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T Art Education made Respectable: Some Research into g
' American and British Experience, 1969-1979 v

Peter Riches

‘The arthor argues that over a ten Yyear period (1969-79)there has
been a gradual departure from the previously-accepted goals of art - .
education. As a case in point, he has examined the effects of innovations
in art education in both England and the U.S.A. The two areas which —
have been examined in dépth are the concept of thé artist-in-the-schools
(U.S.A.) and -the introduction of design education components into the
art and eraft curriculum (U.K.) He consid\ers how these interventions

are at a variance with'the time—honore%tf!nction of art education in meeting
I .

.y

the needs of ‘the individual. He makes the case that .the introduction .=
into art education of both programs has left the field compromised and

art teachers vulnerable. Literature pértinent to these issues has .
been located and ;tudied. E:ertain art educational goals associated

with the published writings of D'Amico, Lowenfeld, and Read are pi‘esentedx '

to determine the extent té which the two curriculum approaches described ‘

deviate.from the traditional values advocated by these two major figures.

Whilst acknowledging diffeérences of chkgmurid and character in both

schemes, the author .argues that they are a- response to increased

societal pressure for accountabilitygir; education - with reforms

focussing on the structure and functioning of art education, neglecting

[

the individual. The respectability sought by proponents of both

programs has, in the author's opir{ion, not been forthcoming.

o
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Introduction

H

Background of the Study

A recent Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation report ( 1982'), The Arts

in Schools : Principles, Practice and Provision,- presented evidence

that tﬂe arts in educ-ation are Being threatened by: "(a) the effects
of falling rolls, (b) cuts in public expenditure, ar;d (c) some of the
‘ demands of educational accountability" (p.3). This summation confirmed
_what many art educators I;now only too well: the increasing' anphas"{; O;:l
/'/' teaching the basic skills has mear)ﬂ; that once again the arts are being
/ t;reated as a frill rather than as central to the iearning p;:ocess.
In earlier attempts to focus attention on the plight of the arts
in education, writers on both sides of the Atlantic have sought to \
' K highlight the distorting and impoverishing effects oé education
programs which— are neglectful of thé arts: in England (Abbés, 1979;
Goodman, 1975, 1976, 1980, 1981; Ross, 1975, 1978, 1980, 1981) and the
U.S.g\. (Broud;{, 1978, 1979; Eddy, 1977; Eisnex;, 1976b,l 1980; -Goodlad,
1974, 1979; _Williams; 1977). 1In seeking to describe the general .
pattern of art education meglect in our s;:hools, Abbs (1979) touches
on fundarlenta]r issues. of precedence, relevance and values (
” The expre551ve art:s in this country [England], as in all modern. "
technocrac1es, lie on the very fringe of the school currlculum.‘
One can be ;:ertain thatd -each child ip our ‘$chools will be ‘ .

frequently and formally exposed to the symbolic systems of

smathematics, ph'ysics, chemistry, geography, history and

. literature, but there is no c:ert:ai.ntyi that in the course of his
! school life he will be exposed in any systematic way to the
expressive disciplines. (p.27) L ' .




The widespfead insistence on a coreb currictxium and the prevailing

\conservausm noted by Eisner (1976a, 1979a) and Hubbard (1978) has .

- particularly concerned teachers operatmg within the important f1e1d of
" visual education. ‘Against a background of strict cost-effectiveness
and.ntilit'arianism, art teachers have been "forced" to virtually
abandon theif primary task of 'in;ltiating children into the individnal
and personal world of feellng The greater empha515 u?on teacher
accountablllty in both England and the U.S. A. (Blackstone & Wood, 1981;
Cox, Boyson, Pollard & Brittan, 1973; Hol‘t,' 1981; Qualley, 1976;
Silliman & Silverstein, 1979; Steele & Victoria, 1975) has resulted" -
in’ art-‘teachers‘ becoming confused about their spegific contribut;lon to

a curriculum {rea for which they have responsibility. At a time when

relevance jn art education has given way to concerns of accountability, —

[}

a

?fessiona\l skatus is in jeopardy. It now appears that national needs
ha

e superseded personal values inithe tkaching of art, leaving the field

compromised and subject .specialists vulnerable.

- . . \

Statement of. the Problem

s  The author will make the argum:nt that over a ;:en year period
(1969 1979) there, has been a gradpal departure from the previously-
accepted goals of art education as stated by D Amico, Lowenfeld and Read.
As a case in point, he will examine the eﬁfects'.of innovatiqnsfi.n art
education in both England and the,U.S.A. -The two innovations to be

. exammed in dépth are the concept of the artlst-ln-the-schools (U.S.A. )

and the introduction of de51gn education compgnents into the art and
i

craft curriculum (England). These _interventions are at variance with
\ |

— the concept of art education as an edugationaiaappfoach which respects

* [ '

¢
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“ the individuality of the student. The*merits of these innovations”will

’ —

be questioned, taking into account the extent to which they are responses

. to economic limitations and societal pressure for accountability in
!

education, along with the desire for a return to "basic’ learning". |
1, -

\

Significance of the Study - |
| Fundementa;\to the argument that art education has been professionaily

devalued by developments in the 70's, are ques}ioné;fecusing on the

sﬁitability and relevaﬁge ok mechanistic teegfiques and the high emphasis

piaced on the production of arEifacts (Design Qducation). Edually open N

to debate are elitist notions of artistic 'standards' with the artist

as exemplar (Artists-in-Sckoéls). If art education's long standing goals

(as'stated by D AmlCO, Lowenfeld and R;ad) have been to promote 1nd1v1dua1

learning and self- -discovery, then the 1ntroduct10n of these two 1nnovatory

programs suggest a marked shift in emphasis. The needs of .the economy

and the state appear to take precedence over. the needs of the developing

" childs The' threat to art education in.this réspect was identified for

~

‘us thirty years ago by Piaget (1953) when he wrote: - ™
<:~> Art education more t%en any other form of education must not be
content with the external transmission or passive acceptance of .

-

a.réady maae truth or idea. It must train that adesthetic . . - T
spontaneity and creative ability which already manifest themselves, .
in the young child. Beauty,'like truth, is of value only when .
recreated by those who discover 1t} (p. 43) ) '

The presentatlon of this study seems both tlmely—(the artlst-ln
scﬁool program.and design education components have peen eetabllshed

for over a decade) and original (nothing in the available literature

discusses both' of "thése programs_as exemplers of a similar E{end). It
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"is this apthor's-contentionaphat'the introduction of these two ‘innovations .

is at variance with the goals of art education as stated by D'Amico,

4

. Ldwenfeld and Read, and the professional status of the art teacher is

‘ﬁeopardized still fufther. The respectability sought by proponents of

both programs has, in this author'5°opinion,-not been forthcoming.
Raﬁher, there has been an attempt at "taking on the trappings' of
respectability by eméhasizing skill acquisition and basic training -
techniques. . - . |

In raising questions of .balance and relevance within ‘the art
curriculum, this study is of the utmost 1h;ortance to theorists and
pract;tloners alike. Whlle schools try to-give chlldren an understandlng
of the world of.objects, the develvpment of personal feellng is serlously
neglected. Gombrlch (1979, pp. 205- 207) and Guyatt (1977) add con51derably
to: ohr understandlng of the ratlonal/emotlonal dlchotomy in the v1sual
arts when they Both ‘endorse the merit of combining intellect, emotion,

and skill in works of art. It is vital, therefore, that the field of art

education reassesse its ‘content and direction with,regard to the two

AN

curriculum strategies described in this study. Both strategies endorse
. : « ¥
a clear move away from the central and traditional role of art education:
the emotional development of the ¢hild through creative self-expression.
A o - Q .

In a remarkable book, en‘and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance,

élrmg (1974) enquires lnto the concept of "quality" and the 'split -

+ between ' tradltlonal" (romantlc) and ' technologlcal' (material) values.

/

The "channel deepening' to which,Pirsig refers in the following quotation

_is s0 approprlate to the position of art education today--dlffusea

g A

meanderlng and seemlngly lacking 'its central purpose. ) o

-

. T would like not to cut ahy qew chantiels of coﬁsciousness but

o
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simply dig deeper into old ones that haVe become silted in

- with the debris of thoughts‘growﬁ stale and platitudes téo
» ') .

L]

often repeated . . . . There are areas-of human history in
whiéh:chgnne%s of thought ﬁave'Eeen-too deeply cut . i « « Now
the stream of our coﬁmon cohsciousnesslseems to be obliterating
its own.banks, losing its éentral direction and purpose . .
discomnegting and isolating.” Some chapnel deépeniﬁg seems )

“

"called for. (p.16) . . ' -

In.the period under consideration (1969-1979), art education went
through dramatic changes in ideology and_practice. Conceptions of
curriculum‘and classroom management were modified to accommodate new
beliefs and assumptions about the goals, conten&, and process of
téaching art to children. The introduction of pfadlicing artists into
" schools and the incorporatiogtéf design components into the art and.
craft curriculum exemplifies transformations in thinking and érécess
‘which challenge ot even discard goals established by D'Amico, Lowenfeld
and Read. As a c;;sequence, a radically different view of the art

teacher's professional role is indicated; a% variance with the
self-e;pressive approach. To adequately assess the effects of .these new
practiég; on the teaching of art, a clear examination of some long-

espoused art educational goals is necessary. —

Some Major Goals of Art Education

The years after 1945 saw the emergence of certain important and

+

familiar art education goals: art in the service of self-expression,

personality deyelopment, and creativity. Publications by D'Amico, -
. _ Qe

(1953), Lowenfeld (Lowenfeld & Brittain, 1570), and Read (1949}, built’

upon the influential work of John Dewey- and Gestalt psychology; :

7



initiated and sustained the .idea of meeting the needs of the individual.

In emphasiéing the iﬁdividual.nature of the art experience, alf three

El

2 - . ’ e N . .
authors saw "'a distinctive, separate mission for art education in the
b )

ieducationél context of the school" (Logan, 1965).' Although the.

leading personalities in the field have changed, the ideas of D'Amico

4

and Lowenfeld and Read are still operative to a degree. St

Silvermsan (1976) defines the.meaning of goals in art education as
being: 'verbal statements identifying anticipated outcomes that should ' .
accrue as a consequence of someone's being involved in learning

experiences in art" (p.34).. In a period of rapid change there is an

>

understandable need to appraise the nature and bases of education.
Recent developments in society and education have now challenged the

once-dominant core of common goals. in art education. Adult notions

of perfection and depersonalized-learning strategies--formerly
T :
associated with drawing schemes in industrial training programs--have .

replaced the ‘desire fo nurture the individual child's urge to
experjment, explore, anq éxpress. ‘?here has beeﬁ a mafked shif? in
erphases away from<some of the child centred goals of D'Amice, © .
Lowenfeld, end Read. For the purposes of argument in this thesis, |
Eh;gg.major goals for'art education have been idéntiéied from the
pﬁblished writings of these three ihfluential art educators. Each

i -

goal has beem matched to the particular art é&ucq;or who best

’ ) . * .
represents that conception of art education, although it would be
. . . "
clearly naive to suggest that these views were held exclusively bw

that one épokesmdn.
v M ./ » » » . ’ >
The major goals for art education’, as. personified by D'Amico,

Lowenfeld, and Rgad, are accordingly{
5y ©

3
] . P
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1. Personal growth ghro'ugh creative experience. (Lowenfeld)
2. Sélf-expression for social unity. .(Read) . ‘
3. Media exploration for experiential learfiing. (D'Amico)

Personal zrowth through creative experience: « Dewey's 1deas and

phllosophy have proved to be a major influence on art educatlon in .the
20th century, because they provided’ ra powerful and respected voice for
those art educators whose ideels were Eaimed at provuiding for the :
uniqueness of the child. For those who had moved away from such goals.
as imitative drawing and vec,at}'onal' training me
was with the growth of the child through' creative experiencex and‘
aesthetic awarenees. The methods of Cizek, Merion Ric:hardson and

the "child art" movement (Peel, 1954, p.145) lead many to develop new
concepts of how art educatlon could help tke Zﬁk?\ki Against thisf

background Viktor Lowenfeld emerged as a dominant figure during the

period of the Second World War and up, to 1960. - . .

i

Lowenfeld's most influential book, Creative and Mental Growth
(Lowenfeld & Brittain, 1970), published in various editions since its
®

original presentation in 1947, alerted profeési—onals in the field of. -

art education to the natural developmental stages in children's drawing.

In his "stage t?heory" (Eis‘ner,‘196(9, p‘.?S), Lowenfeld drew atténtion ‘t'o
,the way '"the child develop(s] by stages inte‘an emotionally mature
. and personally self-assured human being" (Dobbs , 19?0/71, p.115). The
‘art of the child, accetdfng to L'owenteld,w should be éeared to overall
personal ’deveiopment | both mental and creative. In meeting the needs
of the individual child through art act1v1t1es, art educatlon should
¢

not. concern 1tself with the artistic preconceptlons yf the adult:

Aesthet'ic wareness is part of the total growth pattern of




!

children. It is'not the imposition of standards or rules from

.

outside the: child, but rather the development of his ability to
d;sctiminate and make choices. Beauty is something that changes
“with each culture, and the opportunity for youngsters to express
their own feelings and‘eﬁotions'about things aroundsthem is more
1mportant than the development of taste according to today S ’
standards. (Lowenfeld & Brittain, 1970, p.341) ‘
and . ' ‘
Art is not the same fof.a'child as it istfor an adult‘.
‘Art for the adult . -. . is usually concerned with the area’of
aesthetics or external beauty. ’
~~ Art for the child is something quite different. For a coild art
is primarily a means of expression . . . . a language of thought.'
A doild sees the world differently from the way he represente it,
and as he grows his expreesion changes. (Lowenfeld & ?rittain,
1970, p.6) | ‘
- The development of personallty and the fostering of creative and
mental growth;through art, accoxding to Lowenfeld; necessitated a change

in the art teacher' s'role. Lowenfeld supported his theories of child

nding a variety of art materlals and experiences

commedSurate with children’ s aesthetic and cognltlve development. A

*eachlng methodology was now encouraged in which the art teacher was

viewed as a guide'and given spe01f1c tasks related to hlS role:
? .
stimulationgCurricular development and evaluation at every stage of

child development. The "unfolding" nfture of children's aptietic
development was to be "unlocked" rather than "shaped" by the teacher

(Eisner, 19NDb). Lowenfeld'viewed the art teegﬁer's role in,catalytic

]
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terms: an active intermediary, who might even help accelerate
" children's creative development by ant%gipatiﬁg and mofiQéting:
The teacher of art becomes a crucial person in art production.
It is only thrbﬁgh a stroﬁgly supportive teacher who encourages
and interacts with youngsfeé% that an increased sensitivity

AN

to the environment can grow . . . . The creative spirit needs

reinforcement, and the teacﬁer is one who can provide the

environmental conditions that will make the art experignce an

exciting and rewarding one. It is through identifying with
(_the child, with his needs and ipterests, that the teacher can

‘best understand the needs and desires of each child. (Lowenfeld

& Brittain, 1970, p.345)
. ¢
For Lowenfeld, art education was essential to the creative

) .
. development of the individual child because it had _the capacity to
unite the various components of growth, whether emotional, intellectual,

physicai, perceptual, social, aesthetic,lor creative (Lowenfeld, 1953,

B pp. 33-35). Lowenfeld's insistence that the emphasis in art edusation

-

o

be on the creative behaviour of the individual, suited a post-war

’~tL world thirsting for values of "freedom and individuality' rather than
T #

those of "rigid prescription and authoritarian contrgl" (Eisner, 1977b).

Humanistic tzends in education provided a naturalistic orientation in

the field of art instruction conducive to Lowenfeld's basic theory

E

that the subject served the needs of the individual in society, both

personally and psychologically.f Lowenfeld was concerned with the art
. ‘., . . \
of the child--process rather than product--only in as much as it -

developed the individual's capacity-to think, feel and perceive:

Tﬁeaart‘products of children tell us a great deal. The child

’

» ° -

N . ) ¢
- s ) B

. . ¢
. . .
.
.

-~

e



reveals himself directly.andwithout fear. Art for him is more

than a pastime; it is a meaningful communication with himself,
it is the selection of those parts of his environment with which
he identifies and the organization of-those parts into a new

meaningful whole. Art is important for the child. Tt is important

"

for his thinking process, for hig perceptual development, for his

emotional development. (Lowenfeld & Brittaim, 197Q, pp.33-34)

The té%cﬁer's roledjn Ehis development is crucial to its success; ¢
the .teacher must stimulate and nurture personal expressiveness whilst
providing a balance of emotional and technical suppokt. A proper

understanding of how a child develops must precede appropriate

responses at every stage. ¢ .

Lowenfeld's aims contrast sharply with the goals of the two

curriculum programs under dlscu551on in thls study where adult, -
- \
expectations (Artlsts -in- Schooi%) and technlcal competen01es (Design

»

Education) feature prominently. These programs dictate quite a different

sfyle of teaching and thus the teacher's role. . 3

£y

Lowenfeld was not alone in his views; Herkert Read, his English

<}

contemporary believed in a similar teaching style which discouraged

the 1nfluence,ofééxternal standards‘ both requ1red the teacher to

refraln from imposing sophlstlcated ideas and imagery that constrlcted

3

the thild's selfvexpre551ve work in art. - In Read's case, moreover,

self-ekpression through art served a social as well as individual

o ’ 8

purpoSe.

o Although both men shared a,chlld-centered view of art educatlon,
£

)
there were differences in their conceptlon of the term aesthetlc .

" Lowenfeld (1953) believed that any form of creative activity involved
2 . - 9 o .

3
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aesthetic growth. He considered aesthetic growth conducive to the

déﬁglopmeng of an integrated personality,’and one of the main components
in a well-balanced education. For Lowenfeld (Lo;enfeld & Brittaiﬁ,
1970), qésthgtic awa%enegs required '"'a personal §énsitivity Foward
pe;ceptu;l, intellectual, and gmotional.experiences’so that these are
deepened and integrated into a harmoniously crganized whele' (p.316).
His discussion on stylistic differences in the wor? of children
("visual-haptic" theory) related to-a definite pb@lesophy of art -
history and aestheticg. The development of two creative types
(intellec¢tual and sensory) in L?wenfeld's theorx‘provided a framework

. s . C T . Y
for the aesthetic appreciation of expressive periods and artistic

©

~ styles. | : .

1 4 ’

Whilst Lowenfeld identified himself with the individual and his
psychological nee%s, Read merged art education into a férgep pattern

of experience. ' For Read (1958), all education was intrinsically
' -

~€§sthetic in nature. Althougﬁ both writers saw art as an instrument
for personality integration, Read (1966) made wider claims for the
place of art in society. Read's concept of integration involved

obedience to the laws of aesﬁhetic'harmony and the natural order of

life itself. He believed aesthetic education.only contributed to
: - o
personal growth when ''the senses are brought into harmonious and

/

. . ,)-
habitual relationship with the external world" (1958, p.7). Read
expanded upon Lowenfeld's theory «f haptic and visual types and

proposed the follewing main temperamental cétegories:'tﬁiﬂking,

feeling, sensation, and intuition. He then identified four distinct

]

modes of aesthetic’ activity as expressed in works of art--realism, <




through Art, when self-expression had become the avant-gardg attitude .
— e e - s e

*in art teaching. He propounded the view that’ the teaching of art,-

romanticism (idealism), expressionism, and abstraction--to pair with
each of the temperamental functions. As with Lgwenfeld, Read believed

that children should be shielded from forms of.aesthetic activity alien

.
b

to their nature.

Self-expression for social unity. Prior to the Second World War,,

new theories of child deveiopmenté provigled‘an overdue opportunity to .
appraise both the theory and practice‘of education. This growth of
uhderstanding helped p;'ofessionals and thinkers w-it:hin the field to
develop more adequate.means for educating children through art. The
recogr;ition of child art (Macdonald, 1970), stimulated in Britain by
the research and writing of Cyril Burt, S}:anley Hall, and James Sully,
was translated in‘tc.D devoted practic.ey by committed teachers like Marion
Richardsc’)% (Campbell, 1978). The impact of Richardson and other such
plioneers helped popularize the concept of the '"whole development" of .-
the child (Wooff, 1976, p.37). For Herbert Read, fphilonsophér and art
cfitic,,the inéights of psychologists, physiologists, and art
practitioners were central to the formulation of theories on the Avalpe
of art in education. |

Read(1949) wrote his extraordinarily perceptive book, Education

2

-which he divided into three categories: self-&xpression, observation,

and appreciation, was an urgent necessity for a complex industrial
. ’ L~

world. Read continued to urge his views even as late as 1967 when he

-

made a plea for art education as a counterbalance "to the intellectual

excesses of our .e_ducation_él sysj;é:n" (Read, 1967, p.96). In the

»
”~
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publication Art and Society (1967, Read develops this point when he

) presents the eduégtional dichotomy apparent between aesthetic’ values’

(in the service of .the individual) and the values of good citizenship

.(in ‘the service of the community): - , . .

The w%dle“eviaence'of the history.of art’ goes to show that Ehe
moment art is yoked Fﬂ « . . intellectual_and moraliétig values,
it tends to decay: For-there is a fundamental opposition betwgen'

- instinctual values and . . . conventional values--between .-. .
the forces oﬁ_thé id and the forces of the super-ego. (p.100)

.

Writing in Education through Art (1849), Read saw in children's

art the development of-different forms of*expression which reflected
the personality of the child. This.Loncept of self-expression ) .
integrates the thought, felt, and emotional modalities, and embraces

- the individual's orientation to society and the.universe.: Art, in

-

Read's view, is'a social process, because it is essentially a means of
communication. The teacher of ‘art’is entrusted with the vital task of
helping this process by interacting between the child and his

environment; he initiates action, collaborates in the creative process,

and encourages self-confidence. Art teaching, Read reminds us, must,

2

refrain from dictating standards which disturb the potentialities for

natural growth and maturation: {. = -+ !

~
)

~<Generally speaking, the activity of self-expression cannot beﬂ

taught. Any application of an external standard, whether of /
LIS /\ //
téchnique or form, immediately induces inhibitions, and frustr§tés

: . o : T
~the whole aim.- The role of the teacher-is tﬁ§¥ of attendanty -
N 4

guide, inspirer, psychic midwife. (p.209) L S/ i}

13,
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returned td his theory that education was a process of individuation:

and integration: 'the recomciliation of individual uniqueness to

accepted and encouraged: in,,&ducation, balance is achieved in the
child's personality; when balanced .personalities are integrated into
groups or communities, hdrmony nurtures social unity and universal

tolerance. Read saw art efucation as a potential force working for

" the redemption of mankind. Suppression of the individual's spontaneous

creative spirit--education in the traditional intellectual/academic
mode--denies ;Sersona_;L serenity for a healthy society (1966, p.266).
Read believed aesthetic education was inextricably bound-up with ,

life. The internal creative needs of the developing child were always

~

to be r‘natc':hed with t‘he natural order of an external world. To bring
' up children by'the nat;ufal laws- of aesthetic perfection, created in
them a "harmopiougi staté of'minél and feeling" (1953, p.27); A theory .
of aesthetic harmony, pervading the whole of life and education, Read

"Pelt was,encapsulated in his phase "education through art”. For him; .
encapsul 2 ug

/
such a’reform spelt out a radically.changed state for the individual

and ,for society: ' P
;,/ An education through art does not fit human beings for the

1

/ mindless and mechanical actions of modern industry; it does mot

=
reconcile them to a leisure devoid of constructive purpose; it

* does not leave them satisfied with passive entertainment. It

"aims ‘to-creat 'stir and growth' everywhere, to substitute for

-
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conformity and imitation in each citizen an endowment of

1mag1nat1ve power 'in a kind perf'ﬁtly unborrowed and his own'

. (1966, p.13)

Read believed that ert should feature at the centre of any -
complete system of education. As a core area of the school curriculum;
art would counteract the rational bias ee evident iﬁ our school system.
Building an educational framework‘arouna genuine cfeativit§ would, in
Read's\view, have positive implications for future patterne of work
aed social éondiéioes. Bi}ance within the curriculum, it was~argued,
would ultimately engende; a spirit of tolerance and feelingssiz
empathy in society genmerally. -In developing self-expression through
the natural order of art, the child's unique boténtial would be tapped

to serve the goal of social unity. |

-

The task of developing the relation between self-expression in

art and the prospects for universal harmony, Read argued, should be
y

entrusted to the teacher "It is the art teacher, not the profe351ona1
artist, who can best nurture thls process of, 1ntegrat10n. Both Read

and Lowenfeld recognized the importance of the art teacher as catalyst

-

and exemplar: someone who provides the inspiration, encouragement,

and environment that supports the child's creative efforts. Read
] f

recognized that.the ericouragement of self-expression--often denied in

.the rigid rules df method prescribed by séme design programs in the

last decade--demands a creative approach to art teaching, where there )

is freedom- and oppoftunlty to experiment with a varlety of materlals.‘

A1

A recognltlon of the potential of "art materials 1n fosteglng discovery

.

and imagination links Read to a third major art educator: Victor B'Amico.

-

15.
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Media exploration for experiential learning. The art education

' . Lo
goals of the 1940's and 1950's fostered creativity through direct art

experiences. Perceptual and cognitive abilities would, it was felt,

be developed by i;eady access to, and involvement with, a range of art

materials. Media exploration offered a unique sensory experience for
the child: a way of helping the individual‘ to know and understand the

world in w}hch he/ she lived. The manlpulatlon of materlals--feelmg
Y TR -
and formmg--and the development of personality through self—expr:essmn-—

expressing and communicating--offered, so it was argued, a creative

o

learning process which provided both meaning and understanding for

.

the Chl].d Victor D'Amico recognized the values inherent in such a

process and emphasized the contrlbutlon new art media made to the

creative experience. . ) ) .

- D'Amico:’s Creative Teaching ith Art ¢1953), originally published

in 1942, continued the trend of f;:ee,ing the child from adult rotions

-
of artistic worth, but rooted this new won freedom of expression in

-préotical application. The book aimed to "interpret the fundamentals

N

. of credtive education in terms of practical teaching situations"

(D'Amicq‘, p.vii). The building .biocks of motivation, processeé and .

16.

tools, were to be offered to the developing child, préviding vital /\/

sensory éxperiehces and imaginative play,.néeds: ,
The child is the potential creator. He is a free ﬁatural being.
His creativeness is'born of a real enthusiasm and joy of )
expx;ession. He has no competition to fight, no markgt place

. 4
to please, no price to Set. He belongs to no cult and knows

no 'isps'. He expends his energy on drawing and paintipg as \

,
[ . . *
a .
.
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|
he cﬁoes in play. Art with him is a form of play, the‘spirit

I

a

and|imagination at play, revealing'the true, innocent,

' chi}d—like self. (p.241) ' . R ‘
D'Afico believed that children's first-hand exﬁerience wi‘th the
materialg of tl;eir environment, supported by enthusiastic aﬂd perceptive
0 advice and discussion, engendered interest in the pro;;érties and "
quaIitigs of materials and encouraged developmenf of critical and

percéptual capacities (Dobbs, 1970/71, p.115). 1In a later publication

(Q’Mico & Eﬁchman, 1972), ﬁ'-;mico observed/ghat the "materials \
approach' had put more emg‘hz'asis on "the}addition of new materials and .
techx?ical procedures ,-than on the cont‘éibution thes‘e' can make to new
\,‘ c:onc/épts e;nd‘wfays of learning' (p.4). D'Amico believed an appreciat;'.on
' of fhe novelty value of material/s alone, whilst enjoyable, diverted
attfention away from considered and sustained work dr any sense of
crgftsmanship. He maintained the;t children should be g@en time and
_opportunity to retL-Jrn to the same material.. For D'Amico, every material
/is seen to have two.basic values: (a) its intrinsic aesthetic worth.
’ and (b) its potential creative use. A ‘deeper sense of craftsmanship
is envisiw’dried when both values are respected, particxlllarly when the
child grows to know and have empathy with a certain material. It is
'on'ly "'through creativé insight and the inventive power of the
individual . . . [that] materials can‘_be given a new rr;eaning" (p.5).
- Whilst D'Amico reinforced the dominant goa/i of persoﬁai
develoément through creative experience, he clearly beliieveél in
teacher support and guidance. The art teacher, according to D'Amico

- (1953), must assist the child in the injitial motivation and the

] . .
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subsequent ‘rking’process. Any teaching of material technique should
be based on "child values and development rather “than regimented by &

rationalized curriculum' (p.19). D'Amico, like Lowenfeld, maintained

e

that the teacher of art should be familiar with the stages -of child
" development, adapting approaches and processes to suit thg‘needé of

the individual. The teacher's_task is to respond to the varying needs
Yo re .rf.‘.'a\‘ .
and capacities of individualgggégifferent‘age levels, without imposing

L .
55by-step procedure. ~ In this respect,

3 N

the attractive presentation of raw materials was regarded bx‘D'Amico

any preconceived image or ste
" as a fundamental task fot the seﬁgitive and‘é;fective teacher (D'Amico

& Buchman;-i972, p.5). Materials, for D'Amico, seemed to provide“the
inspirational kgyilo individual creativeness; the opportunity to® .
encourage individual identity and maturity; the link between the
personal world of feeling and the world of objects.

For D'Amico, therefore, the ;feative process through direct media
exploration and communicatiom, enlightened,\inspired, and enriched the
individual. féagn%;g by and thréugh maéerial e*perienceg'was the object
of art im education: B
The Business of art éducation is to help to develop the
artistic capacity of each child tﬁrough creativé experience.

For this purpose tﬁe'scﬁool should‘offer.as wide a variety of
activities in art as ishposgible, so that' each child may find

his particﬁiar type of expression and have as many experiences ' -~
as he needs or desires. (D'Amico, 1953; p-25)

By broadening the scope of creative studio work, D'Amico,

encouraged the child to explore the qualities and possibilitie§ of
i i i

18.
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a material or medium. The range of exXperiences which different
materials offer, provides childran wi;th valuable léarning insights irlto
- what, these materials can do ahd the kinds of images they, qlake. :I‘he
child, according to .D'Am‘ico, will devise ways of ordering and '
controlling materials to serve personal meaning in the expression of
ideas. For D'Amico, individual expression through direct e;cperience
' was,always of greater importance tha;x the pursuit of pure skill or ,

?
adroit craftsmanship. -

- v '

Although under D'Amico's influence art teachers moved classroom
practice nearer to the meﬁhods and approaches o‘f the professional
artist, he clearly viewed the creative art teacher as t‘r{\e vitél factor
in any art learning process. Whilst the artist can pursue highly A
selective and bias‘ed directions, the art teacher must maintain °
a breadth of understanding and a range~of ideas, methods, and thedia.
In exhorting art teache::s to avoid impa‘rt'jing.technic&l information in
a 'how-to-do-it" manner, D'Amico wag_clearly concerned that the

individual's response was in no way constrained by a process which
- " <

- appears to predetermnine the end resdlt‘z. Such a step-by-step method,

however, currently characterizes much integrated.design work in

~

British gchools.

Whi],st some recept studies (Best, 1979; Gardner, 1982, Chap. 18;
-- Southworth, 1981) have argued that tHe D'Amigo/Lowenfeld/Read tradition
- .of self-exJpression denies a balanced approa¢h to skill acquisitionl T

S in the art curriculum, methods associated witk this tradition are

o

Stili widély espoused and practiced. Undoubtedly the art teacher's

s.contribution is more dynamié than, say, Lowenfeld or Read would advise.

., .

° o
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The emotional support and nurturing involved in teaching art to
children in the 1940's and 50's is equally valid today.n Questions of
balance and a departure from acknowledged ‘values and goals in art

education are the focus of this study. The curriculum innovations
. @@ .

cited above were researched from this standpoint.
Procedure ' ) :
The two areas of investigation--Artists-in-School (AIS) and Design

Education components in the art and craft curriculum of schools--were
. N N b

exar;xined to determine the éxtent to which these two innovations are,
at variance with the above-stated goals of art education.’ ‘e

N~ The three major objectives of this research were: -
1. To describe the broad range of information auvailable on the

topic. ‘ . e . "
@2. To analyse tire nature and proposed aim(s), of' the schepe.
3. To gvaluate the effectiveness of the rationale and t::S
impliLc:ations this might have for art education. ' ‘
Documentation from a 10-year period (1969-1979) was studied withj

these issues in mind. Multidisciplinary library research--manual

and computer (ERIC) searches--has focused on the folifowing types of

I\l "

data: - ' ' )
1. National and regional reports and policy pépers-'-incl\.is_ive‘ of:,
various independent agenéies funding research.

2. Official "'position" papers--pronouncements'of the professional

-
o .

associatiors.
3. Theoretical ideas of art educators--reports, lectures, and

publications.- ' -

}
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4. Frequency and nature of the literature on professional

concerns--debate and discussion through the vehicle of art education
. \ .
journals. R " _ -

3 J

Parailel Concerns . i ) -

Tremds in educational thought in the U.S.A. and Englaﬁd during

the post-Sputnik period have, according to Curtis and Boultwood (1977),

" remained remarkably similar. Despite differences in the respective

-

school systems, both countries %ave made slow, painful progress
tow;%ds a '"'populist, classless egalitarién education" (p.634)." From
the standpqint of an Aﬁeriéaﬁ sociologist surveying the American
educational scene, Tumin (1966) described thg_goal éf comprehensive
education for all in terms of ”ipdigiduat{on” (p.107): a philosophy
hélding that every child is a unique individual, with attendant
individual needs, interests, and capacities. In Englapd, however,

as the author has noted elsewhere.kRiches, 1976), the move to ‘
schooling of an egalitarian ideology. appears to have outstripped the
reality of the si%gftion in many compfehensive schools. Sociological

research from a "phenomenological viewpoint (Hargreaves & Keddie,

1974) reveals differentiation of a more‘insidious kind permeating the

-

‘whole fabric of school society. More sﬁecifically, the field of art

education has not escaped the gebate and soul-searching which has

ensued over these fundamental issues of educational equality and

" educational opportunity.

Any excursion into the hiéiory“of art education during the past
30 years would illgstrate that, according to Dobbs (1970/71), Eisner
) . 1
(1965, 1969, 1978), Lanier.(1974,1975), Michael (1978), Plummer (1976),

<

21.
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and Saunders (1971)J school personnel readily respond to the needs

“and demands of pressure groupéloutside‘the school. Addressing himself

in the main to the subject of American art education, Eisner's article,

"Curriculum Ideas in a Time of Crisis" (1965) conjectured on sgifting

objectives as a result of changes in social order. The previously

accepted goals, pufposes, and practices of art education have moved

to éccommodatq "the demands of the social order' (Eisner, 1969, p.77).
Michael (1978), particularly, has characperi%ei}the past ;

development of art education in terms of submiss;bn. He argues that

\ -

education--and art education--has a record of almost total subservience
e

3

to society; that schools merely implement directives passed (down) to

them by the community:

&
.

Educators, somewhat like the Helots of ancient Sparta, have

1
generally been viewed as servants of society, . . . [accepting]’ ’
the dictates of the community concerning what education shall be.

. N

s :
(P 3) . s
When community and education have the same congeption of values

A

P

and are in accord over methods to“achieve them, then the role in which
art education has been cast‘might be entirely appropriate. What, °
however, if societal demand conflicts with educational need?‘ Lanier
(1975) has reviewed the changing goaif of art educatjon, emphasizing

c}he frequent discrepancy between theory and common classroom practice. !

. Eisner (1965) and Michael (1978), whilst acknowledging "a time lag" in

the pronouncements of literature. in the field and any implementation

in school curriculums, have both depicted art education refining and

developing extrinsic and, often, incompatible needs.
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The impact of Sputnik on art educational practice was identified

4
v

by Clement (1974): Essentially, in order to make art education fall
inéo line in_the new technologically oriented educational.enterprise,'
economic, bureaucratic and political pressufés were bqougﬁ£ to bear,
Administrative‘accounté%ility of art education in public schools

(Steele & Victoria, 1975) on both sides of the Atlantic, ‘sought to

re-define goals, procedures, and institutional ethos in behaviorist

terms. In America, this "assessment of performance' led art educators ,,°

N

toward the appreciation of works of art goberned by a triparfite sygtém
of instruction and evaluation: a system beaéing upon the producti!élz//
the criti¢al, and the historical (Barkan, 1963€ Eisner, 1965). In
England, the same pressures sént art teachers off in another direction
entirely: towards what has come to be regarded as "design education”
(Ross, 1975, p.49). g ‘ )

Stéveni (1978),?in an article "Issues in Art Education Research--
Transatlantic Comparisons', reinforced the view that there has been
a similarity of approach in sgtigfying the p;inciple of equality of
education through comprehensivi;étion in both cdﬁntries, buF noted
differences in art educational research over the previous decade.
Whilst‘acknowledgiﬁg the clear differénees that exist in both, the scale

*and particﬁiér natﬁre‘pf research trends.in the U.S.A. and Eng%aﬁd, it

‘is the intention of this study to suggest that the introductian of .

\ .

artists into the schools (U.S.A.) and the integration of design
components into the art and craft curriculum (England) are part of
the same reactionary movement. In the specific period under

consideration (f969-1979), much public and private invéstment in
’ 3

. 23,
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. * American art education promoted "the artist" as the model for
: ¢! ' classrooms art activity, whilst in Evgland '"the artisan' appeared to
~ hold sway with major curriculum development funding in the areas
of design education and technology.
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Introduction

The(practice of using professional artists as‘teacher§ dates back

to the Middle Ages. .Even before the modern and specialized meanings

of "art" and "artist" were established, the artist/craftsman trained
y

apprenticds in the skills of a particular”trade or craft. In recent

. times, the employment of professional artists as participants within

institution}alized educationms become widespread in the U.S.A.,
particularly at univer;ity and college level. - /
* The introduction of artists into American elementary and
secondary schools since’the late 1960's, has challenged the professional
status 5f the art educator as the best téained person‘to deal with the
art and science of teaching art to children. Th; influx of
"pedagogically untrained artists . . . {to] take the place of trained .
art educators" (Smith, 1979) has raised %undamental questions of
professional effectiveness and professional‘traigﬁng. _Artlléacbers,
confused about their specifié contribution to the éducation’servicex
are suffering a crisis of professional identity ang worth. The ,
p:inéigles of pedagogic professionalism appear to have beég compromised.
The professional artist as inexperienced teather has also created

another concern in the minds of many art teachers. With the increasing

emphasis on the artist as classroom exemplar and all that this implies  ° -

) .

" in aims, methods, and standards,'the D'Amico/Lowenfeld/Read view of

L4

the child's creative and mental development through the subject of

art cannot be maintained as a viable goal for art education in the

curriculuni of the 1980's. Issues relating to the themeé of professionalism B

* " and art education (U.S.A.) are researched énd debated below. ’ N

k]
L

v .
- . *



Review of Literaturé . ‘ ) v .
B \

According to Pearson (1981), within artistic circles the term
. )

"'professional” is normally used in: (a) a practical sense, and/or
'(b) a state of mind sense (pp. 6-9). The first definition relates to

economic considerations, whilst the Second s far more concerned with

<

tﬁe approach to work. These-terms can comfortably embrace artists
.8
and art educators within the general "professional'’ framework, but .
they. fail to disfinguish between the intellectual and'pfofessional
) obligations that separate both groups. . .
' The kind of personal autonomy andciodependence enjoyed by thz.

c professiohal artist is not at issue. It is, however, not at all clear
that the teachers' profe331onal status 1n thecgyeq of the publlc has
much to do with the kind of autonomy artists enjoy. Professionalisme

" for the teacher.stresses the alfernative.meaning of "proféss%onal"E
an altruistic <imension. Io the practice of artists working as
*  teachers within educational settings, this central'vocational feature
: appeags to have been completely disregarded bx those promoting the’

"artist-as-teacher" model ih American schools. -
2 .

Art teachers as confllcted about .their professional roles.- Corwinm

(c1ted in Foley & Templeton, 1970), an educatlonal 5001ologist develops

deflnltlons and concepts related to the roles of "professional",
"employee", and "craftsman' (ﬁp.8-i3). iﬁ the confused issue of

’ teacher'professionalismg Corwin Eonsiders training in pedagogic
knowledge--a body of theoretical knowledge which examines the
historical, philosophical, bsyohological; and eocial foundations of

- b4
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' ' teaching--to be the major difference between the craftsman and the.
-pro}essional, Although the Eroflssional often encounters difficulty
in reconciling the "competing requirements of [the] professional and
emplo§ee roles" (p.8) within the bureaucratie orgapieation of the
school, many learn to successfuliy bridge their dual pfofeséional.rolee.
Front the specific standpoint of art education, Foley and Templeton
(1970) in a central artidle on status, considered collective

13

decision-making and conflict components fundamental to art educatidd

professionalism’ In fact, the authors believed that prbfeés%onalism,
" whilst undoubtedly more conflict-making as schools become bureaucratized,
was the only positive solutlon for art teachers confused about thejr
role and in need of purpose, identity, and dlrectlon: - .
) If art eventually is to be understoed aﬁd aceepted_by our society,
it must be handled by the professional . . . . [but] if the
contemporary art educator is going to haﬁmer out change, pusﬂihg, .
art closer to the core of Americad'values,'tﬁén;he must be a ™

&
. professional who does not just create conflict, but one who

-

utilizes it.- (p.13)

-

In "The Dilemma of the Artist-Teacher', Orsini (1973) outlines

the frust:a;iens experienced by artist‘and teacher alike in'efticulating
these ‘two roles. He referraed to it‘as "the merging of the irreconcilables
(p.299?. The identity crisis perceived by Orsini has led to what Smith |
(1980) describes as the 'deschooling' ot "deprofessionalization" of art
educatjon (pp 8-10). Smith argues that the field has been professionally
devaldéh by a number of, developments 1n the past decade, the funding

Ty

of a prOJect sponsored by “the Natlonal Endowment for the Arts to employ. '
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unqertified teachers (artists) in schools, being\the'central threat to

the principle of profe591onallsm. The present confusion concerning the
artlst-ln-the school (AIS) program bears dlrectly ypon what Foley and
Templeton (1970) call the ' employee—craftsman [artist] v$. professional = |
[teacher]" conflict. To regain professional pride\and-a central purpose

-
[

in thelr role of educatlng children in apd through art, teachers should

o

in Smith's opinion pursue pedagoglc issues:
The matter of professiomal identity-could be resolved it“feachers
‘thought”of themselves*first'and;foremost as pedagogues, as persons
eoncerned'mith the art and science of teaching . . . the subject

of art. That is to say that it should mot be necessary to live

N -

vicariously the llves of artists and scholars in parent academic
‘disciplines . . . . Now to be sure, the terms pedagogue, pedagogy,
and pedigoglcal are not elegant terms but they do draw attention -
to the flrst order of business~-resolving the problem of .

professional identity, (p.10)

IR

" History of professional art education associations. The earliest

American ideas concerning the value of art as an educational:activity
consisted of" (a) the acqu151t10n of art skills directed towards
industrial training, (b) those beneflts which promoted the tralnlng ;
of artists, and (c) the inculcatjon of standards of good taste for a
consumer society (Lanier, 1974, p.70).\.Wa1ter Smith's appointment

as supervisor of drawingffor Boston's Public Schools and the
Massachosetts State Department of_Education in 1871, although by no

means the first attempt to organize 'professional training" (see

s
Saunders, 1964, for the part played by the Manns, Horace and Mary,

ER —



"Elizabeth Peabody, and a Mrs Minot), gave.impetus to a highly structur

~
system of art instruction in the New England States and helped establish -
¢

ed_ -
én.eatly art teachers' association (Saunders, 1976, p.6). It was,

therefore, the concern to improve the quality of instruction and the
v |

(Logan, 1955).

environment in which that instruction took pléce, that led to an
awakening of interest in professionalism in American art education”

-

The establishment of subject-based professional associations of
teachers--apart from obtaining official recognition in representing
membership interests with regard to economic status, security, and

»
entrance qualifications--re-ordered priorities in.relation to wider

professionai aims. Hanson (1971a, 1971b), particularly, has charted
the plight of the 19th cénfury art master (teacher), anxious to

achieve pqoféssional récogq}ﬁion and wishing to increase separation
between himself and the artist of the time, seeking the collective
» identity of an association. Moves in thé directien of professionalization,
whilst promoting the wider professional aims of art education and art

teachers, succeeded in reinforéing the developing rift between

"the
p.49).

other who is a teacher first and an artist afterwards" (Hanson, 19713;

teacher who sees himself as an artist before he is a teacher, and the

o

The gradual emergence and development of the National Art Education
X ) Association (NAEA) in America has been clearly documented by Saunders

n

(1978). Founded in 1947, the NAEA was the culmination of several attempts
to form a national art education association

the previous attempts
being the Federated Council on Art Education (FCAE, 1925-1936) and the
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’ National Association for Art Education (NAAE, 1935-1938) Plummer’
(1976), in a polltlcai survey of art educatlon in the U S.A., seemed
somewhat crltlcal of the NAEA's performance in representlng
public school art teachezé. Plummer believes the NAEA's 1947 move
away from the National Education Association (NEA) has contrlbuted in
no small way to the lack of political and financial power evident some

30 yearé later.

Position ~papers developed in relation to professidnalism and art

education. The lack of political strength, which Plummer points out in

the profession throughout the.period under discussion (1969-1979).
Prominent art educators pointed to division at the national level

" which allowed bureaucratic groups from the "cultural service field"

e introduction of artists into the nation's schools-was just such a
. program. Identifying concerns expressed by leading art educators
during the decade 1969-79 will convey a sense of the profession's

vulnerability to external demands for relevance and cost-effectivenessg

Dorn (1972, 1976, 1977), in questioning the lack of cohesion and
‘direction in the "silent 70's", characterized art education in terms
of "ambiguity and ambivalence' (1976, p.5). He identifted Fﬁe isolation
of the arﬁlggacher as the result of fragmented policies, where they
existed at all. The kind of professiénél identity and political
awareness advocated by Dorn was suﬁported in the literature by a number

- . of prominent art educators : Eisner, 1977a, 1978,-1979b} Hoffa, 1972,
1973, 1977, 1979; Lanier, 1969; Michael, 1978; Plummer, 1976; and Smith,

= [
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_his (1976) assessment of American art education, has continued to bedevil

a {
(Smith, 1979) to impose programs of questionable merit on the profession.

Ly
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1979, 1980. Recent written debate in the literature has focused on the
provocative recommendation made by the Rockefeller Commission rgpori,

Coming to our Semses (1977), which suggested waiving teacher

certification requiréments for artists anﬁlayed for varying periods in
elementary and secondary schools. Lanier (1978), advanced his "cabal"
or conspir¥cy theory of art eé;cation in the wake of the report's |
puflication. He stated'that a cabal of influential bureaucrats in the
arts policy-making field were conspiring ''to subvert and controlr
(p.13) the teaching of art in“American schools. Lanier considered thé _
professibn;s values and interests would be further diminished by other
Rockefeller recommendatiéns to integrate art education‘into "the arts';
to introduce multidiscipline personnel into art education; to involve
arts bureaucrats at national levels to guide and generate ideas in
art education. - ] . )

In a climate of "béek‘to basics" accountability, the heed for
informed inpfessioﬁal debate of the most rigorous kind is essential to
the maintenance of quality programs in the afts.; Budgetary considerations .
forced some school administrators to ‘recognize onf; courses which could /
be validatedbby competeﬁcy testing. . The threat to pfofessional

independence by a process which obscured and subverted the real vaiues

in the field of art education,was articulated by Eisner (1979b):

Many of us believe that’competency\sﬁandardsﬂand competency

~—a

© = testing-too often reflect a mechanistic, bureaucratic, simplistic

view of education, one that is often inimfcal to the spirit of

. : !
art, Standardization, routine, predictability, and control do

not live well with a field interested in spontaneity, originality, -

-
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expressiveness, surprise, and idiosyncracy.'(p.ll}
Smith (1980), on the other hand, believed that growing elitism in the
"cultural service field" weakened proégssiénal purposes with the
introduction of projects of questionable merit into school ;rinrooms:

The policies of the new arts education complex may not strengthen

but:actually weakeri public school art instruction. - If this

happens, the teaching of art i; likely to be further

deprofessionalized because many in the new cultural service field

care less about the quality of aesthetic instructi®n and teacher - -

préparation thgn they do about tufnstile count; and éraﬁtsmanship.

(p-9) |

In deploring the fragmentation of art education in the U.S.A.,

Al

~

Dorn (1976) expressed concern at the lack qf'direction in fotmulating
the profession?s Qalqes ;;5 purposes with rééard to theﬁstruciure of
both theory and practice. The pivotai concepts'within the field need,
according to Eisner (1977a), to provide "An Agenda fbr‘Ioday for a
Field Tomorrow"'. He believes that serious debate coaéerning ‘the
current state of art education must go beyond the purely locél Tevel
-and must become -politically conséiqus of the COnstrain£s and,;pfluences
which conditiod art éducation nationally (Eisner, 1978). Whiflgt
collaborative effortvalong the lines advocated by,Biehl (1922?, bprn
(1969, 1972, 1976); and Hoffa (1973), in B:inging together co-workers

in parafiel disciplines and associdiions is to be-encouraged, unquestioned

assumptions and unqualifie& assertions by philanthrog;' agencies

promoting artists in the classroom as some kind of panacea for improving
. ¢

art education, should be rigorously debatqp'and the best available
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evidence coqpaled (Eisner, 19 i th, 1980).:'Fok, in Smith's

words, "Only as professionais and ébmpetent pedagogues sa proud ok.
our profession that we do not need to?borrow on the @reéﬁige of others
will we be able to.agsert our claims" (p.10). -

During the period uﬁder congideration, leading figures in the
profession have éxpressed‘doubts reéarding aft‘education's kitnéss to
act decisively and judigiously in jthe face.of mounting political,
economis and curricular pressures. Ait.teacheré have much to gain
from a professional uniti. Group action and involvement at the
national level might well have prevented, or at least considerably
modified, some of the professionally unpalatable bropogals that were

suggested by the Rockefeller Commission (1977). The neéd for political

strength to withstand such alien bureaucratic forces is clear; only by

‘re-assessing art education's central values and. purposes, re-asserting

the work of committed art teachers and making political allies within
parallel arts disciplines, will professional .pride and identity be

restored.

The artist-teacher as model. ‘The identity crisis'which beset art
educators in the 70's had a significant'influegce on classroom practice.
With the employment of profe531onal artls-s in schools, the model of
the artist-teacher has posed particular problems Art teachers have |
become confus;d a;oul both their professional'role and the whole focus

of art educatlon within the school currlculum It is also clear that

the professional concerns and attltudes of the independent artist are

-different from the teacher of art. "Whilst many observers have welcomed

the idea of the artist as classroom teacher and model, others question

-
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the adequacy- and approprlateness of such an arrangement
Expressions of both opposition and support for the artist in
the classroom can be traced back to the early post-Sputnik phase of theés
late 50's. 1In one of the first articles directly bearing upon this
development, Lowe (1958) recognized parallei and divergent concerns
in each vocation's '"'unique commﬁments, goals, visions, 'and, relations
to a cultural situation' (p‘. 10), declar.ing' a convergent model to be
at best a compromised situwation. Logan (1961),«in the prophetic
"Artistlin the Schoolroom : a Mode‘rn—Dilemma'_', warned of t}ome possible
"professional diminution” inherent in the wholesale adoptiort of artistic
goals when he stated: |
The end result of setting up the goals of the artist as appl&cable
‘ both to artist and teacher is to make less effectual the work of
many teachers who have, .through this process, come to lack pride
' in their teaching achievement. (p.68) ’ ~ 8
_ Other art educators sensitive to the problems as perceived by Logan
‘and Lowe at this early stage included : D'Amico (1959?, Hausman (1967),
‘Lanier (1955, 1961), and McCracken (1959). ‘ '
The move to rebuild a curriculum fer art education along the lines
Jf the productive, the critical, and the historical (Barkan,.1963;
Eisner, 4965), led to pronouncements of doubt being expressed'on the
"suitability of art teachers (educators) to fashion this new emphasis
on aesthetic education. Conant (19655 1973), Kuh (1973), and'Manzella
- (1963, 1965 1967a, 1967b) in advocating skill-based prograns, questloned
‘the competence and effectlveness of art“teachers, 1nd1cat:\.ng, instead,

that the introduction of artists into schools would generate much

I3
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needed interest and an improvement in overall artistic standards.
Another‘ﬁére'radiéal notion"was advanced by Roman (1968) who sbggested '
émploying professional artists in social priority schools with the
int?ntion of'encouraging sbciai action and change:

I should like to see artists--not art teachers, but professional
artists--put into the elementary schools and encouraged to stage
happenings and events in the classgqoms, hallways, .and play érea;
o see whether we cannot chaﬁge the image of the ghetto school, -
and theﬁ the institution itself. (p.27) R

In the period since the "official" introduction of’ the AIS program
(1969), art educators (Chapman, 197€: Day, 197%: Fismer, 1974, 1978,
1979; Greenberz, 1%79; La;ie%,1197la, 1871b; Smith, 1977, 1978, 19EOQ;
Wright, 1975)--for-the-most-part, "viewing with alagrm'--and arts °
administrators (Ferwick, 1978; Hanks, 1971: Kerr, 1972, 4976;

Morison, 1970)--for-the-most-part, "'pointing with’pride"--have
inundated art education's professional publications with an almost
never-ending sucgessién of rebuttals and counter-rebuttals on the
program's validity.

The conflict engendered by the artist-teacher model (Foley &
Templeton, 1970; Orsini, 1973) has been accommodated by somc art
educators but not others. Anderson (1981), Conn (1978), Eickhorst
(1977), Raieigh (1965), Sgekely 1978), and TyrreHd, Williams, and .
Blanchard (1974) believe An acceptable and workable balance can be

~

[od
maintained by uniting the separé%e roles of artist and teacher.

Ly

Forrest (1983), in "Another Look at the Artist as the Model for Art

Education'', provides argument and counter-argument for accepting the
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prpfessional artistcas tﬁe model er opganiiing aﬁd controlling aré
‘education. The writer concludes that within any conceptioh of ért there
is a need to recognlze "the distinct characteristics of the 'different'
dlsc1p11nes of the artist, the art critic, and the art hlstorlan
(p.28). Any conflation of these disciplines Forrest believes to be
muddled and wroﬁg-headed. For some researchers, Kelly (}969),
Michael (1980), Rush and Conant (1979), excellence of studio practice
and the é:;ﬁple of the artist remain fundamental to any progr;m of
quality within the visuél arts, and thds at the very core of art
educat .on. — |

The .adoption of the "artist-gs-teacher' model in American schools
has manifestly altered the focus of classroom practice. Although some
art teacﬁeré may work(;s artists in their own right, in a professional'
géucational context they operate\;;\teachers of the subject; their
competencé is not in the creation.of art, it is £he moulding of a
learning environment. Whilst this distinction has been recognized in
the research of some ar£ educators otﬁers have diminished one role
or the other depending on their professional allegiance. Clearly this

-

distinction needs to be appreciated to fully assess the contribution
the respective pr;fessipnals make to the field of art education.- .
It seems then, thatuthe presencq.éf préfessional artists in the

classroom undermineés the position of art éeachers, by implicitiy

dévaluing the didactic skills of the art teacher.

L4
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Artists-in-Schools (A.1.S.)

Backeround. The acceptance‘of‘the "a;tisi as model" in Aggfican
art education took on literal meéning with the introduction of artists .
into public schools under the joint sponsorship of the National
Endowment for the Arts (NEA) and the U.S. Office of Education. The
'S decision to launch the AIS projgbt stemmed,laccording to its
. originators, from a disenchantment with traditional kinds of "indirect
teacher-arts agency link-ups. Ag Nancy Hanks (cited in Morison, 1970),
chairman of the NEA, has put it: -
. When ygu have a problem, it‘mhkes sense to turn fo the person who
knows most about the. subject. None of us were satisfied with
our progress in making the arts more central in education, arid )
- S0 we decideq to look to the professional.argist for ﬁelp. (p.53y
And the purpbse of introducing artists into school arts programs,
according to AIS literature (Gross, 1976) published by'the NEA; can
be sunnar?sed thus: | |
‘Aftist;-in-Scﬂools encouréges cooperative efforts of professional
artists, étudents, and teachers, to enrich the crea&iv?ty of qli
three. Tﬁe.purpose is not to train more professiénal artists,

bgt'to enhance children's powers of perceﬁtion, expresgion,
and communiéation.\ (p.3) |
From small beginnings, in 1969-70, with vigual artists pléled in -
six secon&ary schools in California, CGolorado, FloFida, Minnesota,

Missouri, and Pennsylvania, the AIS project had by 1978 expanded to

every state of the Union as well as being involved in the special

-
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locations of Guam, Samoa, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the '
' District of Columbia (Aquino, 1978). By the fiscal year 1975-76, over
a million students and staff had been in working contace with
approx1mately 2,000 artists and craftsmen, employed in 7,500 elementary
arid secondary schools through the AIS program (Carter, 1977).  Since
the $145,000 inltlel investmeht in 1969, the program attraeted‘a
staggering increase ;;&égptributionslgyom cenefal funds to the turie of’
$A,&O0,000 in 1978: an increase of more than 300% of the original grant
for every year of its existence (Day, 1978). Funded primarily through
grants to state arts agencies, the AIS ﬁeogram places ;rofessional
artists.and craftsmen in e}ementary and secondafy schools for
residencies that ranged from a few days to a full school year.

THe employment of artists as teachers through‘the National
‘Endowment's AIS program was paralleled by other relatee or similar
schemes: Project IMPACT (Interdisciplinary Model Pregram in the Arts
for Children’and Teachers)--funded under the Education Professions
Devélopment Act, U.S. Office of Education (1971-72)--encouraged artists
to work within classrooms and emphasizes artist-teacher coopefation;ﬁ
The Artist-in-Residence Program in Philadelphia provided the opportunity
forra'local artist to heve studie space within a public school, whilst
geing available for diseuseion with sEudents{ Artist-at-Work ProgrEm
in Philadelphie ﬁrovided an insigbt iqﬁo ehe artistic process by
requiring an frtist to carfy out a specific comm;esion on school °
premiees; Project TAP (Total Arts Program)--a community-school arts
pregram begun in 1973-74 By the South Carolina Arts commieeion-i

integraied professional resident énd visiting artists into local



educational and communiry programs (Aquino 1978). In these schemes
land others, the artlsts functioned as worklng artlsts within an

[

educatlonal setting. THe extent to which artists were called upon to
teach varied ep;eiderably from program to program and from state to
state. 'Whateyer_tﬁe extent of teaching time and however an individual
" school or group of schools.used artists, the most common practice was
to employ them dlrectly w1th1n the traditional curriculum.

In addition to the v1sual arts and crafts, the AIS program
prov1ded support for a variety of related activities : dance, music,
poetry, theater, film and v1deo folk art, architecture and '

environmental arts. However, in the analytical comments and
coriclusions that follow, the author will confine himself exclesively ‘
to the contribution %ade y. and the effects of, visual artists in
school situations.

Analyvsis. As the largest funded project directly bearing on
art educarion, the AIS“program attracted much interest, concern,
) éndvcriticism. According to Carter (1977), Day (1978), Eisner (1974),
éﬁ& Smith (1977), the NEA stubbornly resisted.requests for an
objective assessment of the AIS program, despite numerous appeals.
What was provided were a number of self-laudatory reportg and
rubllcatlons under taken by‘1nd1v1duals or "external" agenc1es already

.1n 'receipt of NEA financial support ': CE%REL (Central Midwestern

Reglonal Educatlopal Laboratory, Inc.), The Artist in the Schools

(1970); Cormecticut Commission on the Arts, Artists in the Classroom

%(1573); Schiff, Artists in Schools (1973); Arkansas State Arts and

——

" Humanities Council, Artists in the Schools 1975<1976 (1976); Gross,

L] > -

v P

40.



Extending the Dream (1976); South Carolina Arts Commission, rlng

a Learning Space : Project TAP 1975/76 (1976); Western States Arts

Foundation, A Study of the Poetry and Visual.Arts Components of the

* Artists-in-Schools Program (1976); and Spellman, The Arts Endowment

and Education (1977).

A

In the ‘opinion of Carter (1977), the NEA did not undertake a
serious assessment of its AIS programs éespite criticisms that it was

1 .
"ineffective, inappropriate and inefficient' (p.44). In a similar

‘'vein, Day (1978) madeithe observation‘that "objective information

about the program is extremely difficult to find"‘(pp. 63-64). He
coricluded that "the gdals, iﬁplementation procedures,.and effectiveneés
of AIS" (p.63) will remain unclear until responsible research isfK
conducted. The disadvantages of tﬁe‘sdheme, Day étressed, need to .
be as clearly 1dent1f1ed as/the benefits, and efforts should be made
to measure how and what children learn from artists.

Eisner (1974}, found that the continued absence of émpirical
evidence to demonstrate theeffectiveness of the AIS program ‘while 1t
operated on such a~scale,‘was frresponsible. He insisted that
claims made by supporters of the program lacked a body of objective
evidence and were not supg9rted in the available literature (p.20).
The substitutiqp‘of slick publicity and sophisticated public relations
exercises for sound evaluation and researéh, Eisner maintained,
‘clouded the issue and devalued the project in academic terms (pp.20-21).

Smith (1977) focused attention upon the edqpationai justifieation
of the AIS program. In a systematic analysis and criticiém of NEA

policy, Smith concluded that the image of ;he-AIS-pFogranlhas

- - N
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. the employment of artists within school settings, this ha'hto be*
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"politically popular, which means that questions of validity and
justification é;e secondary considerations" (p.19). 1In the same
article hé considered the NEA's ambivalent stance on the‘issue of
eduéational criteria Eﬁd its relevance to artist-oriented programs.

s “ y .
In Smith's opinion, either the AIS program was educationally relevant
¢ . k) N

or it was not. If the AIS program had no educational purpose beyond .

Seer

universally acknowledged and a different set of assessment ‘criteria

developed: ) | ‘ .
Policymakers must be prepared to defend the worth of théﬁr
policies and not only.their effectiveness. And if the poliacy

is an educatienal policy, then the justificatiqn must be on *

strictly educational grounds. Neipﬁer the popularity of a

policy nor its widespread endorsement necessarily satisfies

the jus;;fication criterion. (p.15) '

Arts agencies financed by the NEA did not appear to share any such
misgivings about the AIS program. The ?onnecticdt‘Commission on £he
Arts (1973), in.documenting experience of-artiats in Connecticut ‘o
§Ehools,»believed thaé confidence in self‘and a commitment to the wgrk |
process were central to the succesélof a residency: '

The artists who have been suécessful working in public schools

in Connécticqt have been those who have a clear commitment

to their own work and a-sense of the direction in wh;ch they are -

moving as artists. Tbéy bring to the classroom their feeling

of the importance of learning by doing, of experiental

education. They can transmit their excitement about the . ,
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creative act because they believe in its validity. (p.88)

In another NEA publication (Schiff, 1973), the AIS program was-

viewed as a mechanism to bring about fundamental curricular change:

. The program is concerned not only with human change' but with
structural change so that a participatory awareness of the arts
; b ,
becomes a standard part of -the essential process of education, -

a pathway leading to a better comprehension of other subjects.

(p.26) : | . - )

LS

And change was also perceived at a personal level in the recorded

thoughts of administrators and teachers associated with, AIS projects:

The children are having more fun, liking school better, being

more successful in school sEudies. (an administrator, p.61)

¢

The 'childreﬁ's range of *experience has Been widened. They talk

about the times when Larry Dogwin [the artist] was here and
: . 5

they'll be glad v;hen the artists come back. (a teacher, p.60)

"The pr@grém sponsored jointly by the NEA and Arkansas State Arts
and- Humanities Council encéuraggzd the visoiting artist’ to act as-an ._
important &,reative catalyst withiﬁ the school community. A reporf
(1976) describing the 1975-76 AIS progfam in-Arkansas elemgntary and
secondary schools clearly considered this to be a vital feature when

it stated:

e
-

Children aré creative but many times they need someone fo
inspire, ‘someone to.get them started; someon€ to encourage and

then someone to'help. them follow through .... The'artist is

invited into a 'school where he/she spends half his[her] time

working with .or- alongside teachers, students, and community

\ ta
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. members. (p.25) .
The hope’ was that schools, once stimulated b;/ "inde'f)th relationships
- with professional artists" (p.25), woGld find other sourcesVof funding
and talent to keep art alive for their studepts. It is interesting
that in one case this had the effec.t'of producing a demand for .a ‘ Y
full-time art appointment (p.12) .
According to the Westerm States Arts Foundatim; (1976) in a - -

NEA-funded study, the generation of interest and willingnéss to
. Q

participalte.in school-réla;ed. activities mark.edly increased in those
schools and communities in which'an artist residency occurreél:
The artist in residence program has been one of the best public
relations programs the school has e\;er had. Eveninhg exhibits
and workshops have brought many of the todmspeoplé for the
first time into the school building. (a teacher, p.15)
Such placements were often seen as a way of providing students
with new add challenging experiences (p.8% Administrators and
. ! . )

teachers noted positivg developments in student self-concept as a
result of involvement in the AIS program. The artists associated
“with the project reported subsfantial clf'{angesc in student attitguéles
and creative approach. From their initial tentative and narrow .
response, students were encouraged to be more confident and adventurous
in their artistic efforts. They desicribed their sensé of a::hievement
here in terms of "pfide", ""satisfaction", and "enthusiasm" (p.9).

The AIS program for some groups of administrators, teachers

and students was of considerable benefit. In the best cases, there

were obvious gains in knowledge, commitment, and understanding.

-



There were however many assunp£ions ﬁndeglying'the acceptanée of this
- ‘
total packaée. The idea that by replacing teachers with artists ~
you would appreciably imbrove the quality of the learmer's art '
expdriences is a.highiy contentious one. Iﬁexorably linked with this
notion, ;he author feels, must be implications for the nature of future
art teacher training, both in initial recruitment and course length
and emphasis. Indéed, the waiving of'leacher certification for allw

artists participating in educational programs, as advocated by
b ¥

Coming to our Senses (Rockerfeller Commission report, 1977), raises

the important issue of whether the focus of art education should be

8

education-or artist-oriented. . Questions about the orientation, the
intent, or the goal of using professional artists at pre-collegiate
levels are of deep concern to the &rt educator.

Whilst there can be no denying that some art programs are

et

stereotyped and some art teaching lacklustre and ill informed, there

are soynd programs staffed by highly committ;d and creatively able

teachers operating in classrooms across the country. It was also
conveniently overlooked by the protagonists of the AIS program that

very many professional art educators are also practicing artists
1 * .
in their own right--continuing to function as such outside the

classroom whenever possible. The "teacher-artist" model is surely
not so uncommon. Ong.Way of improving art teaching might be to 8

encourage art educators to become more heavily involved‘in their own

- a .
studio-art activities. .

<

And what of the contribution artists can genuinely make to

(<]

- schools? Few\éﬂt‘doupt the value of the artist as a resource in

45.
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the community--in the same sense that the art gallery or museum

-

provides a learning resource in the community. By offerihg insights

into.the nature of the artistic process-~--what Ecker (1963) calls the

]

"qualitative proglem solving approach" of the artist--the student
can achieve a deeper understanding of the creative conflicts and
alternative tactics open to the artist at work. In coming to
undersgand something of the complexity and rigor of the artist's
* struggle, Lhe obsefvgr can come to appreciate something of the deep
) personal commitment"underpinning the artistic product. Since it is
the product which is ultimately judged by the publi&, anything which
- educates the public about the relatively unknown énd unobserved | |
struggles to produce a work of art, has to be valuable.
But although art- education inevitably must :ontain a great
deal of making and doipg; makihg art is not its prime pbiective.

o

Teaching'a child how to appreciate the works of arpists is vastly
diﬁferenf to teaching him/her to perform artistic skills. The ability
to commenidate with children is central to this whole endeavor: the
agtistLQay well possess the special talents appropriate tg the
confident demonstration of ce;tain skills; the teacher usually
possesses the pedagogic skills of communication. Whatever tpe level

+of .artistic proficiency, the ability to communicate information to

children is one of the most important quaiifications of an art

educator. " The effectiveness of the "artist as teacher' should not
: - o 1
- be gauged solely on the basis of .the ability to perform a certain
, artistic skill well, but must be gduged on how effectively the action

is transmitted to others and how, through discussion, it can be

46,



appreciated--eventually becoming part of the learner's l\)ank of knowledge
and repertoire of skilis. ‘Stressing' the appreciative.and’ critical
cogponér“;ts of art, rather than just the performative aspects, is a .
more realistic and appropriate model for art.educatien than that of

the artist alone. 1

Conclusion. In an article for Art Education, ''In Search of a
Model", Bett); Tissinger (1971) stated the case for: the art teacher
rather than the artist, critnic, or historian as" a model for-art
education. In claiming pre~eminence for the art teacher within an
interactive classroom n;odel, v’-rissinger described.certain "master
te:achers" accordingly: - ’ J

They are highly skilled in human communication and understanding

as well as in their subject matter. Im additidn to this, in

much the manner of the child, they séem to have kept something
of the wonder and magic of seeing things new'and aﬁresh day

after day. (p.27) .

In a recent interview (Elsgood,: 198&); Henry Moore, the 'sculp.tor,
spoke ﬁth respect and affection of the encouragement he received from
« a particular home town teachgr iﬁ his early school ‘days: |
She was a tremendous help to me. She wasn't much of~an ar{ist--
you don't have to be a great artist*to teach--but sh\;. héiped me
a lot. Teachers are the key to a good art'education. *1 was

lucky to get good teachers. (p.10)

[

Both quotations illustrate the vital contribution teachers make
within the curriculum, fostering learming in the visual arts through

4, . ‘ . . < . .
activity and appreciation. The capacity to nurture and illuminate °

v

/ PP .
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artistic experience requiresq'gords‘ as well as actions. Teachers use
- ‘& .

]
the spoken word as the most important and expressive way of conveying ;
ideas in the classroom.g Drawirdg and painting aréscommunicative, but

the sp,oien word is one of the most valuable tc;bls we have in exteﬁding
and qualifying graph-ic exﬁfessio’rl. =

In what sense, then, can the arti'st help in education? Each
cormunity has artists who.b_v. their training, taldnt, and inclination
can help, but, ir} the author's opinion, only on the basis of
supplementing on'-going programs led by profe'ssional teachers. Anyway,
it is anticipated that the supposed freedom and popularity enjoyed by

visiting artists in schools, so valued by the NEA, would soon

disappear when exposed to the daily pressures and demands of a full

_teachiﬁng program. Undoubtedly; it is necessary to improve and change

"

rather stet'i%e school art programs, but whether this can be achieved
-
by a massive influx of prof:’essional artistg is a.very moot point.

In view of *the length of time the AIS program has been operating,

- a reflection on its impact seems both necessary and honest. At a time

vhen relevance in art education Has given way to concerns of
» M .

accountability, professional status seems in some jeopardy. It is the .

author's contention, therefore, that while art educatior historically

*

has followed a meandering voute in relatlon to professmna]lsm--the -

¢ 7

‘ dlchotomy of artist vs. pedagogue bemg a constant problem—-the record

\

. of the last decade (19_@_9-79) has been one "of accelerated erosion

of identity and worth. Given that art teachers functiun within

institutional settings and the art teacher may well nave a confused .
< .

view of his role in the institution, the gontinued use of AIS can



only further diminish the already low prof

\
teachers.-

¢

_

[

&
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essional status of art .
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Industrialization and Art Education (England)
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51,
Introdiction . _

M= emergence of State-controlled design schools in the 1830's r’/ )
created a second tier in the system of art edutation geared to the
needs of industry and the British econmomy. This dual approach
to art and design effectlvely separated the recruitment and
preparatlon of fine artlsts from industrial designers. The freedom
enjoyed by the fime artlst as a member of an elite w1th1n tradltlonal
independent academy schools, was to be denied the 'artisan' being .
trained in a restricted, technical mode. |

Art in the service of indﬁstry has been a recurrent slogan in
the histqu of ;:t education. Recent official enthusiasm for design
education is motivated more by the realization that effective design
may help our nqtiohal economy than the cqpéern that students arrive

-t

at a critical understanding of qur man-made world. The-values-of the
: A

market place now doTinate this area of the school curriculum: art is

viewed as a means towards a specific utilitarian goal, its syllabuses

»*

arranged to give greater merit. to the practical application of design.

Such a narrow interpretation of the design process neglects the more

¢

idiosyncratic and spontaneous features of the creative approath. - -
* The development of design education in the school curriculum .

has had a significant 1mpact oén art and craft programs. Many integraGEd

activities 1gnore intuitive and expre551ve elements in the use of

produc;-orlentatedhexerc1ses. As a consequénce, teachers of art are

professionally digédvaﬁtageg'byefforts to rationalize structure and

content according to®the design ethos. Education inevitably has a .

natiénally utilitarian slant, ‘'yet the importanceof personal development,

L3

-

© - '
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self-expression and imagination camnot be underestimated. These issues,

-

relating to the theme’ of industrialization'and art education in Emgland

are researched and debated below. ~This study, as with the AIS research, 3

’

focuses on developments spannlng a 10-year perlod (1969-1979). .
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There can be little doubt that the “re-organization of British

-

secondary schools ovér,the last 25 years has h§d‘a rqdical effect on
art ‘education. The establishment of desién departments.in the late

1960's,.with shared facilities in art, craft and home economics, was
a politically-inspired move to bring about a wider accéptance of
design studies in general eduecation. Such an arrangement reinforced
.indastrial and commercial pressure to re-structure curriculum

along teﬁﬁnical and vocational lines. ’

Within the aestnstic/eibressive domain, the creation of larger

administrative units to'direct and develop the éﬂf{&:ulum wifhin‘

* schools has profogpdly effected dqgartmental ;tructure. ‘Ihe.
integratipn-of a group of subjects éreviously considered- distinet and
separate, whether for logistic, or philosophical reasons, can prejudice

the overall role that a particular subject can ﬁi;;: the unique

contribution that -art makeSRhas been diminished 'i1n situations where

- joint projects have been developed around common- themes. Integrated

o

courses are technologically biased; . their goals more in keeping with,
industrial regeneration than Wwith educational worth.

Manual training skills for an artisan class. Fyfe's (1975)

examination of the interaction between artist and artisan in Victorian

England, focuses attention on the way "institutions of art confer a

. . i '
creative role on some men, whilst denying it to other men" (p.38).

~ The distinction between "artist" and "artisan" was strengthened and

popularized during the first industrial revolution and was, indeed,
®
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" part of it (Pearson, 1981, i982). The artisan was_ specialized in
'6anua1 3kills; without any intellectual, creative, or imaginative
purposéé. The artist personified humane and non-utilitarian values,
contrary to the concérns of market place, commerce, and industry.
Pearson (1982) reminds us that the State's involvement in art educétion,
in the 1830's was an endeavor to bridge the technical proficiéncy gap
which exis%ed betweeﬁﬂartist and artisan:

The artisan in the state education system was nét to be offefgd

'art'; rather he was to be offered the techniques already

developed by artists. In this way 'taste' (morality, right

thinking and commercially useful skfils) could be propagateé

throughout the population. (p.14) | |

As Bell (1963), Carline (1968), Macdonald (1970),‘Pevsner (1973),
and Sutton (1967) have described, art entered general education in the

19th century largely as a response to the demand for skilled industrial

artisans, . In Acadamies of Art Past and Present, Pevsner (1973)

o » K3 h- s , '
relates hqw Great Britain, the first nation to develop machine industry

L]

to it5 modern capacity, survived despite the sternest competition from

°

foreign artisans. Government measures in England to stop the decline

4

in industrial art included establishing a Parliamentary Select

Committee on the arts and their connection with the manufactures of

LY

industry in 1835. The Committee was mandated by a motiom of William

. Ewart, MP for Liverpool (cited in Pearson, 1982), td inquire into:
\ A *

The best means of extending a knowlédge of the arts -and of the
Principles of Design amoné the people,(especially the manufacturing

population of the country); also to inquire int¢ the constitution, -

Y
o

. T
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manage:lnents and effects of institutio’ns connected with- the ar.t_s.

(p.15) ' .

Two of the Committee's recommendations required immediate action
to impr‘ove the qualii:y of design instructien: ﬁ(a) the fntegrafion of
design education in any national education system, and (b) the setting
up of a Government School of Design. According to Sutton (1967) in

t -
.Artist of Artist?, commercially useful skills and knowledge were to

. "~ be imparted to an artisan class through a system of drawi;\g which

stressed regularity in linear désign and the rigid reproductio.n of

flat. ornamental pattern. This was a system devised for artisans and «
" mechanics with the declared intem:ion of giving instruction releva;t

to the character and "'the condition of workmen and servants" (p.46):

a system of drawing which b;l'coﬁtemp;)rary standards is far removed

from the developmental and emotional needs of children.

The recommendation of the Select Committee Qere partially .

implementécj in 1837 with the establishment of the South Kénsington |,

School of Design and, soon’afterwards, other similar schools in the

[
v

provinces. Bell (196}) has charted the effect that this type of -
foundation had on at training in this country in his publiéation,

The Schools of Design. The formation of schools "with a very strong -

vocational bias closely connected with the demands of industry" (p.254)

was to lay a foundation for.good judgement in the consumer and the

producer of manufactured articles. The final emphasis was always on

the improvement of British goods and taste:
The repeated copying .of geometrical figures might in the end-

produce skilled wor:'kmen. It might develop ‘accuracy _'of eye and

* ]
1 .
3
¢
.
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skill of hand, but it had nothing to do with invention or
'imagination. It turmed its back upon nature and rejected
fantasy. The faulthwas one of intentiom.- The curriculum had
nothing to do with aesthetic feeling . . . it was establishéd
not for the benefit of the pupils but for that of their
prospective employe;s. The Schaols of Design had been created
ih order gots?tisfy the.demands of industry; they had‘been
modified to pacify industrialistg and a great.uniform system
based entirely upon the réquirement; of manufacturers was
fagtened upon every art class‘and every art school in the

codntry. (pp.2é1-262)

Eggleston (1970/71) pinpoints the emergencdof handicraft and

Ly

housecraft in various types and levels of English'gchool in a 20-year

period (1880-1900); he notes how utilitarian and vocational congerns
completely characterized this sector of education. A "utilitar@an
justification" permeated the 19th century ;rt and craft curriculum,
regarding these essent%ally practical activities as "'a pre-vocational
training for the Eapidiy growing ranks -of semi-skilled and domestic

workers" (p.174). This persistent justification of. the existence of

art and ctaft education within the school curriculum, in utilitarian.

terms, appears in the Hadow Report of 1?26 (cited in Cross, 1977):

..In no ether §ubject has there been fn the last century a greater

advance in thé me thods Of)teacﬁing than in those of Drawing and
Art.~The greater réspect now given Yo the subject is . ; . a

‘realisation of its.value in the teaching of other subjects ..

o ¢




a finer taste . . . . In the formation of such taste drawing must

be one of the chief means. .

Some practical skill in drawing forms a valuable and indeed

‘indispensable g&junct to the study of various branches of the
curriculum such as Q;odwprk ?nd metalwo?k,~elementary geometry,
) elementary seience, partiqularly nature study, ﬁiolégy and
‘mechanics, éeograpby_and history. (p.31)

Ancther Ministry of Education report (1946), Art Education, continued

the policy of art in the service of industrial production and consumer
discrimination when its‘prefatory note indicated two broad aims for
the field of art education within the state system:

To raise the level of.pubLic taste and, appreciation, both by
cultivatiné discriminatidn and-by enéoutaging art and craft
activ?ties such as leisure-time pﬁrsuits; and secondly pb proviae
the training required for those who may take up artistic careers,
.more especially in induétri;s which depena on éood‘design and
éraftsmanship. (p:5)

Over ‘20 years -later when the Minister of St;te at the Department

of Education and Science, Mrs Shirley Williams MP, addressed a

»

conference on "Design in Education" (NationaI'Union of Teachers, 1969),
N

consumerism and automated production methods were again paramount

issues. Williams stressed that_"desigq and the approach to design should
underline ‘the whole consciousness of the consumer" and that art and
craft activity—should‘allow for "a true understanding of the methods of

production” (p.6).. .

’

The major criticisms of the Squth Kensington model -of design.

-
-
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instruction came from individuals outside official circles. Sutgon
(1967) cites both Ruskin ané Herbert Spencer as exampleé gf'influential
afigureg in the field of art and philosophy who raised issues concerning
the importance of art to individual dgvelopment. 'Ruskin partiéularly
condemned the constamt practice of copying straight lines in draying

as merely a rapid method gf producing cheap designs for manufacturefs.
The 1835 initiative had, in Ruskin's oggnion, addressed itgelf golely
to the guidancelof.an artisan class. Quick zciteq in Sutton, 1967)
portrayed the South Kensington systgm as an all pervading force
controlling the ar£ educational content of millions;pf children. A
curriculum which was based solely on transmitting manual skills to

adults, Quick believed, was of little educational value to the minds

. .

pf children.

Current written debate-;not justvspecific 'to the fielé~of art
edﬁcation-—has focused on the threat to the school curriculum posed
by vocational and technical traiﬁing initiatives. Holt (1933, 1984)
and’Gorbutt (198&) have both questioged recent vocationalized tréining
programs which seek to deny the tradition of liberal education in'

British schooling. ''Vocational pressures and, employment-led skilli"

_(Holt, 1983, p.85) have, according to Gorbutt (1984), undermined the

principal aim of education fo; democracy. Goodman (1975), within the

confines of .art and craft education, warns against the education of the
’ \

consumer becoming a' dominant aim:
n

The danger is that if this [consumer education] is inflated into
a major aim the role of art can be narrowed to limited objectives

such as the,promélion of Habitat or Hotise and Garden cliches,--

A
T

s
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a sort of middle-class 'dolce vita'. (p.10)

The.influence of the design concept has once again become

a major issue in the visual arts. Nineteenth century efforts to train

an artisan workforce to improve industrial design and educate public

taste have been re-echoed in recent curricular developments which
favor a narrow conception of design education. Educat;onal planners
and administrators have, it~%eems, succumbed to political and .
commercial pressures in emphasizing utilitarian value in the art
curriculum: training in vocationalpskills is seen as an adequate and
appropriate eduycation for adl; art teachers are seen as Producers of :
any effective workforce. In the organization and practice of many
design-related programs and activities few safeguards’have been

evident that preserve the uniqueness of the art curriculum.

Curriculum planning and integration. Curriculum development

»

activities as we know them today--with funded projects, news bulletins,
broadsheets, working pgpers, and reports, as well as advanced courses .

o

devated to the theory af the business--are all very recent as far as
Britain is concerned: Much of .the interest in curriculum planning
derives directly from the pioneering work done in America by Bloom
(1956), faba (1962), and Tyler (1949). Their basic theorizing in .-
the.curriculum field L;s to have considerable impact on educational )

research in England. At th¥t*time, teachers learned that educational,

into specific objectives and that these
- \
objectives could be used|as criteria for evaluating the success or

aims could be broken. do

" ’ ¥
failure of their courseg. So persuasive was this ''rational curriculum"

planning" mode]l that s e 20 years later it had become official policy



in the Schools Council working paper (1975), ''The Whole Curriculum 13-16".
The paper assures us that "most teachers would agree that planning of

curriculum at all levels in schools should be as rational as possible'

[
(p.61)
Lawton $969) and Whitfield (1971) suggest that the rationally

~

planned and integrated curriculum model is far more apprepriate to an
industrialized egalitarian society. The curriculum has changed,
according to Lawton (1969, pp. 5-6), as a result of three related
socigl pressures:

L4

1. An "economic' pressure for schools to produce scientistsy
"« mathematicians, and technologists.
2. An "ideological" pressure for schools to transmit a common 7
culture to all children. -
3. A ''rationality" pressure for schools to proQide relevance
and explanation across the educational spectrum.,
@hitfield {1971) maintains the curriculum of schools should be derived
from theoregical consideg@tions rather than ad hoc necessity. In a
| further study (Whitfield, 1973), he ésseéses the needs and interests
of the child as'beiﬁg_of secondary importance in curriculum planning:
If we are searching for a fundamental referent for curriculum
planning, only (iii)--man's acquired knowledée and understanding
stands as an irreducible element, for both our sense of community
\
-and our ideal of the person are contlngent upon this aspect.
This is not 'to suggest that (i) [soc1ety] and (1i) [the 1nd1v1dual

pupii] . . . are not 1mportant in currlculum planning--but merely

. to assert that they are logically secondary. (p.40)



Contemporary.zeal for synthesis and curriculum integration has
revolved around contemporary:theories of knowledge of Hirst (1975; and
Phenix (1964). Whéther it is six "'realms of meaning” (Phenix) or
seven "forms of knowledge" (Hirst), both analysts propose pla;ned,
system-based change .in the whole curriculum of schools. They have

. , p
shifted the discussion from a consideration of the merits of particular
subjécts; to a sharper focgf on the purposes and aims o§ edu;afion and
on the curriculum as.a whole. Their concern is for a'%road, coherent
curriculum for all pupils. As a consequence, prebent curricula is
perceived as being too narrow and its appréachesvtoo-differentiated.

In the interests of balance and coverage, umified pxperiences--inter-subject

or, supra-subject structure blocks of related subjects--provide an

°

- operatienal model for integrated.curriculum planning based on the

"forms" or "r?i}ms“ of knowledge.

in "Power and thé Integrated Curriculum'’, Musgrove (1973) believes

schools should be ''very loose confederations of diverse centres of

3 e

academic power" (pllO). Arguing that social structure and culture in.

a post-industrial society are diversified, differentiated, fragmented,
¢ . ’ . -
Musgrove contends that teachers can cooperate effectively from a

L ~

subject base without h%ving to lose their identity to centralized
forms of organizational control. Musgrove considers any blurring
of subject boundaries in the interests of unified or integrated:

curricula and corresponding organizational structures, to be
. ;

retrogressive, dangerous, and inefficient. He maigtains that the

-~

foundation of powerful monopolies within education threatens individual.

subject identity and teacher worth. The pluralist nature of modern

a

AN
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society requires diversity in the curriculum, not centralizg}ion:
-

Open-pfﬁg architecture and integrated curricula are part of

the process of homogenization which social analysts see as the
v

dominant trend of ourf times. I believe that the opposite is

o

e

the case,: that post-iﬁdustrial societiés are not characteristically

P

homogenized and 'massified'; they are even more segmented,
differentiated,, diversified. Differences are not removed but -

accentuated. - And the trend is nbt towards more bureacracy,

3

if by ¢pureacracy we mean highly centralized forms of organizational

<control. Contemporary curriculum development and its organization

v -

- corollaries are a curious throwback : a retrogression which has

i

no enduring place in post-ipdustrial societieﬁ. (pp. 9-10)
Gregor (1973), in a philosophical paper ''Integrated Art and ~
Aesthetics", describes the word ”{Btegratiqn”'as the current

. i21 '
educational "hurrah' werd which has been used-in a notoriously ambiguous
4 2 c

fashion (see.Pring, 1970; 1973, for.a similar assessment of the terms

"integ@ated" and "jnterdisciplinary'). She felt this devaluation of

r

the, concept was a pity gince a great deal of valuablé practical wo;k
"had been achieved undér the integra;ion barnner’, ewen though, in her
opimion, the rationale had not been articulated in'any“precise or

satisfactory manner. ) ’ s N i

+

In the research studies of Stockl (1974, 1976), integration
. ? . : ) - y
emerged as one of the central concerns in art and desigreducation. , .;

Stockl indicdted that the increased provision for art, with the ; EN
reorganization of schools into a comprehensive system, was being

> ¢ ?

offered in the form of design departments or creative arts faculties.

L8 .a\ B - . rd
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The disquiet felt by some art educators about integrationary approa_ches"’

and structures Seems to have been glven statistichl’ weight w1th ¢

Stockl s (1974) "A;t Integrated" research where she found from the

replies of art advisers and teachers 'there was a certam wariness of

3

organized integration" (p.19). Of some 7%% of all-heads of art
departments and all art edvisers questioned in England and Wales,

Stockl discovered, the least popular form of integration was thé one

~ based upon design departments. Headteachers questioned on curriculum
innovation in art indicated a strong preference for some form&f
integration, and, where interdisciplinary work was envisaged at all,

most favored the design option.
8

Another researcher, Géneron (1974), concluded that out of a variety

of applications of the 1ntegrat10n concept two had a special 1mpact

[}
on art educatlod e "

1. The integration of aims,scurriculum and practical work of
' s

the art and crafts departments 1nto the 'design’ departnents.
/

2. The 1ntegrat10n of the physmal fac111,t1es of tha art and

crafts departments (pp.57- 58) “r

”

Holt (1974, 1978) argues that any program which interrelates the

arts and cfafts within a scheme or rationale of whole currlculum

0
b

plaming, needs "'the bureaucratic protect-ion offered’by a faculty

s

structure" (1974, p.20). For this reasona, Holt cautiously sﬂpportas
a’ weak theory of mtegratlon" (1978 p 77) with regard to art, craft
and, to some extent, housecraft. Clement (1975), in:a position paper

representing the views of the-Association of Art Advisers (AAA),.

questioned the increasingg“ teudency in comprehensive schools to group .

°

x "",;;\. -
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with other subjects in-the ¢urriculum has led to a polarization of

-}

arts subjects within a generaclized 'faculty system.' Faculty groupings
N . A * - [>Y

have, usually been based on ''traditional and assumed working relationships

@ ) o .
between subjects" (p.1); \asome faculty combinations have been based on
i \'\ ‘ ° . . ..

a somewhat limited network of relationships. Clement believes too many

El
¥

faculty groupings "tend to assume that the subjects 'involved are
composite rather than complementary' (p.1). In an ‘endeavor to

securé political: power and parity of esteém in the school curriculum,

o .

the arts may well be prevented from achieving full effectiveness in

terms of content, relevance, and teaching style. The administratively

convenient’and egonomically attractive proposition of combining art

- . 9
aims. In his special study undertaken on behalf of the Schools Council’

"Art and the Adolescent' project, Clement (1972) ‘sunmarized the then

¢urrent situation in art teaching accordingly:

t

At their two extremes the two main movements towards .integration

¢

represent two very contrasting points of view as to their =,

»

educational function. Many design departments are particularly
“concerned with analysis, research and the application of logic

in problem solving situations--with the cognitive aspects of

©

3

¢ education. In the expressiv/ejrts depargnfen;s much emphasis
may be placed on the role of feeling, intuition and personal

4

- response—-\gith the affective aspeqts" of education. For
administre?tive or political reaqor:s within the schooi;. one -of
these aspects may be implemented at the expense of " the other
apld to the possible detriment of a properly balanced programme

- for the children. (p.23)

’ Y
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Macdonald (1974), in an article for the National Society for Art

9

ﬁgucation (NSAE) Journal entitled "Unity or Fragmentation', focused

attention on the "ailution"‘éf lowest. gommon denominator aspect when
art’ ghd §r£ education are foréed'to submerge their identities Yithin
group working strategies along thematic lines. Sensing motivations
more in keeping with econoq}c and political expediency than educational
uworth; the author suggests art and art education are being compromised
’énd‘ﬁevalued b¥ such metpods:
Integratien involves dilution and fragmentation of our disciplines
[art and art education].’ Cooperation between areas. based on sound
disciplines produces the most valuable multi-media expeériences.
(p.1) ° .
Whilst'integration has been viewed with distrust, suspicion, and

alarm by many art educators, ''collaboration'’ appears to be a softer

less contentious term with regard to closer working relationships

. between arts subjects, home economics, and craft design and technology

(CDT). The Schools Council bulletin‘(1978),lArt 7-11, efplains how

"the collaborative potential of art' (p.41) requires respect for the

: . _
separate subject identities in any combined work. The publication

acknéwledges the impqrtance of visual education in supporting,

extending and complementing other subject areas in project work; but

reinforces the need for art to filfil its primary purpose within

°

curriculum. Integration on these terms would be a marriage of true
minds, where each SUbJECt would make equal and dlfferent demands‘ﬁpon
the child. Langer (1970) has made 31m11ar observations with regard

to the concept of expressiveness across the arts and crafts continuum,

/”

¢
e
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when she eoncludes that it is untrue andﬁggngerous ‘to generalize from -

a single consideration.' Basic principlés shouuld be sought rather

than adherance to any simple and sweeping theory of sameness:
Such candid stu&ly, is more rewarding than the usual passionat:e
declaration that all the arts are, alike, only their ma!}erials S

b ) . - . a .

differ,.their principles are all the same, their techniques all

analogous, etc. That is not only’ Lnsafe; but untrue. It is in

pursuing the differences among them that ¢ne arrives, finally

' ’ at a point where no more differences appear; then one has
foued, not Postulégf:ed, tﬁeir unity. (p.169)

The politics of desiegn in general education. JFollowing the Ruskin

¥ ] o

" College speech on the 18 October 1976 by the then Prime Minister, .

. -

) James Callaghan MP, -the Secretary of State for Eciucation and Science
| in England and Wales initiated ndtional debates on educatio.n‘. "These
4 ‘ initiativee followed strong critical comment -in. the papers. and
elsewhere that standards~of performance had declined and that thes,
' : educational syeltem was out of touch with the fundamental need for
Britain to survive ec-o'nomically in a highly ceﬁxpetitive world, through
the efficiency of its industry and commerce. Following these
discﬁssions the Green Paper, Command Paper 6869,‘ was published :
(Department of I‘ducat:lon and Science, 1977) . .
As a statement of future govermment pollcy in the f1eld of : ’
education, the document was critical of schools where the currleulum
- had not kept pace with modern industrial life. It anphaeiged the

5 part played by education in revitalizing British 'manufacturing

industry, thereby increasing national wealth. The idea that "design
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for all may briﬁg practical benefits to British industry" (Doe,e1930,
p.5) perfectly fitted the Green Paper's priorities for more praéEicali
education to aid industrial regeneration. Design stugiéé, with its
problem-solving apprﬁach‘and rather intelleétualized incremental
process, éppearea to offer just the right kind of .broad and flexible |,
edlucatiori appropriate for transfer to ‘future technologies. ‘

The education and industry lobby had rapidly grown in the 1970's.
A preoccupation Jwith the issue of standards in education’a; the
beginning of the decade developed by the 1§te 70's into increasi§§ e
concern, that schools shdaldubecome more related to the world of/work.
Connections had been drawn between schooling, the at£itudes of teachers,

o

and the declining national economic performgnce (Weinstock, 1976,p.2).
%he present .Prime Minister, Mrs Margaref Thatcher MP, since taking
office in 1979, has been active in promoting cqnnec;ions between

§ign education and industryf A seminar (1982) on ''Product design
and market success'' held at 10 Downing Street, stressed the “importarce

of‘problem—solving';pproaches and design utility:

At present, design is too often taughl in secondafy schools.as

an art subject., It is rarely taught as it should be--as a
practical, problem-solving discipline that is ideal for preparing
young people for work withim the constraiht§ of user needs and
the markéé . . . . Syllabuses a;g:afranged to'give greater merit
‘to ‘purg' art than to the.practicél application of design.
(Thatcher, 1982, p.2) § ’ ‘ ‘
It is clear from the general tone of‘th s pronouncement that the

°

- Prime Minister is referring to a functional design suited to the needs
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of engineeriag and-industrial productionh; it has little to do with "

aesthetic considerations relating to design appearance.
De31gn has been a recognlsable secondary school subject since
the late 60's. Sometlmes design education sprang from the individualt

efforts of art aﬁd craft teachers who wanted to add an extra dimension

to the teaching of manual skills; sometimes it was used as an apﬁropriate

label when, for the sake of rationalization, art and craft and home

economics facilities were grouped together in a design faculty building’
? .
("Design in Schools", 1977)., A.series aof Govermment-sponsored Schools

" Council curriculum development projects sought to overlay the traditional

craft activities of wood and metalwork with the notion of "total"

f

design (Harrison, 1969). Design,; as a subject, featured in courses

~ o

for teacher preparation in London (Goldsmith's College “and Hornsey)
and provincial outposts in_the Midlands (Loughborough) and Wales
.(Cardiff). Apart from these a¥ hot activities, the Government

’ tommissioned two major reports on design education in schools : Design

) in General Education ‘(Royal College of Art, 1979) and Design Education.

LY

at Secondary Level (Design Council, 19805. : '

\
"The semantic ‘ambiguity associated with the term "'design' has

‘ccntributed to cénfusion in the literature Herbert Read (1965/66), the
British phllosopher and art educator, in an essay on the complexities of
design in general education,(conJectqred on the true meanlng of design--
i;—a general sense of\''design for living'<-in contrast to related

terms iike form, pattern, and composition:

We design everything we make for a purpose, tools, furniture,

< houses, towns and regions. We also talk about design in the things,

$
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we make for our pleasufé--painti’ngs, music, balle‘t, costumes, etc. o
Is it the same quality which we bring into such apparently diverse
activities? Is d;sign the connect.:ing link between the useful _and “ﬁ

the beautiful? 'What, in fact, do we mean by the word design? (p.6)
. . o : st
Professor L.B. Archer, leader of the Design Education Project unit

at the Royal Coilege of Art, reported (ci'tec} in Egglestone, 1976) that

‘the design "confluence" cou}d in his op”inion Be described thus: —
Design is that area of human experience, skill and knowledge  °
v:zhich is concerned with man's ability to mould his.environment,

to suit his material and spiritual needs . . . . There is a

»

sufficient body of knowledge for this area called 'design' to be
develobed to a level which will merit scholarly regard for the

future. (p.15)

s

-

Archer (1975), in‘taking "a cl:oser look at the relations between

the Broad concept of design in ger;eral education and its component parts"
(p.1), locates the meaning of the term.'desigpn' somewhere at the
intersection between attitude (design a{wareness), proces; (problem
sol\lrilx"{g‘) , and product (artifact or design solution). From a myriad

of meanings and interpretations, Archer has indicated how the term has

!

been variously employed in schools to mean:
. 1. Design activity, ﬁalongside' art, craft and other subjects.

2. Design activity, as a substitute for art, craft etc.

3. Designfactivity, representing a special sort of problem-solving

approach. . '
4. Désign activity, as a vehicle for genéral educational experience.

5. Désign appreciation, as a synonym for visual education.



6: Design appreciation, as a liberal arts study. .
7. Design education, as a collective term for the activities of
a loosely federated group of 'practical' subjects. (p.2).
A host of éonflicting opiqions have emergeé?ébout the meaning,
nature, content and structure of design in general education. More-
particularly, the issue of how design education shouid be introduced
into schools still rémains unresolved. The pivBtal concern, to
drastically condense Arch@r's seven/gﬁﬁlications of design in schools,
is still wﬁether design’should be structured within the school
organization ''as a separate department; as a loose combination of,art,
craft, technology, and home ecoromics; or as a theme across the
curricqlum” é&ogers, 1983, p.22)

In his book Art and Industry, Read (1934) warned of the dangers to

' society, to personal freedom and- to.education, inherent in the development
‘of a techolbgically-basé& civilization. . In particular, he equated |
functionalism in indu§try with vocationaligm in education. There has
been increasing evidenc; of the latter in practical education for at
least a decade now (1969-79). The rapid gro&th in design education Has;4
accofding to Clement (i97h), beeﬁ the consequence of policies formulated
in the light of utilitarian.goals for an industrial mass-society.

» Motivations associated with thil barticular type ofiintegration, i.e.
faculty groups linking art, craft (wogdwofk, metalwork, and technical ’
subjects), and home economics, have been enuTerated by Clement in the
form of "preséures": ) B

Pressure'érom the D.E.S. [Department.of Education and Science] to

>

up-date the image of Craft education with consequent pressure upon
-' N - -

L3

-
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. the Colleges of Education‘to re-structure their courses.

.
. )

Publicity pressﬁre from two very successful Schools Counc1l Progects
["A School Approach to Technology" (1967) and "Educatlon Through

the use of Materials" {1969)].

Thepretical pressure from these projects and from a number of

articulate lecturers in Collegeé of Art and-Education.,

4

'The.pressure of Comprehensivé reorganization and an attendant
building programme with a strong emphasis upon providing’related

~and shared facilities f;r Art, Craft &nd Home Economics.

’
\

‘Political pressure within the schools to form larger empires to

match thé other 1afge facylties being formed.- (p.12)

-

The past two decades have seen the re-emergence of vocationaiism

Y
o

as a central issue in British education. Vocatiopalism is the belief
4 ] that Zhe purpose of education is té‘prepafe pupils for employment, and
to give these pupils transferable skllls appropriate to a technological
age. With the establishment of de51gn courses in secondary schools,
the focus of art teaéhing has changed to accommodate integrated programs
of stuqy. This new approach to art and design is, in the opinion of
many art educators, a restrictive practice directed towards prescribed

outcomes.

The development of design education hag obviously had an impact
upon the content and organization of art in schools. With the

introduction of a design "rationale",rproblem-solving has become a |
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-

central activity extending to the related areas of art, craft, and /

-

hotie economics. The adoption of a common model in this section of the -

curriculum fails to respect individual subject differences. For many art
- '

teachers, traditional values have been fqrfeited in the interests of

~

an integrated system. :

e

¥



Chapter 5

Design Education

Background. From the mid 1960's to the present (1986), the
accelerating change in the political/social/ecomomic climate has

resulted in‘a "rationalization" policy being adopted in schools to deal
.
‘with the results of falling rolls, dwindling resources, and increased
demand for technologists. Recent progress in English art education
has, in consequence, focused upon the questioﬁ of integration within
the context of curriculum development with the .establishment of design
education courses in middle and secondary schools. Rearrangement of
timetables and the assimilation of art and craft education within

design faculties or departments has changed and/or limited the role

for art education in some schools. The usual result has been a reduction

in quantity and quality of art teaching. )

In England, the pressure for educational accountability caused
: centrai-and-lécal government to review priorities and generally tighten
up the art and craft éurrieulum.‘ The emergenée of design education
seemed to éerve two purposes: (1) an economical;use of building areas,”
and (2) the desire to break down subject barriers. .Apart from X
‘ highlighting the need'to rationali%e and justify the educational function -
of craft teaching, design education succeéded in securing fundé® study.

Money from central government has financea‘researCh by the Schéols

Council, Design Council, and certain universities and colleges on an -

?
Y

unprecedented scale.

Against this background of concern, design education first

developed as a serious aspect of general education in the late 1960's.

—-— ot

[ -w;;ﬁ
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The British stereotype drew sustenance from William Morris and the early
" 20th century Art and Craft Movemennﬁp from the Bauhaus and its industrial
art school tradition of the 1920's; from the development of "basic
design" courses for 'students enteriné art schools and éollegés in the
late 1950's-and-60's (especially aE‘Néwcastle, Leeds, Cardiff, and
Hornsey (Lond&n)).' Projects were initiated preparing teaching and
learning packages for new courses which would improve the teaching of
design. The funding for this research was distributed through three
agenci;s: the Schools Council (Loughborough College of Education
"PrOJect Technology , 1967 -72; University of Exeter "Arts and the ] -
Adolescent project, 1968 -72; University of Keele ' De51gn and Craft
Educatlon Project', 1968-73; Goldsmith's College, University of London
"Art and Craf} Eduq;tion 8-13" projeét*,{6%9-72; Education Unit, Town:

and County Plamning Association "Art and the Built Environment" °
project, 1976-80), Roygl College‘ok Art ("Design in General Educatioﬁn
study, 1974-76), 4nd the besign Council (''Design Educ?tion at Secondary
Level” study, 1978-80). Whilst réports from these major projects have
influenced the aevelopment of design education in the period under
diécussion (1969-7?), other published research has been of, importance
(e.g. Aylward, 1973; Baynes, 1§69; Eggleston, 1976; Green, 1979;‘

Zanker, 1972), Alongside this there has also been the introduction of

a journal, Studies in Design Education and Craft, and the establishment

of a professional association, the National Association for Design
Education.

That design educgtion has brought much needed impetus to current

craft teaching in schools is to be applauded; thqt’it has provided
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“artifact" (Meeson, 1974, p.293) took up a diametrically epPOSed
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administrators, and many headmasters, with a system that at the same

time both fragments .and integrates art educationm is something not quite
[}

H

so praiseworthy. At "grass roots" level, therefore, art teachers,

have continued to be particularly apprehensive about their role in °
relation to de‘sién dep;rtmeﬁts. Many sincere art teac‘ﬁers‘ are very .
uneasy, about a currié:ulum'for” children which seeks to concentrate only -
upon a common eo_x'e of basic elements. Aptaggnists of the”"art-in-design
education'’ model (e.g. Association of Art Advisers, 1973; Barrett, 1979;1
Cameron, 1977; Clement, 1973, 1974; GoBdman, 1976; Stockl, 1974)

maintain ,that, whi(lst design stidies have given academic respec:,tability «

to é traditionally lov; status area within echool curricula, the dés'n!gh

me thod l'argely denies the individual and intuitive nature of activity

»’

in the visual arts. - ' . ‘ N

~
"

Analysis. The departere frem whét Meeson (1974) calls the "fine
art/craft" rationale, with its eméhasis on the art object requiring‘
particular skills or techniques ,— ®as spearheaded fer—the-most—part
through the authoritative ﬁ'éitirigs of Dewey (193;4), Lowenfeld =~ - S
(LdWenfeld & Brittain, 1970), and Read (1949), Their view of art
edacation as a general education concept -which does not pos:.t any
particular outcome for artistic activity in.the form of a particu].ar' R
position in relation to the then domir)am;. értifact—orientated cou’rses.
Something of the flavor of this “‘either/or" syndrome (Allison, 1978)-- -
"either a reaction against or . . . remedy for the felt deficiencies
in the prevailing mode of thought or action" (p~85)--appears to ’

Lo, .
characterize current thinking with regard to the design education/expressive

——
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art polemicf”Thé pressure to tighten up and défend the arts curriculum

has, in many observers' wiew, permitted the pendulum to sw{ng back and

rediscover the 'supposed" beneflts to be derlved from instruction and’%f

“ training for the development of pUbllC taste (Brown, 1921 p.120). ,

“

In this respect, the educational pendulum has heralded the return of the

~

~ well-meaning, but radical, design education rationale. ?
The development of design education studies in Englieh schools has
given"mygb;needee profess?onal,identityiand difection to craft teaching.
In the promotion of problem solving and decision making processes,
design education has ‘shifted the base of craft teaching appreciably
away from the menial and‘the‘manuel. Objectives heve been clearly
defined and appear to relate to qgcially beneficial<outcomes whilst

afford{ng the individual the opportunity of confroﬁting practical
o oy ?

* and funétiqgel problens. Design education has presented a loglcal,, °
obJectlve and largely intellectyal program of problem recognition !

K3

and” solutlon; it involves ;hlldren 1g_problem solving experiences -
in both two-and-three-&imengipna} media; it requireé the use of a
ﬁhole process of reasoning which has as its goal the.efficient
producfgon of a fenctional produ&t; an% it is seen as offering
multidisciplinary design solutions to human needs® Design is viewed |,
as the element which draws together the social, technical, economic,
and aesthetic factors inherent in the understandlng of contemporary -
technologlcal and cultural problens.” )
Whilst acknowledging the considerable progresé which has been - -

made in moving craft education awdy from the traditionally separate

§hbjects of woodwork, metalwork, and technical drawing, with its

>
-
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N . .
practical blend of limited inflexible exercises an outdated vocational

skills critics of 'des’ignl education. point to an-imbalance in its overall

approach. They Jargue that a s;gstemanc program whlch follows a rigid -

5
step by step process towards- a known goal is alien to thé\dlvergent

AP { . \

problem fmdmg nature of art education. How can such an approach
cater to the emotlor)al 1ma21nat1ve and intuitive development of the

1nd1v1dual? The potentg.al of expressive artw’ork is dangerously

v

' undervalued in some secondary schools (Goodman, 1980) its aparoach

con31dered too romantlc spontaneous and lacking in Ob_] ect1v1ty

-

Personal echression fails to feature in the general procedures of

- ¢

"design education. = .- ‘ - .
- - A L 5
.».The answer to the problem of how to achieve a more ‘balanced diet
« )

in the aesthetlc/creatlve mode is not necessarily to be found-i in total

¢
-

subJect 1nt}egrat10n. 'In thé areas of art, craft design and technology,
)and home eco such an. arrangement limits worklng practlces-,. <

Competence is encouraged in the use of tools fo certain prescribed -
.. R dg N

. ends: those of unlformlty, acceptance,” and dependence; rather than

- 4 L c

d1vers1ty, questlonlng, and 1ndependencei( Where design departments

have .been operatlonal for some time, the art Sp8C1allst has - »

expe ‘/yenced a senSe of vulnerability .far more acute than the ' apparent
{

1solat10n1_/,protagonlsts of de51gn educatwn sought to combat w‘lthm

A")

“

art departments. The art teacher 1nadequate’ly traJ,ned and creatlvely

unsu:.ted to the role which now ronfronts him in gls new 31tuat10n~
‘fr
4 [

‘has suffered a-loss -of 1dent1ty ‘and erosion of professmnal status °

- -

unparalleled aguCe ‘the introduction of art’education into state

* a ) q( N
schools in Britain. .y ‘ ' . -
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'Recognlzlng the tendency to integrate schools of art w1th -polytechnics
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Conclusion. In Herbert Reacs (1968) last published writing

looklng forward to the 1970's, he took up the theme of design.

and colleges of te;hnology as yet another example of State rationalization
limiting artistic function, Read concluded that the practical, social
and ‘commercial values(zf the new design oonceotusupport mechanization,.
noifimegination. Read went on to elucidate why, in his opinion, this
new’concept.of desién augurs badly for art education: . :
Perhaps I should say it tends to deny the imagination; that I ¢fear
that in another ten years it will have betgayed the imagination. .
;To express the same thogﬁht in other words it deprives the work ,
of art of its symbolic value, its orlglnal function of creating
forms expre551ve of. human feeling. (p 16) f" ! ~ ; .
Alarmingly’, Read s words went unheeded and, in the years that have

H

elapsed since this prophetlc warnlng, design education is distinctly

"suffering fromYa severe case of accelerated growth" (Clement, 1973,

. ° @ e
P-®. (\ ' : © o

The creation of design departments/faculties, the adoption of

a common model for ‘the design process, and the extension of design-related

- activities acros$ the art and crafts curriculum, has imposed structures

.

on art education that have been both harmful and retrograde. This .

-

" damage has been compounded by the introduction of integrated progranis

N

encouraging'a uniformity of'working procedure with an emphasis on the

operational aspect. Art teadhers, anxious to re-establish the unique

contribution -of thelr subJect area, are unsympathetic to an approach
{ :

which emphasizes a functional attitude to design. Such a paradigm

]
[t L



prevents adequate response to the balahced needs of children: th;ir
sensory needs, their intellectual needs, and their emotional needs.
The design education‘ratiénale offers a program of problem-solving
.o ) egéeriences in a variety of media. Art education goes far beyond
this level of uqﬁefstandihg; it is aﬂmore diverse activity in which
expéessive forces interrelate with ratioﬁal considerations. Any
collaborative sakemes in the art and design field must recognize and
respect theée_essentigl differences.
Art education's involvément in design'education‘has been, in the

- author;s opinion, afmisgui&ed attempt by those in authofity to cénfer
- a respectable status 1abél n an area of activity hitherto considered

"different" in ﬁurricuLar terhs. Thét-teachers have been diverted

away from a concensus of previously-accepted art educational goals is,
. T A

according to Read, a betrayal of the imagination. The. results of art

education's aqgu;escence to external pressure grou as finally
bfoﬁghf about the rise'qf-design education facu}fiiijkk}¥wg//
respectability sought‘by early defendants of the integrétion policy -
E . has proved to. be nothing but.an organizational veneer: an insubstantial
. wrapping, promising‘ﬁuch but achieving little. Aré'educagion "forcibly"
’ made respectable conforming to the pattern of technological advance
has ﬁaid a ﬁigh price indeed for that respect. |

’ oL e .
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Conclusion
* Art . . . never presents us with a blueprint of what to think of

what knowledge we should have or attempt to influgnce us as to the’
conclusions we should come to, but rather presenfs.us withpraw
‘material--essential abstractions in imagery and symbolic form.

which have to be worked on, refined and made thé basis of original
action or thought by individuals . . . b Th; Artg, through their
imagery, afford the possibility for inqependent thinking, aé
alternatives to the exactitude of stand;;disation, of uniformiti,

of predictability‘and of single-valued thinking enjoyed by analytical
philosophy, scientific calculations ;na their technological
application. (Marshak, 1976, p.5) -

In this study the author has described the background, implementation,
and major shortcbmings associated with the use of artists’within educational
settings ana_the infqoduction of des{gn education-components into the
art and craft curriculum. He has érgued that both innovations are
expressiens of communities which have lost faith in the tréditionai
‘ values of afg education, és‘expressed by D'Amico, Lowenfeld, and Read.
Both -are responses to the fickleness of time and mood, that have
demoralized those whose concern it is to develop the creativity of
ehil&ren. The artist-in:the-schéol progr;m embodies an approach'which
seeks to either‘radically'change the art teacher's role within the
curriculum or, more drastically, to make the ar; teacher's contribution
subordinate fo that proffered by the peripatetic employeercraftéhen.f

In the case of design education, an attempt has been made to impose



highly prescriptive and technical skill-based programs on_the visual
arts, with the consequent departure from previously-accepted educational
goals which enphasized self-fulfilment.

Whilst it is suggested that the practice of putting professional

artists in education raises serious issues about the nature and relevance

of the visual arts in American schools, it has never-the-less provided

Q

a valuable opportunity to narrow the gap which exists between artists
" and art educators. Clearly the artist as practising animateur has a
rich ard inspiring contribution to make to education at all levels but

not’peéessarily in terms of commitment to the classroom. As a resource

person in the community,-the artist can be used most effectively when -
t4
supplementing on-going programs designed by teachers; as a "teacher"

in the classroom, the artist often lacks the communication skills
r ‘ '
necessary to successfully impart his or her ideas to children. Recent

research by Hargreaves (1983) and Tickle (1985) reinforce the value of

good téachen—pupil dialogue in’those areas of the curriculum particularly

4

concerned with creativity and personal growth. The art of tedching is

a crucial factor in effective learning in the visual arts. To ask
artists to act as.teachers is to invite.a lowering of standards” and

‘create disharmony generally.

In a similar vein, the author has questioned the manner in which
' . ' v

art is empldyed in integrated art and désign education programs. A

belief in integration“as an educational ideal is disastrous if, in the

’

implementation of this approach, little regard is taken of the different
objectives, processes, and the basic ‘character-of the constituent

subject areas. If we'habituallJ approach art and design education from
o . )

17
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a solely functional, quantitative, and scientific standpoint we do not

encourage aesthetic enquiry in the child and little suspect ''what

spontaneous activitieé, what fertile curiosity, may have been stifled

in him" (Piaget, 1953, p.23). The submergence and migapplication of

art within 1ntegrated design programs need not become the blueprint.

Adams and Ward (1982) provide a considepable measure of sensitivity and .
understanding in their proposals for ways in which the creative arts
might develop an awareness of the sensory and feeling significances

inherent in the child's personal relationship with his (built)

» 4 - . »
environment. The urban. complex can provide a focus for some genuine

L

- sharing of ideas and approaches without compfomising either art or _

de31gn education in the process. Providing the difﬁérent needs and ‘

experiences are respected the emphas1s must always be on the extent

to which the child can explore and learn in a personal way.

_)h
In his 1982 Reith Lectures, Denis Donoghue (1983) challenges the

view that the arts can and should be explalned in pdéfly ratlonal terms. T
The ' resentment against mystery' (p.33), Donoghue arguyes, takes the

form of a domestication of the arts. Living in an age when adult

sophistication dem%nds!total explanation, perfection-and utility, ‘the

threat to our children's innocence and unfettereé absorption in the

4

creativé arts is a-vegy'real one. Indeed, it has been the task of
this author to suggest that the two curriculum innovations descnibedt
inhibit personal introspection and -exploratory experience in art.
Both issues have raised fundamental questioms concerning the meaning

and control of art and design education in our society. Art education

does not aim to teach children to say or do the right things; it is



83.

%

concerned with fostering individual growth in problem-finding processes
aed posing new problems of creative freeduh, with all the risks of -
‘crudity and erfor. Utilif} alone is clearly no substitute for the‘
unique nature of the aesthetic experience. Morris (1972), whilst not
‘confining himself exclusively to art education, describes quite ’ {
beautifully whet for him true engagement in creative education means
" to the individual child, when he writes:
Creative education is congerned with' joyful diséovery by children
of their .powers of construction and expression, of imagination
and.reason, freely exercised and uncoerced by’neurotie adult
» pressures for premature'results which can be defined beforehand.
Tt is concerned: w1th personal development wlth the discovery by
e;ery child of what He has within him to become. It is thus
concerned with being and becoming, with the righE to enjoy every
stage of our development fof, and in, itself, as well as a
preparation for further stages. (Morris, p.249)
The ekéressive traditien‘had its greatest impa®t upon the patﬁern
‘of art education in the period between the Second World War and the
late 1950's. IQ.was a tradition sustained by the ideas and potent
influence of D'Amico, Lowenfeld and Read. The methods: advocated by
these major figures of 20th century art education were adopted by
‘generations of teachefs committed to a ch@lq-centered view, Such an C
orientation apbifled to a bost-wa;,world eager to value individual
freedom and social harmony. - o .
Whilst D'Amico, Lowenfeld and Read indicated the way forward 30 -

v

or 40 years ago, their achlevements have been undermined by a view of
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aft'education geared to the present agé of egfiéiencytand technological
éhange. JIna post-quefn world the idea§ of these men--ideaé whose

_‘rodts.sfem from humanistic rather than technological concerns--are once
again relevant and'urgé%tly needed. Otherwise, there is a real danger
that some of art education's most;éherished values from the

D"Amico/Lowenfeld/Read era will be eroded beyond recognition.
. - ’ r\’ . . : B ,
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