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'is chapter examines guestions and issues that arise in formulating policies that bear on
' philosophy and practice of aesthetic education. After mentioning different meanings of
term aesthetic education, subsequent discussion centers on three generative thinkers and
ideas of a number of contemporary theorists. A final section identifies issues that present
illenges to pelicymakers.

THE MEANINGS OF AESTHETIC EDUCATION

An aesthetically educated person may be understood to subscribe to values and possess dis-
positions that in important respects are distinctive. The respects in which such values and
dispositions are unique, and the methods by which they might be developed are, however,
subject to interpretation. Aesthetic education may imply arts education programs that develop
aesthetic literacy in matters of creating and appreciating art, the fostering of a distinctive

fied by aesthetic concepts and principles. Although an aesthetic point of view can be taken
toward practically anything, aesthetic education may also concern itself with interest in natu-
ral and humanly constructed_environments and in objects and activities of everyday lifg, not
to mention the art of living itself. Curriculum theorists have also examined various aspects
of schooling—teaching, learning, evaluation, administration, and school atmosphere—from
aesthetic perspectives. Several theorists (discussed under Contemporary Theorists) have in-
terpreted aesthetic education as sustaining a close relationship with the branch of philosophy
known as aesthetics because of the educational relevance of the latter's analysis of aesthetic
concepts and methods of inquiry. In short, just as the reach of the aesthetic is extensive
(Hepburn, 2001), so is that of aesthetic education. There are restrictive and more expansive
senses of the terms. [n this chapter, interpretations covering discrete school subjects such as
art or aesthetic education will be designated domain interpretations in contrast to nondomain
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interpretations that are more expansive. Domain interpretations of aesthetic education may be
reg_a.rdcd as programmenct definitions that highlight benefits associated with particular vi-e
points. They _thus are similar to definitions of art that, as Morris Weijtz (1956) has indicau;'

education.

THREE GENERATIVE THINKERS: SCHILLER, READ, DEWEY

Friedrich Schiller (1759-180s)

(1954) and systematized by Immanue] Kant )
(1952)—but also from his ¢l iati i
S Woltssic s o il ) ; 15 close association with
2 1 31
o i . S0 relied on his own conside
In his Letrery on the Aesthetic Education of M.
; A 3 an (1954),' Schiller attempted ¢ i
a;l hac:.uun; l?f (I;he conditions that could release in Man what he called lhepl?vinz E;?::g:
Ot human life, by which he meant those qualities of life (h ized i i
. _ tare realized in ex
Beauty. Such Springs of life would be set free j i : Ay
y. Suct ‘ €e in a fusion of sensuous and formal i 5
a recqncnl:an?n made possible through an integrating impulse that Schiller termed :Z:PUI;;E
experience of Beauty, in other words, was a necessary condition for the emergenc #

humanity. Schiller found the play impulse ideally exemplified in the integrations of form and

wml:r;:;?:; F?’Iosophic ;nalysis has questioned Schiller’s metaphysics and psychology and
al s extraordinary faith in aesthetic education’'s ahilj i
; ility to advance the
morality and human freedom (Beardsley, 19664, PP- 225-230). The impiraliotial f;rn: aUSfehf_’f
message, however, was not lost on writers who continued 1o emphasi; wvili ey
of the arts and the role of art in integrating various human impulses
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Herbert Read [1893—@6&3

Read was a poel, crilic, art historian, editor, philosopher, pacifist, anarchist, and educational
theorist. But he is perhaps best characterized as a humanist in a world of politics who was
at odds with received cultural, intellectual, and educational traditions that he thought were
inhibiting the full realization of individuals’ potentialities. He was appalled by the living and
working conditions in the burgeoning factory towns of the industrial revolution, and he had
come to believe that specialization, division of labor, and technical rationality were fracturing
the sense of community he had experienced during his rural upbringing. His exposure to the
horrors of World War I as well as his early literary training helped shape a poetic sensibility
reminiscent of Schiller’s. It is thus not surprising that Read evokes Schiller in his description of
the kind of education that could ameliorate the effects of dehumanization or in his prescription
for a fitting instrument for accomplishing it—the method of aesthetic education (Read, 1964,
1966). But there are differences as well.

As Read's educational writings (1956, 1960, 1961a, 1961b, 1966) reveal, he drew his
inspiration not solely from Schiller but, like Schiller, also from Plato’s theory that the pattern
of moral virtue could found in the structure of the physical universe. The path to moral goodness
therefore lay in individuals’ repeating this pattern in their own lives. Plato had perceived certain
taws of the physical universe—for example, the laws of harmony, proportion, balance, and
rhythm. Because he had found these laws exemplified not only in the phenomena of nature and
in all living things, but also in fine examples of music, dancing, gymnastics, poetry, sculpture,
and painting, Plato recommended making the rhythmic arts basic in teaching the young.

Read combined Plato’s and Schiller’s ideas with those of writers prominent in his own
time, for example, the social thought of Marx, Morris, and Ruskin and the psychological
theories of Freud and Jung (Thistlewood, 1984). The former group of thinkers sensitized
Read to the dehumanization of society that was being wrought by an industrial machine
culture, one of the consequences of which was a decline in the quantity and quality of hurmanly
craftec objects. From the latter group he adopted certain aspects of psychoanalytical theory.
For example, notions about the structure and dynamics of the unconscious played significant
parts in his thinking about the artistic process and aesthetic education. The operations of
the unconscious being essentially sensuous and sexual in nature—Read characterized his
philosophy of education as a salutation to Eros (Wasson, 1969)—they stood in opposition
to the constraints placed on human behavior by traditional moral codes. Read believed that
dipping into the unconscious, especially into its potent image-making powers, opened up paths

to greater self-realization. Thus, the crucible of the unconscious, which may be thought of as
a cauldron of memory images, feelings, and inherited attributes called archetypes, was to
supply source material for the creative imagination. Whatever impeded access to unconscious
processes was therefore to be discouraged, for it was only by utilizing such processes as
resource material that individuals could express their creative powers. Because Read thought
that modern artists were particularly adept at plumbing the unconscious, he devoted a major
portion of his career to championing their efforts.

Read’s thought and career contain several complexities and contradictions that cannot be
dealt with here. Suffice it to say that from his acsthetics, social philosophy, conception of psy-
chological processes, and interpretation of modern art, it was but a natural step to an educational
aesthetics aimed | at freeing human experience from the repressive tendencies of contemporary

life and schooling. In contrast to Schiller’s crxn%hasis ;ﬁ“l];c“valuc of studying the great works of
ofe

the tradition, Read's pedagogy tended ta demote the art object, He believed conventional modes

.of awareness encouraged Ppassive responses and perpetuated a conception of inert knowledge.

*See Thistlewood {1984) for the evolution of Read's social and psychological ideas.
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Wanted instead was what Dewey called learning by doing. Read consequently favored peda
gogy grounded in processes that emphasized creative self-expression. Given the idiosyncrasie
of learners and the individual dispositions of teachers, Read's preferred method of aesthetj
education was less a set of specific procedures than a selection from a collection of practices
in other words, whatever worked for a particular student.

The impact of Read’s writing was literally global. It is especially evident in his influeng
on the International Society for Education through Art, which periodically confers an award iy
his name. As was the case with Schiller, the spirit of Read’s message counted for more than hj
theoretical formulations. Few teachers had the patience or background to digest the theoretica
intricacies of Education through Art (1956). And by the time Read published The Redempiio
of the Robor (1966),a summary for the general reader of his encounters with education throug]
art, contemporary art education theory was beginning to move in a different direction.

r

John Dewey (1859-1952)

/,‘.'..' P AP
Dewey's roots and preoccupations resemble Read's. He had experienced early childhood in
a rural environment, expressed concerns about dislocations caused by social change, and
criticized educational traditions and institutions he believed were hostile to reform. He also

held pedagogical ideas compatible with Read's, for example, the notion that art should he
._EEJ e
nsu

experienced fo its

reconstruction of experience.

Dewey’s distaste for dualisms and his deep feeling for the unity of experience reflect the
strong influence of Hegel. However, in the course of evolving a naturalistic empiricism. Dewe
abandoned Hegel's metaphysics. Instead, he favored a Darwinian biosocial conception of
human development that conceived experience as interaction betwesn an organism and its
environment or, in Deweyan terminology, doings and undergoings. Among the numerous di-
chotomies that troubled Dewey, there was cﬂe&ip_anicular relevance to this chapter, namely,
what Dewey considered an unfortunate bitf:rcat_i_c_:_r_l between art and everyday life. This separa-
tion was epitomized by the pedestal conception of museum art discussed in Art as Experience
(1934, pp. 7-9). His countervailing strategy called, first of all, for striving to reintegrate art into
common experience. That effort in turn proceeded lhrough The first was defining
everyday experiences in a way that revealed their inherently dramatic character. The second
was claiming that whenever experience exhibits a certain orga:_lg_gt_ig% and possésses certain
qualities it may be regarded as art. This meant that all forms of experience—intellectual, social,
political, and practical—could under certain conditions be so regarded. Presumably the world
of modern work with its typical disjunctions between means and ends could be reconfigured
to provide experiences that qualified under Dewey's definition.

Not unlike Read who wrote eloquently about works of fine art while at the same time
dethroning the art object for pedagogical purposes, Dewey alternated between two views of art.
And according to some writers (e.g., Gotshalk, 1964, pp. 131-38), Dewey did so at the price of
creating some confusion. He seemed to favor the view of the work of art as constituted by certain
qualities of experience regardless of the context of that experience. But Dewey also discussed
art in the conventional sense, namely, as humanly constructed material objects, as works of fine
art. Much of what Dewey knew about fine art was learned from Albert Barnes, the director of the
Barnes Foundation that is renowned forits collections of art and educational programs. Dewey's
dedicating Art as Experience to Barnes reflects the extent of Barnes's influence on his aesthetics
(Glass, 1997). Consistent with Dewey’s view of experience, his pedagogical recommendations
placed emphasis on the designing of problem-solving situations. Implemented in the University
of Chicago laboratory school, they aimed at establishing continuity between the activities of
school and society (Jackson, 1998; Tanner, 1997).

mmatory value and its“potential for the transformation and
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As these brief summaries of three generative thinkers indicate, a line of argument can be
rraced from the writings of Plato in antiquity to Schiller’s ideas in the 18th century to those
of Herbert Read and John Dewey in the 20th century. The unifying thread consists in these
thinkers’ conviction that aesthetic education should be integral to the upbringing of the_: young.
Concentrating on the modemn period, serious discussion of aesthetic education begins with
the writings of Schiller, many of whose main concems were taken up in different wa}fs_by
Read and Dewey. All three writers were preoccupied with such prohlemsl as the dehumamzmg
consequences of political and social dislocation, the a].icnal‘ion inherent in moc!t:rn p_deucuve
processes and institutional arrangements, the reductionism in values, and the d.lSl'}lpl‘lOI] of the
continuity of nature and human experience. For Schiller, the violence of thechlgn uf Terror
during the French Revolution provided the impetus for his analysis of acsthetllc education that
set forth conditions for a more a humane and democratic society. For Read, it was the a{Iivent
of industrialization and the alienation of the proletariat that prompted his rccomndmg a
pedagogy capable of reuniting in human experience what modern life and prndqcﬂon me'Lhods
had sundered. In his broadly defined view of art as a certain kind of worthwhile experience,
Dewey's concerns were similar to Schiller’s and Read's.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

In an article on the history of aesthetic education, Ronald Moore (1998) organizes his remarks
around two sets of questions that he thinks are representative of contemporary d:scusstons‘ of
aesthetic education: questions about the role of the arts and aesthetic experience in the education.
of the young.’" d questions about the role of aesthetics (mainly philosophical aesthetics) in
aesthetic education. Moore reviews writings from antiduity to the present in order to discover
how philosophical theorizing about aesthetic education has interpreted the roles of the arts
and aesthetic experience in both private and public life and what such roles suggest for the
education of young persons. He concluded that this legacy of philosophical thought testifies
to the seriousness with which writers have typically regarded the functions of the arts and the
aesthetic in human experience. These functions, moreover, have been understood in connection
with basic principles that unite the life of the individual with that of the state, principles that
were to be comprehended within a context of theory embracing the exercise of both mind and
sensibility. Growth in aesthetic literacy was believed to progress through a series of stages fl'DllIl
simpler to more complex tasks and achievements, a notion that has become almost axiomatic in
contemporary research on aesthetic development. Moore draws the conclusion that the_reason
the arts have occupied an important place in philosophies is that “they, more than any other
topics of study, transcend limitations of time, place, and personality to reveal what human
beings and their societies are and may be” (p. 91).

CONTEMPORARY MOVEMENTS TOWARD
AESTHETIC EDUCATION

References to aesthetic education began to appear more frequently in discussions of arts ed-
ucation around mid-20th century. Read was still expounding his notion of aesthetic education
as the method for education, and Dewey's ideas about schooling and pedagogy enjoyed favor
with educators of a progressive bent, notwithstanding Dewey’s dislike of the term progressive
education. But with the death of Dewey in 1952 and Read’s in 1968, theorists had begun to favor,
a less expansive and encompassing conception of aesthetic education, one that saw it as a’sub-
stantive subject in its own right and thus deserving of a place in a program of general education,
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Although the lines of influence were not always direct, a number of writings anticipated later
developments in the 1960s and beyond. For example, a year before Dewey's passing, Harry
S. Broudy (1951). whose theory of aesthetic education was to have substantial influence on
subsequent developments in art and aesthetic education, outlined the problems any educatio

aesthetics must address. Among these were the problems of explaining the peripheral statug
of arts education in the schools and the low level of taste prevailing in the society. Broudy alsg
recognized the need not only for understanding the nature of aesthetic experience but also for -

identifying the criteria of aesthetic value and, most important, justifying aesthetic education,
Further, in the 1950s, Thomas Munro (1956, pp. 3-24), who had a long association with the

educational activities of the Cleveland Museum of Art and the American Society of Aesthetics, -

urged the establishment of close relationships between aesthetics and school learning. School
arts activities were to provide data for aestheticians to interpret that could then be used to make
recommendations for teaching art. Munro understood the aims of aesthetic education to be
the furtherance of the artistic and aesthetic strains of human experience and the transmission
of the cultural heritage in ways designed to help students develop a sense of vocation and g
commitment to citizenship. Similarly, the writing team of David Ecker and E. F. Kaelin ( 1958)
pointed out the relevance of aesthetics (o the task of clarifying the purposes of art education
programs, whereas Edmund Feldman (1959) went so far as to assert that all research in art
education should take its lead from aesthetics in order to detect the philosophical assumptions
underlying teaching and learning about art.

The writings referred to previously, and others in a similar vein, in effect st the agenda for

the 1960s. Thus, Manuel Barkan (1962) conjectured that the future of reform in art education
would lie in the effort to make the aesthetic life a reality for theorists, teachers, and students :

i it

alike. Sensing what was in the air, Elliot Eisner (1965) wrote that the emerging interest in

the aesthetic constituted a new era ‘in art education. Eisner regarded aesthetic education as
humane education in and through the arts. To achieve the aims of this kind of education, he
thought it would be necessary to generate ideas by exploring not just the behavioral sciences
but also the history and the philosophy of art. In the introduction to a book of readings on
aesthetics and criticism in art education, Smith (1966) acknowledged the change in thinking
about the scope of art education. Recognizing a need, he also established in the same year the
Journal of Aestheric Education (1966-) which provided a forum for serious discussions about
the nature and problems of aesthetic education.® Portions of Eisner and Ecker's (1966) book
of readings likewise emphasized the relevance of aesthetic theory. A year later, Art Education,
the journal of the National Art Education Association, devoted a special issue (Smith, 1967) to,
aesthetic education. These developments in aesthetic education were symptoms of a watershed
in American cultural life and education. In the 1950s and 1960s, New York City became the
center of the international art world; the national endowments for the arts and the humanities
came into being; and unprecedented support became available for a rash of seminars, symposia,
and conferences on arts education. )

Interest in aesthetic education carried over into the 1970s, which well may be regarded as
the decade of aesthetic education. Indicative is Brent Wilson's (1971) statement in a handbook
devoted to examining the nature of educational evaluation. He said that “the central purpose of
art instruction is to assist students in achieving reasonably full aesthetic experiences with works
of art and other visual phenomena which are capable of eliciting such experience” (p. 510).
Continuing their collaboration, Ecker and Kaelin (1972) identified a peculiarly aesthetic do-
main of educational research, the principal focus of which was on aesthetic experiences of
works of art. In the 1970s, Smith edited two more anthologies that had a bearing on the nature

"In his history of art education, Efiand (1990, p- 240) takes 1966 as a critical year for aesthetic education,

M o b ol

8 AESTHETIC EDUCATION: QUESTIONS AND ISSUES 169

of sesthetic education. One (Smith, 1970) examined the relations of a number of sesthetic,

cepts (o arts education and education generally, whereas.the other {§rculh. 19?‘.1) s.lub—
sumed art-educational wrtings under the topics of aims, currlzculum, design and vlahdauon.
and teaching and learning. While in the 1950s Broudy had outlined mandatory questions to be
addressed by any theory of educational aesthetics, he in effect answered them in his Enlight-
ened Cherishing (1972). The reprinting of this book in the 1990s was a sign of its continuing
'meortance. ) ) )

The shift in orientation that was occurring in the field of art education also produced a
pumber of textbooks that either stressed the idea of aesthetic education or were compatible
with it. Feldman's Becoming Human through Art: Aesthetic Experience in the Schools (1970)

was significant for its subtitle alone. The text, Feldman said, “can be regardt?d as either an
art education text with a strong aesthetic bias, or an aesthetic education text with a strong art
education bias " (p. v). Certain parts of Eisner's Educating Artistic Vision (1972) were also

sonant with the idea of aesthetic education. But standing out as the most ambitious effort
to reform art education in the 1970s—prior, that is, to the Getty venture of the 1980s and
1990s—was the aesthetic education program of the Central Midwestern Regional Educational
Laboratory (CEMREL).

In Through the Arts to the Aesthetic: The CEMREL Aesthetic Education Curriculum, Stanley
§. Madeja (the program'’s director) with Sheila Onuska (1977) set out the scope and accom-
plishments of CEMREL's program and reviewed some of the problems it had faced. “Aesthetic
education in its simplest sense,” wrote the authors, “is learning how to perceive, judge, and
value aesthetically what we come to know through the ‘senses’” (p. 3). The St. Louis laboratory
generated and supported an array of activities ranging from developing curriculum materials
and sponsoring research to convening symposia and conferences. The laboratory’s publishing
program produced yearbooks on different topics (e.g., Madeja, 1977,1978; Engel & Hausman,
1981). The program concentrated on developing curriculum units for the elementary years that
were organized around the notions of integration, unity, and organicity. Although these notions
reflect the influence of Read and Dewey, they were complemented by the findings of modern
cognitive studies.*

If the 19505 can be regarded as having set an agenda for aesthetic education, the 1960s as
having produced a Jiterature that began to communicate the significance of its points of view,
and the 1970s as having actnalized some of the possibilities of implementation, the 1980s and
19905 were marked by initiatives to build further on established foundations. In a number of
places, Vincent Lanier (e.g., 1982) designated aesthetic literacy as the end of art education,
and Madeja and D. N. Perkins (1982) edited a series of discussions on the phenomenology of
aesthetic response. Most noteworthy, however, was the gxtensive involvement in art education
by the Getty Center for Education in the Arts (renamed the Getty Education Institute for the
Arts; in the 1990s, it was ultimately dissolvea-). which was one of several operating entities of
the J. Paul Getty Trust.®

Directed by Leilani Lattin Duke for 17 years, the Getty venture took its lead from theorists of
art education who were convinced of the importance of integrating several interrelated fields
of study for purposes of art instruction. The Center advanced an approach to art education
termed disciplined-based art education. This approach stressed that the teaching of art should

be grounded in the content and methods of art making, art history, art criticism, and aesthetics .

(Getty, 1985). Publications by Smith (1989), Brent Wilson (1997), and Stephen Mark Dobbs

*For additional discussions of CEMREL's aesthetic education program, see Barkan, Chapman, and Kern (1970},
and a special issue of the Jowrnal of Aesthenc Educarion, 4(2), 1970, Madeja. guest Ed.

sFn:ullou\-'ing a change of leadership at the Getty Trust in the late 1990s, the Education Institute for the Arts was
discontinued.
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(1998) provide accounts of the origins and evolution of the Getty’s efforts. A book of readipge
edited by Smith (2000), which contains selections from an extensive annotated bibliograp .
of the literature of DBAE, supports the conclusion that the selection of the discipline of ,,
thetics was felicitous, This branch of philosophy received the calest attention from schoj,.
and theorists of art education because of its usefualness for Jjustifying art t education and py.
viding content and suggestions for teaching. Alse noteworthy was the Getty’s adoptiop 3
Broudy's philosophy of general education that advanced ideas about aesthetic educatiop diss
tributed throughout many of his writings. Broudy (1987) further contributed a
the Getty publication program and participated as a faculty member in a number

institutes.® Additional Getty involvements in aesthetic education in the 1990 included sup

| for Michael Parsons and H. Gene Blocker's Aesthetics and Art Education ( 1993), a volume in
P o Arsons and

the Getty series Disciplines in Art: Contexts of U,

Enlightened herishing (1994). The cha

pter in this handbook by Stephen Mark Dobbs

under discussion, as did Aesthetics and Arts Education, an Angld.
by Smith and Alan Simpson (1991), and yet another anthology,
edited by Moore (1995). Textbooks, for example, E. Louis Lankford's (1992) Aesthetics: Issueg
and Inquiry and Marilyn Stewart's (1992) Thinking through Aesthetics, also deserve mention,
Furthermore, the 1992 NSSE yearbook, The Arts, Education 1 and ,égﬂﬂer_fc_&wﬂ'ﬁ%, edited
by Bennett Reimer and Smith, contains chapters with discussions of aesthetic experience ang

Icarning. Finally, the Ppublication of encyclopedia articles on agsthetic edgcan'gy

by Eisner
(19921,7 Moore (1998). and Smith (1998, 2002a) attests to the existence of gz substantive
literature on aesthetic education.

CONTEMPORARY TH EORISTS

For the greater part of the second half of the 20th century the foremost
aesthetic education was Harry S. Broudx. Throughout his long career he consistently assigned
animportant place to aesthetic education in both his philosophical and hig educational writings
le.g., 1961, 1964a, 1964b). In his major statement on the subject, Eﬂ_ﬂmmm
(1972), he defined aesthetic education as an important kind of vaJuC_‘zd_ligcqu_ma_tgdg[m
the perennial educational problem of teac __aﬁmu virtue, that is, the problem of developing norms

and standards for individuals’ pursuit of a good life. Part of such a life is what Broudy called

enlightened cherishing, which he understood as a love of objects and acts that is Justified

by knowledge. Because Broudy considered human choices and judgments 1o be pervaded
by aesthetic Judgments and stere

otypes, he recommended a Perceptual approach to aesthetic
education that was aimed at cultivating smdemsL@Ea_c_i_l_it_as to derive satisfaction and insight
from works of art that express the meaning of the more complex and subtle forms of human
experience. In short, aesthetic education as general education was 10 provide the context for
.students’ acquiring both creative and appreciative

skills, what Broudy termed the arts af

expression and impression.
According to Broudy (1987), the
secured by the assumption that the i
of images that energizes and dire

ican philosopher of

fundamental importance of aesthetic education was further
maginative perception of works of art develops a rich store
Cts not only the experience of works of art but also the

e

5See Greer ( 1997) for Broudy's participation

"Eisner’s (1992) article on aesthetic educatio
Educational Research (1983).
— e L SNESEATEN |

in the Getty's efforts 1o reform the teaching of art,

n is identical to the one in the ﬁzm edition of the Encyelopedia n:'

monograph -_
of its summe,

nderstanding, and the reprinting of Broudy’ -
Presentg

Aesthetics for Young People, :
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itude of Broudy's influence is
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:d:f—;()ci::tic culture. Ideology, understood as a set of bchc}is} th;l]t[.«;rAun‘S ir:h); et ang
i imati ions in Swanger’s thought. i
ngage it are animating notions in e
Ltizi;ﬁ]c!z[?n; Sogver enables it effectively to exeln press;u:le o[r; ica:iz;rr?: :;?mics i
i ivi i ving studen
i freshness and creativity. By m\to : S
b?_;'”'—‘f OE : ) racticing teacher—artist, aesthetic education can cncoumg;e tsh\zay;; ergS b
Eu(li :n c:egialepaesmeﬁc values in other areas of life. As a s?econc?a.gy g(;zc.iety e
. lhptl;c education can help move a materialistic consumption-minde
aesthe ve. i |
Ry ———— lgha[l 28 ;:moslima;gﬂl{;n?euc Blocker (1993) combine
[ i . Parsi . Gene Blocker :
tics and Education, Michael J. Parsons and H. Gene | A
d : ‘L?::lf]mai;; ph-ilosophical interests in explaining how aesthetics can co
education:

1‘!.
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aesthetic concepts as well as a number of conundrums that will enable them to develop thi
own views about the character, meaning, and value of art—in short, a rudimentary theg
art. In their discussion of multiculturalism, modernism, and postmodernism, the authors Teject
extreme positions in favor of more temperate and balanced stances, They defend the acsthegj
as both a separate category and criterion of excellence and emphasize the importance of g
arts for understanding the life of the emotions. The authors also stress the need for teac
to take into account stages of aesthetic development, a topic on which Parsong, (1987) has
done gxtensive research. The collaboration between a philosopher and an educational theorist
that produced Aestherics and Education was a distinguishing feature of volumes in a Ggu], g
publication venture. By bringing together scholars in the disciplines and specialists in
education, the series aimed to demonstrate the possibility of relating theory to practice, :
H. B. Redfern (1986), a British philosopher who is familiar with the American literaturs
on aesthetic education, assumes that aesthetic education has as its purpose the cultivation
of aesthetic discrimination and judgment in the arts. Accordingly, the concepts of aesthetic:
experience, feeling, imagination, and critical evaluation figure importantly in her attempts o
clarify a number of aesthetic issues. Redfern characterizes aesthetic experience as a spa:ia]j
Xkind of imaginative attention that, owing 1o the nature of perception and the percipient's

indispensable personal involvement, has both affective and cognitive dimensions. The refining .
?.o_af erception and judgment is in fact what makes aesthetic education possible. The basic J

pedagogic question then for any theory of aesthetic education is how to develop in students
the disposition to regard things from an aesthetic paint of view. More concerned to point out
problems than to recommend practical curriculum suggestions, Redfern nonetheless questions
whether young people should be allowed to leave school without having become acquainted
with the great works of the cultural heritage or without having
and application of critical standards. i

By and large, conlemporary. American philosophers have Dol expressed interest in aes-
thetic education. Three notable exceptions are E. F. Kaelin, Monroe C. Beardsley, and Marcia
M. Eaton,

Kaclin (1989) argues that art is important by virtue of the i accru
persans accept the imperatives of an _aesthelic situation. Such a situation requires openness to
the expressive surfaces of artworks and a willingness to permit their various aspects to control
imagination and perception. In addition to reaping the rewards of intensified and clarified
experiences, individuals also are helped in choosing their futures. They can do this by creating
new forms of aesthetic value and by vicariously participating in the imaginative works of others,
Kaelin further thinks that aesthetic experiences have potential for contributing to desirable
social outcomes, For example, once persons, through the influence of aesthetic education,
are disposed to enjoy aesthetic experiences, they may act to strengthen the institutions of
the artworld, whose principal function he takes to be the preservation and replenishment of
aesthetic value. Because individuals enter into aesthetic situations freely and solely for the
sake of the unique advantages they derive from their interactions with artworks, art can lead
them 1o a better appreciation of the value experiences available in an open society. They may
also be made aware of the contrast in which their situation stands to the policies of totalitarian
societies that closely monitor the creation and experience of art. Kaelin's thought is echoed
in the aesthetic writings of Louis Lankford (1998) as well as in the guiding philosophy of
the Getty-supported Southeast Institute for Education in the Visual Arts (see, e.g., Lindsey,
1998). Further discussions of Kaelin's contributions to aesthetic education theory as well as
a bibliography of his writings can be found in a special issue of the Journal of Aesthetic
Education (Spring, 1998).

In his discussion of the uses of aesthetic theory in the formulation of national and educational
policy objectives, Beardsley (1982a) sets forth a concept of aesthetic welfare that subsumes a

been instructed in the nature

AL iy
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L eing undergo
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ated ideas. Th onsists of the sum of all aesthetic experiences _

ne in a society at a given moment, The degree to which suc'h wei.fal_-e is being
-ed depends largely on the existence of aesthetic wealth within a society, which wealth

= realized d : thetically worthwhile objects as potential sources of
25 : by the totality of all aesthe Y — .

e c;n;um\z‘lifar); A democratic society should also be notable forGesthetic justicéwhich
~ gesthelic 3
[ [akes it necessary
- jpdividuals to parti

to provide through schooling and easy access o art oppormnjl.lics for all
cipate in the life of culture. The existence of a condition of ae_sLhcnc »yclfare
ses individuals’ trained aesthetic capacities to benefit from‘aeslhell}c experiences.
MHERTE the picture there should be what Beardsley calls aesthetic auxiliaries, namc]?r‘
i Ol-lll ral F;ervicc workers, and others responsible for providing access to aesthe?nc
G ru}:1 teachers may find this account by itself useful in justifying and .sketchmg
el A!‘houﬁf aesthetic education, they may also find helpful Beardsley’s discussion of the
::; rm:ft"vzrl}ses of art and his classification of types of critical statements and reasons. (1981,
inhere
& 454’1_123):;%@ that discusses the relations of art and culture, Beardsley (19.82) ack:llow]—
e ;iffere;nl kind of criticism, called cultural criticism, that l}{p.ic?lly takes rnler;st in ‘the
o aspects of works of art, But he states that cultural criticism cannot avoid _taklng
nonaesthe;lfhe Hledgmems of aesthetic criticism. In order to do justice to each of a variety of
aoCOI-lﬂ]l Otrandsf cultural critics must be sensitive to the differences and divergences among
o Fdemiﬁ;:d and characterized by aesthetic criticism. Therefore, rather than_c!munalmg
o EI'S‘Iin aesthetic criticism, cultural criticism must embrace it and build upurls itin order t‘o
E:;::Eeizoi for, and preserve the distinctively aesthetic point of view (p. 372).” B_.eards]ley‘s
influence is reflected in the writings of Smith (1989) and of Il?os?c\;hoci[;ﬁ;::;ﬁ T;yg{lsz
stheti i ropriate for conducting museum studies (e.g., |
%L?;::igjé%??ﬁm%'sp(zoez) discussion cff mul;cu_m educ:?n'on compares Beardsley'st
i ihalyi’ ith's understanding of aesthetic experience. _
Cslﬁfeargcr)nﬂll};ili:;hﬁiisazuinteresled in the theoretical and practical problems of aesl‘he;:c
education is Marcia M. Eaton. In a number of books, articles, addr.esscs. ar_u:l workns:(‘)ip:,. s ni
preserves what she thinks is worthwhile in the concept of aesd:‘.em: experience an akcmg‘:;‘
strates the practical uses of aesthetics. Essentially a comgx_tuahst, Eaton (198.9) makes
ditions, which she calls forms of life, central to her definitions of art, aejsthcuc“ expentinc[icé
and aesthetic value. Traditions are an important part of what we think with dun?g aes q:me
experience because they not only provide the language for talking abotfl an but a st mf .m g
instances, determine the manner in which we treat it. Hence, somelhmg is a work of #
it is a humanly made artifact that is experienced in suc_h a way as to direct the ;ttcnu&r; o
respondents to features considered worthwhile in at?slhetlc Lra'dllmns. In other u\:m rrsa.d gt[:_s e
experience involves taking delight in those intrinsic properties of a,rfworks at : i u?t : l)i
have been considered worth perceiving and reflecting upon. A work's acs?hcuc value, i crsI
lows, resides in those of its qualities that traditions have stamped clapach of rcwardm_g m‘te:’; l
and contemplation and of inducing delight. Eaton takes the ae.stljletlc seriously and belle\f{t.iszjl na
having aesthetic experiences enriches life “not only by providing pleasure but by s?cns:u : Er
vitalizing, and inspiring human beings” (p. 9). In a work that refines andl synlhes:z_ca ear |ri
writings, Eaton (2001) discusses the Close relationships between W@_ﬂm{jaj n{l_n; n{
and the significance of such relations for policies that WOl.ll{‘i sustain a sognd arts e uca:j ion,
a healthier environment and community life, and aesthetic life genr:rall:{'. ‘A person lea s an
aesthetic life,” she writes, “if he or she, through perception and reflection, tries to orgamize

iti also Smith (1984) for the
*For other examples of his educational writings, see Bgnrdsley _H%ﬁh. 1970a), See also Smi
evolution of Beardsley's thinking about the nature of aesthetic experience.
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life in terms of patterns of intrinsic properties similar to those d
delights in this reflection for its own sake (p. 113)°
This Handbook is devoted primarily to matters of research and

isplayed by works of ar,

policy in education in

visual arts, but is worth pointing out that the field oas also produceq 5

+ 1959; Mark, 199,

substantive literature on aesthetic education (e.g., Leonhard & House,

; Schwadron, 1967), and it finds its most systematic treatment in the Writin
Bennett Reimer (1989, 1992). Ina chapter in an NSSE earbook, Reimer (1992)

purpose of aesthetic education is the develo ment of the capaci

for aesthetic knowin in
Creating,

works of art that are exemplary expressions of Si_.lbjec[ivc Fcaliry. Believing
and forms of artworks caplure the internal dynamics of fee Ing in a manner
modes of knowing, Reimer describes four kinds i at have

Two of these types constitute the essence of aesthetic knowin

e

knowing how") while the other two are auxiliary kinds (**

not available (o othe,

most effective when it disposes the young to val
discussions of Reimer's contributions to aestheti

BEYOND AESTHETIC EDUCATION AS ART EDUCATION ,

The foregoing review of contemporary writings about aesthetic

education centered primarily
on domain interpretations of aesthetic education that, while P

aying some attention 1o the

continuing influence of traditional ideas, it reveals a keen interest in nature the environme;

and the arts of everyday living, as well as an eagerness to understand a spectrum of educational
phenomena from artistic and aesthetic perspectives.

© Environmental and Natural Aesthetics and Aesthetic Education

v
Amold Berleant and Allen Carlson (1998) indicate the spectrum of th
issues that, depending on how they are resolved, can affect the dire
quiry and, it may be assumed, policymaking for aesthetic education.

eoretical and practical
ction of theoretica) in-
Key questions revolve

» What 1s the relationship
between aesthetic and ethical values in policy decisions about such matters? Might aesthetic

considerations contribute toward moral ends? There is evidence, the authors say, that an en-
vironment rich in positive aesthetic value can augment a sense of well-being in individuals

_—

9For further examples of aesthetics applied to educational situations, see Eaton (1992, 19945, 1994b),
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states that the

rforming, and responding aspects. Aesthetic cognition, a type of.Egowing thagis gy ;
generis, deserves a place among the importaht ways of knowing because it provides accesy ig

dagogical relevance,

("knowing of or within" and -

owing that” and “knowin why™),
Music edueation is effective, claims Reimer, when it encourages, improves, and enhances pgt
only musical reaction but also musical -:reanvuz and a serious understandmg of music; and i5

ue the qualities and import of music. Further

|
|
|
:'@
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hysical and social ills—an important consideration, if credible, for ;:rohcyfmwa:grs
,ndredlfcﬂ pagsﬂum Finally, can the various areas of nature—woodlands, b;)dlesct; y an‘;
0 l.ilkeii:oformations—be said to ca.nslitule genres, in the ml-'fiy \:';: 959;;3; ; uf:ﬁe sl
geo >2 the special issue coedited by Berleant and C.ar‘bon _ e
s el d opscenic nature, the character of appreciation and the role of imagi s
ot w:zlr;‘e:;e gf ?he environment and nature, fact and ﬁl%lion in talk about the environmen
in the X : ’ - p
;'nnd Mm aﬂfj SP"'C‘a]ni'-‘l:s‘-;z:n“::la:ﬂfzi:-;“:::‘tgcia;: 'i:n the Journal of Aesrhejn'c Education,
[n mn-Odlicm'Ec; 399%) distinguishes between cultural and natural aesthetics; the fm'mz;
o Gndlo‘? shioned artworks as the primary objects of i.uquj.r}_' and the latter an an;)l; A
takes ‘human s se the phenomena of nature. Given the diminishing reserves of unmo ‘ eh
s ‘-"Ln'{?o ver mltj)re urgent to preserve and replenish nature’s qual.mcs. God].owtc
st th:‘ nt‘a‘: ][S :al aesthetics the task of exploring issues involved _in defining a;stheu: con-
“999?: Slziﬁi; aC:lodlovitl:h thinks that the significance of such inquiry to %er;%heticfeﬂdlic::lzz
e e T . 1 10m ai enlarge our appreciation o
e "hsOfaf':z; ag;”ﬁ:ﬂﬁiiﬁ;ﬁ?ﬁ;ﬁ:ﬁ: L:Jof maergirreplaceablle riches outside our
e “;TI::SYC(I: 2? C;)ntribulors to the symposium addressed such Fol:lncs a;: m:uf.:lp;zii::;
i PR , and the appreciation of nal ;
P o Of‘gaﬁﬂﬂ;]j;ag::[é::eﬂ:&rzﬂg nsl?xt;dli be done 1131 the area of natural aesthe_t{;
; .(demvgtc disl;‘ninisha the value of work that has a]rcady_been done and Ih?l m;y b:;; '
i the foundations for general, natural, and environmental aes‘lhem:s._ or -
4 hﬂ"e_ "lmd i ; Ou(1986) r;onstruclcd a model for environmental aesthetics and lndmatfz a‘;
pa Sepmmaali :al applications. The model shows how the envirc_lnmem may be dcplclc'
s ltsdprac Lacsl.hctic object and points out the need for ethical as w?ll as aesLhe‘tl;
_3“d ”“d‘fr“_"o hasfa:mj.n of environmental and educational polity. In a section on app:;::l
J”dgm‘mts il ne S ; l'csgS dnmaa takes aesthetic education to be an uml.:lreua concept tha
G aeb:l : Ivir‘onempcmal education, the common objective of w.h.lch 1s the develollj—
:C'ﬂo::tr s;??e:l::t:r(tpanl 3;;[ Having adopted Beardsley’s (1981) scheme of [cjr;tl:a] a]iE]aI::1;:;1[1’::[5.{0 BZ
. : i iptions, interpretations, r
lhfinﬂjl(s thifsiri:.rar]l:rin Lt:[e“a::lzz}:rg:tc:: ?1\‘;}:9].3;(:)%;)(1}18[:?::11?13“5565 m::p uses Iffhae;ll:fatic ;hf:rgc u;
tudics o i t on the sort of delight believe ‘
Sm?ﬁes cf'the anHDTI:EIIiI: n::he :::i‘::l';::ig:;n ::Iends her definitions qf_an and aesthetic
oot g s ::l envif;nmcnt and highlights the distinctive qualities and pleasures
et ﬂ;:i:;ilil;g it aesthetically. Also of interest are Eaton's c9rmncnts about. :]E::::
Ile:lenr;rll:'l l:nz;%nmema] studies that rely pnimarily on ]eg;ll, psycl?olzg:::l,b :rzi rcll.::;l:é z:) o
7 gioneig ik b AR At i SAATABos a5 o s
by complementing such methods with the aes

perspectives,

@ Aesthetic Dimensions of Education

i 8 century will per-

Readers scanning the literature of education from the last decac}ns .Of the 20: Dt;n l_arc};t e ;eau
haps be struck by the intensity of efforts to articulate the qualitative :::s_pt:\:t . hch{; Lo
facpels of schooling. One explanation interprets [hese‘ eﬂ:m‘ts al;s a ;J(;n:;tfl\[’:acmng b
i i i icati titative criteria to feal !

and its misapplication of quan iin Jemlug
IIh“gt meory‘istaﬂt to such forms of measurement. Another suggests that a procllV}ty for o [?1 o
it a:' a“’-'_ie; anifestation of a culture that, for better or worse, increasingly relies on
itative is a m

i 3 2001), for curriculum
"See Carlson (2000) for the appreciation of nature, art, and architecture; and Carlson (2001)
recommendations for teaching an appreciation of landscape.
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criteri ing j I i
n:t'aa for dl:'lakmg Judgmcnts In a variety of contexts. aesthetic and otherwise (Barzy 0
Whatever the reasons, interest in the qualitative dimensjons of leaming is evident inr;::‘]g? !
2 151

around uch o 5 1 1 i i v €Clion :
such LDﬂCCp'S as ]I'I'lﬂglna[lcln (thc maost lmp(_]l'tanf}. praclice EKa.ITlP]c and refl ﬁ()
g ) 3

Although indebted to Schiller and Dew i
i : ey, Howard gives a special twist to his dj i i
extrapolations from modern philosophical and psychological studies of (he r;inljctl‘lsswﬂ -

Donald Amstine ( 1967, 1970, 1995) sees a fundamental similarity between aesthetic ex i

ﬁﬁi?;ﬁ ;ea:lnl:ii]mta[ he tﬂ;nks s pan.icula:!y important in developing new dispositions.
scatiomly signpj% . ba es aesthetic .eXPcnence';.ts distinguished from rote learning and is ed-
fiin the e g ecause it rec!ulres reconciling discrepancies and overcoming obstacles
plwrs dc 'e]amer: Am_sllmc acknuwlec}ges that Dewey's method of intelligence is
He undcrstandsy aes!;:;j ¥ dlsp951n0n5' but he thinks having aesthetic experiences is another
aspects of desi. n and . CXP?I?&“CG m IEITI'.IS olf ﬂ,“: perception of form (essentially uniﬁed
Because the &N and composition) and the Intrinsic satisfaction such perception can afford

xpenence of form not only is hlgh.ly gratifying but also leads to (he rccognitim{

use of an ae: ic- i ing i
i fora::;heu]c expen‘encc r.nodel for learning in numerous educational contexts Such a
§ mple, permits seeing teaching as an art and teachers as dramatists and ciraman'c

entio - Ao by i
ncan “Uml at rous spect i E an 1 ng. number of writers, hi
lent 1 nate various a: ects of tea hin and carm Oowever

1
Also see Howard's (1986) 1 i
}imaginatively composed letrer b
Kimball, 2001, an Schiller's educational thinking). K i i 5 o o

i A imball's article j i
of traditional aesthetic ideas, le is representative of contemporary reevaluations
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- Beardsley, 1970, pp. 19-20; Gotshalk, 1968. p. 49; and Smith, 1970, p. 62), caution that

£ plication of aesthetics to teaching and learning should not be pushed to the points at which
al?gies‘ metaphors, and parallels begin to break down. But the problem here, and ultimately

- question for policymaking, is how much weight policymakers should give to nondomain, in
::nw[ to domain, interpretations of aesthetic education.

QUESTIONS, ISSUES, AND RECONCILIATIONS

The questions and issues that bear on policymaking for aesthetic education are not pecessaﬁly
~ unique to that subject area. Yet aesthetic education, as was pointed out earlier, requires special

- consideration because it has two major literatures—one that advocates domain and one that
advocates nondomain interpretations. The following discussion will confine itself to domain
interpretations of aesthetic education. They are more representative of contemporary writings
about the field and also lend themselves more readily to effective policymaking. It is simpler,
mocover, 1o make recommendations for a subject area than for something that is diffused
throughout the curriculum. Although this restriction makes matters more manageable, there
are still theoretical and practical issues that, depending on how they are resolved, will affect the
substance of policy thinking. Thoughtful and responsible statements of aims, for example, are

systematically tied to questions about curriculum design, teaching and learning, evaluation,

- research, and teacher education.
- A+ Oneissue has to do with the viability of the very idea of aesthetic education itself. Some of is

key concepts—for example, aesthetic experience—nhave been subjected to critical scrutiny by

philosophical analysis, social science, and cultural criticism. Applying the principle of Occam’s
Razor—a principle that asserts concepts should not be unnecessarily multiplied—some writers

have produced a body of criticism that concludes that the aesthetic attitude is a phantom (Dickie,
1965) and continued reference 1o it an impediment to clear thinking. The innate complexity

of human experience and the difficulty of isolating its separate strands suggest that it is better

simply to speak of the experience of art instead of a distinct kind of experience. What is more,
the finding of anthropological studies that the languages of many cultures contain no concepts
for art and aesthetic experience has led to the rejection of the proposition that one of the
principal functions of artworks is to induce aesthetic experience. Nor does the concept play
a major role in@(mﬂm on which later), which_tends to understand works
of arts less as occasions for aesthelic experience than as opportunities for cultural criticis
and deconstructivist analysis. Clearly, if it is the case that aesthetic concepts have little or
no philosophical validity or are socially and politically irrelevant, then any theory of aesthetic
education that makes th&M central will be suspect and pose problems for policymaking. Indeed,
the label aesthetic education may have to be abandoned.

Critiques of the aesthetic, however, are not the whole story. A serious body of argument
opposes the elimination of traditional aesthetic concepts. The feeling is that something im-
portant is lost when theory overemphasizes social and political considerations at the expense
of aesthetic values. This realization has generated a revival of interest in the idea of aesthetic
experience and its continuing relevance to aesthetic education (Eaton & Moore, 2002). Eaton's
writings on the importance of the aesthetic have been mentioned. Nogl Carroll (1999, 2000,
2001) is another writer wha believes that aesthetic experience is neither myth nor phantom.
On the contrary, he claims it satisfies a basic human need and has evolutionary significance.!?
And in a variant of postmodern thought that departs from typical interpretations, George Shus-
terman (1992, 1997) advances a pragmatist aesthetics that recalls the ideas of Schiller and

"*See Dissanayake (1988) for anthropological evidence of art's necessity.
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Dewey. He recommends giving serious attention to the kinds of aesthetic experiences
not only by works of high culture (by which he sets some store) but also by works o
culture and the arts of living.

LI Diffey, (1986) likewise holds that the idea o i i deserves system,
clarification and should not be summarily dismissed as something empty and nOonsensjcy]
Michael H. Mitias (1986, 1988) has further written extensively about the importance of e
concept.In short, after a period during which traditional aesthetic ideas had come under a clgud:
efforts are being made to salvage what is worthwhile in them—with, to be sure, some refine.
ments in analysis and its areas of application. Policymakers and educational theorists therefors:
need not fear endorsing interpretations of arts education that feature aesthetic experien,

Even if, as a substantive literature suggests, the master concepts of aesthetic educ;ua are.
viable, there are still policy issues regarding aesthetic education’s basic purposes. Nor cap
reflection on the objectives of aesthetic education ignore the functions of cultural institutiong,
the state and health of the art world, popular standards of taste, and so forth. In short, it is stij]
necessary to answer the sorts of questions Broudy asked at mid-20th century,

Most important is that attempts to clarify the purposes of aesthetic education—that is, the ¢

benefits expected to accrue from such education—should be based on some understanding f

the inherent values of art. Any such understanding has implications not only for methods of .
art instruction but also for research and teacher preparation. If, for example, it is proposed
that the arts should be taught primarily for nonarts outcomes—say, the development of basie
reading and mathematical skills, the amelioration of social problems, or the promotion of ad
political agenda—then assessment and research will have to discover the relationships between
instruction in the arts and the realization of such extrinsic objectives. On the other hand, if it is
believed that the arts should be taught for their inherent values, for the distinctive advantages |
that derive from studying and experiencing works of art, then policy for aesthetic education -
will reflect a clear conception of such values. Revealing in this connection is Ellen Winner
and Lois Hetland’s discussion in this Handbook of the distinction between core (aesthetic) and
nonart values and the authors’ report on what research shows on cognitive transfer—and, more
significantly, what it fails to show—about the often-claimed efficacy of arts education for the
development of a range of basic skills,

Butif the core values of art are its inherent values, what are inherent values? In his answer
to this question, Beardsley (1981, pp- 571-577) distinguishes between the more immediate

Provig ,_1

ezl gt

L bbb

.)and the more distant effects of art, that is, two kinds of inherent value, The more immediate

values of art may be understood as the refinement of rception and discrimination and the
development of imagination. More distant values may be said to consist of certain desirable
}Esycholggicaj outcomes as well as the fostering of mutual sympathy and a readiness to shape
human life on the model of art and aesthetic experience. The actualization of such values,
however, if they are o qualify as the inherent values of art, must derive from the experience
of the distinctive aesthetic features, qualities, and import of artworks. At a time when theorists
Of art education increasingly try to justify art education programs in terms of nonaesthetic
and nonarts values (see, e.g., Clark, 1996; Efland; Stfr, & Freedman; 1996 and Huichens
& Suggs, 1997), policymakers must ask themselves whether too high a cost is being paid in_
sacrificing art’s inherent values. The question of the purpose of art and aesthetic education
_may thus come down to supporting aesthetic literac Versus promoting cultural cri{ir:ismﬂ,
Exponents of art education who favor inlmduci'ig students to cultural criticism or, alter-
natively, immersing students in cultural studies, believe themselves to be in the vanguard of
a postmodern era. Because their position conflicts in major respects with the view holding
that aesthetic education should strive to realize the inherent values of art as discussed carlier,
some steps toward understanding what is meant by postmodernism would seem to be in order.
Attaining such understanding is not casy. In his discussion of postmodern art, Christopher
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; ists themselves often do not know what the term
(s ¢ ﬂSﬁéﬁZr@Tl?QZﬁ?sdrz:; of postmodern art reveals a stri.king d.jversity of
means Efnd I{‘.}mi‘mda Hutcheon (1993) says about postmodernism “that there is hnle‘agree—
s, LIS s for its existence or on evaluation of its effects” (p. 612). Interpretations of
: ;mlzi?: (:’Er example, tend to vary according to the national and cultural backgrounds
| : erican.
| o i;:i:;:]n iﬁiﬁ&gﬁenominators‘ﬂulchcor_linotes that the term postmod-
=l tonzfer to a period of artistic, cultural, and scholarly activity since the 19605 _that
. mr:iil:::r a continuation of late modernism or a rupture wil_h n_loFlenﬁst assumptions
© about basic notions as know—]eﬁée. reality, meaning, truth, objccl}vlty,'cgmmun}canon.
- 2 he term postmodernism may refer variously to eclecticism in artistic creation and
ot ot eh: cultural logic of late capitalism, the condition of knowledge in an informa-
ormancPKi;[ in emphasis in the kinds of philosophical problems studted, and the l]tgmn{re
jm_aggha Sd economy. Characteristic of postmodern analysis is its use of standard linguis-
L s and traditional forms in order to subvert them. This strategy, says Hutcheon,
pe CO!JV\?HEUE complicity and subversion with a liberal dose of irony and pargdy that of-
e o m rehinsion. With the objective of dissolving traditional hierarchies of v_aluc.
e thwaﬂiiﬁs Em that postmodernism further aims to undermine an array _of conventional
;?:lif:t(i}ois, for example, between genres, art forms, theory and art, and high and popular

_E_'mcnl o]

Igprescnts

e‘ - - - - . . =
CUI:;I;C strand of postmodernist thought, deconstructionism, is worth mentioning for its pro

ili st CONS nce is that discussions of the excellence
e ﬂlzb“?ns = WJH% eovz; ggzeqlfdeed a judgment of something’s being
bstance of works of art canno e ; . !
%nd su" i idered risible. In commenting on deconstruction, S. J. Wllsmlore ( 198?}‘
L sl dionyin ioni ptici its logical conclusion, would
oes so far as to say that “deconstructionist skepticism, takt?n to its logi lusion, -
f‘.eny the existence of art alto It ceases to express itself within the artistic forms o
I ism, and ends in nihilism” (p. 338). o
hunl;ea]:l;ile all this, the posture of postmodernism has been enthusiastically endorslcdhbyka
numb;:r of art educators, David Carrier (1998), however, who reviewed s?et:feaﬂal of ll;ﬁlrd ; ;::} :
* /th almost 1 -
i less prompted to say that “the problem wi .
sympathetically, was nonethe : : i o T,
i ism i larly ill-adapted to popularization™ (p.
sions of postmodernism is that they are singu : ) Frseail o e
1 ism, he writes, erects formidable obstacles to educ !
Aihoraies POS[mOdcmsm: i i d modes of expression but also through its
not only by virtue of its variety of its meanings and mo [ exp .
denial c):f lie possibility of objective judgment and the pursuit of truth. Cmcr furthe; I:[:Ez
b 3 e
that postmodernist art educators cast teachers in the role of agents of 5técmlthchang3‘tizns i
i illi d unable to assume under the condi
is a burden many of them may be unwilling an : _ '
contemporary schooling. In short, postmodern interpretations of art education are prone to se

rious oversimplification. Such an aSsessment, along with lh(.:;b.'e byflencks and I-I_u.lcheon, helps
in why Smith (1989b, pp. 89-103) agrees with critics of postmodernist theory wh
[c(l)at‘:;p:g:: i?i?excessively giveﬁfo guestionable hypotheses, pf ten impenetrable proseo.dm:n?;
ent contradictions, nihilism, and in some cases sheer .dogm:'msm. In sununary potjlm D? e
Eﬂ.ﬂking has the potential for confounding, even for dlss._olvmgdnn]al.n |nllt‘:rpret:;i ;Jns; b
thetic education that are predicated on the retention of important distinctions and hierar
N E:::l;ssions of the relationships between policies for domain interpretations orl a;]slih::;c_
education and some of the most prevalent forms of contemporary lh_oughl are typic. : y; o'
versarial. Yet, more relaxed reactions to postmodcmism_ can be found in Lht_: I.1tcran;}n:.lhnt ul; )
Margolis (1986), for example, suggests that deconstrucnqn is merely a a:::11:1t10n111");'1 l_fe at}u'fw
derlines the complex relations between language and reality but does not da much of anything

else; it leaves the lives of individuals unaffected. We must, he says, keep doing what we have
B ———r
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always done and must keep doing. Contra postmodernism,

George Steiner (1983) contingeg
believe “that there are interpretations of works and me ;

anings that can be perceived, ang]

of authors, critics, and metacritics” (Pp. 104-105)."* Similarly, it is still thou

ght possib]e .,.
disagree about the quality and value of experiences. Martin Schrallj

tion of what is involved in having a special kind of experience. Such experiences are “Vita
experiences in the ongoing experience of human beings that stand out” and “rise to such 5
level of felt integrity and completeness that they become remarkable and durably memorable’
(p. 62). In other Words and contrary to deconstructionist thinking, judg i
tenable. ofaz,& G s
What is more, it may be the case that certain divers
Jnodemist views are bridgeable,
the way. Having clarified the relationships between facts and int.
pearance, and objectivity and subjectivity—distinctions blurred or denied in

ences between conventional and po ot

forms a basis for meaningful communication. Skepticism about the ultimate validity of such
distinctions is therefore no excuse for avoiding the effort to recognize artistic

their usefulness for gaining insight into the present, “Teaching,” say the authors, “has alwa

H 3 2
been the attempt to pass on our best underslandmﬁ of the present so that our students will make
sense of the future” (p. 65).

—— s JUrE

, Resistance to the idea of aesthetic education comes from other quarters as well. Defenders
of the status quo persuaded of the value of their own outlooks understandably fecl no need to
change their views. Others have criticized aesthetic education on the
concepts, aesthetic experience, is too subjective for gquantitative measuremept (Effand, 1992).
Yet, it is still the case that inferences about internal states of mind are codmmﬂy made and
dccepted as defensible. Eaton (1989) and Csikzentmihalyi (1990, 1997) are two writers who
believe it is possible to assess whether a person has taken an aesthetic point
something.

What then can policymaking for aesthetic education do in a period in which, as Samue]
Hope puts it in his chapter in this section, writers about aims are a Cross-purposes or, as
Barzun (2000, p. xvii) has suggested, when culture is stalled? Considering the extremism and
acrimony that often attend discourse about divergent viewpoints, the prospects for working out
reasonable compromises might not appear to be good. Although the characterization is perhaps
slightly overstated, the dispésitions of traditionalists and progressivists seem irreconcilable;
postmodemists and modernists often are not on speaking terms; proponents of high culture
seldom have anything in common with those of popular culture; and defenders of the artistic
accomplishments of Western civilization are assailed by its detractors. That there should be

of view toward

= SN
"n deconstructivist writings,

the term texr initially implied the texts of literature. Eventually, however, ather
works of art were alsa so regarded,

with simular assumptions being applicable to them.

Parsons and Blocker (1993, pp. 62-65) have perhaps pointed
i reality and ap- It
postmodernist

theory—they take the fo{[owtill&viez, ;_)_iffercnces between truth and falsity and between re.
ality and appearance are”dfiscorm e rélative to particular situatio ;
et TCAlIVE 10 particular situatiops _

» and such discernment =

traditions and

TS TN

=

 of schools t0 S1a1S £
uce deadlock.
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i i i i ntrol

about purposes is understandable in a democratic society that assigns [ht:i cﬁ}1 i
sagreene! tes and local communities. But unchecked proliferation of options an

1 . Intimations of a possible rapprochement, or
e picture‘. ::Iowe Ve;ﬁ;ﬁ;{? tzlf] S;t,brl::t bl: detected in the literature of aes,lhctic edu-
ute ?vorl\; i cgﬁg chapter. One prospect is offered by Parson and‘Blo.(:‘ker 5 Eff(:)l:l to
cation FEVIEW . between modernists and postmodernists and by Sch.v.!'alll s proposmon.;:
g defereu::cs stmodernism. Another is found in Kaelin's emphasis on the values o
e CPHSWCU“" 'Pol'ou and on the potential of aesthetic experience to ensure the proper
e commml]::i:a} institutions. Also suggestive is Beardsley's concept of aesthetic \a:fe]—
ﬁmmoslgjgs f:;it‘t::]npt to reconcile cultural criticism and aesthetic cri(m,casl gargi}sir?le ;;;:;
s i i i ards for arts education : - A fe
cro mm:ildllhsltl:l::(g;‘f:iblz:; ﬁmﬁjgioucy deliberations. Exm?me pf}stmodermst criti-
B e tructivist type, however, is a cul-de-sac, as are socml-sfmcnce and cultural-
Hotaf e dec{?ns n:)f art educa.Lion. If carried to their logical conclusion, the latter cc!uld
smdjes: conce;ﬁm?"mmiou of aesthetic education into sociology—an outcorm? about Wh.lCh'
- :E:r;ragj]ﬁa Silvers (1999) and John A. Stinespring (2001) have registered serious
among others,
msewazr?:lzsinn although the preceding discussion of questions and issues in a;f:heqc ed-
v 2y b i s e e vty o the it o ity oA 42

i i vi tion and

ooy Ef Ul;z;—::ﬂpsle;nfcllﬂi‘;:::: il:n;;::;eforcpoiicynmking. What is pronﬁsipg at the begm:g;'lgt
P;e:e;;\:.r zgntury is the presence of features in the contempor?gy IJ:]:olr'in:;i :::;:,S-faﬁ; Onag
. 15Si i stheti .
o co“[i!‘“i“g qiscussmn ab?u't ;Jhsfa[;ll?::l :Ei::?lgsngr:ugcos&?cct of aesthetic education,
kit it T hetic Education that serves as a serious forum
the continued publication of the J‘rjumgi of Aest ‘enc. e o o
for writers, and the creation of a committee on aesthetic edu 1.

for Aesthetics.

AUTHOR NOTE

i ional Policy at the University of
ith is Professor Emeritus of Cultural and Educationa : Vel
ﬁ:iilrfohi‘;ﬁt%n:tl;:nl:{;}z:;paign. He was the founder of the Journal of Aesthetic Education and

i tinuous editor from 1966-2000. o ) .
""a:fs ::Lf?lalt];;ln is extended to publishers for permission to draw frm:n two previously pugb;l_s;l;)
matcﬁpalsz Ralph A. Smith (1988). Contemporary Aes{heticf Education (Vol 2, cg.ﬁt 111;9 : Ne“;
Encyclopedia of aesthetics—four volume set, edile:d by Michael Kelly, copyn§07_108_]. —
York: Oxford Uniw_:;:-;ﬁy Press; and Ralph A. Smith (2001). (Vol 1, esp. pp. 207-208).

k: Elsevier Science. ‘ i
Yuz'o:ei;:ri;encc concerning this chapter should be addressed to Ra._lph ;’I\L i{;];qmg 31.:.6?11 Eil:
ucation 1310 8. Sixth Street, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 20.
ras@uiuc.edu g

ain ™ i il hings
i E . helps to explain “a floating hostility to t .
i ool C“]:'m‘ Wl;::-: 3;:::;1322?;1’1;‘«:3‘1"::'- nrl:d post (anti-art, post-modernism)
7" that in turn “inspires the repeated use o g i3 ! o
:tl]hr:); ;Irisslrrzltlorlmi'nuen: Lil“lis or that institution”(p, xvi1). Also see Smith's iﬂﬂi}e(.‘ulture ina Bin
Policy Review [02(3), 37-39, review of Barzun's (2000) From Dawn to Decadence.
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