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Abstract 

The scope of this thesis is an examination of the best practices exercised by three art 

museum and public school partnerships currently in place across the United States. The topic is 

collaboration between education professionals in each of the institutions. The research aims to 

discover the exemplary characteristics of partnerships between art museums and public schools 

today, using a set of criteria developed by widely accepted scholars in the field. Oral history 

research methods that consisted of two interviews from each of the participating museum 

professionals provide the main body of information. Data collection comprises of field notes on 

background information of each partnership, direct field notes from verbal questions prompted 

through telephone interview, and transcripts of written interview sent electronically. The main 

hypothesis was confirmed through the discovery that one of the most essential characteristics of 

exemplary partnerships between art museums and public schools is the value of collaboration 

based on good interpersonal relationships between professionals. These findings correspond to 

written scholarship in the field of museum education and effective organizations generally. 
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The Bridge: Exemplary Partnerships 

 Museums and schools are natural partners. For approximately the past twenty years, 

educators, mainly in museums, have been considering and writing about what defines the role of 

a partnership. Schools and museums have been both similar and different in their roles in public 

education throughout history. Each decade's literature about museums and schools illuminates 

how each institution has changed and evolved in their role in the public education field. 

Presently, in the scope of “21
st
 Century Learning,” education in the public sphere has a whole 

new set of demands. To be able to keep up with the demands, educators should consider the 

elements in their practice that keep their teaching relevant. To work collaboratively in a museum 

and school partnership is just one way that public educational institutions can offer new teaching 

methods. Working together, the institutions have the opportunity to structure pedagogy using 

their combined knowledge of how best to teach for learning. Teaching for learning is the idea 

that education should be less about the content of what is being taught and more concentrated on 

what the audience is actually learning. 

 The method of creating an effective museum and school partnership resides in the 

structure of pedagogy as much as it does the relationship between the institutions. Partnerships in 

the field have the potential to exhibit a set of characteristics that can be described as truly 

collaborative in nature. This thesis will compare and contrast the theories and structures that 

have guided collaborative art museum and public school partnerships throughout history, and 

what is still relevant today. There will be a review of the history of museums and schools as 

public institution; formation of partnerships; a consideration of what institutions should 

understand about each other; the importance of collaboration; the climate that shapes these 

changes; and current theories behind collaborative art museum and public school partnerships. 
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Museums in general make up the broad range of most of the research in this thesis since art 

museums follow the general practice of museum education that is characterized in these texts. 

No matter the museums or school’s subject or content, they evolved and were subjected to 

similar trials and tribulations in the public education field during the twentieth century. After 

considering the evolution of art museums, of public schools, and of partnerships, there will be a 

synthesis of which elements run through them all that are timeless and necessary in education. 

Lastly this thesis, with consideration of the synthesis of this historical perspective, will answer 

the question: What are the current exemplary characteristics of art museum and public school 

partnerships? 

 Museum and school partnerships bring the informal and formal together into mutual 

support (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010, pg 2). The notable history of museum and schools started in 

the late 19
th

 century while the Industrial Revolution was in full swing in America. Museums 

were becoming more publically accessible, and schools were enabling students with skills to be 

part of the industrial progress. Both institutions were called upon to be part of the developing 

system of mass public education (Hein, 1998). As the job market grew, education needed to keep 

up with it, and the institutions had to make decisions about their role in this call for mass 

education. Schools adapted by producing an “accountability system, inspectors, tests, and 

standard curriculum (Hein, 1998).” The idea that schools were to educate the masses made this 

adaption to a system of accountability necessary for social control and consistency. From the late 

1800s into the 1920s, museums of art and artifacts generally concentrated on the traditional 

accumulation of works for collections (Hein, 1998). Historically the basic purpose of museums 

was to preserve and exhibit cultural objects. Access to museums was limited to the public in the 

nineteenth century for the purpose to demonstrate wealth and power of the government (Hein, 
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1998). To shift from an elite show of power to service in public education was a challenge that 

museums had to either face or flee during this call to action. The similar belief that museums can 

and should be in service of education had already been implemented in London decades earlier. 

In 1852 London’s Victoria and Albert Museum was opened as “the first fruit of the effort to meet 

the problems of the industrial age (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” The need in America for mass 

education was real, and in general museums started an evolutionary journey through the 

twentieth century to fit that role. 

 In 1906 the American Association of Museums was founded to nationalize cooperation 

communication in museums. The next year, Benjamin Ives Gilman, Secretary of the Museum of 

Fine Arts in Boston in 1907, introduced docents and teacher lecturers to provide “gallery 

instruction (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” The specification was that they were not to teach about 

the art in the gallery, but teach from it. This is the kind of progressive thinking during that time 

that changed museum education little by little and continued as the social climate around the 

museum also changed. During the 1920s knowledge of child development became a major factor 

in how education was being shaped. Using art in the field of education correlated with cognitive 

innovation and creativity. When the Great Depression happened, “museums became aware that 

they existed to serve a public, which was willing to be served, but one which had definite needs 

and desires (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” Still some museums were balanced uncertainly between 

concentrating on collections and becoming true educational facilities. Museum professionals had 

to consider that if in fact they spent more time, money, and energy on education, that it might 

lessen the value of being a “traditional” collection. In the 1930s the New Deal’s National Works 

Progress Administration, combined with private funds, gave museums the resources to be more 

experimental in education for the public (Newsom & Silver, 1978). Newsom and Silver (1978) 
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state that the new government program was one motivation for museums to boost their public 

education, but museums also wanted to see more public support for American art and what it had 

to offer. With their doors open to the public by the 1940s newer museums were more broadly 

seen as educational institutions.  

 In the 1940s and 1950s, the five-decade-old American Association of Museums and 

newly founded National Art Education Association became noticeably vocal in where art 

museums specifically fell in the continuum of education in the museum setting. This mainly had 

to do with the current social climate in those decades that will be elaborated on in the review of 

literature. At an annual American Association of Museums conference, Archibald Macleish, the 

current Librarian of Congress in 1946, outlined that art museums should be “devoted to the 

wholeness and knowledge of art, reflect American power of institution, and reflect openness to 

all society through outreach (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” When it came to art as an educational 

subject the National Art Education Association asserted, “art is less a body of subject matter than 

a developmental activity (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” Defining the role of art museums and how 

art is a measurable subject area in public education evolved further through the 1960s and 1970s 

as developing community outreach programs and further dispersion of services offered by 

museums flourished.  

In 1969 the American Association of Museums produced the Belmont Report in response 

to a present pressure for the museums in general to serve the public educationally. During that 

report museums were mandated to disclose what their current conditions were, what were the 

unmet needs of Americans museums, and what were their relations to other education and 

cultural institutions (Hein, 1998). This public reporting of the museum’s educational role drew 

attention to museum accountability for outreach efforts and other educational developments. In 
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1982 the Commission on Museums for a New Century was published by the American 

Association of Museums to clarify the roles of museums once again (Hein, 1998). By the 1990s 

the American Association of Museums had published Excellence and Equity: Education and the 

Public Dimension where “best practices” was the term used to describe the accountability system 

that museums were held to. With these developments of accountability the emerging programs 

between museums and schools needed to be monitored as well.   

 In 1993 Building Museum and School Partnerships was published to review the theory 

and practice of the state of these entities in the late twentieth Century (Fortney & Sheppard, 

2010). The content of conversation of what was important in these partnerships revolved around 

learning theories, the role of field trips, outreach programs, community involvement, and cultural 

diversity (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). With the recognition of the defining of the role of 

museums in the public sphere came a platform for museums to define their own accountability 

system. Museums had the opportunity to now reflect actively on how they were implementing 

education to keep up with the fast approaching 21
st
 century. A few years later in 2001 the 

American Association of Museum publishes an article called Learning Community: Lessons in 

Co-Creating the Civic Museum. This article illustrates an example of partnerships needing 

clarification of what a partnership should be and what specifically for what they should be held 

accountable for. To exist as a separate entity neither under school standards nor museum 

practices meant that those in education had to view partnerships differently. There is no concrete 

guide to how to make the perfect partnership, but there is a general equation. The article 

continues to say that individual partnership cases are valuable instead to trying to find “common 

denominators” because there is a complexity in each institution that brings varied agendas 

(Thelan, 2001). What makes a partnership individual is the consideration of the institutions 
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involved. This article illuminates that even a decade ago it was noted National Standards and 

Best Practices would not fit together to guide partnerships, but that the institutions need to create 

an individualized accountability system.  

 In 2009 the Institute of Museum and Library Services headed The Museum, Libraries, 

and 21
st
 Century Skills initiative. This initiative presented a current view on the role of libraries 

and museums on a national level concerned with learning 21
st
 Century Skills (Fortney & 

Sheppard, 2010). This is important because it models examples of how learning in informal 

education needed to progress to stay relevant and up to date with public education as a whole. It 

stated that accountability, though not the same in each partnership should at least be based in the 

same current trends of public education (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). The initiative presents a 

comprehensible assessment tool that helps institutions check where they “fit into the continuum” 

of education (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). After two decades of the identified existence of 

partnerships, as well as accountability for educational implications, these entities had to consider 

how they fit into the public education in the 21st century. Museum and school educators have to 

consider factors such as technology, No Child Left Behind, new evaluation, and emerging needs 

when “refreshing” their partnerships (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). It is more and more apparent 

that the complexities of museum and school partnership cannot be lead by one universal 

structure. The idea of a “one size fits all” is not appropriate when constructing a bridge between 

institutions that is supposed to be individual, innovative to their specific situation, and mutually 

beneficial to both individual and shared needs. To consider how partnerships fit into the 

continuum of education, standards of existing institutions should not be imposed on them for 

accountability because they were not designed for them.  
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 Though museums and schools do not share common standards, they are equally affected 

by the idea of 21
st
 Century Learning. The term 21

st
 Century Learning is used to describe the 

specific and necessary skills that students will need to learn for the global climate of the 21
st
 

century. There are many factors that attribute to the differentiation of why educators need to 

consider 21
st
 century skills as well as what can be considered outdated in public schools. In the 

video 21
st
 Century Skills: Promoting Creativity and Innovation in the Classroom, it is asserted 

that teachers must prepare students for jobs that do not exist yet (Association for Supervision and 

Curriculum Development, 2009). Technology, like the industrial age, has radically changed the 

world and education must change accordingly. The video infers that more "traditional" model of 

teaching students skills for trade that exists cannot work if the trade has yet to be created, 

therefore the elaboration on skills such as problem-solving becomes a relevant and needed skill 

for the students entering this kind of global marketplace (Association for Supervision and 

Curriculum Development, 2009). Global progression is caused by changes that include “shifts in 

population demographics, community infrastructure, new technologies, economics, and 

development of new energy sources” and many other similar factors that dictate everyday life 

and the job market (Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 2009).” Students 

need to become researchers not just receiver, active not passive, resourceful, and other attributes 

that are defined as 21
st
 Century Skills. 

 For students to obtain 21
st
 century skills, educators must be able to teach them. The 

Partnership for 21
st
 Century Skills, a national organization that advocates 21

st
 century skills for 

students to be ready for the future, outlines that there are four areas of support by educators for 

skill learning. These areas are standards and assessment, curriculum and instruction, professional 

development, and learning environments (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2012). For the 
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purpose of this thesis, 21
st
 Century skills are not what needs to be obtained by the student, but 

what educators should be guided by as they teach in the four areas of support. Since the core of 

education is to prepare for civic life, these skills are what are suggested to guide how teachers 

translate global ideas into their everyday classroom. This idea is supported in the video 21
st
 

Century Skills: Promoting Creativity and Innovation in the Classroom produced by the 

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (2009). It is illustrated that teachers 

must promote the environment in which students feel safe to take risks and become active 

researchers of knowledge, instead of a climate where they are just being taught only what the 

teacher transfers. The five conditions for this sort of environment that are outlined in the video 

are that teachers should push individual as well as social creativity, discover unique gifts and 

strengths, work smarter not harder, address the whole child and what the bring with them, and 

understand change in the sense of flexibility (Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development, 2009). 21
st
 Century Skills are less about teaching content and more about 

identifying how to teach for learning by considering students as creators of knowledge. 

These environmental conditions, as well as the attributes that will be discussed next, are 

what are prescribed as the components that foster 21
st
 Century Skills. Three of the top 21

st
 

Century Skills are critical thinking and problem solving, communication, and collaboration 

(Wagner, 2010; Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2012; US Department of Education, 2012; 

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 2012). Critical thinking and problem 

solving characterize when a person is actively rethinking to find deeper understanding and then 

apply it in current situations. It is “a tool of inquiry and a powerful resource in one’s personal 

and civic life (Loudoun County, 2010).” Critical thinking and problem solving make it possible 

for students to shape their own education, to become the researchers and to have ownership of 
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the content of their learning. Communication is verbal, written, receiving by listening, and 

understanding. The skill of communication is involved in how students translate information, 

how they create interpersonal relationships and how they master these skills overall. 

Collaboration is at the core of active social thinking. It is when people work together to reach a 

common goal. The Partnership for 21
st
 Century Skills prescribes these three attributes as well as 

creativity, innovation, the “three R’s” of reading, writing, and arithmetic, life and career skills, 

and information, media, and technology skills (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2012). Tony 

Wagner’s 7 survival skills form his book The Global Achievement Gap also follows these three 

attributes and adds skills such as agility, adaptability, initiative, entrepreneurialism, accessing 

and analyzing information, curiosity, and imagination (Wagner, 2010). The United States 

Department of Education’s 21
st
 Century Learning Centers adds to the list of necessary skills and 

content for 21st Century Skill learning the areas of core subject concentration, intrapersonal 

skills, cultural understanding, economics, physical fitness, time-management, personal and civic 

responsibilities, and respect for all races (The United States Department of Education, 2012). 

Though these skills most likely exist in already is in public schools, it is important to think of 

them as necessary in the frame of demands in the 21
st
 century outlined before. How these skills 

are in context with the real and progressive world should influence teaching from the planning, 

through the execution, and then the assessment that will eventually lead to more effective 

methods of teaching 21
st
 century skills. 

 Before institutions can collaborate on mastering 21
st
 century skills in a partnership they 

need to be able to reflect on themselves, understand the other institution, and the overall purpose 

for partnering. They must consider the pedagogy they compose in their institution and be able to 

articulate it to another institution for understanding. In 2001 during the American Association of 
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Museum’s Museum and Community Initiative, Thelan can be quoted that he was “struck by the 

difficulties museums face[d] when they [began] to reach outward to new partnerships if they 

[hadn't] first looked inward… and defined how and why they [were] seeking partners (Thelan, 

2001, p. 3).” What resonates through research on partnerships is the idea that collaborating on 

concise goals and purpose is a key step to making an effective partnership. Without being able to 

state one’s own institutions concise goals and purpose makes this process almost impossible. All 

of these aspects of reflection and sharing for understanding in collaboration can be summed up 

into the idea of transparency. For the purpose of this thesis, transparency characterizes being 

open, candid, and having disclosure of all aspects and complexities that are involved in the 

institutions separately and together in a collaborative partnership.   

 For museums and schools to reach the level of transparency and collaboration, the basic 

climate of the separate institutions needs to be defined. In schools academic standards are the 

guide to education. In the early 1990s only a few states had adopted academic standards, while 

now it is federal law that all fifty states must adopt a version of the National Standards of 

Learning (DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R., 2005). Currently No Child Left Behind
1
 is the 

new form of high demands for public education. Schools systems are charged with translating 

standards into rational, relevant, and focused content (DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R., 

2005, p. 46). Beyond standards are the theory and practice that are involved in the educational 

paradigm in schools. Schools are Constructivist
2
 in nature, text based, and practice test based 

assessment. For the scope of this thesis the standards, theory, and practice in schools are based 

on general K-12 public education in the United States. Idiosyncrasies of public school education 

that are considered when entering a partnership will be illustrated in the literature review. These 

                                                        
1 National law designed to improve educational performance through mandated testing requirements http://www.ed.gov/esea 

2 Lev Vygotsky’s theory that learning builds sequentially as one area is learned the next builds on that knowledge (Hein 1998) 
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attributes that shape what has been known as "traditional" learning for over a century in schools 

can inform today’s teaching on where it came from and where it needs to go in this continuum 

and shift into the 21
st
 century.  

 In museums education has very different standards, theory, and practice. In terms of 

standards, most nationally recognized museums in 1992 adopted Excellence and Equity as 

guiding principles for education in the museum setting (American Association of Museums, 

2011). After nearly a decade EDCom, the Committee of Education, produced then revised 

Excellence in Practice: Museum Education Principles and Standards to clarify further what 

Excellence and Equity set out to communicate recognized national standards of museum 

education (Committee of Education, 2005). The term “Best Practices” from this literature will be 

discussed further in the literature review. Beyond standards museums typically practice: object-

based learning, visitor centered learning, multi-sensory experience, and a variety of assessment 

tools. Museums do share the idea of Constructivism with schools.  

 For schools and museums to understand each other they could consider the basic 

structure, research, history, preferences, needs, and overall background information of the other 

institution openly to dispel old assumptions and create a new perspective. At the basic level 

schools and museums want good communication, mutual empathy for each other’s operations, 

and collaborative planning (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010, p. 2).  Communication is the vehicle for 

transparency in the operation of a partnership. Institutions must be clear, direct, honest, and open 

in communication. Transparency means understanding can be achieved on multiple levels that 

are necessary to creating a core for collaboration. The American Association of Museum’s 

publication Alliance of Spirit asserts that the Five Areas of Understanding in partnerships are of 

the institutions professions, values, environment, theories, and research (Fortney & Sheppard, 
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2010, p. 4). These areas build on prior background knowledge to create a more holistic view of 

the other institution. For example attributes of school education such as No Child Left Behind 

affect these areas and museums must understand these demands. Conversely schools must 

understand that museums are learning institutions but hold other cultural duties depending on the 

museum’s individual focus. These five areas will be elaborated on in the literature review. 

 Collaboration means to work jointly together especially in an intellectual endeavor and to 

cooperate instrumentality with one which is not immediately connected (Collaboration, 2012). In 

any collaborative partnerships the key words are jointly, intellectual endeavor, and 

instrumentality. Jointly meaning connected at one point, which is the partnership, while still 

maintaining individual integrity as separate institutions. The intellectual endeavor is what is 

created as the goals of the partnership. Cooperation instrumentality is presented in the form of 

the institution’s own structure, how they organize themselves individually, and then how both 

orchestrate together in the partnership. When institutions truly collaborate they are committed to 

each other and to their efforts in the partnership. The relationship creates the environment where 

collaboration either thrives or struggles. In 1989 in Museums for a New Century, similar ideas 

framed partnerships in general with public schools as the “most longstanding and successful 

example of the interest and ability of museums to join forces with other institutions in working 

toward common goals (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010, p. X).” History suggests that collaboration 

runs deep in what makes successful partnerships.  Today it is examined and characterized by 

theories such as Professional Learning Communities, which will be elaborated on in the literature 

review. 

 To review, museum and school partnerships have a relatively young examined history. It 

is necessary to consider the history, the reforms due to social climate, and the state of education 
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in the separate institutions during this type of research. Understanding the rules that govern 

institutions, the rules of collaboration, and theories that shape the focus of a partnership 

ultimately could help shape the structure of what should be considered when making an 

accountability system for art museum and public school partnerships. The synthesis of the 

literature will create criteria that will exemplify those timeless elements that are crucial to the 

making of an exemplary partnership. The next section will be a chronological selection of 

museum and school relationships starting in the 1970s. The specific identification of partnerships 

being autonomous entities starts approximately in the 1990s. This will start with the book The 

Art Museum as Educator to exhibit the perspective from 1978 of what defined the role of art 

museums in education and the characteristics of the relationship art museums had with public 

schools. The 1990s will be characterized by the book of case studies True Needs, True Partners, 

identifying partnerships between museums and schools, their stories, their suggestions, and their 

overall values that connect them. The other book from the 1990s will be Learning in Museums 

that characterizes museum education and its role during that time as well as identifying the 

climate of museum and school relationships through history. The early 21
st
 century literature will 

cover by the article Learning Community: Lessons in Co-Creating the Civic Museum that covers 

a reflection on museum partnership by the American Association of Museums with anecdotes of 

its struggles and lessons learned. Next will be a book from 2005, On Common Ground, which 

concentrates deeper on the act of collaborative partnership between professionals and gives 

context to understanding education needs specifically on Professional Learning Communities. 

Lastly will be An Alliance of Spirit, a book from 2010 that characterizes the present topics and 

discussion in the museum and school partnership field.  
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These texts all outline from diverse perspectives what have been the ranges of content 

written concerning partnerships. Though the literature is not uniform in content developed 

through time, together it articulates important steps in building art museum and public school 

partnerships. This will shape the background knowledge of what has in the past made successful 

art museum and school partnerships and what their exemplary characteristics were to guide is 

defining what that means today. For the purpose of this thesis "partnership" is used as a broad 

term to describe the alliance between two educational institutions to collaborate on common 

goals. Through this alliance educational resources will be utilized from both institutions instead 

of just a one-way transfer of information. Specifically for this thesis the term will be used to refer 

to examples of art museum and public school partnership. The term "criteria" refers to the 

constructed theoretical framework that was be extrapolated from critical reading that is the 

standard of comparison for the framework of an exemplary partnership. The term "needs" refers 

to the issues and situations that institutions have to be solved. The term "collaboration" is the 

relationship between professionals working together on planning, implementation, assessment, 

and other logistical aspects of a partnership over an extended time.  For the purpose of this thesis 

it is acknowledged that education in a partnership is not only on the educator level, but is 

effected from the administrative level, beyond to the national policy level, and back to the 

audience. The concentration is on what makes an exemplary partnership within the interactions 

that happen during the collaborative time frame. 
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Literature Review 

 “An art museum is not a school, a day-care center, a business, a library, a university, or a 

settlement house, however many of those functions it may sometimes serve (Newsom & Silver, 

1978).”  Art Museum as Educator was conceived during a 1972 Council of Museum Educators 

meeting and published in 1978. The purpose was to be a course of study for museum educators 

from a museum education perspective. It gave an understanding also to other institutions of the 

art museum educations role in education with realities of progress and shortcomings. In no way 

was this a definitive statement that museums were exclusively public-educationally minded, as 

the book states quite firmly that “in spite of the title of this book… it should be understood at the 

beginning that the art museum is above all about art (Newsom & Silver, 1978).”  

 In 1966 the National Endowment of the Arts reported that 50% of museums had 

increased programs for education mainly for children and school groups (Newsom & Silver, 

1978). This increase can be explained by a comparative decade of spending from 1957-1967 

where research shows that there was an increase in federal spending on education (Newsom & 

Silver, 1978). The general increase of educational programs because of the increase of resources 

meant the gaps in accountability for education were also more visible. This historical evidence 

was just part of reasoning to also specifically assess art museum education in a realistic way. 

Affirming that art museums gave beauty to the everyday lives of people through education was 

quite literally a one hundred year old statement; how programs could account for learning was 

the next step. Some museums were looking towards the future, suggesting that education is a 

cycle of demanding re-education, that the public will need new skills as new trends emerges; that 

the public accepts these emerging needs to be met by their institutions, and that each generation 

will bring a new perspective and way to collecting (Newsom & Silver, 1978).  
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 Along with logistical growth, museums were being influenced by pedagogical theories 

that were being reinvigorated in the public education sphere dealing with cognitive development. 

Dewey’s experiential learning was a relevant and important concept for museums to utilize 

during this time of growth and expenditure. “Dewey emphasized the need for learning to be for 

what is at stake presently for the student, to take account of their world as they are currently 

experiencing it, and to ground all education in the lives of those engaged in educative process 

(Casey, 2011).” Museum settings offered objects in their real space, art present and contextual, 

and a real world experience. The problem was that there was little measurable evidence of what 

museum education produced for school students through experiential learning. 

In the late 1960s, museums were bombarded by the public accusing the institutions of not 

having a clearer purpose for public education (Newsom & Silver, 1978). Most museums 

responded by making programming for underserved communities and tried decentralizing their 

collection. The Museums Collaborative was produced in New York as one of the places that 

administered these kinds of program and at the same time the Museums Education Roundtable 

was discussing how to cooperate with area school systems (Newsom & Silver, 1978). Art 

museums had to be reactionary to the pressure they were under to perform for the public. 

Newsom and Silver prescribe that museums must define themselves despite pressure to be free 

from needing to take on roles much like elementary school duties to be granted funds (1978). 

Financially most museums depended on public support and therefore serving the public gave 

little room for autonomy. They were utilized by the public for interdisciplinary studies for 

historical context, symbolic content, literary background, and technological fabrication of work 

(Newsom & Silver, 1978). The general feeling was that art museums were settling to do the 

duties of schools if they hadn’t defined their role in education. An example of this is that art 
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museums were asked to teach visual literacy as a skill. Principles such as understanding a color 

wheel, value, saturation, composition and other vocabulary were being left out of schools and 

museums were asked to teach them (Newsom & Silver, 1978).  

The retort by art museum educators was that museum education is transmission of 

content and innovation. The belief was that they should not lose the value of art to fit into 

curriculum; that the purpose of the art museum is to through models, pilot programs, teacher 

training, and special classes for the willing, influence bigger change (Newsom & Silver, 1978). 

They must have room to organize primary sources and serve a basic educational need. Newsom 

and Silver state that like most subjects art doesn’t have to be admired by all, but there should be 

a mutual respect (1978). By 1973, at an American Association of Museums meeting, the 

President’s Committee on Education requested national recognition through representation on 

the America Association of Museums’ council for Museum Education (Newsom & Silver, 1978).  

This was a step for art museums to have national support and take hold of their institutions 

purpose with countrywide recognition. 

By the end of the 1970s, 70% of museums offered services to schoolchildren and were 

considered the original drop-in learning center (Newsom & Silver, 1978). The role of a museum 

was less about doing the job of a school and more about enriching education. Through the 

research of this literature the motivation for schools to go to museums was that there was cultural 

value in museums and value in engagement in museums for students with art objects. Going to a 

museum aided with verbal, cognitive, and emotional learning that was being valued by schools. 

Socially it was a neutral space for all socio-economic and racial backgrounds to come and 

receive the same services at the peak of the civil rights movement (Newsom & Silver, 1978). For 

art museums the hands-on learning and visual awareness being taught would hopefully influence 
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schools to see art as equally important in curriculum as other core subjects. The importance of art 

was already catching wind in career programs as the “popular interest in the arts… opened up job 

possibilities in different fields” such as “television, film, urban design, architecture, publishing, 

retailing, and entertainment (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” Art museum pedagogy was beginning to 

be recognized as an alternate type of learning than school pedagogy.  

Though the climate was equitable for partnership to exist between public schools and art 

museums as education evolved during this time, the logistical setbacks surrounding the programs 

determined success or failure. Schools had to consider if they could make investments in art 

programming that museums offered, which seemed unreasonable financially even if the rational 

for using those new resources appeared sound. Art museums had a similar problem figuring out 

how to finically support and justify this type of relationship with other institutions. There was 

also the perception hanging over art museums at the time that they were the “most 

underdeveloped educational possibility in the community (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” Along 

with the unclaimed responsibility of funding, the question of accountability went still 

unanswered. Newsom and Silver report that flexible scheduling in partnership was misconstrued 

as unreliable (1978). Another view by museum director Frank Oppenheimer was that museums 

should never be a certifying institution (Newsom & Silver, 1978). There was even an attempt 

during this time that using separate institutions called “new learner centers” would solve who 

would be responsible for partnership accountability that suffices both institutions (Newsom & 

Silver, 1978). From this literature it seemed that at the time without the commitment from 

institutions and support of the public, the relation between them could not yet be defined as its 

own separate entity.  
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Throughout Art Museum as Educator, the museum setting and school setting appear to be 

alien institutions to each other, but instead of alien the authors infer that the content of museums 

and schools can be described as “parallel.” Both are education-based programs that adopt or 

create educational theory that yields measureable evidence of learning. With that commonality 

the literature implies that to find possible intersections, institutions must question each other for 

further understanding (Newsom & Silver, 1978). Examples of differences Newsom and Silver 

suggest to discuss for understanding are the separate agendas, museum educators’ unfamiliarity 

with realities for the classroom, general discipline, unfamiliarity with a new place, and the deficit 

aesthetic knowledge by teachers, reversely the deficit of knowledge of cognitive development by 

museum educators, subject matter, curriculum, and expectations of each (1978). With all these 

differences the authors urge that the relationship in a partnership needs to be a “two-way street 

(1978).” Art museums and public schools must study each other’s attitudes, share knowledge, 

and make incentives to collaborate (Newsom & Silver, 1978). The idea of transparency, defined 

in this thesis, as a necessary aspect of successful partnerships was already being brought up as an 

issue in the late 1970s. Though there was a resistance for museums to be exclusively public 

education based, there was awareness that while working in the public sphere it had to be a 

collaborative effort between partners. 

Existing partnership in the 1970s exhibited a range of solutions in their individualized 

ways for conducting art museum and public school partnership efforts since there was no 

universally recognized method. In a 1972 National Education Association survey, 94% of 

museums claimed that it was "very important" to their museum to provide education for the 

public (Newsom & Silver, 1978). Newsom & Silver assert that what qualifies as “educational” 

should be defined since some museums claim that “everything is education” in their museum 
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(1978). Before an art museum can invest in partnership efforts, they must understand that each 

situation will be different since each interaction brings a whole other set of individual 

complexities. For an art museum to enter a partnership with a clear mission and sense of purpose, 

the literature suggests that there are four main questions that the museum should consider: “What 

is the art museum trying to do in its education program for the young? Should young people 

come to the museum, if so why and at what age? In dealing with schools, what realities do 

museums face? How can museums best focus their energies in helping young people use and 

understand their collections (Newsom & Silver, 1978)?” In defining education in museums the 

natural thing to do would be to look to the audience that is being taught. Newsom and Silver 

contend that it was common for museums to make programs without carefully considering the 

audience; that they weren’t "asking the hard questions that might lead to the quite different 

answers that the tried and (not necessarily) true” of the needs of the audience (1978). "All though 

there was a certain broad commonality among museums and centers, each institution has its own 

unique audience, staff, and ecology; it’s programs are and must be unique as well (Newsom & 

Silver, 1978).”   

The Memorial Art Gallery in Rochester, New York, and the Museum of Modern Art in 

New York City were presented in the literature as two different situations where the purpose of 

partnering sufficed different needs of the institutions. The Memorial claimed itself to be “an 

instrument of art education (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” The education department formed the 

values and purpose of the museums effort for outreach and partnership efforts to the public 

schools. The museum offered heavy services for the participating teachers and schools that 

including being flexible to emerging needs in the relationship between the institutions. The 

educators were the ones that did the research for the permanent collection labels. The museum 
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was very much a source cataloged and exhibited so that it could be utilized for the schools. The 

Museum of Modern Art approached education had a more holistic but simultaneously more 

distant approach. Where Memorial was reaching out with sympathetic arms, the Museum of 

Modern Art wanted to spread the message of the museum and bring people to “value high culture 

(Newsom & Silver, 1978).” This involved everything from exhibitions, classes, publications, and 

the design of the building was meant to create the environment to help spread the message. 

Setting the purpose to only "spreading the word", they claimed to have “surpassed their mission” 

for educational outreach (Newsom & Silver, 1978). The pro of this is that the efforts were being 

made in the right direction with good intention; the con is that at this stage roles in museums 

were being blurred on who had the last say in how the exhibition was used. Newsom and Silver 

explain that since there was typically an indefinite division between curatorial and the education 

department, it was common for the education department to be more aggressive (1978). The 

issue with an aggressive education department was that even though there was the passion to 

make everything holistically educational, the purpose of separate duties meant that separate 

people were doing them well instead of one oversight. 

The most successful programs in teaching exemplary school and museum goals for 

education were found to be the ones that had “close and continuing relations between [the] two 

institutions (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” Though individual accounts were the most valuable the 

general form of the relationship was in multiple visits and teacher training. The push for teacher 

training by museums was a step towards builds bridges of understanding between the 

institutions. Sustained programming through collaboration could be a reality in the future by 

simply sharing understanding. At the time only a few schools and museums worked together to 

create training, the programs were mainly devised by the museum, and the number of schools 
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actively looking to partner was low (Newsom & Silver, 1978). Referring back to the question of 

“how can museums best focus their energies to help young people to use and understand their 

collection?” refocuses that the museum wants to reach out and therefore it would be logical for 

them to initiate understanding. The lesson learned from that question is that there “is the 

importance of cooperative planning between museums and the schools” that makes helping 

young people use the collection more streamlined (Newsom & Silver, 1978). 

Newsom and Silver attest that to make art an important area in schools the teachers are 

the most important audience for museum education (1978). Equipping the teachers with the 

necessary training from the museum means that teachers become confident with using museums 

and collegial professionals in education with museum educators. Though this was admirable, it 

still treated the situation like a one-way transmittal of education from the museum to the school. 

Conversely understanding also could ensure respect for the practice of museum education, where 

before the uncertainty of museum education could make it easy to dismiss. Logistical reasons for 

training teachers, along with collegial knowledge of museums, were that teachers ultimately 

know and can reach their students the best. Another reason was that museum educators with 

more capable colleagues, the teachers, can free up time to work deeper on special projects that 

are involved in partnerships and programs (Newsom & Silver, 1978). Overall, if museum 

educators were dedicating themselves to the education of children then they ultimately needed to 

be seen as allies of schools to become better partners for this common goal (Newsom & Silver, 

1978). 

Once again like all complex systems the pros and cons needed to be considered. Having 

more information for teachers in schools is helpful, but training needs to be clear on the outcome 

and take into account factors that affect success. First Newsom and Silver illuminate that 
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outreach efforts, whether a failure or success, show that the art museum and the schools have an 

alliance and should keep trying to find the right fit for outreach (Newsom & Silver, 1978). Pros 

include a long list of ways museums wanted to involve teachers such as workshops, pre-service 

and in-service courses, cooperative planning, classroom exhibits, consultation, teacher centers, 

teacher symposia, and other resources (Newsom & Silver, 1978). All these efforts were 

admirable, but without purpose and meaning for teachers they were ineffective. Teachers wanted 

a clear training outcome, direction from museum staff how to perform, wanted carefully chosen 

models of museum teaching, and not just ready-made lessons that didn’t involve cooperation 

(Newsom & Silver, 1978). Schools admitted that there was a lot of guidance that was needed 

from museums since teacher pedagogy and museum pedagogy was so different. In-service 

training was difficult; teachers didn’t have time to ultimately do something comparable to 

college level education. Professor of art education Eliot Eisner denotes that “detailed art 

curriculum is essential to train teachers with very little knowledge of content and pedagogy at 

hand (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” Needs of clear purpose was apparent, but there was still not a 

way to enforce cooperation between institutions to find an agreeable purpose. Teacher training 

therefore had no measureable way to claim effectiveness.  

Efforts to cooperate on purposeful teaching training can be traced back to 1910 when 

Watson Kent, the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s first supervisor of education, wanted to define 

instruction between museums and schools and wanted supervision to monitor its accountability 

through a formal board. He was quoted as saying that “the scheme was never carried out 

(Newsom & Silver, 1978).” Much like concept of teacher training presented in the prior 

examples, there was no formal way to ensure cooperation in defining the practices that happen 

between the institutions. Two examples of cooperative practices in the 1970s that existed in 



THE BRIDGE   
 27 

museums were from the Museum Education Round table in Washington, DC and the Museums 

Collaborative in New York. These outside organizations were formed in attempt to help discuss 

and solve the issues surrounding museum and school partnerships. Of what solutions were 

presented through these organizations, the benefits only reached as far as their own audiences.  

The future of collaborative museum and school partnerships efforts was seen as a 

continuance of the creation of bigger organizations to hopefully solve the common needs. The 

literature proposes that “Centers” will ultimately be the solution for solving collaboration 

problems. These centers would collect and catalogue all programs, people, ideas, and 

institutions, be accessible to everyone for research and have a contact list for more info. They 

would also have limited staff that is efficient and knowledgeable so that information is not 

misconstrued. It would be funded by foundation grants and it would be helpful if it were attached 

to an existing organization (Newsom & Silver, 1978). This idealistic notion contradicts itself as a 

few pages earlier it was said that “education problems are too complex and resources too low to 

duplicate structure museum to museum (Newsom & Silver, 1978).” The idea that “Centers” 

could do the impossible task of duplicating meaningful knowledge of individual partnerships has 

not been revisited successfully. 

Individual collaboration efforts between art museums and public schools, even in the 

1970s, held value in forming what later will be defined as a partnership. Art Museum as 

Educator set the tone for museum educators throughout the 1980s and 1990s to consider things 

such as their roles in education, how to define education in museums for the public, what 

theories to use, and what evaluation is appropriate for their progression as well as their 

accountability to the public. Events mentioned before such as The Belmont Report in 1969, the 

publication of Museums for a New Century in 1982, and Excellence and Equity: Education and 
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the Public Dimension of Museums in 1992, have all been steps in the slow process of defining 

museum education (Hein, 1998). These events have questioned museums under pressure for their 

purpose, clarified the roles periodically of what museum education is based on studies, and 

defined “best practices” in museums, respectively. In George Hein’s Learning in the Museum, 

this once scientist turned education thinker, reflects on the twenty years after Art Museum as 

Educator was written and considers what currently was needed to define and evaluate learning in 

museums. Hein concentrates on learning theories, defining current education, evaluation trends, 

and gives his view on what kind of learning thrives in museums. Concurrently around the time of 

his formulation of this book, True Needs, True Partnerships edited by Ellen Cochran Hirzy, 

published by the Institute of Museum Services in 1996, set out to exhibit exemplary museum and 

school partnerships and the lessons that can be learned from them. These publications together 

model the shift in the 1990s of the educational climate surrounding museum and school 

partnerships and the success stories that put into perspective what characteristics it took for a 

collaborative partnership to be distinguished as exemplary at the end of twentieth century.  

The 1960s reforms in education that brought public and federal attention to educational 

institutions spurred the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act. This act was part of 

President Johnson’s reform measures to end poverty through social programs (Hein 1998). 

Museums were a target to this political measure due to their ability to house and exhibit culture. 

The term “program evaluation” was used directly from the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act, though it was directed towards the public school systems, all education institutions were 

seen in a light of being evaluated on the instructive and educative level. Museums had to prove 

their education role and existence in this new “elevated education” shift occurring that Hein 

highlights as important during the context to of this literature. Hein believed the factor that 
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would help achieve “elevated education” would be the condition of visitors having more 

meaningful experiences in the museum. Hein describes the current learning style in the 1990s as 

“back to basics,” where museums were adversely about experiential learning (Hein, 1998). 

Despite the theories of Dewey, Piaget, and Vygotsky supporting experiential learning, education 

was being influenced by more “traditional” learning styles (Hein, 1998). The definitions Hein 

gives for “traditional” learning is learning that is didactic and expository, based on structure of a 

subject, made from pre-existing knowledge, and is acquired incrementally (Hein, 1998). 

Experiential learning, which is not necessarily the opposite of “traditional” learning, is 

characterized, by the learning theories of prior mentioned theorist, as hands-on, active, and 

constructive in nature (Hein, 1998). During the “dramatic political changes in the world”* in the 

1990s in developing countries building educational systems, museums were used to help define 

new nations and reinterpret history (Hein, 1998). “Traditional” learning held political weight and 

trust, and ideas related to experiential and progressive learning were not defined enough to be 

part of this global change. 

Though the climate was not opportune for progressive education at a global scale, 

museums being not in the “traditional” had an advantage to define learning in different ways and 

set their own evaluation to produce an accountability system. In Museum Basics written in 1993 

Ambrose brings up that quantitative evaluation can only go so far. Attendance of museums 

measured by funding is one quantitative measure, but during that time less that 50% of museums 

charged admission in the United States (Ambrose, 1993).  He also states that there is really no 

way to measure cultural representation yet and that education is complex and does have solid 

evaluation in museums (Ambrose, 1993). Hein takes on the definition of education so that it can 

be evaluated in Learning in Museums by presenting this understanding of theory in education, 
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specifically with learning.  Learning theory is defined first and then evaluation of it can be 

explored. 

 The literature insists that in order for museums to be educational they must consciously 

adopt education theory; otherwise efforts might still be seen as entertainment (Hein, 1998). 

Theory comprises of knowledge, learning, and teaching: where knowledge is built, learning is 

the process of reconstruction of knowledge in the mind, and teaching is the knowledge 

acquisition method (Hein, 1998). Hein describes four different categories for educational theory: 

didactic learning, response learning, discovery learning, and constructivism learning. Didactic 

learning, mentioned before, is objective content, directional, and “traditional.” Response learning 

focuses on the method of teaching more than the content, considering if the method works for 

learning. Discovery learning is complex active process that exhibits little structure to what is 

“right” information. Then constructivism, supported the most by Hein, is active hands-on, minds-

on learning that the learner creates in the mind based on prior knowledge and understanding. The 

challenge for educators in constructivism is that they must stimulate and challenge learners 

without being didactic (Hein, 1998). These educational theories have all considered the learner 

and teacher relationship. They have also defined what kind of relationship the student has with 

the knowledge they are acquiring or forming knowledge. Hein prescribes constructivism for 

museums because of the nature of learning that happens in museums. Despite the political weight 

with “traditional” learning, Hein goes on to explain that the nature of museum education has to 

be less about existing knowledge and direct instruction simply because museums are an 

experience. Using this kind of division of content and learning is limiting for partnerships since 

they are between the institutions that this literature suggests have very opposite education theory. 
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It does, however, gives an understanding of where the institutions stand when they might come 

together to collaborate. 

 Concerning informal and formal education, Hein asserts that “the terms do not 

distinguish between possible characteristics of the education that takes place in the two 

institutions” and that informal and formal describe the administrative rather than the actual 

learning (Hein, 1998). Learning and teaching are theory dependent. What theories schools or 

museums adopt will shape how knowledge is administered. It is common, however, for museums 

to lean towards certain set of theories and schools lean towards another set of theories because 

their physical institutions offer very different learning environments and content. Hein insists 

that teachers should know the theory they are teaching by well and that they should know their 

student’s personal experience with learning (Hein, 1998). No matter the content, environment, or 

administration of knowledge, the educator must know how to utilize and judge the learning 

theory with consideration of their audience. 

 Once theory is established, understood, and practiced, the evidence of learning must be 

identified for evaluation. What is understood about museum education, according the prominent 

museum education theories Falk and Dierking at the Annapolis Conference in 1995, is summed 

up as “what people learn as a consequence of museum experiences (Hein, 1998).” The 

consequences of the museum experience is that museums connect and facilitate ideas through 

accessible content, affect values and attitudes, promote identify of culture, community, and 

family, foster interests, self-confidence, motivation to pursue learning, and affect overall how 

visitors approach their worlds (Hein, 1998). These attributes are visitor centered and constructed 

in the mind of the visitors as they experience the museum. The literature identifies that these 

things do not happen all at once as soon as the visitor walks in the door. There are steps that the 
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visitor has to take in observing artwork to get a fuller experience and overall impact from the 

museum setting. Housen’s stages of Aesthetic Development illustrate how a visitor would look 

and construct knowledge through stages of thinking and reflecting. The first stage is 

“accountive”; that is storytelling, personal association, and basic observations. The second state 

is “constructive”; that is context to art knowledge, considering morals and values, and 

considering artist intention. The third state is “classifying”; that is critical looking like a historian 

and considering meaning and message. The fourth stage is “interpretive”; that is the personal 

encounter with the piece and interpretation of the subtleties for deeper meaning. The last is “re-

creative”; that is in the mind of the viewer they construct memory, personal experience, and 

universal experience while viewing. At this state it is said that the person is “willing to suspend 

disbelief” and can see the object as it is then through these stages (Hein, 1998). These internal 

steps are supported by theorist Vygotsky, stating, “origins of intelligence should be sought by 

people’s social interactions rather than examination (Hein, 1998).” 

 Because these internal thoughts are affected by the outside relation of the object and the 

prior experiences of the viewer, one could not claim that the experience is untouched by complex 

social implications. Education described in this literature therefore cannot be as purely didactic 

in schools and constructivist in museums as Hein suggests. The museum visitor is more than 

likely a product of the public school as well as a participant in museum education. In museums in 

general this literature states that people learn in some modality. He asserts practical needs for 

visitors must be maximized, people must make “unique” connections, staff should not 

underestimate experience as integral to learning, positive experiences connect understanding, and 

that museums are not efficient as “traditional school” education (Hein, 1998). The theory, as 

mentioned before, that best can be adopted by museums for the purpose of learning in a museum 
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according to Hein is then the constructivist model. The two important components for 

understanding constructivist learning is that there should be active participation with the hands 

and mind, and those conclusions should be reached by the learner (Hein, 1998). The issue with 

this claim is that despite literature on constructivism as a learning theory, there is little literature 

that “emphasizes both epistemological and a learning theory component [that] is required for a 

constructivist position (Hein, 1998).” For museums to be constructivist in nature Hein suggests 

that they must answer three questions to clarify if their values and goals are in line with 

constructivist view.  The first question is “what is done to acknowledge that knowledge is 

constructed in the mind of the learner (Hein, 1998)?” This asks for evidence that the museum 

believes that knowledge is built and not received for the individual as they experience the 

museum. The second question is “how is learning itself made active? What is done to engage the 

visitor (Hein, 1998)?” This is important because it is in line with the idea of hands and mind on 

activities. The visitor must be active to create knowledge; experience is physical, mental, and 

anything but passive. The third question is “how is the situation designed to make it accessible-

physically, socially, intellectually- to the visitor (Hein, 1998)?” The idea of comfort and control 

for the visitor must be achieved so that in experiencing they are uninhibited to do the necessary 

things to construct knowledge for themselves. For one museum to achieve a constructivist view 

involves introspective of the questions that Hein prescribes, but there is also a chance for 

collaboration between other institutions. Collaboration helps museums and other institutions 

have a range of opportunities where visitors can gain access spaces physically, comfortably, 

conceptually and visually (Hein, 1998). The possibilities of partnership have been a “renewed” 

interest quoted by Hirzy, to “provide relevant venues for all children to learn (Hein, 1998).” If 
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nothing else, the divide of pure constructivism exhibits what a museum that practices it in theory 

has to offer.  

As the system of learning in institutions becomes more complex, evaluation can be 

defined as “traditional” versus “new conceptions,” experimental data versus naturalistic data, and 

evaluation that is through the entire process of program. Hein suggests that once museums can 

categorize their method of data collection into these types of categories, they will be able to 

produce evaluation results that show accountability. It ultimately produces context and 

triangulated data by observing a duration of a program to show progress. During the 1990s the 

question was “Should evaluation be internally done for depth or externally by a company to 

make it objective (Hein, 1998)?” Hein interjects that evaluation cannot be objective because it is 

a result of the climate and context the museum has and the ideology of the museum. There is a 

balance for museums to consider when deciding how to evaluate between more technical aspects 

and more social aspects. Hein warns that the trend of external evaluation can be political in 

nature even though it seemed to be the most widely recognized way to create accountability.  

 Traditional evaluation can be seen as the “before and after” treatment (Hein, 1998). He 

suggested that there was no real way to experiment with control groups or process evaluation. It 

also measured the averages in data and could ignore variance, which might have been important. 

New Conceptions of evaluation started with the Cognitive Revolution of the 1960s (Hein, 1998). 

Developmental studies were being considered in how to evaluate learners. The idea was that 

human activity and cognition makes a context for learning. In order to evaluate holistically these 

aspects needed to be considered. Though evaluation was seen as political, its true purpose was to 

be practical and solve problems for the institution. Front-end, formative, and summative 

evaluation measures make it certain that the process of a program has been considered all the 
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way through. Once data is collected it is considered qualitative and quantitative. Hein challenges 

that and explains that even those two things are limited and that evaluation is more than words 

and numbers (Hein, 1998). The first category is experimental design evaluation and data, which 

includes characteristics that are quantitative, atomistic, objective, laboratory modeled, 

experimental, hard, confirmatory, explanatory, decontextualized, deterministic, and analytic in 

nature. Naturalistic involves characteristics that are qualitative, holistic, subjective, real-world 

based, naturalistic, soft, exploratory, understanding, contextual, responsive, and synthetic in 

nature (Hein, 1998). These opposing lists of evaluation and data form the points that museums 

must balance between to have accountability to themselves and the political eye.  

The findings that Hein presented in Learning in the Museum exhibited further the 

complexity that the museum has as an educational institution. Partnerships between museums 

and schools have to balance the definitions of formal and informal, experimental and naturalistic 

evaluation, and in general learning theories that will shape their relationship. Hirzy takes this 

idea many steps further to say that as well as understanding in collaboration there should also be 

benefits that are equally important to solve the expressed needs in each institution (Hirzy, 1996). 

In True Needs, True Partnerships, foreword by Diane Frankel, Institute of Museum Services 

director at the time, reminds the reader that the tone in the 1970’s of the earliest "partnerships" 

were seen as “add-ons” for schools to utilize (Hirzy, 1996). This view on the relationship 

between museums and schools helps clarify that in the twenty years prior the institutions did not 

see each other equally or as cooperating institutions. Newsom, Silver, and Hein made their case 

around the issue of the museum being misunderstood as an educational institution. The 

concentration on what a museum was and was not, what theories and practice were held there, 

and why they were different but credible was the primary focus of the prior authors. Hirzy offers 
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a view into what was accomplished once the institutions demystified the walls between them and 

found themselves cooperating for a common goal. More importantly, these partnerships set out 

to solve the needs of the institutions involved.  

This publication is based on fifteen examples of partnerships that appeared to exhibit 

equality between the institutions. In most cases the needs brought by schools were being 

answered by museum education. Hirzy concluded that those needs are essential to the purpose of 

the relationship while partnering. Specific needs brought by schools in these examples varied 

from a need to enrich curriculum, to a need to involve the community more with the school 

through the museum. A "need" therefore can be seen as a binding motivation where the 

institutions are the problem-solvers where their alliance can create a successful solution. “What 

makes these fifteen partnerships different is their grounding of true needs,” offers Frankel for 

insight of why these partnerships were seen as necessary to be shown as exemplary (Hirzy, 

1996). This statement recognizes that needs have the ability be frivolous, but these partnerships 

are based on true needs that created beneficial results and exemplary relationships between 

institutions. 

The early 1990s might have been a product of the political turmoil surrounding education 

and the Cognitive Revolution, but as evaluation became more complex, it was apparent that 

students were even more complex learners. Evaluations had to consider outlier students that 

might have been missed in the evaluation process mentioned in Art Museum as Educator. 

Partnerships like the ones illustrated in this publication were places where “nontraditional” 

learners came alive and institutions to see equally beneficial results (Hirzy, 1996). Now that 

there was data through these successful case studies, the question still lingered of what 

characteristics ran through these exemplary partnerships other than the initial needs. The value 
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that Hirzy highlights through the “Partnership Tips” in the margins of the publication is that the 

relation between all people involved in the partnership is important to its survival. These people 

are the parents, the schools, the administration, the museum, the community, and all others that 

have stake in the partnership. Tips that talk about communication suggest involving parents, 

using museums coordinators to build teacher rapport, working and thinking in the community, 

and frequent detailed communication to name a few (Hirzy, 1996). Tips that speak to the 

relationship suggest flexibility of partnership course, patience, time, understanding of each 

other’s philosophy, and synergy between administration, teachers, parents, community, and 

museum education (Hirzy, 1996). These ideas, a compilation from these fifteen examples, show 

that some partnerships in the 1990s were considered to be more like collaborative relationships 

between museums and schools rather than a clashing of two very different types of institutions.  

The 21
st
 Century brought on changes in the education world that directly affected 

partnerships as new skills were defined and partnerships were being evaluated (see intro 21
st
 

Century Learning). Learning Community: Lessons in Co-Creating the Civic Museum, writing by 

David Thelan for American Association of Museums, speaks to the growing pains of one 

example of partnership. This article speaks honestly about the emerging concerns of institutions 

having to learn to shift gears to a different kind of educational entity within a partnership. As 

written in the introduction, the discussions cited in this publication give the impression that 

individual accounts were looked at to evaluate a partnership because duplication of methods was 

not seen as feasible. The conclusion was that since duplication of methods used in one 

partnership was out of the question, than institutions had to look within to find the best criteria 

for their partnership. “Museum directors or other officials would need to report candidly the 

challenges and problems they had encountered and perhaps failed to solve” in co-creating 
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(Thelan, 2001). This openness, much like what is considered this thesis’ definition of 

transparency, is essential for finding the realistic problems that can be solved if they are brought 

into light.  

In the 2000 Museum and Community Initiative by the American Association of 

Museums, the role of museums specifically in the community was discussed. The intended 

audience for this discussion involved educators, elected officials, business people, social services 

professionals, community activist, and museum professionals (Thelan, 2001). The idea of 

transparency is supported here, much like in True Needs, True Partnerships, by the idea that 

discussion about museums working with other institutions involves multiple levels of 

communication between everyone that is involved with the partnership. The kinds of people that 

are listed in these many instances are all important because they somehow affect one of the 

multiple steps it takes to build an exemplary partnership. For this instance the discussion was on 

the purpose of museums in civic engagement when partnering with community. This kind of 

focused discussion “has great potential to help museums recognize and take advantage of 

possibilities for building partnerships… and to identify both external and internal challenges that 

accompany these partnerships (Thelan, 2001).” 

A characteristic that has shown up in all the prior literature and publications is the sense 

that the people and their interactions are integral to the partnership. In Art Museum as Educator 

teacher training was important to understanding the basics of the other institution in a 

partnership. Learning in the Museum illustrated the theories and understanding that must be 

utilized by educators so that evaluating had a basis of structure. True Needs, True Partners 

directly accounts multiple uses of involvement and synergy among all participants. Recently 

mentioned, Learning Community: Lessons in Co-Creating the Civic Museum outlines that the 
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discussion during the Museum and Communities Initiative was for the information of people at 

multiple levels of involvement. Organization of people, their roles, their relationship, their 

etiquette, and their responsibilities to a partnership can be illustrated by one model such as the 

Professional Learning Community. On Common Ground, edited by Robert Eaker, and Rebecca 

and Richard Dufour, is a compilation of work by different authors that support the power of 

Professional Learning Communities. A Professional Learning Community “starts with a group of 

teachers who meet regularly as a team to identify essential and valued student learning, develop 

common formative assessments, analyze current levels of achievement, set achievements goals, 

share strategies, and then create lessons to improve upon those levels (DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & 

DuFour, R., 2005).” Though this seems like a non-complex matter, the literature written around 

the term "Professional Learning Community" exhibits that it is very much a theory that needs to 

be adopted in order to holistically work. Hein earlier described that learning and teaching is 

theory dependent, for teachers to understand this content theory they need to adopt a system to 

work holistically together. Professional Learning Communities is one system that is defined so 

that collaborating is less about work figuring out how to collaborate, and more work actually co-

creating.  

The model of the Professional Learning Community reflects other trends, theories, and 

values in education around the time this literature was published. In 2003 the National 

Commission on Teaching and America’s Future endorsed the concept of Professional Learning 

Communities, The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards in 2004 created a similar 

ideas in their standards, and the Keys Initiative of the National Education Association in 2004 

used values such as “high academic goals, collaborative problem-solving, and continuous 

assessment for teaching and learning (DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R., 2005).” Richard 
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Dufour insisted that the model could help the case of improving teaching as well as learning. He 

coaxes the reader by stating that “it’s time for a concerted effort to push for [Professional 

Learning Communities] inclusion in state department requirements, in every pre-service and 

leadership training course, and in every discussion among principals and teachers leaders that 

purports to improve teaching and learning (2005).“ 

This literature, though about a specific on the attributes of Professional Learning 

Communities, raises similar issues with current overall theories and dispositions in schools, 

museums, and partnerships that have been evolving through this review. A value that is shared 

with thinkers of the Cognitive Revolution in this literature is that all students over time construct 

and acquire knowledge, skills, and dispositions (DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R., 2005). To 

build on that the idea the literature refutes that students should have ownership of their learning 

and must be self-regulators of their achievement, much like the belief that constructivism 

originates from the students mind. At this time the newest opposing force for such cognitively 

based efforts was the introduction of “high-stake tests.” The battle once again, as Hein 

considered, was the accountability system that politically was accepted versus the cognitively 

progressive theories of learning that could not be quantified. One of the well-known examples of 

political accountability systems is No Child Left Behind, implemented in 2001, to promote a 

“newer concept of achievement.” These government based accountability systems are scaled on 

the concept that “betters performance [is necessary] to make income (DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & 

DuFour, R., 2005).” Another challenge is that despite the theory that working collaboratively 

between two separate institutions seemed to work, the museums had to consider the realities of 

schools under the paradigm shift in response of new education policy. Richard Dufour 

illuminates that the nature of teachers in the classroom is one of isolation and that for the 
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Professional Learning Community method to work they would have to systematically embed 

collaboration into routine with clear purpose of improvement (2005). He also brings up that 

curriculum can be flexible. What is intended by curriculum, what is actually implemented as 

curriculum, and what is attained by the students from curriculum can be completely different 

things. “Schools must stop pretending that merely presenting teachers with state standards or 

district curriculum guides will guarantee that all students have access to the common curriculum 

(DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R., 2005)." The levels of schools, much like how Newsom 

and Silver speak about the levels in a museum that must balance their roles, have to be 

considered in a partnership. If a school as a system is not reflective, with all of its levels, in 

mutual support of each other, then a partnership would reflect those attributes.  

The following summation of the attributes that make up a Professional Learning 

Community are only as good as the commitment to them to sustain them, have a full integration 

of them into school culture, and the balance of content being shared between the institutions. The 

start of a Professional Learning Community mentioned before was the structure of teachers 

working together through the process of team goal setting, value setting, assessment, analyzing, 

strategizing, and improvement implementation (DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R., 2005). 

Professional Learning Communities do not have a single leader but a leader of leaders, which the 

literature implies, supports the concept of “team”. Goal setting involves “effective integration of 

standards, assessment, and accountability (DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R., 2005).” Value 

setting is the holistic decision to change the culture of an institution to be able to house the model 

of Professional Learning Community. Part of assessment and analyzing is that learning should be 

structured not as content to be acquired, but actually what should be learned, how to assess for 

learning, and how to problem solve when learning is not achieved (DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & 
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DuFour, R., 2005).  Short-term assessment makes it possible for problem solving to happen in 

real time, rather than after-the-fact. (See On Common Ground for more details on case studies 

and detailed steps of assessment for learning). In regards to collaboration, Professional Learning 

Communities emulate it. It prompts those involved to be beyond collegial, and to focus together 

on the short-term and the long-term steps in a learning environment.  

 An Alliance of Spirit closed the first decade of the 21
st
 century as a compilation of 

museum educators’ ideas of how museums can partner with formal K-12 standards based schools 

(Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). The Museums, Libraries, and 21
st
 Century Skills initiative by the 

Institute of Museum and Library Services had been established for a year identifying that 21
st
 

Century Skills are now an important aspect of education for museum educators to consider 

staying relevant in public education. Educators, no matter what institution they are in, should 

consider the 21
st
 century skills of critical thinking, problem solving, communication, and 

collaboration in all attributes of learning for their students. Partnerships between a formal and 

informal institution can have their challenges, but the benefits, such as supporting different 

learners through what they offer, makes it worthwhile in a climate of collaborative learning. For 

example museums are typically multi-sensory learning and schools primarily are text bound 

learning; together their methods reach a wider range of learners than if they were solitary 

(Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). Again, the issue is that abstractly learning theories of what makes 

an exemplary partnership is only as good as the practice based on it. From a case study of a 

partnership emerged the Five Areas of Understanding that are necessary when institutions are 

working together. These include understanding of the other institutions professions, values, 

environments, theories, and research (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). From this latest reflection on 
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partnerships, these areas add to the structure of what should be considered when building a 

collaborative partnership.  

Profession involves the training, responsibilities, and range of work that the professionals 

in the institution undergo (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010).  Professional development, continuing 

education, and communication are the ways that understanding can stay relevant and clear. “A 

true partnership between schools and museums must begin with teachers. Increasingly, museums 

are offering in-depth professional development opportunities for classroom teachers, providing 

both method and content (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010).” When each of the institutions can give 

insight about how they function educationally and what their educational professionals rolls are, 

then working together is a lot less challenging. In An Alliance of Spirit the suggestions for what 

is considered strong professional development are familiar from previously mentioned literature. 

Professionals should create clear intentions for the outcome of training and should develop 

planning, training, and implementing a partnership together. Professionals should choose “depth 

over breadth” in their studies and should model co-teaching as a way to coach how to be 

comfortable in the different settings. Professionals should make the commitment multi-year and 

seek autonomy for the other institution to use resources (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). Overall the 

literature implies that museums should be informative, transparent, and collaborative for the 

good of understanding each other’s profession and ultimately working together effectively.  

Values imply the beliefs in terms of what is valuable in education practice. Museums and 

schools must share their values as part of understanding and build on them in their partnership. 

For partnerships themselves what is valuable is the “nature of relationship, not time (Fortney & 

Sheppard, 2010).” The literature suggests that being intentional, flexible, and accommodating are 

values that equate to a relation success (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). Partnerships also value 
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sustainability because it shows a lasting relationship. This does not necessarily mean that the 

program itself has to be sustained physically but that some parts such as a portion of the program 

or as simple as the relationship is sustained. In this literature it is understood that as long as the 

program is “relevant, supports growth and service” in some way, it is considered something 

sustained from that partnership and therefore sustainable (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). Lastly the 

institutions in a partnership must value “effective authentic collaboration” to stay relevant. The 

six categories of success for this degree of collaboration are the environment, the member 

character, the process and structure, communication, purpose, and resources (Fortney & 

Sheppard, 2010). When educators place value on how they can stay relevant and collaborative, 

they ultimately will turn to understanding each other to create a productive environment for the 

partnership.  

Environment involves the culture of the institutions everyday functions. The teaching 

styles, pedagogical practices, and nature of education in the institution all make up the 

environment. The literature implies that museums want schools to understand the learning 

environment of people learning from objects. Object based learning is based in the theory that it 

is “a primal way that humans learn and the foundation for museum education (Fortney & 

Sheppard, 2010).” The environment is also the format in which the institution is run day by day. 

In museums, curriculum materials, museum tours, teacher seminars, Internet resources, object 

kits, and outreach activities all effect the environment that the museums will present to schools. 

In schools, curriculum, standards, school culture, content, teacher professional standards, and 

national mandates are just a few things that effect a school’s environment into which the 

museums are entering. In partnerships the “field trip is the most stable program” and the way it is 

practiced effects the nature of the environment (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). When educators 
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consider environment they consider the factors that affects the everyday culture in the separate 

institutions and how they can ebb and flow with each other in a partnership. 

Theories are the informed work of recognized scholars that are the core for educational 

practice. The educational theories within this literature review exhibit how history has shaped, 

evolved, and influenced how education is administered today. “Theory makes it apparent [what] 

values and goals” are part of the institutions in a partnership (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). 

Schools are considered products of the theories of John Dewey, constructivism, Piaget, and 

Vygotsky (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). Museums are products of object-based learning, visitor-

experience, constructivism, and informal learning as described in the literature review (Fortney 

& Sheppard, 2010). When educators consider theory, they are investing themselves in 

understanding the core structure of where education is built. From that core structure it is also 

easier to find commonalities in practice since theories will share common values and ideals.  

Research is the search for knowledge that has been conducted based on recognized 

theories. It is an “advocacy tool” and should be continuously conducted to ensure relevance. An 

example of a recent case study concluded in the literature An Alliance of Spirit that partnerships 

were the “in-between” of two traditions (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). The principles for 

achieving partnerships that were founded from that research were that in short, academic rigor, 

modeled activities, mandatory collaboration, and progressive standards produced success 

(Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). It also demonstrates that ongoing research involves a cycle of 

evaluation and implementation. This literature found that the loop of initial program planning, 

front-end evaluation, program design, formative evaluation, program implementation, summative 

evaluation, and back to initial program planning from lessons learned promotes a progressive 

way to research ongoing efforts in partnerships (Fortney & Sheppard, 2010). If evaluation cannot 



THE BRIDGE   
 46 

be universal between these entities then the lesson learned is that rigor in reflective and active 

evaluation means more understanding of how partnerships function. 

Holistic understanding is the key to transparency. Once that relationship is established 

museums and schools can move on to collaboration efforts. The consideration of being reflective 

and responsive is part of the commitment that museums and schools in truly collaborative 

partnerships. Having clear goals, respect for the institution’s autonomy, and purpose are just 

some of the components that are involved in the commitment to make a mutually beneficial 

partnership. Backed by the consideration of history and its lessons learned, institutions in 

partnerships are able to assess the context they are faced with and act accordingly. There have 

been four decades of establishing what the relationship between museums and school is not and 

what it might be. Two decades of using the word “partnership” have established that these 

separate entities need to be held accountable for the work that they create in education. What has 

been found is that museums and schools are already complex and individual, and the struggle to 

find standards in partnerships is justified by that fact. The controllable factor is therefore the 

researched ways that professionals, knowing the complex microcosms of their own institution 

the best, can work collaboratively to establish what is the best way to produce and evaluate 

evidence for accountability of learning.  
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Methodology 

 The nature of my research question, an examination of what characterizes an 

exemplary museum-school partnership, calls for a qualitative approach. Qualitative research 

seeks to generate concepts or insights for future use (Stockrocki, 1997). Thus a narrative inquiry 

method seemed the best fit in researching this question specifically using the research method of 

Oral History research. The sequence of Oral History are as follows: formulate a central question, 

plan and consider factors, conduct background research, interview, process interview, evaluate 

and set up another set of interviews following the prior steps, and then organize and present 

results (Oral History, 2012). The question of what characterizes exemplary partnerships is 

affected by context, conditions, and consideration for individual details in partnerships. To get to 

those individual details, the method cannot be based around just the logistics, but around the 

interactions of professional cultures between institutions.   

This narrative study using descriptive methods of data collection through field notes, 

hermeneutic research related to the field, and a series of initial interviews with inquiry based 

constructive follow-up interviews. The first step for this series of interviews started by seeking 

out participants who fit the criteria for this thesis by exhibiting traits of an ideal partnership. 

Again, the criteria are that the participants exhibited collaborative planning and teaching between 

a museum and school setting; that the needs of the separate institutions were considered in the 

partnership; and that the objectives, values, theory, and practice of the partnership were a product 

of this collaboration that could not have been accomplished without both parties being involved. 

Informants were also chosen for their diversity of their partnership structure and logistics. 
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Setting and Participants  

The first participating partnership is between an art museum and an elementary school 

with a three-year span in the state of Washington. The initial need being met was that the 

elementary school was reopening, and the principal and collaborating museum professional 

wanted to shape the school climate through the partnership with the museum's already 

established educational theories. The educational theory and approach adopted the partnership 

focused around was the method of Visual Thinking Strategies, a widely known teaching system 

in which where the knowledge comes from the visual content provided through inquiry based 

responses by the students. To prepare the participating institutions for the partnership, the 

professionals participated in a full day of training in Visual Thinking Strategies to give the 

teachers a better understanding of the theory. During the partnership there were several in school 

museum educator’s visits, which arranged checks and balance on the progress of using the 

teaching method. Teachers instructed of ten lessons using the Visual Thinking Strategies method 

in all subjects in order for it to be a normal classroom practice school wide. The year ended with 

a visit to the museum setting to bring Visual Thinking Strategies full circle with object based 

learning in the museum.  

The second members of the participating partnership for this research consist of an art 

museums and K-12 schools in the neighboring districts across a multi-year span in the state of 

Arizona. The initial impetus was that the museum needed to shift the perception of learning in 

museums of the public. This was concluded after a survey that mainly there was no reason for 

not utilizing museums. The educational theory and approach adopted by the partnership 

emphasized Object-Based Learning and art integration. The museum did front-end, formative, 

and summative assessment to meet the objectives of the partnership to create understanding of 
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museum learning. Using a logic model, an assessment tool to monitor progress of new 

programming, the museum and school jointly found why they needed each other and how they 

could implement curriculum based on the assessments from the model.  

The third participating partnership is between a museum and a virtual public school in 

a five-year program, virtual meaning based online with online classrooms in the state of North 

Carolina. The initial impetus for this partnership was for the museum to increase distance 

learning and the school needed curriculum that shared an interest in accessible learning through 

online resources. The educational theory and approaches used to foster the partnership itself is 

the concept of Professional Learning Communities. Contributions from each of the participants 

are that professionals worked through a Professional Learning Community to plan curriculum, 

provisions for the school’s students to receive credit for school, and online collaboration 

involving time in forums and conversational platforms to keep in constant contact to plan 

responsively together. 

Data Collection Procedures 

For this hermeneutic and social anthropological research, data collection started with 

searching relevant literature to find the origins of recognized social anthropologic criteria that 

exemplified and defined collaborative museum and school partnerships. From that research the 

idea emerged that in a partnership the professionals and participants make up the partnership 

team and they all play an integral role in how the partnership functions as a productive, sustained 

system. The four areas of involvement that were congruent throughout the research are that the 

partnership team was responsible for the logistics to make the partnership work; responsible for 

the professional development of those implementing curriculum in the partnership; responsible 

for defining the objectives and values of the partnership; and most importantly responsible for 
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the creation of curriculum. It is worth stating that specialist concluded that the team does not 

necessarily work equally together on each one of these areas, but everyone’s involvement is 

necessary for the development of an autonomous partnership between institutions. (Figure 1) 

Figure 1 
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/Mission/ 

Purpose 

-Objective of partnering and overall purpose that runs 

through the people, operations, and at every level 
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-Core beliefs for this “new” institution that reflect 
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-Define shared theories and ideals for pedagogy method 

-Objectives and projected evidence through assessment 
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for Creating 

Curriculum 

* “Curriculum 

takes content 
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teaching and 
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Achievement Goals -Setting high goals and the means 
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 From this criteria concerning what is involved in a viable partnership and what is 

expected of each member of the partnership team, the participants contributing to this thesis were 

chosen based on their own public presentation of their partnerships values, as collaborative in 

nature, at the 2012 National Art Educators Association Conference in New York. In this 

background observational stage, they identified their work as collaborative partnerships between 

art museums and public schools, and provided their conclusions about what has made their 

partnership successful. Each identified a plan of how to cover the responsibilities in a 

partnership, how to understand each other’s needs, and importantly outlined an overall way to 

assess their progress together to make sure that the partnership was fulfilling the goals set out 

and agreed on by the professionals. Looking closer at the partnerships led to a series of inquiries 

through interviews to see how participants in each situation handled the details of the 

responsibilities that needed to be fulfilled in a working collaborative partnership to produce 

effective learning for students. This step, as well as the next, reflects the second and third steps 

of Oral History research of consideration of factors and the conducting of background research 

on the topic. 

Assessment -Front End 

-Formative 

-Summative 

-Assessment 
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active for next 
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making 

-Assessment 

should be day 

to day as well 

as big picture 
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average, but 

also includes 

outliers 
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 After defining the terms and determining benchmark criteria for collaborative 

partnerships, the research next surveyed what public information was available and set forth 

about the partnership in overall presentation. What was found was that much likes the initial 

National Art Educators Association Conference interaction, the material open to the public was 

congruent with this thesis's stated congruent attributes of what makes up the criteria for a truly 

collaborative partnership. This included, again, a system of beliefs about how to cover the 

responsibilities for a partnership, how they took the steps to understand each other’s needs; and 

the ways they have found successful results through their assessment of the partnership. This 

stage exhibited more concrete contributions and resources that created measurable outcomes, 

which ultimately shaped the partnerships collaborative efforts, creating results.  

 After the study of public sources, mainly from observation and online, the inquiry stage 

started by gaining permission to talk openly with the museum representative about their findings 

and details of their partnerships. This being the fourth step of Oral History research is the initial 

interview after the course of research. The first set of questions was created included the initial 

reason for why the partnership was created; how did they start taking on the responsibilities and 

logistics of the partnership; and an open ended question about any other dependent variables that 

stood out to them about the partnership as important. In the first interview the main goal was to 

get a further understanding of how the institutions fulfilled the criteria set forth from this thesis. 

Speaking candidly with the professionals about the partnership began to uncover the nuances that 

made the partnerships work not just in theory but actually this particular practice.  

 The initial interview was considered and analyzed using the synthesized criteria from the 

literature. After the fifth stage Oral History research of processing the interview it was apparent 

that a second interview was necessary to have the institution make a direct reference to how they 
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continue to shape their partnerships today by addressing today's pedagogical challenges and 

needs between all institutions. They were also asked directly about how they make collaboration 

official as part of their partnership mission statement. Lastly, they were asked to comment on the 

criteria founded in this thesis of what were considered the most important attributes of a truly 

collaborative partnership. The figure below describes the areas from Figure 1 that the data 

collection process will obtain during the four research stages (see Figure 2). The remainder of 

this thesis will complete the process of Oral History research with a final processing of the data 

and presentation of results.  

Figure 2 

Partnership Team Areas of Collaboration: Content in Results 
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Interview 

Stage 

Values/ 

Educational 

Theories 

 X X  

Theory to 

Practice 

  X X 

Step 4 
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Interview 

Stage Post 
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First Stages 
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Context 

OVERALL 

Collaboration OVERALL 

Data Collection 

 Data collection procedures emphasized the idea that active, frequent collaboration is an 

important key to what makes a partnership thrive. During the initial selection of the participants 

and public research stage, field notes and hermeneutic inquiry were done on the conference 

presentations of information for the partnership. The initial interview involved prepping the 

participants in advance with the questions before the interview, asking the questions verbally, 

and taking down field notes about their responses and reflections around content of the questions 

(Figure 3). For the second follow up interview, questions were answered through email in which 

the participants transcribed their response to the content (Figure 4). 

Figure 3 

First Interview Stage: 

1. When deciding on the many approaches for creating a relationship with schools in the 

area, what priorities guided your approach to this program? 

2. What resources and concepts did you look to for shaping the framework of your 

program, and what resources and concepts did they bring to the table? 

3. What were your values and goals for this partnership and the values and goals of 

schools? How were they similar and how were they different? 

4. How did the concepts, values, and goals balance out in the program at the start? And 

now after a few years how has the program changed from starting theory into working 

practice? 

5. What else do you think I should know about the program? And what other programs 

do you know of have a similar museum and school relationship? 

 

Figure 4 
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Second Interview Stage Post Analysis of First Stage 

1. If you consider your programs as prioritizing certain present-minded student skills 

(“21st Century Learning”), can you provide 1 or 2 bullet points of how this has emerged 

in your practice? 

2. If your institution has documented its attitude towards institutional collaboration, can 

you provide me with that text or a short portion you think is relevant? In light of that 

institutional statement, what are your perspectives as a professional on this relationship, 

in a few sentences? 

3. On the basis of my reading, my discussions, and interviews, I’ve drawn the following 

conclusions: 

1. Collaboration involves transparency and understanding 

between institutions because there is no absolute standard 

for partnership 

 

2. Professionals working between institutions need to 

collaborate purposefully on all aspects of planning, 

implementation, and assessment to ensure a mutual 

beneficial and fair partnership 

 

3. For effective learning to happen, educators must 

collaborate on purpose for partnering as well as the 

individual audience they are teaching. 

 

Do you have comments or observations that I should consider before 

finalizing my conclusions? 

 

Analysis of Data 

The analysis of data focused around the idea that the history of partnerships set up the 

criteria of what are the logistic and working parts of creating a partnership and that these 

partnerships represent a contextual glimpse into today's partnerships with the current needs of 

our institutions. The results concern not only how the participating partnerships measure up to 

the criteria for what is apparent in collaborative partnership, but to go beyond and prove that 

even though content changes, the consistent variables that creates successful partnerships are the 

core importance of being all inclusively collaborative. The data will show the results of the 

questions asked through these steps. The data collected from the stages of research and 
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interviews will dictate how the results are organized in reference to the criteria established for 

today's partnerships. This doesn't mean that all criteria will be met or be met in the same way 

across the participants. Being able to break down the structure of the partnership based on the 

criteria with the nuance will give a basis to use social anthropologic analysis to uncover how the 

partners utilized the importance of a collaborative relationship in their individualized situation.  
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Results 

Each partnership examined in this thesis has section that follows containing a narrative of 

findings and tables with transcribed field notes and digital transcripts from the first and second 

interviews respectively. These sections are the data collected at four different stages of the 

process. The first section of data narrative is the "Initial Observational Stage for Background 

Research." In this stage I sought to discover where to look for museums that seemed to exhibit 

exemplary characteristics of partnership in their presentations. With this criteria in mind, I was 

able to pick the three presentations that presented evidence of collaboration between the 

museums and schools as a priority. What I found was that the partnership examples I chose all 

had clear goals and educational theory they modeled the partnership around; contributions of the 

institutions that yield beneficial results through the partnership; and reflection on assessment to 

check for success in reaching their goals. Out of the sampled presentations on partnership that 

were considered, these three shared these common threads of collaboration instead of one-way 

programming.  This stage's data is in the form of field notes from the National Art Educations 

Association Conference. In the sequence of Oral History research, at this point a central question 

had been previously formulated as the first step; the second step of project planning depended on 

this stage for its participants; and the third step of conducting background research was evident 

in the presentations themselves. The presenters representing Washington and Phoenix were the 

museum's educators. For North Carolina the museum's educators and the public school's 

educators were collaboratively presenting the partnership findings.  

Once the "Initial Observational Stage for Background Research" was complete and 

reviewed, the next stage implemented was the "Survey of Public Information Stage." In this 

stage I sought to further my knowledge of what characteristics and components made these 
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partnerships work. This stage comprised of independent research, about the partnerships 

observed at the conference, to further understand the background information about the 

partnership. This was done mainly on accessible information about the partnerships on the 

internet through the museum's website, video documentation of the partnership, material used in 

the partnership available online, and material available directly from the presentations at the 

conference prior to this stage. What I found was online resources that supported collaborative 

efforts and testimonials in some cases of the success of the partnership from the participants. 

This stage concluded the third stage in the sequence of Oral History of background research as 

well as finalized the formulation of the second stage of planning the project and course of action 

for this thesis. 

The third section in the tables below is the "First Interview Stage," in the Oral History 

research sequence is the fourth stage of the initial interview. The five questions in Figure 2 in the 

Methodology were sent to the museum's educator I met during the "Initial Observational Stage 

for Background Information" to prepare for a phone interview. In this stage I sought to discover 

more nuanced evidence about the partnership while it was in progress, where the prior stages 

gave an overview about the origins and outcomes of the partnership efforts. During the phone 

interview I asked the questions in order, briefed the interviewee that I would be taking field notes 

about the conversation, and wrote down notes from the conversation that applied to the 

questions. What I found in this stage that was not part of my initial questions was the overall 

feeling that collaboration was very much a part of how these professional interacted with the 

other institution's professionals in creating the plan, goals, values, education theory, and future 

plans. 
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The fourth section in the tables below are the "Second Interview Stage, Post Analysis of 

First Stage," in Oral History the sixth stage where there is a follow up interview based on the 

analysis of the first interview. In this stage I sought out to find how these partnerships view 

themselves as part of the continuum of collaboration of museums and schools on an educational 

level. At this point of the research I could synthesize that these partnerships met the criteria for 

exemplary partnerships looking through historical evidence. To separate them from what had 

been historic evidence in order to create new evidence, they were ask directly how they applied 

21st Century Skills to their partnership efforts and if collaboration was definitive in the structure 

of their educational partnerships. What I found was that of the responses that were received that 

the professionals agreed that staying relevant with 21st Century Skills and willingness for 

collaborative efforts was an unofficial value in their partnerships. 

Washington 

 Initial Background Observational Stage at NAEA. In this stage data about the basic 

information of the partnership, the educational theory adopted by the partnership, the initial 

contributions by the institutions to the partnership effort, the outcomes of implementation, 

reflection on the outcomes, and the overall reason for collaboration, was collected using 

observational field notes. This Washington state based art museum presented during the NAEA 

Conference on how they utilize partnerships to connect a variety of communities together. There 

overall mission was to add civic engagement through their partnerships with the community they 

had around them. This community included, but were not limited to, the adult homeless, the 

health care community, senior citizens, elementary school students, preschool students, and 

university students. For this research the concentrated topic the presenters covered was a three-

year partnership with an elementary school. The educational theory that adopted by the 



THE BRIDGE   
 61 

partnership was based on Visual Thinking Strategies.  Visual Thinking Strategies
3
 is a teaching 

style as well as a learning style where knowledge originates from the visual content provided. In 

this strategy educators facilitate conversation with a set of questions that leads the learners to use 

critical thinking evidence assimilation to construct knowledge. In the duration of the partnership 

the contributions of the institutions involved training, implementation plans, and visits to the 

other institution. In order to ensure understanding of the educational theory, museum educators 

and teachers completed a full day of Visual Thinking Strategies training. While the school year 

progressed, museum educators contributed four to five visits to the schools where they spent a 

duration of two hours each visit in the classroom. Teachers in all subjects contributed by leading 

ten of their lessons during the year using Visual Thinking Strategies to present and construct 

their content. At the end of the year the school took a trip to the museum to apply what they had 

learned to the museum’s resources.  

The main outcome from these contributions to implement Visual Thinking Strategies was 

that the school professionals felt empowered to use the museum’s resources using the strategy in 

their teaching. The partnership created a paradigm shift in the school’s culture and how 

education was implemented with the help of the museum. During reflection the museum 

educator postulated that in the future the importance of front-end evaluation, funding logistics 

and responsibilities, and the importance of planning a celebration of success for the partnership 

participants needed to be considered. The last reflection in the presentation was that the 

important key of success to this particular collaboration was that the principal from the school 

was open and fully supportive of this partnership effort. 

                                                        
3 For more information on Visual Thinking Strategies visit: http://www.vtshome.org/ 
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 Survey of Public Information Stage. In this stage data found in the “Initial Background 

Observational Stage at NAEA” was elaborated on based on the availability of information in the 

public domain of Internet resources. The method of data collection was again observational field 

notes, kept anonymous due to agreed confidentiality of the participants. For education theory the 

online resources take a step further to say that “Visual Thinking Strategies is a K-5 curriculum 

and a professional development” tool that the elementary school has adopted. Online, museum 

educators have contributed educational material for teachers to access including educator guides 

for Visual Thinking Strategies, school visit info and pricing, and how specifically Visual 

Thinking Strategies are used in museum and school partnerships. To support the success of the 

partnership the museum supplied testimonials of the participating professionals on their website. 

Teachers from the school shared stories that they enjoyed using Visual Thinking Strategies 

because there is no single right answer, that all voices of the students are heard, that not just 

hearing but listening happens, and that all of this attributes for teachers to better understand their 

students’ thinking process. Statements made about how the school’s pedagogy holds value in 

learning for each student through this method is supported in this evidence. 

 First Interview Stage. In this stage data is taken in the form of direct field notes based 

on the verbal answers of the interviewee. The first question was: “When deciding on the many 

approaches for creating a relationship with schools in the area, what priorities guided your 

approach to this program?” The notes from the response are as follows: 

-Initial Interest: climate was that elementary schools were closing due to low enrollment 

in the area, as the elementary reopened the administrative staff already had a 

relationship.  
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-Logistically: Grant + Learning Theory (VTS) + Museum + Elementary School overall 

(personal communication, March 23, 2012).  

The second question was: “What resources and concepts did you look to for shaping the 

framework of your program, and what resources and concepts did they bring to the table?” The 

notes from the response are as follows: 

-Used Visual Thinking Strategies to make distinctive objectives in learning theory 

(personal communication, March 23, 2012).  

The third question was: “What were your values and goals for this partnership and the values and 

goals of schools? How were they similar and how were they different?” The notes from the 

response are as follows: 

-They actively looked for partnerships initially and could share that through Visual 

Thinking Strategies (personal communication, March 23, 2012).  

The fourth question was: “How did the concepts, values, and goals balance out in the program at 

the start? And now after a few years how has the program changed from starting theory into 

working practice? The notes from the response are as follows: 

-In practice teachers were more comfortable with museums than anticipated 

-Students really demonstrated “flexible thinking” which is the highest level of VTS 

-Visible evidence of creative, critical, and flexible thinking from the students over the 3 

year partnership (personal communication, March 23, 2012).  

The fifth question was: “What else do you think I should know about the program? And what 

other programs do you know of have a similar museum and school relationship?” The notes from 

the response are as follows: 
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-Plans to partner with another school and considering learning theories to best fit the 

school’s individual (personal communication, March 23, 2012).  

 Second Interview Stage Post Analysis of First Interviews. In this stage data is 

transcribed directly from electronic responses and is kept anonymous due to agreed 

confidentiality of the participants. In this stage there was no data received from Washington. 

Arizona 

 Initial Background Observational Stage at NAEA. In this stage data about the basic 

information of the partnership, the educational theory adopted by the partnership, the initial 

contributions by the institutions to the partnership effort, the outcomes of implementation, 

reflection on the outcomes, and the overall reason for collaboration, was collected using 

observational field notes. This Arizona based is museum’s overall goal was to raise awareness to 

the public of how to utilize museums. The educators after this particular partnership made a 

statement that they were aware that individual districts that they hoped to partner with hold 

individual situations that they have to consider. The partnering schools were described as K-12 

schools in neighboring districts. The educational theory adopted for the partnerships was Object-

Based Learning, a method of learning where the concentration is on real objects in a persons real 

space. The museum educators with their audience and learning theory in mind used a tool called 

a logic model to do intensive front-end, formative, and summative assessment to make sure that 

activities and contributions to the partnership yielded their desired goal.  

 The contributions of the professionals involved interviews, professional development, 

consulting, visits, and follow-up interviews. In the initial interview the teachers and 

administrators sat with the museum educators to find out how integration would work best, what 

the comfort level the schools had with museums, to get a sense of personal dispositions, and to 
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gauge the appropriate content level for the age range they would be serving. During the school 

year once in the fall and the spring, there was professional development held in the form of six-

hour workshops where goals were reviewed, concerns to student etiquette in museums were 

discussed, and a check of comfort levels and familiarity with the museum was discussed. These 

workshops were followed up at the end of spring. Contributions to the partnership were one-on-

one museum educator and teacher consultation sessions, classroom visits by museum educators 

to talk about museum etiquette, onsite visits to the museum by the schools, and post-project 

interviews with teacher that were personal and candid. 

 The outcomes were a variety of resources created from the partnership that are currently 

used in the museum to encourage schools to utilize the museum. There is now a variety of 

experimental tour strategies meant to be versatile for different audiences. These tours include 

collaborative tours, customized tours, student-directed tours, teacher driven tours, business 

procedural tours, and hybrid tours. The student-director tours ended up being a common practice 

from the experimenting during the partnerships. Another outcome is the amount of professional 

development the museum offers in the form of workshops, educators nights where educators 

come to the museum for programs, and online resources such as a video made to prepare a 

school with a introduction to what they will expect to find and learn in a museum. While 

reflecting on these outcomes teachers felt a new comfort in museums, an understanding of 

museum etiquette that they now reflect in their classroom, a feeling of live learning, a feeling 

that the museum was part of school culture, and wanted more space in docent lead tours for 

feedback from the students on the tour. In the student reflections they felt that tours needed to be 

slowed down in pace, that student lead tours were enjoyable, that they felt free to talk about 

things, and that they wanted more information and learning experiences from the museum. The 
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final reflection was that collaboration started with the outreach of the museums specifically to 

the local schools by providing understanding of museum education and that ongoing evaluation 

ensured comfort by forming the partnership around open communication and understanding.  

 Survey of Public Information Stage. In this stage data found in the “Initial Background 

Observational Stage at NAEA” was elaborated on based on the availability of information in the 

public domain of Internet resources. The method of data collection was again observational field 

notes, kept anonymous due to agreed confidentiality of the participants. Another variable that the 

partnership held was that as well as Object-Based Learning the tours were modeled using the 

Arizona Department of Education Standards. In viewing the orientation video the museum 

provided for visiting schools the following was observed: a friendly and welcoming message; 

easy accessibility on the website, gives information about geographical where the museum is 

located in proximity to schools and familiar landmarks; speaks directly to the students in the 

classroom; introduces and give examples of vocabulary in the museum such as gallery, painting, 

and docent; and provides question prompts to pause the video so that the observers can discuss 

the content.  

 First Interview Stage. In this stage data is taken in the form of direct field notes based 

on the verbal answers of the interviewee. The first question was: “When deciding on the many 

approaches for creating a relationship with schools in the area, what priorities guided your 

approach to this program?” The notes from the response are as follows: 

-Initial Interest: Change public mindset of museums use, evidence was slow decline of 

attendance to the museum over an extended period of time.  Museum education director 

open to change due to evidence. 
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-Logistically: Grant + Motivation Theory + Falk + Experiential Learning Theory 

(personal communication, March 16, 2012).   

The second question was: “What resources and concepts did you look to for shaping the 

framework of your program, and what resources and concepts did they bring to the table?” The 

notes from the response are as follows: 

- Object-Based Learning and art integration. To form content = modeled after other 

project influence + study with national teacher resource + reflective on resources of 

museum + school curriculum template + understanding (personal communication, March 

16, 2012).    

The third question was: “What were your values and goals for this partnership and the values and 

goals of schools? How were they similar and how were they different?” The notes from the 

response are as follows: 

-Deep Listening to schools not just requests 

-School motivation must be equal to that of the museums outreach efforts.  

-School must be willing to change perceptions on the museum and it’s use (personal 

communication, March 16, 2012).   

The fourth question was: “How did the concepts, values, and goals balance out in the program at 

the start? And now after a few years how has the program changed from starting theory into 

working practice? The notes from the response are as follows: 

-Of multi-year relationship, at first stage open without expectations, responsive, and 

feeling out accommodation lines 
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-After initial responsive stat they were able to make clearer what the museum would 

accommodate by interpreting what research and feedback they had gotten from the 

schools during the first stage.  

-Inner museum awareness came to light, implementation staff became able to reflect and 

change accordingly when working with school (personal communication, March 16, 

2012).   

The fifth question was: “What else do you think I should know about the program? And what 

other programs do you know of have a similar museum and school relationship?” The notes from 

the response are as follows: 

-Further use of logic model to listen to schools for their priorities and how the museum 

can use object-based learning and art integration to partner with different schools 

(personal communication, March 16, 2012).   

 Second Interview Stage Post Analysis of First Interviews. In this stage data is 

transcribed directly from electronic responses and is kept anonymous due to agreed 

confidentiality of the participants. The first question was: “If you consider your programs as 

prioritizing certain present-minded student skills (“21
st
 Century Learning”), can you provide 1 or 

2 bullet points of how this has emerged in your practice?” The response is as follows:  

“Integrating opportunities to understand what teachers value 

Throughout our pilot partnerships, we’ve solicited feedback (both formally and 

informally) from teachers and administrators on what they valued most about their 

Museum experience.  Most often their responses reflected the importance of the 

opportunity for students to apply skills in a beyond the classroom context (listening, 

observing, questioning, communicating a point of view, problem-solving, etc.).  We’ve 
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come to understand that this is what teachers value, therefore it must be a priority to us 

(personal communication, June 27, 2012)!” 

 The second question was: “If your institution has documented its attitude towards institutional 

collaboration, can you provide me with that text or a short portion you think is relevant? In light 

of that institutional statement, what are your perspectives as a professional on this relationship, in 

a few sentences?” The response is as follows: 

 I am not aware of any general Museum text that documents our attitude towards 

institutional collaboration. However, we recently revised our application for exhibition of 

student artwork (we have a space in staff office building to exhibit student-generated 

work).  The introduction of this document offers the following statement “The Museum is 

committed to partnering with schools and community organizations to engage students 

and their families in meaningful learning in the visual arts and beyond. 

In my opinion, collaborations are an integral part of having a more 

comprehensive understanding of the audiences we serve.  It also encourages staff to 

engage in reflective practice --- reminding us of our institutional strengths and 

weaknesses.  More personally, partnering with schools and other community 

organizations has helped me to better understand the opportunities, challenges and 

misconceptions associated with being a Museum educator (personal communication, 

June 27, 2012).” 

There was no response for the third question.   

 

North Carolina 

 Initial Background Observational Stage at NAEA. In this stage data about the basic 

information of the partnership, the educational theory adopted by the partnership, the initial 
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contributions by the institutions to the partnership effort, the outcomes of implementation, 

reflection on the outcomes, and the overall reason for collaboration, was collected using 

observational field notes. This North Carolina based art museum presented on statewide distance 

learning that is sustainable between the art museum and virtual public school. The goal is to 

build trust in collaboration, create innovative curriculum beyond what is possible when 

institution is alone, celebrate success publically, and determine resources that go beyond grant. 

This is a currently occurring five-year program. For producing an education theory the 

partnership is using the model of Professional Learning Communities to work collaboratively to 

come up with values and objectives for partnership content, learning, and teaching 

implementation. Both institutions adopted this partnership model to work collaboratively.  

The audience in this partnership is specifically high school students in a self-selective 

virtual public school. The reason for this audience is to emphasis distance accessibility. 

Contributions from the professional in the partnership include a criterion to evaluate the 

partnerships collaborative efforts, academic credit for students, and online accessibility. The 

criterion the evaluate the success of collaboration is based on a set of attributes and values based 

around the ideas of a Professional Learning Community such as shared leadership, collective 

creativity, shaded values and vision, supportive conditions, and shared personal practice. Online 

accessibility for collaboration includes ongoing discussion in forums, viewable documents that 

shape the collaborative efforts, and encouragement to bring ideas from online to the outside 

practices and then reciprocating ideas back online. In reflection of the contributions, the museum 

professionals surmise that ongoing use of the attributes to question and evaluate the partnership 

will ensure that collaboration is successful. 



THE BRIDGE   
 71 

 Survey of Public Information Stage. In this stage data found in the “Initial Background 

Observational Stage at NAEA” was elaborated on based on the availability of information in the 

public domain of Internet resources. The method of data collection was again observational field 

notes, kept anonymous due to agreed confidentiality of the participants.  With further research 

the partnership has traits that bring the virtual classroom beyond the computer screen. The 

contribution of academic credit is accompanied by an opportunity to have interactions with the 

art in the museum that might not have been possible due to geographic distance. It is also 

encouraged that at the end of the course an in person celebration occurs for the students to 

exhibit how valuable the success of the students really is. The most notable reflection about this 

partnership is that the environment was successful because of how students approached it with an 

open mind. The outcome for the students, as well as the experience, is an increase in self-

discipline in the classes.  

 First Interview Stage. In this stage data is taken in the form of direct field notes based 

on the verbal answers of the interviewee. The first question was: “When deciding on the many 

approaches for creating a relationship with schools in the area, what priorities guided your 

approach to this program?” The notes from the response are as follows: 

-Initial Interest: Need by museum to have an increase of distance learning, therefore it 

was appropriate to partner with the virtual public school because it was accessible 

statewide   

-Logistically: 5 year grant received by the museum’s grant manager + Professional 

Learning Community Model (personal communication, April 1, 2012). 
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The second question was: “What resources and concepts did you look to for shaping the 

framework of your program, and what resources and concepts did they bring to the table?” The 

notes from the response are as follows: 

-Professional Learning Community model is reflected in how the classes are conducted 

-Create courses that are ultimately sustainable (personal communication, April 1, 2012) 

The third question was: “What were your values and goals for this partnership and the values and 

goals of schools? How were they similar and how were they different?” The notes from the 

response are as follows: 

-Collaboration needs to happen in practice 

-Output depends on effectiveness of collaboration 

-Value shared goals and visions  

-Blend of schools leadership and global learning with museums value to educate the 

entire state with advanced knowledge  (personal communication, April 1, 2012). 

The fourth question was: “How did the concepts, values, and goals balance out in the program at 

the start? And now after a few years how has the program changed from starting theory into 

working practice? The notes from the response are as follows: 

- Courses get stronger year by year 

-Sustainability in progress needs to be for all parties after the grant is gone  (personal 

communication, April 1, 2012). 

The fifth question was: “What else do you think I should know about the program? And what 

other programs do you know of have a similar museum and school relationship?” The notes from 

the response are as follows: 
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-Proceed with partnership, develop sustainability, and continue to practice values of 

Professional Learning Communities (personal communication, April 1, 2012). 

 Second Interview Stage Post Analysis of First Interviews. In this stage data is 

transcribed directly from electronic responses and is kept anonymous due to agreed 

confidentiality of the participants. The first question was: “If you consider your programs as 

prioritizing certain present-minded student skills (“21
st
 Century Learning”), can you provide 1 or 

2 bullet points of how this has emerged in your practice?” The response is as follows:  

 “It emerged very naturally. As we envision the future of teen and college 

programming at the [museum], including the goals and outcomes for our teen and 

college programs, they aligned perfectly with 21
st
 century learning skills. We want to 

teach communication, collaboration, visual literacy, information and communication 

technology skills, career readiness, etc (personal communication, June 27, 2012).” 

 The second question was: “If your institution has documented its attitude towards institutional 

collaboration, can you provide me with that text or a short portion you think is relevant? In light 

of that institutional statement, what are your perspectives as a professional on this relationship, in 

a few sentences?” The response is as follows: 

  “There is not a formal mission statement or formal language spelling out 

institutional collaboration. Instead, it has happened organically. This has been 

recognized by institutional leaders and is being implemented currently to develop new 

ideas for outreach, attendance and marketing. 

Example 1: Our museum recently hosted a Pinterest meet-up. An interdisciplinary 

team of staff from different departments planned the (very successful) event based 

on our united love/use of Pinterest! 
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Example 2: In the education department, we have used advisory panels as a 

source of collaboration and feedback as our programs grow and evolve. For 

example, here is a teen advisory council, college advisory council, teacher 

advisory council.  

I am a strong believer in collaboration. One of the objectives of our partnership is 

to “Create innovating curricula beyond what either organization could do separately” 

This is true for almost any collaboration (assuming it’s the right the environment and if 

everyone is invested in the group and its goals); it can also be tweaked to apply to groups 

of people instead of just two institutions. People bring their professional and personal 

experiences to the “collaboration table” that can help strengthens the (personal 

communication, June 27, 2012).” 

There was no response for the third question.   
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Analysis and Conclusion 

  Through the research for this thesis I found that some exemplary characteristics of 

museum and public school partnerships reside in the framework that occurs through an 

interpersonal, mutually beneficial, and collaborative relationship. In the 90s Ellen Hirzy (1996) 

presented partnerships that she described as having relationships based in the values of having 

flexibility, understanding, and synergy, therefore emphasizing the importance of the relationship 

of the professionals involved.  In these three examples, there was an initial interest by the 

museum staff or school to collaborate that was "needs" based and was typically practical in 

nature. During the process, what surfaced were the nuances of people working together in 

positive ways. The research shows that each partnership strived for understanding, contributions 

of resources and material for the partnership, common goals, implementation of common goals, 

assessable outcomes, and the reimplementation of curricula based on new data. This resulted in a 

specific system tailored to these two institutions in each case.   

Common elements and characteristics can be seen between these institutions; the 

specifications of each individual partnership are what make it holistically successful. This is has 

been supported for a decade by scholars such as Thelan (2001) that stated that the individual 

situations should be observed instead of trying to find “common denominators.” For example, if 

someone wanted to duplicate Washington’s model of partnership they would be unable to 

duplicate the complexity of how the relationship between the art museum and public school 

administration started and how the partnership grew from it. To duplicate one of these exemplary 

partnerships, the institutions would have to have the same educational theory, the same audience, 

the same beliefs, the same values, the same goals, the same objectives, the same appropriate 

purpose for partnering, the same resources, the same mission, etc. John Dewey stated that 
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experiences “linked cumulatively to on another” create effective learning (Dewey, 1938). 

Exemplary art museum and school partnerships are not formed from a prescriptive program, but 

are constructed by experiences when collaborating on co-creation of the entity outside of their 

institutions called a partnership.  

  “The belief that all genuine education comes from experience does not mean that all 

experiences are genuinely or equally educative” speaks to the idea of teaching for learning 

(Dewey, 1938). It also supports the idea of transparency. Art museums and public schools should 

consider combining their resources under their mission to make sure they are in fact being 

effective educators for their audience. It would also benefit them to understand each other and be 

able to be flexible so that the growth that could happen between them in the partnership could be 

both equally meaningful and valuable to each separate institution. The difference between these 

partnerships and others which might seems less successful is that the relationship between the 

partnership team dictates the success, not the checklist of tasks of perfectly efficient process.  

  Transparency is the understanding and full disclosure that the institutions have between 

them. For Washington, the idea of transparency was exhibited by the openness there was to 

receive training and give feedback working with the educational theory of Visual Thinking 

Strategies in both settings. The relationship with the administration of the school and the 

museum educators also showed an effort of transparent intentions and communication.  For 

Arizona transparency was an intensive part of planning and understanding for the partnerships 

with local area schools. Their goal was to demystify old assumptions about museum education, 

and by doing so work with schools for understanding. By disclosing information about their 

educational paradigm and listening carefully to the schools individual situations, they were able 

to come up with a system through a logic model that benefited both institutions. Using a 
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systematic goal setting method to check for success, Arizona was able to ensure that 

transparency was a priority so that partnering would be meaningful and beneficial for both 

institutions. For North Carolina, transparency meant everyday communication. Working 

constantly on communications between the two institutions means that everyone in the 

partnership is informed of current developments. The advantage of being online is that there is a 

record of constant open communication. Information between the institutions ultimately plays an 

important role while working in physically different spaces, and having open forums allows for 

nuances to be considered as the program occurs.  

  Collaboration is the next step after transparency where these partnerships have shown 

exemplary efforts in certain areas. If a partnership has a cost and a need for physical space that 

falls unfairly on one institution, then it can become detrimental to that institution. If the 

professional development does not implement appropriate or meaningful training for the 

partners, then the time of the professionals is wasted. If one institution takes over the goals, 

objectives, purpose, values, etc., and the other does not adopt these factors, then it is not 

collaborative in nature and can become one-way programming that misses an opportunity to be 

more beneficial for the institutions. If the professionals do not share the curriculum, then only 

those who wrote it will be able to holistically teach for learning.  There must be a relationship of 

understanding and collaboration in order to not miss opportunities in not only the use of learning 

material, but in tangible resources that everyone contributing to the partnership can combine. 

Newsome and Silver in 1978 identified that the realities of separate institutions is that they have 

separate agendas, unfamiliar environments to each other, different subject patter, and more than 

likely different assumptions of each other (Newsome & Silver, 1968). With a multitude of 

differences there is a possibility to overlook each other’s strengths while collaborating. 
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Professionals working between institutions should collaborate purposefully on all aspects of 

planning, implementation, and assessment to ensure a fair partnership. With an understanding of 

combined resources and a clear mission has appeared through the past few decades to be a 

common trait of successful partnerships. Collaboration involves transparency and understanding 

between institutions on the education level with support from administrative personnel above and 

participation of the audience. Lastly, for effective learning to happen, educators must collaborate 

on the purpose of partnering as well as the individual audience they are teaching. Thelan even a 

decade ago reflected that institution should “look inward” before trying to partner with outside 

institutions (2001). Institutions such as museums and schools serve a wide variety of audiences 

and it can be said that it is important to consider reflecting on the audience you are serving 

carefully when considering partnering.  

  For Washington, collaboration was sparked by a school administrator and a museum 

educator approaching their current situations with the solution to solve an expressed need being 

to work together. They agreed on Visual Thinking Strategy as the way to implement education in 

the partnership and worked together to master this strategy. Teachers and museum educators 

both contributed time and effort to implement and assess the strategy for learning in the school. 

The evidence of a fair collaboration was the testimonies by both the teachers and museum 

educators presented during the Survey of Public Information Stage in the results. For Arizona, 

collaboration came in a similar form. The museum educators contributed training, interviews 

with teachers, and other materials that ensured that the teachers involved had an understanding 

and were also contributing their input for the partnership. For North Carolina, collaboration is 

during the planning stage, through physical and virtual forums to ensure that the institutions are 

working closely together on the content of their virtual partnership. Collaboration, like their 
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transparency, is constant on their virtual forum. The museum and public school professionals 

expressed that they collaborate daily on some sort of communication.  

  In the context of 21st Century Skills these partnerships in their choice of educational 

theory, method of collaboration, and nature of their relationship exhibit multiple traits of 21st 

Century Skills. The areas that educators must support according to the Partnership for 21st 

Century Skills to foster 21st Century Skills are through their standards and assessment, 

curriculum and instruction, professional development, and learning environments (2012). The 

top skills agreed on by the literature in those areas are critical thinking and problem solving, 

communication, and collaboration. Through all these partnerships, collaboration and 

communication are not just reflected in the skills being taught to the audience but emulated in the 

partnership structure itself. With the combination of the school and as well as the museum 

working on the four areas of support, it can be concluded that those areas are carefully 

considered in their creating for fostering today's skills.   

 Through the past decades accountability for general museum and school partnerships has 

been under consideration by educators in the field of public education. It is inappropriate to 

believe that there is a strict uniform way to administer meaningful accountability parameters to 

art museum and public school partnerships. What is appropriate is to understand the differences 

and individuality partnerships have from the original institutions involved warrants attention and 

should evoke flexibility. The limitations of this research are that the scope is of art museum and 

public schools partnerships in only three different settings. The possibilities of other variables 

other than solely collaboration could be found with more time and consideration of the 

partnerships. However, from this sampling it is apparent what priorities, trends, and 

characteristics of exemplary partnership are today in the context of 21st Century Learning. Those 
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partnerships are not solely dictated by public education standards or museum best practices. For 

partnerships to hold accountability as an autonomous entity of education, like their parent 

institutions, they must develop appropriate theoretical framework and educational theory specific 

to their situation. Forty years ago it certain educators were already saying that though institutions 

had broad commonalities each institution had it’s own “unique audience, staff, and ecology,” and 

that still appears to stand true in today’s partnerships (Newsome & Silver, 1978). There must be 

theoretical framework for education that is the basis for evidence of success in any educational 

institution. For partnerships professionals must co-create, believe, and support that theoretical 

framework. Collaboration, throughout this research, is the theorized element that ensures that the 

bridge, that is a partnership, is equally cared for and can hold autonomy as an educational entity. 

Ultimately, true collaboration an important characteristic of what makes a mutually beneficial 

exemplary partnership.  
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