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ABSTRACT 
 
 

 
 The subject of this thesis is what the researcher calls “selective student art 

experiences” for visual art students, encompassing experiences such as competitions, 

contests, and exhibitions for students in grades K through 12 that are competitive, or 

selective in nature.  The purpose is to provide insight into this often ignored subject in art 

education through a personal introduction, review of literature in the field, and case study 

using qualitative research methods while also helping to inform the researcher’s future 

practices as one of the primary organizers of an annual selective student art experience.  

 The case study investigates participating art teachers’ and Museum professionals’ 

understandings of one juried high school exhibition (“The Museum Program”) organized 

annually by the small suburban fine arts museum at which the researcher currently 

teaches.  In response to literature in the field as well as the researcher’s personal 

experiences, research focuses on potential differences between the terminology each 

party uses to describe The Museum Program and how they feel The Museum Program 

fits into the longstanding debate over participation in these experiences in the field of art 

education.  The study utilized two data collection techniques: (1) interviews with three 

individuals representing a range of perspectives from participating art teachers to 

Museum professionals and (2) personal journal reflections by the researcher kept over the 

course of The Museum Program.   

 

Title: “Coming to Terms” with a Selective Art Experience for High School Students: A  
 Case Study of Visual Art Teachers’ and Museum Professionals’ Understandings 
 of a Juried Student Exhibition 
Author: Kristina Seekamp 
Date: May 20, 2008 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The importance of displaying and sharing student artwork with others cannot be 

ignored.  Art teachers’ common practice of entering their students’ artwork into student 

art exhibitions, competitions, and contests inside and outside of school reflects the 

significant of this phenomenon.  As an art educator and former visual arts student, I have 

developed significant personal interest in student art exhibitions over the years.  

Having experienced such programs from both the perspective of an organizer and 

a participating student, I have noted both the positives and negatives of participating in 

such endeavors.  When it comes to competitive programs organized offsite, or outside of 

the immediate school environment, I have also found that art teachers more-often-than-

not play the role of intermediaries between a program’s organizers and participating art 

students.  Therefore it appears that communication and understanding between these two 

parties (organizers and participating art teachers) is key to the success of such programs.  

The organizers and participating art teachers must share the same or comparable vision of 

the experience and understand the expectations and their roles and responsibilities.  

Central in keeping the lines of communication open, I feel that the role of the 

participating art teacher is especially critical and in my experience as an organizer and 

participating student, visual art teachers frequently appear to interpret its responsibilities 

differently.   
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A Personal Perspective 

Through the Eyes of an Organizer 

 

With nearly four years experience in Museum Education working at a small 

suburban fine arts museum, I have organized and coordinated, numerous selective student 

art exhibitions over the years - from planning and installation to publicity and de-

installation - and witnessed their effects on hundreds of students, families, teachers, and 

school districts every year.  One juried high school student exhibition that I am closely 

involved with on an annual basis (which will be referred to from now on as “The 

Museum Program”) accepts over 250 entries annually, selecting approximately 80 for 

exhibition in a two-week professionally hung museum gallery exhibition.  The Museum 

Program is open to high school students from across two local suburban counties and 

over 40 public and private schools participate each year.   

Despite all of the layers of preparation, organization, and hard work that are 

required on the part of an organizer to make such a huge undertaking successful, I must 

say I always find the experience enjoyable and highly rewarding.  The Museum Program 

is by far my favorite exhibition in the museum every year.  The component I look 

forward to the most is the opening reception, to which all of the exhibiting young artists, 

their art teachers, families, and friends are invited.  The museum is always packed, 

showing enormous support for the exhibiting young artists, and the air is filled with 

excitement and pride.  During the evening there is an awards ceremony during which 

numerous awards - monetary and otherwise - are awarded to select exhibiting artists.  I 

was so taken in years past by this event that I decided to donate my own a memorial 
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award to the cause in memory of my grandfather in 2007 to honor one particular 

exhibiting high school student.  This experience was very rewarding and I have continued 

it ever since, making it my own personal contribution each year. 

  On the other hand, I have found the rejection calls to participating art teachers to 

be the most difficult part of The Museum Program.  I have made every attempt to avoid 

these encounters, passing the job off to colleagues to be the bearers of the bad news 

whenever possible.  My responsibility has been to tell participating art teachers, not 

students themselves, yet these conversations are still often painful.  I can only imagine 

how hard it must be for them to relay the information to their students.  I have also found 

that teachers are often just as invested in the process as their students and become quite 

hurt at the thought of their students’ work not being accepted into the juried exhibition. 

Over the years, I have experienced quite a few teachers who have taken such rejections 

very personally, a handful of which, apparently in response, chose not to have their 

students participate in The Museum Program at all in subsequent years.  I find this 

phenomenon quite disheartening all around and feel that teachers should make every 

effort to not let their personal feelings get in the way of potential opportunities for future 

students. 

 

Through the Eyes of a Student 

 

I have always been a competitive individual and my artistic endeavors have been 

no exception.  During my own K-12 visual arts education, particularly in high school, I 

was fortunate enough to win several awards for my artwork.  However, remarkably, I 
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remember the awards I did not win just as vividly as those I did.  I still have very strong 

memories of working diligently on my entry to the local PTA Reflections contest every 

year in elementary school and not once receiving any recognition for my efforts, slowly 

growing more and more frustrated, hopeless, and feeling ultimately defeated despite 

consolations from teachers, family, and friends. 

Those awards I did win were often a surprise, which I tended to attribute to a lack 

of good competition, or luck.  I was never highly invested in the process because my art 

teacher did not inform me that I was creating a work of art for competitive purposes.  

Instead, my finished work was entered virtually without my knowledge.  Other than 

being asked to title my artwork here or there, or write my name on an occasional form, I 

would never have known.  I remember finding this way of going about a competition a 

bit strange.  But, of course, I went to all the ceremonies and smiled for all the cameras, 

and my parents were very proud.  My decision to attend a university with a highly 

regarded studio art program was in part due to the positive reinforcement provided 

through the numerous awards I received in high school.  As a result, I will always be 

thankful to my art teachers for making these experiences possible.       

 

A Controversial Issue In The Field Of Art Education 

 

Scholars’ opinions as to whether competitive student art programs are appropriate 

experiences for K-12 visual art students range broadly.  The topic is continually the 

source of significant controversy and has been considered to be a “boiling topic” not only 

in the United States, but in other countries’ art education fields as well (Prevodnik, 1999, 
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p. 4).  It appears one of the central reasons why these experiences remain controversial is 

simply that, in an educational field pushing more and more for collaborative learning, 

competition remains the name of the game.  Opportunities to display student artwork are 

rarely able to, or intended to, display work by all students.  Instead, they are selective 

processes that quickly begin to blur the lines between art exhibitions, competitions, and 

contests.       

In 1952, curator, professor, and editor Thomas Munro, wrote, “It is quite 

consistent with the American way of doing things to organize large, competitive 

exhibitions for students of the visual arts” (p. 4).  Over fifty years later, the prevalence 

and popularity of such exhibitions has only grown.  Art students of the twenty-first 

century can search the phrase on the Internet and be bombarded with names, guidelines, 

and deadlines for countless exhibitions on local, state, and national levels.   

Depending on the scope and popularity of a program, competition can become 

steep, with low percentages of the submitted works being exhibited.  Prizes and awards of 

various kinds emphasize the competition more.  Some students win monetary prizes and 

scholarships while others do not receive any recognition at all.  

Amongst their many arguments, supporters note that these experiences provide 

increased forms of motivation for students.  For example, in reference to the annual juried 

Scholastic Art Exhibit, director of art education Frank Verraro stated, “The exhibit 

encourages students to do things they might not ordinarily have done.  They get to see 

other works and get ideas.  It builds their confidence.  ‘I can do it too’ is what they say” 

(Dooley, 1989, p. B4).  
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Meanwhile, among their reasons against participation, critics argue that the 

competitive nature of such endeavors has negative implications for participating students.  

For example, Alfie Kohn’s (1986) research indicated that for complicated tasks that entail 

critical thinking, “competition may actually interfere with learning and subsequent 

achievement” (p. 62).  To a similar end, Prevodnik (1999) claims that competitions can 

harm student’s intrinsic motivation. 

Depending on their views, art teachers choose to do everything from universally 

boycotting such endeavors to religiously participating year after year.  No matter their 

choice on the matter, these decisions have potential outcomes - both good and bad - for 

students, schools, districts, and art education as a whole.   School administrators also 

often pressure art teachers to participate.  As a result, teachers are often not given a 

choice on the matter and it appears this can cause resentment.  One art teacher explains, 

I tried to motivate my students to enter contests because any winner might 
mean  an increase in my meager art budget.  My principal didn’t 
understand the arts, but he understood a winning football season all too 
well.  So I filled out forms in  triplicate, used my own money to buy mattes 
and frames, hand delivered the art work on Saturdays, and picked up the 
rejections on Sundays.  I was never privy to  what occurred behind closed 
doors, I was left to explain the results to my  students.  I consoled those 
who tried hard but never won by telling them, “It’s  only one person’s 
opinion. There will be other contests, other judges.” 
(Blair, 1995, p. 63)  

 

Brief Overview of Thesis 

 

Reflecting on my professional and personal experiences and its controversial 

status in art education scholarship, I feel that student art exhibitions demand further 

investigation.  In Chapter Two, I present a review of scholarship on the topic of student 
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art exhibitions, exploring aspects including student art exhibitions’ goals, roles, and 

functions, definition and categorization, selectivity and student art exhibitions, as well as 

scholars’ debates on participation, centering on issues including competition, motivation, 

and self-efficacy.   

In the following chapters, I present the methodology, results, analysis, and 

conclusion based on my research study on this topic.  My case study focused on art 

teachers’ and exhibition organizers’ understandings of The Museum Program, the juried 

high school exhibition organized annually at the small suburban fine arts museum where 

I currently teach.  Based on both my own personal experiences as presented in this 

chapter and the information gathered in Chapter Two, my research investigated the 

terminology participating art teachers and Museum professionals use to describe The 

Museum Program as well as how these individuals feel the exhibition relates to key 

issues in the participation debate (as outlined in Chapter Two).  The study was conducted 

in order to explore participating art teachers’ and Museum professionals’ understandings 

of one selective art exhibition with the goals of shedding light on an often ignored topic 

in art education, calling attention to potential differences between the two parties’ 

understandings, and informing my future practices organizing The Museum Program. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

STUDENT ART EXHIBITIONS: A LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Art Education’s “Best-Kept Secret” 

 

 Student art exhibitions are one of few means by which K-12 art teachers and 

administrators can share the strides their students are making in their schools’ visual arts 

programs with those outside the classroom. In performing arts programs, concerts and 

plays are huge components of the curriculum, providing motivation and opportunities for 

students to demonstrate what they have learned in a formal atmosphere.  In the visual arts, 

student art exhibitions are the equivalence of such events and play just as critical a role. 

Gusetti (2000) notes that a student art exhibit is a “means of displaying tangible evidence 

of the unique learning that takes place in an art program” (p. 1).   

Student exhibitions hold a critical role within art education. Bass, Eisner, Handson, 

Cotner, and Yatcoe (1997) refer to the public display of student artwork as “customary 

practice” among art teachers (p. 1).  According to Frankson (1962), of 800 surveys 

returned by active members of the Eastern Arts Association, 716 indicated they practiced 

“rotating displays in school showcases and bulletin boards” and 595 indicated they 

practiced “annual children’s art exhibits” (p. 6).  Lambert (1963) notes, “most of those 

who replied [to the survey] described special exhibits of the children’s work…” (p. 8).  

Burton (2001) notes, “most art specialists display their students’ art within their schools, 

in annual district shows, and occasionally in venues outside their schools” (p. 42).   
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It appears that it is most often the art teachers’ responsibility to organize and 

mount exhibitions of student artwork.  Smith (1963) notes, “Unless the art people 

themselves make this effort, it is probable that no one else will” (p. 8).  However, 

individuals at various levels in making policies and developing curricula have the ability 

to be involved.  In an article listing roles and responsibilities, Hull and Robertson (1981) 

suggest that local superintendents and boards of education should “promote school art 

exhibits in public places,” school principals should “encourage teachers to exhibit 

children’s work in conspicuous places such as school lunch rooms and hallways,” and 

local art supervisors should “secure space for, and encourage exhibitions by students” (p. 

22-23). 

Remarkably, discussion of student art exhibitions is minimal.  Burton (2004) notes 

that “exhibiting student art is art education’s best-kept secret” and teachers do not speak 

about exhibiting their students’ artwork (p. 1).  Perhaps this is one of the reasons why 

there is relatively limited literature on the subject (Richard & Lemerise, 2001). 

The following chapter presents a comprehensive review of literature on the subject 

of student art exhibitions.  First, key issues including definition and categorization, goals, 

roles, and functions are discussed. Then, the issue of selectivity and student art exhibitions 

is explored in depth, focusing on the pros and cons of student participation in terms of 

competition, motivation, self-efficacy, product versus process, and time and energy. 
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Defining and Categorizing Student Art Exhibitions 

 

 Student art exhibitions are undeniably highly individualized and complex 

endeavors and therefore are difficult to define unless doing so on a case-by-case basis.  As 

Richard and Lemerise (2001) attest, 

 …We cannot conceive of school art exhibitions as simple, monolithic entities 
 with rules and parameters that are uniform or standardized.  On the contrary… 
 they are widely varied and fit into institutional, cultural and pedagogical policies 
 that are ever changing (p.12).   
 
Due to this high level of differentiation, much of the literature on student art exhibitions 

takes the form of case studies (Barr-Johnson & Erwin, 1978; Bass et al., 1997; Gooding-

Brown, 2001; Gusetti, 2000; Pearson, 2001; Taylor, 2001). 

 Remarkably, despite a long and arduous search, the researcher was unable to locate 

a definition of the term “student art exhibition” in any art education literature.  According 

to the Compact Oxford Dictionary, an “exhibition” is defined as “a public display of 

works of art or other items of interest, held in an art gallery or museum or at a trade fair” 

(Soanes & Hawker, 2005).  According to the American Heritage College Dictionary, the 

verb “exhibit” means “to show outwardly; display… to present for others to see” (Berube 

et al., 2000).  These general definitions serve to help the reader to gain a general 

understanding of an exhibition of student artwork, but hardly tell the whole story.   

 The task of categorizing exhibits into formal types proves to have been a struggle 

for many in the field of art education and continues to challenge scholars to this day.  

Many do not even attempt to divide the huge category that is “student art exhibitions” into 

smaller subcategories; they appear to embrace the previously discussed notion that due to 
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their unique qualities, exhibitions must be analyzed on a case-by-case basis.  However, 

there have been a handful of attempts to develop categories. 

 For example, at a 1996 art education conference in the Province of Quebec 

(AQESAP), discussion on the subject of school student art exhibitions divided them into 

the following four categories: “promotional and advertising; educational and didactic; 

artistic and relating to museums; and… entertaining and interactive” (Richard & 

Lemerise, 2001, p. 10).  This categorization appears to branch outside of the visual arts 

realm, however. 

 Meanwhile, in Planning Student Art Exhibits: Goals, Organizational Methods, and 

Developmental Processes, Gusetti (2000) organized her discussion of various art exhibits 

by dividing them into the following categories: “program-reflective exhibits, project-

specific exhibits, thematic exhibits” and the highly specific “exhibits that promote Youth 

Art Month” (p. 9).  Gusetti goes on to define each type of exhibition and then places 

various exhibitions under each heading (2000).  A “program-reflective exhibit” is defined 

as an exhibit that includes works of art that “reflect the teaching and learning experiences 

that take place as part of an art program” (Gusetti, 2000, p. 11).  A “project-specific 

exhibit” is defined as an exhibit that is the “result of an art lesson or thematic unit that has 

a predetermined product” (Gusetti, 2000, p. 21).  Finally, Gusetti (2000) defines a 

“thematic exhibit” as an exhibit “that has been created based upon a common theme” (p. 

26).     
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Goals, Roles, And Functions 

 

 Just like art teachers must identify clear, focused objectives for their lessons, those 

organizing student art exhibitions must also clearly identify their goals.  Much of the 

literature on the subject addresses teachers as organizers of these exhibitions, providing 

tips and guidelines to help them through the process.  A number of these texts stress the 

importance of goals and objectives in the process (Gusetti, 2000; Howell, 1969, Richard & 

Lemerise, 2001).  Gusetti (2000) explains, “… I firmly believe that first and most 

important thing to consider is the goal of the exhibit.  Once the goal, or goals, has been 

established, it will dictate all other considerations” (p. 87).  Howell (1969) notes: 

The first step in planning a display or exhibit is to clarify purposes.  This 
can be  done by asking such questions as: It is for student enjoyment?  Is it 
vital to public  relations? Does it serve to create interest and motivation for 
students and teachers?  Answers to such questions help to provide a sense 
of direction. (p. 18) 
 

Meanwhile, in their review of historic and current perspectives on student art 

exhibitions in Quebec, Richard and Lemerise (2001) note a lack of clear 

“definitions of purpose” as a problem that should be attended to in the future (p. 

13). 

 
 The goals of an exhibition relate closely with the role the exhibition plays, or its 

greater function.  Literature on the subject addresses the many functions student art 

exhibitions may play, depending on the specific nature of the exhibition at hand.  At the 

most basic level, student art exhibitions function as forms of communication - ways to 

share student work with an audience.  However, the literature also indicates that student 

art exhibitions may also function as means of assessment (of students and teachers or art 
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programs) and as teaching tools in the K-12 art classroom.  The following section reviews 

literature in the field noting these various roles of student art exhibitions.  Additional 

functions (i.e. motivation) are addressed in other sections of this chapter for they relate to 

selectivity and art exhibitions. 

 

Exhibitions As Communication: Venue And Audience 

 

 Literature in the field calls attention to exhibitions’ basic function as means of 

communication with others, namely between the art teacher and his or her community 

about the program being taught (Chapman, 1992; Gusetti, 2000; Howell, 1969; Smith, 

1963).  As Howell (1969) notes, “art displays serve as a vital form of communication” (p. 

19).  In this way, the exhibition is a visual voice for art teachers as well as students.  Smith 

(1963) points out that compared to merely talking about a program, “the nonverbal impact 

of hundreds of pictures… truly communicates the message to your community” (p. 8). 

Gusetti (2000) explains, “quite often the only way the public knows about what is being 

taught and learned in an art program is through the student art exhibit” (p. iv).  Howell 

(1969) adds, “Since art is visual, displays provide a very valid technique for 

communicating understanding…” (p. 18). Chapman (1992) notes, “Works of art are 

created to be seen and appreciated.” (p. 67).     

Communication is of course not complete without an audience to communicate 

with; exhibitions are not complete without an audience to view them. As Gardner  (1960) 

states “… an exhibition does not in fact exist until it is crowded with people, and what 

really matters is how these people react to what they see” (p. 5).  Numerous scholars 



 14 

emphasize the importance of audience when discussing student art exhibitions (Burton & 

McGraw, 2001; Howell, 1969).   

The exhibition’s venue, or physical space where it is displayed, helps define the 

audience of an exhibition and vice-versa.  Venue is therefore also often discussed in a 

significant amount of the literature on the topic (Corbin, 1979; Howell, 1969; Lambert, 

1963; Michael, 1983; Stephen, 2001).  The following section discusses the various ways 

exhibitions may function as communication, with the school building, community, and 

even the World Wide Web acting as venue and audience. 

  

School Building As Venue And Audience 

 

 Primarily focusing on spaces for displaying student artwork within the school, 

literature on the subject indirectly suggests that the most common venue for K-12 art 

exhibitions is the school building (Corbin, 1979; Howell, 1969).  Displays may be limited 

to the immediate classroom environment or extend beyond, into the hallway, cafeteria, 

student gallery, or other space in the school building (Howell, 1969).  For classroom 

displays, numerous books serve as how-to manuals for teachers, describing how to put 

together bulletin board displays, such as in Corbin’s Displays in Schools (1979).  The 

distinction between bulletin board displays and exhibitions becomes rather blurred at 

times in these texts.  For example, in a teacher resource guide, a section heading reads 

“Bulletin Board and Exhibition Techniques.”  Underneath, a variety of texts are listed.  

Some titles include the term “exhibition,” yet the description beneath each one often 

reveals that most really discuss the creation of “posters” or “bulletin boards,” not 
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formalized exhibitions.  This blurring of terminology is telling of the trend of unclear 

terminology as a whole when discussing student art exhibitions.  This will be discussed 

further in the following “Selectivity and Student Art Exhibitions” section of this chapter.  

All of the texts listed range in publication date from 1961 to 1972.      

 Numerous articles minimally discuss venue, if at all (Burton, 2001, 2004, 2006; 

Mauk, 1972).  The researcher feels this may indicate an assumption on the authors’ parts 

that the art teacher is the exhibition organizer and the school building is the venue.  For 

example, in Exhibiting Student Art: The Essential Guide for Teachers, Burton (2006) does 

not address the issue of venue beyond a brief discussion of exhibition design styles.  He 

does not present art teachers with the option of exhibiting his or her student artwork in a 

space outside the school.  This perhaps finds its roots in the fact that his discussion argues 

that the students should be actively involved in the exhibition process; if the venue were 

off school grounds, this would make this active role rather difficult logistically (Burton, 

2006).  His main focus is looking at exhibitions as teaching tools, which will be discussed 

in the following “Exhibitions as Teaching Tools” section of this chapter. 

 

Community As Venue And Audience 

 

 Of course, exhibition venues for student work are not limited to the school 

building.  Literature indicates that collaborations with offsite locations for exhibiting 

student artwork are common practice (Paterakis et al., 1972). These community venues 

not only provide more space beyond the confines of the immediate school building, but 
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they also connect the art program with the community and provide new audiences.  

Paterakis et al. (1972) writes: 

When the community becomes a classroom, education truly becomes a 
living and growing process.  When artists, galleries, museums, and other 
cultural institutions offer their skills, facilities, and technical advice to high 
school students, they  insure the continuance and growth of our aesthetic 
tradition. (p. 88) 
 

 Scholars note that exhibitions are often displayed in libraries, other community 

buildings, and local businesses (Lambert, 1963; Stephen, 2001; Szekely, 1988; 

Anonymous, 1980).  Stephen (2001) states, “Shopping malls… libraries, and other public 

spaces are usually the most available space for exhibitions of student art” (p. 33).  Szekely 

(1988) points out, “Local events of all kinds present opportunities for displays.  These can 

include such events as an open house as a hospital, the grand opening of a mall, a balloon 

race, or an antique car show” (p. 17).  The regional level of the annual Scholastic Art 

Awards, an annual event open to high school visual art students since 1923, takes the form 

of local exhibits in community venues, with student artwork “displayed in a local store, 

office, or bank” (Anonymous, 1980, p. 11).  

   School and community events are also cited as venues for student exhibitions 

(Lambert, 1963; Michael, 1983).  According to the results of a survey of public school art 

teachers, Lambert (1963) indicates, “popular places to hold such exhibits were PTA 

meetings, county fairs, and the public library” (p. 8).  Michael (1983) advises teachers to 

“Arrange for art displays at music, drama, and sports events in the school and in shopping 

centers and other places where many people gather in the community” (p. 12). 

 Exhibitions organized in coordination with and held at local museums are also 

popular practice, which serves as a natural extension for they are institutions that mount 
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professional exhibitions that may act as models for student exhibitions (Howell, 1969; 

Richard and Lemerise, 2001).  Howell (1969) notes, “In Pasadena the city-wide exhibits 

have been presented at the Pasadena Art Museum” (p. 20).     Richard and Lemerise 

(2001) explain that there has been a “prevalence of exchanges between schools and 

museum settings over the last ten years” (p. 10). 

  

Internet As Venue And Audience 

  

 In recent years, literature indicates that venues have pushed beyond the confines of 

physical spaces into the endless possibilities of the World Wide Web (Gusetti, 2000; 

Soucy, 2001;).  In their 2001 compilation, Dalton and Zuk (2001) include a whole section 

about venue which also covers the prospect of “setting up virtual galleries” (p. i).    

Soucy notes, “Many art teachers are recognizing the potential of the World Wide Web, not 

just for teaching purposes, but also for showcasing their students’ work through virtual 

galleries” (p.69).  Meanwhile, Gusetti (2000) looks to numerous online exhibitions as the 

focus of her research study on student art exhibitions.  In coming years, as the Internet 

continues to grow and evolve, surely the virtual possibilities will grow along with it and 

help to shape the future of student art exhibitions. 

   

Exhibitions As Assessment 

 

 Much of the literature on student art exhibitions supports the notion that 

exhibitions function as a means of assessment.  This includes the artworks as a way to 
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assess student learning and exhibitions as a whole as a means to assess an art program, art 

teacher, or teachers.  As a 1952 report of the “Committee on Contests and Competitions in 

Art” states, “[Contests] provide an opportunity for participants and teachers to compare 

and evaluate their work in relation to that of other students, teachers, and institutions” 

(Fairchild, 1952, p. 9).    The following section discusses these assessment functions in 

detail including a new exhibition model - the educational interpretative model - that helps 

exhibitions function as a different form of assessment. 

 

Assessment Of Student Learning 

 

Some of the literature in the field supports the idea that student exhibitions, as the 

finished products of a visual arts curriculum, may stand as indicators of the learning 

process and thus a means by which success may be assessed (Burton, 2006; Dillen, 1981; 

Zimmerman, 1992).  Dillen (1981) describes the duration of a student exhibition as a time 

of “evaluation” (p. 27).   According to Zimmerman (1992), student art exhibitions are at 

the top of the list of “measures of authentic assessment that have been demonstrated to be 

effective” (p. 17).  Authentic assessment is a non-traditional mode of assessment, unlike 

traditional means such as testing.  Students show learning in a direct manner, which 

facilitates their ability to convey what they have learned (Burton, 2006).     

However, other scholars express different opinions on this function of selective 

student art experiences, perhaps because assessment is a rather controversial topic and 

common source of debate in the field of art education.  This issue will be discussed in 

further detail in the later “Product Versus Process” section of this chapter.  
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Assessment Of Art Program(s) Or Art Teacher(s) 

 

Many scholars argue that exhibitions function as a means for an audience to see, 

and in effect assess, the strides being made in a particular visual art program (Burton, 

2006; Munro, 1952; Taylor, 2001).  Burton (2006) explains:   

Exhibitions make an art program visible right along with the art itself. 
When art is attractively presented, students, teachers, parents, and 
administrators take note and appreciate its value and meaning. People 
entering a school replete with art immediately understand that art (and the 
art program) are important there. (p. 6) 
 

Taylor (2001) notes, “Many public school art education programs are evaluated on the 

number and quality of their displays.  Often, school principals rely on art teachers for 

public relations opportunities…” (p. 58).  Munro (1952) argues: 

Administrators and teachers often wonder what is going on in the art 
classroom, and whether it is worth the time and expense.  An exhibition of 
student work which they can admire goes far toward convincing them that 
art is worth while in the liberal curriculum. (p. 4)   
 

 Whether this close association between exhibitions and program assessment is a 

positive or a negative phenomenon is cause for much debate.  For example, some point out 

the negative pressures of such a means of assessment (Horn, 1971).  Horn (1971) asks: 

Does the art teacher have to feel that the only way he can appear successful 
is through the art products his students make for an exhibit, the corridor 
showcase, or a contest?  How many art teachers stand behind the “talented” 
student with a  frame, a mat, a pedestal, a label, ready to apply one or the 
other before the paint is dry or the clay is hard? (p. 4)  
   

 Meanwhile, others look at this assessment as an opportunity for positive public 

relations (Fairchild, 1952; Michael, 1983).  In a 1952 report of the “Committee on 

Contests and Competition in Art”, two of the “desirable effects credited to contests” are 

described as follows: “[Contests] are helpful as a device for promoting public interest in 
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the art program…” (Fairchild, p. 9).  In 1973, the NAEA made a list of suggestions for 

how secondary art teachers can share the strides their art program is making with “school 

board members, school administrators, and influential parents and other members of the 

community at large” (Michael, 1983, p.11).  Michael (1983) summarizes these 

suggestions, listing “Displays of Art Work” as the NAEA’s first suggestion (p. 11).  He 

also adds, “Maintain an art exhibit at the board of education’s office building.  Use 

captions that explain the values of art, the nature of the exhibit, and your objectives… 

Display art work in the superintendent’s and principal’s office…” (Michael, 1983, p. 12). 

 
 

Educational Interpretative Model As Assessment 

 

When an exhibition of student artwork serves as a way for others to assess an art 

program, it proves necessary for these viewers to be as informed as possible.  In 1997, a 

critical new text entitled The Educational Interpretative Exhibition: Rethinking the 

Display of Student Art introduced the potential of a new model of display to communicate 

such information in an educational manner. The authors argue that the traditional “gallery 

model” of art display “does not, by itself, call attention to the forms of thinking that 

children and adolescents engage in when they create art forms, nor does it display what 

they learned” (Bass et al., 1997, p. 1). 

This new text reinvigorated dialogue on the subject of student art exhibitions.  As 

Dalton and Zuk (2001) note, “the topic of student art exhibitions has gained considerable 

attention over the past few years, due in part to publication of The Educational 

Interpretative Exhibition: Rethinking the Display of Student Art” (p. i).   
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Bass et al. (1997) introduced the “educationally interpretative exhibition,” which 

was used by the group of art educators in March of 1996 in San Francisco at the NAEA 

Annual Conference.  The innovative exhibition aimed to illustrate the critical role art 

making plays in the cognitive development of children and adolescents while also 

providing art educators with an alternate model for presenting student work, using an 

“educational model” as opposed to the more traditional “gallery model” of exhibiting 

student artwork (Bass et al., 1997, p. 9).  

Numerous scholars have since been influenced by Bass, Eisner, Handson, Cotner 

and Yatcoe’s (1997) critical contribution to the dialogue on student art exhibitions, 

including Pearson (2001) and Gusetti (2000).  Pearson’s (2001) use of the educationally 

interpretative model for an exhibition of student work in Missouri from December 1997 

through March 1998 was directly related to the exhibition’s objective (Dalton and Zuk, 

2001).  Meanwhile, Pearson (2001) notes that the objective was “to illustrate the cognitive 

development of children and how that development manifests itself in their artwork” (p. 

52). Strictly following the definition proposed by Bass et al., Pearson (2001) explains: 

The key components of the interpretative model are: a) developmentally 
appropriate images that are presented sequentially K-12; b) quotes from 
educators and psychologists that have explored the intricacies of children’s 
art, thought processes, and issues; c) association of quotes with specific 
works of art; and d) a  design of the show that allows viewers to easily 
follow the sequential flow. (p. 52) 
 
Since its publication, the definition of this model appears to have broadened 

slightly, with Gusetti (2000) noting that the “education model” is a display “in which 

signage and other informational strategies are a crucial part of the display…” (p. 86).  

Gusetti (2000) explains that such signage should include “information about the processes 



 22 

involved in the creation of the work included in the exhibit and the cognitive as well as 

other learning that was experienced as a result of this creation” (p. iii).   

 Since its inception, the educational model appears to be becoming increasingly 

popular amongst educators.  No doubt it holds certain benefits in sharing the learning 

process behind the creation of the artwork and thus stands as a strong foundation for 

assessment.    As Gusetti (2000) explains “… it is truly the most effective method of 

informing the public as to what is being taught and learned in an art program” (p. 86). 

  
 

Exhibitions As Teaching Tools 

 

Relatively recently, a number of scholars have begun to present new perspectives 

on using exhibitions as teaching tools in the K-12 visual arts classroom, showing that 

student exhibitions may play large roles not only as communication and assessment, but 

also as part of the curriculum itself.   

The idea of involving students in the exhibition process is not entirely new (Dillen, 

1981; Mauk, 1972; Szekely, 1988).  Mauk (1972) and Dillen (1981) note how older 

students may be actively a part of the process.  Mauk (1972) explains how student exhibits 

are “part of the total art experience, for advanced art students (art majors who are 

attempting to follow a career in art” (p. 12).  He notes how his students are involved in the 

entire process, from planning and developing, preparing press releases, and contacting a 

photographer, to scheduling an official opening (Mauk, 1972).  Dillen (1981) describes an 

annual college student art exhibit at the Melbourne, Florida campus of Brevard 

Community College.  She explains that the exhibit is “organized, publicized, and 
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displayed by the art students… by having an art exhibit which they plan and organize, the 

students are learning to work with others, arranging space, and applying their knowledge 

of publicity to their show” (Dillen, 1981, p. 27).   

In 1988, Szekely highlighted several projects involving students as young as the 

fourth grade in planning and mounting exhibitions of their artwork.  He notes that his 

implementation of these programs found its roots in his own practice of exhibiting artwork 

in New York City (Szekely, 1988).  He emphasizes the connection between real-life 

concerns of practicing artists and art education, stating, “… feeling that students must 

identify themselves as artists to fully develop their potential, I have increasingly employed 

the art exhibit as a teaching tool.  The values of exhibiting are many” (Szekely, 1988, p. 

9).   

In recent years, more scholars have begun to explore the possibilities for students 

in grades K through 12 to partake in similar experiences (Burton, 2001, 2004, 2006; 

Burton & McGraw, 2001; Stephen, 2001).  In a compilation on student art exhibitions, 

several chapters are dedicated to the subject of students as curators (Dalton & Zuk, 2001).  

In Students as Curators: Modeling Museum Exhibition Practices Through Collaborative 

Projects, Stephen (2001) explores how schools and museums may work together on 

projects in which students assume the real-life responsibilities of exhibition curators (p. 

33).  She presents three models for presenting student exhibitions in a way in which 

students are involved in varying degrees (Stephen, 2001). 

Burton and McGraw’s (2001) article Students as Curators, also in Dalton and 

Zuk’s compilation, explores the importance of teamwork in such endeavors and the need 

for students to experience the process numerous times in a variety of manners to truly 
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benefit from the exercise (p. 28).  The authors address the need for students to hold 

specific roles within exhibition teams, including that of curator, designer, and educators 

and how these roles link with the main phases of the exhibition process including 

planning, design, installation, and reception (Burton & McGraw, 2001).  Burton and 

McGraw (2001) particularly stress the importance of the social aspects of the exhibition 

process. 

In an article entitled Social Dynamics in Exhibiting Art: Rethinking the Practices 

of Art Education, Burton (2001) argues that students are extremely social beings as 

justification for re-evaluating the practices of organizing and mounting exhibits of student 

artwork.  In a 2004 article, Burton again discusses the issue of involving students in the 

exhibition process.  In both articles, Burton cites data from a national survey of secondary 

art teachers conducted in 2000 suggests that over 83% of the respondents bear the 

responsibility of exhibiting their students’ artwork themselves, not actively involving their 

students (Burton, 2001). 

In 2006, Burton provided art teachers with a step-by-step handbook for integrating 

student art exhibitions directly into the visual arts curriculum entitled Exhibiting Student 

Art: The Essential Guide for Teachers.  In this text, the author discusses the possibilities 

student art exhibits offer as teaching tools and the importance of getting students actively 

involved in the process of developing and mounting exhibits of their own artwork (Burton, 

2006).  Burton (2006) focuses on art exhibitions as learning processes and not simply end 

products.  However, Burton (2006) argues that the exhibitions process, when performed 

by the students themselves, is an excellent form of authentic assessment: 

The students’ learning becomes apparent through their ability to convey 
meaning effectively to other people. Exhibitions require students to reflect 



 25 

on their learning, conceive it in general thematic terms, organize and 
present their concept  as well as their art in a convincing fashion, and 
support it with persuasive speech and writing, and field viewers’ questions 
and responses about their art. (p. 80) 

  

 

Selectivity And Student Art Exhibitions 

 

The question of selectivity in student art exhibitions often surfaces, but is rarely 

fully resolved in art education literature.  The frequency of instances where scholars do 

not directly address the issue of selectivity suggests that it is perhaps understood, or left 

without saying, that a type of selectivity is part of every student art exhibition.  For 

example, the first two sentences in the groundbreaking text The Educationally Interpretive 

Exhibition read as follows:   

The public display of student art work has been a customary practice 
among art teachers.  Selecting work that represents child art at its most 
charming and  adolescent art at its most artistically sophisticated has been a 
regular part of what art teachers do… (Bass et al., 1997, p. 1)   
 

This statement suggests that the idea of selecting student artwork is virtually synonymous 

with a student art exhibition.  Also, Gusetti (2000) states that the “selection criteria for 

works to be included [in an art exhibit]” is a key issue to be considered when developing a 

student art exhibition (p. 87).   

Student exhibitions are most often selective in nature due to a number of factors.  

Ideally, all students’ artwork would be displayed, but it is often not practical and virtually 

impossible to do so given the average school’s space or outside venue’s circumstances.  

As Burton (2006) acknowledges, “inevitably” there comes a time when “space, time, and 

effort require that only some art can be shown, while other works cannot” (p. 25).  Burton 
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(2006) presents several solutions for this problem.  He suggests that teachers organize a 

rotating schedule of “artist of the week” exhibitions in order to ensure that all students 

have an opportunity to exhibit, if not at the same time (Burton, 2006). 

  Numerous other scholars agree with Burton’s (2006) statement about the inevitable 

nature of selectivity in organizing student art exhibitions (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975; 

Gooding-Brown, 2001; Stephen, 2001).  Hrebenach (1975) explains, “Almost all 

exhibitions require that some selection procedure be employed if only to delimit the 

entries in relation to the exhibition space available (p. 28).  Explaining the nature of the 

annual ARTEXPRESS student exhibition in Australia, Gooding-Brown (2001) notes, 

“…there are usually too many works to be included…” (p. 6). Meanwhile, Stephen (2001) 

explains that in a province-wide exhibition organized by the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia, 

“space limitations in the Gallery and in the other sites restricted the exhibition to 80 

works.  There were 1100 submissions…” (p. 34).  

Once selection is involved in a student art exhibition, a variety of factors come into 

play in literature on the topic.  First, the terms “contest,” “competition,” and “exhibition” 

are often utilized and distinctions between them become blurry.  The selection methods, or 

logistics of how to go about selecting artwork, also become a source of debate as the terms 

“juried” and “curated” are introduced.  The following sections discuss these new factors 

connected to selectivity and student art exhibitions. 
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Contests, Competitions, Or Exhibitions? 

 

 Some scholars group “contests,” “competitions,” and “exhibitions” together as one 

and use them somewhat interchangeably (Blair, 1995; Gibson, 1991; Hrebenach, 1975; 

Lowenfeld, 1952).  These terms generally refer to selective endeavors, but involve a broad 

range of experiences and expectations for teachers and students alike.  

 By definition, a contest is “a struggle for superiority or victory between rivals… a 

competition, especially one in which entrants perform separately and are rated by judges” 

(Berube et al., 2000).  Meanwhile, a competition is “the act of competing, as for profit or a 

prize; rivalry… a test of skill of ability; a contest” (Berube et al., 2000).  As Fairchild 

(1952) explains: 

Competition is the process in which individuals or groups seek recognition 
or reward by testing their skills, possessions or achievements against those 
of other individuals or groups.  Where specific conditions are set with 
regard to qualifications and rewards the situation becomes a specific form 
of competition to which the term contest is applied (p. 9).   

 
These definitions are not entirely, but almost synonymous, in contrast with the previously 

defined term “exhibition” which emphasizes the notion of display. 

As previously mentioned, however, many scholars argue that the act of selection 

often turns student exhibitions into competitions or contests (Burton, 2006; Gooding-

Brown, 2001; Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975; Stephen, 2001).  As Tollifson explains: 

… it is fairly safe to conclude that where there is an exhibition, some kind 
of contest is involved.  The selection process may have been carried out 
inconspicuously and with no awarding of prizes.  Nevertheless, it is a 
contest. (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975, p. 28) 
   
As a result, selective exhibitions are often referred to as competitions or contests. 

In fact, one definition of the verb “exhibit” describes the term as follows: “to present in a 
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public exhibition or contest” (Berube et al., 2000).  This use of the terms as synonymous 

in certain contexts but not in others leads to an inevitable level of confusion.  Burton 

(2006) notes, “Occasionally, exhibiting art is confused with contests and competitions 

involving art” (p. 147). This use of the term “contest” or “competition” in effect 

downplays the exhibition component, grouping exhibitions with experiences with formats 

that do not necessarily include a display of the winning artworks at all.  

 Some scholars clearly differentiate between “contests” and “competitions” versus 

“exhibitions” or call attention to a need for more differentiation between them (Burton, 

2006; Tollifson, 1975).  Burton states, “Teachers must clearly distinguish exhibition and 

its many benefits from competitions and their potential drawbacks” (2006, p. 89). In his 

discussion on “exhibitions, contests, and awards,” Tollifson notes: 

I doubt that exhibitions themselves are much of an issue anymore.  Most 
schools, districts, and whole states have extensive and periodic displays of 
students’ art work.  They have come to be seen by most art teachers as 
legitimate ways to share their students’ creative accomplishments with 
other students, teachers, administrators, and the general public… The 
matter of contests and awards is a more difficult issue to confront. 
(Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975, p. 28) 
 

Others choose to address either “contests” and “competitions,” or “exhibitions,” 

suggesting a level of separation between the two (Howell, 1969; Szekely, 1988).  

 
 

Selecting Artwork For Display: “Juried” Or “Curated?” 

 

Literature indicates that the processes for selecting artwork for display varies by 

exhibition, as do the terms used to describe them.  For small-scale exhibitions, decisions 

as to what will and will not be displayed often lie in the hands of the art teacher.  The 
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how-to nature of much of the literature on the topic directed towards teachers suggests that 

they play the primary role in these decisions (Corbin, 1970).  When exhibitions are used as 

teaching tools and students are actively involved, students may even have the opportunity 

to make these decisions themselves.  Meanwhile, for larger-scale exhibitions or those 

organized by organizations or institutions outside of the school, an individual or group of 

individuals apart from the teachers or students often makes the selections.  

The terms “juried” and “curated” are often used to describe these processes, as 

described in the following sections. 

  

“Jurying” Student Art Exhibitions 

 

 For larger-scale exhibitions, literature indicates that a jury often makes selections 

of what student work will be displayed.  Thus, whether or not the term is utilized or not, 

many student art exhibitions are considered “juried” exhibitions.  Exhibitions organized 

outside of the school environment tend to use this terminology more often. 

 According to the American Heritage College Dictionary, a “jury” is defined as “a 

committee, usually of experts, that judges contestants or applicants” (Berube et al., 2000).  

The use of a jury to judge artwork is grounded in historic practice in the professional 

realm (Holt, 1979).  Holt (1979) explains that a jury was begun in the 1748 for the French 

Academy’s Salon in response to “complaints about the declining quality of the work 

exhibited” (p. 3).  Juries often consist of many individuals in an effort to make their 

selections less subjective.  The jury Holt (1979) discusses consisted of “four directors, its 
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four rectors, and twelve others selected by the academicians from the Academy’s 

professors and counselors” (p. 4).       

 For selective student art exhibitions, scholars notes that the members of a jury may 

range from teachers to outside professionals.  As Blair (1995) explains, “In the court of 

law, one is judged by one’s peers.  In a school art competition, one is more often than not 

juried by a faculty member from a nearby university…” (p. 63). 

The literature emphasizes the need for making selections of artwork as objectively 

as possible.  Criteria that directly relate to the goals and objectives of the exhibition must 

be developed and be kept in mind as artwork is selected.  Burton (2006) strongly suggests 

making selections based upon specific exhibition themes and objective criteria in order to 

avoid subjective decisions.  He justifies that “when themes are clearly articulated and 

selections stem from objective criteria instead of subjective preferences, students remain 

confident in the process and in the shows” (Burton, 2006, p. 25).   

Some note that keeping to specific criteria for selecting artwork can be challenging 

(Bass et al., 1997).  In selecting artwork for inclusion in their educationally interpretive 

exhibition, Bass et al. (1997) explain that selecting artwork for inclusion in their 

exhibition was a difficult task: 

The established gallery model of display criteria is difficult to avoid; 
individuals in  the group had to remind themselves continually to search 
out representative pieces instead of the luminaries.  Many times favorites 
were eliminated as adherence to the organization and primary aims of the 
exhibit led to other pieces being selected. (p. 12) 
 
If students are involved in the selection process, encouraging objective decisions is 

just as important as when others select the artwork (Burton, 2006).  Explaining that the 

selection process must be objective for the good of everyone and the overall exhibition, 
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Burton (2006) provides an outline of steps to help educators gradually guide their students 

toward an objective selection strategy over time (p. 25-26)(see Appendix A). 

  The process of jurying is not always looked upon as an effective or fair method 

for selecting artwork for exhibition (Blair, 1995).  Blair (1995) explains that, like most art 

teachers, she always felts that student artwork submitted to a contest was considered 

carefully and thoughtfully evaluated in relation to the other entries, but, as a juror herself, 

has discovered that this is not always the case.  She attests, “from my experiences, I can 

say that the jurying process is not always consistent or impartial or fair” (Blair, 1995, p. 

63).  Blair (1995) notes that jurors often only look at submissions for “a fraction of a 

second” with pressure to select a few winners from “literally thousands” of entries; also, 

“judges, like all people who view art, see children’s art through a lens of their own biases” 

(p. 63).  

 

“Curating” Student Art Exhibitions 

 

 The literature shows that student exhibitions may also be described as being 

“curated” (Burton 2001, 2004, 2006; Stephen, 2001).  The terms “juried” and “curated” 

have slightly different meanings and uses in art education.  According to the Compact 

Oxford Dictionary, the term “curate” means to “select, organize, and look after the items 

in (a collection or exhibition)” (Soane & Hawker, 2005).  Just like the term “jury,” this 

term finds its origins in the professional environment, but more in the museum 

environment, as in the “curator” of an art museum’s collection. 
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 In terms of student art exhibitions, the term “curator” has relatively recently begun 

to enter the field of art education in discussions of utilizing students as teaching tools and 

having students take on the role of curators of their own exhibitions (Burton, 2001, 2004, 

2006; Burton & McGraw, 2001; Stephen, 2001).  Burton (2006) states, “Juried exhibitions 

emphasize the awards; thematic exhibitions emphasize the art.  Competitions are juried; 

shows in museums and quality galleries are curated” (p. 90).  Texts discussing this idea of 

actively involving young art students stress the role they play as “curators,” not “jurors” 

(Burton, 2001, 2004, 2006; Stephen, 2001).  Outside of these discussions, literature more 

often uses the term “juried,” not “curated,” when referring to the means of selection for 

student art exhibitions.  

 

Selective Student Art Experiences 

 

 Despite the many potential differences between contests, competitions, and 

exhibitions and their methods of selection, for the purposes of this discussion these 

experiences have been grouped together.  Scholars do not consistently delineate between 

them and thus it proves necessary to approach all three as one entity here.  They express 

differing perspectives on whether they are positive or negative and these arguments are 

presented here as a whole for these reasons. 

 For the purposes of this thesis, the term “selective student art experience” will be 

used from now on when referring to any such endeavor in which students’ artwork is 

entered into a type of selective process in which either prizes or awards are given and/or 

the selected artwork is displayed.  This therefore encompasses all of the aforementioned 
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experiences and any other equivalent endeavor including experiences referred to as 

“student exhibitions” because of numerous scholars’ arguments that most exhibitions are 

selective on a certain level (Gooding-Brown, 2001; Stephen, 2001; Tollifson & 

Hrebenach, 1975). 

 

Debating The Pros And Cons Of Participation In Selective Student Art Experiences 

 

 Everyone from scholars to art teachers has been debating the issue of K-12 

students’ participation in selective student art experiences for years.  As Caucutt (1991) 

notes, “Ever since I began teaching thirty-three years ago, my colleagues, far and near, 

have debated the pros and cons of student competitions” (p. 28).  Remarkably, the 

literature published as part of and the result of this debate is overwhelmingly based upon 

opinion rather than research.  Also, distinctions between contests, competitions, and 

exhibitions in these discussions are often blurred and the issue becomes increasingly 

complex as it rages on into the 21st century. 

Over the years there have been a series of articles published in the form of debates 

on the issue (Lowenfeld, 1952; Munro, 1952; Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975; Caucutt, 

1991; Gibson, 1991).  As a whole, these articles tend to read more like editorials than 

educational journal articles and do not always cite or reference research in the field.   

In 1952, Munro and Lowenfeld debated the topic in an issue of Art Education.  

They both argue that art contests and competitions have more negative than positive 

effects (Munro, 1952; Lowenfeld, 1952).  As Logan (1955) states, “Lowenfeld… and 

Munro… joined to provide a definitive examination of the place of prize contests in 
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elementary and secondary art education.  They noted more harm than good” (p. 183).  

Munro (1952) explains, “As to the effects of large competitions on public school art, my 

attitude is somewhat divided, but again rather negative on the whole.  There are 

advantages, but I think they are outweighed by the dangers” (p. 4).  Lowenfeld (1952) 

acknowledges the benefits for students in secondary education, clearly stating, “If we have 

especially gifted art students in secondary schools, there is no reason why they shouldn’t 

participate in competitive exhibits” (p. 16).  However, Lowenfeld (1952) then 

immediately questions his own statement, asking, “Should we, however, concentrate on 

the few by neglecting the others?” (p. 16). 

In the December 1975 issue of Art Education, the debate section once again 

devoted itself to the topic of “Contests and Awards” (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975).  This 

time, Tollifson and Hrebenach presented their points of view.  Tollifson notes that he has 

modified his previous objections to “exhibitions, contests, and awards” and acknowledges 

the potential for such experiences to “become valuable parts of school programs” 

(Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975, p. 28).  Notably, Tollifson divides “exhibitions” from 

“contests and awards” in his discussion, indicating that the latter are a “more difficult 

issue ton confront” (p.28).  He notes that the tendency of many to respond to the term 

“contest” emotionally as a problem (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975).  Meanwhile, 

Hrebenach argues that the competitive nature of “contests” and their role as extrinsic 

motivation are cons to these experiences (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975).  He cites several 

studies in which students working collaboratively were higher achieving than those 

working in collaborative environments (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975).  Hrebenach also 

points out the potentially negative effects on “hundreds of left out, omitted, rejected 
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students who… [are] …disappointed,” concluding that “No contest is the answer for art 

education” (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975, p. 29).  

In 1991, Caucutt and Gibson debated the topic once again.  Presenting the “pro” 

side, Caucutt (1991) provides a series of recommendations to teachers.  He explains that a 

teacher must “use, rather than be used, by the multitude of art competition” (Caucutt, 

1991, p. 28).  He notes that specific projects should not be done for a specific themed 

competition and that competitions that require students to work with a particular item or 

brand name media should not be entered (Caucutt, 1991, p. 28).  Caucutt (1991) addresses 

the impacts competitions may have upon students’ self-efficacy in the arts by suggesting 

that teachers should not place emphasis on the competitive aspect.  Caucutt (1991) ends 

his arguments by emphasizing the potentially positive effects that may occur when 

students do receive recognition for their artistic achievements.  Among these are positive 

press for the school’s art program and encouraging students to become risk-takers, which 

“is a concept and goal of any total education experience” (Caucutt, 1991, p. 28). 

 Meanwhile, Gibson (1991) argues the “con” side of the issue.  She emphasizes the 

large amount of time and energy participation involves on the part of the teacher.  Pointing 

out that the advantages of art competitions are clear, Gibson (1991) admits, “It is easier to 

see what winning does for the winners than it is to see what losing does for the losers” (p. 

29).  She argues that despite arguments that life is competitive and participating in 

competitions helps prepare students for this, the reality is that “life competency and career 

success” require individuals to have more cooperative skills than competitive skills 

(Gibson, 1991, p. 29).  Finally, Gibson (1991) notes that studies indicate that students tend 
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to attribute their success in competitions to luck or talent, not necessarily their own efforts 

or what have been learning.   

 

Key Issues In The Participation Debate 

 

Literature indicates that the complex and controversial debate over K-12 students’ 

participation in selective student art experiences centers around the following five key 

issues: (1) competition, (2) motivation, (3) self-efficacy, (4) product versus process, and 

(5) time and energy.  The following sections explore these issues in depth, presenting both 

the pros and cons on each issue.  Please note that these issues all interrelate; therefore it is 

impossible to separate them entirely.  In the following discussion, many arguments 

overlap, interconnect, and reinforce one another in varying ways; the entire section should 

be read and considered as a whole as well as in reference to the specific issues at hand. 

  

Competition 

 

 The notion of competition - in art and otherwise - has been discussed and studied 

by many scholars and has a long and deep-rooted history (Burton, 2006; Greenberg, 1932; 

Kohn, 1986;).  In No Contest: The Case Against Competition, Kohn (1986) argues that 

competition is everywhere in the United States.  Kohn (1986) explains: 

Life for us has become an endless succession of contests.  From he moment 
the alarm clock rings until sleep overtakes us again, from the time we are 
toddlers until the day we die, we are busy struggling to outdo others… It is 
the common  denominator of American life. (p. 1) 
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In a study of competition in children, Greenberg (1932) notes that most psychologists 

“indicate that competition is an extremely important human impulse, playing a vital part in 

life’s work…” and “that competition directly influences and vitalizes the quality of this 

work” (p. 223).   

 In reference to art and competition, Burton (2006) explains: 

Competition in art has a long tradition, reaching back to ancient times, 
when artists vied for large-scale… commissions.  During the 18th and 19th 
centuries, European academies held annual salons that awarded prizes and 
medals for what were judged to be the best paintings and sculptures in the 
show.  Some of the prizes, such as the Prix de Rome, were zealously sought 
after because they paid for several years of study abroad.  Even without a 
monetary award, the prestige of winning a salon prize guaranteed lucrative 
commissions from collectors and patrons.  Today many professional and 
amateur art societies still hold juried exhibitions, with an array of prizes 
awarded in numerous categories.  This tradition resonates through art 
education, where many opportunities continue to flourish for children and 
adolescents to submit their art in competitive shows. (p. 89)   

 

In addition, Blair (1995) notes, “contests are a very real part of the artworld” (p. 65). 

 Competition is clearly present in selective student art experiences.  It is also very 

common in school settings as a whole (Gibson, 1991).  Gibson (1991) notes, “A close 

look at the actual structure of a school reveals that much educational practice tends to be 

of a competitive nature.  The idea that life is a highly competitive matter, and the sooner 

one learns to compete the better, is rarely questioned” (p. 29).  

 Scholars express divided opinions on whether competition is a positive or negative 

attribute of selective student art experiences.  Barr-Johnson and Erwin (1978) note, “Much 

verbal debate surrounds competition versus cooperation in education” (p. 4).  Taylor 

(2001) explains,  

These competitions provide a needed forum for exhibition to high school 
students, but the judging for these exhibits is quite subjective… some 
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would argue  that this is a good experience for initiating students into the 
real world of art.  But  others argue that high school competitions should be 
more than that.  Competitions should be educational, a learning process for 
all who participate. (p. 60)  

 
 
Cons: Negative Competition 

 

Many argue that selective student art experiences promote competition that is not 

healthy for K-12 students (Beck, 1969; Gibson, 1991; Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975; 

Lowenfeld, 1952).  A significant number of these scholars reference what are now often 

referred to as Kohn’s (1986) myths of competition in their arguments against competition. 

Arguing against the value of competition, Kohn (1986) states that supporters of 

competition base their arguments on a “great deal of misinformation” (p. 8).  Kohn (1986) 

notes that the case for competition is based on the following four “myths”: 

1) Competition is part of “human nature.” 
2) Competition motivates us to do our best. 
3) Contests provide the best way to have a good time. 
4) Competition builds character and self-confidence.  
 

Kohn (1986) refutes each one of these “myths” in the chapters in his book, citing evidence 

from many fields, including education.  

 Lowenfeld (1952) notes the negative aspects of “natural” versus “forced 

competition” in art education (p. 7).  Meanwhile, Beck (1969) argues, “Art evaluation is a 

nebulous, often specious activity.  Comparing one child’s art work with another is a very 

unprofitable stimulus for individual creative growth” (p. 18).  Gibson (1991) explains, 

“The pressure of competing tends to interfere with rather than motivate this process” (p. 

46).  Finally, Hrebenach states that the competitive nature of classroom practices is 
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“inhuman” and uses two of the four myths noted above (1 and 4) that Kohn would note 

about 10 years later, as the basis for his arguments (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975, p. 28). 

 Sometimes critics’ concerns with competition and art education even take the form 

of warnings (Frankston, 1962).  In a 1962 study investigating practices used by art 

educators to develop “community-school understanding,” Frankston (1962) lists “students 

making posters for organizations” as one of the “most practiced” activities (p. 5).  Directly 

underneath this listing, he notes “Those who are concerned with the effect of competitions 

which usually accompanies poster-making projects please take note” (Frankston, 1962, p. 

5).  Interestingly, “rotating displays in school showcase and bulletin boards” and “annual 

children’s art exhibit” are also listed as “most practiced” activities in the survey results, 

but Frankston (1962) makes no mention of competition concerning these activities (p. 5). 

 

Pros: Healthy Competition  

 

 Meanwhile, some scholars argue for the value of competition (Richard & 

Lemerise, 2001).  Richard and Lemerise (2001) discuss how two teachers in Quebec feel 

about participating in exhibitions outside of the school.  They state that these teachers feel 

that these competitive exhibitions are “… places where healthy competition, 

confrontation, and stimulating exchange can take place” (Richard & Lemerise, 2001, p. 

11). 
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Competition And Grade Level 

 

 Numerous scholars argue that competition is more valuable for older students than 

for younger students (Blair, 1995; Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975).  Blair (1995) tells art 

teachers to “if at all possible, boycott art competitions targeted for children in the primary 

grades.  Especially avoid the competitions that do not provide exhibition opportunities for 

all work entered” (p. 65).  In part due to their competitive nature, Tollifson argues that 

contests with awards should be limited to students in high school, but not for those in 

younger grades (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975).  He explains, “students of the high school 

age, especially gifted and talented students, probably can benefit from such recognition” 

(Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975, p. 28).   

 

Motivation 

 

 Many scholars note that selective student art experiences provide motivation, often 

in the form of prizes and awards - monetary and otherwise (Beck, 1969; Burton & 

McGraw, 2001; Caucutt, 1991; Fairchild, 1952; Lowenfeld, 1952; Munro, 1952; Sullo, 

2007).  As one current website indicates, “Since 1923, The Scholastic Art and Writing 

Awards have encouraged more than 13 million student participants… and distributed more 

than $25 million in cash awards and scholarships” (Alliance, 2007, ¶ 5). 

 This aspect of selective student art experiences are often an issue addressed in 

debates on their value for K-12 students.  Burton (2006) notes, “One of the most sensitive 

issues about exhibiting student art relates to awards and prizes” (p. 90).  The following 
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section presents literature arguing both the pros and cons of this motivational aspect of 

selective art experiences. 

 

Pros: Positive Motivation 

 

 Many scholars argue that the value of selective art experiences lies in their ability 

to motivate students to achieve (Burton & McGraw, 2001; Burton, 2001; Caucutt, 1991; 

Fairchild, 1952; Munro, 1952).   

 Burton and McGraw (2001) explain, “… [Student art exhibitions] can be among 

the most motivating and rewarding experiences students have in art” (p. 28).  According to 

a national survey of secondary art teachers conducted in 2000, 56% of the 177 respondents 

noted that exhibiting art is a “very effective” motivation for their students, and another 

32% said it was “moderately effective” (Burton, 2001).  Munro (1952) notes that, “There 

is no doubt that the prospect of a competition and of consequent fame and fortune 

stimulates many students to special effort” (p.4).  Caucutt (1991) explains that when he 

submits students’ artwork into competitions, it becomes “a source of inspiration, 

motivation…” (p. 28).  A 1952 report on contests and competitions in art lists, “ [contests] 

serve as a motivating force for art activities - create excitement, interest and variety” as the 

first “desirable effect credited to contests” (Fairchild, p. 9).  
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Cons: Extrinsic Versus Intrinsic Motivation 

 

 Other scholars argue that selective student art experiences provide extrinsic, not 

intrinsic, motivation and that this is in fact more harmful than helpful (Beck, 1969; 

Lowenfeld, 1952; Sullo, 2007).  Sullo (2007) notes that according to internal locus 

psychology, people are “internally, no externally, motivated… the outside world, 

including rewards and punishment, only provides us with information.  It does not make 

us do anything” (p. 7).  Beck (1969) explains, “A young student of art cannot be genuinely 

motivated by an artificial stimulus” (p. 19).   

 Some also note that when awards are given in a selective student art experience, 

the focus often switches virtually entirely to the awards (Burton, 2006; Stapp et al., 1976).  

In 1976, an art teacher wrote, explaining “the $$$ prize becomes the be-all and end-all... 

Recently I tried to explain ‘Honorable Mention’ to a six-year-old first grader.  He came 

back at me with, ‘But how much do I get?’  Enough said” (Stapp et al., p. 30).  Burton 

(2006) explains this unfortunate phenomenon, noting, “Awards detract from the art itself, 

with the implication that keeping one’s eye on the prize is more important than what the 

art expresses…” (p. 90).  

 

Self-Efficacy 

 

 There have been arguments made for both the positive and negative effects 

selective student art experiences may have on students’ self-efficacy.  This issues ties in 

very closely with many of the other key issues in the participation debate already 
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discussed as self-efficacy may be affected by competition and coincide with motivation.  

The following section presents arguments that selective student art experiences may 

increase students’ self-efficacy as well as those stating that participating in such 

experiences risks potentially decreasing students’ self-efficacy.   

 

Pros: Positive Effects on Students’ Self-Efficacy 

 

 Many scholars argue the positive effects selective student art experiences can have 

on students’ self-efficacy in the arts and beyond (Burton, 2006; Corbin, 1970; Fairchild, 

1952; Munro, 1952).  Corbin (1970) notes the importance of displaying student work in a 

professional manner and its positive effects upon students’ self-efficacy, explaining “… 

good presentation will give considerable pleasure and satisfaction to the creators, will 

make them realise that their work is valued and develop enthusiasm and confidence” (p. 

8).  Burton (2006) notes, “They [students] recognize the value of their art through the 

appreciation shown by the public” (p.1).  Munro (1952) explains, “Awards are a source of 

pride to winners… the unsuccessful are usually not too down-hearted; if still ambitious, 

they resolve to try another time” (p. 4).  Finally, a 1952 report of the “Committee on 

Contests and Competition in Art” states that “[Contests] give successful contestants 

prestige and status with their peers, - adding a feeling of security and self-confidence 

possibly not received in other ways” (Fairchild, p. 9).  

 Research in the field supports the notion that student exhibitions have a positive 

effect upon students’ self-efficacy (Barr-Johnson & Erwin, 1978).  Barr-Johnson and 

Erwin (1978) examined the potential effects of competition on high school students’ self-
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concept.  The study revealed that those students who have an internal locus of control 

when entering competitions attribute the outcome (winning or losing) to themselves.  

Barr-Johnson and Erwin (1978) state, “the students did not seem to be diminished by their 

rejection in the competition, but as they stated in their comments, ‘It is learning your faults 

and mistakes and realizing you must try again.’ With this attitude, the students are all 

winners” (p. 9). 

 Some of these scholars acknowledge the potential for negative effects on students’ 

self-efficacy, and choose to provide advice or ways to ensure they do not occur (Caucutt, 

1991).  Caucutt (1991) explains that in order to avoid any potential negative effects on 

self-efficacy, there must be clear communication between the art teacher and student 

whose work is being submitted.  Caucutt (1991) explains: 

I let the students know what had been done and I do not get their hopes up.  
I make statements like the following: “I like your art piece and I’m going 
to gamble my opinion against an unknown art judge’s opinion.  Maybe he 
or she will agree with me.  If you don’t get in or win something, that does 
not mean you or the work is not good.  It means the judge did not agree 
with me.”  You see, I’ve removed the student’s fragile feelings from any 
real damaging side effects. (p. 28) 
 

 

Cons: Negative Effects Upon Students’ Self-Efficacy 

 

 Other scholars argue that selective art experiences (specifically their competitive 

nature) have potentially negative effects on students’ (specifically young students’) self-

efficacy in the visual arts (Beck, 1969; Burton, 2006; Fairchild, 1952; Tollifson & 

Hrebenach, 1975).  These arguments in many ways reinforce those previously presented in 

reference to the issue of competition in the section “Competition and Grade Level.” 
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 Burton (2006) explains, “Selecting art poses a controversial problem for exhibiting 

student art.  Some educators believe that students may be traumatized if their work is not 

selected” (p. 24).  Fairchild (1952) explains, “young children in their formative years are 

likely to be deeply hurt by elements of competition which they do not fully understand, 

and for which they do not have a mature perspective” (p. 10).  Beck (1969) notes,  

One important consideration in identifying the negative character of these 
contests is the young student’s feelings.  Struggling to become a sensitive 
visual artist is difficult enough without the added injury of competition at 
this stage of development. (p. 18) 
 

Finally, Hrebenach points out that the winners of awards and recognitions are often 

publicized, but the effects of art contests on the “hundreds of left out, omitted, rejected 

students who were disappointed” are rarely discussed (Tollifson & Hrebenach, 1975, p. 

28).  

 

Product Versus Process 

 

As discussed previously, assessment is a common source of debate in the field of 

art education, perhaps due to the inherently subjective, non-quantifiable nature of artwork.  

Barr-Johnson and Erwin (1978) explain, “Art education is particularly lacking in 

assessment tools; inasmuch as art education differs from other subject areas in 

methodology, it has a distinct reputation for encouraging freedom of thought and 

expression” (p. 4).  

Some of the literature in the field supports the idea that student exhibitions, as the 

finished products of a visual arts curriculum, may stand as indicators of the learning 

process and thus a means by which success may be assessed (Burton, 2006; Dillen, 1981; 
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Zimmerman, 1992).  On the other hand, numerous scholars question the notion that the art 

product is a means of assessing success in the visual arts and instead argue that more 

attention should be made to the process (Springgay, 2006; Taylor, 2001).  Springgay 

(2006) argues, “The belief that the art product a student creates can be used as the basis 

for assessing student performance” is reason for concern (p. 143).  Springgay (2006) 

continues by stating, “the studio product is not sufficient in itself to assert student 

understanding and learning” (p. 144). Taylor (2001) asks, “Does the product reflect the 

learning and thinking involved in its creation any more than the solution of a math 

problem reflects the kind of thinking involved in understanding the process?” (p. 60).   

 Meanwhile, Bass et al. (1997) argue for the need to demonstrate to the public that 

art products are the result of a learning and critical thinking process, and not simply “the 

result of talent of the consequence of an emotional release that somehow finds its way into 

the creation of visual images” (p.1).  This argument supports the need for their proposed 

“educational interpretative model” (Bass et al., 1997). 

 The following section presents both sides of this argument, showing how some feel 

that selective student art experiences emphasize product over process, while others stress 

the ways they can emphasize process over product.  

 

Cons: Product Over Process 

 

 Many argue that selective art experiences over-emphasize the product and thus de-

emphasize the process behind art making (Gibson, 1991; Munro, 1952).  As Munro (1952) 

explains:  
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One of the most harmful features of competitive student exhibitions is the 
premium placed on slick perfection of technique in the finished product.  
Student works are most likely to win favor, on the whole, in proportion as 
they approximate the work of adult professionals. (p. 5) 
 

These scholars argue that this reflects a philosophy that art education is merely about 

product, not process.  Gibson (1991) states, “The process of learning is different from its 

product.  Art must involve openness to exploring, to making mistakes, to trying new 

approaches” (p. 46). 

 Munro (1952) argues that such a focus on a specific end product and reinforcement 

through awards can result in a stifling of creativity.  He explains, 

There is a tendency for a child or adult artist, having once made a 
conspicuous success, to go on repeating the same kind of product over and 
over… he is likely to forget his other ideas.  For this reason, many teachers 
are opposed to all prizes and  competitive exhibitions for students’ art. 
(Munro, 1952, p. 6) 
 

Fairchild (1952), in reporting on the discussions of a committee on contests and 

competitions in art, also notes that contests “inhibit creative expression by setting up 

standards arbitrarily” (p. 9).   This article also notes that contests also “… emphasize a 

standardization of skill and techniques and qualities as superior to others” (Fairchild, 

1952, p. 9). 

 

Pros: Process Over Product   

 

 Traditionally, selective student art experiences’ emphasis on finished product is 

virtually undeniable.  However, those that support the previously discussed “educationally 

interpretative model” for exhibiting student artwork are in effect indirectly arguing that in 

fact selective student art experiences can emphasize process just as much as, if not more 
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than, product (Bass et al., 1997).  Bass et al. acknowledge the tendency of exhibitions 

following the traditional gallery model to emphasize product over process and the 

negative implications of this, stating, 

 In many ways, the selection and display of the “best” work done… is predicated on 
 the tacit if not explicit assumption that the primary aim of art education is to enable 
 students to create such works…the gallery model of art display so widely used 
 does not, by itself, call attention to the forms of thinking that children and 
 adolescents engage in when they create art forms, nor does it display what they 
 learned. (1997, p. 1). 
 
Through alternate educational models for exhibiting, emphasis shifts to include process as 

well as product. 

 Also, those scholars who argue for new methods of involving students actively in 

the selection methods and using selective student art experiences as teaching tools are also 

arguing for and illustrating how these experiences have the potential for emphasizing 

process over product (Burton 2001, 2004, 2006; Stephen, 2001). 

 

Time And Energy 

 

Many scholars note that participation in selective student art experiences, 

particularly those that are larger-scale and/or are organized outside of the immediate 

school environment, often require significant time and energy on the part of organizers. 

(Gibson, 1991; Gusetti, 2000; Troyer, 1964).  Gibson (1991) notes the need for “the 

budget, the energy and the stamina to critique, select, mat, frame, pack and ship material, 

and keep track of deadlines, arrange for color slides and fill out countless forms” (p. 29).  

Gusetti (2000) says the time necessary in planning and developing an exhibition “…can be 

quite extensive” and notes that time is a “precious commodity for any teacher” (p. 1).  In 
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discussing the planning of a biennial countywide art exhibition, Troyer (1964) writes, 

“Early in the year, committees of art teachers began planning for the details of the spring 

show.  Each of the 27 art teachers became a member of some committee or received a 

specific responsibility for the exhibition” (p. 10).   

The following section presents scholars’ arguments on this issue.  The majority of 

liteature notes this as a negative aspect, arguing that this large amount of time and energy 

takes away from class time.  However, supporters of the active involvement of students in 

the process as they use selective student art experiences as teaching tools argue that this 

time and energy can be integrated into instructional time and not detract but enrich the 

curriculum.  

 

Cons: Taking Time Away 

 

 Some scholars argue that selective student art experiences take precious time away 

from the classroom curriculum (Fairchild, 1952; Lowenfeld, 1952; Stapp et al., 1976).  

Self-declared “anti-contest” art teacher Macey explains, “Contest participation in the 

elementary school can disrupt and distort the sequential development of the curriculum 

during the year…” (Stapp et al., 1976, p. 30).  Lowenfeld (1952) argues that the time 

devoted to such endeavors takes time away from instruction and creates a disconnection 

between classroom activities and those aimed towards entering such exhibitions.  A 1952 

report on contests and competitions explains that contests “exploit students”, noting that 

the “time and energy which might be used for more meaningful learning experiences is 

diverted” (Fairchild, p. 9) 
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Pros: Integrating Time And Energy Into The Curriculum 

 

Others argue that much of the time and energy required for participation in 

selective student art experiences may often be integrated into the classroom curriculum as 

they can be used teaching tools.   As a result, the time dedicated to selective student art 

experiences would not compete with or vie for instructional time, but instead coincide and 

arguably enrich it (Burton, 2001, 2004, 2006; Stephen, 2001).  Also, even if it were 

impossible to actively involve students in the entire process, they could still be involved in 

certain aspects and therefore it would take less time away.  For example, Tollifson (1975) 

points out the potential educational value of the selection processes for contests, proposing 

that students could be invited to participate in the initial evaluations of student work in the 

classroom.  

 

Policy On Selective Student Art Experiences 

 

 There have been numerous policies established over the years in reference to K-12 

students’ participation in selective student art experiences.  The following sections discuss 

a selection of these policies, both on national and local levels. First, The National Art 

Education Association’s (NAEA) policies, as presented in literature in the field from 1951 

to the present, are discussed.  Then, the lack of literature discussing school policy is noted.  
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National Art Education Association (NAEA) Policy: A Chronology 

 

 Throughout their history, The National Art Education Association (NAEA) has 

created a series of policy statements on “art contests and competitions.”  In 1951, a 

committee was formed by the NAEA specifically to debate and propose policy on this 

issue.  In a 1952 report published in Art Education, the “Committee on Contests and 

Competition in Art” made a series of statements and recommendations on the issue 

(Fairchild).  The article presents a list of “desirable effects credited to contests” followed 

by “undesirable effects ascribed to contests” and finally a list of “recommendations” 

(Fairchild, 1952, p. 9-10).  See these lists in Appendix B.  This format of listing desirable 

and undesirable effects appears to have set a certain standard for later policies by the 

NAEA that list desirable and undesirable characteristics. 

 In policy adopted in 1981, the NAEA states, “It is the position of this Association 

that the nature and purposes of contests are often incompatible with the goals and 

objectives of art education and, there, careful consideration and evaluation of each such 

competition should be made by the individual instructor” (Davis, 1992).  A list of 

characteristics of “undesirable” contests and competitions follows.  See the full policy in 

Appendix C.   

 In the spring of 1988, the NAEA “Policy Statement on Involvement in Art 

Contests and Competitions for Students at the Secondary Level” states, “Art competition 

at the secondary level can be a healthy and rewarding experience… most students at this 

level can enter competitions and grow artistically and emotionally as a result of having 

their work judged against that of their peers” (Davis, 1988).  It then continues to explain 
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that it is the “responsibility of the art teacher to help ensure… that the competition is a 

positive experience for all” (Davis, 1988, p. 2).  The Association’s position as presented in 

1988 has been described as “middle of the road” (Blair, 1995, p. 62).  See the full policy 

in Appendix D.  

 In their most recent policy statement, published in 2001, the NAEA further 

reinforces the role of the art educator in the process, but expands the statement to include 

additional characteristics of “desirable” and “undesirable” contests/competitions, while 

also adding a list of criteria by which all contests and competitions “must be carefully 

consider[ed] and evaluate[d]” by the art teacher (Davis, 2001).  The Association continues 

to rest the final decision as to whether students’ participate in competitions and contests in 

the hands of the art teacher, providing more and more methods by which he or she may 

make an appropriate decision.  These lists continue to grow longer and more detailed in 

recent policy. See the full policy in Appendix E.  

 

School Policy 

 

 According to the researcher’s review of literature on the subject, many schools do 

not appear to have written policy on participation in selective student art experiences.  

According to a survey of 696 secondary level school principals in “all parts of the [United 

States]” concerning their art programs, Lambert (1963) states that only  “about 6 percent 

of the schools surveyed had a written policy on participation in privately sponsored 

contests” (p. 13).  Lambert (1963) explains that as a whole, decisions on whether to 

participate in contests are dealt with on a case-by-case basis, considering “whether the 
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contest in question fits in with the regular class program and promotes education” (p. 13).  

Those schools that did not have their own policy indicated that they used the “approved 

list of national contests issued by the National Association of Secondary-School 

Principals” for 1962-1963 (Lambert, 1963, p. 13).  Otherwise, it appears that the NAEA’s 

policy stands as an appropriate guide for individual schools to use at their own discretion. 

 

Conclusion 

 

 In the end, there is a surprisingly small amount of literature in the field devoted to 

the topic of student art exhibitions.  In reviewing the literature carefully, the researcher has 

noted several issues and trends.  First, the terms used to describe competitive experiences 

(“exhibition,” “competition,” and “contest”) are often inconsistently used and ill-defined.  

Also, much of the professional literature addresses the large amount of controversy 

surrounding whether schools, teachers, and students should participate in selective student 

art experiences, revolving around the key issues of (1) competition, (2) motivation, (3) 

self-efficacy, (4) product versus process, and (5) time and energy.  Finally, the research 

that has been done relating to student art exhibitions more-often-than-not takes the form of 

case studies because of the highly unique nature of student art exhibitions and difficulty in 

categorizing and grouping them.  After completing this review, the researcher used these 

observations along with her personal experiences to formulate the methodology for her 

research study presented in Chapter Three. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Introduction 

 

 In reviewing literature on the subject of student art exhibitions for K-12 visual 

arts students, the researcher has noted that when these experiences are selective in nature, 

they become a source of intense debate.  This debate over the pros and cons of 

participation appears to comprise the majority of the literature devoted to the subject in 

the form of articles that more closely resemble editorials than research articles.  Scholars 

debate participation in relation to many key issues in art education including competition, 

self-efficacy, and motivation.   

 Reading these articles closely, the researcher has noted that although many of the 

arguments posed are strong, the terminology used is often unclear.  The terms 

“exhibition”, “competition”, and “contest” come up again and again, but seemingly 

meaning something different in each article.  Some scholars group “contests,” 

“competitions,” and “exhibitions” together as one and use them somewhat 

interchangeably (Blair, 1995; Gibson, 1991; Hrebenach, 1975; Lowenfeld, 1952).  

Meanwhile, others either discuss them all but present them as clearly separate 

experiences (Burton, 2006; Tollifson, 1975) or simply address them only as “contests,” 

“competitions,” or “exhibitions,” suggesting a certain level of separation (Szekely, 1988; 

Howell, 1969).  This inconsistent use of these terms coupled with the hesitance of most 

scholars to define them proves surprising.     
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 In response to these observations in the field as well as the researcher’s personal 

experiences as noted in Chapter One, the researcher conducted qualitative research in the 

form of a case study of one selective student art experience - The Museum Program.  The 

study posed the following research question: How do participating art teachers’ and 

exhibition organizers’ understandings of The Museum Program compare?  The 

researcher’s goals were to shed light on an often-ignored topic in art education, explore 

any potential variations between the two parties’ understandings, and inform the 

researcher’s future practices as a primary organizer of The Museum Program by 

developing a list of recommendations for future programs.  The study focused 

specifically on the terminology used and how The Museum Program relates to key issues 

in the participation debate.  The results were then used to develop a list of 

recommendations for the future of The Museum Program.   

 It was believed that the research would show that the participating art teachers’ 

understandings of The Museum Program differ from museum professionals’ 

understandings.  These results would help contribute to the dialogue on this subject by 

documenting the range of understandings of one selective student art experience and 

calling attention to the need for clearer and stronger communication between exhibition 

organizers and participating art teachers.  Also, they would help illustrate the importance 

of the terminology used and how a lack of clarity on these terms co-exists with an overall 

lack of clarity in understanding.  Finally, the results would help to inform the researcher’s 

future practices in organizing The Museum Program. 
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Research Philosophy 

 

 The researcher’s philosophy is that participating art teachers and organizers must 

share a comparable understanding of an experience for it to be a success and meet all 

parties’ expectations.  The researcher feels that the terminology participating art teachers 

and organizers use to describe such an experience as well as how they feel it relates to the 

participation debate in the field is a reflection of these understandings.  Finally, the 

researcher feels that art teachers play a critical role in the success of selective student art 

experiences organized by institutions or organizations outside of the school as they play 

the role of intermediaries between the organizers and participating students.  

 

Research Design 

 

 A diagram of the research design for this study is included in Appendix F.  The 

researcher conducted qualitative research for this study because of her interest in 

exploring the human and experiential component of the topic, not the quantifiable 

aspects.  As Merriam (1998) states, “Qualitative researchers are interested in 

understanding the meaning people have constructed, that is, how they make sense of their 

world and the experiences they have in the world” (p. 6).  Qualitative research allowed 

the researcher gain a more “wholistic picture of what goes on in a particular situation or 

setting” (Fraenkel and Wallen, 1990, p. 11).  The researcher was not just interested in 

what terminology was used or what issues in the participation debate were addressed, but 

what this all meant to the different individuals and the program as a whole. 
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 The researcher chose to conduct a case study, allowing her to learn in-depth 

information of one “bounded system” (McMillan and Schumacher, 2001, p. 36).  As 

Patton (1990) states, “Case studies… become particularly useful where one needs to 

understand some special people, particular problem, or unique situation in great depth.  A 

case study can be a person, an event, a program…” (p. 54).    The researcher defined “the 

case” for this study as The Museum Program, a juried high school exhibition at the small 

fine arts museum where she currently teaches.  The choice to conduct a case study was 

also based on the highly unique nature of selective student art experiences and the 

difficulty in generalizing and grouping them.  The majority of literature in the field on the 

topic takes the form of case studies, including compilations of case studies (Dalton and 

Zuk, 2001) and individual studies (Bass et al., 1997; Gusetti, 2000;). 

 Also, the researcher was in search of human understandings and case studies 

prove particularly useful in collecting this type of data.  As Merriam (1998) explains, “A 

case study design is employed to gain an in-depth understanding of the situation and 

meaning for those involved” (p. 19).  This type of study would yield the type of thick 

description on the topic that the researcher was intending to collect.  

 

Setting 

 

 The setting for this research study was a small suburban fine arts museum.  At the 

time this research was conducted, the researcher was employed in the Education 

Department at the museum and was a primary organizer of The Museum Program.  There 

were two other staff members of the Education Department who also shared in the 
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responsibilities of organizing this annual program.  The study took place over the course 

of the twelfth annual Museum Program during the 2007-2008 school year.  

 The following overview of The Museum Program includes a brief history, 

description of the program context of the exhibition, and recent changes to the format to 

help the reader gain an understanding of this unique selective student art experience.   

 

The Museum Program: Twelve Years In The Making 

 

 Begun in the mid-1990s, this juried student art exhibition is organized annually by 

the Education Department of the museum.  The exhibition was originally open to students 

in grades K through 12, with teachers from schools in two local counties submitting their 

students’ artwork for jurying.  At that time, the exhibited artwork was matted and 

displayed on boards propped against the gallery walls of the museum for a short-term 

display.   

 As the years passed, the exhibition evolved and was narrowed for the high school 

level. Since 1997, the exhibition has been open to students in high school, in grades nine 

through 12, from these two local counties.  This allows for a more professional display of 

the selected works of art. Artwork must be submitted ready to hang or display in the 

museum galleries just like any other professional exhibition.  Meaning all two-

dimensional artwork arrives matted, framed, wired, and with glass (if applicable).  All 

three-dimensional works of art must be entered with a pedestal for display.  In recent 

years, the exhibition has grown to be quite competitive, with over 40 high schools 

participating and over 200 students entering annually.  Only approximately 80 works of 
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art are selected for display.  The exhibition is displayed in the form of a professional 

exhibition on view at the museum, occupying half of the museum’s rather modest gallery 

space, and is up for a two-week period of time each spring. 

 This juried exhibition is not an entirely isolated event, but rather the culminating 

component of an annual collaborative program between the museum and participating 

high schools - here referred to as The School Program.  Each fall, the museum mails 

information to art teachers in the surrounding two counties outlining the format and how 

to participate.  Each school must fill out and submit a participation form by a fall 

deadline.  This form provides basic contact information, indicates which teacher or 

teachers intend to have their students participate, and whether or not the school would 

like to participate in The School Program, an instructional program developed to 

introduce the program to students and begin the process.  This program is optional, yet 

highly recommended as it helps provide motivation and specifically addresses The 

Museum Program.   

 For many years, The School Program consisted of a field trip to the museum.  

During this program, students were introduced to the exhibitions on view as well as the 

procedures for entering The Museum Program.  At this time, the juried exhibition 

required that participants select a work of art on view at the museum during the school 

year as the source of inspiration for their artwork submission.  Therefore, this field trip 

component was critical in finding this source of inspiration.  If a school was unable to 

organize a field trip, students were permitted to visit on their own to find their source of 

inspiration.   
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 During the 2007-2008 school year, the format was slightly altered due to a 

restoration project at the museum that forced the museum to close its doors to the public 

until the spring of 2008.  The whole collaborative program was modified out of necessity.  

Since students were unable to visit the museum to find a work of art as a source of 

inspiration, an alternate format was developed.  Students were instructed to find their 

own source of inspiration, in a professional work of art of their choice.  A theme was 

instituted to provide more direction for students.  An outreach version of The School 

Program was developed to substitute for the field trip component.   

 During this outreach program, museum educators visited participating high 

schools, explaining the new format, theme and procedures to students and helping them 

to brainstorm ideas for their own artwork through discussion and a hands-on project.  As 

always, after this outreach program, individual participating art teachers were responsible 

for carrying out the rest of the instruction in guiding their students to create their 

submissions for entry into the exhibition.  This includes creating the work of art in media 

of their choice as well as writing a short artist’s statement explaining their source of 

inspiration, how it led them to create their work of art, and how it relates to the theme.  

 Traditionally, the Chief Curator at the museum is the judge, or juror, for the 

exhibition.  He or she reads the students’ artist statements and then looks at their artwork 

submissions, gradually narrowing the entries to the final exhibiting works and 

designating a number of awards.  Additional individuals and organizations also donate 

awards, monetary and otherwise. 
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 The participating art teachers pick up rejected pieces and the exhibition is hung.  

A formal opening reception with awards ceremony is held for exhibiting artists, families, 

friends, and teachers.  Awards are announced and given to the selected young artists. 

               

Participants 

 

 The participants in the interview portion of this study included three individuals 

representing a range of perspectives of The Museum Program.  The first interviewee was 

a retired high school visual arts teacher and past participating art teacher in The Museum 

Program.  The second interviewee was a current participating art teacher and past 

Museum professional and primary organizer of The Museum Program.  The third 

interviewee was a current Museum professional and primary organizer of The Museum 

Program and past high school visual arts teacher.  The final participant in the study was 

the researcher, as she was the primary instrument for gathering the final set of data in a 

personal reflection journal over the course of The Museum Program.   

 The first interviewee, a practicing secondary art teacher, was a former employee 

of the Education Department at the museum.  She was currently teaching art in a local 

high school in an upper-middle class suburban community that had been participating for 

a number of years.  The researcher hoped this teacher’s perspective would be especially 

valuable for she had experienced The Museum Program from two different perspectives 

over the years - from that of a Museum professional and a participating art teacher. 

 The second interviewee was a retired secondary art teacher who taught in the 

same high school as the previous art teacher for over 20 years.  In her time teaching, she 
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encouraged her students to participate in The Museum Program for over 10 years.  She 

was also currently a member of the Education Committee at the museum.  Her responses 

helped to provide the perspective of a longstanding participating art teacher. 

 The third interviewee was the current Director of Education at the museum and 

primary organizer of The Museum Program.  A former secondary art teacher, she has 

been an employee at the museum for ten years and therefore brought the perspective of 

someone who has seen The Museum Program grow and change, from the museum’s 

viewpoint, over the years. 

 

Data Gathering Techniques 

 

 The researcher utilized two research methods to collect data for this study: (1) 

interviews, and (2) action research.  Three interviews (two of art teachers and one of the 

museum exhibition organizer) were conducted.  This technique was used because of the 

researcher’s goal of obtaining in-depth information from various perspectives.  As Stake 

(1995) explains, “The interview is the main road to multiple realities” (p. 64). The 

interviews provided first-hand insight into both teachers’ and organizers’ understandings 

of The Museum Program.  Each interviewee represented a different perspective, and thus 

provided a variety of viewpoints on the same experience.  

 The three interviews were conducted following a combination of Patton’s (1990) 

“Interview Guide Approach” and “Standardized Open-Ended Interview” methods. The 

“Interview Guide Approach” provided the researcher with the flexibility to, depending on 

the interviewees’ responses, probe deeper and customize some of the questions for the 
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different interviewees.  At the same time, the “Standardized Open-Ended Interview” 

method ensured that certain important topics were covered and made the data simpler to 

compare and contrast in the analysis. 

 Action research was also conducted for this case study.  Action research involves 

“teachers using research methods to study classroom problems” and “the teacher 

conducts the study or has an important role in the research process” (McMillan & 

Schumacher, 2001, p. 20).  In this case, this type of data collection was highly 

appropriate because the researcher played a primary role in The Museum Program and it 

was only natural for her to play a critical role in the research process.  Also, the data 

collected not only served the purposes of this study, but also benefited the researcher as a 

Museum professional and primary organizer of The Museum Program, helping to inform 

future practices.   

 Action research was conducted in the form of a personal reflection journal.  In the 

journal, the researcher reflected on the actions and statements of participating art teachers 

and Museum professionals during their regular teaching practices and roles in The 

Museum Program.  This action research took place over the course of the program, 

beginning with the first component of the school-museum collaborative program - an 

outreach program in the high school setting -, continuing with the dropping off of artwork 

entries for jurying, and ending at the opening reception of the final student exhibition at 

the museum.    The researcher reflected upon observable expressions of these teachers’ 

perceptions of the juried student art exhibition - their actions and statements. 

 The researcher used the following materials when conducting this case study: (1) 

a personal reflection journal, (2) a list of pre-determined yet flexible core interview 
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questions (See Appendix G), and (3) a digital audio recorder to audio tape the interviews 

so the researcher could later review and transcribe the interviews.  Interview 

transcriptions for the interviews with Interviewees A, B, and C may be found in 

Appendices H, I, and J respectively.  All interviewees were presented with an informed 

consent form describing the purpose, procedures, benefits, risks, discomforts, and 

interviewees’ right to withdraw from the study, which they each read and signed (See 

Appendix K).  

  

Limitations 

 

 There were several limitations for this study.  First, the sample was limited.  

There were only three interviewees and they were all limited to friends and colleagues of 

the researcher.  Also, the interviewees were generally supporters of The Museum 

Program and the museum as a whole.   

 Second, the researcher was the primary instrument for data collection.  Therefore, 

the interviewees’ responses to the researcher’s questioning may be swayed due to their 

knowledge of her role in The Museum Program and affiliation with the museum.  Also, 

the researcher’s personal journal reflections may also be swayed because of her personal 

involvement in The Museum Program.  These entries were based solely on the 

researcher’s perceptions and therefore risked being skewed by personal feelings and 

subjective understandings because of this close involvement with the program at hand.       

 Third, there was a limited time frame for collecting the data for this study.  It was 

dictated according to The Museum Program’s schedule and was somewhat restricting at 
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times.  For example, the researcher would have preferred to conduct a second round of 

interviews after The Museum Program was completed for the school year, but due to time 

constraints, this proved impossible.   

 Finally, the results of this case study really only apply to one bounded system - in 

this case The Museum Program.  This is a highly unique program and the results of this 

study cannot be said to represent or extend to all other selective student art experiences.  

Rather, the results and the study itself may be looked at as a model for others. 

  

Conclusion 

 

 In the end, the final form of the data collected was intended to help to inform a 

greater understanding of The Museum Program and help future practices; it was used to 

develop a list of recommendations for the future of The Museum Program.  Also, the 

researcher intended that others would also potentially utilize the data in a modified 

manner.  The results would help others to understand the potentially different 

understandings participating art teachers and organizers may have of The Museum 

Program and recognize a need for increased communication between parties to ensure 

mutual understanding and success.  The large body of data gathered for this case study is 

presented in Chapter Four. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

RESULTS 
 
 
 

Purpose 
 

 The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the case study described in 

Chapter Three.  The data is presented in written form as well as a series of accompanying 

figures.  The results are based upon the three interviews conducted as well as the 

researcher’s journal entries of personal reflections on her regular interactions with 

various participating art teachers and Museum professionals.  As discussed in Chapter 

Three, Interviewee A is a past participating art teacher, Interviewee B is a current 

participating art teacher and past Museum professional, and Interviewee C is a current 

Museum professional.   

 In keeping with the goal of investigating potential variations between art teachers’ 

and Museum professionals’ understandings of The Museum Program, the main body of 

data gathered, which is presented first, has been organized by topic.  This organization is 

intended to facilitate comparison between data gathered from various parties.  Data for 

some issues was gathered by both data gathering techniques (interviews and journal 

reflections) while other data was based solely on one technique.  Each issue heading is 

broken down by these techniques to clarify the methods of data collection within each 

section.  Then, several new issues arose during data collection, the results of which are 

presented.  Each new issue heading is broken down according to the researcher’s 

expectations and findings to highlight the differences between the two. 
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Results By Topic 
 
 
 

Understandings Of Participating Teachers’ Role And Communication  
  
  

 This section presents data gathered on the topics of teachers’ and Museum 

professionals’ understandings of the role of participating art teachers in The Museum 

Program and the communication between participating art teachers and Museum 

professionals over the course of The Museum Program. 

 
 

Interviews 
 
 
 
 Interviewees A, B, and C were each asked to describe the role of participating art 

teachers in The Museum Program.  The results are presented in Figure 1.  Under each 

interviewee, his or her initial response is listed and supporting comments are listed 

below.  Interviewees A, B, and C were also asked if they felt that the communication 

between participating art teachers and the Museum in regards to The Museum Program is 

currently sufficient.  These results are outlined in Figure 2.  Again, initial responses are 

listed immediately below each interviewee, followed by supporting comments. 
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Question: 
How would you describe the role of participating art teachers 

in The Museum Program? 
Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

Large, important role 
Don’t play a big enough 
role (in the Museum’s 

eyes) 

Critical, very 
important role 

Kids wouldn’t even be 
participating if it wasn’t 

for the teacher   

Don’t think Museum 
appreciates the work that 

teachers put in 

Few students at that 
age can take the 

responsibility alone 

Making sure artwork is 
produced 

I think teacher should 
somehow have more of an 

important role 

Teachers’ 
commitment 

facilitates process 
Making sure artwork is 
finished, framed, and 

delivered in time 
 

Guide the kids once 
they leave the 

Museum 
 

Figure 1.  Describing the role of participating art teachers. 
 
 
 

Question: 
Do you feel that the current communication between the Museum 

and participating art teachers is sufficient?   
 

Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

Yes No Yes 

Teachers have to take a 
certain responsibility to 
know what is going on  

If I didn’t work at the 
museum and support 
the museum through 
my district, I don’t 
know if they would 

have ever mentioned 
the Museum 

--- 

It would be different if 
the Museum were 

dealing directly with kids 
--- --- 

 
Figure 2.  Describing communication between the Museum and participating art teachers. 
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Journal Reflections 
 
 
 In the journal reflections, there are also numerous references to teachers’ and 

Museum professionals’ actions and statements that help to illustrate their understanding 

of participating teachers’ role and the current level of communication between parties.  

The actions and statements that help to illustrate an understanding of participating 

teachers’ role in The Museum Program have been categorized into those that indicate an 

understanding that this role is (1) small, (2) moderate, and (3) large.  The references to 

these actions and statements by both participating art teachers and Museum professionals 

have been tallied and placed side by side in Figure 3 for comparison.  As one can see, 

most references to actions and statements by participating art teachers indicate an 

understanding that the art teachers’ role is large, while most references to actions and 

statements by Museum professionals indicate an understanding that the art teacher’s role 

is moderate.    

 There were also numerous references in the journal reflections to actions and 

statements by art teachers and Museum professionals that help to illustrate their 

understanding of the current level of communication between participating art teachers 

and Museum professionals.  These actions and statements have been divided according to 

those that indicate the following levels of communication: (1) insufficient, (2) sufficient, 

and (3) exceptional. As in the previous figure, the references to actions and statements by 

art teachers have been tallied and placed side by side with those by Museum 

professionals to ease comparison in Figure 4.   
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Figure 3.  Actions and statements indicating understanding of role of participating art 
teachers: Participating art teachers versus Museum professionals. 
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Figure 4.  Actions and statements indicating understanding of level of communication: 
Participating art teachers versus Museum professionals. 
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 In her reflections, the researcher made frequent references to questions about The 

Museum Program from participating art teachers that had already been answered by the 

Museum on numerous occasions.  The frequency of these questions help to illustrate the 

level of communication between parties, particularly as a representation of an apparent 

disconnection.  These questions vary and fall under the following categories: (1) 

Deadlines and Dates, (2) Exhibition Guidelines, and (3) Digital Entry Form Information.  

The frequency of references to each type of question is presented in Figure 5.   There 

were a total of 44 references to questions of this nature in the journal reflections.  As one 

can see, most of these questions were in reference to the Digital Entry Form information, 

with a total of 23 such references in the researcher’s journal reflections, compared to 14 

references to questions about Deadlines and Dates, and 7 references to questions about 

Exhibition Guidelines. 

 

 
 

Figure 5.  Frequency of questions from participating art teachers 
that were previously answered by the museum. 
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Defining Terminology 
 
 

 This section presents data collected solely through the interviews pertaining to 

terminology related to “selective art experiences” as defined and discussed by the 

researcher in Chapter Two.  Interviewees A, B, and C were directly asked to define a 

series of terms to assess potential variations in their responses. 

 
 
“Contest” 
 

 When asked to define the term “contest,” all three (100%) of the interviewees 

initially hesitated.  Interviewee A began with “Hmmmm,” B began with “Ummmm [long 

pause],” and C began with “Um.” 

 When interviewees responded, they each described the term “contest” in a 

different manner.  Figure 6 outlines the words and phrases each interviewee used to 

describe this term. 

Question: 
How would you define the term “contest”? 

Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 
always a competition has awards have to enter 

there is a winner not just a critique perhaps receive some 
sort of prize 

there’s maybe a loser there are places and 
prizes 

intrinsically implies a  
reward of some sort 

  sounds like something 
elementary 

 
Figure 6. Defining terminology: How would you define the term “contest”? 

 

 In their responses, Interviewees A and C (66.6%) also named types of contests, 

other than art, that they associated with the term “contest.”  Figure 7 illustrates these 
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  “Contest” 

types of contests, along with art contests, as they were associated with the term “contest” 

by these two interviewees 

 

art contest 
 
 
 
 
 

                                running                beauty  
                                contest               contest 

 
 

       
       
                                                       pie-eating contest 
 

Figure 7.  Defining terminology: Types of “contests” noted in interviews. 
 

 

“Competition” 

  

 When asked to define the term “competition,” Interviewee C (33.3%) first 

interpreted the term as the phenomenon of competition, not as an event or “a 

competition.”  Interviewees A and B (66.6%) interpreted it as “a competition.”    

 Instead of providing a separate definition, Interviewees A, B, and C all compared 

the term “competition” to the previously defined term - “contest.”  Figure 8 outlines the 

terms and phrases Interviewees A, B, and C used when asked to describe the relationship 

between these two terms.  They are broken down according to several subcategories to 

illustrate the range in comments provided by each interviewee.  Interviewees A, B, and C 

(100%) all provided comments noting similarities as well as differences.  The differences 
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are all described in less concrete terms than the similarities.  For example, Interviewee A 

notes that he/she “can’t describe” the difference, Interviewee B “would think” they are 

different, and Interviewee C begins his/her statement about their differences with “I don’t 

know.”  Each interviewee also noted something unique about “competitions” in the 

“About Competitions” category.  

 

Question: 
How would you define the term “competition” as compared to “contest”? 

Type of Comment Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

They are one in the 
same 

Someone’s not 
going to win, if it’s 

a contest or a 
competition  

 

[They are] not 
really [different] 

Similarities 

---- 
Both have prizes 
and places and 

winning and losing 
----- 

Differences 
There is a [different] 
subtlety that I can’t 

describe 

I would think [they 
are different] 

I don’t know if I 
think of them as 
different words 

About Competitions Competition is more in 
the arts 

We, in high school, 
enter more 

competitions  
 

Competition has a 
level of… [is a] 
more adult word 

About Contests Contest are slightly 
different ---- ---- 

 
Figure 8.  Defining terminology: How would you define the term “competition” as 

compared to “contest”? 
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“Exhibition” 

 

 When asked to define the term “exhibition,” Interviewees provided very similar 

definitions. Interviewee A (33.3%) stated it was a “display of related works,” Interviewee 

B (33.3%) stated it was “a showcase,” and Interviewee C (33.3%) stated it was a “group 

of artworks that have something perhaps in common.”  In addition, Interviewee B 

(33.3%) stated that the term “exhibition” has a “more positive feeling to it” than 

“competition” and “contest.”  

 

Terminology And The Museum Program 

  

 This section presents data collected through interviews and journal reflections 

pertaining to terminology used to describe The Museum Program.  First, Interviewees A, 

B, and C were asked to share what terms they felt best describe The Museum Program.  

These terms are herein referred to as “given terminology.”  Next, the interviews were 

coded for each reference to The Museum Program using a term other than its proper 

name and were tallied according to the terms used.  These terms are herein referred to as 

“actual terminology.”  Finally, the journal reflections were also coded for each reference 

to The Museum Program using a term other than its proper name. 
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Interviews: Given Terminology 

 

 When asked what term (“contest,” “competition,” or “exhibition”) best describes 

The Museum Program, Interviewees A and B stated “exhibition” and Interviewee C 

stated “competition.”  When asked whether they feel the program is a “juried” or 

“curated,” all interviewees (100%) stated that it is “juried.” 

 

Interviews: Actual Terminology 

 

 Additional data was gathered by coding each interview for how each interviewee 

referred to The Museum Program over the course of the interview.  This yielded 

noticeably different results from the data previously presented, showing a disagreement 

between the “given terminology” (directly stated to the researcher in answer to the 

inquiry) and the “actual terminology” (used by the interviewee throughout the interview).  

It should be noted here that the vast majority of the “actual terminology” pertains to 

references made before the direct inquiry so as to avoid the potential limitation of the 

interviewee being conscious of the terms he or she was using after being asked directly.     

 All three interviews were coded for every reference to The Museum Program 

using a term other than its proper name.  The three terms “exhibition,” “competition,” 

and “contest” were all noted.  Also, two additional terms commonly used surfaced during 

this process - “show” and “opportunity.”  The resulting data is illustrated in Figure 9.  A 

pie chart for each Interviewee shows his or her “actual terminology.”  This is then set 
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alongside a column with each interviewee’s previously noted “given terminology” to 

emphasize the differences.   

 Interviewee A referred to The Museum Program as a “contest” zero times, 

“competition” zero times, “exhibition” zero times, “show” 14 times, and “opportunity” 

five times.  Interviewee B referred to The Museum Program as a “contest” 25 times, 

“competition” one time, “exhibition” 15 times, “show” 12 times, and an “opportunity” 

four times.   Interviewee C referred to The Museum Program as a “contest” zero times, 

“competition” six times, “exhibition” two times, “show” two times, and “opportunity” 0 

times.  Overall, there is significant disagreement with the “given terminology” and the 

“actual terminology” used by each interviewee. 
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Interviewee Given 
Terminology Actual Terminology 

A 

  

B 

  

C 

  

 
Figure 9.  Terminology and The Museum Program: Given versus actual terminology. 

 

 

Exhibition 

Exhibition 

 Competition 
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Journal Reflections 

  

 The journal reflections were also coded for terminology used (by the researcher 

herself as well as by participating art teachers and Museum professionals).  The 

researcher used the term “contest” zero times when referring to The Museum Program in 

her own descriptions.  When quoting participating art teachers referring to The Museum 

Program, the term “contest” appeared ten times.  When quoting Museum professionals 

referring to The Museum Program, the term “contest” appeared zero times. 

 The researcher used the term “competition” six times when referring to The 

Museum Program in her own descriptions.  When quoting participating art teachers 

referring to The Museum Program, the term “competition” appeared 12 times.  When 

quoting Museum professionals referring to The Museum Program, the term 

“competition” appeared 15 times.   

 The researcher used the term “exhibition” nine times when referring to The 

Museum Program in her own descriptions.  When quoting participating art teachers 

referring to The Museum Program, the term “exhibition” appeared seven times.  When 

quoting Museum professionals referring to The Museum Program, the term “exhibition” 

appeared 13 times. 

 All of this data is presented in Figure 10.  As you can see, the term “competition” 

appeared the most times in total, however the break down of who was utilizing the 

terminology tells us more.  For example, “contest” was referenced the least of the three 

terms, but 100% of the references were by participating art teachers.  Meanwhile, the 
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references to the other two terms were divided up among the researcher, participating art 

teachers, and Museum professionals. 

 

 
 
 
 

Figure 10.  Terminology and The Museum Program: Journal reflection terminology. 
 
 
 

Debating Participation, Key Issues, And The Museum Program 
 

  

 This section presents data collected on participation in The Museum Program and 

the key issues in the participation debate in the field of art education.  Specifically, data 

relates to the reasons participating teachers and Museum professionals provided for why 

teachers may choose to or not to participate in The Museum Program.  This data was 

collected using both data gathering techniques (interviews and journal reflections).      
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Interviews: Why Do Teachers Choose To Participate? 
 
 
 Interviewees A, B, and C were asked first to explain reasons why they (or they 

felt art teachers) choose to participate in The Museum Program.  Figure 11 illustrates the 

results of these inquiries.  The responses have been organized according to the following 

types: (1) Student-centered, (2) Teacher-centered, and (3) Community-centered reasons.   

Question: 
Why do you (or do you feel that art teachers) choose to 

participate in The Museum Program? 

Type of 
Comment Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

Student-
centered 

Opportunity to get a 
learning experience at 
the museum 
 
Opportunity for 
students to compete 
 
Opportunity for 
students to possibly 
have their work on 
display & see work by 
other students 

Students get recognition 
 
Students get confidence 

Teachers feel 
responsibility to give 
students the most 
opportunities 
 
Students feel good 
about themselves 

Teacher-
centered 

Teachers’ pride - nice 
to have kids 
acknowledged by 
someone other than 
yourself in public 

Selfish reason: 
it makes me look good 
if the kids get into 
shows and I can 
promote that to my 
principal, director, 
superintendent 
 
Teachers’ pride - it’s 
definitely about the 
teachers, too 
 

Makes teachers feel 
good about 
themselves 

Community-
centered --- --- It’s good for the 

whole community 

Figure 11.  Debating participation and The Museum Program: 
Why do art teachers choose to participate? 
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 Figure 12, an alternate visual presentation of this data, focuses more on the types 

of responses, comparing the three interviewees side-by-side.  Figure 13 provides yet 

another visual representation of this data, indicating the nature (student-centered, teacher-

centered, or community-centered) of the first response of each interviewee. 

 

Figure 12.  Debating participation and The Museum Program: 
Why do art teachers choose to participate? Student-centered, teacher-centered, and 

community-centered Reasons. 
 
 

Question: 
Why do you (or do you feel that art teachers) choose to 

participate in The Museum Program? 

 Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

X Student-centered  Student-
centered X Student-centered 

 Teacher-
centered X Teacher-

centered  Teacher-centered 
First 

Reason 
Stated 

 Community-
centered  Community-

centered  Community-
centered 

 
Figure 13.  Debating participation and The Museum Program:  
Why do art Teachers choose to participate?  First responses. 
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 Next, the interviewees’ provided reasons for participation in The Museum 

Program are presented in relation to the key issues in the participation debate (as 

described in Chapter Two) to determine if there is a relationship.  This data is presented 

in Figure 14 and one can see that several of the provided reasons relate to these key 

issues and one new issue, not addressed by the pre-established key issues, was raised by 

Interviewee A. 

How Do The Provided Reasons for Participation Relate to the 
Key Issues in the Participation Debate? 

Issues 
Influencing 

Participation 
Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

X Competition  Competition  Competition 

 Motivation X Motivation  Motivation 

 Self-Efficacy X Self-Efficacy X Self-Efficacy 

 Product v. 
Process  Product v. 

Process  Product v. 
Process 

Pre-
established 

Key Issues in 
Participation 

Debate 
 

 Time & Energy  Time & Energy  Time & Energy 

New Issues X 

Opportunity for 
Students to 

View Artwork 
by Peers 

    

 
Figure 14.  Why teachers choose to participate: How do the provided reasons for 

participation relate to the key issues in the participation debate? 
 

 Finally, the interviewees’ provided reasons are presented in Figure 15 in relation 

to the primary roles, goals, and functions of student art exhibitions (discussed in Chapter 

Two). The chart explores what goals, roles, and functions are indicated by the provided 
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reasons for participation.  As one can see, the reasons provided by all three interviewees 

support the role of “Exhibition as Communication” and “Exhibition as Assessment of 

Teacher and/or Program.”  Only the reasons provided by one of the interviewees 

(Interviewee A) indicated The Museum Program’s function “as a teaching tool.” 

 

What Exhibition Goals, Roles, and Functions are indicated by the Provided 
Reasons for Participation in the Museum Program? 

X Communication 
 X Communication 

 X Communication 
 

X 

Assessment of 
Teacher and/or 

Program 
 

X 
Assessment of 
Teacher and/or 

Program 
X 

Assessment of 
Teacher and/or 

Program 

Exhibition 
Goals, Roles, 
& Functions 
Addressed in 

Responses  
X Teaching Tool  Teaching Tool  Teaching Tool 

 
Figure 15.  Why teachers choose to participate: What exhibition goals, roles, and 
functions are indicated by the provided reasons for participation in The Museum 

Program? 
 

Interviews: Why Do Teachers Choose Not To Participate? 
  

 Interviewees A, B, and C were asked to explain reasons why they (or they felt art 

teachers) choose not to participate in The Museum Program.  Figure 16 provides the 

results of these inquiries.   As one can see, the responses vary broadly.  Interviewee C 

provided the least reasons for not participating.   
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Question: 
Why do you (or do you feel that art teachers) choose 

not to participate in The Museum Program? 
 

Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 
If you’re a teacher whose 

teaching a lot of 
preliminary classes 

It’s a lot of work Some teachers are lazy 

More apt to bring students 
if you have relatively 

advanced students 

Have to make a 
lesson/take time out 

Some teachers don’t get the 
kind of cooperation from 

schools and districts 

Sometimes it’s hard to just 
get out of the classroom 

In some cases have to 
bring the students on a 

field trip 

In some cases, financial 
reasons 

Teachers might have so 
many meetings, other 
things they have to do 

Teachers would rather 
stick with the basic 

routine and not bother 
 

 
Worry about getting 
everything matted/ 

framed 
 

 
Figure 16.  Why do teachers choose not to participate? 

 

 Next, the interviewees’ provided reasons for not participating in The Museum 

Program are presented in relation to the key issues in the participation debate (as 

described in Chapter Two) to determine if there is a relationship.  This data is presented 

in Figure 17 and one can see that all three Interviewees provided reasons that related to 

the key issue of “Time and Energy.”  None of the other key issues in the participation 

debate were addressed by the interviewees’ answers.  Instead, one will notice that a series 

of new issues, not addressed by the pre-established key issues, were raised by 

Interviewees A and C. 
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Are the Provided Reasons for not Participating related to the 
Key Issues in the Participation Debate? 

Issues 
Influencing 

Participation 
Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

 Competition  Competition  Competition 

 Motivation  Motivation  Motivation 

 Self-Efficacy  Self-Efficacy  Self-Efficacy 

 Product v. 
Process  Product v. 

Process  Product v. Process 

Pre-
established 

Key Issues in 
Participation 

Debate 
 

X Time & Energy X Time & Energy X Time & Energy 

X Ability/Maturity
of Students   X District 

Cooperation 

X 

Teaching 
Experience & 

Associated 
Obligations of 

Teacher 

  X Teacher’s Attitude New Issues 

    X Financial 
Limitations 

 
Figure 17.  Why teachers choose not to participate: 

Do the provided reasons for not participating in The Museum Program 
relate to the key issues in the participation debate? 

 

 

Interviews: Key Issues And The Museum Program 

 

 Finally, Interviewees A, B, and C were asked the following series of questions 

based upon the key issues in the participation debate (as discussed in Chapter Two):   

1. Do you feel that The Museum Program promotes competition? 
2. Do you feel that The Museum Program emphasizes product or process? 
3. Do you feel that The Museum Program can motivate students? 
4. Do you feel that The Museum Program can affect students’ self-efficacy? 
5. Do you feel that The Museum Program requires a lot of time and energy? 
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The interviewees’ responses to these questions are presented in chart form in Figure 18, 

with the information side-by-side to ease comparisons between the different 

Interviewees’ responses.  Like answers to a question have been shaded the same tone of 

gray to help illustrate the observed parallels. 

 

Key Issues in the Participation Debate & The Museum Program 

Question Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

1 Yes Definitely A little 

2 Product Product and Process  Product and Process  

3 Yes - extrinsic Yes - extrinsic Yes - extrinsic and 
intrinsic 

4 Both positively and 
negatively 

Both positively and 
negatively 

Both positively and 
negatively 

5 Yes, but so does 
teaching. Yes, definitely. A decent amount. 

 
Figure 18.  Key issues in the participation debate and The Museum Program. 

 

 
Journal Reflections 
 
 
 
 In the researchers’ journal reflections, there are numerous references to teachers’ 

and museum professionals’ actions and statements indicating participating teachers’ 

reasons for participating and not participating in The Museum Program.  Figure 19 

presents a tally of references to actions and statements indicating participating teachers’ 

reasons for participating, organized by the key issues in the participation debate they 

relate to.  Figure 20 presents references to actions and statements indicating participating 

teachers’ reasons for not participating, also organized by the key issues in the 
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participation debate they relate to.  Arranged side-by-side, the references to participating 

art teachers’ and Museum professionals’ actions/statements show clear patterns. 

 

Actions and Statements of Teachers and Museum Professionals that indicate 
their reasons for participating in The Museum Program. 

Key Issues in the 
Participation Debate 

# of Participating Art 
Teachers’ 

Actions/Statements 

# of Museum 
Professionals’ 

Actions/Statements 
Competition 0 2 
Motivation 10 8 

Self-Efficacy 14 12 
Product Versus Process 0 0 

Time and Energy 0 0 
 

Figure 19.  Actions and statements of teachers and Museum professionals indicating their 
reasons for participating in The Museum Program. 

 

 

Actions and Statements of Teachers and Museum Professionals that indicate 
their reasons for not participating in The Museum Program. 

Key Issue in 
Participation Debate 

# of Participating Art 
Teachers’ 

Actions/Statements 

# of Museum 
Professionals’ 

Actions/Statements 
Competition 5 2 

Motivation 0 0 
Self-Efficacy 0 10 

Product Versus Process 1 0 
Time and Energy 20 7 

 
Figure 20.  Actions and statements of teachers and Museum professionals indicating their 

reasons for not participating in The Museum Program. 
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New Issues 

 

 In addition to the previously presented results, somewhat unanticipated issues also 

surfaced during data collection for this study.  Although not previously intended as topics 

of inquiry, these new results are presented in the following section because the researcher 

felt they are very telling of participating art teachers’ and Museum professionals’ 

understandings of The Museum Program, shedding light on other aspects of the program.  

Like the other results, these results will also be analyzed and interpreted in the following 

chapters.  

 

Jurying Process 
 
 
  
Expectations  

 

 Based on research in the field, the researcher did not intend to make the jurying 

process a topic of inquiry for this study.  It was not expected that it would be a critical 

issue in The Museum Program.   

 

Findings   

 

 Contrary to expectations, the jurying process used in The Museum Program 

became a main focus of discussion in the interviews.  When Interviewee A was asked the 

question, “What would you suggest could be changed about The Museum Program?” 
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he/she stated, “I really, really, really think that there should be more than one person 

doing this evaluation.”  The interviewee went on to speak at length on the topic.  When 

Interviewees B and C were asked the same question, their answers differed.  All three 

answers are presented in Figure 21. 

 

Question: What Would You Suggest Could Be Changed About The 
Museum Program? 

Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

 “I really, really, really 
think that there should 

be more than one 
person doing this 

evaluation.” 

“I think the teacher 
should play a larger 

role somehow.” 
 

“It’s a really strong 
program.  It’s really 

remained strong and vital 
over the years… I don’t 

really think it needs to be 
changed.  I think it just 

needs to be preserved and 
appreciated… it’s pretty 

important.” 
 
Figure 21. What would you suggest could be changed about The Museum Program?   
  

 In response to Interviewee A’s focus on the jurying process in her response to the 

previous question, the researcher probed during the interview and continued to elicit thick 

description.  Curious to see if the other interviewees would agree, this led the researcher 

to develop a series of questions to ask all the interviewees on the topic of the jurying 

process.  The following questions specifically targeted at the issue of the current jurying 

process were posed: 

1. How do you feel about the current jurying process used in The Museum Program? 
2. Why do you feel this way?   
3. If there were a panel of jurors, how many people would you recommend be a part 

of the jurying? 
4. What backgrounds do you feel these people should have? 
5. Do you feel a rubric should be used to facilitate the jurying process?  Why or why 

not? 
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 Interviewees A and B actively pursued discussion of the jurying process, 

providing very elaborate answers and very willingly providing recommendations.  

Meanwhile, Interviewee C also responded to the discussion, but brought up a series of 

other points.  These responses are outlined in Figure 22.  As one can see, Interviewee A 

said there should be at least three people on the jury including a teacher, artist, and art 

historian/curator.  Interviewee B said there should be two people including a teacher and 

an artist (not a curator).  All three Interviewees (100%) stated that a rubric should not be 

used in the jurying process. 
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Question Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

1 

“I was always under the 
impression that there was 

more than one person 
making the decision.  If I 

had known it was just 
one person, I don’t know 

if I would have been 
excited about 
participating.”  

 
“If you had a few people 

it would be better”  

“Most other 
exhibitions that my 

students have a 
panel - at least more 

than one [person 
jurying].” 

 
“I think definitely 

more than one 
person [jurying] 

would help.” 
 

[Laughs]  “It’s always 
been juried by one person 
since I’ve been there - for 

eleven years.  I hear 
feedback from teachers 
saying it should maybe 
be two or three people.  
That they think it would 

be fairer to be juried [that 
way].  But I think it 

would just take longer.” 

2 

“if the one person 
making the decision has a 

different mindset, an 
excellent piece of work 

may not get in.” 
[Student-centered] 

“It would make 
things a little more 

fair...” 
 

[Student-centered] 

“They [the jurors] would 
have to agree, debate, and 

discuss.” 
 

[Museum-centered] 

3 “I think there should be 
at least three people” 

“I think there should 
be two people” 

“Honestly, it does 
involve more than one 
person now because we 

give our opinions.” 
 

“If it weren’t a question 
of time, it would be 

extremely beneficial for 
the juror to have to 
comment on every 

[rejected] work of art.” 

4 
Teacher 
Artist 

Art Historian/Curator 

Teacher 
Artist 

Not Curator 
Curator 

5 

“No.  Because there 
might be some pieces of 
work that don’t fit any 
category that’s there. 

sometimes you just look 
at a piece and [know] 

that it’s brilliant and it’s 
not necessarily going to 

fit in categories.  I always 
hated rubrics.” 

“I think that’s 
interesting… a 
rubric would 

definitely work to 
give the kids some 

good feedback 
after… But I think a 
rubric would be hard 

to create.” 

“I’m not a rubric 
person…They’re very 

tight to me.  It isn’t that I 
don’t think they serve a 
purpose.  I think they 
work better in other 

subjects than art… and, it 
comes back to the time 

element.  If a juror has to 
create a rubric, it would 

take longer. 
Figure 22. Changes to The Museum Program’s current jurying process. 
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Does Increased Participation = “Success”? 

 
  

Expectations 

 

 Inspired by the participation debate noted in professional literature on the topic of 

“selective student art experiences” in the field of art education, the researcher approached 

this study with the understanding that increased teacher participation was a natural, 

fundamental goal of The Museum Program.  As a result, numerous questions posed in the 

interviews were focused on and around participation and the factors that may influence 

art teachers’ decision to participate or not participate in The Museum Program. 

 

Findings 

 

  The researcher noted that all three interviewees (100%) exhibited behaviors 

including hesitation in answering and low levels of eye contact when answering the series 

of follow-up questions asking whether the key issues in the participation debate may 

affect teachers’ decision to participate in The Museum Program.  Also, Interviewees’ 

responses to these questions about participation were significantly briefer than their 

responses to other questions in the interviews.   

 The importance of these observations was tipped off by the following question 

posed to the researcher by Interviewee A: 

 But what are you really trying to do?  Why do you want them to participate - just 
 to participate or you want to see what’s being produced by kids and get a really 
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 beautiful display of work that represents the best work that’s going on [in the 
 area]?   
 
This strong response led the researcher to probe further and ultimately ask each 

interviewee the following question: “Do you feel that increased participation should be a 

goal of [The Museum Program]?”  Figure 23 outlines the interviewees’ responses to this 

question.   

 

Question: Do you feel that increased participation should be a goal of [The 
Museum Program]? 

Interviewee A Interviewee B Interviewee C 

No No Maybe 

 “I don’t think 
[The Museum 

Program] is the 
time to get the 
numbers… I 

think it should be 
the time to get the 

quality and 
maybe you can 

get your numbers 
other ways.”   

“I think that increased 
participation doesn’t make 
for a better exhibition.  I 

don’t think those two relate 
to each other.  I think that 

increased participation 
means that the museum 
needs to modify [The 

Museum Program]… the 
bigger it gets the more 

changes you have to make 
administratively.” 

“It’s not a bad thing… 
Certainly, if new schools 

want to join, I’m all for that.  
I’m happy to have them. 

That’s how things grow… 
But like I said, I don’t want to 

feel as if I can’t give the 
fullest, richest experience to 

someone because I’m rushing 
out to give the next 

experience.  That’s my only 
concern.” 

  
Figure 23.  Do you feel that increased participation should be a goal of [The Museum 
Program]? 
 
 

Conclusion 
 

 
 
 In the end, the results of both the interviews and journal reflections data collection 

methods revealed a substantial amount of data.  Data on the following topics has been 

presented: (1) understandings of art teachers’ role, (2) communication between parties, 
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(3) defining terminology, (4) terminology and The Museum Program, (5) debating 

participation, key issues, and The Museum Program, and (6) new issues.   

 All the results have been presented according to topic so as to facilitate 

comparison between the two key perspectives in the study: (1) participating art teachers 

and (2) Museum professionals.  The figures of results from the interviews consistently 

present information in the order of Interviewees A, B, and then C to show this range and 

ease comparison and later discussion.  The very large amount of results are discussed, 

analyzed, and interpreted in Chapter Five, focusing on general patterns, key findings, new 

issues, and connections with professional literature in the field of art education. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

ANALYSIS 

 

Purpose 

 

 The purpose of this case study was to research participating art teachers’ and 

Museum professionals’ understandings of a juried art exhibition for high school students 

to answer the following research question:  How do participating art teachers’ and 

exhibition organizers’ understandings of The Museum Program compare?  The 

researcher’s personal experiences as a former visual art student and current exhibition 

organizer led her to believe that there are inconsistencies between participating teachers’ 

and exhibition organizers’ understandings of experiences such as The Museum Program.  

As discussed in Chapter Two, the literature on this topic in the field of art education is 

very limited, demonstrates a lack of consistency in its use of terminology, consists mainly 

of case studies, and revolves around a heated debate over the pros and cons of 

participation in selective student art experiences.   

 As a result of personal experiences and her review of professional literature in the 

field, the researcher decided to conduct a case study of one selective student art 

exhibition - The Museum Program - at the small suburban fine arts museum where she is 

currently employed.  The study set out to investigate how participating art teachers and 

Museum professionals understand this experience, focusing on the terminology they use 

and how The Museum Program relates to the participation debate in the field of art 

education. 
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 The purpose of this chapter is to interpret the results of the interviews and journal 

reflections conducted for this case study and place them in the context of professional 

literature on the topic as discussed in Chapter Two.  The analysis and interpretation first 

focuses on general patterns in the results.  Next, seven key findings that relate to the 

researcher’s goals for the study are analyzed and interpreted.  Then, two additional key 

findings that relate to the new issues presented in Chapter Five are analyzed and 

interpreted.  Finally, the overall results are discussed in comparison to the professional 

literature in the field as reviewed in Chapter Two.  The analysis and interpretation is 

presented as text and accompanying figures to help organize and clarify the information. 

 

General Patterns 

 

 The researcher approached the study with certain general expectations about 

patterns that would be exhibited in the results.  First, she anticipated that the responses of 

the three interviewees would present a specific range of perspectives, regardless of the 

topic or the responses themselves.  Second, she expected that the results of the interviews 

and the journal reflections would support one another.  However, neither of these patterns 

exists consistently in the results of the study.  These expectations and findings are 

outlined in Figure 24.  The following section explains these findings in detail, presents 

potential reasons for them, and providing recommendations for future research based 

upon the analysis. 

 

 



 98 

 

Expectation Results Recommendations 
Range in Interviewee 
Responses (A - B - C) 

For the most part, data does 
not show a clear range. 

When comparing 
perspectives, choose the 
same # of individuals to 
represent those perspectives. 

Agreement between Data 
Collection Techniques 

Data gathered by the two 
techniques does not always 
agree.  

When intending to compare 
or align multiple sets of data, 
make sure sets are as 
comparable as possible. 

 
Figure 24.  General patterns: Expectations, results, and recommendations. 

 

Range in Interviewee Responses 

 

 When collecting data from the three interviewees, it was anticipated that there 

would be a range in the interviewees’ responses to the questions posed, with Interviewee 

A representing one end (participating art teachers’ perspective), Interviewee C 

representing the opposite (Museum professionals’ perspective), and Interviewee B 

representing the middle (a little of both since he/she has experienced The Museum 

Program from both perspectives).  However, many of the responses vary in different 

manners and this general pattern does not apply.  This may be attributed in part to the 

topics at hand and will be discussed in later sections.  However, the inconsistent patterns 

in the responses overall compared to the expected range may also be attributed to the 

interviewees themselves.  These three individuals may not be as perfect representatives of 

the categories of “participating art teacher,” “participating art teacher/Museum 

professional,” and “Museum professional” as the researcher previously assumed.  Upon 



 99 

closer analysis, these individuals’ backgrounds vary significantly from these categories 

and this variation may account for the inconsistent patterns in their responses. 

 First, Interviewee A is a retired art teacher and is not currently participating in 

The Museum Program so therefore he/she does not entirely represent this group of 

individuals.  Also, Interviewee A may have been approaching The Museum Program 

more from the perspective of the Museum in his/her responses because he/she is currently 

involved with the Museum as a member of its Education Committee.  Additionally, 

Interviewee A’s answers may be swayed because, despite being told not to let it affect 

his/her answers, as a member of this committee speaking with a Museum staff member, 

he/she may have felt pressure to express a viewpoint in line with that of the Museum.  

 Meanwhile, of the three interviewees, Interviewee B is the only current 

participating art teacher.  Therefore his/her answers may arguably better represent the 

perspective of participating art teachers than those of Interviewee A.  However, at the 

same time, his/her perspective is unique and different from the vast majority of 

participating teachers because he/she has experienced The Museum Program from the 

perspective of a Museum professional in the past.   

 When Interviewee B’s results align with those of Interviewee A, it may be argued 

that his/her experience as a current participating art teacher has more significantly 

affected his/her responses.  Meanwhile, when his/her results align more with those of 

Interview C, it may be argued that his/her experience as a former Museum professional 

has more significantly affected his/her responses.  This is not definitive, because even if 

his/her experiences as a Museum professional or participating art teacher have more 

significantly affected his/her responses, this still does not guarantee that his/her responses 
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will agree with those of Interviewee A or C.  However, one of the only ways the 

responses of Interviewee B can be interpreted and used for the purpose of this study is to 

align them with one of the two parties, and this method has been utilized so as not to be 

forced to dismiss the data gathered entirely.  

 Finally, Interviewee C represents the perspective of the Museum professional, yet 

is a colleague of the researcher and his/her responses during the interview process may 

have been influenced by this relationship.  Arguably, he/she may have been providing 

answers he/she felt would benefit the study and not necessarily represent his/her true 

opinion on the topics at hand. 

 This analysis has led the researcher to realize how difficult it is to not only 

compare two sides (the participating art teachers’ and the Museum professionals’) of The 

Museum Program, but any selective art experience.  No issue is black and white, and The 

Museum Program is no exception.  Whenever studying two groups’ understandings of an 

experience, there are inevitably many shades of gray.   

 If a study of similar nature were to be conducted in the future, the researcher 

would recommend that there be two interviewees (one participating art teacher and one 

Museum professional) instead of three.  This would simplify the data collection process 

as well as the analysis.   In the current study, one of the main problems is an exorbitant 

amount of data collected from the three interviewees.  Because of the confusion as to 

what perspective each individual truly represents, it creates much more complication than 

necessary and potentially takes attention away from the true focus of the results.  
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Agreement Between Data Collection Techniques 

  

 The researcher expected that the data collected by the interviews and the journal 

reflections would agree and support one another, strengthening the findings of the study 

and the resulting arguments.  She utilized two different data collection techniques so that 

their results could be used to reinforce one another and help support the conclusions of 

the study.   

 However, there are many cases in which the data collected in the interviews does 

not agree with the data collected in the journal reflections.  This disagreement may be 

attributed to the topics at hand and help indicate differences between direct responses to 

questioning as opposed to actions/statements when unaware of being noted.  However, 

the researcher has also realized in hindsight that there is an overarching issue that may 

have caused the differences - the two bodies of data prove more difficult to compare than 

previously anticipated.  Three interviewees were selected in order to gain more 

perspectives and ground the findings.  However, it proves virtually impossible to 

compare three sets of data (three perspectives in the interviews) with two sets of data 

(two perspectives in the journal reflections).   

 If a similar study were to be conducted in the future, the researcher recommends 

that the method be modified significantly.  The specific data to be gathered in the 

interviews should coincide as closely as possible with the data to be gathered in the 

journal reflections.  This would ease data collections and facilitate comparisons in the 

analysis, making the entire study more clear and understandable.    
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Key Findings 

 

 The very large body of data collected in this study, as presented in Chapter Four, 

has been significantly narrowed for this analysis to focus on nine key findings that relate 

to the researcher’s two initial topics of inquiry: (1) terminology and (2) the participation 

debate as well as the (3) new issues presented in Chapter Four.  These findings are 

presented in Figure 25, which lists the researcher’s expectations and results of the study 

side-by-side to facilitate comparison.   

 The following section first analyzes the four key findings about terminology, then 

analyzes the three key findings about the participation debate, and finally analyzes the 

two key findings related to new issues.  Together, these key findings create a complex 

picture of The Museum Program and help inform the researcher’s recommendations for 

The Museum Program as presented in Chapter Six. 

 

Terminology Key Findings 

 

 The researcher focused data collection for this study first on the topic of 

terminology.  This includes the terminology used to describe selective student art 

experiences as a whole and the terminology used by participating art teachers and 

Museum professionals to describe The Museum Program.  It was the researcher’s 

philosophy that the terminology used would act as a reflection of the parties’ 

understandings of The Museum Program.  
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Key Findings 
 

    Topic          # 

Expectation 
Participating art teachers and 
Museum professionals… 

Results Suggest that: 
Participating art teachers and 
Museum professionals… 

1 

… would feel that terminology is a 
key concern. 

… do not feel that terminology is 
a key concern.  

2 

… would have varying 
understandings of the definitions of 
“contest,” “competition” and 
“exhibition.” 

… have varying understandings 
of the definitions of “contest” 
and “competition,” but 
agreement on “exhibition.” 

3 
… would provide different terms to 
describe The Museum Program. 

… provide different terms to 
describe The Museum Program.   

 

4 

… would use their “given” terms to 
describe The Museum Program. 
(“Given” terms would agree with 
“actual” terms used.) 

… do not all use their “given” 
terms to describe The Museum 
Program. Museum professionals’ 
“actual” and “given” terms 
agree, but teachers’ do not.  

5 

… would have different 
understandings of the reasons why 
teachers may choose to participate. 

… agree that self-efficacy and 
motivation are the main reasons 
why teachers may choose to 
participate. 

6 

… would have different 
understandings of the reasons why 
teachers may choose not to 
participate. 

… partially agree that time and 
energy is a main reason why 
teachers may choose not to 
participate. 

 

7 

… would have different 
understandings of how The 
Museum Program relates to the key 
issues in the participation debate. 

… agree only on how The 
Museum Program relates to self-
efficacy. 

8 
… would not feel that the jurying 
process is a key concern. 

… feel that the jurying process is 
a key concern. 

 

9 
… would feel that increased 
participation equals success 

… do not feel that increased 
participation equals success. 

 
Figure 25. Key findings: expectations and results. 
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Key Finding 1: Terminology Is Not A Key Concern 

 

 Based on personal experiences and literature in the field, the researcher expected 

that the results gathered about terminology used to describe selective student art 

experiences would comprise a large proportion of the total data collected.  She looked to 

this terminology as a focus of the study and expected that the interviewees would be open 

to speaking about them and express strong opinions.  The results of the study do not 

confirm this expectation.  Instead, they suggest that terminology is not an area of concern 

to either participating art teachers or Museum professionals.   

 None of the interviewees were very open to speaking about the terms.  They 

provided very short answers and did not express strong opinions about it.  Also, 100% of 

the interviewees showed hesitancy when asked to define the term “contest.”  This 

suggests that neither party regularly considers what the terms used to describe selective  

student art experiences may mean or how they may relate to one another.  Also, 

Interviewee C’s comment when asked to compare “contest” and “competition” that “they 

are just two words” suggests that Museum professionals’ don’t feel that terminology is an 

important part of selective student art experiences.    

 Of course, the hesitancy and lack of lengthy responses from the interviewees 

when asked questions about terminology may also be due to the nature of the questions 

asked.  The interviewees may have perceived that the questions asking for definitions had 

a right and wrong answer as compared to the other more opinion-based questions posed 

by the researcher and therefore led to hesitation. 
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Key Finding 2: 
Varying Understandings Of The Terms “Contest” And “Competition,” But Agreement 
On “Exhibition” 
 
 
 
 Based on personal experience and research in the field, it was expected that the 

definitions provided for the terms “contest,” “competition,” and “exhibition” by 

participating art teachers and Museum professionals would vary significantly.  The data 

collected confirms that participating art teachers and Museum professionals have varying 

understandings and confusion over the definitions of the terms “contest” and 

“competition,” but not of “exhibition.”   

 The various definitions provided for the term “contest” show that Museum 

professionals and participating art teachers have different understandings of what the 

term means.  Interviewee C’s (representing Museum professionals) initial interpretation 

of “competition” as the phenomenon and not an event compared to Interviewee A and 

B’s (representing participating teachers) interpretation of it as an event indicates a 

difference in understanding of the term “competition” between Museum professionals’ 

and the participating art teachers.  It suggests that perhaps participating art teachers are 

more used to hearing the term “competition” as meaning an event while Museum 

professionals are not.  Another explanation may be the way the question was worded by 

the researcher.  The interviewing technique used was semi-structured, allowing for 

different phrasing at times and this variation on the researcher’s part may have led in part 

to the interpretation of “competition” as a phenomenon, not an event.  

 When comparing the terms “competition” to “contest,” the fact that all the 

interviewees indicated similarities as well as differences between the terms illustrates an 
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overall level of confusion as to what the true differentiation between the terms is.  Also, 

100% of the differences provided were irresolute in nature, further supporting the 

argument that all parties are unsure as to their exact meaning.  The range in the additional 

comments supplied about “competitions” again indicate variation in understanding, but, 

notably, all support the notion that “competition” is a more appropriate term for a high 

school level experience than “contest.”  

 Meanwhile, the very similar definitions provided for the term “exhibition” by the 

three interviewees suggest that there is little to no confusion about the definition of this 

term.  Interviewee B’s statement that the term “exhibition” has a “more positive feeling 

to it” than “competition” and “contest” further indicates that participating art teachers 

may associate this term with more positive feelings than the terms “contest” and 

“competition.” These findings agree with the frequent separation of the terms “contest” 

and “competition” from “exhibition” in literature in the field. 

 
 
Key Finding 3: 
Different Given Terminology For The Museum Program 
 
 
 
 Based on personal experience and research in the field, it was expected that the 

results would show variation in the given terminology provided by participating art 

teachers compared to Museum professionals when referring to The Museum Program.  

The results partially support this expectation, showing some variation. 

 When asked which term (“exhibition,” “competition,” or “contest”) best describes 

The Museum Program, Interviewees A and B stated “exhibition” while Interviewee C 

stated “competition.”  This indicates a difference between participating art teachers’ 



 107 

(Interviewees A and B) and Museum professionals’ (Interviewee C) understandings of 

what terms best describes The Museum Program while also showing that neither party 

feels that the term “contest” is the best term to use.   

 Meanwhile, of the terms “juried” and “curated,” all the interviewees described 

The Museum Program as “juried.”  Together, these results suggest that participating art 

teachers and Museum professionals do not vary as broadly in their understandings of 

what terms best describe The Museum Program as previously thought.  They appear to 

confuse “competition” and “exhibition,” but see a clear difference between “juried” and 

“curated.” 

 

Key Finding 4: 
Museum Professionals’ “Actual” And “Given” Terms Agree, But Teachers’ Do Not 
 
 
 
 It was expected that the given terminology provided by the interviewees (as 

discussed in Key Finding 3) would agree with the actual terminology they used when 

referring to the Museum Program throughout the interviews.  The researcher coded the 

interview transcripts for actual terminology in an effort to further support the findings of 

given terminology.  However, this coding inadvertently uncovered results that do not 

support the given terminology findings.  The results show that Museum professionals’ 

(represented by Interviewee C) given and actual terminology agree, but participating art 

teachers’ (represented by Interviewees A and B) given and actual terminology do not 

agree. 

 The results suggest that Museum professionals realize the importance of using 

consistent terminology when referring to The Museum Program and have a clear 
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understanding of these terms.  Interviewee C’s (representing Museum professionals) was 

the only individual who’s given terminology coincided with and supported his/her actual 

terminology.  He/she directly described The Museum Program as a “competition” and 

used the term “competition” the most in his/her actual terminology.  Also, he/she used the 

proper name of The Museum Program more than the other interviewees - even more than 

the term “competition.”  These results show that despite his/her comment that the terms 

“competition,” “contest,” and “exhibition” are “just words,” he/she realizes the 

importance of consistent terminology. 

   Meanwhile, the results suggest that there is a significant difference between the 

terms participating art teachers (represented by Interviewees A and B) may provide to 

someone inquiring and what terms they in fact use in real life conversation; therefore this 

further suggests that that participating teachers, in contrast to Museum professionals, 

have an unclear understanding of the terms they feel describe The Museum Program.  

 Both Interviewees A and B supplied the given terminology of “exhibition,” but 

neither used this term the most in their actual terminology.  Instead, Interviewee A 

referred to The Museum Program mostly as a “show” and Interviewee B referred to it 

mostly as a “contest.”  Interviewee B’s inconsistency is particularly remarkable as he/she 

specifically noted in the interview that he/she “never” referred to The Museum Program 

as a “contest” while her actual terminology suggests the exact opposite.  The clear 

hypocrisy demonstrated by the interviewees (especially Interviewee B) suggests that 

participating teachers have an unclear understanding of the terms.   

 In addition, the researcher feels that the actual terminology more so reflects the 

terminology the participating teachers would likely use in conversation with participating 
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students.  If this is accepted as true, the results suggest that participating teachers have 

one understanding of what terms they think they do or should use, and yet may use 

entirely different terms when speaking with their students.  This lack of consistency may 

arguably lead to participating art teachers having one understanding and participating 

students having a different understanding of the type of experience The Museum Program 

is.    

 In conjunction with Key Finding 2, this finding also suggests unclear 

communication between participating teachers and their students as a whole.  If 

participating teachers are unclear on what terms they use and are also unclear on what 

these terms mean, the researcher finds it hard to believe that clear communication would 

be the result.  Thus when considered side by side, Key Findings 2 and 4 suggest that 

despite Key Finding 1 (that suggests that both parties do not feel that terminology is a key 

concern), terminology used to describe The Museum Program should be a key concern 

for participating art teachers and Museum professionals. 

 These results support the argument that Museum professionals have a clearer 

understanding of the terms they feel describe The Museum Program than participating art 

teachers, contrary to Key Finding 3.  The researcher feels that this key finding and 

analysis is a more accurate reflection of the reality than those of Key Finding 3 because 

the actual terminology was gathered without the interviewee necessarily being conscious 

of made aware of his/her word choice at the time, thus making the terminology a more 

genuine reflection of the real terms he/she would use in regular conversation.   

 Key Finding 4 may be due in part to differences in Museum professionals’ and 

participating art teachers’ roles in The Museum Program.  As primary organizers of The 
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Museum Program, Museum professionals’ jobs require them to speak about it frequently, 

thus leading them to refer to it mostly by proper name and more consistently in general as 

compared to participating art teachers, whose students may be involved in numerous 

selective student art experiences and who are not as accustomed to speaking about The 

Museum Program in particular on a regular basis.   

 Of course, the results as a whole may also be attributed to a number of other 

factors.  For example, the differences between Interviewee A and B’s given and actual 

terminology may have been influenced by the terminology used by the researcher during 

the interviews.  The researcher used a semi-structured interview technique and as a result 

she did not use the exact same wording for every question across all three interviews.  

Arguably, if the researcher referred to The Museum Program by one term in one 

interview and a different term in another, it may have impacted the terms used by the 

interviewees and account for the differences between the given and actual terminology.  

(See complete interview transcriptions in Appendices H, I, and J.) 

 Finally, the two new terms (“show” and “opportunity”) that arose when coding 

the interviews for actual terminology were used rather frequently, suggesting that there is 

other terminology used to refer to these experiences than previously assumed.  Arguably 

more colloquial terms, these two terms do not readily appear in the professional 

literature.  Therefore, these results indicate a dichotomy between the literature and every 

day conversation about selective student art experiences because the terms “show” and 

“opportunity” are more common in regular conversation.    
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Participation Debate Key Findings 

 

Key Finding 5: 
Agreement That Self-Efficacy And Motivation Are The Main Reasons Why Teachers May 
Choose To Participate 
 

 Based on personal experience and research in the field, the researcher expected 

that data collected from participating art teachers and Museum professionals would 

indicate that the two parties feel differently about why art teachers choose to participate 

in The Museum Program and that these reasons would relate to many of the key issues in 

the participation debate.  However, the results of the interviews and journal reflections 

indicate that participating art teachers and Museum professionals have similar 

understandings of why teachers choose to participate in The Museum Program that relate 

to the following key issues: (1) self-efficacy and (2) motivation.  This suggests that these 

are the two main reasons why art teachers choose to participate in The Museum Program, 

while the remaining issues (competition, product versus process, and time and energy) 

are not main reasons.  

 The results suggest that both parties agree that the potential of increasing 

students’ self-efficacy in the arts is the main reason why teachers choose to participate in 

The Museum Program.  When asked why they felt teachers choose to participate in The 

Museum Program, both Interviewee B (representing participating teachers) and C 

(representing Museum professionals) provided reasons that relate to self-efficacy.  

Meanwhile, of the 24 actions/statements of participating art teachers indicating their 

reasons for participating in The Museum Program, 14 (58%) relate to self-efficacy.  Of 
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the 22 actions/statements of Museum professionals indicating their feelings as to the 

reasons why teachers choose to participate, 12 (54%) relate to self-efficacy.   

 The results also support the argument that the ability of The Museum Program to 

motivate students is a main reason why both participating teachers and Museum 

professionals feel teachers choose to participate.  Interviewee B (representing 

participating teachers) provided reasons that relate to motivation.  Also, of the 24 

actions/statements of participating art teachers indicating reasons for participating in The 

Museum Program 10 (42%) relate to motivation.  Of the 22 actions/statements of 

Museum professionals indicating reasons for participating in The Museum Program, 8 

(36%) relate to motivation.  

 Finally, the results also suggest some slight differences between participating art 

teachers and Museum professionals’ understandings of the reasons why participating art 

teachers choose to participate in The Museum Program.  For example, 2 out of the 22 

actions and statements of Museum professionals (10%) indicating reasons for 

participating relate to competition, while none (0%) of the 24 actions and statements of 

participating teachers relate to competition.  This difference suggests that Museum 

professionals look at competition as more of a positive phenomenon, a reason to involve 

students in The Museum Program, while participating teachers, although they 

acknowledge The Museum Program promotes competition (See Key Finding 7), do not 

look at it as a reason why teachers choose to participate.   

 These findings may be due in part to and also call attention to the inherent 

differences between participating art teachers’ and Museum professionals’ environments 

and philosophies about art education.  As educators in school environments, many 
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participating art teachers are arguably under pressure from administrators and parents to 

be as fair as possible and make everything equal for all students; as cooperative learning 

techniques increase in popularity, this emphasis is only increased.  This naturally 

encourages teachers to prefer cooperation over competition.  Meanwhile, as educators in 

the museum environment, Museum professionals are generally not as accustomed to such 

pressures, not working with parents and administrators in the same environment.  

Therefore they may not necessarily see competition as negatively as teachers.     

 

Key Finding 6: 
Partial Agreement That Time And Energy Is A Main Reason Why Teachers May Choose 
Not To Participate 

 
 

 Based on personal experience and research in the field, the researcher expected 

that participating art teachers and Museum professionals would provide reasons for why 

teachers choose not to participate that showed differences in understanding and the 

reasons would relate to many of the key issues in the participation debate as presented 

and described in Chapter Two.  The results indicate a difference in understanding, 

however the participating art teachers’ reasons relate mostly with time and energy and 

Museum professionals’ reasons relate to a number of issues including time and energy.  

 The results suggest that participating art teachers and Museum professionals agree 

that time and energy is a reason why art teachers may not choose to participate.  

However, they imply that participating art teachers feel it is the main reason, while 

Museum professionals feel that it is only one of a number of reasons.   

 Interviewee A, B, and C’s reasons why they felt art teachers choose not to 

participate in The Museum Program only related to one issue in the participation debate: 
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time and energy.    100% of Interviewee B’s (representing participating art teachers) 

reasons in response to the question “Why do you feel art teachers choose not to 

participate in The Museum Program?” related to the issue of time and energy.  

Meanwhile, 25% of Interviewee A’s (representing Museum professionals) reasons related 

to time and energy and 33% of Interviewee C’s (representing Museum professionals) 

related to time and energy.  The remainder of Interviewee A and C’s reasons related to 

additional issues not in the participation debate established in Chapter Two. 

 Interviewee A’s additional reasons included the following: (1) the ability and/or 

maturity of students may not be appropriate for The Museum Program, and (2) newer 

teachers may have additional obligations at school and are therefore unable to visit the 

Museum.  Meanwhile, Interviewee C provided additional reasons: (1) a lack of district 

cooperation, (2) teachers’ attitudes, and (3) financial limitations.  These comments further 

support the previous argument that many of the differences between participating 

teachers’ and Museum professionals’ understandings of the Museum program may be 

due in part to their different roles and environments.  

 The results also suggest that the competitive aspect of The Museum Program is 

another reason why participating teachers feel they may choose not to participate.  This 

supports the analysis of Key Finding 5 arguing that participating art teachers look at 

competition as more of a negative aspect of The Museum Program (as this finding 

suggests) as compared to Museum professionals who do not view it as negatively.  77% 

of the participating art teachers’ actions and statements indicating reasons for not 

participating in The Museum Program related to time and energy, 19% related to 

competition, and 4% to product versus process.   
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 The results suggest that Museum professionals agree that time and energy is a 

reason why teachers may not choose not to participate, but also feel that other key issues 

come into play including self-efficacy and competition.  Of the Museum professionals’ 

actions and statements indicating their feelings as to why teachers choose not to 

participate 53% relate to self-efficacy, 37% to time and energy, and 10% to competition.   

This suggests that Museum professionals feel that the potential of The Museum Program 

to negatively impact students’ self-efficacy is the main reason teachers may choose not to 

participate, in contrast to participating art teachers.  This calls attention to a large 

difference in understanding between the two parties, further supporting arguments for a 

need for clearer understanding between participating art teachers and Museum 

professionals.  However, at the same time, the results also show that Museum 

professionals, like participating teachers, feel that the competitive aspect of The Museum 

Program is a reason why teachers may not choose to participate.    

 

Key Finding 7: 
Of All The Key Issues, Agreement Only On How The Museum Program Relates To Self-
Efficacy 
 
  
 
 Based on personal experience and research in the field, the researcher anticipated 

that the results would indicate that participating art teachers and Museum professionals 

hold different understandings of how The Museum Program relates to the key issues in 

the participation debate.  The results support this expectation, except for self-efficacy.  

This suggests that self-efficacy is a key issue, the one place where the two parties’ 

different understandings meet.  It also suggests that for all the other issues, just because 
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the two parties may agree on the issues that influence why teachers may choose to 

participate or not does not necessarily indicate that they agree on how the issues relate to 

The Museum Program as a whole.   

 The following sections interpret and analyze the results for each issue.  First, self-

efficacy, being the only issue on which the two parties agree, is analyzed.  Then, the 

issues of motivation, product versus process, and time and energy are analyzed.  For 

these issues, the differences between participating teachers’ and Museum professionals’ 

feelings are arguably attributable to the different roles the parties play in The Museum 

Program and the different environments they work in on a regular basis.  However, the 

differences also arguably relate to the other key findings related to the participation 

debate (Key Findings 5 and 6), in some cases help to explain them.  After all, before one 

may argue that both parties agree or disagree on the reasons why teachers may choose to 

or not to participate, he or she must have a clear understanding of the reasons themselves.  

In light of this, the results for the issues of motivation, product versus process, and time 

and energy are here analyzed in comparison to Key Findings 5 and 6 with the help of 

accompanying figures.   

 Finally, the issue of competition is analyzed in relation to all the previous Key 

Findings as it relates not only to the other Participation Debate Key Findings (Key 

Findings 5 and 6), but also to the Terminology Key Findings (Key Findings 1 through 4).  

 

Self-Efficacy.  The results of the interviews suggest that both participating art teachers 

and Museum professionals agree that The Museum Program can affect students’ self-

efficacy, both positively and negatively.  Of all the key issues, self-efficacy is the only 
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issue that both parties agreed related to The Museum Program in the say way.  This 

suggests that both the potential of The Museum Program to increase and decrease 

students’ self-efficacy is a key concern of both parties.   

 When compared to Key Findings 5 and 6 (See Figure 26), however, all the 

findings do not agree.  The pattern indicates that although both parties agree that The 

Museum Program can affect students’ self-efficacy both positively and negatively, only 

Museum professionals feel that the potential negative effects may be reason not to 

participate.  This suggests that although they are aware of the potential negative effects, 

participating art teachers feel the positives outweigh the negatives in terms of whether 

teachers choose to participate.  This acknowledgement of both sides is telling, however, 

showing that self-efficacy is a key issue for participating teachers and Museum 

professionals as well. 

Key Finding # Participating Art Teachers… Museum Professionals… 
 

5 feel that “self-efficacy” is a main 
reason why teachers choose to 
participate 

feel that “self-efficacy” is a 
reason why teachers choose to 
participate 
 

6 do not feel that “self-efficacy” is 
a reason why teachers choose not 
to participate 

feel that “self-efficacy” is a 
reason why teachers choose not to 
participate 
 

7 feel The Museum Program can 
affect students’ self-efficacy - 
both positively and negatively 

feel The Museum Program can 
affect students’ self-efficacy - 
both positively and negatively 
 

Figure 26. Key findings: Self-Efficacy. 

 

Motivation.  The results of the interviews suggest that participating teachers and Museum 

professionals both feel that The Museum Program can motivate students, but 
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participating art teachers (represented by Interviewees A and B) feel it provides extrinsic 

motivation and Museum professionals (represented by Interviewee C) feel it provides 

both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation.     

 This pattern may be due in part to the different perspectives of the interviewees.  

The participating teachers may feel that The Museum Program provides only extrinsic 

motivation because they experience the day-to-day reality of the program over its course 

and have not witnessed any evidence of their students being motivated.  Meanwhile, 

Museum professionals only experience the initial motivation and then outcome of the 

program.  Their understanding of the day-to-day reality of the program is an imagined, 

more ideal scenario, which they perhaps hope includes intrinsic motivation.   

 The results suggest that Interviewee B’s experience as a former Museum 

professional appears to not have affected his/her understanding, for his/her opinion aligns 

itself more closely with that of Interviewee A, who was never a Museum professional. 

This may also indicate that the issue of motivation is a critical issue in The Museum 

Program for participating art teachers, for it was strong enough to shift Interviewee B’s 

assumed previous agreement with Interviewee C when he/she was a Museum 

professional to her current agreement with Interviewee A now that he/she is a 

participating art teacher.  

 When compared to the other key findings related to the participation debate (See 

Figure 27), the difference in understanding in Key Finding 7 is not reflected in the other 

findings.  Key Findings 5 and 6 suggest that participating teachers and Museum 

professionals agree that the ability of The Museum Program to motivate students to 

achieve is a reason why teachers may choose to participate and is not a reason why they 
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may choose not to.  Despite this apparent agreement about participation, Key Finding 7 

shows a clear difference in understanding in the nature of this motivation.  They suggest 

that the potential of The Museum Program to motivate students is key because, whether it 

is intrinsic or extrinsic, both parties see motivation as a positive aspect of The Museum 

Program and a reason why teachers may choose to participate.  

 

Key Finding # Participating Art Teachers… Museum Professionals… 
 

5 feel that “motivation” is a reason 
why teachers choose to participate. 

feel that “motivation” is a 
reason why teachers choose to 
participate. 
 

6 do not feel that “motivation” is a 
reason why teachers choose not to 
participate. 

do not feel that “motivation” is 
a reason why teachers choose 
not to participate. 
 

7 feel The Museum Program can 
motivate students - extrinsically. 

feel that The Museum Program 
can motivate students - 
intrinsically and extrinsically. 
 

Figure 27. Key findings: Motivation. 

 

Product Versus Process.  The results suggest that participating teachers (represented by 

Interviewee A) feel that The Museum Program emphasizes product, not process, while 

Museum professionals (represented by Interviewees B and C) feel that The Museum 

Program emphasizes both product and process.   

 Depending on whether the results gathered from Interviewee B are interpreted as 

representing participating art teachers or Museum professionals, these results may be 

interpreted two ways.  They suggest that either participating art teachers (represented by 

Interviewee B) and Museum professionals (represented by Interviewee C) agree that The 
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Museum Program emphasizes both product and process, or that participating art teachers 

(represented by Interviewee A) feel that The Museum Program emphasizes product, 

while Museum professionals (represented by Interviewees B and C) feel that it 

emphasizes both product and process.   

 The researcher agrees with the second argument.  Interviewee B’s former 

experience as a Museum professional appears to have arguably affected his/her current 

understanding of The Museum Program.  Following his/her initial response to the 

question, Interviewee B also noted, “most teachers wouldn’t agree with me though.”  

This further supports this argument.     

 If this argument is accepted as true, this difference in opinion between 

participating art teachers and Museum professionals may be explained by a difference in 

perspective.  Arguably, participating art teachers experience The Museum Program from 

the perspective of having their students’ artwork judged for entry into a selective student 

art experience.  The process, as they witness it in the classroom working with their 

students to create their artwork entries, is not witnessed by the Museum professionals and 

therefore is not emphasized, only the final product is.  Meanwhile, Museum professionals 

experience The Museum Program from the perspective of the Museum, not the 

classroom.  Not involved with the process of creating the artwork itself, they accept the 

required artist statements written by students describing the process as a representation of 

“process” that many comparable selective student art experiences do not have. 

 When compared with the other key findings related to the participation debate, 

Key Finding 7 helps to explain the patterns in Key Findings 5 and 6 (See Figure 28).  

Key Findings 5 and 6 suggest that the two parties agree that product versus product is not 
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a reason why teachers may choose to participate.  However, they suggest that 

participating art teachers feel it is a reason why teachers may choose not to participate, 

but Museum professionals do not.  Arguably, Key Finding 7 helps to explain this 

difference in opinion in Key Finding 6.  Participating teachers feel that The Museum 

Program only emphasizes product, which is seen as a negative aspect and therefore may 

be a reason why teachers choose not to participate.  Meanwhile, Museum professionals, 

under the understanding that The Museum Program emphasizes both product and 

process, feel that this is ideal and therefore is not a reason why teachers may choose not 

to participate. 

 

Key Finding # Participating Art Teachers… Museum Professionals… 
 

5 do not feel that “product versus 
process” is a reason why teachers 
choose to participate. 

do not feel that “product versus 
process” is a reason why 
teachers choose to participate. 
 

6 feel that “product versus process” is 
a reason why teachers choose not to 
participate. 

do not feel that “product versus 
process” is a reason why 
teachers choose not to 
participate. 
 

7 feel The Museum Program 
emphasizes product. 

feel that The Museum Program 
emphasizes process and 
product. 
 

Figure 28. Key findings: Product versus process. 

  

Time And Energy.  The results suggest that participating art teachers (represented by 

Interviewees A and B) feel that The Museum Program “definitely” requires a lot of time 

and energy while Museum professionals (represented by Interviewee C) feel it requires a 

“decent amount.”   



 122 

 This difference in understanding may be attributable to differences in perspective 

in several ways.  Participating art teachers are involved in the entire process from start to 

finish and may likely enter their students’ work in many different selective student art 

experiences with many different requirements, deadlines, and specifications.  Teachers 

can potentially have hundreds of students and entering student artwork (that often 

requires matting and framing such as in the case of The Museum Program) is additional 

work on top of the everyday responsibilities of developing lessons and teaching all their 

students.  Meanwhile, Museum professionals, as the organizers of the entire exhibition 

have significant responsibilities in terms of organization and coordination on top of their 

regular teaching of programs in the museum setting.  Also, they often do not witness all 

the behind-the-scenes time and energy that teachers put into getting the students to create 

the artwork, finish in time, matte and frame it, and drop it off.  Therefore Museum 

professionals may be apt to feel that, from the organizer’s perspective, bringing in half a 

dozen or so works of art for The Museum Program is not such a large deal.   

 When compared to Key Findings 5 and 6 (See Figure 29), these results show that 

although the parties may disagree on the amount of time and energy required, they agree 

that it is not a reason why teachers may choose to participate, but instead a reason why 

they may choose not to participate.  This suggests that despite this latter difference in 

opinion, both parties understand that the time and energy required is enough to 

potentially discourage participation.  
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Key Finding # Participating Art Teachers… Museum Professionals… 
 

5 do not feel that “time and energy” 
is a reason why teachers choose to 
participate. 

do not feel that “time and 
energy” is a reason why 
teachers choose to participate. 
 

6 feel that “time and energy” is a 
main reason why teachers choose 
not to participate. 

feel that “time and energy” is a 
reason why teachers choose not 
to participate. 
 

7 feel The Museum Program 
“definitely” requires a lot of time 
and energy. 

feel that The Museum Program 
requires a “decent amount” of 
time and energy. 
 

Figure 29. Key findings: Time and energy 

 

Competition.  The results suggest that participating art teachers (represented by 

Interviewees A and B) feel that The Museum Program promotes competition, while 

Museum professionals (represented by Interviewee C) do not feel as strongly, only 

stating it promotes it “a little.” 

 This dichotomy may be due in part to the different perspectives of the two parties.  

Arguably, participating teachers may feel that The Museum Program is more competitive 

because they experience it from the perspective of a teacher who has potentially hundreds 

of students and only “x” number of entries allotted for their school each year.  

Meanwhile, the Museum professional may not feel that it promotes as much competition 

because he/she experiences The Museum Program from the perspective of a professional 

inside the Museum reaching out and collaborating with over forty schools and teachers.  

Either way, this difference in understanding is clear and indicates a disagreement 

between parties. 
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 These results may also be analyzed alongside not only to the other key findings in 

the participation debate (Key Findings 5 and 6), but also to the key findings related to 

terminology (Key Finding 1 through 4) because “competition” is a key term in this 

discussion.  The researcher expected that as a whole Key Findings 2 through 7 would 

show that participating art teachers and Museum professionals hold inconsistent and 

different understandings of the term “competition” as well as the issue of “competition” 

and how it relates to participation and The Museum Program.  The results support these 

arguments.   

 Figure 30 outlines the analysis of these Key Findings.  First, one can see that the 

results show different understandings by participating art teachers and Museum 

professionals on every Key Finding except Key Finding 6.  This finding suggests that the 

role of competition as a reason why teachers may choose not to participate is key because 

it is the only thing both parties agree on.   

 Finally, the inconsistency between Key Findings 3 and 4, and 7 for both 

participating art teachers and Museum professionals not only supports Key Finding 2, 

which refers to terminology, but also suggests much larger connections and relationships 

between terminology and participation.  This difference suggests that the terminology 

used to describe The Museum Program does not at all reflect participating art teachers’ 

and Museum professionals’ understandings of the nature of the experience.  For example, 

participating art teachers do not use the term “competition” to describe The Museum 

Program.  Instead, as discussed in the previous analysis of Key Findings 3 and 4, they 

described The Museum Program as an “exhibition,” “show,” and “contest.”  However, 

Key Finding 7 suggests that they feel The Museum Program promotes a significant 
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amount of competition.  Meanwhile, Museum professionals refer to The Museum 

Program as a “competition,” but Key Finding 7 suggests that they do not feel that The 

Museum Program promotes as much competition as participating art teachers.      

 

Figure 30. Key findings: Competition. 

 

New Issue Key Findings 

 

Key Finding 8: Jurying Process Is A Key Concern For Participating Art Teachers 

 

 When analyzing these results on the topic of the jurying process used in The 

Museum Program, the researcher could not help but wonder, why is the jurying process 

of such interest?  In retrospect, it appears logical that the jurying process would be a key 

Key Finding #  Participating Art Teachers… Museum Professionals… 
 

2 have unclear understandings of 
definition of “competition.” 

have unclear understandings of 
definition of “competition.” 
 

3 and 4 do not use “competition” as 
“given” or “actual” terminology 
for The Museum Program. 

use “competition” as both “given” 
and “actual” terminology” for The 
Museum Program. 
 

5 do not feel that “competition” is a 
reason why teachers may choose 
to participate. 

feel that “competition” is a reason 
why teachers may choose to 
participate. 
 

6 feel that “competition” is a reason 
why teachers may choose not to 
participate. 

feel that “competition” is a reason 
why teachers may choose not to 
participate. 
 

7 feel that The Museum Program 
promotes “competition.” 

feel that The Museum Program 
promotes “competition” “a little.” 
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issue because it is of course a determining factor in The Museum Program and other 

comparable programs.  Also, it supports the finding that self-efficacy is a key concern for 

both parties.  These findings support the argument that participating teachers, Museum 

professionals, and students are all significantly emotionally invested in the process of The 

Museum Program and are well aware of it.  Therefore, the effects The Museum Program 

can have on self-efficacy and the jurying process - the ultimate determining factor of 

what effects these will be - are critical aspects of The Museum Program.  This begs the 

question of why more research has not been conducted on the emotional aspect of 

selective student art experiences and focused on self-efficacy and jurying process.   

 The agreement between Interviewees A and B on the need for more than one 

person on the jury suggests that participating teachers would prefer multiple perspectives 

on the jury.  Both interviewees also provided comparisons to scenarios they recognized as 

comparable such as applying for colleges or other selective art experiences, noting that 

these experiences always had more than one individual making the decision.  These 

results by no means represent all participating art teachers and are only based on 

interviews with two teachers - one past and one present.  However, they suggest that 

participating art teachers are particularly concerned with the “fairness” of the program.  

For example, Interviewee B noted that having more jury members would make it more 

“fair” (See Figure 22).   

 Meanwhile, Interviewee C’s acknowledgement of participating teachers’ 

perspectives on this issue shows that communications are coming across and the topic has 

been brought to Museum professionals’ attention.  However, his/her apparent dismissal 

of the suggestion implies no desire to accommodate it.  His/her reason for not changing 
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this aspect of The Museum Program - that it would “take longer” - is a Museum-centered, 

not a student-centered response.  Meanwhile, Interviewee A and B’s reasons for why they 

wanted this change were student-centered answers.   

 

Key Finding 9: Increased Participation Does Not Necessarily Equal “Success” 

 

 The results indicate that participating art teachers (represented by Interviewees A 

and B) do not agree with the researcher’s original assumption that increased participation 

means “success” and Museum professionals (represented by Interviewee C) partially 

agree. Unfortunately, Museum professionals are often pressured to reach large numbers 

of people in an effort to service the community.  This may lead Museum professionals 

(such as the researcher) to equate high participation levels with the “success” of a 

program.  However, these results suggest that participating teachers do not agree and 

Museum professionals do not wholly agree with this equivalence either.     

 

Connections to Literature 

  

 The results of the data collection for this study directly relate to the professional 

literature in the field of art education in numerous ways.  The researcher’s decisions to 

focus on the terminology used to describe the Museum Program and its relationship to the 

participation debate stemmed from research in the field as presented in Chapter Two.  

Following the previous analysis of the results, it seems only appropriate to address how 

these results relate back to the literature from which the study began. 
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Terminology 

 

 Literature in the field shows that the terminology used to describe selective 

student art experiences is not consistent, often interchangeable, and unclear.  In this 

study, the researcher anticipated an overall difference in understanding of The Museum 

Program exhibited by participating art teachers and Museum professionals.  She set out to 

explore whether the phenomenon of unclear terminology extended to the reality of The 

Museum Program and  thus arguably was part of or contributed to these different 

understandings.  

 The terms “contest,” “competition,” and “exhibition” were used as the focus of 

this topic because these terms appeared most in the literature in the field when referring 

to selective student art experiences.  It was expected, based upon the literature, that there 

would be a significant degree of confusion and irresolution in both participating art 

teachers’ and Museum professionals’ definitions of these terms and in their use of them 

when referring to The Museum Program. 

 The results of the study support the argument that the irresolution of these terms 

in the professional literature extends into the reality of selective student art experiences - 

here to The Museum Program.  The definitions of “contest” and “competition” provided 

by the interviewees were for the most part unclear while the definitions of “exhibition” 

were not.  This supports the tendency of some scholars, as discussed in Chapter Two, to 

group “contest” and “competition” as separate from “exhibition.”   

 However, the significant differences between the given and actual terminology 

used by participating art teachers was unforeseen and brought to light issues not 
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addressed in the literature.  That is, they suggest that teachers and scholars may say and 

write all they would like, but what really matter are what terms they use in real life 

settings and with participating students.  These results indicated a rather shocking and 

significant difference between what may be said and what is in fact used. 

 Together, these results suggest major implications for The Museum Program.  

They indicate a gap between what teachers think The Museum Program should be called 

and what they are really calling it combined with a lack of clarity on what these terms 

mean.  As argued in previous chapters, in their role as intermediary between offsite 

program organizers and participating students, it is most critical that participating are 

consistent in these understandings so that they can clearly communicate them to their 

students.  These results support the researcher’s initial expectation that the inconsistent 

and muddled terminology used in the professional literature extends into the classroom 

and may lead to confusion and misunderstanding. 

 These results are only compounded further by the fact that, contrary to the 

researcher’s expectations, the results suggest that participating art teachers and Museum 

professionals alike do not appear to be very interested in the terms used to describe The 

Museum Program or feel that it is critical (See Key Finding 1).  This suggests that 

without action, the muddle of terms individuals use to describe The Museum Program 

will continue without being addressed.   
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Participation Debate 

 

 After reviewing literature in the field, the researcher noted that the majority of 

discussion on selective student art experiences centered on a debate over the pros and 

cons of participation.  This led to the focus in this study on participation in The Museum 

Program.  Five key issues were observed repeatedly in the debate: (1) motivation, (2) 

competition, (3) self-efficacy, (4) product versus process, and (5) time and energy.  Based 

on these findings, the researcher set out to explore how participating art teachers’ and 

Museum professionals’ understandings of The Museum Program related to this 

participation debate and these issues.  She intended to determine whether their reasons for 

participating and not participating (Key Findings 5 and 6) coincided with their 

understandings of key issues and The Museum Program. 

 The researcher expected to find that the reasons provided by both parties would 

relate to many of the key issues identified above.  However, the results suggest otherwise, 

relating to only select issues and new issues not addressed in literature in the field.  This 

suggests that the participation debate in professional literature does not wholly translate 

to the reality of The Museum Program. 

 The researcher also expected to find that the reasons provided by participating art 

teachers would vary significantly from those provided by Museum professionals.  The 

results suggest that the reasons why teachers may choose not to participate are somewhat 

varied (Key Finding 6).  However, contrary to expectations, the results show that 

Museum professionals and teachers have very similar understandings of the reasons why 

teachers may choose to participate (Key Finding 5).  The literature in the field did not 
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appear to indicate any differences in alignment between reasons for participating versus 

not participating, therefore this finding presents a new aspect of the debate.     

 Finally, based in part on research in the field, the researcher expected to find 

variation in participating art teachers’ and Museum professionals’ understandings of how 

The Museum Program related to the key issues in the participation debate.  This 

expectation was almost entirely supported, with the vast majority of answers to the five 

questions posed showing differences between the two parties (Key Finding 7).  Self-

efficacy was the only issue for which both parties had similar understandings.  Therefore 

this finding agrees with and supports the literature in the field. 

 Finally, when analyzing each issue by looking at Key Findings 5, 6, and 7 

together, the researcher noted certain patterns between the reasons for participation and 

the understandings of the key issues in relation to The Museum Program.  In many cases, 

the latter helped to explain the former and shed light on the larger picture.  Only by 

specifically asking participating art teachers and Museum professionals how they felt the 

key issues relate to The Museum Program was the researcher able to truly gain an 

understanding of their understandings of The Museum Program and help to explain their 

feelings about why teachers may or may not choose to participate.  This finding further 

supports the many scholars in the field who argue that each selective student art 

experience is unique and must be looked at individually to determine whether 

participation is desirable.  However, it also calls attention to the lack of research studies 

conducted on this topic in the field.  As mentioned in Chapter Two, the vast majority of 

the literature is in the form of opinion-based articles that do not allow the reader to gain 

an understanding of how to explore participation in relation to a particular selective 
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student art experience.  Instead, they merely skim the surface, speaking hypothetically 

and in generalizations that are difficult to apply to specific experiences. 

 

Conclusion 

 

 In the end, the results of this study are extensive and quite complex.  The general 

pattern expectations of (1) range in interviewees’ responses, and (2) agreement between 

the interview results and the journal reflections results were virtually not supported.  The 

reasons for this were explored and used to create a series of recommendations for future 

studies including (1) selecting appropriate individuals to represent specific populations 

and (2) ensuring consistency in the data gathered by multiple data gathering techniques to 

ease comparison (See Figure 24).    

 First, the results of the four Terminology Key Findings and three Participation 

Debate Key Findings were analyzed and interpreted with accompanying figures (Figures 

XX through XX.  When discussing Key Finding 7, the results were analyzed according to 

key issue in the participation debate and Key Findings 5, 6, and 7 were analyzed together 

in order to gain further understanding of the larger picture.  Also, for the issue of 

competition, all the Key Findings related to terminology and the participation debate 

were discussed and helped significantly in the analysis. 

 Then, the two New Issue Key Findings were analyzed and interpreted.  These 

findings of course did not support the researcher’s expectations.  The researcher did not 

initially intend to explore the jurying process at all in this study, however the fact that it 

arose and was of such interest to the interviewees helped add significantly by reinforcing 
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the focus on self-efficacy as suggested by several of the previous Key Findings, helping 

the researcher to further understand the true concerns of participating art teachers.  

 Finally, the results of this study were analyzed in connection to the professional 

literature in the field of education.  It was expected that the results of this study would 

support and agree with the trends in the professional literature.  In the case of the 

terminology, this was the case overall.  However, in the case of participation, the results 

of this case study called attention to particular key issues related to reasons why teachers 

choose to participate compared the reasons why they may choose not to participate in The 

Museum Program.  This contrasts with the literature in the field, which presents 

arguments from both sides of many of the key issues.  
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

 

Purpose 

 

 The purpose of this chapter is to present the significance of the results, their 

implications for further research, and summarize the overall findings and conclusions of 

the case study “Coming To Terms with A Selective Student Art Experience for High 

School Student: A Case Study of Visual Art Teachers’ and Museum Professionals’ 

Understandings of a Juried Student Exhibition.”  

  

Significance of the Results 

 

 The results of this study are significant for a number of reasons.  First, they help 

to shed light on the topic of selective student art experiences.  As noted in Chapter Two, 

selective student art experiences are common practice for visual art teachers of students 

in grades K through 12, however there is very little literature in field dedicated to 

studying them.  This study, if nothing else, helps add to this small pile and encourage 

future scholars to devote more time to this topic.    

 Second, the results of this study call attention to the confusion surrounding the 

terms commonly used to describe selective student art experiences - in both their use and 

their definitions.  They may seem to be “just words,” but the confusion in terminology, as 

illustrated in the results of this study, is part of a larger picture and cannot be ignored.  In 
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Chapter Five, the analysis of the Key Findings related to “competition” suggested that the 

terminology used to describe The Museum Program does not necessarily reflect 

participating teachers’ or Museum professionals’ true understandings of the experience.  

This is a critical finding, for it illustrates that the terminology used to describe selective 

student art experiences are not “just words” and may in fact be sending participating 

students a message inconsistent with the individuals’ true understanding of the 

experience. 

 Third, the results of this study support the argument that participating art teachers 

and offsite organizers of selective art experiences (in this case Museum professionals 

organizing The Museum Program) may very well have different understandings of the 

same experience.  In this study, this was demonstrated through the terminology used, the 

reasons why teachers may choose to participate or not, and the relationship between The 

Museum Program and key issues in the participation debate.  As discussed repeatedly in 

Chapter Five, many of these differences may be attributed to the two parties’ differences 

in perspectives.  However, this series of differences also interrelate and help to explain 

one another, as discussed in Chapter Five when analyzing the key issues in relation to 

Either way, these differences are critical for these parties to acknowledge and be aware 

of, because it can potentially lead to misunderstanding between parties and create 

experiences that pale in comparison to the positive and rewarding ones selective art 

experiences are intended to be for all individuals involved. 

 Fourth, the results of this study are significant because they have uncovered two 

main issues related to participation in selective student art experiences: self-efficacy and 

time and energy.  The results suggest that self-efficacy is a key issue for both parties 
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because it is the one issue on which they agreed.  This is significant for it shows that the 

potential of selective student art experiences to increase students’ self-efficacy in the arts 

and beyond is a common ground for both parties and perhaps a starting point for 

conversation and steps towards to mutual understanding.  The results also suggest that 

time and energy is a key issue for both parties because participating teachers feel that it is 

the main reason why teachers may choose not to participate in a selective student art 

experience.  The results collected from the organizers (in this case Museum 

professionals) showed that they felt that less time and energy was required, but 

nevertheless acknowledged that this is a reason why teachers may choose not to 

participate.  Therefore time and energy stands as an example of an issue for which the 

step of simply acknowledging one another’s perspectives has been taken.  This is the first 

step in the process of gaining mutual understanding about a selective student art 

experience. 

 Fifth, the results of this study are significant because they have uncovered two 

new issues of considerable consequence to the topic of selective art experiences.  First, 

they have shown the real concern participating art teachers have for the jurying process 

utilized in selective art experiences.  Second, the results have supported the argument that 

both teachers and organizers feel that although often pressured to increase participation in 

their selective student art experiences for visual art students, exhibition organizers should 

never confuse increased participation with “success.”   

 Finally, the results of this study are significant for they have allowed the 

researcher to create a list of recommendations for future practices of The Museum 

Program (See Appendix L).  This list of recommendations will help to improve the 
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program in the future, keeping both the perspectives of participating art teachers and 

Museum professionals in mind.  The intention is to help to improve the researcher’s 

personal practices and the practices of The Museum Program as a whole in future years.  

Also, this list may stand as model for other comparable programs looking to make 

modifications to their practices. 

 In the end, the results are significant to any and all individuals who have ever 

participated in or organized a selective student art experience - whether they are visual art 

students, teachers, school administrators, or exhibition organizers.  The results of this 

study help to inform all parties of the importance of this subject, calling attention to key 

issues that impact and affect all individuals involved.   

 

Recommendations for The Museum Program 

 

 Based on the results and analysis of this case study and in keeping with the goals 

and purpose of action research, the researcher developed a list of recommendations for 

the future of the Museum Program to help inform her role as a primary organizer of this 

annual juried student exhibition at the small suburban fine arts museum where she 

currently teaches.  These recommendations have been developed based upon the Key 

Findings and New Issues as analyzed in Chapter Five.  They hopefully may act as a 

model for other comparable selective student art experiences (See Appendix L).  
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Implications for Further Research 

  

 This study helps to lay the groundwork for future studies of selective student art 

experiences in several ways.  First, and perhaps most significantly, it illustrates the 

overall need for more research studies on selective art experiences in art education.   

 Second, it supports the argument that the present terminology used to refer to 

selective art experiences is unclear and confused.  This invites future researchers to 

further investigate this phenomenon, perhaps with the intention of discovering reasons for 

this lack of clarity and developing recommendations for rectifying it.   

 Third, the study calls attention to the overall disparity between participating art 

teachers’ and exhibition organizers (in this case Museum professionals’) understandings 

of the same selective student art experience through terminology and key issues in the 

participation debate.  This invites future researchers to investigate the individual 

perspectives of these parties in more detail and perhaps uncover more specific reasons for 

such patterns.   

 Fourth, the study uncovered the issues of self-efficacy and time and energy as 

being key issues related to selective student art experiences, inviting future researchers to 

investigate these topics.  The potentially positive effects on students’ self-efficacy was 

the one key issue in the participation debate that both arties had similar understandings of 

in relation to The Museum Program and the researcher feels that this may be true for 

other selective student art experiences as well.  This common ground may act as a 

starting point for mutual understanding between teachers and organizers and as such may 

be a topic for future investigations.  Meanwhile, the amount of time and energy required 
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on the part of participating teachers was the main reason teachers provided for why they 

may choose not to participate in The Museum Program.  Organizers (in this case Museum 

professionals) also acknowledged that this is a reason.  The researcher feels that these 

results may be reflective of other selective student art experiences as well and this 

acknowledgement represents a step in the direction of mutual understanding between 

parties.  Time and energy may therefore also be a topic of interest to future researchers on 

the topic of selective student art experiences.  

 Fifth, the study calls attention to two new issues that may be of interest to future 

researchers on the topic of selective student art experiences: jurying process and the 

equivalence of participation and success.  The study supports the argument that 

participating art teachers have significant concern over the nature of the jurying processes 

used in selective student art experiences.  This study did not intend to cover this aspect of 

selective art experiences, but invites future researchers to follow up by studying the 

jurying processes used in more detail, perhaps studying the different processes utilized 

and participating art teachers’ understandings as to their relative “fairness.”  

 Next, this study establishes that both participating art teachers and exhibition 

organizers feel that, despite pressures to increase the numbers of participants in selective 

art experiences, increased participation does not necessarily equate to “success.”  These 

results imply that the pressures for “numbers” do not support their understanding of 

successful selective student art experiences and invites future researchers to further 

investigate this aspect of selective art experiences. 
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 Finally, the list of recommendations developed from this study for the future of 

The Museum Program provides a model, not only for other exhibition organizers, but 

also for future researchers to utilize in their own studies (See Appendix L). 

 

Overall Limitations and Recommendations 

 

 This case study had several overall limitations that may have influenced the 

results and restricted the conclusions that could be drawn from the data collected.  They 

are noted here with accompanying recommendations, in hopes of helping future 

researchers avoid them.   

 The small sampling used for the interviews was a major limitation when 

analyzing these results.  Interviewees A, B, and C opinions may not have represented 

those of the entire populations they were said here to represent.  One Museum 

professional was represented, but in fact there are three individuals (the researcher 

included) for organizing The Museum Program, and all three individuals would not 

necessarily agree with Interviewee C.  Even more importantly, one to two individuals 

represented participating art teachers, but in fact there are over fifty teachers who 

participate in The Museum Program every year and the opinions of Interviewees A and B 

may not necessarily reflect all these individuals’ understandings.  The researcher would 

recommend that future researchers try to have a larger sampling if at all possible in order 

to gain a better understanding of the full picture. 

 Also, the researcher’s personal involvement in The Museum Program is a 

limitation to this study.  Although studying my own program has the benefit of informing 
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my future practices, my intimate involvement as a Museum professional organizing The 

Museum Program also limited the results of this study considerably.  The interviewees’ 

responses, comprising over half of the data collected in this study, may have been 

influenced by their knowledge of my involvement with the program from the perspective 

of a Museum professional.  Meanwhile, my journal reflections over the course of the 

study, comprising the remainder of the data, may also have been influenced, reflecting 

not pure fact but my own perspective of the realities of The Museum Program. 

 However, at the same time this personal involvement with The Museum Program 

was also an advantage of this study.  As a primary organizer of The Museum Program, I 

was able to compile the list of recommendations previously presented and utilize them in 

the future.  Also, my close involvement with the questions and issues at hand helped me 

to understand them arguably better than an outside individual. 

 

Conclusion To Thesis 

 
 
 As any individual would, I began this research study with my own expectations as 

to what I would find.  In the end, some of the results of this study supported these 

expectations, others did not, and some appeared seemingly out of nowhere and surprised 

me along the way.  But no matter what, I am sure that this study’s main goal has been 

achieved - strides have been made in researching participating art teachers’ and 

exhibition organizers’ understandings of a selective student art experience.  This critical 

issue in art education has been virtually ignored for far too long and now it is up to the 

researchers of tomorrow to use this study as the foundation for future investigations. 
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 As I completed this research study, I never could quite get the proud smiling faces 

of young artists and their art teachers on opening night of The Museum Program each 

year out of my head.  Now, in retrospect, I realize that this image served as a very 

important reminder along this long and arduous journey.  Regardless of all the interview 

questions, tallies, and comparisons, this study was not about “terminology” or 

“participation,” it was about a real, rewarding experience for individuals passionate about 

art and art education - students, teachers, and Museum professionals.  The field of art 

education owes it to these individuals to investigate the issue of selective student art 

experiences in art education, in this study and in the future, in hopes of discovering more, 

and perhaps one day making those smiles even broader. 
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APPENDIX A 
Burton’s Steps for Helping Students Towards Objective Selection Strategies 

 
The following excerpt has been reproduced in its entirety from p. 26 of: 
Burton, D. (2006). Exhibiting student art: The essential guide for teachers. Columbia 

University, New York: Teachers College Press. 
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APPENDIX B 
Recommendations of the NAEA’s Committee on Contests and Competitions, 1951 

 
The following excerpts have been reproduced in their entirety from: 
Fairchild, M. (1952). Report of the committee on contests and competition in art. Art  
 Education, 5 (2), 9-10. 
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APPENDIX C 
NAEA Policy on Contests and Competitions, Adopted April 1981 

 
The following excerpt has been reproduced in its entirety from: 
Davis, C. (1992, Winter). NAEA policy on contests and competitions. [Advisory NAEA]. 

Reston, VA: National Art Education Association. 
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APPENDIX D 
NAEA Policy on Contests and Competitions, Adopted 1988 

 
The following excerpts are reproduced in their entirety from: 
Davis, C. (Ed). (1988, Spring). NAEA policy on contests and competitions. [Advisory 

NAEA]. Reston, VA: National Art Education Association.  
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APPENDIX E 
NAEA Policy on Contests and Competitions, Adopted March 2001 

 
The following excerpts are reproduced in their entirety from: 
Davis, C. (2001, March). NAEA policy on contests and competitions. [Advisory NAEA]. 

Reston, VA: National Art Education Association. 

 



 154 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 155 

APPENDIX F 
Research Design Diagram 
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APPENDIX G 
Core Interview Questions 
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APPENDIX H 
Interview Transcription: Interviewee A 

 
 
Researcher: For how many years were you involved in [The Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee A: I believe I was involved almost from the beginning.  Maybe not the first 
year or two.  I don’t know how long it’s been going. 
 
Researcher: It’s in its twelfth year now.  What was the last one you participated in? 
 
Interviewee A: I retired four years ago.  So that was the last one.  It would have been 
2003.  
 
Researcher: How would you describe your role in the program?  It’s a collaborative 
program, there is the museum, the kids, the teachers, how do you fit in? 
 
Interviewee A: How do I fit in?  Well, I had to select the kids that I felt would most 
benefit from the Museum experience and would probably want to participate.  Since there 
was a limited number of spaces, entries.  I just took who I felt really would work from 
across the board. I had maybe 100 students, so I’d pick maybe 25, something like that.   
 
Researcher: How did you go about doing that? 
 
Interviewee A: Well, ummm.  How did I go about doing that?  I would take the kids that 
I felt were the most talented, for one thing, the most committed to art, who were really 
involved, who would really benefit from the experience, and who would probably be able 
to relate to the stuff that was going on at the museum, and be able to interpret it and 
maybe create something so they could participate in [The Museum Program].  You also 
wanted somebody who could focus and pay attention at the museum and not be crazy.  
For your benefit. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think you chose to participate for so many years?  What 
attracted you to it? 
 
Interviewee A: I think it’s the just the greatest thing that could be available for these 
kids.  They have an opportunity to first of all get a good learning experience at the 
museum and they have the opportunity to compete so that they might be able to have 
their work on display.  And I think that is the main thing.  Because they could have their 
work possibly on display, possibly get some recognition from their peers, have their 
parents be proud.  And that’s basically it, it’s for them.  You know? 
 
Researcher: It’s the competing aspect? 
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Interviewee A: Also, the exposure to what’s going on in other schools.  When the 
display is up, the kids get a chance to see what they’re up and what’s going on someplace 
else, kind of consider other options, see where they stand. 
 
Researcher: Get the bigger picture? 
 
Interviewee A: Yeah, get the bigger picture. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think other teachers participate? 
 
Interviewee A: You know, there is certain competitive nature in the teacher as well. It’s 
very very nice to have your kids acknowledged by someone other than yourself in a 
public forum.  I think I always took pride that I had X number of kids accepted into the 
show, and I think a lot of other teachers feel that way, too.   
 
Researcher: Why do you some teachers don’t participate? 
 
Interviewee A: First of all, when you’re an art teacher, you’re going to be getting 
different kinds of courses you’re going to be teaching.  If you’re a teacher who is maybe 
getting a lot of preliminary classes, kids that aren’t necessarily art focused, you might 
feel, well, that they are never really going to get into the show and maybe they’re not 
really going to cooperate at the museum and blah blah blah.  If you have relatively 
advanced kids and your dealing with mediums that might be in the show, you’d be more 
apt to bring your kids and try to get them to participate in the show.  I think 
ummm…there’s a lot of stuff.  You know, sometimes it’s hard to just get out of the 
classroom.  I think for a lot of new teachers, maybe they have so many meetings they 
have to go to, so many other things they have to do… 
 
Researcher: Do you think that it’s the requirement that you have to come to the 
museum?  If that was eliminated would it be different? 
 
Interviewee A: I think that could be a part of it.  I don’t know for sure.  From my 
personal point of view, I think a lot depends on what you’re teaching and the kinds of 
kids that you have.  If you think your kids could be competitive, then you really make an 
effort to participate.  If you feel your kids aren’t going to do it, then it’s almost not worth 
doing it.  Because you have to still transport that work, make sure it’s framed, and if it’s a 
sculpture, you have to make sure there is a pedestal for it, so there are other issues.  I 
mean, you are going to work for your kids if your kids are excited about it.  But if they 
are apathetic, then… 
 
Researcher: It’s a lot of work on the teacher’s part… 
 
Interviewee A: Yes - it’s a lot of work on the teacher’s part. 
 
Researcher: Do you think [The Museum Program] promotes competition? 
 



 161 

Interviewee A: Oh yeah. [nodding strongly] 
 
Researcher: How so? 
 
Interviewee A: The kids want to win.  They want to be recognized.  And the teachers, 
there is a certain amount of competition there too.  In our schools, it was always this 
thing about who was getting their stuff in.   
 
Researcher: Winning in terms of just getting your artwork exhibited or the awards? 
 
Interviewee A: I have had kids get awards.  But I think it’s primarily to get exhibited, 
because that’s… how many kids are really going to get the awards?  You’re hoping it will 
work out, and it doesn’t always work out.  It’s just getting the exposure for your kids, 
your school, it’s all recognition.  The schools always love to have some kind of thing 
happening where their kids are involved in something outside of the school. 
 
Researcher: Right.  Do you think competition has a place in art education?  There is a lot 
of debate about whether it is healthy or not.  
 
Interviewee A: I went to [highly regarded art school] and I have a lot of friends that went 
to [other highly regarded art schools].  Students that went to [various highly regarded art 
colleges and universities] and basically I think the only real difference in my eyes is the 
student body. They all have good teachers.  They all have super professors.  And I think 
there is a certain thing that happens when you’re in a place and you’re dealing with other 
students that are all on a high level.  You work that much harder.  You just work that 
much harder.  Whether that’s good or bad, I don’t know.  Years ago, I took this class ‘Art 
Is A Way of Knowing’ where the premise is there is no criteria.  You know you’re just 
doing art so that it speaks to you.  And it became something interesting to me because my 
whole career was working toward a standard, you know.  There is something that works 
and something that doesn’t work and you try to get your kids to understand what works.  
But there is this element of creativity where you don’t have to deal with that criteria that 
is really very nice. Unfortunately, as a teacher, you’re caught up in a system that if you 
want your kids or hope for your kids to be successful and get into good schools, you have 
to know what you’re striving to achieve, and its by a criteria that’s out there.  You can’t 
be just very free about everything and not have a standard.   
 
Researcher: [The Museum Program] has certain criteria, but it’s not too limited so 
students can take it in their own direction.  Do feel this is a positive or negative aspect of 
the program? 
 
Interviewee A: Well, a drawback about the show is that sometimes you have a kid that’s 
an extreme talent.  And really has his or her own creative approach to everything.  That 
kid could go to the museum and be exposed to everything at the museum, but what’s at 
the museum may just not be them.  And so they either have to sacrifice who they are, and 
accommodate what the museum might be looking for in terms of relating to the artists 



 162 

who are shown, or they have to do their own thing and probably might never get in.  You 
know, that’s a drawback. 
 
Researcher: Do you think participating in [The Museum Program] can affect students’ 
self-efficacy in the arts in a positive or negative way? 
 
Interviewee A: Well, if they really think they have something going for them and it 
doesn’t make it into the show, sure that can affect them negatively.  I think that’s one of 
the reasons as a teacher that you try to choose the kids that have the best chance.  You 
hate to see a kid not get in, but you know the reality is everybody can’t get in.   
 
Researcher: Do you have any memories of any kids that were upset about not getting in? 
 
Interviewee A: No, not really.  There is something that happens in a classroom where the 
dynamics of the classroom are that some kids are always kind of shining and there are 
others that are somewhere in the middle, and then some kids that aren’t even interested.  
The kids that are always shining, the other kids all expect that they are going to get 
something.  But sometimes the kid that is somewhere in the middle of the road really 
comes through with something great and does manage to get into the show and that 
brings a great amount of self-esteem to that kid.  If they don’t get it, they weren’t really 
expecting it, but if they do get it, they really get excited.  I’ve had that happen several 
times before. 
 
Researcher: Do you think it’s motivating for kids to participate in [The Museum 
Program]? 
 
Interviewee A: Oh yeah.  I think so, and for teachers too.  Any good teacher is going to 
hope to have his kids succeed and be shown. 
 
Researcher: Some people debate intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation.   
 
Interviewee A: You know, it takes an awful lot to be intrinsically motivated. And 
sometimes the things that happen in your life are the things that get you to that point 
where you can be that way.  Me, I think it was my kindergarten teacher who said she’s 
really talented.  Now that’s an external thing, but it made me feel good about myself 
enough that I kept doing art and I think that even with school shows, I would always try 
to have shows in the building, hanging up as many works of art by as many kids as 
possible and the recognition those kids would get just from having a drawing up or a 
painting up was enough to inspire them and make them feel good about themselves.  
Also, a lot of kids that are in art.  Some of them are really intelligent and doing well in 
the all subjects, but a lot of the kids, art is maybe the only thing they can do, or music, 
something less academic.   
 
Researcher: Do you think some teachers don’t participate for fear of hurting students 
self esteem? 
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Interviewee A: I think that when those kids get in, it’s one thing that they have talent, but 
the other thing is the teacher’s part.  The teacher has to be on a level of understanding 
that can get to the kid to that level.  If the teacher doesn’t even have that confidence, 
saying you know, “this is going to look bad for me, maybe the kids won’t get in”…  If 
the kids don’t get in, it’s a reflection on the teacher.  If you don’t participate at all, 
nobody knows.   
 
Researcher: Do you think [The Museum Program] emphasizes product or process?  How 
so? 
 
Interviewee A: I think it emphasizes product definitely.  It’s not as though the show is of 
developing works, showing the process.  It’s a matter of is it on the level to be shown and 
is it on the level to win something, to get some kind of award.  So that’s the thing itself.  
It’s not really about the process.  The kid could write whatever he wants basically to 
justify what he did.  But it’s all about the product.   
 
Researcher: Do you think that is maybe a reason why people don’t participate? 
 
Interviewee A: I think the problem is that the product reflects not just the student, but it 
reflects the teacher as well.  How creative the product was, did the teacher encourage the 
kid to be creative or very traditional, were the mediums used properly, just exactly what 
was accomplished, should the teacher have pushed the student further. I think the teacher 
is reflected and I think if the teacher isn’t self-confident the teacher is not going to 
participate. 
 
Researcher: Do you think it requires a lot of time and energy on the teacher’s part? 
 
Interviewee A: Well, it requires time and energy, but you know, so does teaching.  You 
do that for your kids.  For the kids that really are talented.  It’s nice on their resumes, if 
they are applying to colleges, the art-focused kids.  They put down they participated in a 
show at a museum, I think it’s significant. 
 
Researcher: Did you ever have any of your students participate in any similar 
competitions?   
 
Interviewee A: Yes, but not museum ones.  One years ago from [a bank].  My kids won 
first and second.  I participated in a Fur competition and I had twin girls that came in first 
and second, they both got a scholarship.  So many years worth of stuff.  Other types of 
things.  Poster contests, I had a kid come in second in the state out of 64,000 posters.  If 
you can imagine.  The worst of that, I was only allowed to submit one, and I had like ten 
really good posters.  So it was a challenge on my part as it was on my part.  Today she 
went to [highly regarded art school], then she did her Masters… in architecture and now 
she’s an architect and teaches at [highly regarded art school].  So she deserved it. 
 
Researcher: How were they different from [The Museum Program]? 
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Interviewee A: Well, there is usually some sort of premise, some question that you have 
to answer.  The difference I think is the work is submitted and you only hear from them if 
you win.  It’s not like the kids get a chance to see the stuff.  With [bank contest], they 
produced a calendar, so they were able to see the fruits of their efforts, but you don’t 
always see that.  And of course the New York State thing, the poster contest, the girl had 
to go to Albany to have her picture taken with the Governor and all that sort of stuff, but 
everybody else that was around her didn’t really get a chance to really see.  They could 
hear about it, but they didn’t get a chance to see.  And you don’t really get a chance to see 
all the other competition.  So I think that’s one of the nice things about the museum thing 
because kids really get a chance to see where they were at and um and try to understand 
why certain kids got awards.  I think that’s the important thing. 
 
Researcher: How would you describe [The Museum Program] to a new art teacher who 
had never heard of it before and was interested in perhaps getting involved? 
 
Interviewee A: I probably say that it’s a great opportunity to get your kids to produce 
work that they really are excited about which they feel can compete.  And I really think 
competition is part of it.  I think I would tell the teacher that it’s a good chance for 
exposure and for the kids to go to the museum and learn from the artists who are 
displayed.  A lot of kids don’t get that opportunity.  It’s one thing to look at a painting on 
a wall and it’s another to look in a book.  You look in a book you don’t see the surface, 
you can’t necessarily trust the color.  There is so much more when you go to the museum.  
I think teachers should try to get their kids to the museum and this is a convenient one.  
And not only is a convenient one, but there getting a little education there, somebody is 
teaching them about what’s going on there.  They can just try to learn about it. 
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “contest”? 
 
Interviewee A: Hmmm.  Well, contest to me is always a competition.  Well it is.  What 
else can it be?  There is a winner.  And there’s maybe a loser.  So there is definitely a 
competition. 
 
Researcher: My next question was how would you define the word competition?  Do the 
words contest and competition mean the same thing? 
 
Interviewee A: To me they are one in the same.  I think in terms of the arts, it’s more of 
a competition than a contest.  A beauty contest is something else.  A contest is slightly 
different.   
 
Researcher: It has a different connotation? 
 
Interviewee A: There is a subtlety that I can’t describe.  But I think competition is more 
in the arts. 
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “exhibition”? 
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Interviewee A: An exhibition would be to me a display of related works.   
 
Researcher: The reason why I was asking all these questions was because scholars often 
interchange these words when referring to these types of opportunities for students.   
 
Interviewee A: What terms? 
 
Researcher: Contest, competition, and exhibition.     
 
Interviewee A: I never use the word contest.  And actually I never really emphasized 
competition.  I really just emphasized that it was an opportunity for them to possibly get 
their work shown and then there would be maybe prizes.  I didn’t really emphasize the 
competitive thing.  For me the competition was always the student unto the student, an 
internal competition.  That’s the kind of thing I always tried to encourage.  I wanted the 
kid to try and compete with himself, you know.   To try and produce the most exciting, 
best possible piece of work and then if someone else would acknowledge it, that would 
be great. 
 
Researcher: Given the choices of “exhibition,” “competition,” and “contest” what word 
do you feel best describes [The Museum Program]?   
 
Interviewee A: I think the best way to describe [The Museum Program] is to describe it 
as an “exhibition.”  In fact, that is what it is.  The only “competition” is in the selecting 
the work that might be selected for the show.  But, isn’t that the way it is for any show?  
There is work that is reviewed and certain pieces are selected.  If you try to get shown in 
a gallery, they look at your work and decide if they want to show it… or not.  Basically,  
with [The Museum Program], a teacher chooses work he or she feels qualifies for display.  
Then the museum chooses from those pieces.  If there was ONE prize to be given and 
ONE piece selected for be shown… at that point, then I think it might be considered a 
competition.  That is not the way it is, though.  It is an exhibition. 
 
Researcher: How would you describe a jury? 
 
Interviewee A: Knowledgeable people making an evaluation of whatever is being juried, 
based on whatever criteria there was.   
 
Researcher: How would you define the word curated?  
 
Interviewee A: Juried is more of a panel and curating is decision-making made by 
someone who has been hired to make the decisions of what would be in a collection or 
not in collection or in a gallery.  It think it’s more of an individual thing than a group 
thing.   
 
Researcher: Which would you use to describe [The Museum Program]? 
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Interviewee A: I think it is more juried because there are a number of people making the 
decisions, at least that is what I thought, about which pieces are successful enough to be 
in the show.  Yes, I really think so.  I would imagine that the curator would be part of 
that. 
 
Researcher: He is actually the sole juror. 
 
Interviewee A: Is he really? 
 
Researcher: Yes. 
 
Interviewee A: That’s funny.  Because you know what?  There was a time when certain 
photographs were selected and some photography friends of mine and myself felt that 
they really weren’t that good.  We felt that maybe the curator didn’t really understand 
what photography was all about basically.  I was always under the impression that there 
was more than one person making the decision.  That’s interesting, because If I had 
known it was just one person, I don’t know if I would have been as excited about 
participating.  Because I know that people in the arts are very into their own thing and 
have preferences based on what they consider to be almighty, so you could be an 
extremely talented kid with an extremely talented work, and if the person, the only person 
making the decision, has a different mindset, an excellent piece of work may not get in.  
Whereas applying to colleges, there are a panel of people that have different points of 
view and then its more of a balanced kind of evaluation.  Even with my son with these 
piano competitions and stuff, it’s usually not one person. It’ll be two people or three 
people maybe.  That’s the way I think it should be.  The curator of course should be a 
part of it, but hopefully the people that are employed also have an element of expertise or 
they wouldn’t be working for the museum.  You know what I’m saying? 
 
Researcher: Right.   
 
Interviewee A: That’s my feeling. 
 
Researcher: Ok.  Do you think art teachers play a large role in [The Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee A: Oh yeah.  The kids wouldn’t even be participating if it wasn’t for the art 
teacher.  The thing is getting the work produced, getting it done in time, getting it framed 
in time, getting everything there.  Yea, the art teacher is important.  Sure. 
 
Researcher: Is there enough communication between the museum and the art teachers? 
 
Interviewee A: Hopefully the teachers are professionals and they have to take a certain 
responsibility to know what’s going on.  I don’t think it’s the museum’s part to have to 
baby-sit and spoon-feed and encourage everybody to do this at a certain time or 
whatever.  I think that the biggest aggravation in this whole thing is deadlines.  It’s like 
the eternal aggravation.  Especially if you have a kid that you think is going to be able to 
produce something and then you have to hand in that form at a certain point in time and 
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sometimes its before the piece of work is really created, so it may materialize, it may not 
materialize, but I think it’s up to the teacher.  Come on, there not kids.  It would be 
different if the museum was dealing directly with kids.  Then I think the museum might 
have to have other follow up reminders and all that. 
 
Researcher: Do you think it’s better to work through the teachers versus working 
directly with the kids? 
 
Interviewee A: I think it is better to work with the teachers.  Because the teacher…. No 
matter what, if the teacher participates, you better believe it or not, the teacher’s on the 
line.  So, if you’re communicating with the kids and the teacher doesn’t know what’s 
going on, the teacher isn’t communicating and encouraging the kids to meet certain 
deadlines.  It has to be up to the teacher.  You might have a handful of kids who you 
might be able to contact who might finish the work and get everything great, frame it and 
submit it, but I would say 80% of the kids wouldn’t follow through.  They have to be 
encouraged by the teacher.  Deadlines is a horror.  That was my big schtick when I was 
teaching.  Father of one of my kid’s years ago was the art director of Psychology Today.  
He came in to talk to the kids.  And  you see I used to deduct ten points a day for lateness.  
If the kids handed their work in on time, we had an evaluation class critique and they 
would have an opportunity to fix the work even after it was graded and have one week to 
fix it up and get a different grade.  If kids didn’t finish the work I felt it wasn’t really fair 
for them to compete with kids that met a deadline.  So this father of one of my kids came 
in and before he even gets to say a word, a kid raises his hand and says, “Do you think 
it’s fair that [Interviewee A’s title and surname] takes 10 points off a day for lateness?”  
And he said, “Well, let me put it this way.  He said, If you’re working for a magazine and 
you miss a deadline, you’re fired.  When I was teaching at [highly regarded art school], if 
a kid didn’t meet the deadline, he failed.”  10 points is like nothing, because in art, 
especially if you’re in a commercial field, deadlines are life.  They are life.  It’s almost 
more important to teach a kid about hitting a deadline, how to control time, organization, 
than it is how to create a pretty picture, because the pretty picture isn’t going to get him 
anywhere if they can’t get it done in time.   
 
Researcher: So you think the deadlines was one of your biggest challenges with [The 
Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee A: To do a really great job, for a piece for the museum, it takes a 
tremendous amount of work and you have to have a certain pace.  I usually had many 
deadlines, so if I had something that would be due for the show, I would have 
preliminaries due and I would evaluate preliminaries. Then, maybe a week and half later I 
might evaluate progress. So that they would always have to maintain a certain pace.  
Because otherwise it doesn’t get done in time.  Of my kids that have gone off to colleges, 
the one thing they said was so great was that they felt that had no problem meeting 
deadlines because they were already used to meeting them.  For the museum to be just in 
touch with the kids, especially if you don’t know what the teacher’s about, the kid might 
read it, might not pay any attention to it at all.       
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Researcher: Do you think that there is anything that could be changed that would 
encourage more participation?  In other words, should the museum add a person to the 
jury?  Do you think that would make a difference? 

 
Interviewee A: I’ll tell you, it probably doesn’t make a difference because it didn’t make 
any difference to me because I didn’t even know.  I always assumed it would have been 
more than one person that would have made judgments. 
 
Researcher: You know there is a lot of debate out there as to whether students should be 
involved in this sort of thing. 
 
Interviewee A: I think absolutely they should be involved in this sort of thing, because 
it’s their exposure, it’s the thing they are excited about, it gives the parents a sense of 
pride, it gives the kids a sense of pride, and if a kid doesn’t get in, maybe the next year.  I 
know for myself, I usually tried to not just take work from seniors, but try to take some 
from tenth graders, eleventh graders, twelfth graders, so maybe some of the tenth graders 
don’t get in, but they see what it’s all about and they get all excited for the following year 
and then the following year they get in.  That’s a part of it.  How to get more teachers and 
kids involved?  I’d say having exciting shows helps.  It might get the teachers there.  
Sometimes if the shows are really creative types of things, there will be more kids that 
might be able to be creative.  You know there are two elements, their creativity and their 
technique.  Some kids you know that have technique, they win everything.  They are 
always the stars.  And then there are some kids that are very very creative and they don’t 
really have a venue.  Maybe things that encourage that sense of creativity.  It’s really hard 
to say.   
 
Researcher: You mean the exhibitions should be organized in a less traditional sort of 
way?   
 
Interviewee A: No, just who is being shown.  Stuff that might stimulate kids to be 
creative and think.  I think the museum’s pretty good at that.  Also, if you’re talking 
about how you can improve participation, it might be nice to have a little social, meeting 
of some kind with teachers to try and encourage them, especially new teachers to try and 
encourage them to participate.  Show them the work from the past.  You might have done 
that once, with a slide show. 
 
Researcher: We have done that.  Every year we have an orientation.  New teachers 
sometimes come.   
 
Interviewee A: Maybe you have to ask some of these veteran teachers to mentor some 
new teachers and encourage them to participate.  See if there is any way you can have a 
buddy system or something.  Well, it’s really really hard as a new teacher because for one 
thing, from what I’ve seen, a lot of new teachers don’t understand what the standard is.  
They don’t understand what the kids are really capable of doing and it also depends on 
where that teacher went to school and where that teacher got trained.  Some of my ex 
students who became teachers who were the most successful are the ones that had an arts 
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background.  Because they had more art.  Just more art.  Its hard when some of the kids 
just get out of school I mean I had a person come to student teach with me, she brought 
her portfolio in, she looked around the room, and she said, I’m not even opening my 
portfolio because my work is not as good as the stuff that’s up on the wall.  This is scary.  
Bottom line is she is ready to go out there and teach and meanwhile and she didn’t have 
enough to get the really good kids higher.  You know, you can always take the lower kid 
and teach the kid something, but it’s the kids that are really really really good you should 
have something else to offer.  I have had student teachers almost every year for a 
bizzillion years, that some of them didn’t really need skills if they were going to teach at 
a lower level, middle school or elementary.  Some of them were better for that because 
they were gentle, they were kind, they were encouraging, they had a lot of good qualities 
for that.  I think for a lot of new teachers, they come into a classroom, I saw someone 
coming to my building who was applying and my ninth grade kids drew better than she 
did.  So, that’s scary.  That’s scary, they just don’t have the preparation.  I’ve been out of 
the loop now for X number of years, but from what I understand unfortunately that there 
seems to be a real push for standards in the math and sciences, but in terms of art, first of 
all they don’t know.  Unless you have a really good supervisor who is really art trained, 
you are in trouble.  It’s hard. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that there is anything else we could do when describing it to 
the kids?  Should museum educators use the term competition or exhibition? 
 
Interviewee A: I think exhibition is more important.  And then it’s up to the teacher to 
try and get the standard.  Because if you say competition, if a kid really isn’t a confident 
kid, he may already feel defeated and not want to participate.  But if it’s a thing described 
as well, we’re going to put work that’s based on an exhibit, and want you to try to get 
inspired by the work, and create something on your own, your teacher can help you, we 
will only be able to put in a certain number of pieces, so we can’t put everything, but you 
might be able to have your work on display, which is exciting.  And I think that the 
reception is really a wonderful thing.  Because the kids meet one another, I mean I’ve 
been to a couple of them where I’ve run into old students who are now teaching, old 
friends that are teaching somewhere and have their kids there.  It’s a really nice bringing 
together of people who are excited about art.  If anything, what is a little upsetting once 
in a while, you could have your very very very most talented kids, who just don’t seem 
to, and you know that they are not going to, be able to really click into what’s on exhibit.  
That’s too bad because they are kids that really deserve to be shown but they are probably 
not going to be able to be shown because they are just somewhere else.   
 
Researcher: This year we changed it so the students just had to respond to a word/theme, 
but they are not coming to the museum. 
 
Interviewee A: You have to, the thing is it’s nice to get them to the museum. 
 
Researcher: Maybe in the future the museum could combine them? 
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Interviewee A: I would find a way to have some broader concept that they could be 
working toward.  And maybe theme is always easier.  Because there are some kids that 
are just so out there.  And their work really is great, but its kinda hard to funnel it into a 
particular thing, style, or whatever.  I would keep it fairly broad. 
 
Researcher: It seems a bigger response this year to the theme idea, despite the lack of an 
exhibition. 
 
Interviewee A: First of all, concepts to me, are very important.  Whenever I gave 
assignments I would start with conceptual stuff, well after they got the preliminary basic 
skills.  To be an artist, you have to be able to think.  It’s not a matter of mechanics and 
just techniques.  When you give them a concept, it stirs them into a more critical aspect 
of what art is all about I think.  It’s not about making a pretty picture.  They can do that if 
they like, but I think in some ways its harder because there is no standard out there that 
you have to emulate.  You have to come up with your own stuff.  That’s what art’s really 
all about I think.  So I think that’s a better way to go about it.  And I also really, really, 
really think that there should be more than one person doing this evaluation.  It’s just too 
much to have one person that from what I understand, from all my experiences, if a 
teacher is… 
My first year of drawing at [highly regarded art school], I had a teacher whose 
philosophy was that no drawing should take less than six hours.  The next year I had a 
philosophy that no drawing should take more than 30 seconds.  [Laughs]  There is no 
way, what you’re going to do for the second teacher would have worked for the first 
teacher.  And vice versa.  They had their mindset.  This is what it is.  This is what’s a 
good drawing.  So you either did it or you didn’t do it.  If you had a few people there it 
would be better. 
 
Researcher: And the judge is a curator, not an educator.  So the expectations are more 
professional than student work. 
 
Interviewee A: The curator should trust the professionals on the panel to choose worthy 
pieces for exhibition.  I DO think, however, that the curator should be responsible for 
selecting ANY and ALL the winners of any type of recognition or award.  That is where 
his expertise should be used and that is where his title as curator is honored.  In that way, 
his position and expertise is honored.  I believe though that since there is SO much work 
submitted from SO many school programs, with so many types of students and teachers, 
that a panel of professionals would be a fairer way to select the work.  Since the curator’s 
“name” is at stake to some degree, he should be entitled to award the work recognized as 
superior.  Anyway… I think there should be at least three professionals on the panel. 
 
Researcher: What backgrounds do you think these three people should have? 
 
Interviewee A: I think someone in education is a good idea because they understand 
where kids are at.  I think an artist.  You know it’s interesting because I had a friend in 
school who because a curator at [an art museum] years ago and he was a terrible artist.  
But he was a good art historian.  So I think it is good to have an art historian type, it’s 
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good to have a really good artist, it’s good to have a good teacher.  Good artist/good 
teacher they might come together, not come together.  Curator might be a good artist, 
might not.  But I think three different types of people to just consider what’s in the art 
and you know.  I just think that’s a better way to go about it.  Because if something’s out 
there that one person has absolutely no background in, then that kid’s out.   
 
Researcher: Right.  For example, one year the curator did not want to accept a digital 
work of art and I tried to explain it to him.  It ended up not getting accepted. 
 
Interviewee A: This is the thing.  There are too many different styles, approaches, 
thoughts and to just leave it in one person’s hands.  It’s like applying to schools.  When I 
would review portfolios, I would look at a kid and I’d say I know [highly regarded art 
school] goes for this kind of work, I know [highly regarded art school] goes for this kind, 
etc.  You can’t take a kid that is an illustrator and get that kid into a fine arts school.  It’s 
not usually going to happen.  And you can’t take a fine arts kid and put him in an 
illustrators venue.  You kind of have to know what’s going on out there.  There is a 
different mindset and whoever is the one person.  Let’s say the one person is a fine arts 
person and you get a more illustrated or computerized style piece, that kid’s work could 
be great, but he’s not going to get in.   
 
Researcher: Comes back to the debate over how do you compare works of art of all 
different media? 
 
Interviewee A: What do they do when they get kids portfolios for college?  I’ll tell you 
what [highly regarded art school] did.  They had an absolutely not, and absolutely yes, 
and an absolutely maybe [gesturing to indicate three separate piles].  The absolutely 
maybes you had to look at what’s going on compositionally, what’s going on technically, 
what’s going on color wise, if it has color.  I mean, there are standards.   
 
Researcher: There is not a written list of criteria for judging [The Museum Program].  
Do you think there should be? 
 
Interviewee A: No.  Because there might be some pieces of work that don’t fit any 
category that’s there.  And sometimes you just look at a piece of work and you just say 
that is brilliant and it’s not necessarily going to fit in categories.  I always hated that stuff.   
 
Researcher: Rubrics? 
 
Interviewee A: Yeah.  I think if you get three minds together to evaluate work, there is a 
discussion.  The absolutely great stuff is automatically great.  Probably the curator would 
have picked it anyway.  But most of the work is not in the absolutely category.  It’s easy 
to say yeah for something that’s absolutely great and no for something that’s absolutely 
awful, but most of that work that you’re going to get submitted is going to be in that 
middle range.  And you are going to have to lay out what are the pros and the cons of 
each piece depending on what works.  The almighty what works.  What’s really too bad 
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is if teachers submit work that really, really, really is awful.  That puts you in a position.  
I don’t think that’s fair. 
 
Researcher: To whom? 
 
Interviewee A: To the people who have to evaluate it.  I would feel so terrible to sit after 
work to jury a show and there was a lot of really awful stuff that never should have been 
submitted in the first place.  That’s the way I would feel.  I think you know, atleast it 
should be in the middle ground, like in the maybe category.   
 
Researcher: We have had situations in the past where let’s say teacher submits five 
pieces for the school and none of them are accepted.  Then in the future maybe they don’t 
participate.   
 
Interviewee A: You know what, too bad.  I really think too bad.  Really, too bad.  
Because you know what, you are compromising your standard to encourage participation.   
 
Researcher: You don’t think that every school that enters should at least have one 
representation? 
 
Interviewee A: It’s political because what are you trying to do as a museum and what are 
you trying to do for {The Museum Program]?  Are you trying to show [The Museum 
Program] or are you trying to make everybody happy?  The tendency would be to we 
have to take one piece of work, but then you know what, then you’re really going to have 
only X pieces of work that you can really put in the show.  If that one piece of work and 
there is another really great teacher who has five pieces of great work, and you’re not 
going to have enough room for all five if that other piece goes in, I don’t think that’s fair, 
you know.  I really think the quality should be the first and most important thing because 
you are a museum.  If you were a school, it would be different.   
 
Researcher: Why? 
 
Interviewee A: At a school, you want to make all the parents happy, because they are 
paying taxes, you want to have every kid shown that you can possibly have shown.  But 
there is a difference between a school exhibit and a museum.  A museum should have a 
standard.  That is my feeling.   
 
Researcher: We want to keep teachers happy because they support our programs though. 
 
Interviewee A: So buy them cookies.  [Laughs]  Keep them behaved.  I’ll tell you the 
truth.  If I were a teacher and I had a piece of work and it was very weak and it was up in 
a show where everything was really looking good, I would be embarrassed.  Or, you find 
a way so that they submit more.  If they submit bizillions of pieces, then odds are there 
has to be one that could get in.  The more you limit it, the harder it is, there is less to 
choose from.  I know the position you’re in.  But what are you really trying to do?  Why 
are you want them to participate just to participate or you want to see what’s being 
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produced by kids and get a really beautiful display of work that represents the best work 
that’s going on on Long Island?  I understand the position you’re in, but it doesn’t look 
good for the teacher if it’s weak, other people are going to look at what school it was 
from, and that doesn’t look good anyway, and so what’s the favor?  What about the kid 
who is suddenly on display, will get a misunderstanding of how good he or she is?  And 
think wow I was in [The Museum Program], I’m going to go to [highly regarded art 
school].  It gives them a distorted understanding of what their level is.   
 
Researcher: Yes, that’s a disservice to the student then. 
 
Interviewee A: Yes.  What’s really too bad, with some pieces, you look at it, and you say 
it’s not really the kid’s fault.  That this could have easily been done and the kid would 
have had a decent piece of work.  Part of it’s the teacher.  I wouldn’t want to give a 
student a distorted sense of their ability.  That’s why I went bonkers at a recent meeting at 
the museum when people were talking about that [Huntington School of Fine Arts].  I had 
students that were told they were so wonderful, wonderful.  They were told to sign up for 
a portfolio development class for $3,000.  Just so sad and not fair to these kids. 
 
Researcher: Right, well the museum is a community organization and not in it for the 
money. 
 
Interviewee A: Right, that’s why it’s good when the museum does stuff.  Also, the [local 
community arts organization] is good.  But it really bothers me when people take 
advantage like that.  Parents don’t know any better.  And then they shell out the money 
and they think their kids are brilliant.  There kids maybe could do better with training, but 
they’re not [highly regarded art school] quality, or [highly regarded art schools].  I don’t 
know, it’s a tough position to be in.  To try to encourage participation.  But you know 
what it can be pretty discouraging for a teacher that has work that is not put in that the 
teacher knows is better than the weak piece in the show.  See if I had work in the show 
and work that wasn’t and I see work up on the wall which is really inferior to some of the 
pieces by my kids that were rejected, I would feel like who is the judge?  What’s going 
on here?   
 
Researcher: We have had similar situations before.  You make one person happy, and 
another unhappy. 
 
But on the other hand, you’re still a museum.  And to me a museum should have a 
standard.  And that’s the way it goes.  If you’re kids applying to college, they don’t try to 
make nice.  They don’t just say, well let’s just take one from this school.  Either that kid 
needs to make the grade or he shouldn’t be there.  I think that’s the way it is in a museum.   
If there is a piece of a work that clearly is not academically that great, but had a 
tremendous amount of creativity and had other kinds of qualities, then I might be able to 
say yeah because it has other things about it.  But I saw a piece there once I’m telling you 
from my school and I was like “Oh my god, what’s this piece of work doing here?”  I felt 
so bad, I felt terrible. 
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Researcher: It’s painful to see something up like that. 
 
Interviewee A: Yeah.  The responsibility of the museum to me for something like that is 
to put up the best work they can find.  The teachers that have that really great work - you 
get a lot of great work from [two local school districts], those teachers will keep 
participating and they will bring more kids and more work. 
 
Researcher: You don’t think the number of schools that participate is important? 
 
Interviewee A: No.  I think teachers should try to participate for the sake of their kids.  
They should.  But, at the museum, I don’t think the museum should be taking in inferior 
work for the sake of trying to keep these people along.  I mean, if the teacher sees that the 
work wasn’t good enough, maybe she should say how come, or look at the work that’s up 
there.   
 
Researcher: Do you think that there should be feedback about why a piece wasn’t 
accepted? 
 
Interviewee A: That’s a big job.  I think that would be wonderful, but it’s a big job for 
the personell to get back all the pieces of art that were submitted.  You could never do it.  
It would be crazy. 
 
Researcher: Yes, a logistical nightmare. 
 
Interviewee A: And if a teacher’s good, he or she’s going to understand.  You shouldn’t 
have to spell it out.  You want to get participation.  Why do you want to have more 
schools instead of better work? 
 
Researcher: Well, it’s not that we don’t want better work, but there is always a stress on 
numbers at the museum of people that have been “touched” in some way by the museum.  
The more schools we have, the more districts we can say are involved, the more 
prestigious supposedly it becomes.  Then we can get support of the legislators in those 
areas, etc. 
 
Interviewee A: This is just like a school district.   
 
Researcher: In a lot of ways, the museum is just like a school district.  It’s a community 
organization with a budget and we’re always looking to make friends and financially 
support ourselves, also.   
 
Interviewee A: Well maybe there is another way other than [The Museum Program] that 
you can do that.   
 
Researcher: We were thinking about entry fees, but weren’t sure. 
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Interviewee A: Then you’re really going to be stuck making everyone happy because 
they all paid the fee to enter.  That’s tough.  I don’t know.  It always has bothered me 
when someone isn’t given a real sense of how good or bad they are.  It’s just not fair.  I 
think it’s exciting to get into something, but if it’s under false pretenses, it makes the 
kid… that kid maybe has other options than art and then is given this false understanding 
of how good he is.  It’s really tough.  I mean I understand the position the museum is in 
because you want participation.  But maybe you could get participation other ways.  We 
had a thing in high school where we painted at the mall all day.  Brought our easels, our 
paints, everything and people talked to us as we were working.  Maybe the museum can 
have a situation like that, have teachers bring X number of students to create art in the 
park.  Then you can say that you have X number of schools participating.   
 
Researcher: So you don’t think [The Museum Program] is the time to be getting the 
numbers? 
 
Interviewee A: No, I think it should be the time to get the quality and maybe you can get 
the numbers other ways.  Because then it becomes a more prestigious accomplishment, 
too.  You could have fun art things when kids come to do art, even for younger kids.  I 
think young kids produce such exciting fun stuff.   
 
Researcher: [The Museum Program] used to be for grades K through 12 but then it 
changed to just high school. 
 
Interviewee A: Probably because they were extending out to more schools and they 
needed more space.  Unless you did something twice a year where you had an elementary 
school and then a high school. 
 
Researcher: Well it’s not a student gallery and it’s hard enough as is to schedule the 
exhibition into the regular schedule.  It was actually proposed recently to change it to one 
week long instead of two weeks.   
 
Interviewee A: That’s bad.  Because it’s so much work to put it up and so much work to 
get it down, schlepping everything in and out. 
 
Researcher: As is, two weeks is very short.   
 
Interviewee A: Yes, it is short, it should be a month. 
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APPENDIX I 
Interview Transcription: Interviewee B 

 
 

Researcher: You have a unique experience in [The Museum Program] in that you have 
experienced it from two different perspectives so that is what I’m really interested in.  
Has your perspective changed at all now that you’re seeing it from a teacher’s point of 
view versus the Museum? 
 
Interviewee B: Definitely. Um, at the Museum I felt that it was such a great opportunity 
for teachers and I was surprised that teachers weren’t taking more advantage of this 
opportunity for students to exhibit.  But now being a teacher, I understand that there are 
other demands, other contests, so it’s like picking and choosing and even though the 
[Museum’s] is probably the best one, it’s also more demanding because I like to do it as 
an independent project.  Like I don’t assign a class project, so that’s why it took like two 
weeks to come up with their ideas because everyone was coming up with their own ideas 
about what [the theme] means to them and finding an artist so like I think the demand, 
especially this year because of the different theme, I think it was harder to introduce 
because it became like a unit on its own.  And then I actually, because my students are 
drawing and painting earlier students, they’re not advanced students, I had to like actually 
teach like collage, painting, and like pastel to some of them that didn’t work with those 
before because I hadn’t covered everything yet.  So it’s really more than you think, 
especially with younger students.  I will have a lot of ninth and tenth graders entering this 
year. 
 
Researcher: So you were saying you make it more of an independent project.  Have you 
seen other teachers make it more across the board?  What exactly do you mean by that? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, when the photography teacher does [The Museum Program], she’ll 
give an assignment that’s more general, you know like she’ll pick an artist from the 
exhibition and make them all respond to that one artist.  So it’s easier for her and it’s 
easier for the kids because they’re not coming up with their own ideas, they’re still 
relating to the exhibition, but it’s different.  It’s easier for her in that way.  When I 
worked at the museum, we used to see a school submit like five pipe paintings, you know 
that that’s a class project. [laughs]  You know five kids weren’t inspired by that.  You 
know and I think writing the statements is hard, too, because you have to get the students 
to think and respond.  It’s hard [emphasized], they don’t want to do that in art.  They 
want to paint and do what they want to do. 
 
Researcher: As a teacher, why do you choose to have your students participate? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, selfish reasons, it makes me look good if the kids get into shows 
and I can promote that my principal, my director, the superintendent.  Um, so I think, you 
know, that that’s a selfish reason why, but then obviously there are the other reasons why 
- the kids get confidence, you know, you know, get recognition, that is worth it too.  To 
show that there’s more than just working in the classroom and we can kind of celebrate 
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their achievements in other ways.  There’s a lot [emphasized] of reasons why teachers 
enter contests.   
 
Researcher: Well that was my next question actually, do you think there is any other 
motivation out there for teachers to enter other than what you have already mentioned? 
 
Interviewee B: I think it’s like the pride, too, because even with some of the other 
teachers in my building, they were feeling like well why aren’t my kids getting in, why 
aren’t they winning awards?  So, maybe we need to look at another contest instead of all 
competing in one.  So, I think it’s definitely about the teachers, too.  They want to feel 
that it’s fair.  Not that it’s not fair, it’s just so subjective, especially with the statements.  
So I know a lot of the teachers find that troubling.   
 
Researcher: Why do you think people might not choose to participate? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, it’s a lot of work.  You have to make a lesson, you have to in some 
cases bring the students on a field trip, or you know, I showed them the movie and talked 
about what transformation means.  So that was like two days that I took out just to talk 
about what this is.  I gave background on the museum, you know, all of that, and then it’s 
the ideas, coming up with the ideas.  I think teachers would rather stick with the basic 
routine and not bother with… because then at the end you have to worry about getting 
everything matted, framed.   
 
Researcher: Right, which is an expense.  Do you do that right out of your own pocket. 
 
Interviewee B: Yeah, I pretty much do. 
 
Researcher: Do other teachers? 
 
Interviewee B: Yeah, [Joan] does too.  She buys it all.  I mean, we get reimbursed 
mostly, but last year two kids didn’t pay me back.  You know, it’s fine.  But it’s also like, 
where do the parents think they got the frames from?   
 
Researcher: Well, it’s tricky if it’s not accepted and they got a frame for nothing. 
 
Interviewee B: Some of them I made them take it out of the frame then and I kept it.  
Other teachers just have a frame supply. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that [The Museum Program] promotes competition? 
 
Interviewee B: Definitely.  And I think competition is really hard for kids to understand 
in art.  But I think it’s good to introduce it at the high school level.  Well, they are 
introduced to contests even at the elementary level - McDonald’s contest and featured 
artist of the week.  There’s always contests, but I think that art students from high school 
to college need this reality check of talking about art and being able to discuss it and 
being able to hear the real criticisms or the real praise so I think it’s good, especially for 
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the art students who are thinking about going to art school, which is usually the ones that 
get in the show. To really give them this taste.  This is what it is, and if want to be a real 
professional exhibiting artist, there’s going to be times when they don’t get into 
exhibitions and you know, I think it’s a good introduction.  So I don’t see competition 
negatively, I think it’s good.  And plus, in the case of [The Museum Program], all of the 
kids that get in, which is like 80 something kids, or ninety kids, they are all winners, so 
it’s not, even you know if you’re not getting the first place award, but you get into the 
exhibition, it’s still like an honor.  So I think there’s a lot there.   
 
Researcher: In terms of the awards, do you emphasize that at all?  When you took those 
two days out to explain it your students, how do you do that? 
 
Interviewee B: I definitely start out by talking about art has to be a personal reflection 
and that a lot of the projects we’ve been doing are just class projects.  I mean, we did 
portraits, two types of portraits, but it’s still not a personal reflection, I was telling them 
to make a portrait.  I started with that - it has to be a reflection of you.  And then I started 
with the theme for this year… what does that mean?  Then, I talked about the museum 
and has anyone been there because it’s been so close and they don’t take advantage of the 
resources on the island.  Then a lot of them wanted to go, so I’ll probably take a lot of 
these classes in May.  We watched the video and asked them what their response was and 
how did you feel about looking at that.  And they liked the themes - environment, 
whatever we came up with, because that helps them to understand more of what 
transformation is.  Even though they know what that means, they were having difficulties 
relating it themselves.  Then I talked about the whole competition aspect of it.  That this 
is a contest and even though this is a contest at the museum, it’s a contest at the school, 
too, because I can’t submit every work that’s done, so that’s another challenge for the 
high school teachers I think.  You know, I have two classes, so it’s like 50 something kids 
working on this.   
 
Researcher: Do you have a class critique and you all decide, or how do you decide? 
 
Interviewee B: We do have a class critique, but I’ll just pick the ones to submit.   
 
Researcher: And they know going in that that will happen? 
 
Interviewee B: Yeah, I say I’m going to pick the ones that put in the most effort, so it’s 
not only just the best piece, or the most successful piece.  But, it’s - like two kids came in 
today that worked on their pieces all week that they were off, maybe they are not the 
strongest pieces, but they had a great idea and they really put all this effort in and I think 
their statements will reflect that.  So, those are going to be the kids that put the effort in.  
So, I talk to them about the fact that it’s got to be prejudged by me, and then I said that I 
try to give them the motivation by saying that there are awards, you know cash prizes, 
and its recognition being a national museum.  So I was trying to give them that as a 
motivation to think of a really great idea and put that extra effort in, not like you have to 
enter to get that prize.  But, like, these are all bonuses if you work hard. 
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Researcher: How do you find students respond?  Do students tend to focus on the award 
aspect of it? 
 
Interviewee B: No.  Well a few kids made silly comments like, “Oh $500 that’s great”, 
but nothing more.  But then I told them about the jurying process at the museum and how 
important the statement is, that it’s like 50% of their work.  If their statement is strong it’s 
going to help your work, if it’s weak it’s going to take away from your work.  So that I 
focused on. 
 
Researcher: Do you think it helps that you were involved in the past that you can say 
that to your students? 
 
Interviewee B: Definitely.  Even [Joan] wanted me to come and talk to her classes about 
it.  I mean there’s nothing I could really say.  I told her everything that she didn’t already 
know, but two years ago, she made me read all of the statements and help her proof of 
them. 
 
Researcher: While we are speaking about [Joan],  I know that one year she took it really 
personally that none of her students artwork got into the exhibition that year.  Do you 
think other teachers feel the same way? 
 
Interviewee B: I think so.  I think so, because I know even the teachers at the other 
school in the district were feeling the same way.  But, art is very subjective and when we 
see that [local school district’s] photo, when [Joan’s] students know F-stop, aperture, 
developed with filters, and she had them in the dark room for like two weeks before she 
got them.  She’s a total drill sargeant in photography.  So the fact that this was a snapshot 
that was just blown up and her kids did every aspect on their own and learned the 
process, I think that’s why.   
 
Researcher: So you think it was triggered by something else being up that was…  
 
Interviewee B: …of lower quality than hers 
 
Researcher: Not as much about getting in, but more about the competition?   
 
Interviewee B: Right.  If the exhibition was super strong, she would not feel the same 
way.  It was just those few that were weak.  But I know how it is, too, because you want 
to have the representatives from all the schools, but when I say that to them they just go 
crazy because it shouldn’t be about that, but you have to be politically correct and fair, 
and it’s hard.  So, I know, I know.   
 
Researcher: Do you think the competitive aspect of [The Museum Program] encourages 
teachers to enter or be involved? 
 
Interviewee B: Umm, I don’t think so.  I also think that teachers don’t like competitions 
where every work gets hung either.  Yeah, I don’t think it makes a difference in my 
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school district because [local art teachers association] has a contest every year and 
whatever is submitted is up.  In that case, all the teachers in my department choose the 
best two pieces from the school.  So that’s really hard to pick those two pieces, but those 
two pieces go up. 
 
Researcher: So you are judging? 
 
Interviewee B: Yeah, and we would only want the best to represent our school, so it’s… 
always AP kids, which is fine, but that’s hard to decide beforehand.  We enter that either 
way, but everybody doesn’t get in.  The [local media contest] is another contest I’ve been 
doing.  It’s not a contest where there is prizes, but there is recognition. And they 
recognize a lot of kids and again I pick who I want to enter and I can pick up to about 
five kids in computer graphics, five kids in photography, five kids in animation, you 
know it’s like a media show.  And what happens is when you’re at that show, it’s a one 
day all day showing, and then you get critiqued by professionals.  So even though it’s like 
an exhibition you can walk around and look everything, but the kids stand by their work 
and they submit a portfolio of five to seven pieces, but that in my case is more beneficial 
because they are getting feedback from all these professionals, and then if the 
professionals think they are one of the stronger students, then they get recognition at the 
end.  There are no prizes, and there is no… it’s very fair and very helpful again for them 
to move on to the arts. 
 
Researcher: Would you prefer to be the one making those decisions as to what goes up 
to represent you and your school? 
 
Interviewee B: That’s interesting.  I never even thought about that but it would be easier 
for you.  Yea, you could give each teacher one work or something.  That could be.  It 
would be interesting to try it.  But it’s hard anyway. 
 
Researcher: Do you feel that [The Museum Program] can affect kids’ self-efficacy in the 
arts?   
 
Interviewee B: Yeah definitely.  I think it can be positive and negative.  I know with the 
one student [Mike], his first year he got in, that really changed his confidence.  Then he 
thought wow, maybe I am an artist, maybe I can do this.  Even though he submitted two 
sculptures two years in a row, he really is a photo student, at this point, but he really has 
that confidence now and I think that helps him.  But then I think there are other students 
that submitted and did not get in for two years so they have the complete opposite, “Am I 
even going to art school, why am I not getting into this exhibition?”  So then I have to 
support them the other way and say you know, “So many kids enter, maybe it wasn’t 
what they were looking for, maybe your statement didn’t connect back to the piece”  So 
that part is hard to, to come back and tell them well, only one got in out of the six we sent 
in.  I think that definitely kills their self esteem.  Even temporarily.  Even when [Karen] 
submitted that portrait and it didn’t even get in.  I couldn’t believe it.  And I was telling 
her, this is going to be a winner, and then you know, that’s hard, especially when I see 
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different than the juror sees.  So, it definitely could help or hinder how they’re feeling 
about art and moving on in the arts. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that affects whether a teacher decides to participate at all?  In 
the sense that it may risk students’ self-esteem? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, I know in the case of [Joan], too, she had a lot of kids working 
towards getting a piece ready for the show.  And then she’d submit five or six and then 
have maybe one or two in.  I know she felt that, but I remember even hearing teachers 
when I worked at the Museum saying like, it’s disappointing to tell the kids, or I have the 
whole class doing it.  And so I don’t have a problem with that at this point.  I mean I tell 
my kids that it’s a contest and there is a chance it won’t get in and I make sure I tell them 
that.  When I went through the introduction, even though I’m submitting your work, that 
doesn’t mean it’s getting in, and blah blah blah.  So, it just depends.  I think it might 
impact it.  But on the other hand… but you’re not going to teach them not to try. 
 
Researcher: Do you feel that it’s motivating? 
 
Interviewee B: In terms of an art student, I think it is.  It’s a different motivation.  
Instead of doing it just for me, which it should be, but that’s what they feel, like I’m 
making this to please my teacher to get an A, or whatever, they should be making it to 
please themselves.  But in this case I feel like they are making it to showcase to other 
people.  So I think it’s different. 
 
Researcher: Would you describe it as intrinsic or extrinsic motivation? 
 
Interviewee B: Ummm, I would say it’s coming from me, so it’s extrinsic.  I don’t think 
it’s coming from within.  I think maybe on the AP level, it might be more them finding 
the motivation from within, but I think it’s me pushing the inspiration and guiding them. 
 
Researcher: Most say that extrinsic is less desirable than intrinsic motivation.  Do you 
agree with that.   
 
Interviewee B: I do, yeah. 
 
Researcher: Do you feel that [The Museum Program] emphasizes product or process? 
 
Interviewee B: I think it’s both.  I think it’s definitely process because the teacher, and I 
know because I’m doing this and spending so much time working with the students, but 
then I think that the outcome would ultimately get them into the show.  But then the 
statement impacts the work, so, and that describes the process, you can tell the students 
that are not being truly honest or sincere in their statements.  I think it’s equal and that’s 
why that’s one of the ones I like to enter because it does have the process back at school 
and then the final product to get them to that step. 
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Researcher: It obviously requires a lot of time and energy to be involved.  Do you think 
that that might be a reason why some teachers don’t participate? 
 
Interviewee B: Definitely.  Definitely.  It’s organization, maintaining contact and 
connections, and I mean some teachers aren’t even all up with email.  And you know they 
all have it, but do they check it.  I mean I think it’s things like that - a lot of little steps.  
Even in the beginning, submitting the interest forms, filing for a field trip, that’s a big 
process, you have to fill out the forms and then wait for them to be signed and then send 
them back, so initially getting involved does take a lot of effort.  And like I said, how are 
you introducing it, are you making it a lesson or are you making it independent.  So it 
definitely takes a lot of effort. 
 
Researcher: Do you feel that this year because it was a different format, do you think it 
was better or worse?   
 
Interviewee B: I thought it was going to be easier, but it wasn’t.  It was equally as 
challenging if not harder.  Because I didn’t have the museum to take the kids to to give 
them that special experience different from the daily routine.  It would have been nice to 
hear from you, [Interviewee C], than from me.  So, I think I would have liked an 
exhibition, even if wasn’t my favorite exhibition, just something to connect the process 
and this with an experience.  Because right now they don’t have an experience, they just 
have an interesting project and theme, but it’s not like, “Oh remember…” or… you know 
a group experience in some way. 
 
Researcher: Have you ever had your students participate in any comparable 
opportunities?  How are they similar different? 
 
Interviewee B: Like I said, the [local media contest] is different because it’s more self-
esteem building, not judged but being helped and guided, so that’s very different.  The 
[local county art teachers association] show there are still first, second, third place awards 
and it’s only [local county] schools, but that’s equal.  It seems like a prestigious 
exhibition.  It’s known well in the community, but it’s not in a museum, it’s just in a 
gallery space.  Then I know the [local art museum in neighboring county] has their big 
exhibition at the end of the year and it’s similar to the [local art teachers association] one, 
but it’s mostly [neighboring county] schools that participate.  But that was different, with 
[spouse who is also an art teacher]’s experience with that.  [He/she] wasn’t happy with 
how that ran.  Those are the big ones I do.  And we have a district art show.  We have to 
submit six of our students and there are awards in each medium and a top overall prize, 
but that’ competing against each other, so it’s strange, too.  It’s almost better to compete 
against other schools.  Probably [The Museum Program] is the biggest one we do in our 
school. 
 
Researcher: Do you think the presence of other comparable opportunities may make 
some choose not to participate? 
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Interviewee B: I think there is a lot of choosing.  There is also a lot that don’t require 
you exhibiting or contest like Google, you submit your entry in file form or you mail 
them a copy of the entry.  There are still awards, and winners.  We do a Coca-Cola 
contest with the graphic arts, I know [Joan] does the [local photography contest] which is 
a big thing for the photo students in the community.  So there are a lot out there.  I get an 
email about once a week about a competition.  I mean mostly I ignore them.  Because I 
can’t always do that or else it takes away from the basic curriculum, too.  But some of 
them are really fun.  Like, [Joan] did the Jones New York bottle label competition - a 
different one, so that was fun so she tried that one.  I think there is definitely the choosing 
because you don’t want to take too much of one time period or one quarter not on basic 
elements you would be teaching everyday.  Plus, end of the year contests are difficult 
because of the APs, some of the students are submitting some of their best works already, 
so it’s not always picking or choosing the student’s strongest piece because of timing.  
Timing I think is major. 
 
Researcher: How would you describe [The Museum Program] to a new art teacher who 
had never participated in it before? 
 
Interviewee B: I would encourage them to participate.  Because it’s a good opportunity 
for the student to experience exhibitions and preparing for an exhibition. 
 
Researcher: How would you describe [The Museum Program] in two words? 
 
Interviewee B: I would say… that’s hard.  I can’t think of anything.  That’s hard.  I think 
it’s a great question but I can’t think of anything. 
 
Researcher: Okay, we’ll come back to it.  How would you define the word “contest”? 
 
Interviewee B: Ummm [long pause] Something that has awards, so it’s not just a critique 
or a survey or you know, a group show, so the kids would know that there are places and 
prizes.   
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “competition”? 
 
Interviewee B: Ummm.  Competition is the process, so you’re entering your work.  
Well, they’re very similar.   
 
Researcher: So would you say they are different at all? 
 
Interviewee B: I dunno.  That’s interesting.  I would think.  I’m trying to think in terms 
of academics how we would use a contest versus a competition.  I think we, in the high 
school, enter more competitions.  Like I would hear the Mathletes Competition.   
 
Researcher: Why do you think that is? 
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Interviewee B: I dunno.  Because both have that element of prizes and places and 
winning and losing.  Someone’s not going to win if it’s a contest or a competition. 
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “exhibition”? 
 
Interviewee B: I think an exhibition is a showcase.  So it doesn’t have to be a contest or 
a competition to have an exhibition.  You could exhibition a class, you could exhibition 
one student’s work.  But I think an exhibition has a more positive feeling to it rather than 
a competition.  The fact that you call it an exhibition rather than [The Museum Program] 
Competition I think is positive because I think when you think of the term exhibition it 
involves more than one winner in a way because an exhibition features multiple artists, 
multiple students.  Which contests or competitions you usually think of just one. 
 
Researcher: You said there are so many opportunities that come up.  If someone 
described an opportunity as a contest, competition, or exhibition, which would you be 
more apt to participate in? 
 
Interviewee B: I would definitely look at an exhibition email more than something that is 
a contest or a competition, because like I said an exhibition involves groupings of 
students so there might be better odds that my students would get into some sort of 
exhibition.   
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “juried”? 
 
Interviewee B: I think that’s when the works are critiqued or judged by one or more 
professionals. 
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “curated”? 
 
Interviewee B: Curated is to me, how the exhibition is organized.  I don’t consider that 
part of the jurying.  I consider that the after, after the exhibition is juried, or judged.  Then 
I think it’s curated - how its organized, researched, chronological, or however they are 
arranging it.  The placement.  So I think curating is more about arranging and planning 
the exhibition once the pieces are selected. 
 
Researcher: Which would describe [The Museum Program] as?  Juried or curated? 
 
Interviewee B: I definitely think juried because you know even though it’s the curator 
who is selecting the pieces, it is a juried show meaning someone is judging and selecting 
the pieces.  It has the museum has the staffing and the departments and the facilities to  
have a curated exhibition and that’s great, instead of having teachers or custodians 
hanging the works in random order.  [laughs]  And that’s what adds to the 
professionalism of [The Museum Program] I think.  You know, having that - the curator 
and the research and the labels.   
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Researcher: So it’s interesting you said the curator isn’t necessarily the person who 
judges a juried exhibition, but in this case it is.  In conversations with other teachers I 
have found out that not everyone is necessarily aware that there is only one juror.  How 
do you feel about there being one jury compared to a panel.  
 
Interviewee B: Most other exhibitions that my students enter, there is a panel.  At least 
more than one.  When we planned to have our district show I was on the committee 
because I had been a part of [The Museum Program] and I automatically that it was more 
fair and less subjective if there were possibly two people making the decisions.  Because 
beauty is in the eye of the beholder.  Everybody sees things differently.  Yes, technique is 
clear.  If a piece has a good technical quality, but I also think there is a lot behind a 
technical piece.  It’s hard.  I think definitely more than one person would help.  And I 
think it would make things a little more fair or atleast give the juror not a challenge but a 
chance to really rethink or think a little more carefully because they know someone else 
is you know, going to be there to also share their opinions.   
 
Researcher: So you think two people would be ideal? 
 
Interviewee B: Yea, I think two. 
 
Researcher: What sort of background would those people have? 
 
Interviewee B: I think that they should be probably not a curator. [laughs] 
 
Researcher: What makes you say that? 
 
Interviewee B: Because curators, even though they aesthetically understand and 
appreciate arts’ foundations, they are not always visual artists, so they don’t understand 
the full process involved in creating a work of art.  So, I think that.  Even if it’s a 
photographer, you know, [past Museum curator] was a photographer, or not even a real 
photographer, but [he/she] was a specialist in analyzing photos, but how does that make 
[him/her] qualified to analyze a painting or, you know, especially at the high school level.  
What is the quality of a high school work?  You know, like maybe it should be someone 
who has experience with seeing high school work and understanding what the facilities 
are and the materials and the abilities. I also think that in exhibitions like this sometimes 
a work gets slipped in that’s from the [local arts organization program] or created at the 
[other local arts organization] or with a tutor, or something, you know an art tutor.  And 
then that’s not the same quality or coming from the same background as the students 
from [local school district] or even from [local school district], because we don’t have - 
you know it’s not as fair if the students have the outside work. 
 
Researcher: Do you think the museum should make sure that it was something was 
created in the classroom environment? 
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Interviewee B: I do, because I think that gives all the entries, the entrants, an equal 
starting point.  Even if they take outside classes, that’s fine, I’m not saying that that’s not 
good.  But the works that are submitted should be created under the teacher’s supervision.   
 
Researcher: How could you ensure that? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, I think that it’s a moral thing.  It’s the teacher’s fairness and values.  
Like all my kids are creating them in class.  You know, that’s it, with me to guide them.  
And I think those kids will probably benefit more anyway even if they don’t get in the 
show.  You know, from working, struggling, having me there to you know, help them, 
guide them along that process rather than someone else making all those decisions either 
by themselves or with an outside person.  You know, cause what is that saying, like 
“Well I take classes outside school, so you’re the best artist in school, you should enter so 
we have a win?”  [laughing] That’s just not what it’s about.  And most teachers I think 
would feel that way, too.  But in our district show last year, a piece won and it was a 
nude.  And we don’t obviously don’t do nude figure drawing.  And it was beautiful, it 
was amazing, but [laughing] it was not done in the district and it’s a district show.  So, 
and it won because [Interviewee C, curatorial assistant] and whoever juried that year 
didn’t know that we don’t have that, so I think that in the case of a district show, a work 
that’s done within the district should be what would be an award-winner, I think.  That’s 
questionable.   
 
Researcher: What sort of role do you feel that art teachers play in [The Museum 
Program]? 
 
Interviewee B: I don’t think that they play a big enough role… within the museum’s 
eyes.   
 
Researcher: What do you mean by that? 
 
Interviewee B: I don’t think you… I mean the museum per say… appreciates the work 
that the teachers do put in to get the work in.  But in my case, because I enter the contest 
the way you would want someone to enter it.  Like, I don’t do a class assignment like 
“Let’s paint trees and then we’ll just call it transformation because trees transform.”  You 
know?  Like, but, like I do it the right way, the way that it’s intended.  So, I have been 
going crazy.  And like I said, because it’s like an independent project, an independent 
idea, the kids are using all different materials, so it’s complete differentiation.  Like, I’m 
you know, going back and forth between ideas and concepts and then the materials.  I am 
working harder, to give them the opportunity to explore whatever they want to explore 
because it’s connecting to the theme and an artist.  So, back to the question, I think that, I 
don’t know how, but I think maybe the teacher should have more of an important role.  I 
don’t know, maybe there should be a teacher as a juror.  Not the only one, but if there 
was a panel.  Maybe if there was a teacher on the panel, that would change the dynamics, 
or the outcome of the exhibition, if it was someone different.  You know, because once 
the museum has a curator, it tends to be that juror for multiple years.  Which maybe isn’t 
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the best way to jury a contest.  Even though the artwork changes every year, it’s still 
always nice to have a fresh take and a fresh eye.   
 
Researcher: Should there be multiple art teachers on the panel of jurors? 
 
Interviewee B: No, I wouldn’t say art teachers, but I would say that they have to be 
visual artists in some way.  That they work currently in a medium.  Not that they have to 
be exhibiting or world-renowned, but they have to be familiar with the process involved 
in creating a work of art - the thought process and the physical process. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that there should be a rubric?  Right now there is no formal 
criteria for judging.  It’s always described that the statement plays a large role.  And often 
we will get students, and perhaps you’ve had students asking “what are they looking 
for?”  How do you feel about that? 
 
Interviewee B: I think that that’s interesting.  I think that a rubric could definitely work 
to give the kids some good feedback after.  But I also think that a rubric - like in some 
cases my rubrics also - have a lot to do with the effort put forth and their discipline and 
how they work in the classroom and in the studio with the materials, so like the rubric 
would still just be based on the statements and the outcome anyway.  It would be hard for 
people who don’t know the students to judge… even the thought process.  You know, it’s 
written, but - I think a rubric would be hard to create.  I think that if you were to generate 
a rubric I think it would be interesting to have teacher feedback, not necessarily the 
education committee. 
 
Researcher: What do you mean? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, the education committee at the museum [laughs] I know there are 
some teachers on it, but [pauses carefully] it seems that there are some people who are 
directors or chairpeople, and I don’t know if they would know the right answers for a 
rubric either.  I think it would have to be the people directly involved that would help to 
determine what’s on a basic rubric.  Creativity is obviously a big part of any rubric, with 
any art.  And I guess, how well would they solve the problem, which would be the same 
for all the students.  I mean, it might be interesting, but that would be so much work for 
the museum.  For whoever is jurying.  I think the most difficult part though would be 
defining the criteria.  I don’t think it would be defined for years.  You would have to try 
something, see how it goes, try something… because rubrics in general are very hard to 
define, especially in the arts.  I have modified mine like ten times since I’ve been at the 
school and they’re still changing. And I still change them for every single project.  And 
they are very difficult to figure out exactly… especially in the case that all the mediums 
are different.  I think that would be a difficult task.  But I think it would work and I think 
it would help.  I just know from the other end that that’s going to add two days to the 
jurying. 
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Researcher: It seems that often teachers and museum professionals have different 
understandings of [The Museum Program] is and how to explain it to their students.  Can 
you think of any reasons why that might be? 
 
Interviewee B: They have trouble describing it? 
 
Researcher: Well, it seems sometimes there is often a disconnect between when 
Museum educators explain it to students and when teachers do.  It’s not that one is right 
or wrong by any means, it’s just that the approach is different.  Why do you think maybe 
that is? 
 
Interviewee B: Well instead of a contest or a competition, I never say this is a contest, I 
say that this is a student exhibition, which like I said I think promotes positive rather than 
the winning and losing.  But that’s how I approach it.  I don’t know why.  I think every 
teacher’s different with how they see it and how they present it to the class.  Ummm, I 
don’t know why.  [pause]  Plus, museum employees would see it differently because you 
are involved immensely and in the outcome, the final exhibition, so I feel like also every 
teacher doesn’t take it to that extreme level or that passion that [researcher] would have 
or [Interviewee C] would have when talking about it.  Especially with the statements, do 
the teachers even help read them, or proof them or guide the students?  That should be 
equally as important because students need to be able to express themselves and use the 
proper terminology when talking about art.  So, I don’t know. 
 
Researcher: What do you think the museum perhaps could change to help 
communication between teachers and the museum?  Do you think it’s an ideal situation 
now or no? 
 
Interviewee B: I don’t think it is.  I know for me, if I didn’t work at the museum and 
support the museum through my district, I don’t know if they would have ever mentioned 
the [museum] to be honest.  And I know everyone was participating before I got there, 
but it was also at that point when they weren’t happy with the outcomes of the exhibition.  
So I feel like if I don’t mention, you know “Is anyone doing the [museum] this year?” 
and other things like that - let’s try an outreach with the museum, you know the random 
things I mention, like I’m not sure it would be brought up.  So I’m not even sure how 
other schools would feel or how they consider it.  Because I’m biased.  Because you 
know even with [Stacy] I’m like, “Are you going to do [The Museum Program], it’s 
different this year, and then I have to tell her all about it - she didn’t even know it was 
different this year, so I don’t know.  Why didn’t she know?  We got stuff in the mail. 
 
Researcher: Well, your mailboxes are often overflowing. 
 
Interviewee B: Yeah, but still.  Well [pauses] did we even get stuff this year? [laughs] 
 
Researcher: Yeah, but at the beginning of the year. 
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Interviewee B: No, but still.  I don’t know.  I just think that there is this disconnect and I 
don’t know why or where it’s coming from.  I think that the art teachers are just 
overwhelmed and the art teachers are crazy because the supplies and running back and 
forth and cleaning up and unless.  Even though I feel like it should be established by now 
within the school because we’ve been doing it for so many years, I don’t know, 
something is definitely missing.  And like I said, I don’t… I know [Joan] knows now 
because I told here it was different this year, but [Stacy] didn’t even know.  So it’s like, 
where is that? 
 
Researcher: So there is not only a disconnect between the museum and the teachers but 
within…? 
 
Interviewee B: The district.  Definitely.  Definitely.  Definitely.  The teachers don’t even 
share.  There is a new teacher [Greg] and like he has no idea [laughs].  I know I didn’t tell 
him and I doubt anybody else did.  I mean, which I should, now you’re making me feel 
guilty that I didn’t tell him. 
 
Researcher: I’m not trying to make you feel guilty, I just find it interesting that so many 
people in one building… 
 
Interviewee B: But we’re not in one space, that’s the thing.  We’re all over the place.  
Like in my school, we all share rooms, which you think would be better, but it’s not.  
Because we’re all just like in and out, we’re not having coffee breaks. [laughs]  And we 
could, I would like that.  But it’s just not like that.  It’s just not like that.  So there is a 
disconnect.  And like [Jacob] our Director, we have monthly meetings, he’s the person in 
my school that needs to know more [emphasized] about stuff.  I feel like if he doesn’t 
understand then no one else is going to understand, like the new people, and he definitely 
doesn’t understand, even though we tell him like a thousand times.  Like when he pays 
for [Museum’s field trip program] he calls that paying for [The Museum Program].  And 
like, which is fine, because that’s why they pay for it, but he doesn’t understand at all and 
I don’t know if he ever went to an exhibition.  But we haven’t had a winner.  Maybe if we 
did, he would be more.  I know that it’s good to have anybody in the show.  I know last 
year Jared was in and I like emailed everybody and I tried to put in the school paper and 
they cut it out because winning a math contest or a science Olympiad was more 
important.  Even though I have this great picture of [Mike] and me by his work, and I 
wrote an article, because you have to promote yourself.  So I had to write an article 
describing it.  It still cut out of the principal’s newsletter and the school paper.  I don’t 
know.  That’s a whole different topic.   
 
Researcher: No, but it gets into… 
 
Interviewee B: So how does everyone else view it?  We also consider it curriculum 
enhancement.  That we’re enhancing the curriculum by introducing the students to artists, 
by taking them on field trips, by giving them these interesting themes and opportunities.  
So when I write up a field trip permission slip, I write it that way.  Not that it’s just a 
unique experience, but it’s enhancing the curriculum and blah blah blah.  So, but I guess 
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everybody doesn’t do that.  And everybody’s crazy.  We have like, we’re pulled in lots of 
different directions.  Like, “Make this for Unity Day”, “We need you here for this.”  You 
know, it’s really a lot of pulling, so I guess too many commitments outside are hard.  And 
plus it’s extra dedication and a lot teachers don’t have that.  That they want to put that 
extra in. 
 
Researcher: Do you find newer teachers would be more apt to participate then… 
 
Interviewee B: Definitely.  Yeah.  I think you have to target the young teachers.  
Definitely. 
 
Researcher: Can you think of any more suggestions for helping communication - the 
form (email, mail), the timing, meetings with directors? 
 
Interviewee B: I know, I was thinking that, too.  The teachers are invited to the 
orientation, but maybe the administrators should be invited. 
 
Researcher: The directors or the principals? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, in my case, it’s [Jacob].  But in like other schools, it might be 
different.  Like in [spouse’s] school there is a Chairperson for art, but like [Marie] is like 
the art person for the building.  So in that case, she would be the better one to contact.  So 
I mean whoever gives out the information honestly and really gives it out.   
 
Researcher: [laughs] 
 
Interviewee B: Well, if you told [Joan], she would not share it.  [Joan] is our SBA, 
which is our building something or other.  I don’t even know what it stands for. 
 
Researcher:  How do people get those positions if they are not communicators? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, [Joan] communicates with [Jacob] which is her big role.  But like, 
if she has to survey the department and she will ask me and [Laura] which I value that 
she wants my opinion and it’s also not asking the other people and then sometimes I feel 
uncomfortable that she’s not asking the other people, because she doesn’t like the other 
people, which is fine, that’s besides the point, but you’re the representative of our school.  
Like even after class, even if I said to her, why don’t you set up a meeting with the other 
teachers - there are seven teachers.  And maybe three would participate - [Joan], [Karen], 
and I.  And those four other teachers don’t even know about it, or… I just don’t want to 
be the one whose always like “Oh, [The Museum] this, [The Museum] that” because 
people always get annoyed with that because they think I’m this community activist or 
something.  [laughs] always promoting. 
 
Researcher: Well, it’s the competition between teachers.  Everyone wants to be the best 
but you can’t all be the best.   
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Interviewee B: Right, but it’s hard.  When you’re getting tenure, or when you have all 
these good ideas, and like everybody else is so lazy.  So you’re not going to do good 
things because everyone else in the school or department doesn’t want to?  It’s really 
hard.  But anyway, I think you need to, it’s hard to figure it out, but you need to know the 
right person to give the information to.  Like even sending it to every teacher and 
[emphasized] really have one person who really understands because you need that 
person to feed it to everybody.  So like I said, [Jacob] does our meetings.  So he is the 
one who really needs to understand, because he’s the one whose going to share it with the 
other people.  I don’t know.  There’s a lot.  But then again, if all seven of us entered, how 
would that even work?  It wouldn’t, that would be crazy.  We would have like one entry 
each.  You know we would have to split them up.  So you know, it’s good and bad that 
everybody’s not interested. 
 
Researcher: So do you think the entries should be per teacher? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, in the buildings that have so many teachers, it should change, 
because it’s not… you know… it’s not a representative of just the building, but it’s each 
teacher is putting in the effort, too.  I don’t know.  That would be something to think 
about.  But I don’t know if it’s better to have all the teachers having entries individually, 
because it should be coming together as a little school community to represent the district 
[smiles].  But that’s not how everyone sees it, that’s ideal, you know?  It’s crazy out 
there. 
 
Researcher: A lot of my questions have been about increasing participation.  Do you 
think that should be a goal for the future of [The Museum Program]?  Judging from your 
experience. 
 
Interviewee B: I think that increased participation doesn’t make for a better exhibition.  I 
don’t think those two relate to each other.  I think that increased participation means that 
the museum needs to modify the exhibition.  Like, if you have all the districts [in the 
local community] participating, which would be awesome, that would be a great goal.  
But then if you have every district [in the local community], then how are you affording 
these entries.  Or is it then going to become the school picks one work that is then 
represented.  With these great goals of expansion you’ll have to re-evaluate how you go 
through the jurying process.  Or every district isn’t represented.  You know, like how you 
like to have that, which I know it doesn’t always happen, but it’s a nice way to start. 
 
Researcher: Do you like that?  Do you think it’s fair having been involved on that end of 
the jurying?  When you first got there were you surprised by the fact that some works 
were accepted almost purely on the fact that they were by a particular school? 
 
Interviewee B: From the perspective of working at the museum, I think it’s - we have to 
do that.  They paid to go on a field trip, they worked hard to have students submit, so if 
they follow the rules and came and responded, I think they almost deserve atleast one 
place in the show.  But then as a teacher, when the quality of work varies so significantly, 
it’s hard when work that is not getting submitted from one district is better than work that 
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is getting into the show from another district.  So I see it from both sides.  I understand 
why the museum does it but then like I said, if you’re expanding, then things have to be, 
there has to be changes because it’s not going to work both ways.  Like if you keep 
expanding there’s going to be less and less entries per school.  That’s how it would have 
to work, otherwise it would be too crazy.  But then I think that your rules are very fair 
and provide life lessons for the kids, responding and writing and investigating and all 
that, research, so if they don’t follow the rules, then that’s a different story.  Like, we’ve 
had to turn pieces down where the kids said you know, “I was at summer camp painting 
this and liked the lake at the camp”.  So obviously that has nothing to do with what the 
mission is behind the contest or, whatever, the exhibition. So, I think the bigger it gets, 
the more changes you will have to make administratively. 
 
Researcher: How so? 
 
Interviewee B: The space, the judges.  If there’s a lot more pieces, then maybe there 
should be a panel, or two people.  [pause] Just think where [The Museum Program] 
started.  You’ve seen those horrible pictures with salon style.  And then today, it’s a great 
leap.  But, maybe it could be even better, but we’re not seeing that, you know?   
 
Researcher: Do you think the prizes are an important part? 
 
Interviewee B: Bigger prizes, then more people would? 
 
Researcher: Not necessarily, what do you think? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, I know the scholarships opportunities… and we don’t do that 
anymore.  Do we? 
 
Researcher: I’m not sure about that this year to be honest. 
 
Interviewee B: Yea, well there used to be the [college] scholarship, and then there was 
something else scholarship.  I think that’s a nice incentive because it’s guiding them in 
their life.  Then parents, would.  Maybe parents and getting the community involved is 
something that’s missing.  My kids definitely do not tell their parents anything.  So I 
don’t know, if you could provide a letter that’s sent home, like a form letter that we could 
fill in and forward on to the parents of the students who are submitting so their parents 
are submitting, so definitely the parents don’t know. 
 
Researcher: Well they know about the exhibition opening and come to the party, but 
they don’t know about the whole process beforehand? 
 
Interviewee B: I don’t even think.  Well, [Mike] is a unique case because he is close 
with his parents, so they knew.  But my other high school kids, I don’t think their parents 
knew.  Even if they brought their stuff home to finish it, I still don’t think they said, like 
“I’m entering this into a competition” You know, they’re high school kids.  I think that 
that’s something.  I know in my district, parents love to hear that stuff.  You know, this is 
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an opportunity, what is it about?  So that could be an element that is missing.  Because 
that seems to be the one thing that’s an easy kink in the chain.  I think that’s an easy fix.   
 
Researcher: Do you think the length of time that it’s on view is appropriate? 
 
Interviewee B: Yeah.  I think that’s fine.  I mean, it would be nicer, if you have a kid in 
the show, it’s nice to be able to take the class to see it.  But I don’t want to book that in 
the beginning of the year because there is also the chance that no one is going to be in the 
show.  I mean I could take the kids, but it’s a lot nicer if you take the kids to see an 
exhibition featuring someone from the district.  So I mean if it was a longer exhibition, 
that would help with that.   
 
Researcher: What’s your favorite memory of [The Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee B: I think that [donor to The Museum Program] adds a really warm quality 
to it.  You know, how she connects to the works personally and you know takes things 
that happened in her life and finds those connections through the artwork and how she 
speaks about them to the kids.  I think that always was a warm part of the show, 
expecially for us as administrators of the exhibition, we don’t have any personal 
connection to any of the kids.  So I thought  that was always that warmth that was 
missing.  But, I mean I loved the whole thing, looking at the works, receiving the works, 
seeing how what we said to the kids would be translated into the statements.  That, you 
know whatever you said made a difference and impacted the artwork. 
 
Researcher: From the museum end then.  What about as a teacher? 
 
Interviewee B: Definitely having my first year with [Mike].  I think I brought like twelve 
pieces that year [laughs].  And the fact that he was one of them because he worked like 
every day in my room.  The piece broke, we had to glue, we had to refire it.  And you 
know, those are things you don’t know.  He named it.  We just had fun, during that.  So 
like him getting in, I was like so happy.  Even above some of my stronger artists that 
didn’t get in because again, that effort and the sincerity, something was there that may 
not always be there with other kids. 
 
Researcher: How many years was he your student? 
 
Interviewee B: Well he wasn’t last year, but he came independently and worked with me 
on my lunch period because he wanted to.  That year he was in my drawing and painting 
class.  This year he’s not even in school a lot because he’s so sick.  [Joan] said it’s the 
worst year ever, like he’s never there.   
 
Researcher: What’s your least favorite memory from the museum perspective? 
 
Interviewee B: I think dealing with the frustrating teachers. [laughs].  When we used to 
have to call and tell them you have four pieces in and eight out.  That was always hard.  
And that’s why I understand.  And from the teacher, you can’t have everyone in, or it 
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wouldn’t work as an exhibition, but at the same time, you know, you have to make those 
decisions and judges.  It’s teaching the kids about challenge, you know, they need to 
know about that and experience things, otherwise they won’t know how it feels and how 
to get better, and try again.  That was definitely the hardest part from the heckscher’s 
perspective - dealing with the par- teachers.  But then from mine now - I don’t have 
anything.  I think that the only negative is that I don’t think the effort - you’re aware of it, 
that some teachers - cause not all - but into it.  So I think that’s not negative, but that’s 
just something that isn’t as obvious.  
 
Researcher: Well the museum always lists the teacher’s name as some sort of 
recognition… 
 
Interviewee B: That’s nice… 
 
Researcher: Should the teachers be recognized at the reception or in some other way? 
 
Interviewee B: Yea, I don’t know.  I don’t know how you would recognize everybody.  
Maybe even like the students that win the awards, you could mention the teachers as they 
are called up.  It would only take a second, but it’s more than just, you know.  Because 
the kid wouldn’t get there without the teacher.  So, but I don’t know. 
 
Researcher: What about the parents? 
 
Interviewee B: Yea, but most cases, like [Mike], at school every day working to get the 
piece done.  You know, the ones that get submitted because I know I pick the kids like 
that because they’re going to show me that they are willing to go above and beyond to be 
in this.   
 
Researcher: So you focus a lot on the effort? 
 
Interviewee B: Yes, I do, definitely. 
 
Researcher: Do you feel that there was one school that submitted five pieces and one 
school that submitted one and the one was poor and the only from the school and the 
other five were all strong, what should be done? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, I think it’s hard.  In the case of the museum I would say pick the 
one and pick the five, or pick the one and pick four.  But in the case of the teacher, I 
would say, I mean I actually probably would say almost the same thing that like I think it 
would be fair if you know atleast everyone is represented in some way.  Like I wouldn’t 
want [local school district] to be cut out completely - [local school district], even if it was 
my kids not getting in, but I would still want my school represented in some way, so.  
And that’s from as a teacher.  I think it’s hard.  I think you have to spread it out.  And 
that’s what changes the contest and the… aspect.  It is a contest, but it’s also trying to be 
fair in some way.  So then there’s still a best, but there’s still not you know, trying to 
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even things out when they shouldn’t be.  Then again, we’re not in an ideal society. So it’s 
hard. 
 
Researcher: The awards, how they are set up.  There is first, second, third, the media.  
Do you feel that that is an appropriate set up? 
 
Interviewee B: Well, you could always do, well, that was something we debated when 
we were setting up our exhibition.  Well, do we want to have a Best In Show?  Or do we 
just want to do the best in each medium so that there’s a variety of top places. 
 
Researcher: And what did you end up doing? 
 
Interviewee B: We still do a - it’s not called Best In Show - but it’s called Excellence or 
something. 
 
Researcher: There is one top? 
 
Interviewee B: There are several.  I think we did it like you guys.  I think we did 
Excellence, Creativity, and something else.  Those are the three best and then you know.  
Cause we have architecture, it’s different.  And architecture can’t be judged next to 
fashion design.  That’s why I think medium is a good way to divide the awards.  And you 
do want to give a Best In Show because you do want them to strive for something.  It’s 
hard.  There’s no, fine, or the perfect answer to any of this.  It could work in a lot of 
ways. 
 
Researcher: What do you think would be a goal for future [The Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee B: I was almost thinking that you should have, and this would drive you 
crazy, and I don’t know what the goal or mission would be, I almost think you should 
have a teacher committee that helps you in some way.  I think I could offer you 
suggestions, but maybe other people could too.  You know, teachers have great ideas and 
they might help to either refine, change, or improve.  I’m not saying the exhibition’s not 
great, but when you think about how it transitions.  Maybe one day you’ll look back on 
how it’s run now and think it’s like the old way.  I feel like we can’t be so, you know, 
short-sighted.  I don’t know what the answer is either right now.  But I think that there is 
definitely a future and it’s probably changed from what it is now and possibly to include 
more districts, too. 
 
Researcher: So you said that increased participation doesn’t mean a better exhibition.  
What means a better exhibition to you? 
 
Interviewee B: Ummm… I’m trying to think not as biased as I can, you know.  Not from 
the museum, but from a teacher.  Because if I had a kid winning every year, I’d be like 
“This is great!” you know, it’s different.  I don’t know what makes a better exhibition, I 
guess that’s what I’m saying.  But I think there is probably this refinement.  Scholarships 
maybe.  Or maybe there’s a smaller exhibition, a satellite exhibition of works that don’t 
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make it to the actual exhibition.  There’s gotta be other ways to encourage some of the 
other artists, so they don’t feel like well I didn’t get in, but you know.  If there are 300 
entries and 80 get in.  There’s 220 kids that are like down in the dumps, disappointed, and 
discouraged, and questioning.  How could you not take away the competition aspect, but 
help those kids.  That’s the hard part.  And not that everyone’s a winner, because I hate 
doing that, too.  I dunno.  Maybe…  I dunno.  There’s a lot of things to think about.  
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APPENDIX J 
Interview Transcription: Interviewee C 

 
 

Researcher: For how many years have you been involved in [The Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee C: 10 years. 
 
Researcher: Ok.  How would you describe your role in this program over the years? 
 
Interviewee C: Uhhh, obviously I’ve gotten more involved over the years.  Uhh, 
involvement was minimum for the first couple of years.  I mean, I was involved in the 
sense that I was teaching the students were obviously responding to it, so that part was 
very important, but the putting together of the … the actual exhibition has gotten more 
and more involved over the years. 
 
Researcher: Right.  And compared to the other people. You know, there are a lot of 
people involved, not just the museum - the teachers, the students, the museum. So how 
would you describe your role as compared to the other roles in terms of how the program 
runs.   
 
Interviewee C: So you want me to describe the program? 
 
Researcher: Well, describe how you fit into it. 
 
Interviewee C: Ok, well in my present role or…? 
 
Researcher: Either or. 
 
Interviewee C: Well, I still think that my most important contribution to the program as 
a whole is uhh being the person who interacts with the students, engages them, teaches 
them so that the best part about it is seeing the responses when the work comes back and 
seeing how every now and then you know that something you said may have um sent the 
student in a particular direction or inspired them, you know, to kind of create the piece.  
You can actually see you know, evidence of yourself kind of having been there.  I think 
that’s one of the most feel-good aspects of it and um over the years also you build 
relationships with teachers, you get to know them, um and I think as they get to know 
you, um, it it builds strength in the program itself.  And I think that that’s something I’ve 
watched happen over the years that um you know, makes you feel good.  It’s so important 
to them.  You know, when they’re all worried about, you know, “Can I have just one 
more entry?” you know, “I’m sorry…” You know you realize how important it is to 
them.  And um, you know, I think that’s the most rewarding part of it. 
 
Researcher: Ok.  What do you think the teachers who participate - what is their role in 
the whole program? 
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Interviewee C: Well, they obviously have a critical role because there are very few 
students at that age that can fully take the responsibility of going to the museum, 
understanding really what’s being asked of them and knowing that you can count on them 
for the follow through.  So it’s really up the teacher’s commitment, level of commitment, 
to you know facilitate the getting done of everything.  Because you know, they’re the 
ones who then go back to school.  They have to take away the richness of the experience 
also.  They’re the ones that are going to guide the kids once we leave, the leave the 
museum.  So they um you know have a very important role.  And if they don’t have a 
follow-through, we’re not going to get the work either.  So and you can tell by the level 
of commitment of the teachers by the kind of work that comes back and how responsive 
they are to all of the information that we sent them.  How prepared the students are.  You 
can, you can tell. 
 
Researcher: Ok.  Why do you think teachers choose to have their students participate? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, I think that teachers realize the um the extent of competition that 
there is for getting into colleges and I think that they um feel a responsibility to giving 
their students the most opportunities that they can have.  And I think if you are really a 
caring, dedicated teacher, and you realize that you know there are thousands of students 
applying to colleges and that part of your job, especially with the older grades, is to 
prepare them for their next phase in life and that um you know the more special 
opportunities that they can have, you know the better it will be for them.  You know, and 
I mean I never had any type of experience like this you know, and um I think that kids are 
more fortunate to have these things.  There are more and more places for them to show 
than there ever were and um I think that they feel good, the teachers feel good about 
themselves, I think it helps the students to grow, I think it’s good for the school districts, I 
think it’s good for the whole community.  So, I think it’s a you know, win-win on every 
level. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think teachers may choose to not participate? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, I think some teachers are lazy.  I think some teachers don’t get the 
kind of cooperation they need from their supervisors, the heads of their art department, 
the principals, um I think it depends on the type of district you work for whether the arts 
are valued or not.  Um and I guess in some cases, financial things.  I mean maybe there 
are some teachers that might like to that don’t even realize that we would even do the 
[museum field trip program] for free or um you know.  I don’t know if some of those 
school districts realize that.  I think that sometimes just getting there is too much for them 
even if they might like to.   
 
Researcher: Financially, you mean the first part of the program that requires you to go to 
the museum? 
 
Interviewee C: I think some schools were more happy to see more outreaches this year.  
Like when we went to [local school district] and they said you know “We can never go 
on a trip.”  I don’t know why anyone wouldn’t even consider calling to ask, you know, 
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would we consider doing that.  You know, it’s always in the brochure.  I think, you know, 
I think in some districts teachers are just trying to get through the day, and um you know, 
it’s kind of more than they can take on.  It may not necessarily be because they don’t 
want to, it’s just the circumstances. 
 
Researcher: Do you feel that [The Museum Program] promotes competition? 
 
Interviewee C: Ummmm… I feel like it promotes a little competition. Maybe um I feel 
like all of high school, all of all school, has become such a competitive environment.  I 
don’t think it’s any more than any other area really um in any school.  High school has 
become a very highly competitive environment.  You know, whether you’re involved in 
science and you’re going for the national, you know, whatever those science awards are 
that they give out, math has things.  You know, every subject area has ways of showing 
off excellence, they really do, and art maybe less than the maths and the sciences if you 
really think about it.  It’s competition in a different type of way than the other subjects… 
 
Researcher: What do you mean by that exactly? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, because art is so subjective.  You know, the math or the science 
you’re doing experiments or you’re taking some sort of test, you know, you get a score 
on it, and you move to another level of… whatever it is… whatever the competition is 
about, for those national types of things or state things.  But you know, art is really, is 
subjective, it’s a matter of whoever’s jurying it opinion.  I think that’s a little hard for 
high school students to handle. But, if they really are interested in becoming artists so to 
speak, it is something that they’re gonna have to always deal with.  Um, so it’s training 
for that.  I don’t think it would be as special if it was just anyone who entered could just 
get in.  It wouldn’t be, it wouldn’t have the same prestige to it.  So, I don’t think it’s an 
unreasonable amount of competition. 
 
Researcher: Do you think [The Museum Program] promotes competition not just 
between kids but between teachers? 
 
Interviewee C: Between teachers within a school? 
 
Researcher: In any way, within a school, between schools. 
 
Interviewee C: Ummm… I think that it can.  Like I think last year with [Diane], I think 
that other teacher that had not normally entered work and then didn’t happen to have 
work accepted, which had nothing whatsoever to do with [Diane] or with her, but I think 
that she viewed it that way.  Um… I would bet money on the fact that she was not going 
to enter again.  Um I think that that’s an immature and ridiculous response, you know, 
particularly the first time that you get involved in a program.  And you know, it doesn’t 
have anything to do with the teacher, you know.  It just might be those particular 
students, that particular year, any number of reasons why um you know, and it wasn’t 
because it was [Diane’s] students, but having done it before, I think that, because 
[Diane’s] done it before, I think that that’s how the teacher viewed it.  I find high school 
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teachers in general to be competitive with one another and that’s pretty disgusting. 
[Laughs].  It actually sort of shocks me. 
 
Researcher: Why does it shock you? 
 
Interviewee C: Because I’m so used to for so long working collaboratively and 
cooperatively that I find it um disappointing and disturbing to hear those kinds of things 
and you know, it’s obviously, you can tell that [Interviewee B] having gone from one 
environment into the other, was taken aback by not feeling that she has friends.  And I 
mean she even knew those women and she didn’t know who she could trust, and the 
people were you know, speaking ill of her, or going around behind her back or whatever.  
I mean that’s… I think that’s shocking and I think it’s sad.  I think that probably 
departments could work much more effectively if everyone were on the same side.  I’m 
sure they could. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that the competitive aspect of [The Museum Program] 
encourages or discourages teachers from participating? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, no.  A competition is a competition.   
 
Researcher: So in other words, if it wasn’t competitive and everything you submitted got 
in, do you think more people would do it, or less people would do it? 
 
Interviewee C: That’s an interesting question. 
 
Researcher: Well, it would remove that… 
 
Interviewee C: In some respects, if it were really dedicated teachers, I think less would 
do it, because I don’t think it would hold the same um importance so to speak.  It changes 
the nature of the entire thing.  I don’t think it would change anyone’s mind to enter or not 
enter.  Kids, maybe, would feel differently. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think that is?  Or how so? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, because I think when a kid puts themselves out there they are 
taking a risk and I think you have to have a certain… they don’t fully understand the risk 
most of the time because they’re too caught up in whatever else they’re caught up in 
[gestures].  But I think for the serious ones, they do understand that it’s a risk, and they 
have to feel a certain um amount of confidence in themselves to take the risk and be 
willing to hear how it goes.  But I think for the more mature students I think they feel that 
it’s worth the risk. 
 
Researcher: Do you feel that [The Museum Program] can affect students’ self-efficacy 
in the arts? 
 
Interviewee C: In the arts right then?  Or in their future?  Or… like what do you mean? 
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Researcher: They’re self-esteem in terms of how they view themselves or how their 
future… 
 
Interviewee C: Might go?  Um, I think it has the potential to do that. 
 
Researcher: In what way?  Increase?  Decrease? 
 
Interviewee C: I think it would increase.  I mean certainly it would you know make them 
feel that they had done something pretty terrific.  I don’t even think they know how 
terrific it is until they arrive there.  You know, and their parents and their teachers are… I 
don’t think they understand how big of a deal it is until they… you know the second time 
when you’re applying, you know let’s say you’re a senior and you’ve already done it as a 
junior and you had work accepted, then you fully understand like what it’s all about.  But 
before that, I think that if they hadn’t entered any other competitions, I don’t think they 
really understand what they’re getting into.  But I think that if they are… if their work is 
accepted and they think to themselves, “Gee, do I have a future going in this direction?” I 
think it could make them say, “Yea, well, maybe, if I was chosen for this, maybe I could 
be really good at this.”  Um, if they’re rejected, it’s hard to say.  It depends on the kid.  I 
don’t think anybody should feel that if they are rejected from one thing one time that that 
means life is over.  I think it would be up to the teacher, if that were the circumstances, to 
make sure that they didn’t feel bad about themselves um in that situation.  Um, I don’t 
know.  Kids have so much going on that I don’t know how much of a part of any one of 
their lives this really plays.  Like sometimes I think to us it’s more important than to them 
necessarily. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that the possibility of increasing or decreasing a student’s self-
efficacy in the arts could affect whether teachers decide to participate? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, a teacher understands before they sign up that some are going to be 
accepted and others not.  I think they explain that to their students.  I think that that’s a 
life lesson that they have to learn and understand and I think it’s a good one.   
 
Researcher: So you think it encourages participation? 
 
Interviewee C: Yeah.  Either way. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that [The Museum Program] can motivate students? 
 
Interviewee C: Motivate them in the arts prior to being in it?  Or after they were in it? 
 
Researcher: Either way.   
 
Interviewee C: Um, yea, definitely.  You always have those students who will come up 
to you while the others are walking around sketching and they ask you more specific 
questions about it and you can tell that you know their wheels are turning and they’re 
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busy planning something out.  Or they are busy talking to their teacher saying, “Oh could 
I do this or could I do that.”  You know, so I see them getting excited about the 
possibilities.  So I definitely think it motivates them.  And if they are accepted into it I 
think it um gives them reason to go forward with it. 
 
Researcher: Would you describe it as intrinsic or extrinsic motivation? 
 
Interviewee C: [pauses for a while, thinking]  Maybe, kind of both. 
 
Researcher: Ok.  What makes you say both? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, [pauses].  Depending on the individual students.  You know I think 
some people just are intrinsically motivated like they just, that’s their personalities, that’s 
how they are.  You know, they take in what’s around them and they want to respond to it 
in a positive way.  And I think others are, you know, can be motivated by almost learning 
to be motivated by external sources, so teachers or us.  That’s individual probably for 
each kid.  But I think either way it could. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that the fact that [The Museum Program] can be motivating 
would encourage teachers to participate? 
 
Interviewee C: [pause] 
 
Researcher: Well, in the sense that sometimes it’s difficult to motivate high school 
students. 
 
Interviewee C: Right, well, yeah.  I think that it’s something special, you know.  
Sometimes it could be the prize of having your work hanging on the wall, it might be the 
notion that you might get money along with having your picture on the wall, or notoriety.  
Like I don’t know what other schools, I would be curious to know like how um the 
principal responds when their students’ get an honor like this.  Does the principal do 
something special, honor them in some way in front of the school, write something in the 
newspaper.  I don’t know what schools do with that information.  I wonder if some 
principals even know.  It would be disappointing to this that they didn’t.  But I would be 
curious to know what they did do.  You know, to kind of further honor the student or the 
teacher for all their efforts.  I certainly think it would be the administration’s 
responsibility to do something.  I think that can motivate students.  I think whatever area 
students will respond to, whatever will motivate them, is good.  So, different things for 
different kinds of kids.  I don’t know that that would be the teacher’s… I think it’s 
something special. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that [The Museum Program] emphasizes product or process? 
 
Interviewee C: [pauses]  Well, it emphasizes totally both.  You can’t really separate the 
two.  We’re the process in the first place to lay it all out there in front of them.  The 
teachers have to continue with the process for the follow-through and all the feedback 
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they’re giving on the project along the way, and then obviously the final product of 
whether it’s accepted or not accepted and whether it’s going up on the wall for people to 
see, is the final product, so you can’t be without.  You know I go back and forth about 
that all the time with [Another program at the museum].  Feeling that it just becomes 
more about product than process.  Like when I listen to [other Museum professional] 
sometimes, even though it annoys me, I feel like process is much more important to him 
than product and sometimes I feel like - I don’t want to say a “real” art teacher” but in a 
certain I do want to say a “real” art teacher - does understand more the importance of 
process.  And you know, if [Richard] just scribbled some disgusting thing, if that was his 
response to whatever the given thing was, just because it didn’t look good to us, that 
doesn’t necessarily mean that that’s bad.  That was his particular exploration at that given 
moment.  I know that that’s getting off topic.  But it should be a lot about process, about 
exploring a media, and not necessarily the finished, final results.  And although I am very 
much a finished final results person, sometimes I just don’t think it’s right. 
 
Researcher: What? 
 
Interviewee C: Just how much emphasis we place on the finished final results. 
 
Researcher: In [The Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee C: No, in [Other program].  I know I’m getting off topic.  I’m just talking 
about art teachers in general.  No, [The Museum Program] has be a finished final product 
and it does have to be of the highest caliber.  I guess it’s just the teachers along the way 
that really have to work through the process to get there. 
 
Researcher: Would you like to be more involved in that process? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, it would certainly be fun.  If you had the perfect scenario to maybe 
be able to meet with students somewhere along the way halfway through and kind of say, 
“What are your thoughts on everything you’ve taken in?  What direction does it lead 
you?” I don’t think that’s really feasible, but it would be kind of fun. 
 
Researcher: Well, that’s the purpose of the statement, right? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, in the prefect world.  Yes, that’s the purpose of the statement.  It 
certainly gives us a clue as to what they are thinking about, or what they thought about.  
You know, as you read through them you kind of say, “Oh I can’t wait to see this one’s 
piece or that one’s piece” because you think that what they’re written sounds intriguing 
or um you know a cool way of looking at something.  So I guess in a way that is.   
 
Researcher: Do you think the emphasis on product versus process effects whether 
teachers decide to participate? 
 
Interviewee C: No.   
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Researcher: Any particular reason why you say no? 
 
Interviewee C: Any art show is going to be about the final product.  No matter, you 
know, unless it’s a one man show like a retrospective or something and you’re looking 
back over you know maybe years or a variety of works that led from one beginning 
thought to one final thought and you were able to see process, both visual and thought 
process.  I mean, most exhibitions are final product.  [Laughs] 
 
Researcher: How much time and energy do you think [The Museum Program] requires 
on the part of the art teacher? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, I think it requires a decent amount.  I think that they’re either using 
it as a class project and working with a whole class over a period of time to develop 
things or if it’s an independent project for kids, I’m sure that it requires meetings and um 
you know times when the teacher has to get together with the kids to go over, you know - 
How are you coming along? How are you progressing?  What are you up to?  You only 
have this amount of time left.  Let me see your statement.  Plus, responding the things 
that we ask them to do, and bringing the works and picking them up and meeting the 
deadlines, um, and it isn’t the only competition probably that they’re involved with, so 
I’m sure it takes a considerable amount of time.   
 
Researcher: Do you think that aspect of being involved in the program effects teachers’ 
decision as to whether to participate? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, I think if you are a good and dedicated teacher, you want to do it.  I 
don’t think you would think about it in that way - “Oh, it’s too much effort, I’m not 
bothering with that”  because I think the benefits outweigh whatever - you know - 
annoyance [laughs] there might be to it. 
 
Researcher: Well, we both know not everyone is a “good and dedicated teacher.” 
 
Interviewee C: No, and you know, I think that that’s unfortunate and I think that the kids 
are the ones who suffer any time the teacher is lazy like that. 
 
Researcher: Can you name any other comparable opportunities for high school students 
that are out there? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, I don’t think any of them are comparable.  Just because I don’t think 
they, you don’t have your work hanging in an art museum.  You know, no matter what.  
You may have it at the [local arts organization], you may have it at the [other local arts 
organization], you know, they may, [politician’s] award - maybe for the weekend your 
work gets to hang somewhere, but um it’s not in an art museum.  And I don’t know 
students, I think that students can appreciate the difference.  Um, I certainly know 
teachers do.  I certainly think the teachers who have been involved with us for as many 
years as this has been going on stress to their students how prestigious it is. 
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Researcher: Do you think that difference effects whether a teacher may choose to 
participate? 
 
Interviewee C: Mmhmm.  Yeah.  I think they know it’s spiffier, for lack of a better 
word. [laughs] 
 
Researcher: Why is it spiffier? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, because like we say to all the students coming in, there are plenty 
of artist artists who never have their work hanging in an art museum.  They might be in a 
gallery, they might be in you know, wherever.  And that’s a very very special 
opportunity. 
 
Researcher: How would you describe [The Museum Program] to a new art teacher 
interested in participating who didn’t know anything about it previously? 
 
Interviewee C: Right, um, well I would tell that we would be inviting their class into our 
museum, that we would have probably two exhibitions and many artworks and variety of 
media and styles and um for their students’ to learn about historical influences, and for 
their students to have the opportunity to respond to.  You know, that they would get the 
benefit of a museum educator to inspire these students, to point the different things about 
them, to engage the students in conversation that will you know, hopefully broaden their 
understanding of everything, and that you know it would be up to the teacher to work 
with students that they felt were going to come through um to create a work of art in 
response to something that inspired them in the museum and that they would enter it into 
this juried competition.  And that the students’ work that is chosen is on display in the 
museum for two weeks.  Essentially that’s what I would tell them, that that would be 
something that would be important for the school, for the student, and for themselves. 
 
Researcher: What about this year’s new format?  How do you feel it went?  How do you 
think the teachers feel it went? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, I think the teachers were really happy.  Um [long pause] I feel 
mixed about it in that I definitely feel that some teachers were like, well, I think to some 
teachers it’s really important that the kids see real works of art and respond to those 
specific works of art.  So I think some were disappointed.  I think others thought, “Oh 
this is much easier because now it could be maybe one of my assignments, or it could be 
easier because I just, you know, the kids could do any artist that they liked, and maybe 
it’s an artist I’m covering or maybe it’s one that I know.”  You know, it just opens it up to 
so many more possibilities.  I think some teachers were happy because they didn’t have 
to come to the museum because it’s hard for them to come to the museum.  I think there 
was a whole array of opinions - you know, goods and bads. 
 
Researcher: How do you feel personally how it went? 
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Interviewee C: Well, so far I was very pleased.  Because just like… to pull off two 
programs that rely on a museum with no museum I think is pretty freakin’ amazing.  And 
so far the fact that everyone has followed through and stood by us and all those 
statements are there makes me feel as though people understand that you know we’re 
going to be back and this going to continue forward and I think people are very 
appreciative that we did come up with a way in which to make it work.  I think the 
teachers are, I think some of our own staff members are. 
 
Researcher: Do you think it was what teachers expected in terms of being easier or 
harder to organize compared to the regular format? 
 
Interviewee C: I think it went pretty smoothly along the way of what they might have 
expected.  I don’t think we asked anything unreasonable.  I think it went very well.  It’s 
definitely different.  I don’t know that it will have the kind of cohesiveness that we 
normally have. 
 
Researcher: You mean in the final exhibition? 
 
Interviewee C: Yes.  But I think that’s okay too.  It’s kind of interesting just to think 
about.  The same thing with [Other museum program] when you’re all done, do we go 
back to what we did, do we add in this new element, do we have a theme next year?  Do 
we still have a theme but it’s based again back on what we have?  Um, I don’t think it 
would be bad to continue with a theme.  I think it kind of focuses to some degree.  It 
needs to be a very abstract word like we used, um, the perfect word. 
 
Researcher: Did you think when we were asking teachers to have us come to their 
building, do you think it would be logistically harder or easier for them compared to 
bringing their students to the museum? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, it’s obviously easier if we come to them, but it’s just that what we 
come with isn’t anything real.  I think that’s a pretty big thing for teachers.  I think for 
them to know that their students are in the museum… I think they love the size of our 
museum.  Um, you know, even that teacher the other day who said, “How many people 
have gone to the [Metropolitan Museum of Art] and gotten tired?”  You could never say 
that about our museum [laughs].  It’s just the perfect little size for students.  It really is.  
It’s just enough and it’s not too much.  And I don’t think that they think that most of their 
students really appreciate um what it is to look at a real work of art - a painting that 
somebody stood, you know, set on an easel, picked up a brush and created.  You know, 
so I think it’s very important to those teachers who really are either artists themselves or 
just have a true respect for art and art history that their students come and see.  But, you 
can’t do what you can’t do.  So, I felt very positive about the responses that we got from 
the teachers mostly with what we brought to them.  I think they appreciated us doing it, I 
think it made it clear for them and their students as to what we were looking for.  Um, I 
think that’s helpful, because sometimes a teacher might think they know what we’re 
looking for, you know, sometimes if you have nothing to base it on you start second 
guessing yourself.  So, I think the overall response was really good and um… I think 
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having it saved a lot of [The Museum Program].  I don’t know that without that we would 
have been able to pull it off quite as well. 
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “contest?” 
 
Interviewee C: Um, it’s something that people have to enter.  I mean, an art contest or 
any contest? 
 
Researcher: An art contest. 
 
Interviewee C: Well, they have to submit something to it.  They have to be willing to be 
judged.  And you know, perhaps receive some sort of prize for it.  Whether the prize is 
monetary or the prize is having your artwork hang in the art museum, it’s still a prize.  
That, goes back to wanting to put your best into something, and being motivated to do so 
by the possible rewards at the end.  I think a contest intrinsically implies a reward of 
some sort.  Otherwise I don’t think it would be a contest.  Some are included and others 
are not. 
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “competition?” 
 
Interviewee C: Well, that’s a little more complicated. 
 
Researcher: Why? 
 
Interviewee C: Because competition is on a lot of levels.  People are personally 
competitive, like that’s just their personalities, um you know.  And others not.  Some 
people can be coaxed into a competitive environment depending on the quote “prize” was 
and for others, you know, there couldn’t be a prize big enough to get involved in a certain 
situation.  But it does mean having to prove yourself in some capacity and wanting to.  
But I think that that’s something kids see in front of them from the time they are the 
teeniest little people.  I think some competition is learned and some is just intrinsically 
part of who you are.  Um and whether it’s healthy or not, I really don’t know. 
 
Researcher: Do you think it has a place in art education? 
 
Interviewee C: I think with the world how it is, I just think it’s a natural fact no matter 
what.  Unless you send your kids to the [local private school] where they can dance 
around and hold hands.  And I don’t think that that… as true and nice as that might be, I 
don’t think that that necessarily prepares your kid for what is about to happen next to 
them.  I don’t necessarily think it’s always a good thing.  But I think it’s too big to ignore. 
 
Researcher: How would you define a “competition” as in a “contest” versus a 
“competition”? 
 
Interviewee C: [Long pause]  I don’t know exactly. 
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Researcher: Do you think they are different?  Or the same? 
 
Interviewee C: Not really, I just think it’s two different words.  And I don’t really like 
either word really. 
 
Researcher: Why do you say that? 
 
Interviewee C: Contest to me just sounds like something elementary.  It’s not really a 
word that I would ever use.  Unless I were talking to a group of students that I thought 
were very basic.  I just think contest is an elementary word.  Like when we get the 
elementary kids in to see [The Museum Program], and I’ll say “They entered an art 
contest.  How many people have entered a contest?”  You know, they have pie-eating 
contests, running contests, it’s like, it just feels like a more elementary word to me.  
Right, competition has a level of um adult, more adult word.  I don’t know if I think of 
them as different words.  Do you think they have different meanings? 
 
Researcher: I don’t know, I’m asking you. 
 
Interviewee C: I don’t know.  I mean a competition, you have to… there is a set of rules 
you have to do the best that you can, there are winners either way. 
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “exhibition”? 
 
Interviewee C: A group of artworks that have something perhaps in common that are 
exhibited on the walls or within the galleries or space that they are exhibited.  They were 
chosen or put together by hopefully somebody that had a thought on the subject. 
 
Researcher: How do you feel that word relates to “contest” and “competition”? 
 
Interviewee C: I don’t think it really relates.  I think it relates in this particular instance 
because the exhibition is the result of a competition.  But most exhibitions have nothing 
to do, really, with competition, other than in the most broadest way.   
 
Researcher: What do you mean? 
 
Interviewee C: I mean, when a curator chooses works of art, in a very broadest sense, 
it’s almost, if he can pick any ones he wants…  it’s not really. 
 
Researcher: So student exhibitions that teachers may put up are not competitive? 
 
Interviewee C: No, because I think as a teacher, you generally put up the classes’ work.  
I guess if a teacher has to choose for any particular exhibit.  Let’s say if you’re exhibiting 
in the library and you could only choose 10 works of art, but that’s just the teacher’s 
choice to pick afterwards.  Unless she presented it that “I’m going to pick the ten best 
works of art” and she told them beforehand, then it would be competitive.  Otherwise, it 
just would be her happening to choose whoever she happens to choose.  Whether she 
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based those choices just on talent or just on personality or just on, a combination, or on “I 
like that kid and he needs a pick-me-up, so I’m putting his work in even though it sucks”, 
that’s a different thing.  A competition has to be laid out beforehand, it does not happen 
afterwards. 
 
Researcher: So do you think that makes a difference in what the kids would create? 
 
Interviewee C: That’s an interesting question.  If a student is a competitive kind of 
student, and they liked whatever the prize was that was dangled in front of them, they 
might try in their minds harder.  Most competitive kids try hard no matter what.  Because 
whether you’re going for the good grade, or whether you want to please the teacher, or 
you just want to be happy with it yourself, you’re still competing.  You know, even if it’s 
just with you.   You’re competing for something.  You know, so in a way, everything is a 
competition sort of.  I think for some kids it would make a difference.  I don’t know that 
it would make a difference in that if the teacher had to pick afterwards whether she felt 
that that student tried harder, or whether trying harder yields a better result.  You know, 
sometimes you can make a work of art and you’re not trying or thinking about anything 
at all, but it just comes out, happens to be beautiful at that particular moment.  Not 
because you were trying to make it beautiful.  Sometimes if you try to make something 
too good, it sucks.  Because you’re trying too hard so it loses whatever spontaneity or 
whatever that the person who isn’t intensely thinking about what is the best solution to 
that particular problem, sometimes that’s better.  Probably everybody’s had that happen 
to them.  When you’re just trying to make it look so good that it just doesn’t.  And 
sometimes not thinking about it at all, makes for something really good. 
 
Researcher: So in that sense, if you know that something is going to be in a competitive 
sort of situation… 
 
Interviewee C: Sometimes that’s not good.  But, like I said.  If they are trying to do good 
to enter this competition, they’re trying to do good because they want the A.  They are 
trying to do it well, if they are a caring student, no matter what.  You know, they want to 
do their best, in that given circumstance. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that teachers would rather have their students participate in 
something called a “contest”, “competition”, or “exhibition”? 
 
Interviewee C: [long pause]  Well, an exhibition straight out doesn’t imply a competition 
other than the very amount that can be accepted.  If it says, the first 50 to respond, if it 
says the place can only hold 80 works of art, that makes it be competitive just because it’s 
a finite amount or a finite time or a finite anything.   
 
Researcher: Well, let’s say it’s a “contest,” “competition” or “juried exhibition”? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, juried exhibition sounds classiest of the three. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think that is? 
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Interviewee C: I just think it sounds most professional, most prestigious.  Um, I think 
contest sounds the least professional.  I think contest sounds like pie-eating.  You know, 
dancing.  It’s like whatever.  It doesn’t… contest to me doesn’t sound professional.  And 
a juried competition or a juried exhibition sounds professional.  It is the professional 
terminology that any artist might find on any opportunity.  So it’s a question of language, 
really. 
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “juried?” 
 
Interviewee C: Well, juried is either a team and/or a person choosing something. 
 
Researcher: How would you define the word “curated?” 
 
Interviewee C: Well, I mean in a sense they’re similar.  I think if something is curated 
it’s going to be based on a theme or a, whatever that exhibition is going to be about.  So 
the artworks do have to specifically obviously work with what the curator had in mind.  
Which essentially the juried exhibition has a theme, and the works of art have to fit in 
some way into the theme.  So in a way, he is sort of curating an exhibition by jurying it.  
He’s curating the exhibition from the juried works of art.  Kinda similar. 
 
Researcher: Do you think teachers would rather have their students participate in 
something described as juried or curated? 
 
Interviewee C: I don’t think to describe something to a group of high school students is 
clear… 
 
Researcher: Oh teachers. 
 
Interviewee C: To tell teachers?  No, I think that would be unclear. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think that would be unclear? 
 
Interviewee C: Because it’s a competition.  And because their works are going to be 
chosen.  I just don’t think curated is the right word.  I think the very nature of entering or 
submitting something denotes to me juried.  And curated is a different word to me.  I 
don’t think it makes sense to me.  I wouldn’t understand.  And even if you called it that, it 
doesn’t change what it is. 
 
Researcher: So which term would you use to describe [The Museum Program]?   
 
Interviewee C: Juried competition.  Because that is exactly what it is. 
 
Researcher: Researcher: How do you describe it when you teach it to students for the 
first time?  What terminology do you use? 
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Interviewee C: I usually say “juried competition” and does anyone know what that 
means.  And ninety percent of the time they know what juried means.  Um, I think kids 
are pretty fine with that, they understand that. 
 
Researcher: Communication between the museum and art teachers - do you think that 
plays a role in the success in the exhibition? 
 
Interviewee C: Definitely. 
 
Researcher: How so?  How large of a role do you think it plays? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, not a huge role, but I think that you have brought that to the best 
level that it’s been.  And I think that teachers are very appreciative of the amount of 
interaction and the helpfulness of your reminders and um clear instructions.  I think they 
are very appreciative of that.  I think that every year it’s better.  Because those things are 
constantly being fine tuned. 
 
Researcher: Do you think art teachers and the museum have similar or different 
understandings of what [The Museum Program] is? 
 
Interviewee C: You mean you, me, and [Craig]? 
 
Researcher: Yeah, versus art teachers that are participating. 
 
Interviewee C: Um, no.  I mean maybe if you’re a first year teacher.  But definitely once 
you do it, I think everyone has a clear understanding of what it is, what the expectations 
are.  
 
Researcher: So what do you think about being a first year teacher would make people 
not clear? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, I think until you go through the whole process, you may not really 
get the level of commitment necessarily and you may not, until you go through an 
opening one time that you realize what a big deal it is and how much work goes into it 
and how professional it is.  I think for most art teachers mount their students’ work on a 
piece of colored piece of paper and they mount it on the wall wherever and they think 
that’s an exhibition.  I’m pretty like amazed by most art teachers and how not 
professional artists they are. 
 
Researcher: What do you mean? 
 
Interviewee C: I mean, like even, I just don’t think most art teachers give a whole lot of 
thought to when they are hanging a student exhibition.  I mean I have gone to [local high 
school] ninety million times to see student exhibitions.  And it’s all just thrown up on 
those metal, you know, grid things, in any old way in any old order, with any old cruddy 
little label on it, you know.  I don’t think that most art teachers really stop to think about 
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bringing up their students’ work to the professional level that they could with a minimal 
amount of effort on their part.  By just making the connection between their experience in 
the museum and in their experience in [The Museum Program] and taking it back with 
them into their school and asking their students to write a statement about their works of 
art, putting that up on the bulletin board, really trying to make whatever little display area 
they have a like, the best it could be.  I feel that, you know, they come, they see, but I 
don’t find that very many take that experience back with them.  You know, even when 
we insisted this year that [Mark] do that [Museum’s other high school program] 
exhibition the way we wanted it done there, it wouldn’t have been done that way 
otherwise.  You didn’t see the other [local arts organization] teachers looking at that and 
saying, “Oh, look at the way he did that, that’s what we should do.”   You know, 
someone who’s really on the job, that’ just thinking two and two, look at this.  Maybe it 
didn’t occur to me beforehand, but now, look what I see happening.  I would be on that in 
a heartbeat.  Raising the bar, all the time.  I would have liked to see that happen. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that that’s a purpose of [The Museum Program] in a way? 
 
Interviewee C: No.  No, I just, I don’t think it has anything to do with the purpose of it, 
I’m surprised that it’s not a consequence of it, I’m more often surprised.  I would expect 
for it to be almost by osmosis and I’m surprised that it isn’t. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think it isn’t? 
 
Interviewee C: I don’t know.  It’s not that I don’t think that these teachers, it’s not that I 
think that they’re lazy, there’s just a disconnect.  They don’t see it the way I see it.  And I 
don’t know if I just stayed a teacher in a school if I would have seen it too, I just know 
that being on this end of it, you know, that if I ever were to be back in that sort of 
environment, I would just be so much of a better teacher.   
 
Researcher: Than what you were before or than other teachers? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, certainly than what I was before.  I mean, I don’t want this to be 
about bragging or anything like that.  I just think that there’s a lack of professionalism, 
not professionalism as a teacher, but professionalism as an artist, that a lot of art teachers 
are missing. 
 
Researcher: Do have any examples of conversations with art teachers that have led you 
to believe that? 
 
Interviewee C: I don’t know if it’s anything that I could pinpoint exactly.  I mean, 
especially this year I had the opportunity to go to as many schools as we did, you know 
you’re looking around all the time at all the bulletin boards everywhere.  And obviously 
there’s a great range.  But, you could see it on [conference for teachers held by the 
Musuem], they just stay in the more arts and craftsy mode than trying to raise the bar and 
get kids to you know, think about art in a bigger way, than just the little project at hand. 
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Researcher: What do you feel makes for a strong [The Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee C: Amazing organization. 
 
Researcher: On the part of? 
 
Interviewee C: On the part of us [emphasized], and the teachers.  Dedication and follow-
through.  The students buying-in to the fact that this is something prestigious and 
something that’s gonna stand out in their minds as a pretty amazing thing to have 
happened in, I would think, in a long time.  I think those are the key things that have to 
happen to make it successful, and that do happen and that have made it successful. 
 
Researcher: What do you feel makes for a stronger final exhibition? 
 
Interviewee C: I guess you know, aside from the fact that talent varies from year to year 
and school to school, um I guess our exhibitions themselves.  Like, when we have things 
that are very out there, or that don’t have a lot of depth to them, I think it makes it harder 
for the students, it’s harder for them to understand the artwork, like the year of 2000 
when we had that [Exhibition Name] exhibition and it was kind of abstract for them to 
have a handle on.  When something is too abstract, not just in process, but more 
theoretically, I think that’s harder for them to conceptualize and it’s not clear to them 
how they are supposed to respond.  So I think when we have more traditional exhibitions 
or artworks that are a little more concrete, I think it makes it… I don’t think they’re afraid 
of that.  Whereas sometimes I think they’re just… it’s just too much for them to find a 
path to.  Sometimes the process, you know when we had that papermaking show, it was 
so process-oriented and it was a process that they didn’t know anything about, and it 
wasn’t something that we could really like show them, that why or what was special 
about it, made it very difficult for them.   
 
Researcher: What was the papermaking show? 
 
Interviewee C: It was all handmade paper.  I showed you that blue catalogue.  It was the 
wedding dress… They didn’t get what was… 
 
Researcher: Did some students make paper?  What did they do in response? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, some did.  And if you had a teacher who knew how to do that or 
was into doing that, that helped you along the way.  A lot of them just took paper and did 
different things to it - just regular paper.  But in general, I don’t remember what was on 
the other side of the museum at the time, but I could probably comfortably bet for you 
that more would respond to whatever was on view from the Permanent Collection during 
an exhibition like that than the handmade paper part.  Because they just don’t know what 
to do with that.  And it was the same thing with the [Exhibition Name] exhibition.  They 
haven’t lived long enough to understand the whole time capsule concept.  If you have 
only been around for 16 years, it’s like how significant could that be to you. 
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Researcher: So you think that the exhibitions that the students initially view and respond 
to, make a big difference as the final exhibition? 
 
Interviewee C: Yes. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that could affect whether a teacher decides to participate? 
 
Interviewee C: No.  But I think they understand the choices of what the exhibitions are 
have nothing to do with us.  So therefore they’re going to do it either way. 
 
Researcher: What do you think is more important for a successful [The Museum 
Program]: the quality of the artwork that’s on view in the final show, or the number of 
districts that are participating?  Which would you say would be more in line with 
achieving the goals of [The Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee C: Well.  As the person that I really am, the quality of the work that comes 
in.  And as the person that I’m supposed to be… 
 
Researcher: What do you mean? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, I mean, part of being the Director of Education, the part I don’t 
particularly like, is the part that’s putting the numbers on the Director’s reports and I’m 
supposed to be constantly drumming up new business.  Um, you know, as opposed to 
being happy keeping business as it is, and raising it to a new level.  Which is what I’m 
more inclined to think is more important. 
 
Researcher: What makes you say the quality of the artwork makes it a stronger show? 
 
Interviewee C: Because it’s not about the numbers.  I mean it is to some people.   But 
they’re only looking at the bottom line.  Like that I’ve done a good job if I added ten new 
school districts, but you know, maybe those ten new school districts had a rush rush 
experience or maybe they didn’t get to come to the museum, but they just added their 
work in, and maybe you know, having not had the experience, it wasn’t the level which 
we were looking for, and of course I wouldn’t want to see less schools participate 
because then I would feel that I had done something wrong.  But I feel like we are really 
fully full.  And it isn’t that I, I don’t think that you can just constantly say yes to 
everything because eventually you disappoint people somewhere else because you’re not 
giving them the quality of what you want to give them.  You can’t be three people with 
60 school districts let’s say.  It’s just not possible.  Even though, yeah, technically, if we 
had more teachers or a bigger museum and more classes were able to come, then of 
course it could grow bigger.  But there is something nice about the size that it is and the 
space that it’s in that it kind of fits within the context of the small, intimate museum in 
the first place.  I don’t feel that it has to grow and I don’t feel that it’s a reflection on me 
or us if it doesn’t get bigger than it is.  And I still think that each year if the work gets 
better because of the teachers’ understanding of the level of commitment, and knowing 
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what other schools do and wanting their schools to do the best, then the quality is going 
to come through.  And I think that’s really important. 
 
Researcher: How do you feel about the current jurying process? 
 
Interviewee C: Well [laughs].  It’s always been juried by one person since I’ve been 
there.  This year must actually be my eleventh year because I was only not there for one 
year.   
 
Researcher: How has it changed over that time? 
 
Interviewee C: Because it’s different people.  But it’s always been one person. I hear 
feedback from teachers saying it should be maybe two or three people.  That they think it 
would be fairer to be juried.  I think that would take longer to accomplish. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think that is? 
 
Interviewee C: Because they have to agree, debate, and discuss.  As opposed to I like 
this, I don’t like that.  In a way, it really, honestly or not honestly it does happen because 
we give our opinions to [the curator].  There was definitely less of that with [previous 
curator].  There was no talking from us when [previous curator] looked at those things. 
 
Researcher: Why do you think that was? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, I think [previous curator] took [his/her] role more seriously than 
[current curator] does and I think that [he/sher] was truer to [his/her[ understanding of 
what a judge was.  I think [he/she] was very professional about it. Whereas, because 
[he/she] is not vested in anything at all, we can influence [him/her].  And I guess because 
in certain instances we want to be PC, that’s good for us.  Um, whether it’s truly, right, I 
guess not.  I just think because we’re invested in it, because we know some of the kids, 
because of the teachers, because of any number of factors, because we want to make sure 
that the schools will continue to support us, we’re looking for the representation.  It’s a 
little tricky.  It’s a little hard to be brutal when you’re dealing with kids.   
 
Researcher: Why do you think that is? 
 
Interviewee C: Because they’re kids and it’s not the same as rejecting… I mean colleges 
accept and reject kids every single day, but they haven’t necessarily worked with them, 
they haven’t necessarily met them, and they don’t… they just replace them with 
somebody else, they don’t really care.  And we do care.  I guess that’s why really. 
 
Researcher: Do you think any of the teachers participating are aware of that? 
 
Interviewee C: No. 
 
Researcher: Do you think it’s good or bad? 
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Interviewee C: It can’t be good.  I just think it’s a reality.  You know, I’m not judging it 
right or wrong, it’s obviously not correct. 
 
Researcher: Do you think it’s good or bad that the teachers aren’t aware? 
 
Interviewee C: No.  I think it’s good. [laughs]  That would be very much more 
complicated.  It’s a conflict of interest.  Anyone could make a case for that and I certainly 
don’t ever want to hear about that.  Um, I think we have the good of the process at heart 
and the good of the kids, and I think that’s the most important thing. 
 
Researcher: Do you think if the judge was more aware of their role, then we wouldn’t 
we need to? 
 
Interviewee C: To some degree, yes.  But on the other hand, if [previous curator] didn’t 
want something in, she didn’t give a s***.  Like we would say, “Oh, but it’s a new 
school, or oh, it’s…”  The piece is out, the piece is out.  
 
Researcher: Do you think that’s the right approach to have? 
 
Interviewee C: I see both sides.  It’s not a right or wrong.   It’s just gray.  It cannot be 
black or white.  It’s, you know, if this was one of those competitions where artwork was 
just sent in randomly and there was no faces and nobody attached to them, you know like 
that “Draw Off” poster you have hanging up - send in your pictures.  Then, it’s strictly 
“we like this, we don’t like this, end of discussion.”  But these are teachers that we’ve 
worked with for years.  Students, that when you’re going through, you know this one, 
you know that one.  You can’t help but, I guess maybe some people could, but I’m just 
not that kind of person.  Not that I would like to think of myself as you know, being 
prejudicial or trying not to be fair.  I just think that it’s not that cut and dry. 
 
Researcher: So it’s that personal aspect, personal interaction we have? 
 
Interviewee C: Yes, look at how we let [Museum’s other high school program] and 
[another Museum high school program] every one of them submit.  Is that right?  No.  Do 
we make the rules and say, two people from that school and four people from that school, 
and you know, that’s it.  Does anybody know that we give the [Museum’s other high 
school program] students 8 spots or 10 spots, or that we allow every [another Museum 
high school program] enter?  Is any other group of teachers aware of that?  No.  Would 
they feel that that was correct if they heard about it?  No, they would have a heart attack.   
 
Researcher: Why do you think that they would have a heart attack? 
 
Interviewee C: Because it’s not fair.  Fair is the worst word in the whole world.  Very 
few things are truly, equilaterally, across the board “fair.”  There is nepotism everywhere.  
And as kind of ugly as that is, it’s just what it is.  And we feel that we have the right to 
say to the [high school students in Museum’s other program] that we want you to enter 
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and you’re part of us and we want to see you up there and this is a special opportunity for 
you.  You could just see [Marsha] getting ahold of that and having a coronary.  “What do 
you mean?  Blah blah blah blah blah.”   
 
Researcher: What made you choose her in particular? 
 
Interviewee C: Because she’s a stickler like that.  Not everybody.   
 
Researcher: Depends on the teacher you think? 
 
Interviewee C: Yeah, obviously.  Not everybody would care.   But if you’re that kind of 
person, you get all uppity about that s***, you would care. You would care, because why 
should they have more advantages than you?  Which is why I wouldn’t do good as an 
elementary teacher.  I don’t know, I was talking to somebody recently and they said they 
wouldn’t always want to do the same project with every class of each grade.  They didn’t 
want all 2nd graders to make masks, maybe they made masks for two groups of 2nd 
graders and then maybe they decided it wasn’t going that great, they didn’t like the 
project, and they switched to another project.  She said that the response was so hysterical 
from the students and the other teachers, that they knew that those two groups of 2nd 
graders got to do that and that they didn’t, that it made such a ruckus in the school that 
they never did it again, even if they had wanted to.  And that’s a good reason.  Even in an 
[Museum’s summer children’s program] - you do one project with 7-9 year olds and oh it 
didn’t work that great, so maybe the next week you don’t do it again.  It’s like you don’t 
have that option in the schools.   
 
Researcher: So you think schools are just very… 
 
Interviewee C: [gestures with hands] Very tight, and very narrow and very, you know, if 
one kid gets a pencil, 22 kids get a pencil.  Nobody does anything that isn’t clearly laid 
out, defined, otherwise you run into disaster. 
 
Researcher: So, do you feel that [The Museum Program] doesn’t jive with that in some 
ways? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, it doesn’t because we’re not within the school.  We’re separate, 
and we have enough, they’re not all in our… space so heavily that anyone is aware of 
anything in particular.  Other teachers don’t know that 12 [students from Museum’s other 
high school program] get to enter.  It just doesn’t come up.  It’s not an aspect of 
information that they need.  But if it were within their school, if it was a school-wide 
competition, and you said Mrs. So-and-so’s class got to enter twice because of whatever 
reason, that could never happen, it would never be acceptable, or that more kids from one 
class won than some other class.  You would be able to justify it.  But people aren’t in 
our space.   
 
Researcher: So how might the jurying process be improved or changed in the future? 
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Interviewee C: Well, if it were not a question of time, it would be extremely beneficial 
for the juror to have to comment on every work of art. 
 
Researcher: In what way? 
 
Interviewee C: Just a sentence, you know, certainly rejected works.  What could you do 
to improve this work of art, one.  What you might think about as you go to enter next 
year.  Answering two little questions.  Or even if it was like on a report card where you 
have to pick this response, that response, those lists of which comment to give.  Even if it 
were that, that would take I guess the least amount of time, if the comments were pre- 
sort of determined.  And the curator could choose one or two comments, you know.  
Better use of the medium or more carefully written statement, or better connection 
between the two, or whatever have you.  I think the people that are rejected don’t know 
why they are rejected.  They don’t know what the other works of art look like and they 
probably aren’t coming to the show because they don’t give a s*** anymore.  So they 
don’t see the level.  You see what everyone else does in your class, but beyond that, or 
even your school, you don’t see.  I think that’s one of the interesting things about 
[portfolio reviews at the museum] is for kids to have the opportunity to see what other 
kids are doing.  And the range and the kinds of projects.  That one teacher that came, I 
think she was looking for projects, for what sorts of things were other teachers doing.  
That’s valuable, too.  Wouldn’t necessarily occur to most teachers either.  So, I think that 
would be very very helpful to students.  I think they would really appreciate that. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that would have an impact on people’s actions in terms of 
rejection and then choosing not to participate in the future? 
 
Interviewee C: Would it help the teachers to want to continue to participate or the 
students? 
 
Researcher: Both. 
 
Interviewee C: Um, I think the teachers would be appreciative also, of that.  I think it 
should help the student to want to participate again.  I think it’s also up to the teacher to 
say and explain that perhaps they themselves have been rejected as well as accepted to 
any number of other exhibitions and that they should not feel that they… they are a whole 
year older and their artwork is a whole year better and think that they would want to 
impress that upon them to get them to enter again.  I just think it would be an added um 
plus to be able to know.  Not just from our exhibition, but from any exhibition.  People 
are always curious, what you liked about their work and didn’t like about their work.  
You know, sometimes it’s just personal taste or whatever, but sometimes it’s based on 
more than that. 
 
Researcher: Anything else you might change about the jurying process? 
 
Interviewee C: I don’t think so.   
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Researcher: You mentioned earlier that you heard teachers suggest having more people, 
like panel. 
 
Interviewee C: Right, well, if there were time.  I certainly think that that would be a very 
reasonable request and probably better to have more than one voice picking.  You know, 
I think that would be fine.  I don’t think it would have significant impact on the show 
itself though.  It’s just not that big of a production. 
 
Researcher: Do you think it would have an impact on teachers’ perception of the 
fairness? 
 
Interviewee C: I suppose, some impact.  Not great, but some. 
 
Researcher: If there was a panel, what sorts of individuals do you think should be on it?  
What backgrounds should they have? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, if [Museum’s Executive Director] wanted to participate, or anyone 
else from curatorial, I don’t think we persay should because it’s a conflict of interest.  I 
think certainly [other Museum employee], because she’s not involved in the teaching of 
it, doesn’t know the teachers and/or teachers.  A certain amount of anonymity is good. 
 
Researcher: So museum staff? 
 
Interviewee C: Yea.  I don’t think I would really want to get involved with the outside.  
It just sounds like it would get more complicated.  If you invited an outside artist.  I feel 
like if you invited an outside artist, it would have to be just that they were the juror, 
period.  I don’t think outside and inside would work well together.  Because you’re just 
coming from completely different places.   
 
Researcher: What if you had multiple outside people? 
 
Interviewee C: Right.  Um, [long pause].  I feel like it should be within the museum 
because that’s what it is.  Although, last year when I juried at the [local arts organization] 
the [local school district] thing, like the other person’s personality was more pushy than 
mine, and I wasn’t about to agree to anything that I really didn’t think was true, but um I 
guess there was maybe one or two instances where I just went along with their pick 
because you know, maybe it didn’t matter to me too much at that particular moment, but 
when there’s more than one person, somebody’s always compromising to some degree.  
And maybe even if it’s one person, that person is compromising, even to themselves at 
times.  It’s hard.   
 
Researcher: It’s interesting you mention that show because [Interviewee B] was saying 
that one of the pieces that was picked for that, was a nude and it was great technically, 
but that she felt personally that it wasn’t an appropriate piece because it was clear, which 
was something that outside jurors were not aware of, that the piece was not created in the 
district and it was a district.   
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Interviewee C: Well then they shouldn’t have been allowed to submit it.  You know?  
Then that’s not our fault, it’s their fault.  If you want it to be a within the school piece, 
then that has to be the rule.  If you know that no teacher ever hired a model that was nude 
for students to draw, then that’s a rule on the other end.  You can’t make a rule that I 
can’t pick it when it’s already in the show. 
 
Researcher: So how do you feel about, the reason why I said that is, in terms of [The 
Museum Program], the works of art, where should they be created, according to the 
program… 
 
Interviewee C: Well, it isn’t that they have to be made in school.  But, it’s always clear 
whether something is made within school or in some other special class that the person is 
taking.  But, [long pause].  What I find that bothers me the most about [The Museum 
Program] is when I know that it’s not in response to something we had on exhibit.  Like, 
a lot of [long-standing participating art teacher’s] portraits for arguments sake.  They’re 
just making them fit, you know.  They had nothing to do with, “I came to the museum 
and I Oh My God just saw that landscape and Oh My God I just had to go home and do a 
watercolor.  You know that that’s not happening.  That’s the only thing that sort of 
bothers me.  I don’t think there’s any way of preventing that.  And I think that’s what 
teachers liked about this year, that they didn’t have to worry about that aspect of it, some 
teachers.  But as far as if you, when you set out to make a show like for [local school 
district], those teachers know what their projects were and if those teachers take 
something that was not one of their projects and submit it into the show, then that’s what 
it is.  And really, quite frankly, off the record, [Interviewee B] is probably just more 
annoyed that her students weren’t picked.  I don’t think I’ve ever picked one of her 
students.  And really, quite honestly, I have yet to be impressed by any work of art I’ve 
seen come out of any one of her classes.  Um, I’m always kinda surprised.  Because I 
expect to be, or have expected to be impressed.  And I don’t mean just for [The Museum 
Program], I mean for the [local school district] thing, and I’ve done other [local county] 
things where she’s submitted artwork and it’s never been particularly memorable.  And I 
think a comment like that is a little bit on the “sore losery” side. 
 
Researcher: So let’s say you are a teacher and all of your students’ work is rejected.  Do 
you think that the teachers that become “sore losers” are like that based purely on the 
rejection but also on the works that are in the exhibition that they feel are perhaps of 
lower quality than their submissions that were rejected? 
 
Interviewee C: I think if we fully rejected a school… [long pause] I don’t think those 
teachers have a clear understanding of the kind of artwork that we get.  I think that some 
of those schools that have brought crap to us, and I’m talking “crap”, I don’t think they 
know what the rest of the pieces look like, or… there’s a disconnect somewhere.  That 
they could just bring - when what’s her name from [local school district] used to bring… 
I felt bad rejecting the works, she used to bring those [makes a disgusted face] paper-
mache sculpture things that were just painted ridiculous or found object garbage, that… 
she stopped being a part of it, and I think essentially even [Lisa] has because she always 
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has some puss on about how it’s being run or how it’s being juried or you know.  I think 
some people are really sore losery people and don’t really get the point of the whole 
thing.  But, um, I don’t know.  I think that’s a wrong way to go.  I’d like to, if we rejected 
a school, to outright say, you should really come and see the level of work, you know.  
Maybe they only have classes with younger students or maybe, it’s not like you have a 
whole entire school district and there’s nobody talented in it.  It’s just very unrealistic.  
Every school, there’s talent.  It’s a question of whether you can draw it out of them.  
What you accept, you know, what your level is. 
 
Researcher: What grade levels do you think [The Museum Program] is really 
appropriate for? 
 
Interviewee C: I don’t think it’s appropriate for ninth graders really.  I think tenth, 
eleventh, and twelfth.  And really eleventh and twelfth.  You really haven’t arrived there 
until then, you know.  I think it’s great, and I think it’s fine for it to be open to it, and I 
think that if a ninth grader really did something spectacular, I mean there always are 
exceptions and whatever, that by all means I think that they should be able to.  Even if 
they are rejected, I think it would be very brave and great for them to personally have 
tried.  I think that’s good as long as they continue to, I think that’s fine.  But really, I 
think it could probably live without the ninth graders. 
 
Researcher: What makes you say that?  In what way are they not ready?  
 
Interviewee C: I don’t think they are ready psychologically.  I don’t think they’re ready 
for the most part, I don’t think they’re mature enough.  I don’t think they have an 
appreciation of what um a privilege it is.  I mean, there are seniors who don’t too 
[laughs], but you know, having a ninth grader in my household.  And I mean there are 
exceptions, too.  You know, you look at a little girl like [Page] for instance - she’s a very 
mature young lady, and you know, serious, and you know, I’m not talking about the level 
of her artwork, but her commitment to things is impressive, and so it might be that a 
person such as herself, why shouldn’t they if they have the opportunity to.  But for the 
most part, I don’t think they have the maturity and I don’t think that they have fully 
developed their abilities in different medias at that point.  But of course there are 
exceptions to everything.  
 
Researcher: Do you feel that teachers should select, when they’re picking what kids can 
enter, someone they know has put in a lot of effort and grown versus someone who has a 
more polished finished product?  How do you feel about that? 
 
Interviewee C: Um, obviously it’s completely up to the teacher, but I think a 
combination of all things.  Just the way that [another Museum program’s participants] are 
chosen for many different reasons.  There isn’t any one reason that is better, you know.  
They are all different reasons and they are all good reasons.  They are all valid.  Um, and 
they all, each one makes a difference for that particular person.  And so, I think it should 
be a combination. 
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Researcher: What is your favorite memory from [The Museum Program]? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, [pause]  I think when a student is really thrilled, like for example 
what’s her name from [local school district] 
 
Researcher: [Nicole] 
 
Interviewee C: [Nicole].  The boy who was… we had his photograph up for a while, 
[James].  I guess even if a kid gets in more than once then you sort of feel like you know 
them.  It’s kind of exciting.  Sometimes, just the piece is so freakin’ amazing, you’re just 
blown away by it, or their statement, they  just got it so well, that you just feel excited 
and happy.  Like you did good. 
 
Researcher: What’s your least favorite memory? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, of course the least favorite part is to reject somebody, and to have 
to call them and tell them that their work was not accepted, I mean that is absolutely my 
least favorite aspect.  That’s very sad. 
 
Researcher: What do you think the museum might change in the future to, as a goal for 
the future of the program? 
 
Interviewee C: [long pause].  I don’t know.  I mean, it’s really a strong program.  It’s 
really remained strong and vital over all the years that it’s happened.  I don’t really think 
it needs to be changed.  I think it just needs to be preserved and appreciated for the 
importance of it.  I would never let it go.  I don’t think there would be anything 
[Executive Director] could ever say, or whomever, other than a direct order, that would 
be acceptable to me to not have it.  It’s pretty important. 
 
Researcher: What makes you say it’s pretty important? 
 
Interviewee C: Because, it’s first of all, it’s very much a part of our [school field trip 
program] and why these teachers come, and so it’s financially, it’s important in that 
regard.  But really that’s the least important aspect to me.  Um, you know, I mean if that’s 
a way to get kids to be recognizing and understanding art history and how they fit into it, 
then that’s really important, and to have the opportunity to teach kids.  That’s really 
important.  It’s just a win-win. 
 
Researcher: Do you think anything in the future could be changed in terms of the 
communication between the museum and art teachers? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, it’s improved.  I mean, I guess if you had tons more time and tons 
more money and teachers had tons more time, I would say that probably having 
additional workshops with teachers beyond our opening one would be beneficial for their 
teachers and therefore then translate into being beneficial for the students. 
 



 223 

Researcher: What sort of workshop? 
 
Interviewee C: Just about them learning about the various exhibitions themselves.  That 
they then could go back to school and add… you know we just open it up, it’s just an 
hour and half of time.  Then what they do with it, they could expand upon it, they could 
have lessons that they… I mean imagine a teacher basing their entire, their lesson plans 
for the year on the exhibitions of the museum.  If that was the beginning point of where 
they started, just as an experiment for a year.  Not on Valentine’s Day.  I’m not just 
talking high school teachers, it could be elementary teachers as well.  Like, it would just 
be kind of interesting to see how different the teachers would be and how different the 
artwork might be that they got back, basing it on the process of following the exhibition 
schedule as the motivating force for projects.  I don’t know, it could be interesting.  But I 
think the more the teachers knew about the artworks and kind of how we teach, might 
make a difference in what they got back from their students. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that teachers are the people to target?  Do you think that the 
Directors should be as well? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, they are key in that they will tell the teachers what to do.  But, I 
don’t think it’s necessarily, if we required it, like in a perfect world, let’s say they have to 
do three [Museum professional development] classes that related to bringing the museum 
closer into their classroom.  It might translate down into better [The Museum Program], 
stronger [The Museum Program], I don’t know.  I think it would be sort of interesting 
grant, or experiment if we had time.  If I had to hypothesize, I would say it probably 
would make a positive difference. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that art teachers in schools talk to each other? 
 
Interviewee C: No. 
 
Researcher: What makes you say that? 
 
Interviewee C: It’s what I hear from other teachers.  That’s the unfortunate, 
disappointing part.   
 
Researcher: Do you think that has an impact on [The Museum Program] at all? 
 
Interviewee C: Um [pause] maybe to a degree.  Not sharing information, not sharing 
previous experiences with one another.  Knowing that this year that teacher had that 
talented student as opposed to them having it.  Makes for a little resentment. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that increasing participation in [The Museum Program] should 
be a goal? 
 
Interviewee C: The number of schools?  It’s not a bad thing.  It’s not a bad thing.  
Certainly, if new schools want to join us, I’m all for that.  I’m happy to have them, I 
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mean that’s how things grow.  It’s always good.  You can’t say that it’s bad.  But like I 
said, but I don’t want to feel as if I can’t give the fullest, richest experience to someone 
because I’m rushing out to give the next experience.  That’s my only concern. 
 
Researcher: Do you think that increased numbers of schools participating makes for a 
better show? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, technically, yeah. 
 
Researcher: What do you mean technically? 
 
Interviewee C: Well, there is a logical assumption.  You have more… suppose there is 
some amazing talented school and teacher out there that we haven’t met yet.  You know, 
and they bring in more richness to everybody that walks into the space.  That’s something 
else.  The more of that, obviously the better it’s going to be.  It’s just making sure that 
nothing suffers as a result of adding more.  That is my only area of concern ever.  When 
we’re racing and just one day ahead of the curve.  And we don’t have time for the 
meetings that we really do need to have.  Just to sit at [Education Committee 
Chairperson’s] without interruption to hash through something is really important that we 
get to that.  And we don’t get to it, because this is for tomorrow.  And that’s the reality of 
it.  But really, sometimes whether it’s a reality or not a reality, you have to just take the 
time to do it.  And that’s sometimes hard to do when you’ve got tomorrow’s deadline 
sitting there. 
 
Researcher: One last question I forgot to ask you before about the jurying process.  Do 
you think whether it’s one juror or a panel, do you think a rubric would be appropriate? 
 
Interviewee C: You’re probably asking the wrong person.   
 
Researcher: Why’s that? 
 
Interviewee C: I’m not a rubric person.   
 
Researcher: Why’s that?   
 
Interviewee C: It’s just too… I don’t like rubrics.  They’re very tight to me.  Um, 
[pause] it isn’t that I don’t think they serve a purpose, because when a kid gets back a 
rubric they can clearly see why they got what they got and how they fit into each 
category.  [pause] I don’t know.  I [pause] maybe I think they work better in other 
subjects than they do in art. 
 
Researcher: Why’s that do you think? 
 
Interviewee C: I just think other subjects are easier to define by the kinds of 
qualifications that you make on a rubric.  I mean, things like ability to work with the 
media or how well-thought it is or how neat it is, or how, you know, [pause] I mean it’s a 
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valid way of judging something.  But again, it comes back to the time element.  If a juror 
was to have to create a rubric for every work of art, I mean one rubric, but I mean answer 
the, it would take longer.  Maybe it would be better.  Maybe it would force them into 
really not just going with their gut immediately, which I mean the statement helps that a 
lot.  The statements is sort of one clump of a rubric [pause].  I don’t know.  It isn’t a bad 
thing.  I think rubrics were created for parents. 
 
Researcher: Why’s that? 
 
Interviewee C: Because if you saw parents in school districts such as my own and the 
way they will call a teacher to the carpet for any given grade that they don’t agree with.  
A teacher doesn’t have any recourse other than to be able to  produce a piece of paper 
such as that to qualify why they gave the grade that they gave.  And I think that that is 
why, I really do think that that is a big reason why teachers use rubrics.  Because there is 
just no, very little for discussion once that’s clearly written and presented.  And I think 
that that’s what they want to be able to have to, in response, to the parent that thinks there 
kid deserves an A when really they deserve a B.      
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APPENDIX K: 
Informed Consent Form 
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APPENDIX L:  
Recommendations For The Museum Program 

 
 

• Ensure that the terminology used to refer to The Museum Program is consistent 

and clear in all verbal and written communications about The Museum Program. 

• Consider creating a standard explanation of the process to clarify the nature of the 

program to be used in verbal and written communications to both participating art 

teachers and students. 

• Re-evaluate the jurying process used for The Museum Program, perhaps 

considering having more than one juror and including some form of feedback for 

students if possible. 

• Ensure that The Museum Program is presented as an experience run as “fairly” as 

possible considering its selective nature.  

• Be careful not to equate increased participation with success when developing 

goals for the future of The Museum Program. 

• This study suggests that the potential to increase their students’ self-efficacy is the 

main reason why teachers may choose to participate.  Be aware of and sensitive to 

this when communicating with teachers.  Explore ways to expand the positive 

effects The Museum Program may have on participating students. 

• This study suggests that the main reason why teachers feel they choose not to 

participate in The Museum Program is the amount of time and energy it takes on 

their part.  Be aware and sensitive to this when communicating with teachers.  

Explore ways to make The Museum Program’s procedures, deadlines, etc. as 

quickly and easily accessible by teachers as possible. 
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• This study suggests that participating teachers feel that The Museum Program 

emphasizes product over process.  Explore ways to focus more on process if 

possible.  For example, visit classrooms while students are creating their artwork 

for The Museum Program or develop an additional program to link in with 

process component more. 

• Participating teachers feel that The Museum Program provides only extrinsic, not 

intrinsic, motivation for students.  Explore ways to enhance the intrinsic 

motivational aspect of The Museum Program. 
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