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Abstract: There is a critical need for training art + design education teacher candidates 
to think critically, creatively, and practically in collaborative ways. As agents of change 
in schools and society, programs in art + design in the U.S. that desire to prepare all 
students’ integrated, self-directed, and dynamic learning require a more learner-cen-
tered paradigm more focused on experiencing connection making and deep inquiry, in 
order to develop depth and meaning. This is dynamic learning. From a systems-think-
ing approach, this article discusses the importance of learner-centered philosophy and 
the ways that it overlaps with design thinking as a methodology and collaborative prac-
tice. This study features an online graduate-level art + design education course using 
the T-H-I-N-K method that activated collaborative action research as human-centered 
design and a model for designing thinking in graduate-level art and design classrooms. 

Keywords: learner-centered, art + design education, design thinking, inquiry-driven learn-
ing, dynamic learning 

1. Introduction 
There is a lot of discussion in 21st century education about the need for nurturing resilient 
thinkers who are independent and self-directed, able to take risks, collaborate effectively, 
and possess a balance of critical, creative, and practical skills (Ingalls Vanada 2013; Zhao 
2009). Yet, opportunities for practicing these competencies as preservice and graduate-level 
teachers are often lost to more traditional practices in art + design education. 

From the PreK-12 level to the university level, many students in the U.S. have been primarily 
exposed to linear ideas about learning that are intended to produce one right answer, yet 
life outside of school doesn’t really work that way. Long before they enter college, many 
struggle with being self-directed problem solvers. This commonly observed phenomena of 
learned helplessness is especially noticeable in classes where more independent, active 
learning and focus on the process are required (as in art + design). 

We need to question more traditional ways of teaching in which prescribed content, compli-
ance, and excessive foci on external standards and standardized assessments are measures 
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of academic success, rather than innovation and creativity (Robinson 2006; Zhao 2012). 
School is thought of as a place to practice creativity, but is this what students experience?  

Further, our students fear failure and are more comfortable with being told what to think to 
pass a test or satisfy what the teacher ‘wants,’ rather than how to think and trust their own 
abilities to make connections and solve complex—or heaven forbid, ambiguous—problems. 
Even back in 2006, Sir Ken Robinson stated in his “How Schools Kill Creativity” TED Talk, that 
modern education is training students out of mindsets necessary to innovation: 

What we do know is, if you're not prepared to be wrong, you'll never come up with an-
ything original... And by the time they get to be adults, most kids have lost that capac-
ity. They have become frightened of being wrong. And we run our companies like this. 
We stigmatize mistakes. And we're now running national education systems where 
mistakes are the worst thing you can make. And the result is that we are educating 
people out of their creative capacities (para. 6). 

But students aren’t the only ones who must be prepared to be wrong. Educators must also 
take risks to “depart from the ideas and pedagogies of yesterday and become bold advo-
cates to develop the sorts of learning dispositions needed” to develop 21st century problem 
solvers, says Kwek (2011, 3). Instead of designing lessons that end in nice, predictable fin-
ished products where the teacher gives an assignment and students follow scripted direc-
tions that result in ‘success,’ dynamic risk-taking teachers envision and create learning inves-
tigations and cultures of thinking and learning that embrace the power of the process; they 
think of themselves as designers of students’ thinking and dispositions who empower stu-
dents to take charge of their own learning. It is suggested that this sort of shift might start in 
teacher training programs, especially in undergraduate and graduate art + design education 
(Ingalls Vanada 2013).  

2. Developing dynamic learners and teachers 
Notable education researchers, Dewey, Piaget, and Vygotsky, with more recent educational 
psychologists (Gardner 2007; Sternberg 2008) and cognitive scientists (Claxton 2008), have 
long challenged narrow views of intelligence and proposed that students should be self-di-
rected and active learners. Knowledge, as defined by deep understanding, is not acquired by 
passively absorbing information; it is constructed through direct experience and making con-
nections to prior learning and in multidisciplinary ways (Bransford, Brown & Cocking 2000). 
Doesn’t it make sense that art + design educators, as leaders in fostering creative and critical 
thinking, should take time to practice the same type of active learning themselves? 

This paper focuses on the need to adopt more learner-centered approaches that encourage 
the kind of out-of-the-box problem solving that can breed creative confidence, critical think-
ing, and connection-making abilities in our future and developing teachers. To accomplish 
this, it is proposed that more learner-centered approaches are needed in art + design educa-
tion teacher training programs at the graduate level. Collaborative problem- and design-
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based learning can serve as exemplars for empowering and training teachers who can be-
come more learner-centered, creative, and inquiry-driven. 

In a 7-week, intensive online Masters-level graduate course developed by the author fo-
cused on creative inquiry and critical thinking for artist/educators, students engaged with a 
design thinking process called the T-H-I-N-K model ©. THINK was developed by the author 
(Ingalls Vanada 2011) in order to immerse teacher candidates in investigate ways that art + 
design can be a source of social responsiveness and vision for social and educational change. 
Typical of problem- and design-based learning, students worked in groups to gain under-
standing and empathy, brainstorm, synthesize ideas, and develop prototypes toward real-
world solutions related to art + design education systems and students. In the U.S. it is not 
typical for design thinking processes to be incorporated in art education training programs, 
nor is it as typical to work in groups towards designing educational or curricular change.  

Examples of students’ T-H-I-N-K projects are shared along with a summary of the collabora-
tive, human-centered projects related to art + design education that graduate students’ 
chose to research and how, within an online format. The following research questions serve 
as a guide: 

• What are some of the human-centered issues investigated using the T-H-I-N-K 
model and what does that tell us about graduate students’ concerns as artists, 
designers, and agents of social change? 

• How might design thinking in an online graduate art + design education course 
prepare candidates for learner-centered inquiry and connection making  

• How might graduate students navigate collaborative action research in an online 
format? 

3. A systems view 
The process of developing dynamic learners—defined as those who self-activate their crea-
tive, analytical, and practical skills and dispositions with depth and complexity (Ingalls Van-
ada 2011), can be thought of as a complex system much like Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guat-
tari’s ‘rhizome’ (1987). Rhizome is a term used to describe the relations and connectivity of 
things, as of certain root systems in nature that spread underground yet remain related and 
dependent upon one another, such as a grove of aspen trees.  

From a systems-thinking approach, which looks beneath the surface for the interconnected 
factors and how all aspects of a system are interconnected, accessing students’ dynamic 
learning or their “learning power” (Claxton 2008, ix) involves consideration of both the ex-
ternal and internal aspects of the learning process, similar to the visible and invisible (yet ev-
ident and active) action of the rhizomatic roots of aspens. Each tree is a growing entity, yet 
the interaction of the complex root system of the entire grove supports its growth and 
health. Every part of this system is connected to and depends on others, and each effects 
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another. Similarly, to foster every person’s dynamic learning capacity requires a view of in-
telligence as a multifaceted process involving a complex interplay of skills and dispositions 
(Claxton 2007).  

This study is supported by a philosophy of learner-centered teaching and an emergent Dy-
namic Learning Theory (Ingalls Vanada 2011) that situates more learner-centered/construc-
tivist classrooms within the three pillars of LC environments: inquiry, connection making, 
and student self-direction. Dynamic learning theory aligns ‘dynamic learning’ with ‘quality of 
thinking’ research (Ingalls Vanada 2013). Figure 1 indicates how students’ inquiries may be 
manifested creatively, ways that deep connections might be made, and what student self-
direction can be shown. Of course, this list is not exhaustive. 

 

Figure 1. Dynamic Learning Theory 

For this paper, we can think of the development of graduate students’ learning power as a 
complex process that involves related catalysts or drivers. Some of these major drivers of dy-
namic learning are the learning culture, teacher pedagogy and beliefs, curricula, and stu-
dents’ own mindsets and self-beliefs. These factors are all critical components of students’ 
capacity to learn as well as their motivation and resilience—their persistence in the face of 
setbacks (Claxton 2007). How students perceive their capacities—their “theories in action” 
(Argyris & Schön 1996), also affects their creative confidence. In this quest to make sense of 
the complex rhizomatic system that impacts student’s individual capacities as learners, the 
learning culture and teacher pedagogy serve as our starting point.  

4. Learner-centered philosophy 
Ron Ritchhart (2002) claims that in order to have an impact on students’ abilities to be dy-
namic learners and thinkers, teachers must be purposeful about the learning and thinking 
culture they create. Learning is defined as the construction of knowledge, and understanding 



Dynamic learning 

5 

is the capacity to make connections and apply one’s understanding in multiple settings. Cov-
ering course content doesn’t assure that students ‘learn’ or develop deep understanding. 

A learner-centered classroom (LC) is defined as inherently constructivist in theory, building 
on philosophies mentioned which contend that students should be actively involved in their 
learning process—rather than passively, in order to build knowledge. Learner-centered phi-
losophy supported by a vast research base (Bransford et al. 2000, Cullen, Harris & Hill 2012, 
Dewey 1938, Weimer 2002). Students are often invited to follow self-directed, documented 
trails of inquiry, not often found in traditional classrooms (Marshall 2014). Teacher pedagogy 
also play an important role in students’ self-efficacy, confidence, desire to learn, and motiva-
tion, factors which are known to further predict and affect levels of learning and achieve-
ment (Bransford et al. 2000).  

LC classrooms build upon the three pillars of connection-making, inquiry, and self-direction 
(Ingalls Vanada 2011, 2013), which play an important role in students’ self-efficacy, confi-
dence, desire to learn, and motivation—factors known to further predict and affect levels of 
learning and achievement (Bransford et al. 2000). See Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2. Learner-centered Goals 

4.1 Paradigm shift in teaching and learning 
Learner-centered curricula focuses less on the end products (typically the first step in more 
traditional teacher’s planning), and more on the processes of thinking and learning. In this 
constructivist paradigm, responsibility for learning is shifted to the students (where LC 
teachers believe it belongs), and teachers become co-learners and guides (Dewey 1938). In 
an LC approach, shared power, or decentralization of power aligns with the LC mantra, “It is 
the one who does the work, who does the learning” (Doyle 2011, 7). 

Research on LC instruction has aligned with higher levels of students’ balanced thinking skills 
(creative, critical and practical) in visual art classrooms, as well as enhanced perceptions 
about themselves as learners (Ingalls Vanada 2011). Students’ dispositions for self-direction, 
self-efficacy, creativity, and increased motivation are reportedly more positive in more 
learner-centered classrooms (Cullen et al. 2012; Ryan & Deci 2000). This is important be-
cause while students will push back because they are used to traditional student-teacher 
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Figure 7. One group’s final T-H-I-N-K product: Social media campaign ads  

6.2 Student investigations and findings 
In the case of this class, graduate students’ projects focused on design thinking to solve ob-
served and experienced issues in art + design education. A summary of groups’ projects dur-
ing two years using the design thinking process indicated that graduate-level art + design ed-
ucation candidates using this model were thinking more about: 

• Advocacy for art education as an essential discipline 

• Developing students’ process-oriented skills and dispositions 

• Learner-centered teaching in community art 

• Incorporating design thinking into the art + design classroom  

• Building students’ creative confidence through art + design 

• Art educators as leaders and managers of art integration 

A few of the manifestations of T-H-I-N-K collaborations were products and ideas such as (a) 
plans for art integration and collaboration with classroom teachers; (b) innovative art gallery 
displays that help viewers see students’ process skills; (c) research workbook designs; (d) so-
cial media campaigns and posters. Figure 8 shows a summary of students’ collaborative ac-
tion projects. 
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Figure 8. Summary of Collaborative Action DT projects 

Graduate student groups often focused on process as being just as important as the final 
product. They focused on students’ needs, expanded their abilities to empathize and moti-
vate students, and thought more deeply about personalizing student learning (personal 
communication, November 2019). In joining student groups in real time during some of their 
T-H-I-N-K collaborations, it was apparent that often art studio classes do not often prepare 
them for thinking inductively, deductively and abductively. They have reported that in studio 
classes they rarely push themselves to create multiple solutions to problems, and that de-
sign thinking forced them to think both divergently to come up with never-before-thought of 
solutions, then to move back into convergence (Lee & Breitenberg 2010). They are certainly 
not as used to a deep dive of information gathering and brainstorming with a group that DT 
requires.  

Candidates also expressed difficulty with dealing with the ambiguity of inquiry-driven re-
search and planning, being more used determining an end product as the first thing in meet-
ing requirements for a project. At the same time, one student commented on the impact of 
the design thinking process (personal communication, December 2019):  

It was energizing and invigorating to know that I can have a hand in change! This pro-
cess definitely helped me to think outside the box in everyday problems. It also gave 
me a chance to work with different personalities in a corroborative setting. …The skills 
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of thinking, creating, listening and evolving will be used throughout the rest of my ca-
reer as well as in my personal life. 

Rather than foster consumerism in art + design education where teachers find lesson ideas 
or products on Pinterest © and their students recreate them, the design thinking process as 
a practice reinforces needed 21st century ideals of the importance of integrating collabora-
tion along with critical reflection and thinking about, as Lutnæs (2020, 11) reminds, “what 
situations are worth changing?”   

7. Changing paradigms in Art + Design education 
In order to build students’ agency as learners and creators, art + design education programs 
at every level must push against the idea that students are passive receptacles and replace 
process-driven, learner-centered models that foster students’ abilities for connection mak-
ing, independent thinking, and meaning making. Traditional art education programs with 
predictable methods for problem solving will produce predictable results; they are missing 
opportunities for developing the capacities of our teachers in training and graduate-level 
candidates. 

It is important to consider the ways that project- and design-based learning experiences 
might engage art + design education candidates in empathic inquiries into problems of social 
interest and support contemporary art integration (Marshall 2014). Design thinking pro-
cesses such as the T-H-I-N-K model provide a structure that builds ways of creative action 
through brainstorming, collaboration, social ideation, and prototyping. Widening our view to 
prepare our teacher candidates for a world in which social-emotional skills and social crea-
tivity are vital. Likewise, there is a continued need for research regarding how problem- and 
design-based models might advance art + design students’ nonlinear thinking, ability to man-
age ambiguity, and their skills for making connections to real world issues (Ingalls Vanada 
2011; Lee et al. 2010). In the development of dynamic learners and teachers, a more 
learner-centered paradigm that incorporates collaborative design thinking projects in pre-
service and graduate art + design teacher preparation programs can provide needed change. 
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