discussion 

was transcribed in the same manner as the previous meetings. Additionally, in the hours 

immediately following the group discussion, researcher reflective notes were typed up and saved 

digitally.  

Data Collection: Meeting 4 

Meeting 4 took place on October 28th, 2021 in a classroom on campus. All participants 

were in attendance and engaged in the group discussion.  

Data Collected During Meeting 4.  Prior to meeting 4, participants were asked to 

complete the LPA2 (Appendix C), which included written responses, a revised lesson plan, and 

an example artwork, all of which were submitted to the course website, downloaded, saved, and 

organized digitally in the same manner as earlier submissions. Participants began the class by 

writing their responses to a short questionnaire. These responses were organized by participant in 

the locked file cabinet. Then, participants engaged in a group discussion, which was recorded 
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and lasted a total of one hour and thirty-six minutes, during which, handwritten researcher 

reflective notes were taken.  

Data Collected After Meeting 4. After the fourth meeting, the recorded group 

discussion was transcribed in the same manner as earlier meetings. Similarly, researcher 

reflective notes were typed during the hours immediately following the meeting and saved 

digitally.  

Data Collection: Meeting 5 

Prior to meeting 5, participants were asked to complete the LPA3 (Appendix D). 

Additionally, participants were asked to submit a revised or original lesson plan and example 

artwork to our course website. Meeting 5 took place on November 11th, 2021 in a classroom on 

campus. All participants were in attendance and engaged in the group discussion. 

Data Collected During Meeting 5. Responses to the LPA3, written lesson plans, and 

example artworks were submitted to the course website prior to meeting 5 and were organized in 

the same manner as previous meetings. Participants began the class by writing their responses to 

a second short questionnaire, the responses to which were organized by participant in the locked 

file cabinet. The group discussion was recorded and lasted a total of one hour and thirty-five 

minutes. Towards the end of the discussion, I projected the prototype app (the final iteration of 

the Lesson Planning Activity) onto the class smartboard and walked participants through each 

page of the app, writing reflective notes including all participant suggestions.  

Data Collected After Meeting 5. After the fifth meeting, the recorded group discussion 

was transcribed in the manner described for meeting 1 and typed reflective researcher notes were 

saved digitally.  

Data Collection: Meeting 6, Summative Interviews 
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Summative interviews took place via Zoom in order to accommodate the scheduling 

needs of the participants and serve as member checks (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). Becky’s 

final interview took place on December 20th, 2021, while Cathy and Danielle’s took place on 

December 21st. Annie’s summative interview was scheduled for December 17th, 2021; however, 

she did not attend. An alternative meeting time was set for January 10th, but again, Annie did not 

attend. On January 20th, 2022, Annie submitted answers to her interview protocol via email.   

Prior to each individual interview, I reviewed my reflective notes from each meeting and 

generated an interview protocol based on the responses, observed transformations, and 

statements made by each participant over the course of research (for Annie’s, Becky’s, Cathy’s, 

and Danielle’s final interview protocols, see Appendix I, J, K, and L, respectively).  

Data Collected During Meeting 6. Final interviews were recorded and lasted between 

sixteen and twenty-two minutes.  

Data Collected After Meeting 6. Each interview was transcribed, printed, and organized 

in the same manner as the recorded group discussions.  

Data Analysis 

 In presenting my analysis of the transformative changes observed, created, and embodied 

throughout the course of research, I employed narrative analysis strategies. While neither design-

based research nor co-operative inquiry prescribes a strict set of methodological steps, both 

methods are principally concerned with accessibility of research findings to both participants and 

the general public, making a narrative approach of analysis and presentation fitting. The process 

though which transformations occurred, both among the participants and within the intervention, 

was multifaceted and deeply rooted in personal exploration, individual reflection, and group 

dialogue. To pull apart any singular finding in the data and state that it stands alone as a point of 
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transformation would be to miss the progression of thought that led to that moment. In analyzing 

transformation, deconstructed data would not suffice; rather, an unfractured whole that is 

faithfully situated within its original context is required (Riessman, 2008). In short, 

understandings must be conveyed through story. 

When considering the means through which I would communicate data analysis and 

findings, narrative strategies seemed to be a natural fit as, quite simply, narrative strategies in 

research convey understandings of human experiences through stories. Narrative, or story, 

enables personal knowledge- be it experiential knowledge, presentational knowledge, 

propositional knowledge, or practical knowledge (Heron & Reason, 2001)- to be meaningfully 

structured into episodes (Polkinghorne, 1988) that prioritize individual experience. Together, 

narrative analysis and interpretation work to achieve two goals: first, understanding the 

phenomena under study and, second, communicating an understanding of the phenomena under 

study to the reader (Kim, 2015). Communicating a clear narrative involves crafting a 

comprehensible story that follows an expected literary arch, including an introduction of each 

character (also known as the participant), a description of their context, and details regarding 

moments of conflict and resolution throughout the course of research (Clandinin & Connelly, 

2000; Kim, 2015; Richmond, 2002).  

The Process of Data Analysis  

Participant journeys were documented in the form of comments made during recorded 

group discussions (which were later transcribed), written lesson plans, written responses to the 

LPA’s, example artworks, written responses to in-class activities, comments made during the 

LPA amendment process, and final interviews. Additionally, researcher notes were kept to 

document how I was processing and internalizing the progress of the group. In order to 
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communicate analysis and findings, a single summarizing narrative was developed for each 

participant. In gathering and interpreting data, I followed Marshall and Rossman’s common steps 

in analyzing qualitative data (2016):  

1. Organizing and Transcribing Data 

2. Immersion in the Data 

3. Coding the Data 

4. Writing Analytic Memos 

5. Generating Summaries 

Organizing and Transcribing Data. The data for this study was sorted chronologically, 

according to the four phases of research that took place over five seminar meetings and final 

summative interviews. Data was stored on an encrypted external device and organized into nine 

folders (see Figure 3.2 for a screenshot of data organization). Folders one, four, seven, and eight 

were further organized by participant, containing each individual’s collected documents. 

 

Figure 3.2. Organization of Data. 
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The contents of folder six, researcher reflective notes, were arranged chronologically. While the 

vast majority of reflective notes were typed, handwritten notes taken during seminar meetings 

were photographed and saved chronologically under folder six. All hard-copy documents, 

including responses to in-class activities, reflective notes, and printed transcripts, were sorted 

chronologically and stored in a locked file after being photographed, organized, and saved 

digitally. 

 
 Immersion in the Data. After organizing the data, which was an ongoing process from 

August to December of 2021, in early 2022, I read through all documents and listened to video 

recordings of group discussions and final interviews several times while following along with the 

transcripts in order to gain a sense of familiarity with the data in its entirety. During this process, 

I marked interesting passages (by highlighting the text) and wrote notes regarding potentially 

meaningful information (see Figure 3.3 for an example of initial data marking). “Marking” 

points of interest is advocated by Seidman, as it enables meaningful “chunks” of data to emerge 

during early stages analysis (2019, p. 126). During this “marking” phase, I was particularly  

 

Figure 3.3. Example of Initial Data Marking. 
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mindful of Cranton’s facets of transformative learning (2002), referring to a list of potential areas 

of interest that included: uncritically assessed assumptions, activating events, articulating 

assumptions, self-reflection, openness, coming to consensus via dialogue, revisiting assumptions, 

and revising perspectives. Further explanation as to the purpose of these areas of interest is noted 

in the section below on coding. 

Coding the Data. After an initial stage of immersion in the data, data was coded 

according to the stages of transformation as identified by Cranton (2002). Cranton defined 

transformative learning as “a process of examining, questioning, validating, and revising our 

perspectives” (p. 18). As noted in the review of literature, much of Cranton’s work emphasized 

the varied and flexible paths adult learners take in order to achieve a transformational change in 

habit and perspective, in which transformation is influenced by group discourse, but ultimately 

the responsibility of the individual learner. In her work, Cranton identified seven facets of 

experience that help spur adult learners’ transformation. Below is a list of each facet, including 

both a full description and a short, summarizing phrase noted in parentheses. Additionally, the 

color of each phrase indicates the color that was used when coding group discussion transcripts 

(for an example excerpt of coded transcript text, see Figure 3.4). The seven facets are as follows: 

1. An activating event takes place, exposing a disjoint between what a learner has 

uncritically assumed to be true and what has been experienced, heard, or read through 

the activating event. (uncritically assessed assumptions) (activating event) 

2. Articulating assumptions. This process involves the learner recognizing underlying, 

largely unconscious assumptions that have not been critically considered. (articulating 

assumptions) 
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3. Critical self-reflection. This process involves questioning and examining assumptions 

in terms of their origins, consequences, and perceived importance. (critical self-

reflection) 

4. Openness to alternative viewpoints. (openness) 

5. Engaging in discourse, whereby new evidence and previous assumptions are weighed, 

assessed, explored, and knowledge is constructed by consensus. (coming to consensus 

via dialogue) 

6. Assumptions and perspectives are revisited to make them more open and better 

justified. (revisiting assumptions) 

7. Acting on revised perspectives, which involves behaving, talking, and thinking in a 

way that in congruent with the transformed assumption or perspective. (Cranton, 

2002) (revising perspectives) 

While a numeric list detailing the facets of transformative experiences might give the appearance 

that transformation is a linear and predictable process, it should be noted that perspective 

transformation is a continuous and flexible process that often requires repetitive movement 

between the seven noted facets.  

Writing Analytic Memos. According to Marshall and Rossman (2016) writing analytic 

memos is a key stage in analysis, as it is during this phase when the researcher thematically and 

theoretically “writes his thoughts about how the data are coming together in clusters of patterns 

or themes as he sees the data accumulate” (p. 221). It was at this point in analysis that I created a 

separate Word Document for each participant, reviewing their contributions throughout the 

process of data collection in order to begin writing a narrative summary of their transformation 

process. Coded transcriptions and other documents (in-class activities, example artworks, written  
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Figure 3.4. Example Excerpt of Coded Transcript (from Cathy’s final interview). 
 

lesson plans) were used to identify critical moments in the progression of the individual 

participant, enabling me generate a narrative arch.  

 Generating Summaries. The data was grouped into a narrative structure following the 

story arch of each participant. While each narrative is highly personalized and reflects the 

individualized journey of each participant, a similar structure guided each narrative and included: 

- Introduction: How does the story start? Who is the participant? Where was their student 

teacher placement site? What was their view on the purpose of art education? What was 

their relationship to using social media and online resources for lesson planning in 

August 2021? 

- Participant Progression through the Semester: What action, conflict, and resolutions took 

place during the story? How did their commentary/written lesson plans/example 

artworks/written feedback inform any changes regarding their submission of the first 
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LPA to LPA2? From LPA2 to LPA3? What caused these transformations (if any) to take 

place? 

- Resolution: How did the story end? Where did the participant end up in terms of their 

relationship to using social media and online resources for lesson planning? How did they 

view their experience of interacting with the LPA as a tool for reflection and critical 

analysis? What was their view on the purpose of art education? 

The process of generating narratives is, in a sense, a means of storytelling that both belongs to 

the participant and to me. In order to substantiate the narrative, quotes, excerpts, and artworks 

made by each participant were heavily relied upon, in order to ensure that while the story may be 

crafted by the researcher, the story would not exist without the unedited words of the participant 

(Seidman, 2019). 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter three provided an overview of the methodological framework of this research. 

The framework was predominantly steeped in the tradition of design-based research (Bakker, 

2019; Crippen & Brown, 2018; The Design Based Research Collective, 2003), while also 

recognizing the importance of participant voice and forms of knowledge, as articulated through 

the tradition of co-operative inquiry (Heron & Reason, 2001). While data collection strategies 

were extensive, two main methods remained constant throughout each seminar meeting: 

recorded group discussions and the written and artistic responses to the LPA. In order to make 

sense of the data collected, a theoretical lens informed by Cranton’s seven facets of 

transformative learning (2016b) was implemented in coding the data. This coding strategy 

illuminated the journey of transformation undertaken by each participant and enabled narrative 

summaries to be generated. In chapter four, findings and analysis will be presented in narrative 
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format (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000; Kim, 2015; Richmond, 2002), describing the 

transformations of the participants, as well as the transformation of the LPA itself. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS AND REPRESENTATIONS OF DATA 
 

 While Mezirow’s theory of transformation (Baumgartner , 2012; Mezirow, 1978, 1997, 

2006) and its contemporary iterations (Brookfield, 2012; Cranton, 2002, 2016; Kreber, 2012) 

specifically address the transformation of an individual’s thoughts, words, and actions, it is 

pertinent to this research to separate the various entities that underwent transformation over the 

course of data collection- namely, (1) the transformation of the intervention and (2) the 

transformation of the participants. In order to fully communicate the transformations that 

occurred among the participants, it is first necessary to provide a narrative summary of the 

progression and structure of the seminar course. It is through describing the flow of the seminar 

course that the transformations made to the intervention, the Lesson Planning Activity (LPA), 

can be fully illustrated. This summary will communicate the ways in which the participants 

guided the flow of the seminar course from August to December and the ways in which their 

thoughts and actions transformed the LPA. Therefore, Part I of this chapter will cover the flow of 

the seminar course and the transformations of the LPA, while Part II will provide a detailed, 

narrative account of the transformative journey of each participant in the study.  

Part I: Transformations of the LPA through the Seminar Course 

As made evident in chapter three, the data collected at each meeting varied based on the 

assignments, discussions, and outcomes of each previous meeting. Therefore, as I describe the 

structure and progression of the seminar course, I will provide needed contextual detail regarding 

the content of our group discussions, the directions in which the seminar meetings moved, and 

how assignments were formulated and amended, particularly the LPA. In retelling the events of 

each meeting, the moments that led to the transformations of the LPA can be more fully 

understood.  
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During the seminar meetings, the LPA was amended and adapted over three cycles of 

analysis and transformed in both content and format- beginning as a packet of worksheets for 

classroom use and ending as a prototype application, designed to be used by any art educator in 

possession of a smart device. The transformation of the LPA was the result of the changing 

perspectives and focuses of the participants; therefore, the LPA took on a transformative life of 

its own, representing the shifting understandings of the participants over time. The final version 

of the LPA will be presented as an artwork created by the co-inquirers and myself as a result of 

this research and will serve as the climatic action of Part I. As Part I unfolds, I progressively shift 

from using the term “participants” to “co-inquirers” (Heron & Reason, 2001) because, as the 

semester developed, the co-inquirers took on equal responsibility for the changes made to the 

LPA. They were not passive participants in the transformations made, but active co-inquirers.  

As the narrative surrounding the LPA unfolds, the following research questions will be 

addressed: After engaging with an intervention on assessing lesson plans critically, how do 

participants transform the original intervention? How does the process of finding, analyzing, and 

redesigning lesson plans found via online resources and social media transform the participants’ 

approach to designing curriculum? 

Getting to Know Each Other 

 As with any relationship, a period of getting to know one another is vital. Meeting 1 

served as a space for participants and myself to become better acquainted and delve into the 

initial questions surrounding this research. I arrived at the first meeting prepared with a group 

discussion protocol (see Appendix G for “Recorded Group Discussion 1 Protocol”). To begin the 

discussion, I offered an introduction to the topic of using social media and online resources as 
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tools for lesson planning. Then, I began to address the questions listed in the protocol, some of 

which included:  

- Do you use any online resources, social media-based sites, podcasts, etc. to develop 

lesson planning ideas?  

- When you set out to design a lesson plan or unit, do you first use resources from your 

university classes, or do you prefer online resources? 

- What characteristics do you look for when finding lesson plan ideas via social media? 

- When you find a lesson you want to use in your own teaching practice, do you look 

for characteristics that would align the lesson with what you learned during university 

coursework? Why or why not? 

- What do you perceive to be the benefits and pitfalls of using social media-based 

resources in developing lesson plans? 

All participants shared their responses to the abovementioned questions; however, the group 

discussion did not flow as a conversation between five individuals. Rather, it was more of a 

question-and-answer session between myself as instructor and the participants as students. The 

participants rarely interjected with feedback for each other, instead, they preferred to speak 

directly with me. This was expected, as it was our first experience speaking and working 

together.  

Even though the group discussion did not flow freely, each participant gave detailed 

answers to my questions, illuminating the dominance of social media influencers, particularly art 

teacher and influencer, Cassie Stephens, on the lesson planning development strategies of Annie, 

Becky, and Cathy. Danielle was the only participant who generally rejected using social media to 

find lesson plans, though she admitted to scanning social media for trends among artists that 
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could be brought into the classroom, making the content relevant to her high school students. 

While drawn to social media and other online resources for various reasons, all four participants 

frequently referred to visually appealing reasons for selecting lesson plans via social media. By 

visually appealing reasons, I am referring to participants’ stated desire to include an online 

lesson in their own teaching practice because of how it looked online. Visually appealing reasons 

were communicated in statements such as, “her lessons are really cute,” “these lessons look 

really cool,” “it has to be cool and media-focused,” “she makes it look so fun,” “her lessons 

are...cool...fancy...cute.” 

Online resources, especially content posted on social media, hook users visually; 

therefore, it was not surprising to learn that aesthetic reasons drove participants to select certain 

lesson plans and follow certain influencers. However, what was unexpected was participants’ 

view on using university coursework as a platform from which to design art education 

curriculum. While Danielle stated that her lesson plans were derived from a mix of resources 

obtained online and from her university coursework, Annie, Becky, and Cathy stated otherwise. 

In fact, Cathy stated, “umm...I don’t use anything from the university,” which promoted Becky 

and Annie to laugh and nod their heads in agreement. When asked to further clarify what 

curricular content was advocated by the university that they did not wish to include in their own 

teaching practice, both Annie and Cathy agreed that socially-just informed topics and topics 

surrounding culture, such as identity, were appropriate for older learners, but not for their 

elementary-aged students. They rejected topics outside of the basic elements and principles of 

art, as these practices were also mirrored by the mentor teachers at their placement sites.  

Diving into the LPA 
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Prior to meeting 2, participants were given access to the first version of the LPA 

(Appendix A) via our course website. Additionally, participants were asked to complete two 

readings, also found on the course website. The first was Arthur Efland’s “The School Art Style: 

A Functional Analysis” (1976), which illuminated characteristics and practices present within art 

classrooms, including a lack of conceptual depth, visual uniformity of artistic products, artistic 

products that are perceptually inviting, and a lack of reference to artists and/or artistic 

movements. The second was Olivia Gude’s “New School Art Styles: The Project of Art 

Education” (2013), which provided suggestions to art educators who wish to avoid perpetuating 

the School Art style described by Efland. Gude’s suggestions included allowing students to have 

conceptual freedom, moving away from a strict focus on the elements and principles of art, and 

incorporating contemporary artmaking methods used by artists.  In preparation for this meeting, 

participants were asked to complete section one (see Figure 4.1) of the LPA. Section one, titled 

“Selection,” asked participants to use a preferred online platform to search for a lesson plan that 

they would consider teaching. The LPA then asked participants to track the steps they took to 

find the lesson plan, including documenting the platform/site used, the search criteria 

implemented, the content creator, and personal reasoning as to why the lesson was selected.  

Annie used KinderArt.com, Becky and Cathy used Pinterest, and Danielle used Google. 

In their written responses, none of the participants identified anything radically in need of 

amendment regarding the original lesson. Especially in the case of Annie, Becky, and Cathy, 

technique-driven lessons that focused on the elements of art were viewed as quality lessons that 

they would teach in their respective classrooms. However, these early opinions shifted as the 

group discussion of the readings began. I opened up the second group discussion by asking, 

“What were your general thoughts on the articles by Arthur Efland and Olivia Gude?” (See 
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Appendix H for “Recorded Group Discussion 2 Protocol”). Both Annie and Becky immediately 

jumped in and were incredibly vocal, often leading the discussion and enthusiastically 

commenting upon the ways in which the readings were made manifest in their own teaching 

practice. Along with Cathy, who regularly nodded in agreement, both Annie and Becky quickly 

identified that the School Art style, as explained by Efland, was very present in the style of 

teaching modeled by the mentor teachers at their placement sites. Critically reflective comments 

emerged as participants identified the ways in which product-based art education was prevalent 

in their placement schools. These included: “everybody makes the exact same thing,” “art class 

is like math class, because we’re telling them...this is how you get to the end,” and “I have no 

idea how to teach younger kids things without showing them step-by-step.”  

  

Figure 4.1. Section 1 of the Lesson Planning Activity, Version 1. 
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 As the discussion continued, Annie, Becky, and Cathy voiced a desire to move their 

teaching into a place where more conceptual freedom was emphasized. This openness to a new 

way of lesson planning was encouraging, as for the next meeting, participants would have to 

analyze their chosen lessons and articulate the ways in which they aligned with either the School 

Art or New School Art style. Based on our discussion, I surmised that the chosen lessons would 

be radically amended in order to reflect traits of the New School Art style.  

Two Steps Froward, One Step Backwards 

My initial assumptions proved to be false, as understandings from the readings gave way 

to misinterpretations. Most importantly, written and artistic responses to sections two (Figure 

4.2) and three (Figure 4.3) of the LPA, which were completed prior to meeting 3, revealed a lack 

of critical reflection and subsequent perspective transformation. Section two, titled 

“Assessment,” asked participants to critically analyze the contents of their chosen lesson plan as 

being representative of the School Art (Efland, 1976) or New School Art (Gude, 2013) style. 

Section three, “Reflection,” asked participants to document whether or not they felt changes 

should be made to the original lesson plan. Additionally, after completing all sections of the first 

version of the LPA, participants were asked to submit a revised lesson plan and example artwork 

that highlighted all changes made to the original lesson found online.  

Becky was the only participant who was able to analyze her chosen lesson plan according 

to the traits outlined by both Efland and Gude and make changes in her revised lesson plan that 

reflected her use of the LPA. Annie, Cathy, and Danielle provided contradictory responses that 

did not address the traits listed on either side of the chart seen in Figure 4.2, often writing “not 

applicable.” These responses indicated a lack of understanding of how to analyze lesson plans 

according to the traits mapped out by Efland and Gude. Furthermore, the revised lessons written 
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by Cathy and Annie were product-based, employed I-do-you-do teaching methods, and offered 

little conceptual freedom- firmly placing their lessons within the School Art style. 

Appropriately, in section 3, Annie, Cathy, and Danielle wrote that the LPA did not impact the 

way in which they found and analyzed lessons via online resources. Some specific written 

comments from the LPA included: “I also think finding lessons online can be beneficial if you 

find lessons from teachers who have used these lessons in a classroom already. That means their 

lesson works well in a classroom.” And, “This activity did not impact the way in  

  

Figure 4.2. Section 2 of the Lesson Planning Activity, Version 1. 
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Figure 4.3. Section 3 of the Lesson Planning Activity, Version 1. 

which I perceive the use of online lesson planning. I believe a mixture of teaching styles, which 

are easily found online, works best for our diverse classrooms.” These comments revealed that 

Cathy and Annie believed that, so long as the lesson plan came from an online source that was 

tied to the work of a practicing art teacher, the lesson was of high quality.  

 It was clear that the headway made during meeting 2- when participants articulated their 

general dislike of the School Art style and their desire to craft lessons that would rebel against 

it- was not unanimously acted upon when it came to the participants revising their original 

lesson plans. There was a difference between talking about concepts using relatable language and 

completing a written exercise steeped in academic language. Therefore, meeting 3 became a 

pivotal moment in amending the original LPA, ensuring usability for all participants. 

Speaking the Same Language 
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I brought colored pieces of paper, drawing utensils, and a large pad of drawing paper to 

meeting 3. To spur group dialogue at the beginning of the meeting, I asked the following 

question, “I see that you all made changes to the lesson plan you found online in order to reflect 

what you think is ‘good’ teaching practice. So, what is ‘good’ teaching practice? Should we even 

use the word, ‘good?’” This led the group to consider phrases such as “contemporary art 

practices,” “quality art instruction,” “open art instruction,” and, finally, Danielle suggested, 

“effective art teaching practice.” The group agreed that they preferred this phrase, as it could be 

tied to objective metrics and characteristics of teaching, as identified in the article by Gude 

(2013). Feeling that the group was on the same page in terms of terminology, but wanting to 

reveal the variety of perspectives that each participant held regarding what “effective art teaching 

practice” looked like, I asked participants to create mind maps illustrating what they believed 

were the traits of an effective lesson. Images of participant work are documented below (see 

Figures 4.4-4.7). After individuals were given time to write, participants discussed their 

responses to the mind map activity, which led us to create a consensus-driven group mind map, 

illustrating the traits that effective art lesson plans should embody (see Figure 4.8).  

 

Figure 4.4. Annie’s Responses to the Mind Map Activity: Traits of an Effective Lesson. 
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Figure 4.5. Becky’s Responses to the Mind Map Activity: Traits of an Effective Lesson. 
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Figure 4.6. Cathy’s Responses to the Mind Map Activity: Traits of an Effective Lesson. 

 

Figure 4.7. Danielle’s Responses to the Mind Map Activity: Traits of an Effective Lesson. 
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Figure 4.8. Group Response to the Mind Map Activity: Traits of an Effective Lesson. 

The consensus-driven group mind map (Figure 4.8) led participants to solidify a list of 

“traits of an effective lesson plan” that was to be used in the second version of the LPA, also 

known as LPA2. I typed up this list during class, at the direction of the participants. It included 

the following traits: 

- The content of the lesson is relevant to the student population and student interests. 

- The content of the lesson exposes students to diverse artist examples and themes. 

- The lesson teaches a technical skill and is appropriately challenging. 

- The lesson inspires conceptual thinking, including time for planning/brainstorming. 

The concept is not pushed by the instructor, but driven by the student.  

- The lesson allows for student choice/creativity, whether in material or concept. 
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- The process of artmaking is as important as the end product. 

- The concept and the technical skill emphasized in the lesson are purposefully 

connected. 

- The lesson includes multiple opportunities for assessment: self-assessment, peer-

assessment, teacher-assessment.  

This list of traits was undoubtedly influenced by Gude and Efland; however, the language used 

to communicate these traits was collaboratively developed, and therefore, more easily 

understood by the participants.  

After the discussion surrounding the traits of an effective lesson came to a temporary 

consensus, a second question was posed: “Do the lessons you chose to rewrite reflect topics that 

you feel should be included in art education curricula?” This question led to further discussion 

and a follow-up question: “What topics do you all feel strongly about including in art education 

curricula (and why do you feel this way)?” From these questions, the group decided to record 

two categories of responses on a large sheet of drawing paper (Figure 4.9), the first being what 

they have been told to teach throughout their time in the AVCE program, the second being what 

they feel passionately about including in their own future curricula. Given that three out of the 

four participants stated that their undergraduate coursework did not impact the way in which they 

created lesson plans during meeting 1, I was not surprised that they wanted two separate 

categories of topics.  

However, as the discussion developed, participants concluded that the topics that had 

been stressed during their time in the AVCE program were the very same topics that they wanted 

to bring into their future classrooms. The list of topics included the following:  

- identity 
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- social justice 

- diversity/inclusivity 

- multiculturalism 

- business of art 

- interdisciplinary approaches to art education 

Writing a list of topics that are vital to art education was a pivotal moment of transformation that 

heavily impacted the design of the LPA2. In this discussion, participants realized that their 

perceived “problem” with teaching topics such as social justice, identity, multiculturalism, and 

diversity came not from the topics themselves, but through being forced to write lesson plans on 

particular topics in previous courses. They did not argue with current trends within the field of 

art education, which advocate heavily for such topics to be included. Rather, they just did not  

 

Figure 4.9. Group Notes: Topics to be Taught in the Art Classroom. 

wish to have their curriculum dictated to them. Secondarily, they expressed some hesitancy in 

bringing up “controversial” topics in their classrooms. Annie and Cathy, who were placed in 

elementary school settings, had been told to stay away from any topic that was not “neutral.” 
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Nonetheless, the group agreed that if proper direction and feedback was offered, they wanted to 

select from the abovementioned topics for the subsequent versions of the LPA.  

Assuming the Role of Co-Inquirer 

The group then moved to discuss the “topics to be taught in art classrooms” in relation to 

the types of lessons they were searching for online. Co-inquirers agreed that the second version 

of the LPA should be amended to stipulate that the lesson plans selected must be derived from 

the list of “topics to be taught in art rooms.” Additionally, participants agreed that instead of 

comparing the lessons found online to the concepts of School Art (Efland, 1976) and New 

School Art (Gude, 2013), it would be more user-friendly to assess the lesson according to the list 

of “traits of effective lessons” created earlier during the seminar meeting.  

This led me to ask, “so, what is the goal of the Lesson Planning Activity? Really, should 

the LPA be something usable for other university professors with student teachers, or new 

teachers, if they want to critically assess the lesson plans or curriculum they’re finding online 

and via social media?” Becky, Cathy, and Danielle, almost at once, responded, “all of them.” 

Becky continued, “if there was something user-friendly out there, I would use it as a student 

teacher and as a new teacher.” She then went onto stipulate how a user-friendly LPA would 

make it easier for her to share curricular ideas, project themes, and teaching approaches with her 

mentor teacher. Danielle agreed and expanded the thought, “I think, whenever possible, because 

we are artists here, we are drawn to what is usable and has a certain kind of aesthetic.” I probed 

further, “so, what form should this new LPA take? I need your help in taking the first version of 

the Lesson Planning Activity and making a second version that you believe is more helpful, more 

user-friendly, as Becky said.” Cathy piped in, “well, I like the worksheets as a class activity. I 
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really do, but that isn’t usable if you aren’t like a student meeting up every couple weeks in a 

class.”  

The ensuing discussion led us to decide that an accessible, user-friendly version of the 

LPA2 would take the form of a smartphone application (app). As a group, we wished to move 

away from packets of worksheets, as these are only usable and accessible within university 

classroom settings. However, transforming the format of the LPA into an app, the group agreed, 

would be more accessible and usable to a wider population. We agreed that the app would be 

centrally focused on the traits of effective lessons, offering a quiz for educators to self-assess 

lessons, and a resource page with downloadable lessons. The co-inquirers were especially 

insistent that the app include a community resource page with free, downloadable lessons, as 

they had found the process of finding effective, quality lessons online to be difficult. 

Meeting 3 was a turning point for the group. At this meeting, the participants shifted 

themselves into the role of co-inquirers (Heron & Reason, 2001), taking on the empowering role 

of collaborative decision-maker. At the request of the co-inquirers, I took on the role of primary 

app-developer. We agreed that at meeting 4, I would come prepared with an initial app design for 

their consideration and critique. I used Adobe XD to begin creating a prototype app that would 

replace the worksheet-based version of the original LPA. While the Adobe XD prototype app 

would be shown to participants during meeting 4 in order to garner feedback, participants agreed 

that a worksheet format of LPA2 would also be needed ahead of meeting 4, as the majority of 

group members did not have access to Adobe XD. The content included in the worksheet version 

of the LPA2 was derived from content on the app.  

Customized Interventions: The LPA2 & LPA3 
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 As seen in Figure 4.10, the LPA2 asked participants to first choose a topic from the list 

generated during meeting 3 and then document their attempts to find a lesson online or via social 

media that addressed the topic. For example, Cathy used Pinterest and searched, “multicultural 

art lessons.” After a lesson plan was found, participants analyzed it according to the “traits of an 

effective lesson” developed during meeting 3 (see Figure 4.11 for part two of the LPA2). 

Additionally, after completing the LPA2, participants were asked to submit a lesson plan and 

example artwork to our course website. The lesson plan could be based on one found online, or, 

if a suitable lesson on the chosen topic could not be found, the participant could write an original 

lesson. The revised lesson plans were also assessed according to the “traits of an effective 

lesson.” 

 

Figure 4.10. LPA2 Guidelines. 
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Figure 4.11. LPA2 Guidelines, Part 2. 

In order to spur group discussion, prior to meeting 4, I created a beginning of class 

questionnaire which addressed the following questions:  

- How do you compare the second round of lesson planning to the first? Which process 

helped you create the stronger lesson/unit plan? Explain. 

- Was the original Lesson Planning Activity (the one that asked you to compare your 

lesson to the work of Efland (1976) and Gude (2013)) more helpful/usable in revising 
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your lesson, or was the second Lesson Planning Activity (the one we designed as a 

group) more helpful/usable? Explain. 

- Is there anything you feel should be added/removed from the Lesson Planning 

Activity to make it more usable for art educators trying to craft effective, quality 

lesson/unit plans? Do you feel the Lesson Planning Activity should be presented as a 

worksheet or as a digital platform (app, blog, etc.). Explain. 

Becky, Cathy and Danielle agreed that the LPA2 was more helpful/usable in revising their 

chosen lessons, resulting in lesson plans that were stronger (according to the traits of effective 

lessons). They all cited improved usability in the LPA2, with Cathy specifically remarking that 

she found the first LPA to be confusing, which made her feel unsure of how to assess her lesson 

plan. Regarding the LPA2, she stated, “I could clearly self-assess whether or not my lesson fit 

with the traits of an effective lesson plan. It just felt easier to use.” Annie was the only 

participant who preferred the first version, citing that she did not like the LPA2, as it “had us 

focus on topics which reminded me of Wildcat Art [a previous university course], like inclusivity 

and multiculturalism.” She felt that the topic had been dictated to her, and did not realize that she 

could voice any topic that she strongly felt should be included in art education curricula.  

The discussion then moved to co-inquirers sharing their written responses to the LPA2 

(submitted to the course website), critically discussing the amended lessons they wrote as well as 

their accompanying artworks. While amended lessons were discussed, topics of multicultural art 

education and social justice art education emerged, leading the group to further hone the “traits 

of effective lesson plans.” This topic continued as I projected the first version of the prototype 

app onto the class smartboard. Included on the app were the “traits of effective lesson plans.” As 



  150 

a group, the co-inquirers critiqued their previously agreed-upon list, making amendments and 

additions. The final list of traits read as follows:  

- Embrace concept, not just artistic technique. Art is more than a pretty product. 

- Allow for student choice, especially regarding concept. Concept should be student-

driven, not teacher-driven. 

- Every lesson can be tied to art history or contemporary art- bonus points for multiple 

artist examples! 

- Align the artists you teach with the techniques you introduce. 

- Artwork should be assessed on more than just formal characteristics- let’s get past 

using the elements and principles as our only guideposts! 

- Lessons should be relevant to the student population and student interests. 

- Avoid lessons that ask students to directly copy the work and style of established 

artists. 

- If your lesson embraces multicultural art education, it must avoid cultural stereotypes 

and cultural appropriation. 

- If your lesson embraces social justice art education, it must promote and facilitate 

respectful dialogue. 

- If your lesson embraces social justice art education, it must make space for student 

lived experience.  

Lastly, at the request of both Becky and Annie, social and emotional learning was added to the 

list of topics that should be included in art education curricula. 

After meeting 4, I coalesced participant feedback and created the final app prototype that 

would represent the third version of the LPA, also called the LPA3 (see Appendix D). The co-
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inquirers asked that I compile screenshots of Adobe XD and include instructions for completing 

the LPA3 before meeting 5. While they were enthusiastic to co-design the prototype app for 

LPA3, they were resistant to downloading Adobe XD on their own computers in order to use the 

program’s collaboration and edit feature. This feature would have allowed co-inquirers to co-edit 

the app and engage in a preview of how the app would work in real-time, removing the necessity 

of a compilation of screen shots. Citing overwhelm with the daily requirements of student 

teaching, the group requested that I coalesce their feedback and edit the app on my own. This 

included creating a worksheet version of the LPA3 that compiled screenshots of the app 

prototype.  

The LPA3 walked participants through the portion of the app which allows the user to 

assess their chosen lesson plan according to the “traits of effective lesson plans.” As seen in 

Figure 4.12, the LPA3 included screen shots from the prototype app created with Adobe XD. 

Following a similar process as the LPA2, LPA3 asked participants to first choose a topic from 

the list generated during meeting 3 (and amended during meeting 4). Then, participants were 

asked to document their attempts to find a lesson online or via social media that addressed the 

topic. After a lesson plan was found, participants assessed and analyzed it according to the 

“check your lesson” quiz on the prototype app. The “check your lesson” quiz was created based 

on the “traits of an effective lesson” co-developed by the participants during meeting 4.  
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Figure 4.12. Screenshot of the “Check Your Lesson” Quiz on the Prototype App, also Used in 

LPA3. 

A Co-Designed Culminating Achievement  

 At our final seminar meeting, the co-inquirers and I walked through each page of the 

prototype app, making amendments as necessary. Changes included settling on a title for the app, 

choosing the color scheme, selecting the titles for links listed on the homepage, adding a page for 

downloadable readings (allowing users to see the readings that impacted our decisions), adding a 

podcast link (I had recorded the podcast earlier, but co-inquirers felt it was another way to 

explain the purpose of the app), and settling on the wording of the quiz. It is the culminating 

achievement of the collaboration between the co-inquirers and myself, a code-based artistic 
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representation (Knochel & Patton, 2015) of how they wish to design a curricular intervention to 

be accessible to preservice, new, and veteran teachers alike.  

 The thoughts, critical reflections, discussions, and consensus of the co-inquirers and 

myself transformed the intervention from a packet of worksheets, very much tied to classroom 

use, into an interactive, accessible prototype app that not only enables potential users to critically 

assess lessons found online, but also supports a community of art educators in the “community 

lessons” section.  By the end of our journey, the intervention was no longer called the LPA. 

Rather, we named the app “The Art of Lesson Planning.” While the best way to experience the 

app is, of course, on a mobile device, I have included each page of the app below. The figure 

titles for Figures 4.13- 4.25 indicate the name of each page. Below the figure title, a short 

description of how the user navigates to the page is included.  
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Figure 4.13. The Art of Lesson Planning Prototype App Homepage. 
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Figure 4.14. “About Us” Page. 

Navigate to this page by clicking “about us” on the homepage. 
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Figure 4.15. “Where We’re Coming From” Page. 

Navigate to this page by clicking “where we’re coming from” on the “about us” page. 
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Figure 4.16. “Traits of Effective Lesson Plans” Page. 

Navigate to this page by clicking “traits of effective lessons” on the “where we’re coming from” 

page. 
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Figure 4.17. “Resources” Page (with download screen option). 

Navigate to this page by clicking “resources that inspire us” on the “where we’re coming from” 

page. 
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Figure 4.18. “Podcast” Page. 

Navigate to this page by clicking “want more? check out our podcast” on the “where we’re 

coming from” page. 



  160 

 

Figure 4.19. “Check Your Lesson” Page. 

Navigate to this page by clicking “check your lesson” on home screen. 
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Figure 4.20. “Check Your Lesson Quiz” Page. 

Navigate to this page by clicking “check your lesson” on the “check your lesson” page. 
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Figure 4.21. “Results” Page. 

Navigate to this page by clicking “all done? click here for results” on the “check your lesson 

quiz” page. 
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Figure 4.22. “Community Lessons” Page. 

Navigate to this page by clicking “community lessons” on home screen. 
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Figure 4.23. “Browse Lessons” Page (with download screen option). 

Navigate to this page by clicking “browse lessons” on the “community lessons” page. 
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Figure 4.24. “Post a Lesson” Page (with keyboard and download screen options). 

Navigate to this page by clicking “post a lesson” on the “community lessons” page. 
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Figure 4.25. “Thank You” Page. 

Navigate to this page by clicking “submit” on the “post a lesson” page. 
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Part II: Participant Transformations 

 Four stories will be told in Part II of this chapter. While perspective transformations were 

recognized by each participant, the paths taken to achieve these changes were individualized. As 

Cranton wrote, 

transformative learning cannot take place simply because the educator or the learner 

decides that this is a goal of the learning experience. Engaging in the critical self-

reflection that may lead to changes in a perspective is, in itself, a process that requires 

self-awareness, planning, skill, support, and discourse with others. (2016b, p. 91) 

The narrative retelling of individual participant journeys will follow a similar structure, 

including an introduction, commentary on the participants’ progression through the semester, 

and a resolution. However, the narratives will also illustrate the many paths that lead to 

transformation, even when participants were exposed to the same “activating events” (Cranton, 

2002). 

 While I realize that narrative analysis purposefully fuses the voice of the researcher with 

that of the participant in order to craft a story (Seidman, 2019), I want to create a separation 

between the thoughts I encountered as a researcher and instructor at the time of data collection 

and the overall narrative arch of each participant. Therefore, in addition to including extensive 

quotes from participants, I will also include sections of researcher notes as they pertain to the 

narratives. Each occurrence of quoted researcher notes will be clearly identified as my own 

written reflections, separate from in-class discussions. 

As each narrative unfolds, the following research questions will be addressed: 1) How do 

preservice art teachers employ social media and online platforms as resources in their lesson 

plans at the outset of student teaching? 2) After engaging with an intervention on assessing 
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lesson plans critically, how do preservice art teachers reflect upon and/or transform their own 

lesson plans? 3) How does the process of finding, analyzing, and redesigning lesson plans found 

via online resources and social media transform the participants’ approach to designing 

curriculum? 

Annie: A Story of Words Versus Actions 

Introducing Annie. Annie introduced herself during ARE 493b orientation as a mother 

in her 30s who, for the past decade, had been pursuing an undergraduate degree to fulfill her 

dream of being an art teacher. Being over age 24, Annie was the only non-traditional student 

(Cleveland-Innes, 1994) represented in the cohort. Throughout her time in the AVCE program, 

she had expressed a desire to work with elementary-aged students. Because of this interest, she 

was placed with an experienced mentor teacher at a local elementary school, working with 

students from kindergarten to fifth grade.  

During the first seminar meeting, which included a group discussion, I wanted to get to 

know each participant, including their relationship to social media and online resources and what 

their overall view on the purpose of art education. Annie was enthused to share the immense 

impact social media had on her decision to join the AVCE program. In sharing her main 

inspiration for joining the AVCE program, Annie stated, “when I went to school to do this 

[undergraduate AVCE degree] I had Cassie Stephens in mind. I thought if it teaching really was 

as much fun as she made it look, then all the hard work would be worth it.” Cassie Stephens is an 

author, influencer, podcast host, and blogger, posting content on BlogSpot, TikTok, Instagram, 

Facebook, and Pinterest. Her content on various platforms boasts millions of followers and 

monthly website views, plus, she has three books in print (Stephens, 2021, 2019, 2017). My 

suspicion of such heavy reliance upon an Instagram influencer and my questioning of the 
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emphasis placed on Cassie Stephens was made evident in my researcher reflective notes, in 

which I wrote: 

 

All participants seemed to think using online/social media-based resources was second 

nature. I not surprised to learn than a popular influencer, Cassie Stephens, was on the 

radar of all four participants; however, I was shocked to hear that Stephens is actually the 

reason why Annie enrolled in the AVCE program! What does the art teaching of Cassie 

Stephens communicate about the field? That art class should be bubbly, fun, and always 

pristinely aesthetically pleasing? That’s not what I consider art education to be, but is it 

what the participants, or at least some of them, consider it to be? Are we teaching 

students how to make pretty things or how to become artists? Are they only interested in 

the pretty things? Are schools? Is that what’s captivating on the visual media platforms 

that are Instagram, TikTok, Facebook, and Pinterest? Despite what I thought was a 

general rejection of product over process, does product still rule all? Didn’t Annie’s time 

in the AVCE program sway her view on this type of art education? (fieldnotes, 9/2/21) 

 

 As our first group discussion continued, Annie revealed that online resources, including 

social media, played a significant role in inspiring her lesson plans. When asked if the content 

and teachings of her previous ACVE coursework also inspired the topics and lessons she wished 

to teach she remarked, “...the subject matter that we did have to focus on...it’s not necessarily 

anything that I would teach...I think, like, the only thing that I use from my prior experience at 

the university is just, like, the importance of lesson plans.” She immediately clarified, “I mean, I 

don’t want to badmouth my time at all, I just want to say that I didn’t learn like a lot of things 
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that I would necessarily use now.” When asked to further explain the subject matter that she 

wanted to avoid teaching in the future, Annie stated, “there was a lot of identity...um, 

culture...um, around that kind of vein.” It was clear from this initial conversation that Annie was 

coming from a place of uncritically assuming that “difficult” topics, such as culture, social 

justice, and identity, were inappropriate for elementary students and that her preferred focus as 

an art educator was firmly rooted in a style reminiscent of Efland’s School Art style (1976) and 

Thomas’ (2020) notion of traditional discourses in art education.  

Annie used social media to build up a vision of what art education could be, a vision that 

was built upon uncritically assessed assumptions. Importantly, that vision was more powerfully 

influential than content presented in previous university coursework. When asked how she 

typically finds ideas for lesson plans, Annie shared that she uses online resources to search for a 

particular artist or artistic movement, she gave Matisse as an example. When scanning lessons, 

she looks for lessons that have step-by-step instructions and include examples of the finished 

product. She also cited using the elements and principles of art to guide her online searches for 

lessons, stating, “I just find artists that I like and then pick something from their art like line or 

color or like, things like that...I try to stick to something simple that they will gain something 

from while also making it fun.” Simplicity and perceived level of enjoyment guided Annie’s 

early opinions on lesson plan and curriculum development. Level of enjoyment was uncritically 

tied to student happiness with and confidence in an aesthetically pleasing end-product. 

Furthermore, the only pitfall of using social media and other online-based curricular resources 

identified by Annie was that the lessons she found were often too long or complex for the 

constraints of her classroom.  
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Annie’s Progression through the Semester. Annie joyfully arrived at the second 

seminar meeting, in fact, she was the most vocal participant, as she was eager to share her 

thoughts on the course readings by Efland (1976) and Gude (2013). Right out of the gate, Annie 

articulated a previously held assumption as she said, “in the past, like when I’ve observed in art 

rooms it really is like an ‘I-do-you-do’ type of thing where we are really telling the kids, ‘we are 

going to make a scarecrow and this is exactly how it’s done.’” She admitted that while projects 

taught in this manner do “look good” when hung up on the class bulletin board, they do not offer 

students an opportunity to freely create art. Then, she offered everyone insight into how the 

readings ignited in her a desire to be critically self-reflective: “So, when I read this, I was 

thinking, like, ‘I can’t teach actual artistic behaviors if I’m also teaching in this like, School Art 

style where I’m telling them [the students] exactly how to draw it.” In that moment, Annie 

demonstrated a transformation of her perspective. The readings had served as a powerful 

activating event (Cranton, 2002) that she would refer to throughout the semester. Annie revealed 

an openness to the readings that inspired her to critically self-reflect in a way that made her own 

lesson plans and approach to art education vulnerable to scrutiny- which is a highly 

uncomfortable place to be!      

As the discussion progressed and Annie continued voicing her understandings of the 

readings, it became clear that while she did desire to move away from implementing the School 

Art style in her placement classroom, she was unaware that it would mean revising the entire 

structure of her proposed lesson plans. When sharing her mentor teacher’s approach to 

instruction, Annie revealed that her mentor was “very recipe based,” stipulating the exact shapes, 

colors, and content that must be used by her students in their artwork. While criticizing this 

method of teaching, Annie stated that she believed the students should have the freedom to 
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choose their own shapes and colors; however, she problematically skipped over the necessary 

component of also giving students conceptual freedom. I later reflected on this omission in my 

reflective researcher notes, stating 

 

She doesn’t like the I-do-you-do style of her mentor, as this makes all kids follow a 

formula to achieve an end product, like finding the right answer in math class. However, 

the mentor wanted the body of the scarecrows to be a rectangle while Annie thought it 

was enough to allow the kids the freedom to choose the shape they use to form the body. 

She didn’t see that it’s all just guiding every single student to make a scarecrow. What 

artist or artistic style does this relate to? What concept is this tied to? What level of 

creative decision-making is achieved? It’s all just following steps in order to have a cute 

bulletin board full of scarecrows as we approach autumn. (fieldnotes, 9/15/21) 

 

As made clear in this comment, Annie desired to tip-toe out of the realm of School Art by 

allowing students to have variety in their finished products; however, the level of freedom she 

was fighting for was a negligible when compared to the original lesson. 

 The opinions shared during the second meeting were disjointed when compared to her 

written LPA1 (Lesson Planning Activity, version 1) submission. While stating that she wished to 

deviate from School Art styles during the group discussion, her responses to LPA1 indicated that 

she was comfortable selecting subject material according to the seasons, placing great emphasis 

on the elements of art, implementing an ‘I-do-you-do’ instructional strategy, and leading students 

to creating visually similar products- all of which are hallmarks of the School Art Style. Annie 

selected a crayon resist fall leaves lesson from Kinderart.com. While she verbally stated her 
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desire to avoid lessons that perpetuate the School Art style, her written responses to the LPA 

revealed contradictions (for Annie’s original and revised lesson plan from the LPA1, please see 

Appendix M). 

 For example, when asked whether or not the LPA impacted the way she thought about 

using online resources to find lesson plans, she wrote that the activity “did not change the way I 

look for inspiration...I make sure the sources I use are credible, and usually the websites I use 

come recommended to me by a seasoned art educator, or I learn about them in a class.” She went 

onto state that gaining an understanding of the terms “School Art” and “New School Art” helped 

hone her commitment to creating lesson plans that are not product-centered and that allow 

students to be challenged and explore various media. At once, Annie stated that the LPA did not 

impact the way in which she critically analyzed lesson plans, as seen in the lesson she selected 

(which was heavily product-focused) and the lack of major revisions she made in her lesson re-

write. Puzzlingly, she stated that she particularly identified with Gude’s (2013) suggestion to 

avoid product-focused lessons and embrace student concept-development; however, these traits 

were not reflected in the lesson she selected, nor in the revised lesson she produced. 

 As the seminar classes continued and the LPA2 was assigned, Annie seemed to change 

her preferred style of lesson planning to be aligned with Discipline-Based Art Education 

(DBAE). When reflecting on the usefulness of the LPA2, Annie wrote that “I am a supporter of 

stepping away from the ‘School Art’ style and I liked the articles very much. The second activity 

[LPA2] had us focus on topics which reminded me of Wildcat Art [a previous university 

course].” Rather than embrace the chance to focus on a topic she felt should be included in art 

education, Annie begrudgingly took on the LPA2 assignment stating that she selected the theme 

of identity. While the topic was freely chosen, she shared that “honestly, umm [laughs] I’m a 
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little sick of this topic from Wildcat Art, but I thought, ‘well, if everyone thinks identity is an 

important topic for art lessons, then I guess I’ll give it another try.”  

Annie then shared her revised lesson, which included no major changes from the original 

found online (for Annie’s original and revised lesson plan from the LPA2, please see Appendix 

N). Annie wrote on the LPA2 that, “I didn't find anything that would make this lesson 

problematic.” The lesson had students learn about and create self-portraits using the Ben-Day dot 

style of Roy Lichtenstein, but besides being a lesson on self-portraiture, did not deal with the 

topic of identity out rightly (see Figure 4.26 for Annie’s example artwork). As she spoke about 

her lesson, which was firmly rooted in DBAE methods, she began to realize that the lesson was  

 

Figure 4.26. Annie’s Example Self-Portrait Submitted with LPA2. 

focused on a style of artmaking, not on helping student reflect on their identity. In a moment of 

critical self-reflection and openness, she asked the other participants how to make the lesson 

more identity-focused. As her colleagues responded, she took notes and revised her lesson plan 
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further. Her openness signaled a moment of transformative action, in which she further amended 

the lesson in real time to include conceptual elements tied to identity. However, later in the same 

conversation, Annie was quick to return to her original perspective, stating “I don’t think a lot of 

socially just topics are even appropriate. At my school, we don’t go anywhere near topics like 

that. Like, everything is neutral.” The idea everything in schools must be neutral became Annie’s 

biggest hurdle, firmly grounding her lessons in a DBAE approach from which she struggled to 

break free. In reflecting on her struggle in my reflective researcher notes, I wrote 

 

Annie is very much a DBAE-aligned teacher. She broke out of the I-do-you-do mold only 

to adopt the DBAE mold. She struggles to create original lesson plan content that offers 

students conceptual freedom. She states verbally and in writing that freedom in the art 

room is a goal, but it isn’t reflected in the lessons she revises. Is it my role to get her out 

of a DBAE approach? It’s not necessarily “wrong,” it’s just not taking full advantage of 

the freedom she has to create lessons. Perhaps I’m too stuck in my own thinking. 

(fieldnotes, 10/28/21) 

 

 During the final seminar meeting, in which responses for the LPA3 were submitted and 

discussed, Annie tried to embrace a new topic that the group believed should be included in art 

education curricula: social and emotional learning (SEL). SEL is a “unifying framework for 

essential life skills, including self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, relationships, 

and responsible decision-making” (Hellman & Milling, 2020, p. 171) that has been advocated as 

an important area of study within the art education (Broome, et al., 2019; Edgar, 2013, 2015, 

2017). Having never attempted to search for SEL lessons, Annie was unsure of what to look for 
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and, furthermore, she was unsure of what constituted SEL (for Annie’s original and revised 

lesson plan from the LPA3, please see Appendix O). When asked to explain why she chose SEL 

as the topic for LPA3, she responded, “like a lot of people, I’m going through some things. 

Emotional things. So, I chose SEL because I thought it would not only be therapeutic for me, but 

also for the kids.” The original lesson created by Annie asked students to create a secret postcard 

(secret, because her plan was to give students the option to keep their postcard completely 

private) that expressed a moment of anger or frustration that they were previously unable to 

verbalize (see Figure 4.27 for Annie’s example postcard). 

 

 

Figure 4.27. Annie’s Example Postcard (front & back) Submitted with LPA3. 

 

I was elated to see Annie stepping out of both the I-do-you-do and DBAE molds. 

Because of this excitement, I did not want to stamp out her creative drive to finally create a 

lesson plan based on a topic about which she felt passionate. However, I could not abide by a 

student teacher confidently taking on the role of art therapist. There were so many issues she had 

not considered when asking students to artistically represent their anger, frustration, and rage on 
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a postcard. Fellow participants were unsure of how to respond to Annie’s lesson, so I took the 

lead in addressing some problematic assumptions, namely, that SEL should not be equated with 

art therapy and that lessons incorporating SEL need not focus on negative emotions exclusively, 

but rather, should be conceptually open, enabling students to be self-aware and self-reflective. 

After the group workshopped possible ways to amend Annie’s lesson, a critical moment of 

perspective transformation was reached. Annie stated, “I was assuming this lesson would be 

more straightforward that it really is. I need to go back and change a lot of things and be more 

mindful of a lot of things before teaching something like this.”  

How Annie’s Semester Resolved. Undoubtedly, by the end of the semester, Annie 

articulated a transformation in her overall approach to lesson planning, especially in regards to 

using and critically analyzing social media and online-based resources. While the lessons she 

wrote in response to each LPA did not demonstrate a firm understanding of how to craft lessons 

reflective of Gude’s “New School Art” style, which was Annie’s stated goal, her written 

reflections and verbal contributions signaled an openness to critique, a desire to seek curricular 

advice from her colleagues, and a willingness to revisit her previously held assumptions. Table 2 

provides a quick glimpse into Annie’s transformative journey. Each “x” indicates an instance, 

whether verbal or written, indicative of Cranton’s (2002) facets of transformative learning. While 

Annie continued to voice uncritically assessed assumptions throughout the semester, from 

meeting 5 onwards, she demonstrated moments of transformation, particularly in her ability to 

revisit and revise previously articulated assumptions.   

The process of finding, critiquing, and revising lesson plans transformed the way in 

which Annie thought about and created curriculum. She wrote that she initially thought that a 

successful lesson resulted in the production of “good” art. However, upon reflection, she stated 
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that “now I know there is so much more to a lesson plan/unit- such as implementing literacy, 

science, multiculturalism, and social justice. I now look for specific criteria instead of just a 

pretty art lesson.” Furthermore, Annie transformed her earlier assumption that online resources 

were of high quality as long as they had been taught by a practicing teacher. “I’m definitely 

 

Table 2. Annie’s Journey through Cranton’s (2002) Facets of Transformation. 

looking much more critically about what’s online. I don’t think it’s good and usable because 

some other art teacher did it. It has to make sense for me and the kids I teach.” 

Along with group discussions, which Annie stated helped her to see the error of some of 

her previous conceptions of lesson neutrality, she cited the class readings and LPA’s as 

activating events that helped her hone a critical lens. In addition to the Gude (2013) reading, 

Annie remarked that the design and content of the app helped her to “really see criteria that I 

didn’t look for and really, didn’t even care about in the past and I really used it to totally revise 

what I was doing.” Perhaps the most meaningful realization from Annie came during her final 

interview. She admitted, “I just thought I’d come into this classroom and just be fantastic. And I 

really wasn’t. And it took me a long time to realize that. There’s a lot more to it [teaching].” The 

changes demonstrated by Annie by the end of the semester signaled a previously untapped level 

of openness and critical self-reflection— and the credit for that rests in Annie alone.  
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Becky: A Story of Immense Self-Reflection and Gentle Transformations 

Introducing Becky. Becky introduced herself as a watercolor artist in her 20s who 

desired a career in art education at the secondary level. Because of her keen interest in teaching 

artistic techniques to teenagers, she was placed with an experienced mentor teacher at a local 

high school. She began the semester with a firm belief in the purpose of art education, which she 

articulated as follows on the first LPA: “The purpose of art education from my perspective is to 

equip students with the tools necessary to utilize their creativity, express their thoughts and 

interests, interpret the visual world, evaluate visual messages, and solve problems.” She further 

added that art classes enable the development of problem-solving skills, while also “giving 

students a space to express their thoughts and interests benefit the process of gaining self-

awareness and self-esteem.” Her commitment to incorporating opportunities for self-awareness 

and self-esteem remained constant throughout the lessons she submitted during the course. 

Additionally, Becky maintained a focus on technique-driven lessons; however, as the semester 

progressed, this singular focus transformed into a supporting goal.  

Her relationship with using social media and other online resources at the beginning of 

the semester can be described as supplemental. Becky followed art educator influencers like 

Cassie Stephens, not using her as a curricular resource (as Stephens posts lessons for elementary 

aged students), but rather, as a source of positive attitude and excitement in the classroom. 

Unlike the other participants, Becky also followed teachers from various disciplines on social 

media, specifically looking for interdisciplinary ideas to incorporate into her lessons. Her lesson 

planning process often took ideas from influencers and artists viewed online, but Becky never 

used online resources to find lessons. Rather, as she explained, “when I pick an idea for a lesson, 

sometimes I get stuck on something then I’ll, like, go back and find [online] resources...it’s more 
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like I’m making a lesson so I’ll find a whole bunch of resources to create the lesson myself.” 

Becky’s approach to lesson planning, from the start, was always carefully considered and deeply 

steeped in the individual needs of her students. Because of her ability to carefully and critically 

reflect upon her actions as an educator, she became a vital member of our group ecosystem, 

gently pushing others towards moments of transformation. 

Becky’s Progression through the Semester. Becky was the only participant who fully 

digested the readings from Efland (1976) and Gude (2013), recognizing them as an activating 

event (Cranton, 2002) that shifted her assumptions as to the purpose and content of art curricula. 

In our second group discussion, Becky articulated her previous perception that all lessons must 

be technique driven. Furthermore, she stated that the readings helped her conceptualize a way to 

merge technique and concept. “You can then, more or less, build technical skills while also 

having, like, art-based discussions where you can introduce what the technical skills are, but also 

how they’re used in different ways by different artists.” She admitted to being incredibly 

technique-focused, as this was the practice of her mentor teacher. However, with the content of 

the readings in mind, she expressed a desire to pair technique-focused lessons with discussions 

on particular artists and artistic movements, encouraging conceptual freedom. She ended her 

comments by stating that she wanted to pair technique with “something more.” 

For Becky, “something more” was put into action with her first LPA submission during 

meeting 3. In her revised lesson on watercolor painting with yupo paper, Becky placed great 

focus on helping students embrace the unpredictable, flowing process of the medium (see Figure 

4.28 for Becky’s example artwork). “I wanted to try something that was process-focused, rather  
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Figure 4.28. Becky’s Example Yupo Paper Watercolor Submitted with LPA1. 

than product-focused. My mentor teacher was afraid they [the students] wouldn’t be confident if 

they couldn’t get a good end result, and I was, too.” It took courage to step outside of the 

boundaries set by the mentor teacher. Becky was the only participant to take inspiration from the 

original lesson plan and change it to suit the specific needs of her students. Not only did her 

revised lesson focus on working intuitively with yupo paper, she also offered students cross-

disciplinary conceptual freedom, as she asked them to pair up, interview their partner, and then 

select for their partner a song that they feel represents them in some way. While listening to the 

music, students generated the concept of their painting and began working. Neither the 

combination of music and art, nor art and working intuitively were included in the original 

lesson. These additions, according to Becky, were manifestations of her desire to embrace 

Gude’s notion of allowing students to implement contemporary art methods and have greater 
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conceptual freedom (for Becky’s original and revised lesson plan from the LPA1, please see 

Appendix P). 

 Becky had the opportunity to teach this lesson at her placement site, which became an 

activating event of its own. She explained,  

seeing how the students really were like scared of yupo paper made an impact. I had to 

help them get to the point where they were okay with the medium, not knowing exactly 

where it’d go. No control. Or, like, little control...a student who is really a perfectionist 

actually thanked me for helping loosen up her artwork.  

As an instructor and researcher, I was excited to witness Becky’s courage in stepping outside of 

her mentor teachers’ style of instruction. This excitement was echoed in my reflective researcher 

notes as I recalled, “Becky is such a self-conscious teacher, as so many novice teachers are, but I 

hope the feedback she received from her students gives her more faith in herself and in her 

newfound style of instruction” (fieldnote, 10/7/21). Indeed, the feedback Becky received from 

her students helped solidify her resolve to keep creating lessons that were artist-informed and 

process-focused, a resolve that continued into her responses to the LPA2. 

 Becky chose to focus on the theme of identity for the LPA2, as she voiced that she was 

not able to adequately explore this topic in lessons created for previous university coursework. 

She found a lesson from dickblick.com that she felt thoroughly addressed the theme of identity, 

but critiqued it for not including a reference artist. Therefore, when redesigning the lesson, she 

made sure that the artist discussed in connection to the project directly related not only to the 

topic of identity, but also to the medium and concept students would be exploring (for Becky’s 

original and revised lesson plan from the LPA2, please see Appendix Q). The objective of the 

revised lesson was as follows: “Students will practice the skill of drawing from life and explore 
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Figure 4.29. Becky’s Example Symbolic Still Life Submitted with LPA2. 

the use of symbolism to represent their personal identity. Students will study artist examples of 

symbolic portraits.” She further specified how the theme of identity would guide the projects’ 

objective by stating, “students will deeply consider their own personal identity by carefully 

selecting objects for their still life illustration, and then develop a deeper understanding of 

composition by setting up their objects to draw from life” (see Figure 4.29 for Becky’s example 

artwork).  

While subtle, the transformation of Becky’s approach to lesson planning was significant 

as previously, she had rarely considered artist examples when crafting her technique-driven 

lessons. Furthermore, in our group discussion, she realized that she did not want to include one 

artist, but many, so that students could be exposed to and inspired by a wide range of approaches 

to creating symbolic still lifes. When asked why she made the decision to include more artist 
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examples in her lessons, she responded, “I think just reading about exposing student to artistic 

practice, wanting to help them make connections.”  

As she moved into the LPA3, Becky was the only participant who built upon the lesson 

topic written for LPA2, creating a scaffolded unit (for Becky’s original and revised lesson plan 

from the LPA3, please see Appendix R). She took inspiration from her previous lesson dealing 

with symbolism and identity and connected it with her chosen theme of social and emotional 

learning (SEL), asking students to create a portrait drawing of how they want the world to see 

them (see Figure 4.30 for Becky’s example artwork). According to Becky’s project description, 

students “will either portray the most ideal version of themselves or the most true version of 

themselves, or both. Students will use the skills of symbolism, metaphor, and conceptual 

thinking to create these idealized self-portraits.”  

The theme of an “idealized self-portrait” related to the SEL topic of self-esteem and self-

image. Becky went onto explain the vital component of a class gallery walk, stating that once the 

idealized self-portraits were completed, students would give anonymous compliments to each 

other on sticky notes. Leaving written compliments would convey the power of positive 

affirmations.  Becky further noted that, in this process, students may learn “that the ideal version 

of themselves is how others see them already.” Towards this aim, students would also analyze an 

artwork by Molly Crabapple to further understand the power of words in contemporary culture. 

Up until this point in the semester, Becky admitted to thinking about lessons in a segmented 

manner, not as a unified whole in order to craft a cohesive curriculum. In rethinking this 

perspective, she was able to transform her approach to lesson planning and gain experience in 

crafting lessons that not only focus on process, concept, technique, and SEL themes, but that 

cohesively work as a unit while also exposing students to discussions on contemporary artists.  
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Figure 4.30. Becky’s Example Self-Portrait Submitted with LPA3. 

How Becky’s Semester Resolved. While Becky maintained a focus on technique-driven 

lessons throughout the semester, she transformed her curricular goals to include conceptual 

freedom, emphasis on process, and inclusion of contemporary artists and methods. In her final 

interview, Becky credited class discussions on the “traits of effective lesson plans” and the 

content collaboratively designed for “The Art of Lesson Planning” app as being immensely 

transformational in the way she conceptualized lesson planning. She stated, “the app helped me 

in moving forward, like feeling like I had more of a goal in mind when I was writing lesson 

plans...like a quick way to look over something.” Furthermore, because she felt that the various 

versions of the LPA gave her a critical framework from which to assess online resources, Becky 
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stated that, by the end of the semester, she was actually using social media and online resources 

more when looking for curricular inspiration.  

 

Table 3. Becky’s Journey through Cranton’s (2002) Facets of Transformation. 

When considering Becky’s progression through the lens of Cranton’s facets of 

transformative learning (2002), her proclivity towards self-reflection and consistent ability to 

amend and improve her lessons is made visible. As noted in Table 3, Becky articulated the 

fewest number of uncritically assessed assumptions throughout the semester, while also 

revealing the greatest instances of critical self-reflection, helping others come to consensus via 

dialogue, and revisiting assumptions and perspectives to make them more open and better 

justified. What do these numbers communicate? First, her lack of uncritically assessed 

assumptions means that Becky is an individual who carefully considers the viewpoints she holds. 

Second, she is open and vocal about sharing moments of critical self-reflection. Third, she both 

seeks the opinions of her peers as she works through issues, along with offering her voice to help 

others troubleshoot their curricular ideas. Fourth, over the course of the semester, Becky worked 

to more fully articulate her actions as an educator and amend her lessons to reflect her 

transformation of perspective. In short, these numbers communicate an immense openness to 
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moments of transformative learning, which cannot be solely elicited by a researcher, but must be 

wholeheartedly undertaken by the participant.  

Cathy: The Story of a 180° Transformation 

Introducing Cathy. Introducing herself as an artist in her 20s who predominately 

worked in textiles and graphic design, Cathy immediately emerged as the group member with the 

most experience using social media and other online resources as platforms from which to design 

lesson plans. In our first discussion, she was the first to reference Cassie Stephens’ influence on 

Instagram. When probed to explain the lure of Stephens, Cathy repeatedly used adjectives like 

“cute” and “cool” to describe the lessons that particularly caught her attention. The prominence 

of art teachers like Stephens was solidified further for Cathy, as curricular resources written by 

Stephens for art teachers- Art Teacherin’ 101 (2021), Stitch and String Lab for Kids (2019), and 

Clay Lab for Kids (2017)- were among the resources used by her mentor teacher at her 

elementary school placement site (see Figure 4.31 for a screenshot of Art Teacherin’ 101). Along 

with Stephens, Cathy mentioned Deep Space Sparkle (deepspacesparkle.com, 2021), an art 

education company offering free art lessons, tutorials, and available-for-pay art curriculums, 

trainings, and organizational tools (Start here, n.d.). Cathy’s mentor teacher used Deep Space 

Sparkle (for a screenshot of the homepage, see Figure 4.32) to plan the semester’s curricula for 

grades K-5, the theme of which was “art around the world.”  

At the beginning of the semester, Cathy shared her experiences selecting lesson plans 

from this platform as largely positive, explaining how the site offers worksheets, PowerPoint 

presentations, materials lists, etc. When asked how the content on Deep Space Sparkle compares 

to the content promoted in her undergraduate classes, she admitted that her previous coursework 
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Figure 4.31. Art Teacherin’ 101 by Cassie Stephens. 

emphasized bigger topics like multiculturalism, diversity, and social justice, but that, in practice, 

“I don’t use anything from the university.” She felt that the topics emphasized at the university 

were important, but, like Annie, she brushed them off as being inappropriate for elementary-aged 

students. She stated that it was easier, when teaching a topic like “art around the world,” to keep 

instruction neutral. When describing her mentor teacher’s “art around the world” theme, she 

explained an upcoming lesson plan on Hawaii, stating “so, it’s like, we’re going to Hawaii! 

Hawaii has volcanoes! We’re gonna draw a volcano! Like, that sort of thing. I have no idea how 

to like, connect to broader ideas, so it’s just like, hard for me.” In this statement, Cathy’s desire 

for more meaningful content was palpable, but her fear of not understanding how to craft more 

meaningful curricula was fueling a complacency with using pre-made online lessons.  
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Figure 4.32. Deep Space Sparkle Homepage. 

As revealed in my reflective researcher notes, I was concerned by Cathy’s complacent 

use of Deep Space Sparkle. Regarding this website, I wrote that  

every project is step-by-step and students all end up with similar, cutesy, visually 

pleasing, make-the-parents-at-the-art-show-say-awwwww! products. I suppose bad 

lessons have always existed. I mean, Efland was writing about School Art in the 1970s. 

But still, I wonder how much more prolific this problem may be now that the echo-

chamber of social media exists. It’s so hard to just listen to the group talk about these 

sources and not yell out, ‘please stop using those sites!!!’ (fieldnotes, 9/2/21) 

It was difficult to judge whether I had a justified bias against these sources and even more 

difficult to keep serving as a listening ear at the outset of the semester, rather than a guide 

towards a different way of conceptualizing art curriculum. 
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Cathy’s Progression through the Semester. Over the course of the semester, Cathy 

demonstrated the most dramatic transformation from verbalizing uncritically assessed 

assumptions, to revisiting these assumptions, and finally revising her perspectives (Cranton, 

2002). She came to the second seminar meeting having digested and internalized the Efland 

(1976) and Gude (2013) readings, which served as activating events for Cathy, as her perspective 

on product-centered lessons began to shift as a result of contemplating the set-backs of the 

School Art style. She recognized that her mentor teacher tended to favor product-centered, 

visually similar lessons; therefore, when she completed the LPA1, she wanted to loosen the 

lesson plan to allow for more conceptual freedom. While wanting to embrace more opportunities 

for student choice and freedom, she admitted to feeling nervous about doing so, especially with 

younger students in kindergarten. With these students, she stated, “it seems like some kids are 

just, and it might be because they have been told what to do in her class before, but it’s like they 

have no confidence in themselves to just try to draw themselves." This realization led Cathy to 

admit that she did not know how to teach younger students without showing them step-by-step. 

For the LPA1, Cathy searched Pinterest for “elementary school painting art lessons,” 

which yielded a lesson plan on painting a symmetrical owl. In her own words, “I selected this 

lesson because I thought the symmetrical aspect was really interesting and also something that 

would be beneficial for students to learn.” Wanting to act upon her earlier critique of “cookie-

cutter” lessons, Cathy amended the lesson in her revised plan to allow students to go to the 

library, find examples of plants and animals in nature that exemplify symmetry, and then make 

paintings based on what they researched (see Figure 4.33 for Cathy’s example artworks). While 

her revised lesson did offer more conceptual freedom, it was still very much tied to many of the 
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Figure 4.33. Cathy’s Example Symmetry Paintings Submitted with LPA1. 

characteristics of the School Art style (for Cathy’s original and revised lesson plan from the 

LPA1, please see Appendix S). Furthermore, the topic of the lesson remained in “neutral” 

territory, highlighting Cathy’s persistent hesitancy to create a lesson with more conceptual 

weight. Her hesitancy began to transform as a result of group dialogue. During meeting 3, as the 

group generated a list of topics that should be included in art education, as well as the list of 

traits within an effective lesson plan, Cathy gained the courage to approach the LPA2 with the 

goal of tackling a topic that she felt was being misrepresented at her placement site: multicultural 

art education.  

 Upon reflection during meeting 4, Cathy cited group discussions as powerful activating 

events (Cranton, 2002). While she liked identifying traits of School Art and New School Art as 

found in her chosen lesson during the LPA1, she stated that “talking about what makes an 

effective lesson plan helped a lot in writing the second lesson plan.” For the LPA2, Cathy 

searched Pinterest for “multicultural art lessons” and found a lesson on Oaxacan metal 

embossing (for Cathy’s original and revised lesson plan from the LPA2, please see Appendix T). 

Cathy’s revised lesson addressed areas concern that will be more fully revealed below, but as 
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group discussion unfolded and she shared her amendments to the original lesson, Cathy exhibited 

perspective transformations in real time, as she was speaking.  

 Cathy began by telling the group that she decided to focus on finding and developing a 

multicultural art lesson plan because her school has an immersion program where students are 

taught in both English and Spanish. She searched “multicultural art lesson” on Pinterest and 

found a lesson on Oaxacan alebrijes, which are small wooden or clay sculptures, and metal 

embossing. The lesson came from The Art of Education blog, which serves as a hugely popular 

resource for art educators across social media sites, as well as a platform from which art 

educators can engage in continuing education courses and even obtain a master’s degree from 

The Art of Education University (Team and culture, 2022). Cathy admitted to liking the lesson 

and not finding it problematic, outside of the fact that metal embossing had nothing to do with 

the medium used to create alebrije sculptures. Her recognition that the medium was inconsistent 

with the artistic inspiration of the project signaled a transformative moment. Earlier in the year, 

she taught a lesson that introduced students to Moroccan ceramic tiles, but then asked students to 

create block prints. Upon reading the article from Gude (2013), Cathy focused on the idea that 

content, materials, and technique should be methodologically aligned. Transforming her found 

lesson plan to embody alignment between materials, concept, and technique was, therefore, very 

significant to Cathy’s development as an art educator.   

As Cathy described her revised lesson plan, she admitted that the original lesson and her 

revised lesson needed to include more details about the origin and use of alebrijes. She then 

shared that she changed the medium of the project to clay, in order to be more aligned with the 

actual wood and clay roots of the Oaxacan sculptures (see Figure 4.34 for Cathy’s example 

artwork). Then, a particularly strong moment of transformation took place. After a group 
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member asked Cathy to explain the purpose of the sculptures, she stated, “in the folklore 

tradition there are these spirit animals that guide a soul to the afterlife.” She continued, “so it’s 

like getting students to pick what animal represents them, what they feel would lead them. Like 

I’m quick, but also small and fit into small spaces, and am gentle, so I picked a spirit animal 

bunny.” As she explained her lesson plan, which was already complete, submitted, and  

 

 

Figure 4.34. Cathy’s Example Oaxacan Sculpture Submitted with LPA2. 

included an example artwork bunny that she made, she became more self-conscious about 

whether or not the lesson typified cultural appropriation. She became hyper aware of saying 

“spirit animal” and then paused. After this pause, she finally confessed,  
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I don’t know what phrase I should use. Or how I should talk about this multicultural 

lesson, like I can’t say ‘spirit animal’ and I can’t say we’re making these clay animals to 

represent who will lead us to the afterlife. What do I do? 

 The ensuing discussion among the participants included varying suggestions for Cathy, 

including the need to avoid making facsimiles of culturally and spiritually significant items, 

perpetuating cultural stereotypes, essentializing cultures down to their geography, and engaging 

in cultural appropriation. Both Becky and Danielle were particularly vocal in this discussion; 

however, both participants voiced their thoughts in response to Cathy’s questions, exhibited 

openness and calmness, shared similar fears and experiences when seeking to avoid missteps, all 

of which led to a supportive environment that enabled Cathy to revise her lesson plan according 

to the comments suggested. Importantly, the group did not isolate Cathy for voicing problematic 

lesson content; rather, she was supported through collaborative dialogue to find solutions to her 

curricular problems.  

 In reflecting on if/how activating events such as the LPA and group discussions impacted 

the way in which she thought about and created curriculum, Cathy wrote that “discussing and 

sharing ideas during the seminars have helped in creating curriculum. Getting feedback and 

hearing how things have worked in other’s classroom is helpful.” She also wrote that the process 

of completing the LPA’s had enabled her to learn that “while the internet has good concepts and 

ideas, you need to tailor the lessons to your students.” The process of participating in seminar 

meetings and completing the LPA’s had an empowering effect on Cathy who, for the LPA3, 

chose to focus on the topic of identity “because this is a topic I’ve struggled with in the past, so I 

wanted to challenge myself.”  
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 Veering away from Pinterest for the first time, Cathy used Google for the LPA3, 

searching the phrase “identity art lessons elementary.” This led her to learningforjustice.org 

(About Learning for Justice, n.d.), a website supporting the goals of the Southern Poverty Law 

Center, by offering classroom resources (including lesson plans) and professional development 

opportunities for educators, caregivers, and community members. The website offered a lesson 

on symbolic self-portraits. While Cathy felt that the original lesson plan adequately addressed the 

theme of identity, she recognized that creating self-portraits might be an overtly obvious way of 

dealing with the topic (for Cathy’s original and revised lesson plan from the LPA3, please see 

Appendix U). Therefore, she wanted to add in another layer of complexity that embraced her 

newfound understanding of incorporating multiculturalism into her lessons. In her revised lesson 

plan, she began the lesson for first-grade students by reading “What’s My Superpower?” a book 

by Canadian Inuit author Aviaq Johnston that tells the story of a child living in a contemporary 

Inuit community searching for their special superpower. Then, Cathy’s revised lesson asked 

students to create self-portraits embodying their superpowers (see Figure 4.35 for Cathy’s 

example artwork).  

 
Figure 4.35. Cathy’s Example Superpower Self-Portrait Submitted with LPA3. 



  196 

 As she shared her lesson with the group, Cathy noted the difficulty she had in finding 

lessons dealing with identity and multiculturalism on social media (specifically, Pinterest and 

Deep Space Sparkle) that adhered to the “traits of effective lesson plans.” She explained, “it’s 

actually amazing to see, like even in lessons you pay for, like how much cultural appropriation is 

happening in those. So, so, so much needed to be changed in some lessons, just like thrown out.”  

At the outset of the semester, Cathy was selecting projects and teaching them from Deep Space 

Sparkle. By the end of the seminar meetings, she demonstrated confidence in her own critical 

reasoning to say “throw them out!” In reflecting on Cathy’s journey, I wrote that “I couldn’t 

have predicted such a well-articulated transformation at the outset of this research” (fieldnotes, 

11/11/21).  

How Cathy’s Semester Resolved.  The most powerful aspect about Cathy’s perspective 

transformations was that there was little need for me to analyze and interpret when, where, and 

how her transformations occurred. Rather, she let the group know. In reflecting on the totality of 

her semester, Cathy stated that in the beginning she was hyper-focus on the end-product of art 

making, as this was often the focus of the Deep Space Sparkle lessons. In looking back on these 

lessons, she noted that when her projects were product-centered, her students were not as 

focused, engaged, and openly creative as when she offered projects that embraced conceptual 

freedom. She said that this observation was pivotal, as it signaled her realization that she must 

revise lessons to fit the needs of her students. She continued, “I thought I couldn’t grade it if it 

didn’t look like mine, but now I grade on concept, craftsmanship, effort, that stuff.” 

Her personal transformative journey, which included moving from routinely voicing 

uncritically assessed assumptions about the practice of art education to revising her perspectives 

on how to critically use online resources, is made visible in Table 4. Cathy’s progression through 
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Cranton’s (2002) facets of transformative learning was very similar to Becky’s, as both 

participants moved away from uncritically assessed assumptions as the semester continued, 

experienced increased moments of critical self-reflection at the mid-point of the semester, and by 

the end, not only revised their previously held assumptions to make them more open and better 

justified, but also acted on their revised perspectives. Acting on these revised perspectives 

included behaving, talking, and thinking in a way that was congruent with their transformed 

perspectives. These actions were seen not only in the LPA3 responses, but made especially 

apparent in group discussions.  

 

Table 4. Cathy’s Journey through Cranton’s (2002) Facets of Transformation. 

Perhaps most importantly, Cathy’s contributions to the group discussions enabled all 

participants to benefit from the debate, struggle, and eventual understanding and consensus that 

was brought about through her honest questions about multiculturalism, the place of social 

justice topics in elementary settings, and trying to authentically explore topics of identity. 

Cathy’s words summarize the importance of group dialogue sessions as vital activating events: 

“the discussions were definitely an important part of that process of kind of realizing what’s 

problematic and what needs changing.” This comment comes from the very same participant 

who, during our first meeting, chose lessons based on their level of “cuteness” and “coolness.” 
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As an art educator, it’s hard to imagine a more dramatic transformation over the course of four 

short months. 

Danielle: A Story of Late Blooming Transformation 

Introducing Danielle. From our first meeting until the mid-way through the semester, 

Danielle, a gamer and digital illustrator in her 20s student teaching at a local high school, 

remained relatively quiet during group discussions. Much more than the other participants, she 

had firm views on the purpose of art education, the place of social media and online resources in 

her lesson planning, and her approach to teaching. At the outset of research, she was the most 

vocally against using online resources to find lesson plans, as she viewed looking at and 

subsequently using the work of other art teachers to be plagiarism.  

From her initial comments, it would seem that Danielle would avoid all online influences 

when crafting curriculum. However, Danielle distinguished between seeking out online resources 

from art educators and seeking out inspiration from artists posting to social media. Danielle 

followed many artists online and often tried to “reverse engineer” their “cool projects” in order 

to bring relevant artistic practices into the classroom. “It’s not so much that I’m taking lesson 

plans from other people, but I’m basing my lesson plan on what I see other artists doing.” 

Problematically, the technique-driven “workshop” and “skill builder” lessons she produced 

neither introduced students to the work of the artist, nor gave credit to the artist as the projects’ 

inspiration. Rather, she viewed her process of reverse engineering artworks seen online into 

lessons as unique to her creative vision as an educator; therefore, she perceived no need to cite 

sources.  

Danielle’s transformative journey was the outlier of the group, as she took longer to 

actively engage in group discussions and the LPA’s. Furthermore, as will be illustrated in the 
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following section, many of Danielle’s early comments during group discussions were focused on 

external problems she perceived- problems with online resources, problems with including 

artists in lesson plans, problems with previous university coursework, problems other 

participants were voicing- rather than internal problems with working through hiccups in the 

lesson planning process that required her to engage in critical self-reflection. However, by the 

end of the semester, she demonstrated subtle, yet meaningful perspective changes.  

Danielle’s Progression through the Semester. For her first LPA submission, Danielle 

searched Google using the criteria “high school art lesson plan teaching critique.” She found an 

incredibly thorough lesson from an art teacher based in Texas for her Advanced Art class on the 

value and purpose of critique (for Danielle’s original and revised lesson plan from the LPA1, 

please see Appendix V). When reflecting upon the usefulness of the lesson and whether or not 

she felt it needed to be amended, Danielle wrote that she would change “most everything” about 

the lesson. When asked if the LPA impacted the way in which she perceived the use of online 

resources she stated, “no, I had the same issues that I always had...I just ended up going with my 

own idea.” This response was fair, as the concepts of School Art and New School Art, which 

were heavily emphasized in the LPA1, did not directly apply to a discussion-based lesson on 

critique. 

In her revised lesson, her explanation of critique was limited to asking students to voice 

their likes and dislikes of particular works from art history. Unfortunately, in rejecting the lesson 

of a fellow art teacher, Danielle uncritically emphasized critique as process of individual value-

judgement and removed essential aspects of the critique process including description, analysis, 

and interpretation. When asked why she made the decision to severely edit the original lesson to 

remove these concepts, she stated that she believed students would naturally be led to discuss 
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those topics on their own. What resulted was a lesson plan that directly copied many aspects of 

the original lesson, while removing central components of the critique process. 

During meeting 3, Danielle became more vocal, sharing her concerns with crafting lesson 

plans according to a big idea, essential question, and/or enduring idea, which were curricular 

strategies advocated in previous coursework, stemming from an approach to art education 

curriculum explained by Stewart and Walker (2005) and Wiggins and McTighe (2005). In 

solidifying her argument as to why she teaches what feels is right for her and her students, not 

according to a larger concept or idea, Danielle revealed another uncritically assessed assumption. 

She stated, “yeah, I never really understood what ‘big idea’ meant. It just felt like a checkmark, 

like a thing I had to do to submit a lesson plan, and then I neeeveerrr used it... I did not like 

essential questions!” She went on to dismiss establishing a larger idea or theme, stating, “how 

am I actually going to get to the important stuff, the stuff I’m actually going to teach in class if 

I’m busy writing a big idea, an essential question, a goal, an objective, my standards, all of these 

things!?”  

As the discussion continued and the group began to consider topics that should be 

included in art education curricula, Danielle was surprisingly opinionated, passionately sharing 

how social justice-related topics are fundamental to creating and understanding art. This signaled 

an openness to reconsider topics that she had previously dismissed: the big idea, the essential 

question, and the enduring idea. I reflected upon this unpredictable openness in my researcher 

notes, stating, “Danielle brushed off having a big idea or theme drive her curriculum...yet she’s 

passionate about social justice. She needs help seeing that the topics she’s passionate about are 

the very content that make up ‘big ideas’” (fieldnotes, 10/7/21). 
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Her passion for the topic of social justice was acted upon for the LPA2. Using Google to 

search “social activism and art lesson plans,” Danielle found the blog of Miranda Marcotte 

(2015), a Canadian artist and educator, which included example lesson plans (for Danielle’s 

original and revised lesson plan from the LPA2, please see Appendix W). Danielle stated that the 

lesson “excels in addressing social justice in art and how art is used as a form of social justice. It 

touches on high and low art, artist intention, critical thinking, medium to message, collaboration, 

and temporary art.” Danielle found tremendous inspiration and guidance from the lesson, using it 

as a springboard from which she wrote a lesson on social justice, street art, and stencil-making. 

In the revised lesson, Danielle eliminated many of the discussion prompts from the original 

lesson. She felt that creating a structure for how to address topics of social justice was 

unnecessary and lacked the importance of making art. Additionally, while Marcotte’s original 

lesson asked students to choose a social justice theme for themselves, Danielle’s revised lesson 

plan stipulated the social justice issue about which students should create spray-paint stencils.  

During the group discussion, Danielle was asked to explain her decision to choose the 

social justice topic for her students. She responded, “I’m in favor of bringing a topic to the 

attention of students and making art just on that topic, like bathroom legislation or LGBT+ issues 

and making our art about those issues.” When asked how she would handle any push back from 

students when addressing these topics, she stated,  

I guess it would only work with a group of students you really know. Like my high 

school students are really socially aware and talk about social justice issues all the time, 

so I feel I could bring an issue like that to them and they’d make some really incredible 

art and have a really productive conversation. Maybe if I didn’t know the group, like if 

they were freshmen and didn’t know each other, I would let them pick their own general 
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social justice topic to be the theme of their art, but that’s unnecessary in a class that you 

really know. 

These comments fueled a productive discussion among the participants, with Danielle holding to 

the idea that she knows her students and their receptiveness to particular topics. Her insistence 

eventually led Becky to share a personal story about being singled out in a class because of a 

teacher’s false assumption that her students were ideologically aligned. After sharing her story, 

Becky pleaded, “I just really feel like students must be allowed to research social justice topics 

that they personally identify with, not one that a teacher wants to put on her students.” She 

continued, “creating a respectful environment to discuss those topics and student experiences has 

to be included [in the lesson] and prioritized.”  

The group then agreed to add traits of effective lessons that specifically pertained to 

social justice topics, with Danielle remarking, “research and understanding have to come before 

the artmaking.” Danielle was so affected by Becky’s comment that she voluntarily revised and 

resubmitted her LPA2 lesson plan (this was not a course requirement), which included strategies 

on how to engage students in respectful discourse and allowed students to research and select 

their own social justice topic (see Figure 4.36 for Danielle’s example artwork).  
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Figure 4.36. Danielle’s Example Social Justice Stencil Submitted with Revised LPA2. 

In her responses to the LPA3, Danielle remained committed to social justice issues, but 

this time, she conceptualized the topic through the lens of identity, asking students to create 

symbols explaining the various facets of their personalities, backgrounds, interests, causes, etc. 

(see Figure 4.37 for Danielle’s example artwork). Acting upon the perspective transformations 

that occurred during the previous group discussion, Danielle’s revised lesson allowed for both 

conceptual and technical freedom, inviting students to take ownership over both materials used 

and content explored (for Danielle’s original and revised lesson plan from the LPA3, please see 

Appendix X). She explained that the lesson created for the LPA3 was guided by the content the 

group collectively designed for the app.  “The ‘traits of effective lesson plans’ that we made up 
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definitely impact the way I write my lesson plans now. Like they’re there, in my head, kind of 

nagging me if something is missing.”  

 

Figure 4.37. Danielle’s Example Identity Symbol Booklet Submitted with LPA3. 

How Danielle’s Semester Resolved. Unlike Annie, Becky, and Cathy, Danielle’s 

perspective transformations largely occurred between seminar meetings. During the first 

meetings, Danielle would confidently state her beliefs and actions regarding lesson planning. 

When these beliefs were challenged during group discussions, she usually would remain quiet, 

soaking in the ideas and experiences of her peers. Then, almost unexpectedly, during the later 

meetings and the subsequent rounds of the LPA, she would produce work and offer comments 

that signaled a transformed perspective. For example, during our discussion on the first LPA, she 

rejected the idea of allowing a big idea or essential question drive a lesson. However, for the 

LPA2, she voiced that including social justice themes as “big ideas” in art curriculum is vital to 
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the field of art education. Her path to transformation illustrates that participants do not always 

amend uncritically assessed assumptions in real time; rather, extended time is often needed to 

digest new information, be open to new ideas, engage in critical self-reflection, and revise 

perspectives accordingly. For Danielle, the time between seminar meetings was crucial, as it was 

in the space between our dialogue sessions that she was able to adopt and act upon a new point 

of view.  

As seen in Table 5, her perspective transformations were made especially known during 

her final interview, where she had the space and time to explain how she grew throughout the 

semester. First, Danielle recognized how she transformed her approach from seeing online 

resources from art educators as something to be avoided, to feeling confident in her  

 

Table 5. Danielle’s Journey through Cranton’s (2002) Facets of Transformation. 

ability to critique and learn from other sources. Reflecting on if the process of finding, critiquing, 

and revising lesson plans changed the way the thought about and created curriculum during her 

final interview, she said, “I’ve made some changes, like I never looked at the internet like ever. 

And now I definitely use it. It’s less me just being afraid of plagiarism and staying in my own 

little lesson planning bubble.” Then, Danielle provided commentary regarding the usefulness of 
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the LPA’s. She shared that the first LPA was too academic and, therefore, unusable for her 

needs. However, once the LPA was conceptualized as an app, she stated, “that helped me. That 

was easy to use. I know how to find lessons online, critique them, and combine them with my 

own ideas. There’s freedom in that...I really changed how much thought I was putting into my 

lesson plans.” 

Second, she recognized her transformed perspective of introducing social justice issues in 

the classroom in a non-forceful manner, so that she can “create a structure for how those 

discussions are going to go with students and making sure that, you know, certain issues are 

navigated in a way that supports all students.” Lastly, she identified her resistance to including 

artists in her lesson plans as being problematic, stating that, “in the future, I need to have a 

sprinkling of historical and contemporary artists in my lessons, not having units or lessons based 

on one artist or anything, but upping my students’ exposure to new artists and talking about 

them.” Danielle’s transformative journey was significantly impacted by the space between 

meetings, the words of her colleagues, and, like the other participants, a willingness to self-

reflect.  

Chapter Summary 

Chapter four presented narrative retellings of the findings of this study. These findings 

pertained to how each participant reflected upon and transformed their approach to lesson 

planning as a result of engaging with the LPA’s, how the process of finding, analyzing, and 

redesigning lesson plans found online transformed the participants’ approach to designing 

curriculum, and how the participants shifted into the role of co-inquirer to transform the original 

intervention. Part I of this chapter illustrated the transformation of the LPA, made possible by the 

co-inquirers, while Part II narratively detailed the individual transformative journeys of Annie, 
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Becky, Cathy, and Danielle. The individual narratives for each participant showcased the highly 

individualized nature of transformation, as each participant was exposed to the same activating 

events, yet each one internalized these events and moved through Cranton’s (2002) facets of 

transformative learning in a unique manner. In the following chapter, I will engage in a 

discussion of these findings, connecting understandings gleaned from this research to the 

literature presented in chapter two.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 

 This research sought to more fully understand the ways in which four preservice art 

teachers employed social media and online-based resources for lesson planning during a seminar 

course on student teaching. Additionally, it aimed to better understand how this group critically 

assessed and transformed lesson plans found via their preferred online platforms after engaging 

with an intervention, as well as their transformation of the intervention itself. Perhaps most 

importantly, this research also illuminated the perspective transformations of the participants 

regarding their use of online resources for lesson planning. Through fusing design-based 

research and co-operative inquiry, I interpreted moments of perspective transformation as they 

manifested within the lives of the four participants, along with their transformation of the 

original intervention. As the instructor of the seminar course, I designed and implemented a 

curriculum that placed heavy emphasis on lesson planning and curriculum development, while 

still remaining open and flexible to the expressed needs of the participants as the semester 

unfolded. The following questions guided this research study and, therefore, the design of the 

seminar course: 

1) How do preservice art teachers employ social media and online platforms as resources 

in their lesson plans at the outset of student teaching? 

2) After engaging with an intervention on critically assessing online-based lesson plans, 

how do preservice art teachers reflect upon and/or transform their own lesson plans? In 

this process, how do participants transform the original intervention?  

3) How does the process of finding, analyzing, and redesigning lesson plans found online 

and via social media transform the participants’ approach to designing curriculum? 
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Discussion Roadmap 

In chapter four, I shared research findings through constructed narratives that focused on 

the stories of Annie, Becky, Cathy, Danielle, as well as the LPA. Each narrative shed light on the 

individualized ways in which the research questions were addressed among the participants. In 

this chapter, the findings are arranged in relation to and order of the three research questions 

listed above. However, for the sake of avoiding repetition, I will not address the questions 

according to each participant, as was done in chapter four. Rather, I will use each research 

question as an organizational framework from which to discuss and analyze broader themes 

which emerged from the research in relation to the initial questions. In illustrating broader 

themes, the discussion will further analyze the data and link findings to the literature presented in 

chapter two. After addressing each of the three research questions, I will end the chapter with a 

discussion of a prototheory surrounding the importance of discourse-based lesson planning 

strategies. 

Research Question One 

How do preservice art teachers employ social media and online platforms as resources in their 

lesson plans at the outset of student teaching? 

At the beginning of the semester, all four participants admitted to using social media and 

other online resources when planning lessons. This mirrored the trend articulated by Acuff 

(2014) in her research on preservice teachers’ use of online resources to craft curricular content, 

in which she found that 100% of preservice art teachers used online resources for lesson 

planning ideas. These findings also reflect preservice, novice, and veteran art teachers’ responses 

to a National Art Education Association survey, revealing the predominance of online resources 

in curriculum development (Buffington & Sutters, 2017).  
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To varying degrees, each participant felt confident in the way she assembled and utilized 

online resources in order to inform her teaching practice. Participants looked to justify their 

approach to using social media and online resources to guide curriculum development in a 

variety of ways- “this is the way a mentor teacher does it,” “these online lessons are from a 

veteran art teacher,” “I reverse-engineer projects from artists to ensure originality,” “the things I 

find online are credible.” The propensity to rationalize one’s perspective, including one’s use of 

online resources and social media, is natural (Mezirow, 1991). However, when one’s 

perspectives are the result of uncritically assessed assumptions, the perspectives are examples of 

distortions. In the tradition of transformative learning theory, distortion refers to the process by 

which individuals “focus, direct, and organize sensory and conceptual information” (Roth, 1990, 

p. 117). As information is managed, distortions of perspectives strengthen the foundation of 

one’s current beliefs and practices. The more this is done, both in thought and in practice, the 

more a habit becomes engrained. This proclivity is also discussed in social psychology research 

on the brain and social media (Prado, 2017). From the participants’ first comments, it was 

evident that looking online either for inspiration or for full-blown lesson plans was habitual, as 

participants enthusiastically shared influencers, websites, blogs, and artists while neglecting to 

mention any perceived pitfalls of using such resources.  

Habits, which also include “habits of mind,” were defined in chapter two as “a set of 

assumptions- broad, generalized, orienting predispositions that act as a filter for interpreting the 

meaning of experience” (Baumgartner, 2012, p. 109). All experiences are filtered through habits 

of mind and include uncritically examined ways of knowing, behaving, feeling, and acting. 

Habits of mind can include “distortions, prejudices, stereotypes, and simply unquestioned or 

unexamined beliefs” (Cranton, 2016a, p. 18). The unquestioned and unexamined belief that the 
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purpose of art education should be to teach “traditional discourses” (Thomas, 2020) was 

prevalent among all participants and mirrored in the online resources they used to gather 

curricular inspirations.  

The prevalence of traditional discourses. Brookfield (1990), informed by a cultural 

studies lens, contended that media carries with it the power to perpetuate epistemic distortions- 

misconceptions concerning the nature and use of knowledge. Epistemic distortions are common 

(Brookfield, 1990; Cranton, 2002, 2016; Roth, 1990) and neither signify a lack of intelligence 

nor purposeful malice; rather, they are a result of one’s desire for self-preservation. This 

phenomenon was observed in the ways that Annie, Becky, Cathy, and Danielle first articulated 

their relationship to social media and online resources, as all four participants used social media 

and online resources to create lesson plans that were aligned with traditional discourses in art 

education (Thomas, 2020).  

Traditional discourses refer to curricular content that focuses on skills-based instruction, 

creative self-expression, and discipline-based practices (Thomas, 2020). Such a view of art 

education is very much aligned with the School Art style (Efland, 1976) and is not representative 

of expansive discourses, which include critical topics such as multiculturalism, social justice, 

community practice, and social change (Thomas, 2020). Traditional discourses are not only 

articulated in the writings of Thomas, but were also brought to light as one of the problems 

inherent with lesson plans found via general Google searches (Acuff, 2014; Chin, 2011) and 

social media platforms such as Pinterest (Buffington & Bryant, 2019). Furthermore, a preference 

for traditional discourses in art education reifies the divide between undergraduate programs, 

which advocate that art teachers act as “change-makers” (Hanawalt, 2018), and the propensity 

towards favoring neutral art curricula within K-12 classrooms (Bain et al., 2010; Cera, 2013; 
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Stuhr, 2003). While the participants were initially aligned in their perspective that art education 

should primarily be informed by traditional discourses, the types of social media platforms and 

other online resources initially used to find lesson planning ideas, as well as the ways in which 

these resources were used, were divided between elementary and secondary preservice art 

teachers. Below, a discussion of findings related to question one will be divided into two 

categories: Elementary and Secondary.  

Annie and Cathy: Elementary Grades. Annie and Cathy, both of whom were placed at 

local elementary schools, revealed engrained habits of finding and utilizing lesson plans found 

online. For Cathy, this habit was strengthened and given validity by her powerfully influential 

(Buffington, et al., 2016) mentor teacher’s use of Deep Space Sparkle. For Annie, the habit was 

fueled by an intense admiration of social media influencer and art educator, Cassie Stephens. 

Habits formed on social media are constructed in an environment that is an ever-strengthening 

echo chamber of personal preference. With the widespread use of the internet to gather 

knowledge, the content an individual is exposed to is largely ruled by the influence of algorithms 

motivated by past personal preferences (Beeman, 2017). This is especially the case on platforms 

like Pinterest, which was used initially by Annie and Cathy. The more one interacts with 

particular types on content on Pinterest, for example, the lessons of Cassie Stephens, the more 

specialized one’s future options on the platform become, limiting one’s freedom to see outside of 

their personally constructed bubble (Beeman, 2017). The algorithmically constructed bubbles of 

personal preference contributed to the product-centered, homogenized lessons found and 

minimally altered by both Annie and Cathy during the LPA1. It is important to note that, by the 

end of the semester, Cathy had become aware of the limited array of lesson plans she could view 

on Pinterest and, therefore, switched to searching Google during the LPA3.  
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Both Annie and Cathy were the most adamant in initially vocalizing their desire to 

propagate “neutral” content in their respective classrooms. They advocated for neutral 

curriculum not only because their mentor teachers urged them to maintain the status quo (Bain, 

et al., 2010), but also because they felt they lacked the skills to create lesson plans with 

conceptual depth. Their perspectives mirror Thomas’ (2020) findings that prospective art teaches 

saw fostering students’ artistic growth as the goal of art education, rather than the creation of 

social change. Furthermore, the desire to teach “neutral” topics was reminiscent of Stuhr’s 

(2003) finding that preservice teachers often feel that it is their “duty to fit in by doing what has 

been done before, because inevitably these would be the standards, whether written or implied, 

to which they would be held accountable” (p. 312). Problematically, as noted by Apple (2018), a 

curriculum devoid of conflict is one that tacitly immortalizes the status quo and solidifies 

neutrality as an ideal state. A focus on neutrality perpetuates a hidden curriculum that reinforces 

the basic cultural rules surrounding the avoidance of conflict, disagreement, and differing points 

of view at all costs (Apple, 2018), which is certainly not in line with the historical and 

contemporary purpose of the visual arts.  

The types of lessons initially sought out by and subsequently produced by Annie and 

Cathy lacked conceptual depth and reproduced many of the School Art traits decried by Gude 

(2013) and Hanawalt (2018). Using platforms such as Pinterest and KinderArt, both in the past, 

as made evident in their comments during the first group discussion, and in their initial work for 

the seminar class, as seen in their initial responses to the LPA1, had contributed to powerfully 

building up a vision for what art education should look like for both participants. Cathy and 

Annie revealed their habits of mind regarding social media at the beginning of the semester, as 

they believed anything found online that was posted by a practicing art educator was enough to 
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prove the lesson was vetted. Unquestioningly, they accepted the authority of art educators 

posting curricular content online. For these elementary art educators, it was easier and preferable 

to use the work from “seasoned” art educators than to develop meaningful curriculum 

themselves, which, as illustrated by Buffington and Sutters (2017) is an all-too-common 

justification for the use of online lesson planning resources.  

Both participants reproduced lessons that were, in style, content, and format, profoundly 

similar to the original lessons found online. This practice of reproduction was very much in line 

with Prado’s (2017) break down of social media and habit formation from a psychological 

perspective, as he argued that what is consumed via online platforms is often directly reproduced 

in other spaces. He revealed that those who interact with such platforms tend to uncritically 

reproduce the style and content they consume, rebranding it as their own- though it often carries 

with it the same visuals and core content as the “original” found online. Initially, both preservice 

elementary art instructors, Annie and Cathy, advocated for the use of pulling entire lessons from 

social media and online resources, making few substantial changes before deeming them ready 

for classroom use.  

Becky and Danielle: Secondary Grades. Becky and Danielle, who were both placed at 

local high schools for their semester of student teaching, exhibited a different relationship to 

social media and online resources than those placed in elementary schools. As stated above, 

while both Becky and Danielle initially espoused curricular preferences grounded in traditional 

discourses (Thomas, 2020), neither participant looked to online resources to find fully-formed 

lesson plans. Rather, these participants used online resources, particularly noting social media 

sites such as Instagram, YouTube, and TikTok, in order to find technique-driven, media-specific, 

or stylistic inspirations and how-to’s from other artists (both Becky and Danielle) and art 
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teachers (just Becky). Their use of online resources as a source of inspiration, rather than ready-

to-use lessons, meant that they were not perpetuating existing problematic lesson plans (Acuff, 

2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019; Buffington & Sutters, 2017). However, they both drew upon 

personal preference, allowing their preference for certain content, namely, technique-driven 

lessons, to drive their searches and, ultimately, their course curriculum.  

Technique-driven lessons side-step the crucial component of urging students to develop 

their conceptual voice, thus falling into the same problem of perpetuating the hidden curriculum 

of neutrality (Apple, 2018). Unlike Annie and Cathy, who put their curricular faith in the work of 

seasoned art educators, Becky and Danielle used their own preferences as artists to derive 

content. This made for an easier foundation from which to begin the process of perspective 

transformation, while simultaneously illuminating the need to introduce moments of conflict and 

student choice into their conceptualization of meaningful curriculum (Bain, et al., 2010).   

Research Question Two 

After engaging with an intervention on critically assessing online-based lesson plans, how do 

preservice art teachers reflect upon and/or transform their own lesson plans? In this process, 

how do participants transform the original intervention?  

The ways in which the participants engaged with each iteration of the LPA and 

subsequently transformed their lesson plans as individuals was documented in chapter four. 

Therefore, to avoid redundancy, I will first discuss themes that emerged regarding the ways in 

which the participants, as a group, reflected upon and transformed their lesson plans after using 

the LPA’s. Then, I will focus on the ways in which the LPA acted as an interruption to engrained 

habits and eventually led to program construction (Brookfield, 1990) through empowerment 
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strategies (Cranton, 2016), enabling the participants to adopt roles of co-inquirers in 

transforming the original intervention.  

Transforming Participant Lesson Plans. As will be more fully explored in the final 

section of this chapter, the intervention as an isolated entity- and here I am referring only to 

participant written responses to the questions posed on each version of the LPA, their revised 

lesson plans, and example artworks- did not always evoke substantial transformations to the 

original lesson plans. The LPA1 did not spark dramatic changes in the first round of revised 

lesson plans when compared to the original lessons found online. However, with each version of 

the LPA, participants moved in a direction of choosing more conceptually complex lessons. 

Rather than general search terms such as “high school painting lesson” or “elementary art 

lesson,” which yield generalized results, participants began honing in on exactly what they 

wanted to teach, narrowing their online focus to search criteria such as “social and emotional 

lesson plans in art for elementary.” Furthermore, as the LPA’s progressed, participants admitted 

to not selecting their first online result, but to weeding through resources to find quality content. 

Therefore, while the revised lesson plans written as a result of the LPA1 were largely 

consistent with the original lesson plans found online, the revised lesson plans resulting from the 

LPA2 and LPA3 exemplified participant searches for deeper, richer content. For both the LPA2 

and LPA3, participants were given the opportunity to critique their found lesson and then decide 

if they wished to revise it, or completely reinvent a lesson plan based on their chosen topic. This 

option was given as, during the process of writing the LPA2, participants voiced concerns over 

finding quality lesson plans online that dealt with the list of topics to be included in art education 

curricula. For the LPA2, only Becky chose to critique a lesson plan found online and then write 

an original lesson. The other participants, Annie, Cathy, and Danielle, produced revised lessons 
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largely in line with the originals. It was only during our discussion during meeting four that these 

three participants realized the problems with their revised lesson plans. During this discussion, 

Annie and Cathy took notes in order to make more substantial revisions to their lesson plans 

incorporating identity and multiculturalism, respectively. Danielle went a step further, 

resubmitting an entirely new lesson plan that addressed social justice and integrated the 

comments from the group discussion.   

For the LPA3, all four participants critiqued an online lesson plan and then wrote original 

lessons. The transformation from being dependent upon online resources to writing original 

lessons was emblematic of the group’s development of a critical, analytical eye, as well as their 

embracing of expansive discourses (Thomas, 2020). Each participant gained a curricular 

perspective that prioritized student experience and conceptual development, which enhanced the 

meaning ascribed to their respective curricula (Bain, et al., 2010). To reiterate, it was not the 

LPA itself, with its’ process of finding, critiquing, and writing lesson plans that spurred these 

dramatic transformations of participant lesson plans to be inclusive of expansive discourses. 

Rather, it was the content of our group discussion sessions that caused participants to reflect 

upon their own curricular practice and transform their approach to designing lesson plans. 

Thus, the LPA’s jolted the participants out of searching for generic, neutral content and 

into a space of more purposeful choice. Especially for the elementary art preservice teachers, 

Annie and Cathy, this meant stepping away from mimicking “modes of production” (Prado, 

2017) as viewed in the visually alluring lessons found via social media and reproduced in their 

revised lessons. Furthermore, with each LPA, the participants became more critically reflective 

as to which online resource they were using. This transformation was not solely the result of 

written responses included with each round of the LPA, but rather, the result of participants 
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reflecting on their selection of lesson plans on both a personal and relational level. Mezirow 

explained that transformative learning is not dependent on cognition and reason alone, but rather, 

it is dependent on the relational and emotional process of discourse. He defined discourse as 

“dialogue involving the assessment of beliefs, feelings, and values” (Mezirow, 2003, p. 59 as 

cited in Cranton, 2016b, p. 97). The importance of discourse will be further discussed in relation 

to both the third research question, as well as the development of a prototheory.  

Transforming the Original Intervention. Transforming perspectives necessitates 

discomfort, throwing presuppositions and unassessed habits into the fire of critical self-

reflection. The habit particularly scrutinized was the participants’ uncritical use of online 

resources and social media, as “repeated exposure to social media and internet content 

establishes habits, and habits determine interpretive and attitudinal inclinations and practices” 

(Prado, 2017, pp. 11-12). Thus, the more homogenized curricular content is consumed via online 

resources, the more this content will be reproduced in the future, both online and within 

classrooms. As noted above, this was most readily observed in the words and actions of the 

elementary preservice art teachers. Still, all participants initially looked to online resources to 

craft curriculum steeped in traditional discourses (Thomas, 2020), which reproduces a singular, 

technique-driven vision of art education. 

Interrupting the Habit. When addressing the second research question, it is necessary to 

conceptualize the intervention, the Lesson Planning Activity (LPA), as an interruption to the 

habit of uncritically using online resources for lesson planning. The LPA was designed as a 

pause, a moment of critical reflection in the process of searching for and subsequently using 

lesson plans found online. While working on the LPA1, participants were exposed to a 

“decoding exercise” (Brookfield, 1990) in which they were asked to read articles by Efland 
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(1976) and Gude (2013) in order to elucidate understandings surrounding dated, formalistic 

approaches to art education. The introduction of concepts like School Art and New School Art 

aimed to give the participants words to describe particular characteristics found within their 

chosen lesson plans. Decoding the online lesson plans in this way then led to “content analysis” 

(Brookfield, 1990), in which participants were asked to apply the characteristics of School Art 

and New School Art to the lesson they found online, noting areas of alignment with either 

concept. Decoding exercises and content analysis strategies aimed to help participants see and 

subsequently question the dominant curricular narrative of art education as it is propagated in 

online spaces, ideally leading participants to amend the lesson plan to reflect contemporary art 

education practice.  The process of engaging in decoding exercises is very similar to the critical, 

analytical exercises that Acuff (2014) implemented with her preservice teachers in order to 

examine online multicultural art education resources. 

As the semester proceeded and the participants became more practiced in decoding the 

issues present in their chosen lesson plans and analyzing the ways in which the lessons should be 

amended or completely rewritten, they ceased acting solely as participants and took on the 

identities of co-inquirers (Heron & Reason, 2001). Flattening the power relationships between 

researcher and participant to the level of co-inquirers (Heron & Reason, 2001) was necessary in 

facilitating an environment that was conducive to learner empowerment, and therefore, 

transformative learning (Cranton, 2016b, 2016c; Lawton & LaPorte, 2013). Empowerment is not 

only valued in the literature on transformative learning, but in art education as a necessary 

component of self-reflection (Lawton & LaPorte, 2013), sharing a creative space (Pierce, 2020), 

and instilling non-neutral curricular aims in pre-service teachers (Cera, 2013). For the purposes 

of this study, strategies to foster adult learner empowerment included Cranton’s (2016b) 
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suggestions of 1) increasing awareness of power relations, 2) encouraging learners to recognize 

and utilize their own power through discourse, and 3) encouraging learner decision-making. The 

ways in which these components were implemented in the study are described below. 

Becoming Co-Inquirers. Through ensuring participants knew that the initial LPA was 

designed by me, the researcher and instructor, and that it was a flawed document in need of their 

opinions and amendments, it was made clear that the group must not only be critically self-aware 

of the online lessons we are consuming and (re)producing, but we must also be critical of the 

tools we use for critical self-reflection as well. Thus, the process of developing a list of traits 

inherent in effective lesson plans and a selection of topics that should take prominence within art 

education curricula was a pivotal move by the co-inquirers. In developing these lists, they 

collaboratively used their voices to struggle through and eventually decide upon the components 

they deemed necessary to the processes of critical reflection and critical self-reflection. These 

components were included in the LPA2 and LPA3- and, importantly, in the final design of The 

Art of Lesson Planning app.  

When designing the LPA2, co-inquirers vocalized that the language used in the original 

LPA was too academic, limiting its’ usability. Pursuing the concept of usability led the co-

inquirers to engage in program construction during the creation of both the LPA2 and LPA3. 

“Program construction” is Brookfield’s (1990) final step in developing critical reflection through 

media analysis and involves the construction of media-based programs by learners in order to 

disrupt existing media sources. Through developing a prototype app, The Art of Lesson Planning, 

the co-inquirers not only aided in the complete transformation of the LPA itself, but also sought 

to make available the critical framework that helped them to 1) transform their own lessons, 2) 

assess lesson plans found via online sources, and 3) have access to quality lesson plans. 
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Furthermore, the development of the prototype app embodied Apple’s (1995b) notion of 

disrupting the hidden curriculum of neutrality, which is perpetuated in many curricular resources 

available online (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2017; Chin, 2011), in favor of offering a 

resource to art educators that espouses curricular practices that advocate for choice, freedom, and 

conceptual depth. Choice, freedom, and conceptual depth might give rise to conflict within 

classroom spaces, depending on the topics taken on by students and advocated by art educators 

in the creation of artwork. Through redesigning the LPA3 as an app, the co-inquirers opened up 

their own lesson plans and curricular foci to struggle and conflict and invited fellow art 

educators, those who might one day use the app, to join their efforts.  

Research Question Three 

How does the process of finding, analyzing, and redesigning lesson plans found online and via 

social media transform the participants’ approach to designing curriculum? 

The fact that all four participants not only engaged in transforming the LPA but also 

showed evidence of individual transformations as a result of interacting with the LPA is 

significant, as it signaled a transformation of perspectives and, therefore, their approaches to 

designing curriculum. At the beginning of the semester, all four participants uncritically 

embodied preferences towards traditional discourses (Thomas, 2020), as made evident through 

the lessons they chose in the LPA1 as well as their comments during the first seminar meeting. 

Through the process of finding, analyzing, and redesigning lesson plans found online, 

participants actively engaged in different forms of reflection. Collectively, participants reflected 

on their goals as a cohort of art educators and began to shift from traditional to expansive 

approaches to art curriculum during meeting three. Individually, participants shifted towards 

looking to online resources to find and create more conceptually weighted lesson plans with each 
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iteration of the LPA. The realization that critical topics such as multiculturalism, social justice, 

and social change should be prioritized in art education signaled both individual and group 

transformations to expansive discourses (Thomas, 2020). Embracing expansive discourses 

occurred as a result of two simultaneous phenomena: 1) openness to activating events (Cranton, 

2002), such as the course readings, the LPA’s, and group discussions paired with 2) an ability to 

engage in critical self-reflection.  

While individual charts detailing the participant’s journeys through Cranton’s (2002) 

facets of transformative learning were included in chapter four, it is pertinent to now share a 

chart detailing the group’s progression (see Table 5). As with the individual charts, the group 

data displays a heavy prevalence towards uncritically assessed assumptions in the earlier 

meetings, as well as a general progression towards more moments of revisiting assumptions and 

acting upon revised perspectives by the last meeting. In the context of the third research 

question, it is particularly important to note the instances of critical self-reflection, openness, 

and coming to consensus via dialogue that occurred during group discussions at meetings two, 

three, four, and five. Much more so than in written responses, the group dialogue sessions 

opened up moments for critical self-reflection and openness to new perspectives. But what was 

it about the discussion sessions that allowed for greater moments of critical self-reflection? 
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Table 6. The Group’s Journey through Cranton’s (2002) Facets of Transformation. 

In further explaining the evolution and role of reflection within the literature of 

transformative learning theory, Mezirow conceptualized two types of reflection: critical 

reflection on assumptions (CRA) and critical self-reflection on assumptions (CSRA). While CRA 

is similar to critical thinking, in that is a reasoned-based form of problem solving, CSRA “refers 

to self-reflection or critical reflection on one’s own psychological and cultural assumptions or 

premises that limit one’s experiences” (Kreber, 2012, p. 329). Sections one and two of the LPA1 

acted as an example of CRA, in that the activity was steeped in decoding and content analysis 

exercises (Brookfield, 1990) that asked participants to reason through the characteristics of 

School Art (Efland, 1976) and New School Art (Gude, 2013) and apply these characteristics to 

critique a lesson plan found online. Because this initial LPA was grounded in a dry, reason-based 

mode of thinking, it did not yield significant revisions in the redesigned lesson plans.  

However, with the help of participant feedback gleaned during group discussions, the 

LPA2 and LPA3 moved in a direction that embodied qualities of CSRA. More importantly, the 

process itself of redesigning the LPA engaged participants in free-flowing dialogue that aimed to 

expose underlying value judgements, opinions, and preferences towards specific curricular 
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materials found online. Through engaging in CSRA during seminar discussions, participants 

explored and uncovered the role personal presuppositions and tacit acceptance of online art 

curricular norms play in dictating experience and one’s personal view on art education. Thus, 

through critically self-reflecting upon the assumption that traditional discourses were the desired 

focus of art education, participants came to new perspectives together. The expressions of these 

revised perspectives are detailed below. 

Participant reflections on changing their approach to designing curriculum. During 

the fifth and final seminar meeting, participants were asked to complete a written questionnaire 

regarding their responses to the LPA3, as well as their general perception of using the various 

versions of the LPA throughout the semester. One question asked, “has the process of finding, 

critiquing, and revising online lesson plans changed the way you think about/create curriculum?” 

Annie wrote that “I thought a ‘quality’ lesson plan only produced ‘good’ art, but I now know 

there is...more to a lesson plan/unit, such as implementing... multiculturalism and social justice. I 

now look for specific criteria instead of just a pretty art lesson.” Becky wrote that the process of 

finding, critiquing, and revising online lesson plans changed the way that she thought about 

curriculum because “I have learned about more effective ways to find resources for creating 

curriculum.” Similarly, Cathy wrote that, the process “has shown me that while the internet has 

good concepts and ideas, you need to tailor the lessons to your students.” While Danielle, who 

was initially hesitant to use the internet as a curricular resource, wrote that her conception of 

curriculum changed as she, “decided I liked combining lessons and critiques of other lesson 

plans, which helps me create my own.” All four of these responses are illustrative of a 

transformed relationship to online resources, and therefore curriculum development, all of which 

occurred through an ebbing and flowing process of critical self-reflection over the course of the 
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semester. Most importantly, moments of critical self-reflection and ensuing transformation came 

about via discourse.  

Discourse: The crossroads of critical self-reflection and transformation. The manner 

in which the participants’ approach to designing curriculum transformed from being rooted in 

traditional discourses to being integrative of expansive discourses came about through long-form 

discussions in which participant beliefs, feelings, and values were laid bare to the criticism and 

commentary of the group. Therefore, the process of engaging in discourse proved to be the most 

influential aspect of finding, analyzing, and redesigning lesson plans that transformed 

participants’ perspectives and, therefore, their approaches to designing curriculum. Discourse 

was, in fact, so crucial to the process of transformation among the four participants that I have 

dedicated the final section of this chapter to the development of a prototheory of discourse-based 

lesson planning for preservice teachers. 

The Prototheory 

In the case of this research, tremendous focus has been given to the immeasurable 

importance of discourse, which, once again, is defined as “dialogue involving the assessment of 

beliefs, feelings, and values” (Mezirow, 2003, p. 59 as cited in Cranton, 2016b, p. 97). At its’ 

inception, transformative learning theory was influenced by Jürgen Habermas’ concept of 

practical knowledge, which was defined as learning which takes place through dialogue and 

constructs meaning through consensus (Mezirow, 1981). In later iterations of the theory, 

Mezirow insisted that dialogue was a necessary component of reflection (2003), while 

contemporary applications of the theory argue that transformation is heavily influenced by 

relational group discourse (Cranton, 2016). In the most simplistic of ways, Cranton defined 

transformative learning as “a process of examining, questioning, validating, and revising our 
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perspectives” (Cranton, 2016a, p. 18). While transformation is ultimately the responsibility of the 

individual, it is, nonetheless, within group dialogue settings that one engages in the process of 

examination, questioning, validation, and revision.  

The role of dialogue in generating meaningful curriculum has commonly been 

acknowledged within the field of art education (Gude, 2007). Specifically, researchers within the 

field have noted dialogue as a curricular tool in advocating for arts integration (Carpenter & 

Gandara, 2018), promoting social justice art education (Ploof & Hochtritt, 2018), and creating 

lesson plans through both dialogue and art-making (Halsey-Dutton, 2016). Embracing dialogue 

between and among preservice art teachers to aid in the development of lesson plans has even 

been used in online spaces such as Wiki sites (Yang, Suchan, & Kundu, 2011) and the popular 

blogging platform, Tumblr (Hofsess, Shields, & Wilson, 2018).  

In the context of this study, the role and importance of dialogue- and the specific type of 

dialogue known as discourse- was conceptualized through the lens of transformative learning 

theory. The terms “dialogue” and “transformation” are abundantly used in art education 

literature; however, the use of these terms does not frequently hail from Mezirow’s initial (1978, 

1997, 2006) and expanded writings (Brookfield, 2012; Cranton, 2016). In art education, 

transformative learning theory has been used to research issues like preservice and practicing art 

educators’ implicit and explicit racial attitudes (Lee, 2013), the development of community-

based art education programs for adults (Lawton & La Porte, 2013), understanding theory and 

practice in college studio art courses (Salazar, 2014), encouraging both language and visual 

literacy through studio art courses (Mackenzie, 2012), and advocating holistic approaches to art 

education (Campbell, 2011). The diversity of these topics signals the broad use of the theory and, 
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furthermore, signals the necessity for researchers to provide nuanced descriptions of the role 

transformative learning theory played in their research. 

Understanding Prototheory 

The importance of discourse is undoubtedly emphasized in the literature on 

transformative learning; however, it is in this section of writing that I wish to advocate for a 

nuanced understanding of discourse within classroom settings with preservice art educators. In 

chapter two, I explained the fundamental purposes of design-based research (DBR) as articulated 

by The Design Based Research Collective (2003). In coalescing a methodological framework, 

the collective stipulated that designing learning environments through the use of flexible, 

iteratively tested interventions and developing theories or “prototheories” of learning are the 

intertwining goals of DBR. Put succinctly, 

design-based research goes beyond merely designing and testing particular interventions. 

Interventions embody specific theoretical claims about teaching and learning, and reflect 

a commitment to understanding the relationships among theory, designed artifacts, and 

practice. At the same time, research on specific interventions can contribute to theories of 

learning and teaching (The Design Based Research Collective, 2003, p.6). 

The LPA, as discussed above, was developed and iteratively implemented according to the 

theoretical foundations of transformative learning theory- as articulated by Brookfield in his 

discussion of media literacy (1990) and by Cranton in her description of learner empowerment 

(2016b) - and the facets of transformative learning (2002). While theory played a role at all 

levels of this research, my discussion would not be complete without the advancement of a 

prototheory inspired by the findings of this study.  
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DBR and Art Education. A search into the leading journals in the field, Art Education 

and Studies in Art Education, revealed the scant use of DBR among art educational researchers. 

Interestingly, art educators and researchers who have adopted this method, Castro (2012) and 

Burke (2016), both used the method to study online-based interventions. Castro studied the use 

of social media in teaching an afterschool art program, while Burke’s research centered on the 

creation of a website with curricular resources for Australian homeschooling parents teaching 

art. While both Castro and Burke note the importance of theory contribution as an aim of DBR, 

neither explicitly lay out prototheories in their discussions; rather, they discussed their chosen 

theoretical frameworks in relation to their studies. Outside of the literature on DBR, there is little 

guidance from fellow art educators as to the structure and building of a prototheory. Therefore, 

in the coming section, I will explain the concept of prototheory as delineated in DBR literature. 

Then, I will provide a description of discourse-based lesson planning strategies. 

Proposing a Prototheory of Discourse-Based Lesson Planning for Preservice Teachers 

In line with the traditions of DBR, a prototheory is meant to illustrate nuances in 

predictive theories of learning. Therefore, while transformative learning theory provided the 

foundation for this study, offering a roadmap for the design of the LPA (Brookfield, 1990; 

Cranton, 2016b) and stipulating the facets of transformation (Cranton, 2002) that were used to 

code and glean understandings from the data, the theory does not encapsulate the specific ways 

in which transformations occurred regarding the topic of preservice teachers, online resources, 

and lesson planning. But what is a prototheory? A prototheory can be described as nuanced 

description of the results of research that led to an intervention’s success or failure. This nuanced 

description must illustrate to other educators the nature of learning within the context of research 

and map out a predictive theory of how to apply the intervention in other educational settings 
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(The Design Based Research Collective, 2003). In essence, the prototheory should offer a kernel 

of wisdom as to what was essential to the success of the intervention. In the case of this research, 

the intervention would not have been successful without the element of long-form group 

discussions. Therefore, I propose a prototheory of discourse-based lesson planning for preservice 

teachers.  

 Why should lesson planning be discourse-based? The creation of lesson plans is a 

fundamental component of many undergraduate art education courses (Bain & Hassio, 2011; 

Hofsess, Shields, & Wilson, 2018; Lampela, 2005; Maguire & Lenihan, 2010; Yang, Suchan, & 

Kundu, 2011). Certainly, the participants of this study informed me that they had written lessons 

plans in the past, usually with precise guidance. The submission of a lesson plan signified the 

end product, the end goal of the assignment. Rather than seeing the submitted lesson plan as a 

finished product, a completed, giftwrapped box that is ready to be opened in a future K-12 art 

class when one needs a lesson, the process of this research advocated for the bow to be untied, 

the wrapping to be torn, and the lesson to be examined further before it was deemed ready for the 

classroom. A written lesson plan was not the end point of a course assignment, but rather, served 

as a touchstone to spur conversation during group discussions.  

 If a fellow educator were to read this writing, they might assume that the most vital 

portion of the LPA’s- and, therefore, this research- was the process of critically assessing an 

existing lesson and then revising it. While the LPA’s were a vital component in the perspective 

transformations that occurred among the participants, it was not the process of writing that 

spurred the most significant transformations, but engagement in group discourse. As expressed 

through the narratives of Annie, Becky, Cathy, and Danielle, the participants rarely felt that the 

original lesson plans found online needed to be radically amended. Even when the lessons were 
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typical examples of traditional discourses in art education (Thomas, 2020), the School Art style 

(Efland, 1976), or liberal multicultural arts education (Acuff, 2014), the participants identified 

few areas of concern and produced revised lessons that often contained the same issues present 

in the original. However, in our seminar meetings, when participants were asked to talk about 

their revised lesson plans, participants were made aware of the problematic content they were 

espousing.  

 The power of hearing one’s own voice. There is something to the performative aspect 

of sharing one’s ideas verbally that is profoundly important to the process of critical self-

reflection. Speaking up, and being empowered (Cranton, 2016b) to do so in a non-hierarchical 

group environment (May, 2011), is a powerful antecedent to action (Baer, 2017; Cera, 2013). 

The most powerful moments of transformative change that occurred over the course of research 

were Annie’s eventual embracing of conceptually deep lessons, Becky’s adoption of 

incorporating artists and art movements into her lesson plans, Cathy’s entire rethinking of what 

multicultural art education can and should be, and Danielle’s openness to accept the multiple 

viewpoints of her students build flexibility into her lessons. Annie would have gone onto teach 

her SEL lesson that was too heavily steeped in topics that should only be broached by a trained 

art therapist if she hadn’t received feedback from the participants and myself. Becky might have 

continued teaching the same traditional discourses as her mentor teacher if, as a group, we had 

not talked about the immense power of conceptual freedom and the artists and artistic practices 

that have made us. It was not until Cathy uttered the phrase “spirit animal” aloud that she 

realized her revised lesson plan was problematic and then asked the group for help in crafting a 

revision. Danielle might have continued assuming ideological alignment between herself and her 

students if she had not been exposed to a personal story from Becky while discussing her social 
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justice lesson plan. All of these moments happened as a result of not only reevaluating, 

critiquing, and revising lessons found online, but through talking about their lesson plans with a 

non-hierarchical group of peers.  

Talking Þ Dialogue Þ Discourse. While the LPA’s were vital in providing the content 

for our seminar discussions, the discussions themselves were the strongest force in transforming 

participants’ views on lesson planning and honing a critical eye regarding online resources. In 

their summative interviews, all four participants recognized group discussions as the most 

powerful element that changed how they conceptualized using online resources for lesson 

planning. Long-form dialogue sessions, each lasting an average of ninety minutes, highlighted 

the importance of giving participants time and space to thoroughly discuss lesson planning 

among their peers in order to more fully develop ideas and identify potential problem areas. 

Long-form discussion sessions were the key ingredient that enabled the intervention to catalyze 

moments of transformation in each of the participants. Importantly, in these sessions, in talking 

about their lesson plans the participants were implicitly sharing their beliefs, feelings, and values 

in relation to the lesson they were espousing, causing their “talking” to transcend the realm of 

“dialogue” and enter the realm of “discourse,” as articulated by Mezirow (2003). In the process 

of group discourse, it was the beliefs, feelings, and values regarding curricular content for art 

education that were debated, shared, struggled through, and, ultimately, transformed. Therefore, 

going forward as an educator of preservice art teachers, I aim to further explore a theory of 

discourse-based lesson planning strategies.  

Chapter Summary 

In this chapter, the findings relating to each of the three research questions were further 

analyzed and discussed in relation to the literature presented in chapter two. In this effort, the 
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vital importance of CSRA (Kreber, 2012), made possible through long-form discussions, was 

unveiled as an element of substantial worth in the process of participant transformation from 

traditional discourses to expansive discourses. Without long-form discussions during seminar 

meetings, it is not evident that the LPA itself, in its’ various iterations, would have produced 

substantial changes either to the types of online resources sought after by the participants or the 

revised lesson plans produced. Meaningful critical self-reflection was most powerfully engaged 

in the relational space of the classroom environment. While the LPA’s provided the substance 

for our group discussions, it was the discussions that provided the necessary substantial changes 

to the LPA. Because of these findings and analysis, I advocated a prototheory of discourse-based 

lesson planning strategies for preservice teachers. In the following chapter, I will summarize this 

research and offer concluding thoughts.  
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION 

 This final chapter will conclude the study by summarizing the research findings in 

relation to the main objective of this research and the research questions. The value and 

implications of this research will be discussed, along with the limitations of the study and 

opportunities for future research. I will close this research with a few concluding thoughts on 

how the process of gaining understandings from the research participants has impacted my 

professional practice and my perspectives moving forward. 

Impetus of the Study 

Survey data commissioned by the National Art Educational Association (NAEA) and 

completed by art educators and researchers Buffington and Sutters revealed that art educators at 

all levels, from PreK to university, no longer prefer hard-copy publications as teaching 

resources; rather, they regularly use and heavily favor online curricular resources hailing from 

blogs, Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and Pinterest (2017). While widely available online 

resources may contribute to practitioner knowledge, the researchers admitted that such resources 

may also “cause unexamined or ineffective educational approaches to circulate widely and 

possibly enable the dissemination of incorrect information” (Buffington & Sutters, 2017, pp. 

103-104). Therefore, they cited a need for further research, asking art educators and researchers 

to “study of usage of online, social media, or traditional media resources as potential tools for 

developing a curriculum” (p. 105) among various populations of art educators, including 

preservice teachers. As made apparent in chapter two, the literature in art education has focused 

on critiquing social media in lesson plan development only as it relates to multicultural art 

education (Acuff, 2014; Buffington & Bryant, 2019; Chin, 2011), rather than studying the 

phenomenon as a whole.  
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In light of existing research in the field of art education, this study aimed to contribute 

understandings, from the perspective of preservice art teachers enrolled in their semester of 

student teaching, as to why social media and other online platforms are used as a curricular 

resources and if/how preservice art teachers critically analyze and transform their approach to 

using such sources. In service of this aim, the study engaged four preservice art teachers enrolled 

in their semester of student teaching in a design-based (Bakker, 2019; Crippen & Brown, 2018; 

The Design Based Research Collective, 2003) curricular intervention, known as the Lesson 

Planning Activity (LPA). The LPA evolved as it was implemented and amended over three 

cycles of development in order to understand how preservice art teachers perceived their use of 

various online platforms for lesson plan development, as well as their perceptions of the 

usefulness of the curricular intervention itself. Changes made to the original LPA were 

undertaken in collaboration with the participants through group discussions and mutual 

agreement, thus embodying traits of co-operative inquiry (Heron & Reason, 2001). 

Key Research Findings 

In addressing the first research question, How do preservice art teachers employ social 

media and online platforms as resources in their lesson plans at the outset of student teaching?, 

the data revealed that all four participants used social media and online platforms at the outset of 

student teaching. The resources used at the outset of student teaching varied among participants, 

but included Deep Space Sparkle, Pinterest, KinderArt, Google, YouTube, TikTok, and 

Instagram. The participants placed in elementary school settings, Annie and Cathy, demonstrated 

a proclivity towards finding full lesson plans online to use in their respective classrooms, while 

those placed in secondary environments, Becky and Danielle, preferred to use online resources 

as sources for curricular inspiration and helpful “how-to” videos when writing lessons for 
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classroom use. All four participants used online resources in order to seek out lesson plans and 

curricular inspirations steeped in technique-driven traditional discourses (Thomas, 2020). 

Furthermore, the participants initially voiced no interest in seeking out online resources that 

embodied topics related to expansive discourses, such as social justice, multiculturalism, 

diversity, equity, or inclusivity. While participants began the semester with a lack of interest in 

expansive discourses, they acknowledged and adopted these topics while participating in the 

seminar course and interacting with students at their placement sites.  

The second research question, After engaging with an intervention on critically assessing 

online-based lesson plans, how do preservice art teachers reflect upon and/or transform their 

own lesson plans? In this process, how do participants transform the original intervention?, was 

addressed by looking at the data from both individual and group perspectives. Overall, 

participation in the LPA1 did not cause participants to radically amend their revised lesson plans. 

Similarly, the LPA2 did not lead to dramatic revisions, nor did the LPA3. However, with each 

version of the LPA, participants internalized comments, group findings, and ideas discussed 

during previous seminar meetings and subsequently chose more conceptually complex topics and 

lessons for both the LPA2 and LPA3. Therefore, the LPA aided in encouraging participants to 

further hone their curricular goals and seek out online resources that were reflective of expansive 

discourses (Thomas, 2020). This led participants to immediately discard online resources that did 

not fit the criteria listed on the LPA’s. These findings indicate that while the LPA itself, as an 

isolated written and reflection-based activity, did not spur dramatic transformations to the 

original lesson plans found online, the LPA paired with long-form seminar discussions did cause 

a transformation of participant’s preference for traditional discourse-aligned lessons to those 

which embody expansive discourses (Thomas, 2020).  
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 Regarding the transformation of the original intervention, the participants assumed the 

role of co-inquirers (Heron & Reason, 2001) through the purposeful application of learner 

empowerment strategies. These strategies included increasing awareness of power relations 

between instructor and learner, encouraging learners to recognize and utilize their own power 

through discourse, and encouraging learner decision-making (Cranton, 2016b). By the third 

seminar meeting, the co-inquirers were committed to making the intervention more widely 

usable and accessible. During this meeting, they developed two lists, 1) a list of traits inherent in 

effective lesson plans and 2) a list of topics for art educators.  

 For the list of traits inherent in effective lesson plans, participants identified several key 

qualities that they believed should be prioritized in all lesson plans. They first asserted that the 

lesson content should be relevant to the student population as a whole, while also being open to 

individual student interests and interpretations. In service of this aim, the concept of an artwork 

should not be pushed by the instructor, but driven by the student, allowing for student choice. If 

the lesson is focused on a particular technical skill, the skill should be appropriately challenging, 

while also inspiring conceptual thinking. Inspiring and supporting the development of conceptual 

thinking means that the lesson should include time for planning, brainstorming, and discussions 

that expose students to diverse artist examples and themes. Furthermore, the concept and the 

technical skill emphasized in the lesson should be purposefully connected. Throughout the 

lesson, there should be multiple opportunities for either written or discussion-based assessments, 

including self-assessment, peer feedback, and teacher feedback. Lastly, the co-inquirers were 

insistent that the process of artmaking should be as highly valued as the end product.    

 For the list of topics that should be prioritized in art education, the co-inquirers settled 

upon themes that were evocative of expansive discourses (Thomas, 2020). They believed that 
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topics relating to identity, social justice, diversity, inclusivity, multiculturalism, the business of 

art, interdisciplinary approaches to art education, and social and emotional learning should guide 

lesson planning and curricular development.  Both lists guided the form and function of the 

LPA2 and LPA3, and eventually led to the creation of a prototype app, The Art of Lesson 

Planning. Through the design and interface of the app, the co-inquirers sought to make available 

the critical framework that helped them to 1) transform their own lessons, 2) assess lesson plans 

found via online sources, and 3) have access to quality lesson plans. Therefore, a key finding 

relating to the second research question is the necessity of participant voice and input in creating 

a curricular intervention that the participants themselves deem usable.  

Lastly, the answer to third research question, How does the process of finding, analyzing, 

and redesigning lesson plans found online and via social media transform the participants’ 

approach to designing curriculum?, was found to be heavily reliant upon group discourse. 

During final interviews, all four participants identified group discussion sessions as the most 

powerful force in helping them to critically self-reflect upon their curricular decisions and 

subsequently transform their approaches to designing lessons that were more integrative of 

student experience, conceptual depth, diverse artists, and varied subject matter. Through the 

process of engaging in critical self-reflection on assumptions (Kreber, 2012), participants 

transformed their approach to curriculum design over the course of the semester as they found 

lessons online, analyzed them according to the LPA’s (most especially when using the LPA2 and 

LPA3), redesigned lessons and, most importantly, shared their findings, analysis, and revised 

lesson plans during long-form seminar group discussions.  

During these discussions, which were driven by responses to the LPA’s, unexamined 

beliefs, feelings, and values- all components of Mezirow’s definition of discourse (2003)- 
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regarding curriculum hailing from online resources were debated, shared, struggled through, and, 

ultimately, led to transformed perspectives that were integrative of expansive discourses 

(Thomas, 2020). Through choosing to engage in critical self-reflection in a group setting, 

participants realized the role personal presuppositions and tacit acceptance of technique-driven 

lesson plans, largely propagated online, play in perpetuating an art education culture focused on 

neutral (Apple, 2016) classroom practices. Thus, through critically self-reflecting upon the 

assumption that traditional discourses were the desired focus of art education, participants came 

to new perspectives together. 

Contributions to the Field of Art Education 

 This study offered novel contributions to the field of art education in a number of ways. 

First, this study focused on preservice teachers’ descriptions and justifications of their use of 

social media and online resources in lesson plan development. Rather than solely documenting 

whether or not this population used online resources (Acuff, 2014), the study documented what 

sites were used and the reasons for their usage. Second, preservice teachers’ relationship to social 

media and online resources as tools for lesson plan development was studied over the course of a 

16-week seminar course on student teaching. Data was gathered throughout the semester and 

tracked the transformations of the preservice teachers’ use of online resources, as well as 

transformations to their conceptualizations of curriculum. While previous research guided 

preservice teachers to critique multicultural lesson planning resources found online (Acuff, 2014; 

Buffington & Bryant, 2019), this research attempted to allow the online resources most often 

used by the participants to not only drive the content of the interventions, but also the direction 

of seminar discussions. This aided in generating broad understandings regarding the multiple 

online sources being used, how they were being used, and what types of curricular content from 



  239 

these resources were being directly reproduced in K-12 classroom settings. Third, the design-

based research methods used in this study enabled the generation of a curricular intervention that 

has the potential to disrupt online spaces, advocating for and offering curricular resources that 

propagate expansive discourses. These tools, both the LPA3 and The Art of Lesson Planning app, 

have been included in this research for future use by other art educators working with preservice 

teachers.  

This research sought to provide, at least in some small part, a response to Buffington and 

Sutters’ (2017) call to study the usage of online and social media-based resources as potential 

tools for developing a curriculum among preservice populations. The key findings noted above 

provide beginning understandings as to why social media and other online resources are used by 

preservice art teachers as curricular resources as well as the ways that the participants critically 

analyzed and transformed their approach to using such sources. In going forward as a field, we 

must take seriously the reality that preservice art teachers look to online resources to strengthen 

and reproduce practices in art education to which they personally feel drawn. In order to 

transform their use of social media and online resources, it was first necessary to understand their 

goals as art educators, which, in the case of this research, were profoundly based in traditional 

discourses. Understanding the goals of preservice art educators and how their use of online 

resources served their goals was made possible through group discourse. Certainly, foundational 

aspects of transformative learning theory, such as the importance of dialogue (Mezirow, 1997, 

2006), the facets of transformation (Cranton, 2002), and the importance of empowerment 

strategies (Cranton, 2016b) were found to be necessary components of transforming perspectives 

during the course of this study.  
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In the tradition of design-based research, this study was never meant to exist in isolation, 

but to provide suggestions to other art educators working with preservice teachers. Such 

suggestions must include nuanced descriptions of the results of research that led to an 

intervention’s success or failure. Such descriptions are also known as prototheories (The Design-

Based Research Collective, 2003). Therefore, in chapter five, I not only discussed the ways in 

which transformative learning theory was confirmed through the study, but I also proposed a 

prototheory of discourse-based lesson planning strategies. I therefore view a contribution of this 

study to not only be the final iteration of the LPA (which, with future funding, will be made into 

a usable app), but also the advancement of discourse-based lesson planning strategies. While the 

LPA’s were documented as a vital component in the perspective transformations that occurred 

among the participants, it was not the process of writing, but of talking about the LPA’s, that 

prompted the most significant perspective transformations. Transforming participants’ 

perspectives on art education, which influenced their online search criteria from espousing 

traditional discourses to expansive discourses, only occurred when participants were asked to 

talk about their revised lesson plans. Moving forward, I invite fellow preservice art instructors to 

join me in exploring this prototheory further. 

Limitations of the Study 

 Upon reflection, the first limitation that is most immediately called to mind is a lack of 

funds. As the research resulted in the creation of an application to be used on a mobile device, it 

would have been appropriate to make the app a reality, offering a critical voice to the online 

landscape of art educational resources. Contracting an app developer to create The Art of Lesson 

Planning App would have cost upwards of $10,000. Therefore, while the budget for this research 
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could not afford the building-out of an app, there is hope that in the future, the app will be fully 

realized.  

 Further limitations surrounded issues of time constraints, the lack of feedback from 

mentor teachers, and the relationship between myself and the participants. While this research 

documented multiple iterative cycles undertaken by the original intervention, had I been able to 

host more seminar meetings with the participants, more data could have potentially been 

collected regarding the process of revising and implementing more nuanced versions of the LPA. 

Furthermore, had I conducted this research over the course of multiple semesters, I could have 

compared the LPA amendments and responses of multiple cohorts of preservice art teachers, thus 

gleaning richer understandings from the data.  

This research heavily prioritized the voices of preservice art teachers; however, it did not 

include feedback from their mentor teachers. Feedback from these vital influencers could have 

elucidated the ways in which participants navigated the process of transformation while teaching 

at their placement sites. Mentor teachers could have confirmed participants’ change over time in 

developing more advanced lessons. Additionally, mentor teachers could have provided important 

insights as to whether or not the lessons designed and taught by the preservice teachers changed 

over time, which would have enabled me to garner understandings as to whether or not the 

seminar discussions and LPA’s contributed to a transformation of action within classroom 

spaces.  

Finally, as noted in chapter one, embedded within the research design is a fundamental 

power relationship between myself as researcher/instructor and the participants/students. While 

great care was taken to implement Cranton’s (2016b) learner empowerment strategies, it is 

possible that had this study been conducted in an environment with completely flattened power 
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relationships, different findings could have emerged. In the context of this study, the reality of 

the teacher and student dynamic was unavoidable; therefore, it was my aim to prioritize 

participant voice as much as possible in directing seminar discussions and amending the LPA.  

Suggestions for Future Research 

In chapter one, I described online lesson planning resources as texts that perpetuate 

culture. The word “text” was conceptualized through a cultural studies lens, particularly the work 

of John Storey who wrote that culture is the “practices and processes of making meanings with 

and from the ‘texts’ we encounter in our everyday lives” (2010, p. 2). As made evident in chapter 

five, the “texts” of online curricular resources for art educators, as uncritically used at the 

beginning of the semester, played a role in the production, consumption, and reproduction of a 

hidden curriculum of neutrality (Apple, 2018) within art education culture by predominantly 

offering lessons based in traditional discourses (Thomas, 2020). By “art education culture,” I am 

once again referring to the meaning and purpose ascribed to art educational practice and its’ 

place within schools. The data suggests that the uncritical use of online resources to create lesson 

plans for the visual arts yields the perpetuation of traditional discourses (Thomas, 2020), whereas 

the combination of the LPA’s along with long-form discussions enabled moments of critical self-

reflection upon assumptions (Mezirow, 2003), which led participants to design curriculum that 

embodied expansive discourses. With these findings in mind, I propose both small-scale and 

large-scale suggestions for future research. 

Small-Scale Suggestions for Future Research 

 The data suggested that the participants initially used online resources, including social 

media, to inspire curricular content that was based in traditional discourses in art education. 
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However, what was unable to be deciphered in this research was why traditional discourses were 

favored in the first place. Certainly, the preparatory coursework of the participants heavily 

encouraged expansive discourses, as a focus on equity, diversity, inclusivity, multiculturalism, 

social justice, and visual culture are all stated goals of the undergraduate art education program. 

Therefore, while research has illuminated the role that personal experience (Breault, 2013; 

Hetrick, 2017; Shoyer & Lesham, 2016) and mentor teachers (Clarke, 2014) play in the 

formation of a novice educator, more research is needed in determining the role social media 

plays in perpetuating traditional discourses in art education. Additionally, further research is 

needed in understanding the specific use of social media and online resources by novice and 

veteran teachers in K-12 spaces, perhaps dividing this research into understanding the practices 

of elementary and secondary art teachers. While the constraints of this research prohibited 

exploration into the online habits of the mentor teachers, the comments of the preservice 

teachers, particularly those at the elementary level, revealed the frequent use of sites like 

KinderArt and Deep Space Sparkle by their mentors, both of whom were veteran teachers.  

Large-Scale Suggestions for Future Research 

Neutrality in terms of curricular content propagated in the art classroom certainly is not 

the goal of the AVCE program; however, resources for art educators, particularly ones found 

online, communicate conflicting messages. This research illustrated the immense prevalence of 

product-based, School Art (Efland, 1976) style projects (that, when focused on multiculturalism, 

often perpetuate cultural appropriation) found via social media and other online resources. Such 

findings were mirrored by Acuff (2014), Buffington and Bryant (2019) and Chin (2011). As the 
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semester progressed, participants learned to hone their search criteria in order to glean higher 

quality results, but still, problematic content remained constant.  

What is perhaps more concerning is not the existence of subscription-based websites like 

Deep Space Sparkle or the postings of product-focused, visually similar lessons found on 

Pinterest from educators like Cassie Stephens. Rather, I believe the problem is when trusted, 

academic-oriented organizations, such as the National Art Education Association (NAEA) 

propagate conflicting messages as to what should be included in quality art educational practice. 

For example, one of the most recent special issues released by Art Education, the journal of the 

NAEA, was titled, “The Denial of Racism: A Call to Action” (Carpenter, et al., 2021). This topic 

is reflective of the critical lens advocated by both researchers and educators in the field. 

Concurrently, if a practicing art educator were to visit the “Art Educator Toolkit” for the 

elementary division of NAEA online, she would find the link to Cassie Stephen’s blog, along 

with many other similar resources (Elementary division: Remote Learning, n.d.). So, in which 

direction are preservice and novice art educators to take their curriculum- the way of the journal 

or the way of the resources offered to art educators?  

 Personally, I am in favor of a multitude of voices and perspectives on what makes for 

effective art curricula. Perhaps the task of future research is to compile an understanding of the 

various approaches to art education, from the critical to the technique-driven, in a manner that is 

easily digestible and exposes the merits and potential pitfalls of engaging in each style of art 

education. This research might take the form of an extensive review of literature within the field 

or a course text. While there has been research into the curricular goals of preservice and novice 

art educators (Bain, et al., 2010; Grauer, 1998; Hetrick, 2017; Thomas, 2020; Rao & Pfeiler-

Wunder, 2018), perhaps a coalesced text illuminating the various approaches to art education 
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would be valuable for early career art teachers, proving a foundation of sorts from which to 

begin crafting a cohesive curriculum.  

Responses from the participants of this study indicated a sense of overwhelm regarding 

how to interweave topics such as multiculturalism, social justice, and equity into their lesson 

plans. Therefore, just as student teachers are exposed to texts regarding teaching philosophies 

and curriculum design approaches in their undergraduate courses (Schiro, 2012; Stuart & 

Walker, 2005), perhaps research that presents the various approaches to art education and the 

blending of said approaches could be a useful tool for this population.  

Concluding Thoughts: Reflections on Personal Practice 

Obviously, the aim of this research was on the transformations of participant perspectives 

regarding the use of online resources, including social media on their curricular practice, along 

with the transformation of the LPA itself. However, I would be remiss if I did not momentarily 

reflect upon the transformations that this research catalyzed in me. During the second half of my 

studies, I was given the opportunity to be the instructor of student teaching. I do not know how to 

describe the full impact of that position, or how deeply it has impacted my goals both as a 

teacher and a researcher, other than to share the following passage from my researcher notes, 

written in December 2021: 

Tonight was the last seminar meeting. The student teachers shared their teaching 

portfolios, their high points and low points, their hopes for the future. I was actually 

really surprised at the end of the class. I became a little bit emotional. I had to let them 

know what I often share with people who ask me, “so, how’s the PhD program coming 

along?” 
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Whenever that question arises, I find myself talking about working with preservice 

teachers. Although this instructor position is a graduate teaching assistantship, not 

coursework, it has absolutely been the best, most meaningful part of the PhD program. I 

told Annie, Becky, Cathy, and Danielle how deeply I appreciated their commitment to the 

seminar course and their student teaching placement sites. How much I care about 

preservice teacher preparation and how their willingness to engage in deep conversations 

and reflections on their practice as art educators made my job- and my research- 

infinitely richer. I love working with this population of educators and have truly found a 

passion.  

 

I deeply care about the process of preparing and mentoring preservice art teachers during 

their semester of student teaching. With each passing semester, I’m amazed to find just 

how nervous, lost, scared, and yet excited, hopeful, and positive the student teachers are. 

I have never witnessed a curricular action from any student teacher that embodied 

purposeful carelessness or malice, rather, they are genuinely trying their best. In an effort 

to keep their heads above water, online resources are used. Why not use a lesson plan 

from an ‘expert’? Why not try to make art projects that ‘look good’? What openness it 

took from all of them to change these perspectives, these driving forces for designing 

curriculum. It’s difficult to be open, to revise your perspective, to question what you’re 

doing, to reassess your online habits. And yet, in some way, they all were willing to 

engage. How unexpected. How promising. 
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 I began teaching the seminar course on student teaching in the spring of 2019. That first 

semester was sink or swim, trying to learn and stay ahead of the game as much as I could in 

order to provide support to the student teachers. With time, I gained confidence in the new role 

as instructor and mentor, and thus, was able to look more deeply into the practices, concerns, and 

level of readiness of each preservice teacher. It was in the fall of 2019 that I first realized the 

impact of social media and online resources on the lesson plans of preservice art teachers. It was 

then that I started paying attention to the number of times I heard “Pinterest,” “Google,” and 

“Insta Influencer” crop up in conversations regarding lesson planning. It was then that I started 

questioning the content and messages embedded within online resources for art educators. 

What has been written as a result of this research is not formally in the tradition of 

cultural studies, as both transformative learning theory (Cranton, 2016) and design-based 

research methods (The Design-Based Research Collective, 2003) were the predominant lenses 

from which the study was conceptualized and grew. However, during my time as an instructor of 

student teaching, I began to realize the enormous power of social media and online resources in 

dictating the practice of art education in classrooms. I admit I initially dismissed these resources, 

finding only faults in the overly simplified, product-centered lessons they espoused. However, as 

my perspective transformed through interacting with student teachers, I realized the prominent 

role these sources played in their lesson planning. 

Lesson plans that are posted to social media, consumed by educators, and subsequently 

reproduced in classrooms carry vital messages as to what preservice teachers view art education 

to be. A cute lesson plan on Pinterest, the adorable and brightly colored projects of an Instagram 

influencer, blogs displaying classroom décor inspiration photos all become cultural texts that 

tacitly, yet forcefully, perpetuate the message: “this is art education.” It is this declaration of 
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“this is art education!” that inspired this research and, even now, sustains my passion for offering 

a different declaration of what art education can be. It is in contemplating this differing 

declaration that I originally designed the LPA, implemented it, and sought the input of Annie, 

Becky, Cathy, and Danielle. It is through our collaboration that I now sit, more confident in 

charting a path and contributing an option to the ever-expanding digital textbook of online 

resources. This research ends here, but my aim is to continue with the joint collaboration that is 

The Art of Lesson Planning with future cohorts of preservice teachers. 

 I end this writing identifying in much the same way as I began it: I am, first and foremost, 

a teacher. As a teacher, I look to design curricular activities that will address the needs of my 

students in a way that does not force a singular mode of thinking, but offers options for student 

consideration. Just as Cranton (2002) asserted, transformational learning cannot occur simply 

because I will it, but it can only occur through genuine, uncoerced involvement freely engaged in 

by individual learners. In placing the utmost importance on participant voices and experiences, 

the research gleaned deeper understandings as to the types of social media and online resources 

used by preservice teachers in their attempts to craft lesson plans, as well as their purpose in 

using such resources. The intervention, which was initially laden with academic jargon, was 

transformed into a tool that not only holds the potential to walk fellow art educators through the 

critical, analytical steps of critiquing online-based lesson plans, but also explains the process in a 

user-friendly manner that is open to community input.  

 I am grateful to the participants of this study who, genuinely and freely, engaged in the 

process of critical self-reflection upon their own assumptions and took on the difficult work of 

transforming their processes of designing lesson plans, especially when using online resources. 

Throughout this research, I have gained an invaluable understanding of the way in which 
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preservice teachers use and justify online resources as curricular tools. Going forward, I will 

continue to be mindful of the curricular resources used by preservice teachers, especially when 

those resources come from outside the academy.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: Lesson Planning Activity (LPA), Version 1 
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APPENDIX B: Course Syllabus 
 

  ARE 493b: Student Teaching in Art & Visual Culture  
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA - COLLEGE OF FINE ARTS 

Fall 2021 - Section 001 
  

SEMINAR CLASS TIME AND LOCATION- Selected Thursdays (see schedule) – 4:30–6:30 
PM, Room TBD. There might be additional, required events such as interview days through UA. 
Times TBA. 
 
Section 001  
INSTRUCTOR (Program Supervisor)- Kasey Stuart 
EMAIL- kestuart@email.arizona.edu or kestuart9@gmail.com  
OFFICE HOURS- by appointment (please email me for an appointment) 
CELL- 520-331-7603 

 
COURSE OVERVIEW / DESCRIPTION 
This course provides a Teacher Candidate with placement in a classroom for integrating content 
from art and visual culture education with actual practice under the supervision of a certified 
Supervising Practitioner and a Program Supervisor. Teacher Candidates will have the 
opportunity to develop lesson plans, develop community arts advocacy skills, and to have 
classroom experiences teaching visual arts to children and youth of various ages. All teaching 
within the course will focus on the qualities and dispositions advocated in the InTASC Teacher 
Standards. 

TEXTS 
Student Teacher Guidebook (STG): Published by the College of Fine Arts - Office of Field 
Experiences. Available online. Students are responsible for reading and understanding the 
requirements for student teaching and the certification application that are outlined in the 
“Student Teacher Guidebook” (STG) – on the CFA website, Office of Field Experience, Student 
Teacher Resources - http://cfa.arizona.edu/students/office-of-field-experience/ 

Additional course readings may be required and will be made available through the course D2L 
site. 

SUPPLIES  
A sketchbook or art journal    Art making materials           
Binder with organizing materials (sheet protectors, dividers, etc.) used for final portfolio 
submission   
 
DOCUMENTATION  
The State of Arizona Department of Arizona Public Safety, Fingerprint clearance card. This must 
be kept with you while at your placement site.  
 
D2L 
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ARE 493b is a course that utilizes D2L. The University of Arizona students in ARE 493b are 
required to use D2L for information, announcements, notes, images and/or class activities on the 
D2L page. If you miss important information posted on the ARE 493 homepage, you will be held 
accountable. If you have not used D2L in the past and need to set up your account please visit 
http://help.d2l.arizona.edu/ 
 
The University of Arizona Professional Teaching Standards  
Teacher candidates at the University of Arizona demonstrate a commitment to their academic 
program and to education by: 

Ø attending, being on time, and being prepared for scheduled classes and field 
experiences; 

Ø having a professional appearance; 
Ø communicating professionally and respectfully orally and in writing with peers, 

colleagues, instructors, K-12 students, teachers, administrators, families, and 
community members; 

Ø looking beyond self and respecting differences of race, ethnicity, language, social 
class, national allegiance, cultural heritage, disability or perceived disability, gender, 
and sexual orientation; 

Ø accepting and acting upon reasonable criticism; 
Ø understanding and respecting others’ perspectives; 
Ø questioning and testing their assumptions about teaching and learning; 
Ø separating personal and professional issues; 
Ø exhibiting their knowledge through inquiry, critical analysis, and synthesis of the 

subject. 
 
The professional standards addressed within ARE 493b are listed below. 
 
NAEA STANDARDS   
(http://nationalartsstandards.org/) 
Standard II: Art Teacher Preparation Programs Focus on Theory and Practice in art 
education Teacher education programs in the visual arts should:  
Include study in the historical developments and prevailing theories of art education; Include 
study in the artistic, cognitive, emotional, moral, physical, and social development of children, 
adolescents and young adults; Provide opportunities for candidates to have experiences 
supervised by visual arts specialists in a variety of classroom settings; Enable candidates to 
understand current teaching methods, materials and resources appropriate for various educational 
settings, populations, and levels of art education;                                                                   
Enable candidates to understand the importance of creating classroom environments in which 
effective art instruction can take place; Enable candidates to develop the skills to collaborate in 
the development of interdisciplinary curricula; Enable candidates to understand the importance 
of arts education and to advocate for it to school administrators, parents, and public agencies; 
and emphasize the importance of continuing self-evaluation and professional development.  
 
InTASC STANDARDS (Interstate Teacher Assessment Consortium) 
(http://www.ccsso.org/Resources/Publications/InTASC_Model_Core_Teaching_Standards_and_
Learning_Progressions_for_Teachers_10.html) 
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InTASC STANDARD 1: Learner Development.  
The teacher understands how learners grow and develop, recognizing that patterns of learning 
and development vary individually within and across the cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, 
and physical areas, and designs and implements developmentally appropriate and challenging 
learning experiences. 
InTASC STANDARD 4: Content Knowledge.  
The teacher understands the central concepts; tools of inquiry, and structures of the discipline(s) 
he or she teaches and creates learning experiences that make the discipline accessible and 
meaningful for learners to assure mastery of the content. 
InTASC STANDARD 5: Application of Content.  
The teacher understands how to connect concepts and use differing perspectives to engage 
learners in critical thinking, creativity, and collaborative problem solving related to authentic 
local and global issues. 
InTASC STANDARD 8: Instructional Strategies.  
The teacher understands and uses a variety of instructional strategies to encourage learners to 
develop deep understanding of content areas and their connections, and to build skills to apply 
knowledge in meaningful ways. 

 
NETS-T (National Educational Technology Standards) 
(https://www.iste.org/standards/standards) 
1 - FACILITATE AND INSPIRE STUDENT LEARNING AND CREATIVITY 
Teachers use their knowledge of subject matter, teaching and learning, and technology to 
facilitate experiences that advance student learning, creativity, and innovation in both face-to-
face and virtual environments. Teachers: 

a. promote, support, and model creative and innovative thinking and inventiveness  
b. engage students in exploring real-world issues and solving authentic problems using   

digital tools and resources  
c. promote student reflection using collaborative tools to reveal and clarify students’ 

conceptual understanding and thinking, planning, and creative processes  
d. model collaborative knowledge construction by engaging in learning with students, 

colleagues, and others in face-to-face and virtual environments. 
 
LINKS TO PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS 
National Art Education Association: 
http://www.arteducators.org/ 
 
ATTENDANCE 
Attendance is mandatory every day at your placement site for the required amount of time 
mandated by the state and on the pre-scheduled seminar days. Except in extreme circumstances 
that are explicitly agreed upon by the instructor and the student, absence may result in a non-
passing grade. If you cannot attend a seminar, please text or email your program supervisor 
before class.  If you are absent due to illness, you will need to show a doctor’s note to excuse the 
absence. Each absence (excused and unexcused) will be documented in the student’s file at the 
Office of Field Experiences in the College of Fine Arts. Please take this seriously. Prior to your 
absence, you must notify your Supervising Practitioner, your Program Supervisor, and Dr. 
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Ryan Shin (cc your email to shin@email.arizona.edu) if you will be absent due to 
contagious illness, death in the family, or religious holiday. Please see STG. 
All holidays or special events observed by organized religions will be honored as excused for 
those students who show affiliation with that particular religion. Please alert me ahead of time to 
these absences, so that we can address what you will miss in class, and any assignments due. 

EXPECTATIONS 
Students are expected to conduct themselves in a professional manner in the seminar classes as 
well as at the placement site. Students are expected to be open to the other perspectives, ideas, 
thoughts, beliefs, and concepts in art & visual culture education.  

 
CELL PHONES 
You must follow the school/school districts cell phone policy while student teaching.  
Please turn OFF all cell phones before the beginning of each seminar class. Use of cell phones 
during class to make/receive calls, and/or send or receive texts is NOT permitted. If it is an 
emergency, please step out of the room to conduct your conversation.  
 
PROFESSIONALISM 
REMEMBER, you are a guest at your school site. This refers to you being reliable, reflective, 
positive and actively engaged and participating in all aspects of your student teaching 
experience.  
 
GRADING 
ARE 493b is a 9 (graduate)-12 (undergraduate) credit course that will be evaluated with a 

PASS/FAIL grade.  
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SEMINAR SCHEDULE // Fall 2021 // Thursdays 4:30-6:30 in Room TBD 
 

DATE, TIME & 
PLACE TOPIC 

 
READING/ HOMEWORK 

 
Thursday, 

September 2, 
4:30-6:30 

Classroom TBD 

 
Introductions 

- Housekeeping: (1) Review 
planners, calendars and 
tentatively schedule visits;  
(2) Review portfolios 
checklist (handout); (3) 
Discuss weekly email 
correspondence with 
supervisor; (4) Discuss 
teaching and lesson plans 
(including emailing lesson 
plans to supervisor prior to 
site visit);  
(5) Emailing lesson plans 
prior to observations; (6) 
Keeping up artistic practice: 
sign up for Art Share’s; (7) 
Check time cards 

- Group Discussion 1: Social 
Media and Lesson Planning  

- Distribute and discuss Lesson 
Planning Activity 

Check in – how are your first days in 
the classroom? 

     
Due Today: 
Bring your teaching portfolios 
from the previous semester to 
class! 
 
 
 

Thursday, 
September 16, 

4:30-6:30 
Classroom TBD 

Classroom Management & 
Environment 

- Group Discussion 2: 
Responses to Section 1 of the 
Lesson Planning Activity  

- Check time cards 
- Art Share 

 

 
Due Today: 

1) Revise your resume and 
teaching philosophy, if 
necessary. Submit these 
to D2L for feedback and 
edits. 

 

2) Section 1 of Lesson 
Planning Activity 
(including reading 
articles by Gude and 
Efland posted to D2L). 
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Thursday, October 
7, 4:30-6:30 

Classroom TBD 

Lesson Planning, Instruction, & 
Assessment 

- Group Discussion 3: Sections 
2 & 3 of the Lesson Planning 
Activity. Brainstorm changes 
to this document, drafting a 
second version of the Lesson 
Planning Activity.  

- Check time cards 
- Introduction to lesson 

spreads: must be included in 
your final portfolio 
submission 

- Schedule Midterm 
Observation/Meeting 

- Art Share 
  

 

 
Due Today: 

1) Revise (if needed) the 
remaining portfolio 
contents (full lesson 
plan, personal artist 
statement, examples of 
artwork). Submit these to 
D2L for feedback and 
edits. 

2) Complete sections 2 & 3 
of the Lesson Planning 
Activity 
 

 

Thursday, October 
28, 4:30-6:30 

Classroom TBD 

 
Motivation & Dialogue 

- Group Discussion 4: 
Completed responses from 
version 2 of the Lesson 
Planning Activity. Discuss 
and draft a third version of 
the activity.  

- Check time cards 
- Art Share 

 

 
Due Today: 

1) Complete all sections of 
the amended Lesson 
Planning Activity (version 
2) 

 
 

Thursday, 
November 11, 

4:30-6:30 
Classroom TBD 

 
Course Content & Professionalism  

- Group Discussion 5: 
Completed responses from 
version 3 of the Lesson 
Planning Activity. Discuss 
and draft a fourth version of 
the activity, if needed. 

- Check time cards 
- Interview strategies 
- Professionalism in the school 

environment 
- Schedule Final 

Observation/Meeting 
- Art Share 

 

 
Due Today: 

1) Complete all sections of 
the amended Lesson 
Planning Activity (version 
3) 
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Thursday, 
December 2, 4:30-

6:30 
Classroom TBD 

Final/Wrap-up/ Goodbye 
Celebration! 

 
Due Today:  

Bring your final updated 
portfolio to class. Final 
presentation- summary 
of your teaching 
portfolio 

 
Assignments  
 
Lesson Planning Activity – The Lesson Planning Activity (LPA), is a packet of worksheets 
with three sections designed to help student teachers identify and hone a critical lens through 
which to assess social media-based curricular resources. The LPA positions characteristics of 
formalistic, dated approaches to art education as outlined by noted art educator Arthur Efland 
(1976) in direct contrast to critical, contemporary characteristics of high-quality art education as 
outlined by acclaimed art educator Olivia Gude (2013). While the initial version of the LPA is 
solicited and designed explicitly for the research at hand, the document will change and evolve 
with the input of preservice art teachers. Thus, iterative cycles of the document will be designed 
and utilized throughout the semester. Additional instruction and clarification regarding this 
assignment will be given in person. 
 
Weekly email – Each week, you are to email your supervisor a one-to-two paragraph reflection 
on your week in the classroom. This is your opportunity to share high and low points, current 
struggles, and pending questions. Your supervisor is here to help facilitate a productive student 
teaching environment, so do not hesitate to bring up any classroom issue. Please make sure to 
send this email no later than every Monday by 5pm (as a summary of the previous week).  

Lesson plans – You will be observed a minimum of six times over the course of the semester. 
Each observation will be scheduled in advance. At least 24 hours before each observation, you 
must email your lesson plan to your supervisor. After the observation has taken place, please 
post the lesson plan (with any necessary edits) to D2L.  

Art Share – As you begin teaching, you may find that much of your time is devoted to lesson 
planning, assessment, and creative classroom brainstorming. It is common that during the busy 
transition into teaching, one’s artistic practice is placed on the backburner. In an effort to support 
each other as a community of artists, each seminar meeting will include a few minutes for 
sharing our current artistic practice. At our first meeting, you will sign up to share your current 
work during an upcoming meeting date. You will have 10 minutes to talk about your artwork in 
class.  

Professional Portfolio – Over the course of the semester, you need to gather documentation to 
create a portfolio for your career and professional opportunities. A checklist will be given to you 
at our first seminar. Throughout the semester, the components of your portfolio will be submitted 
to D2L for edits and feedback. A final digital copy of your portfolio will be due on the final day 
of seminar, April 29th.  
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Final Presentation– The final presentation will be a power point (or other approved means of 
presentation) showcasing your lessons from this semester and your student teaching experience. 
You will also present your teaching portfolio and may also bring samples of student work.  

HOLIDAY BREAKS – You will be taking holiday breaks based on your school districts 
schedule, NOT the scheduled spring break at the University of Arizona. Please check the district 
schedule for dates. 

Checklist of Assignments: All Assignments Must be Completed to Pass the Class! 

Assignment  Completed  

Lesson Planning Activity: Version 1  

Lesson Planning Activity: Version 2  

Lesson Planning Activity: Version 3  

Observation Day (6) Lesson Plans and 
Rubrics Shared with Supervisor via email 

prior to visit 

 

Professional Portfolio  

Final Presentation  

 

Teaching Experience 
You will assume all Teacher Candidate responsibilities as required by your Supervising 
Practitioner and the University of Arizona College of Fine Arts as outlined in the STG. You must 
successfully complete the following to receive a passing grade: 

1. Attend the Teacher Candidate/Supervising Practitioner Orientation Meeting.   
2. Follow all responsibilities listed in the “Phase-In-Schedule.” (See STG) 
3. Complete a Professional Portfolio. (See STG)  
4. Complete all assignments required by the Program Supervisor.   
5. Attend all seminars scheduled by the Program Supervisor and those required by The 

College of Fine Art. Seminar attendance is mandatory.   
6. Follow all requirements listed on the Midterm and Final assessment instruments. (See 

STG) Document your Time Card. 

**You are required to be at your placement for a minimum of 75 days. You are to have full 
responsibility for the classroom, planning, and instruction for a minimum of 20 
consecutive days. 

Additional Responsibilities 
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You must meet regularly with your Supervising Practitioner to discuss your lesson plans. Your 
Supervising Practitioner and your Program Supervisor will give you different lesson plan 
templates in order to accommodate the needs of all students in the class and your school's 
administration. Please send your Program Supervisor an electronic version of your lesson plan 
24 hours prior to the schedule observation. Also, please hand in a hard copy of your lesson 
plan on the day of observation. 
Your days off will be the same as your school site, not those of the University.  

You are expected to do all activities and assignments your Supervising Practitioner would do. 
This may include, but is not limited to, attending faculty meetings, hall or bus duties, and 
attendance at games or dances if your Supervising Practitioner is required to be a chaperon, and 
so forth. You are expected to arrive at and leave your school when the contracted teachers are 
expected to arrive and leave.  

Teacher Candidates may not substitute teach during the 75 required days. If your Supervising 
Practitioner is absent, there must be a substitute teacher present in the classroom. If you are 
placed in this situation, please contact your Program Supervisor and the school principal 
ASAP. 

During the Semester 
Your Program Supervisor will come to your school site for an initial visit. Observations will take 
place every 2-3 weeks on average or 6-8 times a semester. After an observation, your Program 
Supervisor will meet with you to discuss your lesson planning, instruction, classroom 
management techniques, and other pertinent student teaching topics. Ideally, this meeting takes 
place directly after an observation. However, this meeting may not be possible due to scheduling. 
Rescheduling a meeting must take place within 24 hours after observation.  

1. Please maintain a notebook or binder in which all lesson plans, teaching schedules, 
reflections, and resource materials are kept.  

2. You are expected to create a Professional Portfolio that documents your teaching 
experiences.  

3. You are expected to reflect on your experiences artistically and in writing. We will 
discuss this further in our seminar meetings.  

Certification 
Please begin your paperwork for Certification immediately! This includes the National 
Evaluation Standards (NES) and Arizona Educator Proficiency Assessment (AEPA) at 
www.aepa.nesinc.com.  
 
Correspondence   
Call or text your Program Supervisor in advance if you need to cancel an observation. This 
includes when an impromptu school assembly, etc. occurs. Please, no exceptions to this rule.  
Please contact your Program Supervisor anytime during the week to share thoughts, concerns, 
and questions. If something is bothering you, let your Program Supervisor know and to discuss 
solutions (the sooner the better!!). Your Program Supervisor checks email daily, so you can 
always send questions and concerns that you may have.  
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In general, your Program Supervisor will contact you through email (your UA email) each week, 
and will expect you to reply regarding your student teaching progress. Please check your UA 
email regularly.   

Effective communication with your Supervising Practitioner is key to having a successful 
semester. Try to spend at least 20-30 minutes at the end of the day or during your prep period to 
review your teaching. Ask questions, brainstorm ideas, review lesson plans, discuss strategies 
together to make the most of this semester.  

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact your Program Supervisor immediately in 
person, by phone, or through email.  

The Apprentice Model – Learning to teach 
Please remember that you are an apprentice teacher and learning to teach. You will be 
responsible for teaching classes, however, when you are not teaching and your Supervising 
Practitioner is in charge, you should still participate either directly or indirectly. For example, it 
is not appropriate to write lessons or prepare for your classes when your cooperating teacher is 
teaching unless she or he has asked you to do so. Please save planning tasks for your planning 
period, before or after school, and for your time at home. 
In the beginning, you might simply observe and take notes while watching your Supervising 
Practitioner’s classes. By the second week you should assisting your Supervising Practitioner 
with setting up the classroom, individual student help, or work with small groups of students. Be 
ready to participate in the manner or at the time your Supervising Practitioner suggests. Please 
use and show initiative. 

It is important to realize that you are a GUEST in your Supervising Practitioner’s classroom! 
Please be considerate of his/her personal space and equipment.  

Your Obligations as a Teacher Candidate 

1. Presenting a Professional Image and Conduct 

Ø It is important that you dress professionally during student teaching. Teacher 
Candidates that dress professionally are able to manage their classrooms more 
effectively. You are a role model and teacher; you deserve respect. If in doubt, 
please do not wear it.  

Ø When you are at school, you are a teacher; therefore, principals, parents, students and 
community members will be watching you. It is important to be aware of how you 
speak to students, other teachers, and parents. Use a professional tone, voice level, 
language and do not be disparaging against others in terms of gender, race, ethnicity, 
and socio- economic class. Enter the school each day with a smile; contribute to 
schools being joyous places.  

Ø Get to know the school, office staff, custodial staff, other teachers, specialists, and the 
principal and vice-principal. Learn their names. Please eat lunch with your 
Supervising Practitioner and/or other teachers; this will involve you in the school 
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culture. Listen, ask questions, observe what is around you; you are there to learn and 
others want to help you.   

2. Being a Good Listener  

Ø You may feel that your coursework has provided you with everything you need to 
know about teaching. You will probably be eager to try out everything that you have 
learned as quickly as possible, sometimes without considering the body of knowledge 
and experience possessed by your Supervising Practitioner and others. Please realize 
that your student teaching experience only allows you a temporary attachment to the 
classroom. Knowing this, your Supervising Practitioner may not want to depart 
significantly from his or her established curriculum and procedures.  

 
Ø In order to develop a successful working relationship with your Supervising 

Practitioner and others, you need to be a good listener and carefully consider the 
advice that your Supervising Practitioner and Program Supervisor give you!  Listen, 
reflect and respond and listen more.  

3. Being a Learner of Teaching  

Ø Remember that you are still a student and that student teaching is an introductory 
opportunity to deepen your learning and not an occasion where you are constantly 
expected to demonstrate your expertise. This means that you should always be willing 
to ask questions of your Supervising Practitioner and the Program Supervisor. That is 
what they are there for and they will not judge you to be foolish or inept because you 
let it be known that there are many things that you want to learn. These may be 
anything such as how to approach reluctant learners. 

 
Ø Being an inexperienced teacher gives you the chance to try thing that you have never 

tried before and to learn from your successes as well as your failures. In order to 
develop in your teaching, you need to extend yourself beyond the boundaries of the 
comfortable and the familiar. Be open to new approaches and differing 
perspectives, even when it is difficult!  

Important Reminders: 

Ø Please never meet alone with a student. EVER!!!!!!!  

Ø Please always be aware of your professional language. Hurtful or sarcastic comments 
have a long and lasting impression. 

Ø Please do not contact or converse with students through social media. EVER!!!!!!!!  

Ø Please remember that teaching is a very visible profession. There are always eyes and 
ears on you.  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I know that you will appreciate and enjoy your Supervising Practitioner’s expertise and 
knowledge of his/her students’ experiences and maturation.  

Good luck and enjoy your students!  

UNIVERSITY POLICIES 
BEHAVIOR IN AN INSTRUCTIONAL SETTING 
It is assumed that students will not demonstrate disruptive behavior.  See 
http://policy.arizona.edu/disruptive-behavior-instructional for more information.  This includes: 
§ Possession of drugs, alcohol or firearms on university property is illegal. 
§ Smoking and soliciting are not allowed in classrooms.  Eating and drinking only allowed 

with prior approval of the instructors. 
§ Pets, telephones, pagers and other electronic devices that distract students are not allowed in 

classrooms. 
§ Students creating disturbances that interfere with the conduct of the class or the learning of 

other students will be asked to leave and campus police may be contacted. 
§ The classroom should be a safe place; therefore, we expect students to respect the 

teaching/learning environment and each other.  We do not tolerate any form of harassment. 
§ All cell phones, pagers, and other electronic devices should be turned off in the University 

and school classrooms.  If you have an emergency situation, you may set your phone on 
vibrate and step out of class to receive a call.  This exception must be explained to the 
instructors prior to the class. 

 
STUDENT CODE OF ACADEMIC INTEGRITY 
See http://deanofstudents.arizona.edu/codeofacademicintegrity for more information.   
Integrity is expected of every student in all academic work. All student’s submitted work must be 
his or her own.  It is expected that all papers and lesson plans be original (i.e., created by the 
student), typed, neat, proofread, and grammatically correct. Plagiarism in any form will not be 
tolerated.  It is assumed that the Student Academic Code of Integrity will be adhered to. Integrity 
is expected of every student in all academic work.  The guiding principle of academic integrity is 
that a student's submitted work must be the student's own. Academic dishonesty will not be 
tolerated under any circumstances, and will result in a failure to pass this course. Misrepresenting 
the words or ideas of another as your own is called plagiarism. The key to avoiding plagiarism is 
to develop good judgment in the fair attribution of words and ideas. You must credit the source 
whenever you (a) directly quote the words of another or (b) reference a specific idea, argument, 
or fact from a given source.  You should err on the side of caution and cite the source of any 
specific ideas, concepts, or facts that you use.  Conduct prohibited by the Code consists of all 
forms of academic dishonesty.    
 
THREATENING BEHAVIOR BY STUDENTS 
See http://policy.web.arizona.edu/threatening-behavior-students for more information. 
The University seeks to promote a safe environment where students and employees may 
participate in the educational process without compromising their health, safety or welfare. The 
Arizona Board of Regents’ Student Code of Conduct, ABOR Policy 5-308, prohibits threats of 
physical harm to any member of the University community, including to one’s self. Threatening 
behavior can harm and disrupt the University, its community and its families. 
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“Threatening behavior” means any statement, communication, conduct or gesture, including 
those in written form, directed toward any member of the University community that causes a 
reasonable apprehension of physical harm to a person or property. A student can be guilty of 
threatening behavior even if the person who is the object of the threat does not observe or receive 
it, so long as a reasonable person would interpret the maker’s statement, communication, conduct 
or gesture as a serious expression of intent to physically harm. 

 
SPECIAL NEEDS AND ACCOMMODATIONS 
It is the University’s goal that learning experiences be as accessible as possible.  If you anticipate 
or experience physical or academic barriers based on disability or pregnancy, please let me know 
immediately so that we can discuss options.  You are also welcome to contact Disability 
Resources (520-621-3268) to establish reasonable accommodations. 
Please be aware that the accessible table and chairs in this room should remain available for 
students who find that standard classroom seating is not usable.  
Students who need special accommodation or services should contact the Disability Resources 
Center, 1224 East Lowell Street, Tucson or 621-3268 or email: uadrc@email.arizona.edu or 
http://drc.arizona.edu/. You must register and request that the Center or DRC send me official 
notification of your accommodations needs as soon as possible.  
Please plan to meet with me to discuss accommodations and how my course requirements and 
activities may impact your ability to fully participate. The need for accommodations must be 
documented by the appropriate office. 
 
EQUITY 
The University of Arizona is committed to creating and maintaining an environment free from 
discrimination, harassment, and retaliation. It is against the University’s Nondiscrimination and 
Anti-harassment Policy to discriminate on the basis of: race, color, religion, sex, national origin, 
age, disability, veteran status, sexual orientation, gender identity or genetic information. If you 
feel you have been discriminated against you have the option to visit the Office of Institutional 
Equity in the University Services Building rm. 217 or at  
(520) 621-9449 equity.arizona.edu 
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APPENDIX C: Lesson Planning Activity, Version 2 
 

LPA 2 
Topics to be Addressed in Art Classrooms &  
Traits of Effective Lesson Plans in Visual Art 

List compiled based on the feedback of Annie, Becky, Cathy, and Danielle 
 
For our next seminar meeting, you will submit a lesson plan (or unit plan) based on one of the 
following topics. These topics were decided upon during our last meeting and reflect what YOU 
believe should be taught in art classrooms. 
 
- Identity 
- Social Justice  
- Diversity/Inclusivity 
- Multiculturalism 
- Business Aspect of Art 
- Art Criticism/Critique 
 
Once you have your topic, find a lesson plan via social media (or other online resource) related 
to this topic. It does NOT have to be a lesson that you would use, that you like, or that you want 
to rewrite. Keep in mind that you are welcome to rewrite the lesson or use it as inspiration, if you 
so choose. The lesson plan needs to be an example of what's available online, should a teacher 
be searching for ideas on your chosen topic. Make note of what you find below: 
 
Title of Lesson: 
 
Source of Lesson: 
 
How did you find this lesson? 
 
Do you like anything about this lesson?  
 
What, if anything, makes it problematic?  
 
Do you feel this lesson adequately addresses your chosen topic? Why or why not? 
 
You will now create a lesson (or unit) that addresses your chosen topic. Your lesson plan (or 
unit plan) can be written in a format of your choice. Once you have written your lesson plan and 
created an example artwork, self-assess your lesson plan based on the traits of effective lesson 
plans. These traits are derived from our class discussion and your written feedback. Traits are 
written in bold below. Read the trait, circle “yes” or “no” to note if your lesson is aligned with this 
trait, and then write a couple sentences explaining your answer. 
 

1. The content of the lesson is relevant to the student population and student 
interests. 

 
YES  or NO 
Explain:  
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2. The content of the lesson exposes students to diverse artist examples and 

themes. 
 

YES  or NO 
Explain:  

 
3. The lesson teaches a technical skill and is appropriately challenging. 

 
YES  or NO 
Explain:  

 
4. The lesson inspires conceptual thinking, including time for 

planning/brainstorming. The concept is not pushed by the instructor, but driven 
by the student.  

 
YES  or NO 
Explain:  

 
5. The lesson allows for student choice/creativity, whether in material or concept. 

 
YES  or NO 
Explain:  

 
6. The process of artmaking is as important as the end product. 

 
YES  or NO 
Explain:  

 
7. The concept and the technical skill emphasized in the lesson are purposefully 

connected. 
 

YES  or NO 
Explain:  

 
8. The lesson includes multiple opportunities for assessment: self-assessment, 

peer-assessment, teacher-assessment.  
 

YES  or NO 
Explain:  
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APPENDIX D: Lesson Planning Activity, Version 3 
 

Lesson Planning Activity: Round 3! 
 
 
PART 1: 
 
For our next seminar meeting (November 11), you will submit a lesson plan (or unit plan) based 
on one of the following topics. These topics were decided upon during our meetings and reflect 
what YOU believe should be taught in art classrooms. If there is another topic you wish to add, 
just email Kasey. 
 
- Identity 
- Social Justice  
- Diversity/Inclusivity 
- Multiculturalism 
- Business Aspect of Art 
- Art Criticism/Critique 
- Social & Emotional Learning 
 
Once you have your topic, find a lesson plan via social media (or other online resource) related 
to this topic (for example, what do you find when you search “social justice art lesson” on 
Pinterest, Google, etc.). It does NOT have to be a lesson that you would use, that you like, or 
that you want to rewrite. Rather, it just needs to be an example of what's available online, 
should a teacher be searching for ideas on your chosen topic. Make note of what you find 
below: 
 
Title of Lesson: 
 
Source of Lesson: 
 
How did you find this lesson? 
 
Do you like anything about this lesson?  
 
What, if anything, makes it problematic?  
 
Do you feel this lesson adequately addresses your chosen topic? Why or why not? 
 
Now, run this lesson plan through the self-assessment quiz (found on the next page). 
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PART 2: You will now create a lesson (or unit) that addresses your chosen topic. Your lesson 
plan (or unit plan) can be written in a format of your choice. Once you have written your lesson 
plan and created an example artwork, self-assess your lesson plan based on the traits of 
effective lesson plans (found on the app) and the self-assessment quiz (also found on the app). 
Below, you will find a screenshot of the traits of effective lessons. The self-assessment quiz is 
included on the final page of this document.  
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Self-Assess the lesson/unit plan you created using the same quiz: 
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APPENDIX E: Institutional Review Board Approval 
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APPENDIX F: Institutional Review Board Participant Consent Form 
 

The University of Arizona Consent to Participate in Research 
 
Study Title: I Found it, I Liked It, I Taught It: Exploring Preservice Art Teachers’ Use and 
Transformation of Social Media in Curriculum Development 
 
Principal Investigator: Kasey Stuart 
 
You are being asked to participate in a research study. Your participation in this research study is 
voluntary and you do not have to participate. This consent contains important information about 
this study and what to expect if you decide to participate. Please consider the information 
carefully. Feel free to discuss the study with your friends and family and to ask questions before 
making your decision whether or not to participate. 
 
Why is this study being done? 
This research will contribute understandings, from the perspective of preservice art teachers 
enrolled in ARE 493b during their semester of student teaching, as to why social media is used as 
a curricular resource and if/how preservice art teachers critically analyze and transform their 
approach to using such sources.  
 
In order to investigate these goals, the proposed study will engage participants in a design-based 
(Bakker, 2019; Crippen & Brown, 2018; The Design Based Research Collective, 2003) 
curricular intervention to critically assess, analyze, and transform lesson plans found on social 
media. The intervention (which will be a required course activity, called the “Lesson Planning 
Activity”) will evolve as it is tested and amended over three cycles of research in order to 
understand how preservice art teachers perceive their use of social media platforms for lesson 
plan development, as well as their perception of the usefulness of the curricular intervention 
itself. The changes made to the original intervention over three cycles of development will be 
made by the participants, also referred to as co-researchers in the tradition of co-operative 
inquiry (Heron & Reason, 2001), through group discussions and mutual agreement. All 
participants in ARE 493b will be treated as co-researchers as we re-write and amend the 
intervention together, according to the feedback of all course members.  
 
Thus, the proposed study will address the following research questions: 1) How do preservice art 
teachers employ social media as a resource in their lesson plans during student teaching? 2a) 
After engaging with an intervention on assessing lesson plans critically, how do preservice art 
teachers reflect upon and/or transform their own lesson plans? 2b) In this process, how do 
participants transform the original intervention? 
 
All participating students’ oral, written, and artistic responses to the Lesson Planning Activity 
and the process of critically amending the intervention will be included in the PI’s dissertation. 
The findings will also be written for publications and shared in scholarly presentations. 
 
What will happen if I take part in this study? 
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As your instructor, I will not know who has participated in this research until after final grades 
have been submitted in December 2021. If you agree to take part in the study, it means you agree 
that your class assignments and discussions can be used in the research. You also agree that your 
written and artistic work completed for the course can be included as research data. Additionally, 
you agree to be recorded during group discussions pertaining to the use, design, and redesign of 
the Lesson Planning Activity and your use of social media to create curricular content. I will not 
be reviewing your private social media accounts; rather, you will be asked general questions in 
our recorded group discussions as to what platforms you use regarding finding curricular content 
online. I will not know who has participated in the study until after final grades have been 
submitted; therefore, please know that audio recordings from the class discussions will be kept 
for research purposes.  
 
In December 2021, once grades have been submitted, participants who have agreed to be in the 
study will be contacted for a final interview. By agreeing to participate in the research, you also 
agree that the PI can contact you to ask follow up interview questions via phone, Zoom, or in 
person for the research purpose.  
 
How long will I be in the study? 
Your participation in this study will be one semester, from the start of ARE 493b until 
the end of the class. Additionally, if you agree to participate in this research, a summative 
interview after the end of the semester will be conducted with each participant individually, 
serving as a member check. This interview will be done in-person or via Zoom.  
 
How many people will take part in this study? 
The maximum number of the participants will be six, depending on Fall 2021 enrollment for 
ARE 493b. 
 
Can I stop being in the study? 
You may refuse to participate in this study. If you decide to take part in the study, you may leave 
the study at any time. No matter what decision you make, there will be no penalty to you and 
you will not lose any of your usual benefits. I will not know whether you have agreed to 
participate until the end of the semester. Your decision will not affect your future relationship 
with The University of Arizona. If you are a student or employee at the University of Arizona, 
your decision will not affect your grades or employment status. 
 
What risks or benefits can I expect from being in the study? 
No risks are anticipated for participating in the research. However, if you have any safety 
concern during the process of participation, you are welcome to discuss your concern with the 
PI, who will not know if you are one of the participants until all the grades are released at the end 
of the semester, or with the person who gave you the consent form, Sangmin Lee. Though there 
is no material benefit that you will gain from participation, your participation will enrich the 
research of transformative learning, social media, and curriculum development in the field of art 
education. 
 
Will my study-related information be kept confidential? 
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All the participants’ names in the research will be anonymous (pseudonyms will be used). De-
identified data, namely participant written responses to the Lesson Planning Activity, participant 
artistic responses to the Lesson Planning Activity, group discussion transcripts, individual 
summative interview transcripts (which take place during the final meeting), and amended 
versions of the Lesson Planning Activity that will be designed by the PI and the participants 
collaboratively over the course of the semester will be stored on the researcher’s personal, 
password protected storage drive and be backed up on an external flash drive (flash drive #1).  
The computer and the flash drives will be protected by passwords and each individual data file 
will be encrypted.  
 
Identifiable data, namely, audio recordings of recorded group discussions and audio recordings 
of summative interviews, will be stored on a separate, password protected flash drive (flash drive 
#2) within encrypted files.  
 
All data, including audio recordings and transcriptions, will be stored for 6 years.  The data will 
be utilized in the PI’s dissertation and future publications. 
 
Participants will not be identified in any report or publication of this study.  Even though all 
participants in the study will be told that the comments made during the group discussions 
should be kept confidential, it is possible that participants may repeat comments outside the 
group. 
 
Because of the nature of the data, it may be possible to deduce a participant's identity; however, 
there will be no attempt to do so and data will be reported in a way that will not identify the 
participant. Should a participant choose to not participate in this study, all data collected from 
their group discussion contributions and class work will be deleted at the end of the semester. 
 
The information that you provide in the study will be handled confidentially. However, there 
may be circumstances where this information must be released or shared as required by law. The 
University of Arizona Institutional Review Board may review the research records for 
monitoring purposes. 
 
Who can answer my questions about the study? 
During the semester, if you have any question, you can contact Sangmin Lee. His email is  
sangminlee@email.arizona.edu.  After your final grade for the course is released, please direct 
questions, concerns, or complaints about the study to Kasey Stuart through the email: 
kestuart@email.arizona.edu.  
 
For questions about your rights as a participant in this study or to discuss other study-related 
concerns or complaints with someone who is not part of the research team, you may contact the 
Human Subjects Protection Program Director at 520-626-8630 or online at 
http://rgw.arizona.edu/compliance/human-subjects-protection-program. 
 
An Institutional Review Board responsible for human subjects research at The University of 
Arizona reviewed this research project and found it to be acceptable, according to applicable 
state and federal regulations and University policies designed to protect the rights and welfare of 
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participants in research. 
 
When may participation in the study be stopped? 
If you want to stop your participation before the end of the research, please contact Sangmin Lee. 
He will destroy your consent form. 
 
The participation in the research is completely voluntary. You can stop participating at any time 
without any grade penalty since the researcher will not know who is a participant until after final 
course grades are submitted. 
 
What are the costs of taking part in this study? 
There is no additional cost of participating in the research outside of the 45-minute individual 
interview that will take place after the semester is over. 
 
Will I be paid for taking part in this study? 
You will not be paid for participating in this research. 
 
Will educational records be accessed? 
Education records used by this research project are education records as defined and protected by 
Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). FERPA is a federal law that protects the 
privacy of student education records. Your consent gives the researcher permission to access for 
research purposes only the records pertaining to this class (which she will access as your teacher 
whether you participate in the study or not). 
 
Will my data or specimens be stored for future research? 
Information collected about you will not be used or shared for future research studies. The data 
will only be utilized in the PI’s dissertation and future publications 
 
Signing the Consent Form 
I have read (or someone has read to me) this form, and I am aware that I am being asked to 
participate in a research study. I have had the opportunity to ask questions and have had them 
answered to my satisfaction. I voluntarily agree to participate in this study. 
 
I am not giving up any legal rights by signing this form. I will be given a copy of this form 
through email. 
 
_________________________________________ 
Printed name of subject  
 
_________________________________________ 
Signature of subject  
 
___________________ 
Date 
 
Investigator/Research Staff 
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I have explained the research to the participant or the participant’s representative before 
requesting the signature(s) above. There are no blanks in this document. A digital copy of this 
form has been given to the participant or to the participant’s representative. 
Sangmin Lee 
 
_________________________________________ 
Printed name of person obtaining consent  
 
_________________________________________ 
Signature of person obtaining consent  
 
___________________ 
Date 
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APPENDIX G: Meeting 1 Group Discussion Protocol 
 

Recorded Group Discussion 1 Protocol 

Meeting Data 
 
Date: 9/2/21 
Start Time: 4:35pm 
End Time: 5:46 pm 
Meeting Location: Zoom 
 

Participant Data 
 
Number of Participants: 4 
Most Vocal Participant: All participants vocal 
Least Vocal Participant: 

Introduction 
 
Now that we have introduced ourselves, we will begin our first discussion on what resources 
you, as student teachers, use to inspire your lesson plans. We, as art teachers, have more 
resources than ever in preparing ourselves to go into the classrooms. We aren’t just informed 
and inspired by what we learn through university coursework, but in what we see from other 
art teachers and artists on Pinterest, Facebook, Twitter, blogs, YouTube, etc. These online 
environments have become part of our visual culture, but they’ve also, for some or maybe all 
of us, become tools in our educator toolboxes. During today’s discussion, we’re going to focus 
on what online resources, including social media, you’ve found particularly interesting, 
helpful, or imaginative. So, let’s dive in... 

Discussion Question Follow-Up Prompts 
Q1: Do you use any online resources, social 
media-based sites, podcasts, etc. to develop 
lesson planning ideas? 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone else use that site/influencer? 
Can you name a specific site?  
Are there particular art educators who post to 
these sites/blogs? 
 

Q2: When you set out to design a lesson plan 
or unit, do you first use resources from your 
university classes, or do you prefer online 
resources? 

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
 

Q3: When you do turn to online resources or 
social media like those found on (insert 
responses given from Q1), what search 
criteria do you enter? For example, do you 
type in “art lesson plan ideas” or do you use 
something more specific? Feel free to give 
examples. 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
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Q4: What characteristics do you look for 
when finding lesson plan ideas via social 
media? 

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
Why do you feel the product is more 
important when selecting a lesson? 
Why do you feel the concept is more 
important when selecting a lesson? 
 

Q5: When you find a lesson you want to use 
in your own teaching practice, do you look for 
characteristics that would align the lesson 
with what you learned during university 
coursework? Why or why not? 

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
 

Q6: What do you perceive to be the benefit of 
using social media-based resources in 
developing lesson plans?  

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
 

Q7: What do you perceive to be the pitfalls of 
using social media-based resources in 
developing lesson plans?  

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
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APPENDIX H: Meeting 2 Group Discussion Protocol 
 

Recorded Group Discussion 2 Protocol 

Meeting Data 
 
Date: September 16th, 2021 
Start Time: 4:35 
End Time: 5:25 
Meeting Location: Campus Classroom 
 

Participant Data 
 
Number of Participants: 4 
Most Vocal Participant: Annie & Becky 
Least Vocal Participant: Cathy & Danielle 

Introduction 
 
Over the past two weeks, you read the articles by both Gude (2013) and Efland (1976) on the 
New School Art and School Art styles. Additionally, you completed section 1 of the first 
iteration of the Lesson Planning Activity. Today, we’ll take some time to discuss your 
thoughts on the readings, while also diving into your responses to section 1.  

Discussion Question Follow-Up Prompts 
Q1: What were your general thoughts on the 
article by Arthur Efland? 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone identify with that comment? 
Does anyone disagree with that comment? 
 

Q2: What were your general thoughts on the 
article by Olivia Gude? 

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
 

Q3: For you personally, as an art educator, 
what do you believe the purpose of art 
education to be? 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
 

Q4: What sites did you all use to find lesson 
plans for Section 1 of the Lesson Planning 
Activity? What search terms did you use? 

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
Were you searching a technical skill? An 
artist? A general concept? An age group? 
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Q5: Why did you select your chosen lesson? Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
 

Q6: At this point, is there anything you would 
change/add/delete from the lesson?  

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
 

Q7: Do you think there would be value in 
completing the steps of the lesson as written?  

Can you tell me more? 
Does anyone want to add to that comment? 
Does anyone agree or disagree with that 
statement? 
Does anyone else identify with that comment? 
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APPENDIX I: Annie’s Final Interview Protocol 
 

Final Interview Protocol for Annie 

Meeting Data 
 
Date: 1/20/22 
Start Time:  
End Time: 
Meeting Location: After multiple missed 
Zoom meetings, Annie submitted responses to 
the questions via email 
 

Participant Data 
 
Number of Participants: 1 
Most Vocal Participant: n/a 
Least Vocal Participant: n/a 

Introduction 
 
Let Annie know that the questions prepared for this interview were based on researcher 
reflective notes and a preliminary reading of the data, specifically her contributions to the 
seminar course. 

Discussion Question Follow-Up Prompts 
Q1: Over the course of the semester, I noticed 
you went from favoring “School Art Style” 
lessons, where every student ends with 
roughly the same project to projects that were 
inspired by art history. What inspired this 
change? 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q2: Are you familiar with Discipline-Based 
Art Education (DBAE)? If so, do you feel that 
your future lessons will be aligned with 
DBAE, or are there other influences you wish 
to bring into your teaching? 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q3: At the beginning of the semester, you 
stated that influencers like Cassie Stevens 
inspired you to want to become an art teacher. 
You stated that if your life in the classroom 
could be anything like what she portrayed, 
you’d be so happy. Do you still feel that way? 
Why or why not? 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
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Q4: How did you view social media and 
online resources for lesson planning at the 
beginning of the semester?  
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q5: How do you look at social media and 
online resources for lesson planning now? 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does that surprise you? 

Q6: Can you describe what caused this 
transformation? Class readings, discussions, 
the LPA itself? 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q7: Do you feel that the Lesson Planning 
Activities helped to transform your approach 
to lesson planning? Why or why not? 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q8: Do you feel the LPA became more 
usable as we amended it as a group? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q9: What do you view the purpose of art 
education to be? 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
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APPENDIX J: Becky’s Final Interview Protocol 
 

Final Interview Protocol for Becky 

Meeting Data 
 
Date: 12/20/21 
Start Time: 12:00 pm 
End Time: 12:23 pm 
Meeting Location: Zoom 
 

Participant Data 
 
Number of Participants: 1 
Most Vocal Participant: n/a 
Least Vocal Participant: n/a 

Introduction 
 
Let Becky know that the questions prepared for this interview were based on researcher 
reflective notes and a preliminary reading of the data, specifically her contributions to the 
seminar course. 

Discussion Question Follow-Up Prompts 
Q1: At the beginning of the semester, you 
stated that influencers like Cassie Stevens and 
even some history teachers came to mind 
when you thought about art education and 
social media. You mentioned being drawn to 
online resources that could help fill in the 
gaps in terms of what you needed to create 
unique lessons. Did your relationship to social 
media and other online resources change over 
the course of the semester? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q2: How do you look at social media and 
online resources for lesson planning now? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does that surprise you? 

Q3: Do you believe online resources cater to 
a specific age group? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q4: Over the course of the semester, I noticed 
you changed from creating lessons based on 
technique, to incorporating more artists as 

Can you tell me more? 
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starting points for your lessons. What caused 
this change? 
 
 
Q5: Do you feel that your future lessons will 
incorporate specific historic or contemporary 
artists, or do you prefer to teach thematically 
or in terms of technique? 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does that surprise you? 

Q6: What do you think are the most vital 
components to include in high school art 
curriculum? 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q7: Do you feel that the Lesson Planning 
Activities helped to transform your approach 
to lesson planning? Why or why not? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q8: Do you feel the LPA became more 
usable as we amended it as a group? 
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q9: What do you view the role of art 
education to be? 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
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APPENDIX K: Cathy’s Final Interview Protocol 
 

Final Interview Protocol for Cathy 

Meeting Data 
 
Date: 12/21/21 
Start Time: 10:00 am 
End Time: 10:21 am 
Meeting Location: Zoom 
 

Participant Data 
 
Number of Participants: 1 
Most Vocal Participant: n/a 
Least Vocal Participant: n/a 

Introduction 
 
Let Cathy know that the questions prepared for this interview were based on researcher 
reflective notes and a preliminary reading of the data, specifically her contributions to the 
seminar course. 

Discussion Question Follow-Up Prompts 
Q1: At the beginning of the semester, you 
stated that influencers like Cassie Stevens 
came to mind when you thought about art 
education and social media. You mentioned 
being drawn to cute lesson plans that you can 
find online. Do you still feel the same draw to 
these sources? 
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q2: How did you view social media and 
online resources for lesson planning at the 
beginning of the semester?  
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does that surprise you? 

Q3: How do you look at social media and 
online resources for lesson planning now? 
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does that surprise you? 

Q4: Over the course of the semester, I noticed 
you changed from creating lessons based on 
what you could find on Deep Space Sparkle, 

Can you tell me more? 
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to creating more of your own, original 
content. What inspired this change? 
 
 
 
Q5: Do you feel that your future lessons will 
incorporate specific historic or contemporary 
artists, or do you prefer to teach thematically 
according to the elements and principles of 
art? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does that surprise you? 

Q6: What do you think are the most vital 
components to include in elementary art 
curriculum? 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q7: About mid-way through the semester, 
you shared a lot of personal transformations 
with myself and the other student teachers 
during our class discussions. Specifically, you 
mentioned changing your approach to 
teaching about tikis, other multicultural art 
lessons (Oaxacan clay sculptures), and 
making sure the technique you taught 
matched up with the artworks being 
introduced to students. Can you describe what 
caused this transformation? Class readings, 
discussions, the LPA itself? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q8: During our third meeting, you stated that 
multicultural art lessons should be a focus of 
art educators. You even chose to design a 
multicultural art lesson plan (Oaxacan clay 
sculptures) for one of our LPA’s. Do you still 
feel this way? 
 
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
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Q9: Do you feel that the Lesson Planning 
Activities helped to transform your approach 
to lesson planning? Why or why not? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q10: Do you feel the LPA became more 
usable as we amended it as a group? 
 

Can you tell me more? 

Q11: What do you view the role of art 
education to be? 
 

Can you tell me more? 
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APPENDIX L: Danielle’s Final Interview Protocol 
 

Final Interview Protocol for Danielle 

Meeting Data 
 
Date: 12/21/21 
Start Time: 12:00 pm 
End Time: 12:19 pm 
Meeting Location: Zoom 
 

Participant Data 
 
Number of Participants: 1 
Most Vocal Participant: n/a 
Least Vocal Participant: n/a 

Introduction 
 
Let Danielle know that the questions prepared for this interview were based on researcher 
reflective notes and a preliminary reading of the data, specifically her contributions to the 
seminar course. 

Discussion Question Follow-Up Prompts 
Q1: At the beginning of the semester, you 
stated that you were hesitant to use social 
media or other online resources for lesson 
planning as you had a fear of plagiarism. 
Instead, you said you only used online 
resources as a way to get inspired and make 
sure your lesson plans were relevant to your 
students- for example, you said ink was 
trending, so you thought an ink project would 
be appropriate. Did your relationship to social 
media and other online resources change over 
the course of the semester? 
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q2: How do you look at social media and 
online resources for lesson planning now? Is 
it more, less, or the same as the beginning of 
the semester? 
 
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q3: Over the course of the semester, I noticed 
you changed from creating lessons based on 

Can you tell me more? 
Does that surprise you? 



  292 

technique, to writing lessons that dealt with 
social messages. What caused this change? 
 
 
 
 
 
Q4: Do you feel that your future lessons will 
incorporate specific historic or contemporary 
artists, or do you prefer to teach thematically 
or in terms of technique? 
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q5: What do you think are the most vital 
components to include in high school art 
curriculum? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
Does that surprise you? 

Q6: Do you feel that the Lesson Planning 
Activities helped to transform your approach 
to lesson planning? Why or why not? 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q7: Do you feel the LPA became more 
usable as we amended it as a group? 
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
 

Q8: What do you view the role of art 
education to be? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Can you tell me more? 
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APPENDIX M: Annie’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA1 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: https://leahnewtonart.com/2020/03/26/joan-miro/ 
 
Annie’s Revised Lesson: 
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APPENDIX N: Annie’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA2 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: https://kimballartcenter.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/12/EVA-5-16-17.pdf 
 
Annie’s Revised Lesson: 
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APPENDIX O: Annie’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA3 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: https://msartastic.com/2021/04/26/5-social-
emotional-learning-art-ideas-for-your-classroom/ 
 
Annie’s Revised Lesson:
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APPENDIX P: Becky’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA1 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: https://lookbetweenthelines.com/art-
lessons/teaching-abstract-art-when-the-simplest-concepts-are-the-most-complex/	
 
Becky’s Revised Lesson: 
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APPENDIX Q: Becky’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA2 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: https://www.dickblick.com/lesson-plans/hindsight/  
 
Becky’s Revised Lesson on Identity: 
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APPENDIX R: Becky’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA3 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: https://artclasscurator.com/self-esteem-activities-for-
kids/ 	
 
Becky’s Revised Lesson on Social and Emotional Learning: 
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APPENDIX S: Cathy’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA1 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: 
https://www.gluedtomycraftsblog.com/2018/06/paint-splat-owl-face.html		
 
Cathy’s Revised Lesson: 
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APPENDIX T: Cathy’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA2 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: https://theartofeducation.edu/flex/lesson-
plans/oaxacan-metal-carving/		
 
Cathy’s Revised Lesson: 
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APPENDIX U: Cathy’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA3 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: https://www.learningforjustice.org/classroom-
resources/student-tasks/do-something/identity-selfportraits  
 
Cathy’s Revised Lesson: 
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APPENDIX V: Danielle’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA1 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: http://www.houston.k12.tn.us › userfiles › Classes 
 
Danielle’s Revised Lesson: 
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APPENDIX W: Danielle’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA2 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: https://mirandamarcotte.wordpress.com/planning-
3/unit-plan-art-for-social-justice/  
 
Danielle’s Revised Lesson: 
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APPENDIX X: Danielle’s Original and Revised Lesson Plan for the LPA3 
 
For the original lesson, please see this link: 
https://sedl.org/afterschool/lessonplans/index.cgi?show_record=123  
 
Danielle’s Revised Lesson: 
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