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ABSTRACT

The conéept of education in museums and galleri’es is undergoing
examination and change. The role and training of those who comprise the public
face of the educative experiencp in these environments - the guide, docent,
interpreter - should also be examined.

This is a ethnographic case study of a volunteéf docent‘trairiing program at
a large civic art gallery. The study is based on following six participants through
nine months of training to present the gallery's K-7 school program. The school
program was based on works by Emily Carr, temporarily joined by paintings of |
Lawrence Paul Yuxweluptun. Interviews and observation were used to collect
data; active journal keeping was encouraged.

The participants' motivation, challenges, reflective practice and issues are
- analyzed. Perspnal goals are contrasted with the goals of the gallery's. school
program and a dissonance between them is found. .V_The volunteer nature of the
participants' positioﬁ' is. recognized as an element contributing to the findings of
th;: d study. The designation of the novicé 'docentl as "teacher" is examined.ﬁ the
analogy of the’noﬁce docent as "visitor" is recommended. The concept of
learning in museums as "personal empowerment" is found to have implications

for the training of the docent or guide. The study also recommends using models’

of active learning, such as reflective practice, to train- docents or guides.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

Background to the Problem

Discussion of the role of education in museums and galleriés1 figures
prominently in'm.useum literature. The pararx;eters of museum education have
been theorized and applied energetically in this century. The American
Association of Museums (AAM) haé become the standard-bearer for professional
museum education in North America, forming committees to study education
issues in the 1940s, and in 1973 forming a Standing Professional Committee on
Education. Thé AAM authorized two reports? a decade apart which confirmed the
importance of an educational mandate for 'mkus',eums. ‘These reports have become
catalysts for further debate. |

Currént literature focuses on . an expansive definition of museum educatidn,
one that recognizes the informal and personal nature of learning in a museum.
Roberts (1997) argues the role of museum educatibn has gone from dispensing
"Knowledge to knowledges, from science [scholarship] to narrative" (p.3). | Thisv
constructivist shift puts the task of the museum educator in a new light and under
new pressures. Economic pressures. from outside the profession create further
impact on the mission of museums and their educators. |

One playér in this dynamic arena who has received inadequate attention is
the player who is instrumental in representing the educator's objectives to the

public - the guide, the docent, the interpreter. Sometimes called the public's

1 Within this document the word "museum" denotes public facilities holding and
- displaying collections of art, culture or history unless. otherwise indicated. The
general issues of educational mandate, resources and. interpretation are
applicable to a broader definition, but I sense other issues are implicated as the
definition expands.

2 Museums for A New Century (1984) and Excellence and Equity: Education and the

Public Dimension of Museums (1992).
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"advocate," this person may be a paid stéff member, casual or full time, or a
volunteer. The word "docent" is usually associated with the volunteer guide. The
docent has been the subject of research and debéte within the field, but those -
examinations have generally béen frpm outside the ranks, looking from a
professional perspective into what is at bAes’t~de§cribed as a "'para—pro'fessionail"

role. My interest was in recording impressions of the experience from inside.

Statement of the Problem and Research Questions

My interest in an insider's perspective on the guide or docent experience
derives from my own three year experience as a guide in an anthropology
museum. During that time I have engaged in some active reflection qbout my
relationship to the museum and its collection, to the public, and.to my own |
experiences as a museum visitor. I've examined my concepts of teaching and
learning, and thought about the power of objects and what draws people to
museums. 'I have been challenged" by the deménds ‘of ieading tours of visitors
ranging from adults from éll over the world, ESL students, and occasional high
school or elementary students. Each tour ié different; each tour shouid respond‘ to
those differences.

Booth, Krockover and Woods (1982) describe the ideal tour this way: "the
guided visit is a fluid, organic presentation that derivés its form from the
audience” (p.11). In order to achieve that ﬂuidity, I see the position of the
gl;ide/docent/interpreter3 as oné that demands a specific knowledge, based on the
collection and supported by a wider general 'knowledge; a motivation to examine

personal beliefs about theé nature of art and culture, and its .public role;

3 There is some variation in the literature, and .between institutions, about the
terms used to designate the museum guide. There are often different terms to
différentiate between the paid and volunteer guide. The word "docent" is
commonly associated with volunteer guides; the word “interpreter” is often
associated with outdoor sites. I use the three terms (and there are more) to
indicate a . similarity of purpose,-and my own intention of addressing issues
relevant to the larger group, who, in my opinion, all guide, interpret and teach to
some degree.
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communication skillks applicable to diverse public groups; and, most importantly,‘ a
flexible methodology. It becomes evident to me that not only is the guide or
docent often in the polsition of an informal teacher, but must be a constant
student. I became interested jn exploring other people’s experience in similar
positions, hoping to discover some experientialiy-based insights - that would
enhance my role as a guide and be transferable to others attempting this role.

A research problem took shape out of this interest. My study was initiated
by thg general question of: what is the experience of others learning to be
guides/docents or interpreters within a museum environment? The inquiry
became more specific as I chose to locate my project within an art gallery .and its
volunteer docent training - program.

I entered the study with questions derived from my_. own practice and from
research in reflective ‘practice and pre-service, or student, teaching literature.
The open nature of my research questions was consistent with the ethnographic,
or participant-centred, methodology I chose. I wanted to know from the study
participants: why are you here? what problems arise for you and how do you
solve them? what are you learning? what are the personal satisfactions of the
job?  These questions guided the three differeln'tr interviews 1 conducted with each
participant. My analysis was based on the common threads that arose within the

questionnaires, interviews and observations.

Implications

The analysis focused on the themes of motivation, chailenges and reflective
practice. Refléctive practice was my criteria for sorting learni.ng experie_ncesﬂ -
experiential learning that was "engaged, committed, and personal" (Emig, 1983, p.
127). -

Duthie's . (1990) participant-based study of art gallery docents suggests that
docents- are "the first, audience of the' gallery's education program" (p. 2). The |

novice docents in my study demonstrated enthusiasm for informal learning
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opportunitiés for themselves and the students they guided. Tﬁey consisfcntly
voiced a sense of conflict between meeting the goals of the gallery and the needs
of the students; They affirmed, in their thoughts and actions, the museum
education paradigm of personal empowerment - "the authorization of alternative
modes of knowing and speéking besides the information-based methods
traditionally employed” (Robefts, 1997, p. 131). Theb acknowledgment, and
validation, of the docent or guide as an active learner, one who engages
subjectivities while fulfilling the;ir role, has implications for their training. It
also has implications for the kind and quality of learning experience i.n which

they engage the museum visitor.

Overview - of Thesis

The three chapters that follow are arranged to take the reader from the
very broad subject of museum education to the particulars of a épecific docent
training program; the next three -chapters turn from the findings of the
particular study to their implications within the broader field.

Chapter Two, Literature ‘Review, draws on the literature of museum
education, from history to current theory, to contextualize the discussion of the
role of the museum guide or docent. The volunteer docent is discussed. The need
for an insider perspective is 'argued.

Chapter Three, Site/Methodology/Confext, describes the setting for the
project, the methodology, and the specifics of the docent training program in
which the study is set. More details of the training program‘are given in
Chapters Four and Five where the experience of the participants requires further
contextualizing.

Chapter Four, Interview Summar.ies, introduces the study participants
through summaries of three interviews, one formal tour observation,

questionnaire responses and class observations, spaced over the nine months of
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their training. Effort was made to make these summaries as representative as
-possible of the full experience of each participant.

Chapter Five, Analysis, sorts the individual interviews and regroups them

into the common themes of motiv_ation, challenges, refléctive practice, and issues.

Chapter Six, Discussion, addresses the discrepancy in goals _between the
Gallery and the docents, and their differing views of the role.of the docent. The
relevance of the informal, or visitor-centred, ‘educat-ion model is. discussed. The
volunteer status of the participants is viewed as an influential element of the
" study.

Chapter Seven, Implications and Recommendations, aligns the engaged
learning expériences of the docent-trainees -with that of the curreﬁt trend of
viewing the learning experience of the visitor as personal and empowering.-
Implications for the training and the role of the docent are discussed.
Recommendations based on the study are offered, as well as recommendations for
furthér, related research. Two additional recommendations are given that are
suggested by the study. |

The Epilogue is a brief essay on my experience as the "outsider-insider" or

"-peripheral member" within this study.
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Chapter 2 - Literature Review

Museum - Education
Education has been a prominent objective of museums and galleries

since their inception as public facilities. The breadth ‘and kind of educational

" experience offered to the public has always been subject to specific

institutional mandate, guiding personalities, and larger socio-economical
context. (Alexander, 1979; Ames, 1992; Cherry, 1992; Hooper-Greenville, 1991;

MacDonnell, 1978; Ott, 1985; Rawlins, 1978; Zeller, 1989.). ‘Zeller. (1989) describes

“the spectrum of educational philosophies that accompanied the inauguration

and development of public art galleries in the United States. The aesthetic/art
appreciation model anchors one end of this spec.trum and is represented by
Benjamin Ives Gilman of the Boston Museum of Fine Arts who decried active

publicity and “en masse” visitations. In his 1918 book, Museum Ideals of -

Purpose and Method, Gilman stated, “‘a museum of art is primariily an

institution of culture and only secondarily a seat of learning’ (in Zeller, p. 29).

This attitude was reflected more recently in the 1960s by Sherman Lee of the

Cleveland Museum of Art, who felt that “museums are ends, not means to ends,”
and that “*merely by existing - preserving and exhibiting works of art - it [the
art museum] is educational in the broadest and best sense, though .it never
utters a sound or prints a word’” (in Zeller, p. A31). |

At the other end of the spectrum, representing the populist philosophy of
museums and museum eduéation, were people like George‘BrownA Goode of the .
Smithsonian and John Cotton Dana of the Newark Museum, both active in the
early 1900s. Goode saw museums as democratic centres of learning that should |
serve the “‘mechanic, the factory operator, the day laborer, the salesman, and the

999y

(in

clerk, as much as those of the professional man and the man of leisure
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Zeller, p. 34). For Dana, the museum’s obligation was service to the community:
“*a museum is good only in so far as it is of use’” (Zeller, p. 35). This philosophy

was further espoused in the 1930s as reflected in such books such as, The Museum

and the Community, and The Civic Value of Museums, (in Zeller, p. 37-39), and has

resurfaced in recent times.

In 1978, a massive volume illustrating the diversity of educational

interpretation was published: The Art Museum és» Educator: a Collection of Studies

as_Guides to Practice and Policy (Newsom & Silver, Eds.). Initiated by the
(American) Council on Museums and Education in the Visual Arts, its aim was to
“broaden understanding' of the educational aspect of museum operations . . . .to
encourage new kinds of thinking, and at the same time to improve the ways in
which museums help all of us to perceive the world around us” (p. 3). In 1984, the

role of 'education as a “primary purpose” of American museums was freshly

highlighted in the Report of the Commission on Museums for a New Century,
sponsored by the American Association of Museums (AAM) (Weller, 1985; Stapp,
1992). Weller, in his review of the 1984 report, states that “museums have

probably not begun to realize their potential as educational institutions” (p. 146).

' The Museums for a New Century report became the standard reference

supporting research and development of educational staff and programmes in

North American museums. In the period following Muséums for a New Century,
- myriad studies were done, in many countries, on the visitor experience (Donald,
1991; Eisner & Dobbs, 1988; Falk & Dierking, 1992; Hein, 1995; Hooper-Greenville,
1994; Silverman, 1995), effective museum prbgrafﬁming‘ (Nerands, 1991; Henry,
1992; Hooper-Greenville, 1991, 1994; McLean, 1995; Prakash & Shaman, 1988;
Zeller, 1987), and the role of the museum ‘educator (Cheff, 1989; Eisner & Dobbs,
1986; El-Omami, 1989; Muhlberger, 1.985.; Munley, 1986; Roberts, 1997; Zeller, 1985).

Museums as_a people place. In 1992, The AAM sponsored another

report, Excellence and Equity: Education and the Public Dimensions of Museums.



p.8

that specifically linked museum education, “in the broadest sense,” with an over-
riding obligation to‘ public service (Stapp, 1992). An echo of the populist
philosophy earlier. in the century, this Sentiment has ‘regained voice and support
within the museum community in the past decades. The growing acceptance of
the museum’s more socially rooted obligation to serve people rather than objects
has contributed tovthe heightened, exploration of its educational potential (Ames,
1992; Cameron, 197‘1; Harper, 1993; Prakash & Shaman, 1988, Silverman, 1995).
Cameron (.1971) popularized the concept of the museum as “forum” as a
complement to its role as a cultural terﬁple. - Others have embraced the idea 6f the
museum as forum rather than temple. Harper (1993) describes the role of many
museum educatdrs as “‘beople’s advocates’”  (p. 21). Prakash & Shaman (1988) feel
‘that museums “have an ethical and educational impetative” to attend to the
realities of their publics’ lives (p. 16). This is supported. by Ames (1992) who sees
.museums as venues “in which larger societal issues are contested” (p. 10).
Anticipating a “new age” for museums, Silverman (1995) suggests “museums may
be singularly equipped to emefge . . . with exceptional new forms: ones that gré
relevant, multidimensional, and deeply rooted in the experiencé of being humén”
(p. 169).

Economic realities also compel museums to be more accountable and
attractive to the pubiic and to funding agencies (Ames, ‘199_2;" Hooper-Gfeenville,
1995; Muhlberger, 1985; Soren, <1993;‘Sparshott, 1985; Stapp,. 1992; Williams, 1985).
Amés observes that “econorﬁié pressﬁres are encouraging museums to revise
their relationships to their publics, seeking both greater popularity . . . and the
moral approval of vocal minorities” (p 9). The up-side of economic pressures is
the _emphasis' on bublic service and the growth of pubiic programming and
education debartments,» improved public access and consultation in museums. The
downside of economic pressure is. to regard the visitor as a “consumer” and rﬁn

the museum as an entrepreneurial enterprise, where “infotainment” and
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maximum site usage replace social and idedlogical concerns.

Nature of the niuseum education. At their best, museums are praised

as ideal sites for adult, student, cross-cultural, interdisciplinary and even cross- -
generational education (Ambach, 1986; Landau, 1986; Zeller, 1987). A large part of
current research focuses on collaboration between schools, teachers and
museums (Calvert, 1992; Garoian, 1992; Landau, 1986; Moffat, 1988; Sandell &
Cherry, 1994; Soren, 1993; Stone, 1994, 1995).

It is acknowledged that museum education presents a different set of
parameters from classroom education (McLean, 1995; Muhlberger, 1985; Roberts,
1997; Silverman, 1995; Sparshott, 1985; Walsh-Piper, 1994; Weller; 1985; Williams,
1985). The museum experiencel is object-based, site contextualized and promotes
observation skills and subjective response, or what Walsh-Piper (1994) refers to
as “possibilities. forl resonant 'experiences” (p. 107). Silverman (1995) writes about
“visitor meaning-making” - the “visitor’s active role in creating meaning of a
museum experience through the context he/she brings” (p. 161).

| Many experts maintain the museum’s objectives, under the o'rdinaryv
circumstance of the short, typically sirigle, visit, should be oriented towards
“visual literacy” - looking and thinking skills - rather than- the “one way
conveyance of knowledge and information” (Mclean, p. 9). Muhlberger (1985)
describes the potential of the museum experience as a “multilevel education for a
broad audience” or “educational egalitarianism” (p. 98). Henry (1992) quotes
Borun in describing “‘the strength of the museum as an educational institution is
not in transferring specific information but in ‘motivating, stimulating and
exciting people’” (p. 84). Weller (1985) suggests “the educational experience that
a comprehensive museum affords the individual may have a breadth of vision and
insight which can hardly be dbtained in any other way” (p. 147). The potential

for excitement and. curiosity aroused through an original work of art, a historical

artifact, or a hands-on exploration or workshop based on original pieces, is the
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special domain of the museum or gallery. Mclean (1995) deséribes it this wéy:
The opportunities for learning in exhibitionsy are- tremendous - the
 unlimited ways of looking at and thinking about objects, or experimenting
with phenomena; the diversityiof the stories told; the dynamic nature of
the dialogue visitors can engage in; the stimulation of so many senses.
~ These are all about the richness of the 'experience.'. Not at all like learning

facts, taking a test, receiving a grade. (p. 10)

An important area seems to have received slight attention in the literature

. on museum and gallery education. If one is going to inquire into how and what

people learn in museums, shouldn’t one also inquire about those who interpret
the museum to the visitor? Williams (1985) refers to those who mediate befween
the collection and the public as “multipliers” - those who take the expertise of the
limited staff ‘members and dispers;a it to the public. What is the experience of
those who lead the moré formal museum educational opportunities - the docent,
the guide, the interpreter? How do these people. learn to be conduits of the

histories and intentions rooted in the collections?

The Docent

“Docent” .is drawn from the Latin word “docere” meaning “to teach.” The
adoption of the term in conjunction with museums is traced to Benjamin Ives
Gilman of the Bos‘ton Museum of Fine Arts (q.1907), who, ironically, viewed the art

gallery docent more as a companion than an educator (Zeller, 1989). In the

intervening years, the docent has been variously described as a teacher, a

Volunteer instructor, a learning facilitator, én interpreter, a discussion leader, a
host, a companion, an advisor, a guide,‘ a guidé lecturer, a translétqr, a presenter
and a shepherd (Booth, Krockover & Woods,. 1982;.Cuyler, 1980; Hooper-Greenbhill,
1991; Newsom & Silver, 1978; McCoy, 1989; Zeller, 1989). At the extreme, whén

31

defined as volunteers, they have been described as “‘at the bottom of the pecking
order’” and “‘museum lepers’” (in Newsom & Silver, 1978, p. 242). The ambiguous

position of the volunteer docent is reflected in this range of descriptive
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terminology.
Booth‘, Krockover and Woods (1982) describe the ij of vthe dogent as one 'iof"
motivation rather than “telling,” one of he'lping"the visitor “clarify and broaden

’

their thinking,’ and lastly, “not only must the docent evoke, he must also respéﬁd
to the visitor’s curiosity” (p. 10). Cuyler (19v80)upoint§ to the 'cOmpiexity of the
docent’s roie: their responsibility to ‘the institution, the object, the \)isitor, .:or to
stu.dents and teachers, and “not the least 'to‘ ‘him or herself” (p.. 7. ‘Duthie (1991)
sees the »docen‘t -positi'o'ned-in fhe “criti_cal interfaée between the visitor and‘thve |
work of art” (p- 83) and as “advocates of the s}isitor to the gallery staff” (p. 88).

She supports Cuyler’s reflections on the. docent’s diffused energies, and comments

on the implications within a docent education . program: ,

' The goals of the program often (seem) to rest on a loose coliectiOn of
intentions which were derived from the docent’s own- interest in particular
art W(Srks, the teacher’s wishes for the tour, the general mandate from the
gallery, as well as the specific thesis on which an exhibition was designed. 2
(Duthie, pp. 88) |

I would argue that these observations on the complex and unclear nature of
the docent’s role can also be applied more widely to those who stand, paid or

unpaid, in the position of interpreter between object, institution, visitor and self.

‘_ Docent as__volunteer. It is the docent as volunteer that‘ draws thé pointe’d‘
criticism as evidenced in remarks such as “museum leper.”  The volunteer docent
is not qsually empowered with the in-depth educétidn, certifiéétiqn,_ rfvesovurces (.>r‘
status of the museum professional,! yet is in the position of repre-senting the |
institution and its collection to the public. The volunteer doc;e.nt is. defended by
some as an “effective means of increasin‘g community awareness and suppbrt,ﬁ;"
Aand if treated appropriately, “will have the motivation and self-confi_dgnce to do a

professional job” (Bay, 1974, p 25). Wolins (1990), also advocates valuing the

1'T am using "professional" to indicate someone with extensive education and/or
training within a field, and who makes, or has made their livelihood with that
training. A certain level of esteem is implied. '
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docent “on a professional level” (p. 72). More commonly, docents are perceived as
no‘n-professionals in a “para-prof¢ssiona1” role within a professional
organiyzation of educators: (McCoy, 1989). This ambiguous position is also under
the critical eye of curators, who may feel that they are the proper holders and
dispensers of information relative to the collectioﬁ (Newsoni & Silver, 1978).

Chadwick and Hooper-Greenhill (1985) observe that the debate on the role
of the museum volunteer is often seen as a "basic conflicf between :
'professionalism' and ‘'accountability’™ (p.177). Newsom and Silver (1978) and
McCoy (1989) describe in depth the pros and cons of the muséum volunteer from
both the institution’s and volunteer’s point of view. Casual attitudes,
undermining of staff, lack of accountability, group dynamics, difficulty of
evaluation and dismissal, and the economics of docent programs are so:me‘ of the
critical - observations from the museum perépective. Unrealistic expectations,
inadequate training,vlow status and “primarily ceremonial” recognition are some
voluﬁteer complaints. The contested status of the docent’s position is generally
overshadowed by acknowleagmeht of the docent as a necessary fesourc_e in the
iﬁcreasing demands for public acceséibility within thevconte‘it of shrinking |
budgets. | |

What attracts pedple'to this position of ambiguoué authority? "How does an
individual meet the objectives and challenges of gallery guiding wh_ilé attaining
personal satisfactions, the primary reward for the volunteer? In‘the‘ 1990’s, who

is volunteering for this job? Where is the voice of the docent?

The Docent Perspective

| While the professional view on the role, training and value of docentsv ‘is
represented. within museum literature, the point of view of the docents
themselves is rarely recorded and analyzed.'. Cuyler (1980) interviewed and
observed docents in the setting of three different Canadian art galleries

(Edmonton, Ontario, and Hamilton) in order to obtain insights into the extent
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docents adapted the philosophy of their institution, and to examine their roles and
practices. Docents perceived their- roles essentially as mediators: “as a discussion
leader or one who helps establish an interaction between the viewer and the
work of art” (p. 34); to promovte enjoyment of the gallery, and to help the visitor
“realize there arev many ways to look at art or that it can be interpreted
personally” (p. 43); as a “facilitator of diallogue or communication,” “to st_imulate‘
discussions . . . and (be) shpportive” (p. 48). Cuyler noted that the training
requirements of ihe docent are unique and recommended more training in art
education content and learning theory. As well, she perceived that more
knowledge of schools and students, and a éooperative .relationship with teachérs
would enhance the school tours given by docents.

Duthie (1990) undertook to examine theb‘ docent perspective in her magistral

thesis, What it Means to be a Docent: Narratives of Art Gallery Experience.

Through personal interviews with six docents from two different art galleries,
Duthie sought to "know what satisfactions and frustrations docents found in their -
work" (p.2). She discovered enthusiasm, frustration and ambivalence among her
participants, selectéd to represent a range in age, educatiqnal background, and
guiding experience. In her concl:usions, she points to t‘hevrsupport found within
the docent group, a “social system” thaf balanced the non;professional status of
their position, and created a certain sense of autonomy; the role of personal
satisfaction; the parédoxical nature of the docent’s role as’ mediatprs betWeen
sophisticated works and concepts, frequently addressing a novice audience, often
children, within a .very limited amount of time; and the i.nadequacy of their
theoretical base in art and education to readily fespond to the complexities of
their job. She draws attention to the influence of existing practical knowledge
that docents bring to their new role, and suggests that research on teacher

thinking and practical knowledge may be an appropriate resource for educators

educating docents (p.89).
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Duthie characterizes the docenf as “the first audience of the gallery’s
education program” (p.2) and “in some ways, the most active, responsive audience
that galleries have” ’;.(p.72). This view is supported by McCoy (1989): “many
education departments recognize the volunteer docent corps as th¢ museum’s
most dedicated adult ‘a'udience” (p. 139). Wolins (1990) and Duthie recognize the
docent as both learner and teacher. Duthie suggests that “docents can offer
information on their experiences as learners that could effect other adult
education programmés in the gallery” (p. 3).'

Duthie’s observations, supported by my own, convinced me that further
study into the interpr‘eter. experience was an important step towards creating a
positive. and effective “multiplier” effect within museum education. In seeking a
research locétion, I’ ;Vas infiﬁen_ced by my background in art history, my df;sire to
expand my obéervations beyohd my own work site, - and- my interest‘in an in-depth
case study. While I am concerned with ‘the broad bissues of interpretation, the
local city art gallery welcomed my research as it coincided with a current
evaluation of their public programs, and in particular, of their volunteer docent
program.

I chose to focus my research on the docent-training program, because in
my experience, the fifst year is the most intense learning and coping phase of
being an interpreter. My intention was to involve trainees in examining their
reaso‘ns, histories and expectations in relation to their choice to volunteer in an
art g;clllery, and the process of learning to bq a docent.

The docent is often referred to as a teacher. The participants in this study
experienced the dynamics of >learning to teach informally in "a non-classroom
setting.  Britzman (1991) refers to the subjectivities of learning to teach, of
"coming to terms with one's intentions and values" (p. 8). She asks, "what is it like
to learn to teach . . . what does it mean to those involved" (p. 10)? My own

experiences and questions rooted "in learning the nuances of guiding lead me to
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ask: Why are you here? What problems arise for you and how do you resolve
them? What tools do you bring to the task? What are you learning? What are the
personél satisfactions of tﬁe job? These are the questioné that guide this study.
In many. ways my research parallels: Duthie and Cuyler, and offers a re-
examination of their results, but the focus on the novice docent presents findings
that are particﬁlarly applicable to docent training programrﬁes, and helps to
create a more holistic description of the docent experience. While it is
acknowledged that docents and other interpreters learn on the job (Cuyler, 1980;
Wolins, 1990; Duthie, 1990), one assumes that improved training should producé a
better return - that is, that more trainees will complete the program, their skills
will Be stronger, their enthusiasm deeper, and their longevity as tour leaders will

be greater.
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Chapter 3 - Site/Methodology/Context

The Site -

My interest in the experience of other guidés and interpreters, as well as
my background in art history, led me to approach the city Art Gallery about
conducting my research there. The Director of Public Programming had
previously addressed the Art Education faculty at the University and suggested
pairing the Art Gallery's needs with graduate students’ ’research'. My interests
complemented a recently completed, in-depth evaluation of the docent program.
That evaluation assessed "the strengths and weaknesses of the school tours
program based 6n the perceptions of three stakeholder groups: 1) docents, 2)
teachers, and 3) students" (Turnbull, 1996, p. 22).- It convened two focus groups of
docents divided by experience: docents who had been leading tours for five or
more years, and docents who had led tours for fewer than five years. My study of
-the expectationsv and learning experiences of docents-in-training offered an
opportunity to provide information about a category of docents not consulted in
the evaluation. In addition, the training program [ proposed to observe was in
transition from an earlier model, so my interest coincided with the Gallery's own
in gathering more feedback on that program.

As well as obtaining the approval and support of the Director of Public
Programming, I met with the docent trainer (coordinator) and received her
permission to monitor the upcoming session. - The trainer also agreed to be

interviewed over the duration of the program.

Project Design

Once the site was determined, access and staff cooperation assured, the

project methodology needed to be finalized. My predisposition towards an emic
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study! developed in depth on a particular site determined the qualitative nature of
my reseafch. I did not presume to discover over-reaching "truths", but to
describe experientially based observations that might shed light on interpreter
training in ‘other places at other times, and contribute to" a more insightful
understanding of the participants aﬂd thé process'(Grauer, 1>995; Wolcott, 1994).
My discussion of the implicatio‘ns of my findings leads to generalized

- recommendations concerning the training of docents; my intention was n.ot‘ to
systematically evaluate this particular docent program.  The Gallery- collec.ted
evaluations from the trainees duriﬁg ‘and at the end of their training. Those
evaluations, plﬁs other considerations, have affected changes to succeeding
training - sessions. .

The participant-based met.hodology of my study conforms to a qualitative
research model. The concept of "resp‘qnsive evaluation” (Stake, 1975; referenced
.in  Alexander, 1982), efnphasizes stakehplders’ intéractjon wit.h the resgarcher- to
determine the directioﬁ of'résearch_questions and outcomes. ‘Alexander (1982)
describes Stake's concept. as "one of .thé first steps taken by the evaluation world
in considering the complex realities ' and - multiple value perspectives of
participants i‘n a particular educétional set:tingf' (§.66). Denzin and'Lincol'n (1994)
'have described qualitative researchers as those who "study things in their
natural settings, attempting to make sense of or interpret phenomena in terms of
" the meanings people bring to them" (p.2 ). Marshall and Rossman (1995)
elaborate on this definition by stating that "mainstream" qualitative research
"entails immersion in the everyday life of the setting chosen for study, values and
seeks to discover participant's perspectives . . . views inquiry as an interactive

process. . . . is both descriptive and analytical, and relies on people's words and

I Emic is defined by Alexander (1982) as when "the inquirer derives categories for
data collection after interacting with participants in the setting" (p.64). ; Bressler
(1993) refers to insider's perspectives and contrasts "emic" to "etic,” "the
researcher-outsider”; Creswell (1998) uses. the term to denote inclusion of the
points of view of. participants. o
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observable behavior as primary data” (4).

Within the qualitative model, I further define my study as an ethnographic
case-study. Creswell (1998) underfakes to define the five "traditions" within
qualitative study, two of which are ethnography and the case study. The
parameters of an ethnographic study include examination of the structure and
function of a particular cultural or social group or system through field work,
most typic‘ally participant observation, over an extended period of time for the
purpose of describing a "holistic cultural portrait" (p. 60). Access is gained
through "gatekeepers” (in this study, the Director of Public Programming, and
the staff member leading the tra'ining sessions); ;'key informants" are sought out
(the volunteer participants); and some degree of reciprocity is activated so that
the participants are not merely purveyors of information. In Creswell's
definition, deception by the researcher as to her‘in_tentions is not acceptable.
Hammersley & Atkinson (1995) see ethnography as a means of understanding
human behavior through "access to thé meanings that guide that behavior” (p.8).
Educational researchers recognize ethnography as a megningful tool. In the

Handbook of Qualitative Research in Education (1992), LeCompte and Preissle state

that it is "our conviction that indu»iry '5bout the field of education and its settings
requires the eclecticism and-holism of quaiitativé énd ethnographic research" (p.
854).

Bresler (1994) believes "there ‘is mbre to education "than the pfoduc.t.
What iS important is the process of teaching and learning, and the process can
be understood by éxamining the contexts 'in which the teaching and learning
take place" (p. 15). Breslér (1993) states that "deep understandi‘ng of one
setting can facilitate understanding” of other settings (p. 33). Creswell (1998)
describes the cvase study as an "exploration” through mult‘iple sources of
information of a "program, event, an activity, or individuals" which is

"bounded by time and place’ (p.61).
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'A'fhis’ study ‘of_docents-in-training is an in-depth observation of a specific
program in a single,. natural settingA with emphasis on participant meanings.
Docents are a group who share. the practice of in-terpretatioﬁ and the experience
of beiﬁg intermevdiéries; these docents also share the distinction of being
volunteers. Docent practice has too often been viewed from the outside (Bay, 1974,
Flaﬁders & Flanders, 1976; Horn, ‘1980; Wolins, 19905 Wolins, Spires & Silverman,
1986). In this case study, a particular subgroup of this culture is observed and
their voices recorded in a formative stage as relationships and practices are being
shaped.

The T’r‘aining Program

The d.ocent training program that I observed and documented began mid-
September and ran until mid-May of the following year, with "graduation”
scheduled for the last week of May. Classes were once a week and ran for 2 1/2
hours. This time commitment was extended to a weekly tour obligation as the
trainees began their shadowing (observing an experienced guide), integrating
(presenting a part of the tour) and full touring. Docents were expected to
continue touring until mid-June. 1 draw my description of the program from the
Guidelines, distrib.uted to each docent volunteer at the beginning of the training
_sessions, the training schedules,. from my interviews with the docent coordinator
(the docent trainer), and from my weekly notes.

Docents are trained. to give the tours that are central to the school program.
The goais of that program are to "facilitate understanding, appreciation and
éritical awareness of visual culture" through "studeht-ceniefed tours which
incorporate: clear educational objectives, consistent content and structure, (and)
a variety of learning styles" (Guidelines). The program was initially set for 20
v&"eeks of training, divided iﬁto two terms: "the first term will be spent. examining
the content and strategies for tours of the Emily Carr exhibiti(;n (and include)

opportunities to observe tours led by experienced guides. In term two (the
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trainee) will: conduct components of these tours so as to integrate into the
program at a coﬁfortable pace; be tested on tour goals; and begin giving full tours
to schobl groups” (Guidelines,). A third term was added, lengthening the program
by ten weeks, which created additional opportunity to discuss tour issues and to
offer further informational workshops to the trainees ‘as they gained tour
exp_eriencé.

Topics cov:ered within the classroom portion of the program included
learning styles, communication and questioning strafegies, working with
teachers, and group dynamics. Support staff membersvweré introduced and
presented workshbps or talks on the exhibits, principles of art and design, stages
of children's development and its relevance to the tour, using the voice, and a
media and materials workshop. An animateur (paid staff member) modeled the
school tour. Tours of the building (architectural detailé and h.istory) ‘and of the
conservation and“’v collection areas were offered. >T_he bulk of this occurred in the
first 12 weeks; the éecond and third terms emphasized discussion of issues that
arose during shadowing, integrating and touring. The docent coordinator points
out that this was not the olriginal intention: "There was a lot of time doing
classroom work first, practicing later. I much prefer to mix them up but we
started docent training a little bit early . . . and there was a re-hang, so we logt the
first month of tours to get docents out theré- shadowing and practicing." Appendix
G, the annotated list of course handouts, indicates more fully the scope of the
training. |

The Gallery's expectations of the docents were enumerated in the
Guidelines. They included attendance, participation, assigned readings,
shadowing (observation of an animateur - a paid staff tour leader), absence and
replacements, signing up for weekly tours, professiona14 ‘conduct, and suggested
contact with staff to address questions or concerns.

The training program included a "test"” in January intended to be a
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performance evaluation by staff to determine individual_..readiness to begin
independent touring. Each trainee chose one stop on the tour and was evaluated
on a three point scale ("develop further,” "fine," "excellent") in eight categories
(goals, content, strategies, questioning, age appropriateness, presentation,
pacing, transition). This process was similar to evaluations performed' by
animateurs during the tour integrations, and given to the trainees as feedback to
help them assess their progress. The “"test" was described to the tréinées as an
evaluative occasion and not a "pass or fail" event. For this particular group, the
test results (two- trainees were "failed") created tensions that affected some
trainees for the remainder of thelcourse. Some of these tensions surface in the
participant interviews that follow. Three weeks followirig the test, a new
("docent-friendly") "script,” meant to give the docents more structure, e.md, more
confidcnce, was introduced.

Newly touring doce"nts were given self-evaluation forms and encouraged to
"try and set aside 10-15 minutes at the end of each tour to reflect on how it went; |
compare current self-evaluation to a previous one and see how you improve.".
Two group evaluations of the program were conducted: one in April, an in-class
"b.rainstorm," and one in mid-May when a form was' distributed for written

feedback.

The Tour

| The trainees were prepared .forb a specific tour which took place in the
Emily Carr gallery, a space dedicated t(; works by :Efnily Carr within the larger
gallery. The tour was intended for school groubs, kindergarten to grade seven.'
For most of the time period covered in my study, the Selection of Carr works élso
inciuded works by First Nations artist, Lawrence Paul Yuxweluptun. The tour waS
scheduled for 45 minutes, was divided into three sections plus an introduction, and

was toured by two docents and an animateur simultaneously, requiring a timed

rotation within the exhibit. The tour was followed by an optional studio workshop
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lcd by the animateur.

The training program mixed content with methoddlogy: a child-centered,
inquiry based method, grounded on the Feldman model of questioning from the
concrete to the abstract, was introduced and practicéd. While objectives and
strategies were explicit for each stop, the docents were also to encourage input'
from the students through descriptive, analytic and interpretive questions. Props
and movement tableaus were encouraged at particular paintings. What started as
a "model" for the tour became a "script" midway through the training. Suggested
"phraseology” and points of focus were added to "learning objectives" and
"teaching strategies"” in hopes of assisting the trainees. This shift from a model
tour tb a scfipted tour, and the balancing of a script with a child-centered
methodology, within a tight choreography. was the focus of much commentary
within my interviews. The tour content and timing were modified on two
occasi(;ns; once, with the new scfipt in early Febrﬁary, and towards the -end of the
training pr§gram when the Lawrence Pauvl Yuxweluptun material was removed,

as. scheduled, from the Carr gallery.

Dafa. Collection

.I introduced myself and my research interests to the program participants
on the first 'day of training. At the same time I handed out a written introduction,
an entry'questiénnaire, and a consent form for those willing to participate in my
study to 'sign and return (see appendices A & B). I began my study with a 12 point
questionnaire, offered to all members of the program,‘whi'ch intended to set a
ground-line as to participants’' experience, perceptions and expectations. 1
reviewed the questionnaire with . my research participants at the first interview
and asked for any further comment. Four questions, regarding the role of the art
gallery, the .role of the docent, the purpose of a tour for children, and the purpose

of a tour for adults, also formed the basis of my exit questionnaire, distributed to

all remaining participants at the end of the program. I anticipated different
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answers at the end of the program as a result of prolonged preparation and
pracfice 1n ‘presenting‘ art at the Gallery.

My initial intention was to arra_ﬁge four interviews ‘over the course of
training with those who consented to participate in my s_tudy. The logistics of
arranging and processing thé initial set of interviews (13, including the
coordinator) modified my original intenfion. The final number of interviews per

1
participant was three, plus an observation of individual tours between interview

‘two and three. Interview times ranged between 30 minutes. to one hour.

Interviews were transcribed and returned to interviewees prior to the next
interview. This was done both as a verification procedure and with anticipation
that it might prompt further discussion. In the first interview I asked all

participants to consider keeping a journal. Although the response was positive, I

thought returning the interviews would also serve a reflective purpbse, as 1

explained to my participants:
I've been thinking 'a{bout this ‘because some people are not certain about
the journal idea, so the other thing I'll do is give you a copy of the
transcript because in fact it's as much yours as mine. And by reviewing

that it might give you further thoughts that didn't come up today.

Grauer (1995) made the decision not to return interviews to her

‘participants for fear they may be "unduly influenced to reiterate the same

thoughts in subsequent interviews" (p.7). Fears that the transcript might
prejudice fhe next interview responses was unfounded. The interviewees
generally made no corrections or clarifications of the transcript; many neglected
to review them prior to our next interview. 'The most noteworthy corrections

were to awkward expressions rooted in the use of English as a second language. A

few participants observed that the process of interviewing and re-viewing did

make them more sensitive to their personal process within the program. One
participant noted the strangeness of seeing her verbal Aresponses in print, "it's

interesting because it shows how you appear. Rather than how you feel inside,
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and sometirﬁes tttllose two things don't coincide. It's sdmething you can improve
on."

I reread'_each interview, highlig.hting material (difficulties, observations,
critiques) and formed related questions to supplement the succeeding interview.
For all interviews I used a guide (see appendices C-E) that was personalized by
questions derived from the previous interview, and was responSive to the
direction the interview took as it proceeded. I closed each interview with an
invitation to the participant for "any further comment?” Interviews were held at
vthe participant's convenience, at the gallery (a meeting room was usually
available), over a coffee, at school or at home. |

I collected all class handouts and tried to keep up with >the'class readings. I
attended all (but one) of the weekly meetings and kept a hotebook. This class
diary was interspersed with entries recording solely pgrsonal fhoughts about
‘what I was observing, implications to the study and im‘pl‘ications to my own on-
going practice as a guide. I was able té attend the group evaluation session (the
"test") and observed each of my participants as they presented theif chosen tour
fragment. I also made an arrangement with each participant to'watch th'efn
deliver a full tour' when they felt comfortable enough for an observer. My hope
was to de-brief ‘after these tours, rather than carry a notebook, but circumstances
were such that only two participants were able to take the time to talk after their
tour. I made post-tour notes so I would have some record of the tour and my
obsefvationsﬂ

Halfway through the program, I offered each participant a small, hand-
decorated notebook as a gesture of appreciafion. This token was also a muted
enco‘urage'ment to_takt;, up journal writing. I included a quote from Emily Carr

from one of her journals: _
Yesterday I went to town and bought this book to enter scraps in, not a
diary of statistics and dates and decency of spelling and happenings but

just to jot me down in . . . . It seems to me it helps to write things and
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thoughts doWn. It makes the uhworthy ones look more shamefaced and
helps to place the better ones for sure in our minds. It sorts out jumbled up
thoughts and helps to clarify them, and I want my thoughts clear and
straight for my Work.

(Carr, 1966, Hundreds and Thousands . .-, p. 20)

My other gesture of appreciation was a tour of the anthropology museum
for all program participants at the end of the training sessioné; it was intended as
a reciprocal oppor£ﬁnity for- the observed to observe and critique, for the tour
guides to be the visitors, and as an opportunity to consider issues of touring
cultural material.

I contacted each participant as I neared my data analysis and sent a draft of
the individual interview summaries to eéch of them, asking for comments
regarding accuracy and representation. I réceived positive responses from two
participants, one of whom asked for very minor- editing.

Bressler (1994) notes as researchers settle into a research settinglthey
‘experience a "ténsion between involvement and attachment" (p. 7), and "often
assume the role of participants, striving to gain a deeper understeinding about the
perspectives of the insiders" (p. 16). My experience as participant-observer -

included some of this tension. The epilogue records something of that experience.

Summary

I met with encouragement at the local Art Gallery to pursue my
ethnographic case study of docents-in-training. The volunteer docents were
trained to tour“school g'roups through the Emily Carr Gallery, which temporarily
held works of Lawrence Paul Yuxweluptun. Class handouts and observations set
the descripfive context for the study. Three interviews over the nine-month

training period, and class and tour ‘observations gave me participant-centered

context and primary data.




p.26

Chapter 4 - Interview Summaries

The Pérticipants

Volunteers for this program were recruited through ads placed in local
papers, the BCTA (British Columbia Teacher's Association) Néwsletter, and public
service announcements. As well, flyers were handed out"at‘the Gallery
admission's desk, sent to the locél art school, artist-run céhters and the
appropriate departments at the loéal universities and colleges. Two information
sessions were scheduled prior to the beginning of training classes.

McCoy (1989) and Newsom and Silver (1978) agree in their portrait‘of'the
museum volunteer as "overwhelmingly white, female and well-to-do" (Newsome &.
Silver,' p- 244). While the majority of this docent trainee class was female and
Caucasian, there were women of various ethnic backgrounds as well as men who
began the training sessions. The age range seemed to be from the 20's‘ to the late
40's. | There were 20 people in this group for the first month or two, twelve of
whom volunteered to participate in my study. "Graduation day" saw an all female
group of ten representing different ages and .ethnicities, six of whom were active
in my study. To my knowledge, the decline in numbers can vbe attributed to over-
commitment (i.e. family, work, o.ther interests), voluntary withdrawal (a
realization that the program didn't suit them or they didn't suit the program) and
requested withdrawal (two people). The docent coordinator noted, "statistically,
the way it breaks down, is at the end you have one third of what you started with
and that's a good case scenario.” In this case 50% completed the course, and half
‘of that group indicated they would retu‘rn in the fall as "senior" docents.

My final group consisted of six women, three of whom were students in

their 20's, and three of whom were in . their 40's. Four of the six were working at

least part-time, one in child care, one in retail sales, one as a medical technician,
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and one as a property manager. Three were attending school for a period. within

the study, as well as working and volunteering. Four had experience teaching

~ (adult and community education, public and private systems), five described

fhemselves as art makers to varying degrees, and five had volunteer experience,
two of those previously in museum settings.

The individual summaries that follow aré intended to give the reader of
sens:.e of each participant, their expectations and the fénge of their experiences
within the boundaries of promised -anonymity." The names .used are arbitrary.
The sﬁmmaries are based primarily on the three interviews, supplemented by
class and tour observations, as well as entry and exit questiénnaires.

Wolcott (1994) cautions, "in the very act of constructing data out of
experience, the quélitative researcher singles out some things as worthy of note
and relegates others to the background’; ‘(p. 13). 1 was very cognizant that the act
of summarizing each participant's experience as related to me was a process of
selection for brevity and impact. I tried to edit conscientiously, being sensitive to
chronological context and .a comprehensive representation of each participant's
concerns. I used the participants' own words generously as I felt that would the
best way to represent their experiences. I feel I have achieved what Wolcott
describes as "appropriate" description which "returns ultimately to the immediate
purposes being addressed and . . . maps a course between extremes of too-selective
reporting or hopeless obfuscation"(p. 14). Chapter Five reduces and regroups

these summaries further through the selection of common themes.

"Carol

Carol had a MFA (studio) and had some experience teaching art to children
and to adults. During the course of our interviews, she credited her ease with
younger children to this experience; she welcomed the challenge of working

with older students: "some of the older kids have a tough shell, and that's what I'd

like to do, to get through that and dialogue past that. That would be a real
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achievement." When queried about .early experiences in art galleries, she
commented that "being aware of the existence of art" was important to her own
development as an artist. She considered herself a regular gallery visitor, both to
public (mainstream and alternative) and commercial galleries.

In the preliminary questionnaire, Carol described the role of a docent as a
"liaison between gallery and public,"” andbthg importanc'e of a .gallery tour for
children as a means to "open their minds to art as an alternative or as a
cqnnection with popular culture.” Her reason for volunteering wés ‘;_to gain
experience inferacting with children and the public, and gain experience in a
gallery context." This was her first volunteer experience.

In the first interview, ébout'five weeks after the.course began; Carol was
feéling positive about the training, particularly noticing that she got "a lot of
energy" from talking about art to children. She recognized she was "really
passionate” about art and had a desire to "just make people think about it, to get a
c;ritical awareness [about the] commﬁnication of . visual ideas."” ‘She commented on
the pace of the program ds "going really slow," noting her own tendency to be an
initiator and organizer. She particularly liked a class exercise on different
learning styles (a "learning channel preference checklist” to indicate to what

degree one was a visual, aural or haptic - hands-on - learner). From her

’ experience with children and art, she had discerned»differences in the way

children related to different lmater_iails, and this exercise confirmed her
recognition of "different kinds of thought‘patterns, different.ways of
negotiating." She showed a willingness to keep a journal, seeing it as "not so
much as a personal thing, [for expressing] angst but more just as even learning
myself, as a form of reflection."

Our second interview was in January at a point where Carol had déne ‘her
shadowing and some integrating. At this juncture, Carol's primary concern was

still the pace of the class. Classes began with a open discussion period, allowing
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people to ask questions about material or observations in the galléry as they
shadowed or integrated into animateur-led tours. A few people asked most of the
questions, and quite often many of their éoncerns were addressed in class
materials handed out previously. Carol expressed her impatience to "just get into
what we're doing rather than waste a lot of time going over the fhings that most
people already know. Maybe if someone dc;esh‘t know they should just figure it
out for themselves." She struggled with this impatience, trying to take sorhe
responsibility for it: "I find I'm the kind of person who likes things really quick .
. . and I get'frustrated when things seem to be dragging on. At the same time, I'm
thinking, well maybe you have to deal with that . . . being accepting of other's
levels and not being selfish about it." She also recognized that her experience as
a university student had prépared her to be an active learner: "when we bring up
articles and some people, maybe not having been exposed, feel threatened, they
have a hostilify to ideas that are too new or different. I feel like I've been

through that already on my own. Going through . . (university) you're exposed
to a lot of that, and it's either wake.up or don't bother." She made efforts to realize
something personal from the slower pace and working within the group.
Watching the other trainees prompted her "to .do some unlearning and become
conscious of the habits I have.”

While. she recognized the importance oflnot misrepresenting the art works,
Carol . indicated some ambivalence about thé touring methodology of specific gdals,
objectives and strategies for each selected work, joined with‘ a questioning
technique intended to encourage students to be active participants in the tour.
The element of a dialogue with students based on their observations offered an
option to what she perceived to be a "herding" of students "like cattle through
ideas." She was relieved to be.en"couraged by ‘one animéteur to worry less about

getting "an agenda across but just leave it with the kids, and not get up-tight

about it." She valued the opportunity for dialogue as a "challenge to the adult too -
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it engages you on an equal level. The studeiits don't know you so why should they
sit and listen to you for an hour. L on a one-time meeting, what's the” point?" She
also made the point that she was "getting away from validating" student's

l "

responses (with "good,” "right" . . .) and this had an affect on her work outside of
the gallery.

Carol spoke of the comparison of Emily Carr and Lawrence i’aul
Yuxweluptun as the hardest part of hér experience to date, fee]ing that it was "a
little artificial trying to get to the point"- (of comparing the two artist's interest in
environmental issues). She also felt the tour could be more inclusive of other
works by the artists, looking at groupings of work rather than "using all your

energy on one piece" which she felt was a little forced. She thought the stop in

front of Carr's Forest was an example of that and that she had more success

incorporating the adjoining forest paintings in her pfesentation.

The second interview took place a week after the test for individual
readiness for fouring, and just prior to the first class meeting after that testing.
Carol's only éomment’about the test was that it was good to go th.rough. the process
‘together, it lent a degree of "camaraderie" and an opportunity to "learn from each
other." She co‘mmented on the sméller class size (it had lost a few .students over
Christmas) as "changing the dynamic . . . a’ bit better being smaller."

I observed Carol give a tour to grade one students in mid-April. Carol
arrived just as the tour began; ‘this rushed beginning seemed to throw off her
concentration for the toﬁr, although overall she was relaxed and engagihg.
Timing was a problem in tﬁis tour, and at one point Carol found herself between
two stops and had to imp_fovise. The attention of some of the children bégan to
wander, but she was able to bring them together around the photographs of Emily
Carr. ' There were a few parents pfesent in the group Carol léd and some children

chose to sit with their parent rather than joining the group on the floor in front

of the paintings. In retrospect, Carol realized she should have insié‘ted on all the
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children being together.

_ interview three took place in June, during the last week of >touring. Carol
had both positive and critical comments to make of the full training exp_grierice.
Re-reading the previous interviews, Carol‘ came to the conclusion that she had
"matured a lot in the process;" that she appreciated her strengths of being able to
meet children on their level and make them feel comfortable; that her art
background helped her understand and present the material. She felt the
training had helped solidify these -strengths, and allowed her to :observe_ teachers
intefacting with their students and the effect of enthusiasm and preparation, or
lack thereof, on student's receptivity. She learned a lot about speaking in public
and using humour with older students. She described her greatest pleasures as
"being involved with people,” "being in front of the pui)lic," and "being in an
educational setting."”

Carol also comme;lted ‘on the good f'eelings‘ she had about "being part of the
Gallery, feeling part of the ‘whole structure,” but she qualified that by saying that
"on another level, you feel expendable” and questioned whether the public
program staff were being "straight-forward," and added "sometimes I feel
insecure about my relationships with the people in programming.” She had a
sense "maybe because of the other things that came up in the year" that othér
class members felt insecure as well. She described her positioh within the group
as "good" but a bit "distanced," not wanting to get involved with what she felt was
"gossip."

When asked about the script, introduced after thé testing, Carol commented
that "I got the ideas from the script, the main points, but I used my own words. . . .
The challenge, I think, to making a really’ good tour, is to see the ideas, then to
have them distill in yourself, and then have your own way of‘ saying it." She
referred again to the importance of considering the different ways that people

learn (visually, aurally, haptically), but that sometimes she felt the tours were too
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"crammed” a‘ﬁ_d "superticial,f’ that "the meaning of the tour is a little too
controlled. They don't really. allow for different views‘maybe (because) there are
certain things that have to be said. And I think art is bigger than that, and
there's more to it."

Carol was bworking part-time and trying to find full-time work. She
‘identified her biggest personal challenge as keeping the touring schedule and
"my life consistent with that." She described these "weaknesses” as
"orgahizational" and "'I think they were my responsibility.”

I closed the final interview with t1uestions about changes to personal views
on art (including reactions to Lawrence Paul .Yuxweluptun), education, and the
role of the docertt; in particular, I asked if it was appropriate to consider the
“docent a "teacher,” a terrtl used frequently within the training program. Catol
felt secure in her knowledge of art techniques and issues from the beginning, so
primarily she valued the opportunity to get to know Emily Carr better. While she
still viewed' Lewrence Paul's technical skills .with some reservations, she 7 |
vrecognized his appeal to the children and commented how they "gravitated” to his
work. Carol was more sensitive to the complex role of the art gallery, and its
public obligations as a "melding place” and responsibility to "incorporate
different communities." She commented, "sometimes it works and sometimes I
don't think it does. Sometimes they try to please too many people." She was
comfortable with the designation of a teacher w»ithin the definition of "someone
who is leading people into knowledge, not someone v_(/ho's preaching to them
about something, but someone who is helping them discover it themselves,
someone who is giving guidance.”

Carol had made no journal entries over the progtam, citing her busy
schedule, and had not done personal evaluations and had not been present for the
group evéluation, but she did comp'lete a written program evaluation.

Carol hoped her schedule would allow her to return in. September as a
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senior docent.
Ingrid
An immigrant to Canada, Ingrid was an art teacher in her native country

for nine years, teaching ages 12 to 17. In addition to her teaching, she was also a

volunteer docent in a large art museum. She found her previous museum work

- supportive to her teaching, providing material support as well as additional art

knowledge and -communication techniques for a range of ages. She was active in
drawing, painting and ceramics.

Ingrid described art galleries as. "good places for art education, for gaining
art experience, and to get inspiration.” She saw the role of the docent as a "link
between the audience and the art works and/or audience," ahd the primary
purposes of a tour for children as "art,.appreciation and first hand experience.”
Her purpose in becoming a docent was "to talk with children and share . . . art
experience and knowledge with others.” She also joined tﬁe docent program as a
way to "know more about the arts in Vancouver" and to find out more about Emily
Carr. She did not describe herself as a regular gallery-goer, and usually went to
the city gallery as a special destination with visitors.

Our first interview was only two weeks after class began, so our

conversation centered around her experiences that brought her to volunteer for

the docent training program. Ingrid's own experience as a young child did not
include gallery visits. She was required to visit the art museum as a secondary
student and to write a report of the visit. She described that experience as "just a

job." From her own art-making and teaching experience which evolved from arts

electives in secondary school, she recognized the power of seeing art first hand.

Ingrid also felt strongly about the expressive pdwer of art: "sometimes it's not so
easy for children to speak out their feelings but they can do it when they draw
and when they paint." She saw art appreciation as not just appreciating the

artist's work "but also to appreciate everything around us, 'in the world, in nature.
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Because from'-art you gain knowledge about colour, pattern and texture. . . . It will
make you change when you appreciate everything. So it can encourage the
student to have a positive attitude to evefything." |

She was receptive to the idea of keeping a journal or a diary, although a
- little concerned with her abilify to write comprehen{sivkely in English. I assured
"~ her she could write in whatever lahguage was comfortable, that the intention was
to aid her in sorting out the information and experiences of the t;aining
program.

Our sécond interview was in mid-Jaﬁuary, on the same day as ‘the readipess
test. Ingrid s;aid she had made some journal notes abouf hér response to the :
training. The most important thing so far was working with the opén-ended
que‘stibning technique and learning "more about what to answer.” She contrasted
this method (response.that asks further questions, such as "what do you see that
g makes you say that?," rather than valvidvating‘ Qith "right" or "’gcv)od_")' with her
previous experience as a teacher where "teackhing was very traditional and the
student is expected to be very passive and the teacher will just talk, talk, talk.”

She recognized that her experience ‘as a teacher and as a docent "helped build my
confidence . . . being in front of children ‘and using eye _Contact . . . .. Even though
‘I"m not so confident with the cohtent, I show with my eye contact that I am

confident."

Ingrid's favourite part of the tour, and ."the most challenging," was the

pairing of Carr's Scorned as Timber. Beloved of the Sky and Yuxweluptun's Red

Man Watching White Man Tr\‘/ing to_Fix Hole in _Sky. "During shadowing, it was
apparent that Lawrence Paul was the most interesting . . . very near- to their place
_of development." Her interest waé with the older children (grades six and s¢ven)
"because th’ey know mOré about the world, they think more deeply. Younger

children see things more simply, the conversation is simpler."

She perceived language as her biggest problem, but felt supported by the
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gallery: "sometimes the children use words or expressions, slang, that I don't
understand. The people here ére s0 énqouraging, I dare to make mistakes, its a
good chance to learn." She summed up her ex,peri‘ences so far by saying "I think
it's a great learning environment. At first I thought it was too demanding, but I
see it prepares you very systgmaticaily.’f At this point, she had only done one
integration so was looking forward to more sessions and "the opportunity to meet
more kids." - Ingrid had.begun university courses since becoming a volunteer at
thev gallery, and it seemed that school requirements were creating some conflict
with her ability to make all docent training seséions. | She worked part-time as
well.b

I observed Ingrid 'give a tour in mid—'Aprill to a group of gradev six/seven
students. There were a couple of girls within the group who were determined to
be "too-cool" for the presentation; they remained aloof, except for theivoccasiOnsl
they made loud remarks about Ingrid's pronunciation. Ingrid remained composed
and focused throughout the tour, although some stops,Were more successful than
others. Her tour was less question oriented, perhaps because it became obvious
that these older students were not easily engagéd by such an approach.

Our third interview -took place in late 'June at the end . of training and
touring. The months of integrating and touring between January and June had
brought some changes to Ingrid's outlook. She felt that familiarity‘with the
material and weekly experiénce in presenting if reduced 'the problem Qf
language. When asked if the students were generally cooperative, Ingrid
responded: "Most of them were. I fhink' the méferial ‘was quite interesting to
them, and its a very different environment, being in the museum and not the
classroom. You must expect thefn to behave in a different way. . . . you are not a
teécher, but just a friend from the museum to introduce sor%lething tb themA, then

many of their attitudes can be acceptable.” In’grid -had }also' expanded her

expectations regarding the differcnt' age groups: "I think both of them [older and
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yo(;nger students] are interesting to mé now. . . .. At first I thought the older kids
may have a better understanding of the work wé talk about . . but aﬁtual]y the
small kids do have their opinions about the work that make the tour interesting,
that make the talking interesting.”

When asked about the rewards of the training, Ingrid spoke of an
improvement in communication skills, new knowledge about Canadian culture
thfough learning about Emily Carr, an "opening of the door to First Nations art,"
and an enriched unde{standing about docents and docent programs.A She .
"described challenges as the transitions within the‘ tour, afoﬁsing interest in
difficult groups ("because not every child is interestf:d in the work, or not every
group is so patient, or enthusiastic about 'that work") and the discussion of
Lawrence Paul's work ("how can they get to the p.oint the artist wants to talk
about, how can they get beyond the picture? It's quite challénging to talk about
v‘something con.temporary.") She felt that her skills as an ESL speaker became
problematic whep discussing concepts in depth. |

Ingrid felt the training gave "avgood basis to start.” shev thought there.
should have been more opportunity for shadowing and integration. The re-hang
of the exhibit due to the removal of the Lawrence Paul material was disconcerting
and Ingrid felt that if the gallery knew of the upcoming changes that the gallery,
and therefore the docents, should - have been better prepared‘. She found the
resulting- re-working of the tour which meant that the three mini-groups were
confined to the main Carr gallery was difficult and .distracting. As for the
introduction‘ of the script in late January, Ingrid felt it was helpful "in some
structuring of the questions,” but she used it "not so .much to stick to the material _
they gavé ’ﬁs, buf as a basis for me to build 'up my own materials.” Shbe also.
recognized the need for the students té have some common experience within

their tour-groups: "if they are gbing to have work that will be carried on at

school, then it is better to have control of the quantity and quality of ‘the docent's
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conversation:"”

Asked about her greatest pleasure in the docent work, I_ngrid commented,
"It gave me more ideas, and helped me to know how children react to a certain
work, or some part of some picture. . . . [the children] have something in

common, but they do have their individuality." She particularly recalled a

student carrying a discussion of sound from an Emily Carr painting, Forest, to a

colourful Lawrence Paul Yuxwelﬁptun painting:  "The colours gave her such a
feeling that it seemed some sound was coming from the painting. I think it is
quite interesting;because they can link the different pictures together . . . not just
the visual but the audio." She talked further about the contrast between Carr and
Yuxweluptun, "I remember the first time I' walked around the gallery, I went into
the Emily Carr room first, then the Lawrence i’aul, and maybe because of the
colour of the wall, it lmade me feel like this room (Emily Carr) is quite gloomy,
quite old, and because Carr's work is also greens and browns, the duller colours,
when you compare with the bright colours of Lawrence Paul, -you feel something
quite lively, and you also feel it is quite contemporary. The difference is quite
obvious."

Ingrid felt that over the course of the ;Srogram, her ideas of art and gallery
education didn't really change, although she appreciated learning a new, more
open style of talking about art. When asked if she was comfortable with the
designation of "teacher,” Ingrid replied, "No. "Teacher" for me is something more

. it also represents the authority of the role. As a docent, I'm sharing my joy in
looking at artwork. A docent and the students or viewers are equal.” |

Ingrid had kept some journal notes, had participated in the group
evaluation, and had submitted a written program evaluati_on. She felt she would

return as a senior docent in September if her schedule allowed.

Susan

Susan had been born in Canada but had spent most of her adult life in
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Africa’ and Asia. She was from a family of artists, and "from a very young age we
were surrounded by art, paintings and music." While she had spent time in art
galleries and fnuseums as a visitor, her interest. in working in a gallery
environment 'came from her recentAe){perience of being a gallery owner in -
Soufheast Asia. In her gallery, she displayed local art (rﬁostly texfi]es) and her
own work, largely collage-based. She welcomed guests of all ages into her gallery
to discuss the art work or to learn the process of coliage. Susan had experience in
teaching studio art to both children and adults. She had also been a volunteer in
many -different settings.

Susan's view of art réflected the influence of her B.aha'i religion: "fdr us,
music and art have a spiritual dimension. . . . I don't believe inv art just for the
sake of art. I believe that art‘ has an invisible purpose beyond itself.”" She offered

her definition of art and artists:
I would say that if the definition of art is a way of expression, I would say
- that every single human béing is an artist. But for me, I would describe an
artist (as someone) who has the potential to raise spiritual aspirations. I
would say there are few artists in the world. . . . For me, art has to have an

eternal sense of beauty.

Our first interview was held in mid-October. We .spent most of the
interview discussing Susan's experience as an artist, a teacher and a gallery
owner and her first impressions qf the docent training pfogram. She joined the
docent program because ."I like to be connected with avrtists. and anything
connected to the arts" and it gave her -an opportunity to be in an art environment
in a new city. Susan'perceivéd the role of a docent as sbmeone who shared "the
spirit and beauty of art” with their audience. Her most memorable experiences of
teaching art to éhildren were those times of workingr together, "a kind of
osmosis,” when "ybu are ﬁot the gfoup and the t'é‘acher, but . . . you are

progressing together. . . . The excitement is there, the -creativity, stress,

sometimes success, sometimes failure, but you feel like you're building something
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together."

Susan described herself as "flexible," referring to her previous‘experience
in her own gallery and the different visitors she had there: I have a different
approach for everybody. Some are very reserved, some are very open . . . . It's
like a dancing situation. 'Dependin.g on the steps 6f your partner, you will try to
follow, to move with him. For me this is the perfect example of teaching, it's like
dancing." She recognized the challenges of being a good docent, "to be
interesting, to know about your exhibition, to keep the audience captive, not to be
"boring and not to speak too much (;r too "little,” adding, "Il think ‘we should always
be ready to learn. We should always be students." She looked forward to the
training and touring, expressing anticipation of the demands of the position,
_being "not routine, not the same thing twice."

Susan commented that as a docent, it was difficult to "present somethihg
you don't like or believe in." She was comfortable with Emily Carr, but in viewing
a temporary exhibit, she expressed her discomfort with the material and her
probable withdrawal if required to present a." tour of that exhibit. Susan said she
would consider keeping a journal, probably‘once touriné had begun.

Our second interview Was in early February. Susan had completed her
shadowing and had done three integrations. 1 asked her if the change from her
'perso‘nal gallery to the public art gallery was ‘a difficult oﬁe. She felt constrained
in the art gallery - "you have a master plan, you have a little place for youf own
personal interpretation, but you have to respect their plan. You dbn't have much
freedom." She recognized the need for some ‘consistency in _the tour, but would
have been happier "if we had more room for the personality of each docent.” Shel
was pleased that the gallery seemed to respond to the docents' concerns to date and
had modified the tour, saying that "I think we have to be flexible so I don't mind
the changes in the program.”

Susan hadn't made any journal entri'es, but ."'kept her feelings in her head.”
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She commented on her experiences:
I think. what is diffié.ult" in the beginning is the time is'sue, it's very
difficuli to get used to rushing all the time. And you héve a goal to achieve
and you have a strategy, but you have to look natural at the same time. You
have to combine all those things together and feel relaxed in front of the
group. So we have to simplify the problem, maybe the content is too heavy
and it becomes like a lecture. It is very difficult . . . . ‘For me, the perfect
situation would be for them‘ to say, 'you have five ‘pair‘)tings to present, you
can present them the way that you like' . . . . As long as we know what we
should not say, I think we will be able to be more original. .I find it a little
dull sometimes, everyone is 'saying the same thing . . . . More plz;ce for
originality, personality. It's not always comfortable to wear the shoes of
another persbn. I think the hat can be the same hat, but a different pair of

shoes.

Susan's previous teaching positions had allowed her to design her own
programming, and she felt that had given her a creative perspectivg, and a need
to "trust your imagination." She felt spontaneity'was -an important quality for a
docent, otherwise "you had better record a nice voiée and have a tape and just
chuck it in and people can listen to thét."

Susan did feel she was learning, although she couldn't articulate "the:
implications.”  She had learned é lot about Emily Carr and felt that the new
knowledge enhanced her enjoyment of tﬁe paintings. .She felt positive about the
tfaining because she enjoyed "the ambiance of being involved in art." She felt

the docent was like a "magician,” always with a new audience and the need for "a

" very quick' understanding of what kind of group they have." Susan found
eéxcitement interacting with the children, "the surprise element . . . tomorrow I
have a group, but I don't know the group. So it's a challenge . . . as long as I feel I

get something from the gallery, I will go. When it becomes stagnant, I will stop
going."
Susan commented on the integration evaluations, "sometimes you receive

- [the evaluation] a week later and you lost track of your mistake. So I wish after
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the [tour] Apresentationl, ‘we can have five minutes with the [animateur].” In a
class meeting, Susan also expressed the opinion that she would prefer more in-
class discussion of the trainiﬁg'and the tour rather than filling out a program
evaluation. On the testing, she felt that rather than a single presentation, the
docents-in-training should be evaluated over a longer__ period, because everyone
has "a bad day." As well, she perceived the docent's role as "so personal and so
different. Hdw can you say this one was better than this one?>. . . [the test]cannot
be a o_ne-shot deal." She was lobking fovrward to touring on_her own, because
"someone is always looking at us with a pencil, and you feel you are on the spot.
You are not relaxed.” She refleé;_ed tha.t it was important "to fly on your own
wings." |

Susan thought her previous experience with children helped her to notice
"the red lights," to see when they are bored or tired or needed discipline. So far,
she had found thQ children in her tdurs‘"joyful." Her biggest problem was her |
fluenc'y in English, and how Apronu'nciation sometimes led .to misunderstanding.
Susan did not ‘fores.ee making any journal entries. She was very busy, and
"keeping a journal is not something I have a feeling for. I remember exactly how
I feel." |

I observed Susan give :;1 tour in late April to a group of energetic
kindergarten/ grade one children. She tried to keep to the- script, but it didn't'
catcfl this group at all. Susan was unable to engage them throughout the tour.
Once lost, it seemed a huge task to regain their attention. -In discussing the tour
afterwards, Susan, and the other docent who joined us, commented on the |
difficulties within the tour for these younger ages, and felt that the
kindergarten/grade one classes should be lthAe domain of people particularly
interested in working with that age, -and _‘working with different tour elements.

Susan completed the training and toured until June, but was unavailable’

for a final interview. She did comment at one point that there were too many
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chahges to the program and that it was "taking too much time and energy."

Ursula

Ursula had a B.A. in. Business Administration, and worked part-time iﬁ
property management. Her interest in art began in university. She recalls her
universjty art history teacher as "dull,” but studying with a friend was a "really
wonderful experience. Ever since then we've shared that interest." Art galleries
have become a "first objective" when traveling. Her own art work involved
j'ewelry ‘making but she was thinking ,Of "delving into watercolours . . . not so
much to become .a great artist, but to understand (art) a little better.” She had
some volunteef experience but nothing that demanded the same degree of
commitment as the docent training program.

In the first questionnaire, Ursula described the role of an art gallery,
besides conservation and preservation, as one of "promotion of art appreciation
through exhibitions and educational programs.” The docent's role was to facilitate
that prorﬁotion through dialogue with the public and to "give children a taste of
the world of art and hopefully motivate them to explore or create art." Ursula's
reason's for becoming a docent were her feelings that "arf is a very integral part
of life an;i C I>(want to) be able to stimulate others in its appreciation.” In our
first interview, she went on to describe in length a childhood remembrance that
_‘motivated her adult involvement in the arts - a school or_iented presentation by
the local symphony where they demonstrated all the instruments in the

orchestra.
And this was a big, big event for me. It really, really moved me. And I
often fhink that when you're a child you can experience things in a way
that you'll never expe;rience them as an adult . . . . And therefore, I think
these tours that the children are having are very, very powerful. I don't

think you can even imégine the impact they can have.

Our first inter\_?iew was early December, so Ursula had more time than most

of the participants to form some views of the experience. - For Ursula, the most
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outstanding aspect of the program to date wa§ the exposure to Emily Carr. ‘She
described her initial "limited response” to dealing with Carr ("I thought she was
depressing"), buf that changed as "the more I read about her, the more I am just
amazed. . . . I'm kind of shocked at myself. 1 just can't get enough.”. She felt th¢
dialogue technique in presenting the tours worked well - "it's really effective
because it's moving quickly and I think the kids have to have that . . . . They're in
a new environment and their attention span is going to be really short." But she
saw some difficulties with the question and answer technique, "your questions
can become so disjointed, you have to be leading somewhere. . . . I (am) quite
challenged by that, how to put the questions in some logical order.” She
recognized the place for both structure and flexibility within the tour’
methodology: "because we're trying to teach them something, there's a goal to
each of the tours and it's our purpose to stick to that. But the nice thing is that we
have a lot of freedom within it." Ursula felt that the tours should be a learning
experience but "in essence, the most important thing is that they're moved.”
Ursula valued her experience as a méther, and extensive experience with
children and yo-uth. as an asset to her position as a docent. She described herself
as - being comfortable with children and 'really liking" them. She found herself

occasionally surprised at their responses in the gallery:
what I didn't expect was the amazing things they perceive when they look
at the art, and this is a real bonus. I can't get rid of this idea in my mind
that kids can't see as much as we can as adults and yet . . . they're”way ahead
of us. 1It’s quite mind-boggling.

Ursula commented in this first interview about "how political " things were
at the gallery, referring to a perceived "revisionist" treatment: of Emily Carr, and
the juxtaposition of Carr with Yuxweluptun as "insulting on a certain level

they're trying so hard to pull a commonalty there. 1 mean on é certain'..level it's

an obvious, similar topic, similar theme, but really, that's not enough.” She felt

that Yuxweluptun's work was so "one-sided, political. He just wants to get his
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message out there.” In response to my suggestion that art history is full of artists
communicating political concerns, Ursula said "that's a good poipt, I'll think about
it."

When asked if éhe would keep a journal, Ursula was non-committal, "I can
try. I'm not very good at these kind of things. I'm not thaf regimented."
Responding to my encour‘agement that a journal might help >h¢r work through
some of the problém' areas vwe had been discussing, Ursula commented: u"I think I'll
just ignore them, that's my 'wa}‘l”of} deaiing with it.". |

Our second interview was in February, while Ursulé was stibll integrating
and after tﬁe new script had been introduced. Ursula indicated a generally
positive response to the script (and accompanying changes) and gave'thé staff
credit for realizing aspects of the previous tour model weren't working and
changing them. She was now concerned with the script's emphasis on "current
events" in Carr and Yuxweluptun, and still felt "troubled" by the pairing. She felt
she would leave. out those pafts that she was uncomfortable with, noting the need
for flexibility within‘ the program. She felt' that the "goals," while giving
structure, were f'.a bit awkward,'kind of like trying to stuff something into a small

box. Ursula's lothe‘r corinycerns were moments when she felt she gave inadequate
responses to children's: comments, and working with- kindergartners ("there's ‘not
much coming back frorh them;'). She was.looking forward to tou.ring- on her own,
as she felt "a little inhibited" being evaluated during integration, and she

anticipated "personalizing” the tour a bit.

Ursula felt she was learning a lot about dealing with childfen of different

-ages. She described a tour with a kindergarten group that was difficult to

stimulate, "you already got the sense that they had seen it all, and done it all, and
this wasn't thrilling enough.”" Her perceptions were that certain elements of the

tour were a "stretch" for the younger students. She commented on speaking to a

senior docent who, a number of years ago, had been given quite an extensive"
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historical background when training to tour the Emily Carr'lexhibit. Ursula felt
that this was a lack in the current training, and that she has had to do this
learning on her own and "that part of the program - is realiy disappointing.”

Ursula responded quite strongly to the post-exam "letting go" of two of the
volunteers and the group discussion that followed. She felt the docent-
coordinator lost credibility over the incident and that a "different mood” now
prevailed over the group. She noticed the word "teacher" usea more frequently to
describe the docents, and said, "I sort of thought of myself more as connected to
the gallery, showing off the gallery. . . . Now all of a sudden we are trying to
teach them to complement what they are learning at school and whatever their
curriculum is in relation to Emily Carr."

In mid-April I observed Ursula touring a group of grade seven students: .
The teacher warned the docents that some of the students might be difficult to
focus on the material. The docents and animateur had a quick conference and
decided as a groub that it was more importan.t ‘to involve the studepts in dialogue, '
and le‘t ‘the goals and strategies come second. Ursula seemed -comfortable with her
group (all girls) and her pacing was very relaxed, leaving lots of opportunity for
the students to interact. She used the students’ clothing as a demonstration of
contrast (which she then got them to transfer to the Carr painting, The Raven).
Her questioning at Carr and Yuxweluptun seeméd a little more leading. Overall,
she evoked interested response to both the paintings and some of the Emily Carr
props (photographs and facsimile paintbox). Ursula's schedule did not allow us
time for a "de-briefing" after the tour.

My third interview §vith Ursula was in mid-Juhe-whe;l she had completed
her training. She reported that the tours had become "tedious,” a quality she
associated with using the script: "with the script, it becomes very routine, and

there's no room really for creativity.". She also commented on the last change to

the tour and the added difficulty of all three segments of the tour being held in
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the main gallery. She fc;lt this was poor pldnning on theé‘par.t of the
programming staff and/or a lack of coordination with the\exhibit staff.

Ursula's evaluation at the end of the program was, "I think the thrill is
gone, (and) that's."where thél challenge lies. You know, just doing it to get it over
with. I think all the incidents that occurred during thé‘ training just created a
really bad atmosphere, énd that's why I'll be happy to move on.”" She recognized
that her enthusiasms "really waned" after the test in January when the two
trainees were failed. She called the incident "deceptive" and_ continued, "I know
we may be  just mere volunteers, but you treidt peop‘le with honesty and respect.”
She felt that the changes‘ to the program illustrated that tfle staff was
disorganized, "they obviously didn't have one set idea about fhings; they were all
changing from week to week."

Ursula felt thé integration ev;alluations' were not particularly helpful, and
shé "realized how the whole experience made me so tense about being observed.”
She did not fill in any self—evaluatioqs or the final program evaluation, but
participated in the group evaluation in,:'May. She commented that the class
materials were good, but that they needed more "follow-up." She did not make-‘anyv
journal entries.

Ursula had reasons for staying with the program: the ‘people (fellow
docents), the touring process ("even if I'm not fhrilled with the tour itéelf"), "and
the contact with the children ("\}ery exciting, pérsonally satisfying").  She felt
"unclear” about the docent's relationship vto the gallery at large. Ursula discussed
‘her awareness of two big personal shifts, one having to do with her opinion of

Lawrence Paul Yuxweluptun and the other in relation to the mixing of politics

and art. She said about Yuxweluptun:
I really disliked him at first. I laughed at him a little. And I have to say I
was swayed to appreciate him and be sympathetic to his message. I'm quite

surprised that it happened, but it did. . . maybe talking about him so much,

looking at (his work) so much. Oh, I know why it happehed .. . I took my
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daughters to the gallery and one of them fell in love with him . . . and T
thought, if my daughter is so taken with him, then maybe I should take
another look. . . . I still do find some of the colours too bright (but) I know

he wants to shock, get your attention.
Ursula also expressed a new recognition of the place of politics in art.
Touring the visiting contemporary Asian exhibit in the company of a senior

docent, Ursula became very "moved” and found herself looking at art differently:
I realize now, one really has to probe . . . I see now that art is a real
reflection of the times. That the artist is a messenger, reacting to our
envi‘ronment, and is often, of course, ahead of his/her time. I never
realized how political art is. . .. It seems that it frankly needs to be, maybe

not needs to be, but it's maybe one. of the reason's for it.

Pari of Ursula's realization of the symbiotic nature of art and politics ‘was'
the accompanying need to "know what was going on at the time." This led her to
postulate that the docent's role should include giving the sfudents information
that "they can't get elsewhere.” She added, "I'm basically moving away from  the
aesthetic appeal of the painting. This is surprising me in terms of my own
developmeﬁt. And I feel that (the c.hvildren) -should be given the same, or as much
information as possible.” She felt that most children could absorb more |
information, that she has been "amazed" at the level of understénding and focus
of some ofb her students. Yet, her final word on the purposé for a tour for children
was: "It would be to be exposed, to have.the thriil, to know that fhis is an original,
something they've seen copies of before . . . and now they're seeing the real
thing. . . . 1 think it should be a .magical day for them.” |

In her closing remarks, Ufsula‘ spoke of'the challc:ﬁge of "staying on track"
when interacting with the children: "Cﬁildren always want to interject with
questions; théy get excited, they interrupt; and some of their answers are right
off the Wall sometimes.” She was comfortable with the designation of "teacher,”
saying, "I don't know if it really matters, because the children come with a

contact person; we're the ones taking them around, and they know it's
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temporary.” She was pleased to have "learned a great deal in terms of how to deal
with a group and how to speak to a group, how to bring out the children." She was

thinking about returning in the Fall.

Yvonne

Yvonne worked part-time in a demanding environmeﬁt and attended
university part-time, working towards her B.A., taking a number of courses in art
history.‘ She recalled "obligatory" visits to local -museums as a child, and
particularly remembered an elementary school trip to the Seattle Art Museum to
see t};e King Tut exhibit: "that's -when I first‘thought, how amazing! And the first‘
time I got my own acquisitions: my little postcard and souvenir." As an adult she
m'akes a "concerted effort” to get to shows at local museums and galleries,

crediting European trips, and visiting "60 galleries in-a-day kind of thing," as

"enforcing”" the importance of art. Yvonne described that importance as "a slowly.

growing appreciation of something that just makes me really happy.” She makes
simple jewelry for herself and for friends. Her volunteer experience was

extensive, mostly in the health field.

Yvonne initially described the role of an art gallery as a promoter of public

éducétion and an avenue "for display of art that inspires and motivates discussion
and emotion." She perceived the role of the docent as one who "promotes the
mandate of the gallery. To provide art education in a way that encourages
exploration, discussion and freedom of expression.” . Yvonne's purpose in
volunteering for the docent training was "to leérn how to giveb tours, to work in a
gallery behind the scenes and be able to speﬁd time in a gallery setting."

In our first‘ interview in early October, Yvonne expanded on her reasons
for wanting to be a docent: "I want to hear what they [the general public] have to
say . . . I think evefyone is quite visual . . . . Art appreciation opens up your life to
other reaims that are out there . . . the world looks different.” When asked what

previous experience might help her to become a successful docent, Yvonne



p.49

commented that she really didn't feel comfortable with children an'd.she had
never done any kind of art education. She was concerned about. her-_ lack of
experience with childrenv; becausé she felt children would sense her discomfort,
but she thought her determination not to be patronizing w‘ould be an asset. She
hoped her own education in art and her experience as a ;student would give her
something to build on. Yvonne felt confident in her ability to communicate "what
the student needs to know" because of some educationalv sessions with trainees at
her work place. Her "maybe ten years" of volunteer experience prepared her to
make é commitment to the training and "treat it with as ‘muéh respect‘ as going to
work."

After three class sessions, Yvonne was very pdsitive about the experience.
She was impressed. with both the docent coordinator and oné of the animateurs,
feeling that she might like to be in either position in the future, commenting that
"this opens a whole other reélm, maybe art education is the way to go." |

Yvonne already kept a personal journal so was Ciuife agreeable to the idea -
of keeping a journal of her training experience. She recognized the ‘reflexive
character of journalgz "lots of things come out especially if you don't edit, if you
don't think you're writing for an audience. You're more honest. . . you can find
out a lot about yourself."

Our next interview was in early February after two integrations, and with
her first full tour scheduled in a week. Yvonne commented about how her
attitude towards children had changed, "a total 180 degree chénge." At this point,
Yvonne felt she was learning. "about the process’of teéching,‘ and how much work
goes into something that seems so simple. But, the major thing that stands out
most for me is working with children . . . they're really quite great." She reported
her two integrating experiences as very positive and "really affected me.” She

forgot to keep a journal about her gallery experiences, but noted that “there is

some gallery stuff in my private journal, which would be about fear on that first
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integration” - fear about her ability to gair'l‘ rapport with thé students. She felt
that now "a lot of the stagé fright is gone."

"She described g§ing into the gallery on her own time and looking at the
'.paintings highlightcd in the _tour; "trying to look at (them) ﬂfrom a fresh
perspective, and see wﬁat I would think if someone asked me thoée questions. . . . I
realized that I haven't really given them a real look as paintings, I've just thought
of thém as goals and ébjectives." To further prepare for her first independent
tour, she talked about briﬁging in friends and .giving them the tour,. as if they
were children.

One of the evaluation comments varme received from the animateur was
to "just go with the kids and let them lead Aydu, don't try -to get across your points so
much.”  She Was grappling with the challenge "to be abie to present tﬁe goals, and
yet still let (the students) lead you where they want to go. 1 think it comes with
being comf‘ortablé with your material, and then someh.ow‘ you can creétively'. |
still present the same point." She discussed particular broblen‘l areés: "The Totems

. it seems like We're all confused on what to present. The movement tableaus are
challenging.  Also, helpingA‘childre_n articulate the differences they see between-
Lawrence Paul and Emily Carr without actually lecturiﬁg ‘them on the

environment." Yvonne mused on the class experience to date:
I think there is structure there, and there are the materials, and there's a
lot of support in terms of classes and lectures, the integfations and
evaluations, but much more of it,"I think, comes from yourself, how much
you really want to put in. . . .  You can get all the lectures you want, and all
the reading materials . . . but you have to synthesize what you learn in class

with the written materials, and that comes from inside.
She went on to describe the process she was using to prepare for her first
tour, preparing her own script for each part, reviewing the kinds of questions

she heard while shadowing and integrating, and timing herself. But she

reminded herself "not to get uptight if I forget a point, and not to rely on those




p.51

‘points too much."
In early April, I observed Yvonne touring a group of six

kindergarten/grade one students. Yvonne's first station was the Scorned as

Timber . . . (Carr) and the Red Man_Watching White Man . . . (Yuxweluptun)
pairing. One‘ student segregated himself from the group. by sitting in one of the
chairs in the center of the gallery, making it clear he didn't want to participate.
Yvonne was welcoming and very positive throughout the tour, but many of her
questions were leading rather than opén, ~and the group was. never totally
attentive. This seemed to unsettle Yvonne as the tour progressed, but she kept
smiling and trying to get the children involved. Her timing of each segment was
good. In our bfief talk afterwards, she recognized that she "lost them," but  wasn't
sure why. She said she was very tired (this was the time just after term papers
and during final exams at university) and imagined this had affected her
presentation. She was positive nonetheless, vrecalling how many of the tours she
had given so far were "great," and realizing that "some tours are like that,” and
wondering if it was the age group.

I next interviewed Yvonne late in July, many weeks after her final tour.
In reviewing points of the previous in_terview, she reported 'that "Lawrence Paul
and Emily Carr actually turned out to be.my favourite station. I usually wanted to
start. with that, because it was my strongest point."‘ /

The biggest challenge Yvonne reportled as "trying to feel comfortable
disciplining (the students), saying 'O.K., now you need to listen." I wasn't sure
what T could say and what I couldn't say.” She remembered the tour I observed
and recognized that éhe should have been a little more authoritative and gotten
the one student to sit with the group. She commented on the complexity of getting
comfortable in such a short time with new groups of students: "I think it just
depends on the group of kids you have and your comfort level dealing with

_certain groups, the dynamics."
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Overall,- Yvonne "felt positive- about the experience, happy to have learned

some communication concepts, commenting,

"I think the most important thing would be to become so comfortable with
the material that it would become second nature, so I can actually »
concentrate on the kids and watch them and see what they are thinking.
And still be able to get the point across, but not so rigidly. When you aren't

comfortable with the material, you only have one way to say it.

She felt her strength was being 6pen to the students' ideas and that she
"learned a lot from them. There are times 1 feel really good about the rapport that
I 'have‘ with a group, and that's what makes me really happy at. the end of a tour.
That's the best part." |

Yvonne reflected on her olwn role as a student and how that affected the
way she learned within the docent training program. She .p<')inted to shared
requi.rements of self-discipline and problem-solving, and also her awareness
from her own student experience, of "how boring it can be, to listen to somebody
go on in a monotone, and have no interest in what they're talking about.” She
hadn't found the introduction of the script in late January as unsettling, but
rather, "it made it a lot clearer . . . . They knew what you needed to cover, and it
was easier to be creative with that kind of script." The final changé to the tour
gave her more time in certain places but "it .seemed to change the atmosphere a
little and the whole, physical layout of the tour. I found the groups were colliding
more, there was less of a chance of just being you and your group.” Overall, she
seemed to have rolled with the changes. Sﬁe did fill out "four or five"
evaluations,” -more for the docent coordinator "because I did ‘my own evaluations
for myself." More formal journal enfries declined to negligible, "it was more of
an internal _thing."

Juggling the other demands of her life (work, school, and an accident in
the family) became a coﬁcern. Yvonne found herself "tired and overwhelmed,"

"feeling like a robot,” and not enjoying it. She thought, "why am I doing this if
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I'm not doing it with any passion?"v She was cafefully considering her schedule
for September, wanting to continue the docénting, but cautious about over-
committing herself again.

Yvonne commented about the‘ so‘c-ial étmosph’ere of the program as
comfortable but not "vital." She spoke about the behind-the-scenes poli}ics and
“not so-behind-the-scene,” and how she tried to keep a distance from it. In
particular, she mentioned the discordance over the test, 'vsaying, "I didn't agree
with their methods, but I understood why it was done. . . . I think you have to feel
very safe as a volunteer; I felt a little like a guppy in a shark tank.” She further
discussed how her ideas about art galleries have changed: "My iﬁnocence isvgone.
I realize how political it can be, how its really a work situation, not this ideal'vplace
that nurtures and worships art. It's a job. And the job isl to get people to look at
your exhibits." | |

Yvonne was comfortable with the designation of "teacher" but thdught it
was a reciprocal situation where she "learned as much as I taught, and I continue
to léarn with each new. group.” She realized that she'd learned to look at art
differently than in her art histdry classes, looking at it critically frorﬁ the
perspecﬁve of how to talk about it to diffefent audiences. The biggést effect of the
pfogram was ‘developing her enthusiasm -about art education as.a probable

direction for her future studies.

Zoe

Zoe had been. an elementary teacher for nine years, specializing in mu;ic
and gifted students. Her extensive \;o‘lhnte'e.r éxpe:.rie'née included previous
experience as a docentbin a history museum. She didn't recall .visiting ﬁuseums or
galleries as a child or a univérsity student. She thought having some leisure time

as an adult, and having her own children, drew her to museums,
it was a completely new thing for me . . . . I think once I got started, I

realized what a lack I had in my life. And -certainly in terms of my own
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teaching. . . . I think that's why I feel so strongly that it should be a part of

the school curriculum to at least introduce children (to art galleries).

She described ‘herself now as .a regular gallery visi‘tor, particularly in‘
conjunction with traveling, ”somé'tlimes we've done trjpé around going to
gal.leries."‘ Her exposure to so many art venues over time, seeing guides with both
adults ahd children, noticing "how much more meaningful an experience could
be with some sort of directio’h," made  her regret her own lack of earlier museum
encounters and'ihspired her to volunteer as a docent.

Zoe perceived the role of the art gallery as providing "an avenue" fof
community enjoyment of, and education in, art. She described the role of the
docent as a "facilitator” for appreciation and understanding of art, and as someone
who could "spark" children's interest in art. She would consider her experience
as a docent as "successful” if, "I could get across to children or adults that . . . it was
their place as well, that they were entitled to be there, that they (could) keep
coming back. That's all I'm looking for." Zoe saw art as "a real source of, ‘not just
beautiful things, but the whole creative process that anyone can get involved in

something that.is kind of unifying for people.”

We had our first interview in early October, too early for Zoe to have a very
deep impression of the program. She felt the gallery was trying to make the
volunteers feel comfortable, "very genfly leading people into this." She spoke of
her previous docent experience. as being "far more structured." Feeling confident
in her teaching skills, Zoe was looking forward to more content, "I'd like to learn
more about art and how to discuss it." She eventually expressed some concern
about the slow pace of the program, while acknowl‘edging the variébles the

gallery was working with: _
everyone comes in at a different point and has different notions about -
what's going to happen and what should happen, and I'm really trying not

to be too judgmental because having been on the other. side of training

people, you have to think about the group as a whole. 1 guess my
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expectation is that it not be a waste of time and so I think I need things to
move along quickly or try to learn sér’nething new each time. That's a hard
thing to do to make everyone feel comfortable, pushed a little bit but not too

much. Yet pull the group together.

Zoe was very receptive to the idea of a journal as long as it wasn'f for
"public ‘view."

Our second interview took place in late January and she éoﬁlmented that
since the previous interview, she felt she had "gained a bit of knowlédge in quite
a short time.” Zoe confirmed she had made some journal ent_ries, mostly about
"how I WOl'lld draw up this whole plan of training docents.”  She was happy with
the reading material presented, and had done some related reading on her own,
but wanted more discussion of materials and issues. She recognized her desire for

"art content, background.” She felt , ‘
we (have) had a very long time of training. And I don't feel that it's always
been optimal learning/teaching time. . . . One of the good things to come
out of such a long time is that people étart to relax, feel more comfortable in
the setting, but, and I don't think I'm alone with this, a bit of a level of
frustration, (a feeling of) let's get on with it. Not necessarily be thrown out
into the gallery, but maybe make it a little more content oriented, and

discuss more issues, not make it quite so practice oriented.

Zoe agréed that practice was a necessary_component but felt it should be
better supervised; rath.er than the docents learning from one another (the
trainee group were divided into small groups for practice touring), she thought
the addition of senior docent assistants would be helpful. She compared the
experience to the other docent training program she had been through where
the practice time was "well spent, and I don't always feel that here." She thought
‘shadowing and integrating were good ideas in theory, but in practice were
dependent on the quality of the animat'eur‘ setting the réle model. As well,

integration should be accompanied by more than an evaluation on paper, "to be

helpful it needs to be more than a little tick (on- evaluation form)." She also felt
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that a trainee's first few full tours should be accompanied by a senior docent as
some support and "to pick up the slack” if the novice docent faltered.
Zoe's integration evaluations had helped her recognize a particular

problem that was rooted in her teaching experience:
definitely the teacher's voice, rather than the guide . . . when students
answer questions, my immediate response is to give them positive strokes
and that apparently is not the philosophy. And I can see what they say,
that it niakes (it seem) like there's a right answer, so that's something I

really. have to watch.

She recognized her téaching experience ‘contributed to her level of
comfort with children and some understanding of their development, "if you
haven't had any experience, you‘ might not know ‘there is a whole range of ways
to get the kids involved and how to handle the difficult ones. And probably in 45
minutes, you aren't going to reach them all."

Zoe felt that sometimes the interactive format of the tour co-ntributed to an
uneven pace, and a question of "how much they come away With." She thought
the technique was probably mére effective with younger students ("I think with
older students you can give them more information, have them thinkv about that,
and ask questions") but hadn't yet worked with vgrades six and seven. On the other
hand, she restated her initial gqal of wanting the students to feel comfortable and
welcome in the gallery, to feel it was their space, and that "maybe they'll come
awéy with two new things. they might use in .looking at art . If that happened, I'd
feel O.K., I've done my job. Maybe. my expectations aren't so terribly high but I
‘ think that's probably the most you can expect.”

Zoe spoke about her problem with The Totems stop, commenting that
bringing out the larger issues of why Carr was involved in recording a
"vanishing culture” was too cdmplex for the time allowed and for fhe younger

groups. "I'm not really comfortable with how that is all dealt with." She also

' pointed to the pairing of Carr and Yuxweluptun as a concern, séyihg she liked the
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stop but it highlighted Yuxweluptun - "they love the Lawrence Paul, a huge,
dramatic painting, and I would think a lot of kids would come away thinking that
Emily was boring . . .. And ‘I don't think thaf's the goal, but I think it's one of the
outcomes."

Zoe saw her personal problems as those of timing, and_her "desire to

incorporate something into the program, but still fulfill the expectations of the

art gallery . . . how to do that in a responsible manner." She expressed some

uncertainty .ab;)ut the freedorﬁ to be creative with the tour script, "in light of
recent [group] evaluation problems" (the January test). She had even considered
dropping. out because of her shaken trust in "the organization” as a result of the
test outcomes, but was willing to see the training through "depending on how
things are resolved.”

Early in April 1 observed Zoe leading a group of grade one students, a
smaller group of a class I described in my notes as an energetic, multi-ethnic
group. Zoe was very at ease with the children, expressing a lot of ‘interest in
them, engaging in a constant dialogue but moving right through the strategies
and goals. She linked t~he"children to the photos of Carr by asking if they had
photo albums at home. The timing of the stations turned out to be a problem, not
just Zoe's, but each of the docents. Zoe was unable to meet after the tour.

Our third interview was in mid-July. We reviewed her concerns expressed
in the January interview, five months and many tours previous. Zoe's journal
entries helped her recall her thoughts. ~We talked about her concerns aboﬁt her.
"teacher's voice." She found herself still struggling with her inclination towards
reinforcing student's responses with "yes" or "good,” commenting further, "I
think from the Art Gallery's .point of view, they want maybe more openness,
maybe a teacher tries to wrap things up more . . . . I'm not quite sure what they
don't want." |

We talked about timing issues, were they still a problem? "Yes. I think it's
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.’ hard.v"because the children are bringing »up. points,‘ that they-'re-'» interested in and
" eometimes that's going to take 1onger' . that’s’a dilemnta between ‘meet'ing the
needs of the students at the time' and meeting what the galdlery ‘wants to get
across." She felt that tirning- issuee were )also;a problem_for the tour rotation as a
‘whole and needed to b‘ev dealt‘with by the ‘tour‘ team. She_ thought tour team-work
had,heen disrupted by the exhibit changes in May, and by the Spring integration,
of new trainees into the “tours. | | :1 |

Zoe _,.said ‘that when she became cornfortable with‘»the material she found
that she "wasn’t'trying to lead the kids into absol-utely‘ all those points," and "I use
[the script] as a gulde but I don't find I can strck to it;" She credited Feldman's _ |
Aapproach as prov1d1ng her wrth an orgamzed" way “to work w1th ‘an. interactive
method "if the kids de01ded they were going off on a tangent about one part of ther
painting, you could then move back to Feldman and on to the next level " She
thought that the tour needed re-workmg-w1th -"more movement and varrety" for
the prirnary students,' and needed N to be "a little jvazz'ier" ‘for‘the older' etudents. She
proposedvthat "people who feei lcomfo_rtable with grades.>(6-7j sign up for that age
' group . . . O thrnk its a hard thing for a lot.. of people to feel c0mfortable'with a
whole range of ages." | ' -

The’b_iggest rchallenge for Zoe was "to really spark (the .children's) interest,
and be resoonsive to what it is they find "'interesti'ng ”about a piece of ‘work or
about an artist..“ And the children’s response was Zoe's biggest‘pleasure,' "if they -
seem to enjoy it, if they're ,spar:ked to learn "’r'nore_ or come(bac.k to 'the 'ga'llery, or
_try. some things themselyes."' She was sorry therer. wasn't opportunity-_ to follow-up -
in the’ classroom, "it would be wonderful to haye a little bit of an on-going
- relatlonshlp
~Since we had last talked‘ Zoe had changed her op1n1on of the Lawrence Paul’

_ Yuxweluptun material:

I think it was a good way of having a contemporary artlst featured as well.
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Because, I would say all of the children seemed to relate much more to .that

art work. We were featuring Emily Carr, so I guess in some ways, it took

away from her, but it maintained the children's interest. . . . 'S'o‘_I certainly

changed my view of his work. The more I' saw it, the more I came to enjoy

it.

When asked how she had dealt with the changes over the program, Zoe said
she didn't think the changes themselves were necessarily a bad thing, but that it
seemed expectations of the trainees "changed as time went along . . . I got the

feeling that there wasn't a clear plan of what they wanted from the docents." She

spoke strongly about her perceptions of the training and testing process:
I think they need to work on what the expectations are, how they are going
to lead the docents into that area, and make itArr.luch more clearly laid out.
And if different teaching or guiding styles are not. appreciated, then they
should make that clear. But initially we were encouraged to try things,
find our own style, and, in fact, that was not at all what was wanted. It was
much -more, in terms of passing the test, it was repeat the script. I also
think the testing process tested nothing except could you perform in front

of a group of adults . . . and it wasn't could you respond to children.

Zoe made use of the personal evaluation forms (usually when she ‘got home) -
and thought ‘the -exercise was very valuable "because it made people respond, to -
focus, to write down what you thought didn't wofk." She thinks maybe the
evaluation fpfms prompted her to carry her thoughts further in the journal. She -

also thought that a dé-briefing of the docent team after the tour wqu,ld‘b‘e equally
benefic.ial, "maybe if wé are going to work together as a team, we should .evaluate
as a team."

Zoe was positive about her relationship to the other trainees, mentioning a
.good working relationship. She enjoyed the social aspect of the program, but
didn't think it. was what attracted all the participants - "I don't know anybody who
came to the docent training program looking for it to be a sorority or fraternity . .

If that's what people were looking for, I'd be very surprised, I think they

would go some place else." Zoe also pointed out that "there were some problems
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(which) in some ways brought us together as a group." She. continued,
Initially, it was the feeiing that we were volunteering and the Art Gallery
appreciated the time that we spent and the effort, and integrity with wHich.
. we were coming to the program. And then, through the (test) process, I
think we felt we were not valued, and we were not treated with respect. I
. think our relationship to the Art Gallery has really changed. For some

people I think it was absolutely devastating.

As a whole, the docent training changed Zoe's ways of looking at art,
making her realize that there was more to an art work than its immcdiéte appeal
- "for me it really helps if I have a docent or (some text) about that painting" in
order to develop a "more informed" response. Her training experience also made

her more aware that:
Whether it's taking the docents or the students into the Gallery, ybu have to
take them where they are right now, and try to find what speaks to them.
So it's going to be very different for every person and every group . . . .
That's why I would be leery of thinking we could have a planned script;
that is only going to workl for a very limited number.- The same thing is

true of sparking the interest of the docents.

Zoe was thinking about returning to the Gallery in the Fall, feeling that
she had put a lot of time into training and would "give it another year," but felt
that if she wasn't valued she wouldn't continue. ~She looked forward to continuing

"her own understanding of art and learning new Skillst"

Summary

The participants who volunteered for this study were é diverse group,
ranging in age from early 20's to late 40's, with varying degrees of experience
with».art, museum environments, te‘aching and volunteering. My final
participants were all female. |

‘In our interviews, each particbipant described occasions of rewards and

frustrations, commenting on their expectations, their responsibilities to the

Gallery and to the school children. These interviews were the basis for the data

anavlysi's that follows.
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Chapter 5 . Data Analysis

Introduction

On ‘t—hree occasibns, over a nine month period, interviews with the docent
trainees provided me with six perspectives on many elements of their trgining
experience. Marshall and Rossman (1995) describe d;dta analysis as that process
that identifies "salient tﬁemes, recurring ideas or language, and patterns of belief
that link people and settings together” (p.114). 1 re-read the interviews of the six
docent trainees numerous times and cofnbed them for common themes. I also
reviewed the questions and assumptions that led me to this study. I sifted out, or
"highlighted" (Wolcott, 1994), the topics addressed most ener'getically by the
interviewees and those which shed light on the novice docent experience. This
process produced the salient themes of motivation,ch’allenigés, and réflective
practice. I. have added one more theme, issues, which summarizes the tensions
expressed by the trainees to}war.ds their relationship to the Gallery, and was an
expectation of my study anticipated by the participants. b.

This analysis may repeat or expand on interview excerpts found in the
preceding interview summaries. In some cases, new material has been

introduced.

Motivation

" The docent-coordinatolr‘v deséribed the  work of the docents as "structured,.
demanding, (and) involves a lot of responsibility, a lot of seﬁée of place Aand
purpose, which is not always uthe case for some volunteer jobs." As volunteers,
most of' these docents-in-training were fittiﬁg this large :commitment into already
busy lives. All participants had moments of doubt ("why‘ am I doing this if I'm not
doing it with any passion?," "the thrill is gone"), frustration . ("no room for
créativityb") and challenge. What attracted them to the program, and what were

the intangible rewards that held them there through some demanding times?
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When asked on the entry questionnaire why they would like to be a docent,
the replies ranged from the opportunity to interact with children and the public
to being "surrounded by art and challenge," and to making "connections and
gaining work experience in a gallery context." In my first interview I probed for
deeper responses, asking participants to talk about their personal féelings about
the importance of art and engaging a larger audience in talking about art. Théir
responées reflect the motivation of these volunteers, and their unaerstanding -
t}irough expérience, intuition, thoughtfulness - of the importance of art to
themselves and others.

Passion. Each. participant referred to strong feelings about art; the
sentiment of "passion" surfaced more than once. These passionate feelings were
further articulated as notions about art and reasons to engage with art in a public
venue. Cair_oi described art as a vehicle to "open people's minds . . . to a critical
awareness;" both Ingrid and Yvonne saw "art appreciation” as a way to see the
world differently, Ingrid commenting that "it can encourage the student to have a
positive attitude to everything.” Ingrid‘ was also enthusiastic abo_ut the "power of
seeing art first hand," and the capa_lcity of art-making to help children express
themselves. Susan spoke of art's potential for raising "spiritual aspirations."
Ursula, remembering her exposure as an elementary student to the symphony,
spoke of the potential impact of the arts on children as "very, very powerful." Zoe
commented on the "unifying" aspect of the creative process, and "felt strongly”
that -children shquld be introduced to art, regretting hér own lack of exposure
during her schoql years.’

Purpose. vIn our second interview, Zoe reiterated an earlier statement,
"my own goal is that they (the students) feel positive about coming to an art
gallery, that they'll feel comfortable in that setting, that they won't feel

intimidated, that they'll feel it's part of their space and they're certainly welcome

to be there." This goal remained constant from the first interview through the
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last. Other trainees voiced - similar goals:'. that the experience should ,bg "magical,"
should "move" the children, . should ';maké them wgnt to come baci(."'

Two of the participants in my étudy were recent arrivals to Canada. They
both spoke of responding to the advertisement for voluh_teers because they felt it
was a ’good opportunity to get to know a new place. Both had been art educators in
other settings, ‘and both had some experience with touring art, so they Were
generally comfortable with the environment and wanted to see how,a different

gallery and its volunteer program functioned: There was also a curiosity about

-Emily Carr: "I wonder why Emily Carr is so important to the art gallery here to

exhibit her alone?"

Rewards. Throughout my interviews, 1 asked what element of the

program gave each participant the most pleasure. There were uncomplicated

responses reflecting initial- motivation: "being involved with people . . . also being
in an educational setting,” and, "I like to be in the art gallery . . . it's the ambiance
of being involved with art." Carol knew from previous experience that she "got a

lot of energy" from interacting with children and art. A number of the

participants indicated their unexpécted pleasure in learning more about Emily

~Carr, and gleaning a richer understanding of her life,”and. work.  Watching the

children and eliciting positive res;;onses to the art pieces was a big reward voiced
by man‘yl("I didn't expect the amazing things [children] perceive when they look
at art, and this is a real bonus"), eveﬁ fhose who had not aﬁticipated working with
children. ~ Yvonne, who had expressed some concern about her lack of experience
with childfen, commented, "the major thing that standsvout most for me is
working with children . . . they're not this foreign element, they're really quite
great." Yvonne was also enthused about the reciprocal nature of some of her
tours, feeling that she often learn'e'd frorln -the students éndA "there are times I feel
really good about the rapport that I have wifh a group . . . . That's fhe best part.”

Ingrid describes moving from one room and one Emily Carr painting
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where the exércise was to imagine yourself in the forest Carr depicted, listening
and lookingA("what do you hear and see?") to the next room where a large,
colourful La\yrence Paul Yuxweluptun painting was hung next to an Emily Carr:
"and then wé went into the next room, for the next stop by the Lawrence Paul and
one girl said-,f'in‘ this picture I can hear some sound, the sc;und is quite intéresting
‘or happy.! The colours gave her such a feeling that (it seemed) the sound was
coming from the painting." Carol relates ‘2'1 story of an ESL student, standing awe-
struck in front of another Lawrence Paul: "this little boy, he was ESL, he couldn't
speak English, he went up to it and just went "gasp!" - he was having this_

"

incredible experience." Susan talks about the "excitement " and "suspense" of
working with different groups: "as long as I feel I get something from the
gallery; I Wili go. When it becomes stagnaﬁt, I 'will stop going. It's the process of
_le'arning."

Volunteers don't reap the most obvious of rewards for their efforts - the
paycheque. More than any other worker, they must find their reward within tﬁe
work -itself. Their motivation to continue is derived from this intrinsic reward,
which is likely to be very personal. As this training' progressed, each participant
found herself at some moment weighing her motivation and the value of

sometimes unexpected rewards against this significant and challenging

commitment.

Challenges

The interviewees described transitory éoncerns (program's pace, student
discipline, arousing interest in difficult groups, "staying on track"”, tour
transitions) as well as persistent challenges.. Some identified these more
pervasive challenges as personal (keeping life “"consistent” with touring
schedule; Zoe's "teacher's voice;" English as a second language, doing some

"unlearning"). Some perceived departmental and program based problems which

translated into challenges (chariging exp’ectations, lack of clarity, "superficial”
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tour material, not enough art content, not eﬁough practice).‘ Comnionly expressed
challenges grouped mbst noticeably around, and across, two particular topics: the
script, and the Lawrence Paul Yuxweluptun/Emily Carr pairing.

Script. The trainees were presented with two written drafts of the "model
tour" early in the training program, the content adapted to two different age
groups (K-2, 3-7). These models described each segment of the tour by "artwork",
"goal", and "strategy" and indicated the timing allowed for each stop.  Structure
for the tours was acknowledged by most of the interviewees as helpful, and even
desirable as a starting point, important for avoiding misrepresentation of the
artwork, and useful for any classroom follow-up. While recognizing the necessity
for some structure, most participants were prepared to use the 'model' as "a basis
for me to build my own materials;" or, as one interviewee observed, "it's important
to know the goals of the tour but to have freedom within it."™

A session on "questioning strategies,” presented in the.'first weeks of the
training program, described the overarching objective of the school tours as a
"child-centered” and “art-focused" experience. The trainees were instructed in
building a dialogue with the students using questions "layered” fromr the concrete
to the abétract - a process ch‘aracteriz'éd. by Edmund Feldman (1967) as a sequence
moving from description, through analysis, interprctativon, and information to a,
conclusion or synthesis. The in-claés preéentation was supported by written
méterial on efféctilve questioning and touring techniques and paired vwith a
presentation, and handouts, on the elements and principles bof design, as well as a
descriptive art ‘vocabulary list. The tour itself was modeled iﬁ the gallery by an
animateur. |

For Ingrid, the questioning strategies presented a challenge, and a
welcomed chaﬁge, from the traditional teacher role she had leérned where "the
question was meant to lead to a particular answer" and "the student is expected to

be very passive." Ursula saw the value of the questioning strategy ("They're in a
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new environment and their attention span is going to be very short. . . . I can't
think of a better way."), but also as a challenge: "when you're using the
technique of question and answer, your questions .can become so disj.ointed; you
have to be leading somewhere."

Changes to the tour "model” into a more detailed "script" (which édded
suggestéd "phraseology,” directions, "focus of questioning,” and "key concepts
addressed in student answers" in addition to the learning objeéti_ves ‘and teaching
strategies) mid-way in the training caused some confusion over how 'much
freedom the trainees had to be creative, although there was still encouragement
from the docenf coordinator to '"elaborate," "rework it to suit yourself." |

Reconciling the objectives laid out in the script with the actual experience
of leading groups of students within.a. closely timed rotation in an "art-centered,
student-focused" manner provoked many comments in the second ‘and third
interviews. Carol found it a "relief" to be counseled by one of the animateurs to
worry less about getting "an agenda across but just leave it with the kids . . . . Not

to try to herd them like cattle through ideas,” adding, "I don't-get much out of that

" either." She felt that sometimes the "meaning of the tour is a little too controlled .

And I think art is bigger than that.” Carol found a January class handout titled

Touring Ethics, Issues and Strategies (which offered, :among other suggestions,
"catch phrases," ways fo extend students' responses, how to deal with one's oWn
point of 'view, "feelings" about paintings and ".fluffy questioﬁs") generally more
helpful than the script. Ursula thought that the goals‘ at times were "a bit
awkward, kind of like trying to stuff something into a small box," and even.tually
felt that the tours were becoming ".tedious," "very routine."  Another trainee
thought there was a danger of "repeating those sentences like an old song."
Susan expressed the need for some freedom for personal interpretation this
way, "It's like you say we are going to Vancouver, there are many roads to reach

Vancouver, but the goal is to reach the place. . . . We don't change the goal, but we
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change the way we reach it'", Yvonne described the challenge as."to be ablel to
present the goals, and yet still let (the students) lead you whefe they want to go”
and "not have such a strict way of doing things." Zoe commented during our
second interview that without some structure tours sometimes lagged, and she
questioned "how much (the studénts) céme away with" during a tour based solely
on the students' responses. In the third interview, she expressed some
uncertainty about what was wanted from the trainees, but found that she didn't
try to "lead the kids into absolutely all ‘those points," and used the script as a
"guide."” |

For each trainee the challenges of presenting the tour was very indiv_idual,
and fluctuated between momentary frustrations and deeper concerns, in some
c.ases alleviated through experience. Zoe, having earlier pointed to her "desire to
incorporate something into the program, but still fulfill the expectations of the
art gallery,” perhaps summed up the trainees' common "dilemma" after some tour
experience: "meeting the needs of the students at the time, and what the gallery
wants to get across,” ndting the importance of taking students, and docents,
"where they are right now, .and trying to find what speaks to -them."

Lawrence Paul Yuxweluptun and Emily Carr. The temporary

inclusion of the contemporary’ work of First Nations ar'tist Lawrence I;aul
Yuxweluptun within thé galleries customarily dedicated to changiﬁg works 6f‘
Emily Carr was a curator's deci‘sion. One of the objectives of the juxtaposition wés
to seed in the viewer's mind a "dialogue" about ways (past.and present) of looking
at the British Columbian landscape through culturally based interpretation. |
Further works of Yuxweluptun stood on their own in adjacent galleries. The
trainees were given>written materiaj on Yuxweluptun and a curator's tour of his
work in the Carr gallery and his solo exhibition. -

One of the stops of the school tour was in front of a work from: each artist -

Carr's Scorned as Timber, Beloved of the Sky and Yuxweluptun's Red Man
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Watching White Man vaing to Fix Hole in Sky [see appehdix H & I]. In the model
tour, this stop's goals were working with the elements of content, mood, colour
and design, and -intréducing "the change from deep forest to open sky paintings
(Carr). Compare Carr to Paul to show how she address‘es issues of conte;nporary
concern."  The -"strategy" suggested questions concerned with the details of each
painting, and looking at "what is the same and what is the difference” between
them, with an emphasis on how both artists represented their concerns about the
environment. The script's directive was more detailed, with added emphasis on
engaging the students in describing the paintings ("specific and clear
descriptions"), "and the "current events" each artist was addressing in their time.
In the first two interviews, participants expressed a strong response to this
pairing. Ursula thought the juxtaposition was’ "insultirig on a certain level
they're trying so hAard' to pull a commonality there." She also expressed a
discomfort "with'YI;xweluptun's work ("it's so one-sided, political"). Zoe
commented on how attracted to Red Man Watching . . . the children were, causing
the focus to shiftsfrom Emily Carr: "they lovevthe-Lawrence Paul,-a huge dramatic
painting, and I would think.a lot of kids would come away thinking Emily was
boring.” Carol thought the comparison was difficult because the two were "really
different artists, so it feels a little artificial trying to get to the point." Ingrid
valued the pairing, noting "the contrast leads to more  involvement with the
children," that Yuxweluptun's style ("nearer to their place of development”) drew
the 'cﬁil‘dren's atteﬁtion, and "if they're interested, they'llu learn more." She later
commented that talking about contémporary work was quite challenging (how to
get "beyond the picture?"). Yvonne pinpointed the sfopA as a trouble spot for her,
citing the challenge of "helping children articulate the differences they see
between Lawrence Paul and Emily Carr without actually lecturing them on the

environment."

In the third interviews the overall response showed a marked shift from
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discomfort to enthusiasm, at the least - for the dynamics the comparison> brought to
the tour. It was in the third interview that the novice docents described the
children "gravitating” to the Yuxweluptun work, inciuding -the incidents
described above of "hearing" the colours, and the impact on the ESL stl__ldent.
-Ursula, for one, expressed a much more empathetic response .in this last
interview: "I have to say I was swayed to -appreciate (Yuxweluptun) and be
sympathetic to his messagé. I'm quite surprised thét it happened but it did. . . . I
still do find some of the colours too bright (but) I know he wants to shock, get
your attention.”  Yvonne reported that the Carr-Yuxweluptuﬁ stop became her
"favorite," "there's so much to talk about.” Zoé also had changed her opinion of
the inclusion of Yuxweluptun's work in the -tour:. "The more I saw it, the more I
came to enjoy it." v She commented that “all of the children seemed to relate much
more to that art work. . . . it maintained the children's intelréstb .o .. I was
disappointed when - it came down."

Grappling with these challenges and resélving thgni to s.ome degree was a
process of problem solving, a process marked By the adaptation of new skills or a
gaining of self awareness. This process is l_considered under the heading of

reflective practice.

Reflective Practice

In my interviews I continually inqyired, "what have you learned?." Some
answers were explicit and some were hidden-'in indirect COmment.ary. I needed
criteria to establish a concept of "learning" and a means to sort out the more
complex responses. ' o

Journal Kkeeping. Duthie (1990) and ‘W_olin‘s, Spires and Silverman (1986)
suggest the field of teacher education is instructive for docent trainers. Within
that literature, the reoccurring discussion of reflective - practice for teachers and
pre-service teachers through journal writing was a process I thought offered a

useful tool for recording and accessing learning -experiences. Bressler (1993)
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states "the integration of affect and cognition is manifested in the -reflective act
in which teachers are engaged in describing and interpreting their realities" (p.
33). She refers further to reflectiveness as an "attempt to capture "implicit
understandihgs .through articulate, disciplined writing" (p.33). Bres_slcr usea a
study of student teachers to illustrate the value of reflective practice initiated

through the use of required journal entries. o
The journal assignment mandated close attention to the particulars, the
flavor, and the ambiance of experience. It required the cultivation of
memory and the effort of interpretation as well as active presence in the
situations of teaching as they are lived. The journals forced students to.
participate fully in their teaéhing (if only fo ensure that they will have
something about which to write), and encouraged them to establish
reflective hablts of mind. The student/teachers came to see their teachmg

as a process open to evaluation which is a form of inquiry. (p.37)

‘The reflective process as described by Bressler contains key elementa ‘ch
what I would define as a learning experience - .an awareness of the "ambiance of
experience," a conscious "cultivation of memory and effort of iaterpretation," an
"active presenjce.," full participation,” and recognition’of "teaching as a process

a form of inquiry." Britzman (1991) observes that "a fundamental assumptioa is

. that examined life is educative" (p. 53). These concepts resonated for me
personally, because I recqgnized my own process of learning to be a guide within.
them. |

Reflection, or experiential examination, was a primary focus for me within
this study. Writing in a journal seemed the most fruitful way of capturing
personal reflection or feflexivity. It was a method I had used irregularly to
record and inform my own guide practice. In a cdllection of essays, Emig (1983)
connects writing, teaching, learning and thinking. She believes that "writing
through its- inherent reinforcing cycle involving hand, eye, and brain marks a
uniquely powerful multi-representational mode for learning" (p.126). She also

echoes Bressler by describing "successful learning" as "engaged, committed, and
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personal” (p. 127).

In my initial interviews with my:' i)afticipants, we d.iscbussed journal
keeping as.a vperso.nal activity I didn_’t expect them to share ciirectly with me, but
as a tool to gather their fresh responses and thoughts, and a jumping off place for
sugceeding intefviews. I told rfly interviéwees that I was . interested ip exploring
the connections between the pe'rsonal‘ aﬁd the formal expérignce' of learning to
be a docent, and that I thought the journal would also be helpful to them as a
ciarifying devise.

All participants agreed to the idea of journal keeping, but only three of
vthem wrote irregularly, one of whom already kept a journal. Tilese three were
also the three participants who mentiéngd occasionally using . the tour evaluation
forms which were intended as a post-tour self-evaluation and improvement tool.'
One participant connected the use of the gallery's (self) evaluations with using
her own journal: "I think it was very helpful, it made people vrespond, to focus, to
wfite it down. . . . 'Maybé that's what prompted me to make notes in the journal
about some of the things '.I. wasn't that bhpileased with; how théy'd gone with the
childreﬁ. . . a very useful tool." The reason given for not keeping a journal was
primarily time, but also: "Fo; me, I just recall the good moments in my mind . . . .
If T have good moments, I'll remember. If I have bad moments, I'll remember too.
Keeping a journal is not something I have a feeling for. I‘rerr'lember exactly how:
I feel."

Learning Experiences. [ turned to asking about the "mental notes”

people were taking about .their experience. To sort out learning experiences, I
looked for instances of reflection that indicated a change or examination of
personal pers;‘)evctive, and a consciousn.ess‘ of problem solving - an "engaged,
committed and peréonal" exberience. Almost‘all participants commented on
Iearnin‘g more about Emily Carr, learning more about speaking in public aﬁd

learning more about‘working‘ with children, some of which I sorted as “rewards."
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Engaged and personal learning resulted from negotiation with the challenges
previously introduced.

Carol was one who spoke of working with the questioning strategies and
"getting away from validating, like 'good answer' or something like that . . . and
it's affected the other areas of my life, and made me moré conscious of dealing
with children." Early in the course she struggled with the pace of the class and a
perceived "hostility” to new or different ideas by some members. Part of her
response was to examine herself, her needs to be an initiator and organizer, and
cornsider that maybe this was a good exercise for her: "maybe I have to deal with
that. I think it's a combination of thingé,' being accepting of other's levels and
not being selfish about it." She -spoke of ."the whole process of watching other
people, and watching yourself, and taking it really slow . . .. I've had to do some
unlearning and become conscious of the habits I have. I can see in other people
that they're kind of stuck in habits, and I become aware of not doing that myself.”
She recognized that her university background had exposed her to new ideas and
she learned to "either wake up or don't bother." She reflected on the docent
coordinator's stance that the gallery was different than the univeréity, that "it's a
public institution, and (they) do a different thing, a kind of melding. = When she
said that it meant a lot to me, and I went home and really thought about it. About
the differeﬁt roles and how it is vinteresting the way a gallery is between those
places." In our last interview she indicated her continued reflection about the
public role of the gallery, and its responsibility to "incorporate different
communities,” remarking that "sometimes it works and sometimes I don't think it
does. Sometimes they try to please too many people.”

Ingrid was .also affected by working with the questioning.stvrzategies,
stating "I've learned more about what to answer . . . . Here we use a.c‘tive learning
to build on the student's answers. I have to try and elihinate building on my own

expected answer. I have to change the way I think to how the student's think."
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She felt that the practice of - this technique helped her to deal with the childreh
individually, and taught her "té be more considerate of cultural differences.” | She
saw that "maybe due to their background, education, family or peers, they have
different ideas in viewing a picture . . . they have something in common, but they
do have their individuality.” Ing.rid began the program with a preference for tﬁe
older students who might "have a better understanding _of the work" but found
herself appreciating the younger students: "actually the.small kids. do have their
opinions about the work that make the tour interesting, that make the talking
interesting."

Susan expressed very strong feelings about the challenges of the
experience, pafticularly in contrast with the freedom she had in hef .own gallery
and her previous art-centred work. In the two interviews we hadA she indicated a
constant awareness of the issue of balancing gallery needs for consistency with
personal needs for creativity but did not convey a sense of resolution. Her
difficulties with the tour I observed possibly stemmed in part from that
irresolution.  Susan was quite insightful in her metaphorical descriptions of the
~docent as dancer ("depending on the steps of your partner, you will try to>‘fol.low,
to move with him") and as magician - (needing quick understanding of the gfoup,
and a "bag of tricks") and the script as "a skeleton,” a map, and a changeable "pair
of‘shoes." She described the experience of the docent as being "not réutine, not
the same thing‘twice. It has é. surprise element that involves lall' your potential
. (for) improvisation and management." Susan felt that she was 1ear_ning but she
couldn't articulate "the implications” beyond an enriched enjoyment of Emily
Carr and a general sense éf "how d gallery functions in North America.”
Nonetheless, she spoke strongly more than once that it was "the learning process"
that kept her coming back, that "when it becomes stagnant, I will stop going."

Ursula presented the biggest contrast in learning experiences. While her

enthusiasm for being an intermediary between art and children remained firm,
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she expressed difficulty with resolving issues dealing with t'h_e script, with "the
politics" (both in-house, and in the art) and the role of the docent. She was
reticent about explicitly working through problems ("I think I'll juét ignore
them, that's my way of dealing with if.") yet proved very resourceful in the tour I
observed and, in the third interview, described two very big changes in her
outlook. In that last interview she expressed "surprise” ;hat her attitude towards
Yuxweluptun had chaﬁged - while sile still. didn't appreciafe all his aesthetics, she
did accept the politics of his art. This change seemed to have come from varidus
sources: her'o_’wn work with students in the gallery, her daughter’é enthusiasm -
for Yuxweluptun's work, and indirectly through a guided tour of a traveling
contemporary exhibit from ‘Asia. That experience apparently sparked enormous
insight, leading Ursula to comment: "One thing I have learned is that, I guess in
.the past I've looked at just the aesthetics of art, and the whole political ‘message, |
(now) realize how important that is . . . . I realize ﬁow, one really has to probe . . .
I see now that art is a real reflection of the times. . . . This 1s surprising to me in
terms of ‘my own development." This realization returned her to the dilemma of
the purpose of a tour .for students, the balancing of the experiential and the
informational: should students Be given "as much information as possible,”
"information they can't get elsewhere" or ého;lld they "be exposed, have the
thrill, to know this is an original . . . . it should be a magical day for them?"

Zoe also expressled surprise at her change vof opinion towards
Yuxweluptun's work.  She spoke  about the importance‘of having a contemporary
artist within the tour, noting that "all the children seemed to-relate much more to
" that -art work." This benefit came to outweigh her initial cohcems with the
distraction from Emily Carr. She acknowledged: "I certainly changed my view of
his work.. The more I saw it, the more I came to enjoy it. That was quite an

interesting thing for me to progress through. In fact, I was disappointed when it

came down." Like Ursula, Zoe commented -on her new awareness of the
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importance of an "informed" response to art; for her, more information helped
bridge an initial distance. Her biggest challenge had been unlearning her
"teacher's voice;" for Zoe working with the questioning strategy was a process of
examination and engagement. Zoe thought her concept. of teaching (within the
gallery) had changed over the course of the training program to one where b"you
have to take them where tﬁey aré right now, and try t(‘)‘fin_dehat speaks to them.
So it's going to be very diffevrent_‘ for every person'anbd every group . . . a planned
script is.only going to work er a ve'rAy.limited number."

‘Yvonne had no'experience teachihg or 'working with children'. so her
docent training experience ‘exposed her to botﬁ. Her response was positive, she
felt she was "learning about the process of teaching and. how much vwork goes
into something that seems so s'imple. But the major thing that stands out most for
me is working with children . . . they're really quite great.” ~ She reported
spending extra time in the gélleries and working wi.th the tour material to
prepare herself for her tours. She too struggled with the dilemma of script and a
student-centred tour, butv realized tﬁat "being comfortablé with your material”
hefped to be cfeative ébout working with it. She commented that leqtures and
reading material were a supportive structure, "bu‘t mu;:h more of it, I think, comes
from yourself, (and) how much you really wa‘mt to put in" and, "when you aren't
comfortable with-the material,’v you have only one way to say it."  She recognized
that her current experience as a university student lent the "self-discipline,” the
ability to "problem solve,” and a sensitivity to "boring" listeners, to her work as a
docent trainee. In our last interview she commented on a new ability to look at

art "differently or talk about it differently than I did .with art history courses."

Issues
Some challenges Werc' thought to be beyond reasonable expectations - these
became issues. Issues affected the attitude of the participants toward their job and

the Gallery. The bulk of response in this category reflects _particular, perhaps
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singular, circumstances within the time frame of this training session.
Nonetheless, a holistic report must incllude this aspect of the participant's
experience, gnd sevéral participants spoke directly to me about including their
concerns. As in the other categories of analysis, I have endeavored to use the
words of the participants.

The majority of participants expressed a sense of '_'instability" or
"insecurity" - around two specific causes. The first was the evaluative test .in
January, when’ two trainees were asked ﬁot to return to the training program; the
second was the changes to the tour - both the introduction of the script in
January, and the physical reconfiguring of.the tour spéce in May. |

The Director of Programming attended the class session following the
January test where "shock" was expressed at the lack of warning that some
trainees might in fact be "failed" as a result of a poor evaluation. The trainees
~argued for an entry screening précess- and clearer évaluation criteria, and
"follow—up" opportunities for the two trainees who did not pass the evaluation.
Some trainees felt it was very impbrtant that the evaluation be done under a
relaxed atmosphere; that the possibility of failing might limit some trainees'
ability to "learn and grow." In later interviews. some participants voiced their
opinioﬂ that the evaluation should be a process, rather than a one-time event,
that everyone had "bad days," and the docent role was "so personal. . . . How can
you. say this one was better than that one?" One participant commented that
"volunteers have to be given the same respect as paid staff." At the meeting,
appreciation - was expressed for the group as a supportive, structure and as
"family.” While disappointment, even anger, was expressed at this meeting, it
went beyond. the interactions between the clas»s and their trainer, who waé
described as "patient,” "supportive," "encouraging,” and "respectful.”

The group re-stabilized in the following months (two more . trainees

withdrew) and got on with their work, but individual trainees carried a changed
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attitude toward the Gallery, perceived as embodied 'in the programming staff as a
whole.  One participant commented on feeling "expend-ablAe," others felt there was
‘a laqk of trust of the trainees. One participant said‘.she felt "deceived" by the test
incident. The same participant commented on her waning enthusiasm, while
others commented on Gallery politics. The importance of feeling "safe,"
"respected," and "valued" as volunteers was a point made by more than one
participant. |

Changes to the tour, through the new script in Jénuary, and the removal of
the Yuxweluptun paintings in May, were accepted but viewed as problematic,
sometimes by the same trainee. "Poor planning,” and "disorganization" were
comments that derived from dealing with major changes. "Changing

expectations” was seen as an overarching problem.

Summary

The docent-trainees entered the program with strong feelings about the -
power of art to affect people's lives, and an enthusiasm for participating with
others in the experience of seeing art first-hand.  Their peréonal goals included
learning art historical context, working with children and a wider public, and
learning more about the art gallefy. The trainées over-riding goal for the school
tours were that they be a memorable experience that would encourage the
children to return to the -gallery. Their nine-month training program included
classroom ,discussion _ahd workshop sessions; handouts on touring and
communicating methodologies; background material on Emily Carr and Lawrence
Paul Yuxweluptun; model fours, shadowing, in‘tegr'étion and full tour
opportunities.  Each participant described moments of challenge, rewards and
reflection. The two areas that embodied all of these characteristics weré working
with a detailed écript and working with a juxtaposition of the two artists, Carr and
Yuxwe]uptun. |

All of the participahts shared with me insightful experiences that qualify
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under Emig's (1983) ruler -of "successful learning" - experience ‘that is engaged,
committed and personal. Trainees talked of training-based experiences that
affecfed» their lives beyond the gallery and beyond the particulars of the school
tour. - They examined personal habi‘ts and expectations and surprised themselves
with new insights. They reflected on their roles and the role of the art gallery.
I was disappointed that journal keeping was not a success, but one
participant commented at "graduation" that she felt my involvement in the
program - observing, interviewing - wés itself an encouragement. for reflection.

And those participants who reviewed their previous interviews before our

meetings indicated the personal usefulness of that exercise.
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Chapter 6 - Discussion

- Introduq;ion

If we accept Duthie's (1990) view that the docent is "the first audience of
the gallery's education program" (p. 2) and "in some ways, the most active,
.responsive audience that galleries have" (p. 72), what does this insider-based
account ‘of a docent-training program tell us? What do these individuals'
motivation, desqription of challenges and reflective practice contribute to the
broader field of museum and gallery education and interpretation?

An underiying dynamic recorded here resides in ‘the cohflict of the
Gallery's. school program goals of "clear educational objectives" and “"consistent
content é.l’ld structure” with the deep-felt goals of the docents and their
experiences in the gallery. This conflict was particularly ménifested in the
trainees' efforts to re-concile the script with the child-and art-centred
questioning strategies - the described "dilemma between meeting the needs of the
studeAnts at the time and meeting what the gallery .wants to get across.” This site-
specific dissonance can be extrapolated as an embodiment of the dilemma of many
museum/gallery education and docent-training programs: how to harmonize the
goals of a museum's educational objectives with the goals of those who implement
those objectives in the museum's public space?

A second, and complemen.tary, dissonance meriting attention was revealed
in this study - that of the role of the docent. The scope of the role appeared to be
defined differently by the gallery and by the trainees. The volunteer element of
the role contributes to.the dissonance. The training of docents and other

interpreters is implicated in resolving these dilemmas.

Museum Education Reviewed

What are the parameters of museum education? The overview of the
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history of museum education reveals that the question is as old as museums
themselves and rémains a topic ofk.vigor()us discussion within the field, and within
each institution. In the last decades the championing of the museum. as forum has
put even greater emphasis on the museum as a place for people rather than a

palace for objects. In North America, influential reports such as the American

Association of Museums' Museums for a New Century (1984) and Excellence and

vKuitv: Education and the Public Dimension of Museums (1992), have pushed the.
.concept of education in, muse:ums to the forefront. Economic pressures. and the
lure of educational grants has influenéed museums to be accountabie in terms of
formal education practice within their school programs.

Alongside the movement to align educational experience within museums
and galleries with school curriculum and clear educational objectives, some
professionals champion the educational expérience as very different from the
classroom. These advocates of non-formal (or informal) education within object-
based, non-classroom settings point to the power (l)f objecis to elicit "resonant"
responses of a "breadth of vision and insight that can hardly be obtained in any
other way" (Weller,‘ 1985, p. 147). As one of the participants in this 'Stl;ldy observed
while éorﬁmen_ti_ng on attempting to meetvthe script's objectives, "art is bigger

than that."

Discussion

Working with school groups, the docent trainees found themselves
juggling with these very issués of formal educational objecfives and the visual,
personal impact of the object. They were instructed to encompass both, and given
the tools of a script and student/art-centered questioning techniques. Valuing
some structure, the trainees nevertheless voiced frustrations centered -around
finding a working resolution to this challenge within the tour structure. While

the trainees appreciated the opportunity to become more knowledgeable about the

artists and works in the tour, public speaking, and art vocabulary, the bulk of
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their engaged learning centered around the experience of working with the

questioning strategies, the needs and responses of different age groups, exposure

‘to a contemporary, "political” artist, and fiﬁding ways to "really spark [the

students'] interest, and be responsive to what it is they find interesting about .a
piece of work." The rewards for these volunteer docents-in-training were
occasions of "rapport,” "letting the students lead,” "learning from the students,”
"the ambiance of being involved with art."

When museum professionals who favour the informal educational
experience describe that activity, they use .words like ."relevant,‘"
"multidimensional," "motivating, stimulating, exciting,” to describe a "a richness
of experience. Not at all like learning facts, taking a test, receiving a grade"
(McLean, 1995, p. 10). In the interviews, the trainees used similar language to
describe tﬁeir personal experiences with art and their more re.war‘ding |
experiences touring the students. These novice docents valued informed viewing,
but still felt the most important experience for the children was to gain a sense of
"belonging” in the gallery and a means of lodking and talking about art so they
would want to come back, and that it be a "magical" day. One trainee commented
that "maybe they'll come away with two new things they might use in looking at

art. If that happened, I'd feel O.K., I've done my job." This outlook echoes

~ professionals like Roberts (1997)A who recognize potential within museums for

personal "empowerment" - "the authorization of - alternative modes of knowing
and speaking besides the information-based methods traditionally employed” (p.

131). The participant who noticed herself viewing the exhibit as goals and

objectives rather than "as paintings" offers a caution towards over-structuring

museum school tours.
If the parameters of education in museums is undergoing examination and
change, then the role and training of those who comprise the public face of the

educative experience should also be examined.
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Role of the Docent

In Newsome and Silver's volume on The Art Museum as Educator (1978), the

authors of the chapter on museum volunteers observe:
~Docents are neither ersatz art historians nor art teachers and that museum
'staffbattempts to mold them into one or the other account for much of the
frustration among volunteers and professionals alike ... . . Not all
volunteers are gifted teachers, and in spite of a museum's best efforts to
train them, it is not clear that all volunteers can become as professional as

museums and the subject matter shogid demand. (p. 245)

The intention of this particuldr training program was neither to make art
historians nor professional teachers from these volunteers, but the reality was
that the traineces found themselves walking boundaries of both préfessions. The

trainees were frequently addressed as "teachers" within the program. I observed

the trainees dealing with the ambiguities of whether the gallery was a classroom

and their role in that setting.

An implicit question ran through fﬁis study: what is a docent, what does ‘a«
docent do? "Implicit" because although it was addressed on various occasions by
both the docent coordinator and the docent trainees themselves, I sensed that
their visions neVér quite met. The answer to these questions would vary between
institutions, But it seems important to arrive at an answer that pleases all the
parties involved: the institution, the docent coordinator and the docents
themselves. Clarifying the role and scope of the novice docent is addressed in the

final chapter.

The Volunteer
~ An important factor in this study was the volunteer status of the

participants. While the nature of the role for which they trained was inherently

.complex, an added complication was that they were also non-staff members and

fundamentally non-professionals in the field of art or museum education. It

contributed to regarding the more formal requirements of the training .too
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casually (irregular engagement with class handouts, discussion, self—evaluatidn'
and attendance), and a detrimental sense of insecurity ‘and expendabilify.
Conversely, the volunteer element required the Gallery education staff to be
particularly sensitive, and not rigorously demanding, of the trainees. ‘This proved
to be ‘a difficult balance. It also confirms observations about what Chadwick and
Hooper-Greenhill (1985) call the "basic conflict between 'professionalism' ‘and
'accountability,'” noted earlier in chapter two.

Volunteers in cultural institutions are an important community link.  Their
presen;:e "affirms in a personal way" the value of the institution to the individual
and the individual to the institution (Pinkston, 1993) as well as. its role as a people-
centred, publicly accountable venue (Chadwick & Hooper-Greenhill, 1985).
Chadwick and Hooper-Greenhill note that in "many North American museums, =
training the volunteer is seen as an important contribution to the role:pf the
.museum in community education, withiﬁ the-cohceptual framework of life-long
learning"'b(p. 178). Utilizving the volunteer has always been of practical value to
institutions as a wéy to extend public contact within iimited"budgets. Econémic
considerations continue to be relevant under the Cl;frent atfnosphere of fiscal
restraint.

The socio-economic ‘homogeneity of the volunteer has been questioned in
the past (McCoy, 1989; Newsom & Silver, 1978), but that profil¢ seems to be
changing. The group studied here, while all women, was a mix of ages, céultures
and experiences. The docent coordinator. spoke to .me about the importance of
attracting people from the.general public: "with volunteers you getl this huge
range of background experiehce thét can-add'so_ much both to the group dynamics
of the docents and to an individual's tou.r." One of the .participants put it another
way: "I think different people have different ways of presenting the art to the

children. They bring with them different feelings or experiences about art or art

works."




The use‘of the volunteer in cultural institutions is both philosophically
and ecoﬂomically supported.  This study of volunteer docents confirms the
complex mnature of the volunteer docent's position while recognizing the value
of a diverse,b volunteer populafion as a resource for people-centered activities
within the museum milieu. These non-professionals were highly motivated,
they engaged in active learning to varying degrees, and were rewarded with
personal ins‘ights and unique experiences that contributed to their growth as
docents. Their individual experiences attest to the power of the gallery-
centred experience. ~While affirming the value of the volunteer to the

museum, this study also points to difficulties in placing the volunteer directly

into demanding positions that' may test their abilities and commitment.

p.84
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Chapter 7- Implicationvs -and Recommendations

Imnljcations and Recommendations from the Study

This study was initiated by an interest 'in wﬁét attracted and held people to
positions of interpretation wifhin museums and galleries, whether as guides,
hosts, docents, presenters or other desigﬁation. As the study convergéd on
volunteers in a docent training program at an art gallery, the duesﬁons that
guided rﬁy research wefe: Why are you here? What problems arise for you and
how do you resolve them? What tools do you bring? What are you learning? What
are the personal satisfactiqns of the job? These questions were focused and
extended through a series of thrée interviews with six participants over a nine
month training course and were enriched through oi)servation. The results of
this study highlight the challenges and rewards f(’>r‘_ the voluntever, novice docent.
It points to the need to harmonize the role and training. of novice guides with the
'educaﬁonal philosophy of. the institution. It indicateg that a top-dqwn prbc‘:ess is
pfoblematic.

The trainees interview;d over the course of this study demonstrated the
personal nature of their motivation and commitment to the lengthy process of
becoming an art gallery docent. They exh‘i'bited engagement, problem solving
and empowerment, defined as "authorization of alternati,vg means of knowing and
speaking” (Roberts, 1997). They were stimulated and rewarded by the unexpeéted
outcomes of their tours. These are experiences valued under fhe informal model
of museum education. The shift to validating personal meaning-making under
" the umbrella of museum education has application to the role and training of the
novice docent. This study points to the importance of workingb with the

subjectivities of novice docents or guides.

Docents are often spoken of as teachers within their institutions and
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within museum education literature. The designation of the novice docent as
"teacher” is misplaced and confusing to a diverse group of volunteers who
anticipate..themselves being gallery hosts, facilitators, or “just a friend.” Docents
have also been referred to as "para-professionals.” This is perhaps appropriate
for tﬁe experienced docent, but the beginning docent has a complex task to learn
within a complex environment, aspects of both which are largely unfarhjliar.I
This study recommends a different analogy for the novice docent - the

novice as visitor.

* Recommendation: The Novice Docent as Visitor. Hooper-Greenville

(1995) observes that "people come to museums carrying With. them the rest of
their lives, their own reasons for visiting, and their prior. experience” (p.5). This
is an apt description of the individualé who' participated in the docent training
program. Some had previous experience that involved art and children, some did
not. Some remembered formative museum or gallery exper_iences, some did not.
They had personal motivations. These experiences provided a link into the
gallery environment and a way of sifting through the training experience.'
These were the lens thfough which the participants viewed and judged the
chal]eﬁges of thé program. v' Sorﬁetimes this was useful,:s'ometimes it was
detrimental. Education staff need a means to acknowledge these points 6f entry
and a means to engage the trainees to go beyond them. |

The current trend in discussing mu’seum education/learning/experienc¢ is
to validate the visitor's histories and motivations, to regard the visitor as an
"active inquirer." Wolins (1990) observes that when visitors are "vieWed as
knowledge-seekers, they become active participants in the knowledge getting
process" (p. 72). Two of the study participants recognized that their learning was
not so much dependent on the class materials and presentétions but upon their

own involvement in the process; another felt it was as important to work with the
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docents, as well as the students, where "they afe right now." Treating the trainee
initially as a visitor, a knowledge-seeker and carrier, would help to ease the
newcdmer into the museum/gallery elnvironment' and offer a bridge into the
position of docent or guide.

Paql (in Stout, 1993) observes that "the only thinkiﬁg students can use is
their own thinking . . . and that unleéss and until their own thinking is genuinely
engaged the process of learning cannot begin" (p.35). Franklin (in Newsom &
Silver, 1978) states that "the docent must find ways to make art personally
meaningful to the audience by raising questions prompted by her own
enthusiasms and sensitivities, and in turn, .byveliciting and affirming'.those of the
public" (p. 246). Acknowledgment of the docent-trainee's subjectivities .and
utilizing them to engage the trainee in looking at their own motiva.tions, the
museum context, ways of looking kat art or objects, and communication patterns,
for example, would lay a self-activated foundation on which more applied and
tour-specific knowledge could be laid‘.' Other ways of looking and talking about art
could be offered in discussion with fellow trainees and gallery staff. Trainees
could be engaged in Feldman's layered method 6f viewing art. The use of "The
Entry Point Approach," a structure derived from Gardner's Project Zero and
u;ilized in Project Muse (Museums Uniting with Schools in Education), offers
another approach to active learning within the museum environment. These
methods that afe commonly used to engage the visitor would.be appropriate to use
with novice docents or guides.

These processes become means by which the newcomer is linked to, and
made comfortable in, the institution and its collection, vand spark engagement in
the learning process. The newcomer begins to experience on a personal level
what- meeting the visitor, student or adult, on their terms, is all about.” The

qualitiés of "rapport" and "sense of belonging” that the participants valued in

their interchanges with students are important qualities to be cultivated in the
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novice guide or docent.

This study leads to a second recommendation.v Further investigation of
active and informal learning models within the museum environment and
utilizing them to work with docent/guide trainees is recommended. One of the

tools for active learning is reflective practice.

* Recommendation: Engaging Reflective Practice. Reflective practice
complements the active-inquiry principle and ‘what Cole (1997) describes as "the
notion of process as content” and what Britzman (1991) recognizes as the "coming
to terms with one's intentions and values" (p.8). The utility of some avénue of
concrete reflective practice is implicated within this research. Half of the
participants’ endeavoured to make entry journals; these same participants made
some use of the self-evaluations provided ny the Gallery. These participants
confirmed the usefulness of written reflegtive devices. Others commented  on the
- usefulness of being a part of a systematic interview process as a catalyst for self-
-awareness within the training.  Difficulties Vlie in requiringlwritten engégement;
other options could be considered.

This study recommends further consideration of the use of various means
of reflective practice in ddcent/guide training (journals, dialogue journals,.
videotape, action-research, art-making), A degree of commitment and discipline
is required for effective reflective practice; this study argues that this must be

addressed within volunteer training programs.

Recommendations for Further Research
This study makes evident that many disciplines interact within, and might
“have impact upon, the field of museum education; and consequently, offer some

direction to the training of people who are the interface between museum and

public. The recommendations that follow consider two of these.
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* Pre-service Teacher Education. Acknowledgment and engagemeht

with novice subjectivities is addressed in p'vre—sbervice, or student, tegcher
research. This field offers materiél that is closer to the novice docent/guide
experienc;,e than that which is concerned with thé experienced teacher (as
recommended by Duthie, 1990). Both the novice docent and the pre-service
teacher undergo a continuum from learner to beginning educator. The pre-
service practicum might be compared to the 'ﬁovice doéent'é first months as a tour
guide. It would be fruitful to consider one phase of docent or guide training as an
internship or practicum. |

This study made'vsome use of pre-service researéh to shapé its methods and
discussion.  Further research is recommended with the ‘caution that the pre-
‘professional schooling of.the pre-service téacher generally differs in intensity
from that of the novice guide or docent and modifications should be considered

accordingly.

e Adult Education. Research into strategies of adult education is
recommended. As most doceﬁts or guides are adults entéring a new learning
environment, it would prove fruitful to examine principles of adult education. A
brief overview of that field_indicates'é very complex theoretical arena. One adult
learning researcher (Brookfield, 1994) advocates‘ a parallel concern to the
conclusions drawn here: that what is needed is "much more attention to how
making meaning, critical thinking and enteringv new cognitive and instrumentél

domains are viscerally experienced processes” (p. 6).

Further Recommendations
* Collaboration. The previous discussion and recommendations derive

from the assumption of the adoption of informal educational objectives within the

museum. If the museum's primary focus is clear and consistent educational




p.90

objectives, then this study raises the question of the appropriateness of engaging
- volunteers for that practice. It recommends the possible collaboration with

institutions training teachers, art educators or museum studies students for a

joihtly administered program that would serve the needs of both facilities and the
stﬁdents. Are higher education co-op programs feasible between these sectors?
These suggestions foer an avenue for putting professional-track people into the
t'nore' formal aspects of ‘museum education programs.

‘Collaborati.c‘m between pre-professional programs and museums offers the
opportunity for those ‘anticipat.ing professional careers to broaden their
experience working with the public. Spalding (1993) describes a three-tiered
system of pre-professionél' development within museums that begins with
rudimenfary ser\}lice ("customer care") and ends with "informational skills." He
believes that these museum assistants, the staff that have daily contact with the
public, are "in some ways, (the) mbst important members. of staff" (p. 13). He
thinks that progression into the professionél ranks (curatorship, even
directorship) from this system is logical because those that have begun at the
bottom tier ;‘will know the business from the inside out and thefefore will be able
to develop it more creatively” (p.14). They will have extensi\}e experiencg as
"cc;mmunicators" - the evolving role for museum professionals according to
Spalding.  This is an additional argument for preparing professionals.through
experience at various levels in their chosen fields.

Internships for museum studies students exist, and collaboration between
education programs and 'museums has been explored (Sandall & Cherry, 1994).
This study recommends further research into these areas to assess their
usefulness to students, museums and educational institutions. It also sugg¢sts that

"a mix of pre-professionals in the same museum or gallery might activate a

dynamic learning opportunity.
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e Cultural Collections. The art gallery seems an appropriate
environment to explore the implications of.an' informal learning experience.
Works of art allow personal interpretation and response.‘ Historic locations often
employ active learning to engage the visitor in re-creation éf historically based
experience (panning for gold, spinhing wool, stage coach rides . . .).

How would personal -engagement take place in the context of cultural
artifacts, where cultural traditions and subjectivities are very specific; where
there is a strong mandate to respect those represented and to avoid triviaiiziqg
their tradiﬁons; where there are "right" answers to object-centred questiohs;‘
where authority of voice is an .issue? Does the constructivist shift from
"Knowledge to knowledges,"‘ from scholarship to narrative fit comfortably into a
tour of an anthropology collection? Research into utilizing the subjective or
informal museum experiencé in museum tours, and the training of touf

guides/docents in the context of cultural collections is recommended.
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- Epilogue

The Researcher as Outsider-Insider

From the beginning of this st'udy, I Astruggled with .the boundaries between
researcher and participant. I entered the research quite sure of my position as
an objective researcher. My objectivity was challenged from the first day as I felt
drawn into - participating in the prog'ram. As the study prpgressed and
participants shared their concerns, I found myself torn betweeﬁ empathy with
the trainee_s and those of the staff educators. This conflict reflected my current
status as a guide and researcher anticipating future pro'fessio‘nal involvement in
museum education programs and with volunteers. This pervasive ambivalence of
position is recognized by many ethnographic resea.rchers. A(Adler & Adler, 1994;

Alexander, 1982; Bresler, 1994; Fontana and Frey, 1994; Gubrium & Silverman,

'1989). Hammersley & Atkinson (1995) speak of the "marginal position of (the)

simultaneous outsider-insider. = The ethnographer needs to be intellectually poised

between familiarity and strangeness" (p. 112). My thesis supervisor advised me to

engage in the "messiness” of my situation. Once I felt reassured that this duality

was an accepted position, I walked the line between'researcher-participant with
more confidence, keeping in mind Hammersley & Atkinson.'vs caution that "the
comfbrtable feeling of being 'at home' is a danger signal . . . . There must always
remain sdmé paft held back, some social ahd intellectual distance" (p. 115.).

As my own experieﬁce as a guide was largely shaped by self-discovery, I -
found myé'elf excited by the opportunity to be on haﬁd for some systematic
training.  Participation in the various workshops softened tﬁose_ boundaries felt,
by me and 'possibly perceived by the trainees. My active participation diminished
as the trainees began to integrate into tours. My role throughout the .study can

perhaps be viewed as one of "peripheral membership" which Adler & Adler (1994)
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describe as those who "observe and interact closely enough with members to
establish an insider's idenltity without partiéipating in those act.ivities
constituting the core of group membership” (p. 380).

My peripheral integration was generally successful. I found myself

referring to the group as "we" in interviews and conversations ("the journal

might become more fruitful as we become more active;" "we can hopefully inspire

one another to really reflect about what we're learning"”). I was included in
converéations during breaks or after class, and participants readily included me
in discussions about class material. The docent coordinator commented that I was
"incredibly integrated" into the grbup. |

I was .s.ensitive‘, to interjectiﬁg personal perspéc'tive into interviews, bﬁt felt
it was important to maintain a conversational quality even if that meant

venturing an opinion or answering a personal question. Fontana & Frey (1994)

-~validate this modest introduction of self infq interviews:

The emphasis is shifting to allow the development of a closer relation
between interviewer and respondent . ... . Interviewers can show their
human side and answer questions and express feeling. Methodologically,
this new approach provides a greater spectrum of responses and a greater

insight into respondents. (p. 370)

Transcribing the interviews gave me an opportuqity to review my more
formal interactions with the participants. 1 discovered myself becoming a little
too anecdotal on occasion ("in my experience as a museum >guide .. .") and
treading’ ioo closely to editorializing ("I would have had difficulties drawing the
children out the way it was configured before . . ."). This seemed justifiable
Awithin the context of showing a "human side,” yet my academic, interviewer self
felt I had overstepped my role. This was a constant dilemma.

My biggest challenge was finding a way to deal with some very specific
tour content that hapbened to overlap into an area‘ in which 1 was very familiar.

I found myself raising questions in class (something I generally avoided) and
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expressing some concerns in conversatiqn with trainees. 1 eventually went to the
* docent coordinator with referenced materiél in hopes of éhedding new light onto
what had become a problematic area within the tour for almost everyone. The
tour was modified and I retreated into my peripheral status.

Outside of the training program, my inbvolv'ement influenced my ongoing
;ouré at the anthropology museum. I found myself re-evaluating and re-shaping
tour elements to try and integrate some of the methodology considered in clas‘s.
While there wére some limitations (see the "fﬁrthelj recommendations” of this
study), 1 found new’confidence in dealing with sch001 children .whic‘h was a
group that I didn"t usually lead. At one point, I considered turning my reseafch
into an action research project to transform my own practice.

My final bbservation as researcher-participant would be to comment on
the issue (;f self-inquiry complemented by a degree of structured learning. This
s a paradox in my own practice and. was a largely unresolved.ch'allenge that
emerged within the study.. While I feel eager for more specific learning
methodology to apply to my own practice, I have also come to appreciate the
freedom with which I form and reform my tours. It allows the flexibility to shape
my tour to .a‘specific audience, and encourages rhe> to actively seek better
information and skills. I suspect, However, not all guides in fny institution
commit themselves io active-inquiry and learning. As well, the culturally
speéific nature of the objects in my tour require a presentation based .on
information. The dilemma of the - balance between structure and 'informal

learning opportunities is as perplexing for me as it appeared to be for my

participants.
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Appendix A: Consent Form

The graduate research study A Case Study of a Docent Training Programme
requires the opportunity to interview a representative sample of the docent class
in further depth. It is expected that there will be 4 (taped) interviews of
approximately 1-1/4 hrs. each, spaced throughout the training programme.
Participants will also be asked to keep a journal that will record personal
reflections about the training experience and what it means to you. It is hoped
that your personal insights will be shared with the interviewer, but there is no
obligation to discuss or share your journal entries. The journal will be your
property. It is hoped that not only will this reflective process be informative to
the researcher but will also prove to be a positive activity that will have future
use to you as a practicing docent. The objective of the study is to document the
nature of the learning experience within a docent training programme, from the
trainee point of view. Such information is foreseen to be a contribution to
understanding the requirements and complexities of such training.

All information gathered in this study (by questionnaire, ' interview,
informal discussion, note taking) will be considered confidential. Participation is'
considered voluntary throughout; you have the right to withdraw or forego
participation, or not to answer particular guestions at any time. Your position
within the training programme is not in any way affected by your decision to
participate, not to participate, or to withdraw. Interviews will be audio-taped, and
then a typewritten transcript will be made. Your real name ‘will be changed to
protect your identity. Transcripts will be available only to myself and my
advisory committee. All transcripts, tapes and notes will be destroyed after the
final report and any research presentations are made. Anonymity will be
maintained in all discussions and in all presentations, written or oral. Permission
may be sought in order to share the material in general terms with the larger
class; volunteers will be encouraged to participate in such a o
brainstorming/feedback. session. It is estimated that this study may requrre 20
additional hours over the course of your training

The gallery educator in charge of this training session has also agreed to
participate in the questionnaire, interviews and journal writing. It is hoped that
this will be a way to document modifications to preconceptions and expectations
from the educator’s point of view, and offer a comparison and complement to the
material gathered from the volunteer trainees.

Please sign both copies of this form to indicate that you have read and
received a copy. One form will filed by the interviewer, the other is for your
records. _ _

Please contact me with any questions at any time. I also include the name
and phone number of my advisor at UBC. :

' Thank you,

Kathi Lees

I consent to participating in the research study A Case Study of a Docent Training
Programme. 1 understand my participation is voluntary and I can withdraw at
any time without affecting my status in the docent training programme. [ have
received a copy of this form for my records.

----------------------------------- -----(signed) i mmmmemeemceeeeeeee——-—(print)
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Appendix B: Entry Questionnaire

Docent-Trainees
September

My name is Kathi Lees and I am a student at the University of British
Columbia undertaking my Master’s thesis in art education. The title of my
thesis is A Case Study of a Docent Training Programme. The study will only be
conducted at the . . . . The objective is to gain insights into docent trainee’s
expectations and experience prior to beginning the programme and as the
programme progresses. There is little research literature derived from the
docent point of view. It is hoped that this study will make a contribution
toward understanding the complexities of the docent experience.

This questlonnalre is being presented to all trainees at the beginning of
the class sessions; a modified form will be presented at the end to help
document what changes of attitude and experience have taken place over the
course of the training. It is hoped that all trainees will complete the
questionnaires, but response is voluntary and is not a condition of beginning

- or successfully completmg the training programme.

A letter-code is indicated on the right-hand top corner of the interview
sheets; this will be the only identifying indicator in any use of the -
questionnaire information. - Your name is requested; although any use of the
questionnaire will be anonymous, I need to match the entry and exit
questionnaires ' for most effective use of the information. Each questionnaire
should take approximately 1/2 hour to complete. Return of a completed
questionnaire will be considered consent to use the information in the
manner -described above.

My study also calls for volunteers who are willing to be
interviewed in more depth and keep a reflective journal. Please
turn to the attached consent form for detailed information. . If I can
clarify anything further, please call me. :



APPENDIX B cont’d

(ID code: )

QUESTIONNAIRE | name:
1. Birthplace and year of birth?

How long have you lived in Vancouver? Where did you live before that?
3. What is your educational background?
4. What is your vocational background?
5. Do you make art? Please describe:
6. Have you ever taught? Please give a short history.
7. Have you ever volunteered before? Please give a short history.
8. How would you describe the role of an art gallery?
9. How would you describe the role of a docent in an art gallery?

10. Whatv should be the primary purpose of an art gallery tour for school
children?

11. What should be the primary purpose of an art gallery tour for adults ?

12. Why would you like to be a docent?
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Appendix C: Interview Guide 1

(The first interview may include revisiting some of questions on

questionnaire I; and later interviews will encourage discussion of any journal
material participant may want to share) ’
Did you visit art galleries or museums as a child?

What do you remember of those visits? can you recall differences between
visits with a school group and visits with friends or family?

Do you visit galleries or museums regularly (more than twice a year) as an
adult? Why or why not?

Can you describe a particularly moving experience in relation to art (visual or
performing)?

Do you remember an exceptional teacher? What are the qualities you
remember? :

How would you describe a good teaching model? (what are its methods and .
objectives?)

Why is art (and art appreciation) important?
What previous experience do you expect will assist you in your docenting?
Would you comment on the docent training program to this point?

Review questionnaire: is there anything you would like to add?

Would you consider keeping a jo'ufnal?
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Appendix D: Interview Guide 2

Do you have any comments from the previous interviews?

Did you keep any journal notes?
Would you be comfortable sharing those?

Where are you now in the integfation process?

What do you think you're learning?

Do you think this is a self-teaching situation?

-Is class ma£erial helpful?.

.Are- you comfortable with the questioning - technique?
Are you comfortéble with the content of the tour?
What do you think of the evaluations?

Do you find the comments helpful? encouraging?
Are you improving?

Tell me about any outstanding moments in class? integrating? shadowing?
Do you feel ready to give a fﬁll tour?

What ages would you particularly like to work with?

Any final comments?
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Appendix E: Interview Guide 3

Any comments on previous interview(s)?
“. “ questionnaire?

How are feeling now - at the end of the training process - about your abilities
as a docent within the Emily Carr tour?

What wou]d you say are your strengths?
weaknesses?

Do you think the training contributed to your strengths?

“© T3 “ @

- did/didn’t address your weaknesses?

What other role(s) in your life seemed to help yonr progress as a docent?
There have been many changes during this program: change to the script, the
exhibit, and the introduction of team teaching. Please comment on any or all
of these changes, and how you have dealt with them. '

What has been the biggest challenge?

What has‘ been the greatest pleasure?

(Did you make use of the tour evaluation form?) Did you self-evaluate/critique
your tours in any way? In retrospect, do you think it would have been useful?

How important has the script been?
Do you use it as a guide, or do you stick to it closely‘7

Do you improvise or elaborate?

How would you describe your relationship as a docent to 1) the other docents,
2) the art gallery?

How important was the social aspect of the program?
Did you approach the docent coordinator or any other staff w/questions or-
concerns about the training programme? If so, did you have a satisfactory
conversation? ’
How much class material did you read?

In your opinion, were class handouts useful"

Should there be more or less?

Have your opinions of Lawrence Paul's work changed over the course of
training?

Have your ideas about art undergone any changes since September?
Have your ideas about education undergone any changes . . . ?

Any other comments you would like to make?
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Appendix F: Final Questionnaire

Please use the self-addressed stamped -envelope to return this questionnaire as
soon as possible. If you will be involved in a final interview, please return it to
me then. Thank you for your time and the sharing of your thoughts.

Please review your answers to questions #8-11 on the attached copy of the first
questionnaire, completed last fall. Do you want to add to or revise any of your
answers? In others words, has your perception of the role of the art gallery
and/or the docent been changed at all by your experiences as a docent-trainee?

Please respond to these additional questions:

1. Are you comfortable with the designation of “teacher” to describe your docent
position? Why, why not? ‘

2. What is the most valuable skill or concept you have learned as a result of this
training? '

3. Are you considering returning as a senior docent? Why or why not?
If your answer is no, would you consider a similar “interpretive” position
(paid or .volunteer) in the future at another public institution or cultural centre?
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~Appendix G: Anneotated List of_‘Handout,s to Docents

(not necessarily in order of use; may not be complete)

Carr Docent Training Program: Guidelines

What is a docent? Goal of the School Program; Goal of the Docent Training

Program; Expectations of a Docent.

New Docent Training Program, Emily Carr Tours (Schedule, Sépt. - Dec.)

Weléome, Introductions; Docents as Learners and Teachers; The Elements of
Art and Design; Talking About Art: a Tool and a Tour; Model Emily Carr
School Tour; Docents begin shadowing; The Ages and Stages of Children's
Artistic Development; Practice Time 1; Practice Time 2; Voice ’Workshop and

Practice Time 3; Emily Carr Work in Contest and Practice Time 4.

Emily Carr Model Tour for Grades 3-7 (Draft, Oct.)

Introduction to Gallery and Framing of the Tour (9 min.);' Part I: Carr's Life
and Her Interést in Documentation of First Nation's Culture (artwork:

- photographs of Carr, rﬁaps, Victoria sketchbook, pottery case [5 min.];
Totem Poles, Kitseukla, 1912 [7 min.]); Part Il: the Elements of Design Carr

Used in Representing Her Two Main Motifs - First Nations' Totems and the

Forest (artwork: Big Raven [6 min.]; Forest 1931-33 [6 min.]); Part 1lI:
Compare Carr to Lawrence Paul YuXWeluptun (artwork: Scorned as Timber,

Beloved of the Sky; Red Man Watching White Man Trving to Fix Hole in Sky
[12 min.]). ' ' '

Emily Carr Model Tour for Grades K-2 (Draft, Oct.)

_ Same but shorter stops as above plus Part IV: Zunoqua (artwork: Zunogqua o
the Cat Village, 1931 (6 min.)

‘Tour Props and Supplementary Tour Materials for Emily Carr' Tours

Condensed Chronology of Emily Carr's Life; Letter from Carr to Dr. H. E.
Young, Minister of Education, Victoria re: backing from government for

recording totem poles off "the beaten track;” Quotations from The Emily

Carr Omnibus re: The Forest, Scorned as Timber, Indian House, Big Raven;
totem references by A. Morrison; a Composite of Raven (and other) Stories;

Northwest Coast Design Vocabulary

From the Good Guide: A Sourcebook for Interpreter. Docents and Tour Guides

(Grinder & McCoy, 1985):

Verbal Communication; Nonverbal Communication: What we don't say;
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Questioning Strdtegies

Intrinsically-Phrased -Rewards »

Suggested use of phrases that use "cluster concepts” of "enjoyment" '"pride,"
"cleverness,” "growth." ' '

Differences Between Praise and Encouragement (Smith & Dixon)

"Don't you Think Some Brighter Colors Would Improve Your Painting?" - Or
Constructing Questions for Art Dialogues (Hamblen, 1984)

: (Art) Vocabulary - The Structural Domain” (Kindler, 1990)

Words tb describe. shape, color, space, line, texture.

Elements and Principles of Design (Defined)

Line, Shape, Form, Texture, Color, Tone or Value, _Interisity; Balance,
Contrast, Emphasis, Movement (Rhythm); Partern (Repetition); Unity

Why visit an Artwork? Looking at Art (Stephen, 1987)

‘ A sequence of considerations for‘ art criticism in the classroom: impulse,
description, analysis, interpretaiion,_ iﬁformation, -persohalization, (based
on Feldman)

The Developing Person -Through Childhodd & Adolescence (Bevoer 7)
(overview) ' »

Profile of the Creative Child (fr. Jenkins, Art for the Fun o_f It)

Summary ‘Charts fc;r Ages 2-4, 4-7, 7-9, '9-12, 12-14, 14-17 from.Lowenfeld &
Brittain, Creative and Mental Growth " (1987) g

Communicating at Age Level (Love)
Guidelines for communicating with young people (4-6, 7-8, 9-10, 11-12, 12-
13, 14-17) for effective tours of school groups..

Vocal Exercises ‘
Goals: ‘t.c') create a relaxed voice that has colour and range. To achieve
intention with the voice.- Tension release. Warming the articulators.
Warrhing the resonators.

Vocal Hygiene: How to get the best mileage from your voice. (Do's and Don'ts)

~ (UBC/VGH Voice Clinic)

Tongue Twisters (voice exercisgs)

‘Guidelines' for Phoning Teachers Before Tours (Winter)

Teacher's Guide for School Tours of Emily Carr
The artist; Pre-or post-visit activities; Looking at art; .‘Voca'bulary;
Resources) '

Some Memorization " Strategies

Visual, verbal, kinaesthetic (body/sensory-oriented.
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Using Humor to Communicate

Vocabulary Used With the Canvas Examples Used in the>Emily Carr Tours
. (supports, stretcher, canvas, sizes and grounds, charcoal .§ketching,
 turpentine wash, varnisﬁ)
Materials in the Paint Box for the Carr Tours
| (oil "paint, pigment, medium, poppy seed oil, solvents, gum turpentine, rags
and newspaper; palatte, palatte cup, palette knives, brushes)
New Docent Training (Term 2: Jan. to March)
Practice Time: the grades 3-7 tour and Brainstorm: memoriéation tricks;
Discussion and handouts: Tour issues, and Practice time, Transitions;
Integration; Docent testing; Introducing Support Staff, Discussion and
handout: Working with Teachers, Practice Time: Tour Choreography;
* Practice Time: The Grades K-2 Tour; Discussion: Group dynamics, "reading a
group,” boundaries; New Docents begin giving full tours; Tour feedback and
Voice Workshop; Tour feedback and‘Brainstorm: Program Féedback; Tour
Feedback and Building Tour: Conservation and prep departments, the vault;
Tour feedback and Open (questioning strateg;'es, etc.); Tour feedback and
ESL workshop; Tour feedback and Open.
ESL Tips '
How to Write in Clear Language
New Docent Traininéﬁ Term 3 (April to June)
Schedule planning and Tour business,j Architectural tour; Returning New
Docents are joined in school tours by Brand New Docents; Vocal workshop;
Media and materials workshop, and Tour business;'G_allery Performance
Piece; Graduation: Tour business, Introduction to Senior Docent Training,;
. Graduation Ceremonies. Complete final phase of Emily Carr Tours.
Lawrence Paul Yuxweluptun and Emily Carr: the British Columbia Landscape
~ (notes on. exhibit) A |
Touring Ethics, Issues and Strategies (Emily Carr School Tours, 'Jan.)
Top 5 Catch Phrases to keep on the tip of your tongue; Extending student's
responses; Point of View: your own and the artists; Terminology: First
Nations; Terminology: Carr's personality; Emily Carr's name; Carr
"docurﬁenting" First Nations cultures; It's all relative: "real,"” "typical, "
"normal;" Those light, fluffy questions: "Is this art?” "How much does it
cost?"; Feelings, whoa whoa whoa; Facts vs. associations; Political

positioning; Questions you don't know the answer to;, Student groups who
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remain silent; Behavioral tips; Movement tableaus; Props; Time buyers.
Emily Carr Tour, grades 3-7 (Feb.) '

Learning objectives bf this tour; Legend (learning objectives; teaching
strategies; "your -script” - the phraseology figured out for you; directions;
focus of questioning; key. concepts); Introduction (Welcome, security,
students' knowledge of Cdrr,. today's tour); Emily Carr's Life and Early
Interest in1 First Nations Totems (Emily Carr's life, Early interest in First
Nations Totems); Totem and Forest (Big Raven, Walking into Emily Carr's
Forest); Comparing Carr and Yuxweluptun (Art and current events: Carr;

Art and current- events: Lawrence Paul; Comparison between Carr and Paul)

~ Documentation of poles from Gitsegyukla in reference to Carr's "Totem Poles,

Kitsuekla," 1912; from Totem Poles of the Gitksan, Upper Skeena River,
British Columbia, Marius Barbeau, 1929

A Briefing on Totem Poles
.The Basics; Purposes; Format; Content; Suggestion for starting a discussion
on why there are different genres of poles)
From Looking at Indian Artlof the Northwest Coast (Stewart, 1979)
(Cultural styles: Coast Salish, Haida)
On the Carr Tour (things that need explaining well/extraneous things to get rid of
" or prioritize)  (April) ' '

(Detective game/totems; Raven: Forest;, Lawrence Paul; Other)

Changes to the Emily Carr School Tour (May)



Appendix H: Emily Carr

Scorned as Timber, Beloved of the Sky (1935)

i
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(oil on canvas), 112.0 x 68.9cm
Collection: Vancouver Art Gallery
Reproduced with permission
Photo credit: Trevor Mills
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Appendix I: Lawrence Paul Yuxweluptun

Red Man Watching White Man Trying to Fix Hole in Sky

acrylic on canvas, 142.2 x 226.lcm
Collection:J. & M. Adelaar, W. Vancouver, B.C.
Reproduced with permission of artist

Photo credit: Rob Boss (for Belkin Gallery)




