Section Two
EDUCATION AND AESTHETIC KNOWING

cHAPTER Il
What Knowledge Is of Most Worth in the Arts?

BENNETT REIMER

4.The Spencerian View

The title of this chapter asks the central curriculum question as it
applies to the arts. It is intended to start my attempt to deal with this
question on an ironic note.

Herbert Spencer wrote his famous essay “What Knowledge Is of
Most Worth?” (first published in 1859 and then in 1860 as the first
chapter of Education: Intellectual, Moral, and Physical)' as a critique of
the prevailing values of liberal arts study, which focused on the great
artistic and intellectual achievements of Western culture. He
effectively achieved his aim of starting a revolution in how education

should be conceived. On the basis of his application of Darwin’s,

theory of evolution to education, Spencer argued that the valdes then.
current needed to be reversed, so that the arts and humanities were no
longer to be regarded as the finest fruits of civilization but should be
relegated to leisure-time pursuits. “* As they occupy the leisure part of life,
so should they occupy the leisure part of education.””* What should occupy
the primary position? That which is of most functional value in
ministering to self-preservation directly and indirectly, followed by
those activities related to child-rearing, followed stll further behind
by concerns for maintaining proper social and political relations, and
finally, in the basement, “‘those miscellaneous activities which make
up the leisure part of life, devoted to the gratification of tastes and
feelings.””? And what, specifically, best ministers to self-preservation
and therefore should be regarded as of the highest value?
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Whar knowledge is of most worth?—the uniform reply is—Science. This is
the verdict on all the counts. For direct self-preservation, or the maintenance
of life and health, the all-important knowledge is—Science. For that indirect
self-preservation which we call gaining a livelihood, the knowledge of
greatest value is—Science. For the due discharge of parental functions, the
proper guidance is to be found only in—Science. For that interpretation of
national life, past and present, without which the citizen cannot rightly
regulate his conduct, the md:spensable key is—Science. Alike for the most
perfect production and highest enjoyment of art in all its forms, the needful
preparation is still—Science. And for the purposes of discipline—intellectual,
moral, religious—the most efficient study is, once more—Science. The
question which ar first seemed so perplexed, has become, in the course of our
inquiry, comparatively simple.

The shift from an older notion of liberal education conceived as
appropriate for a small elite to a funcrional, yglitarian view of
¢ducation as necessary when the masses are to bc schooled reflected
historical changes occurring not only in intellectual paradigms but in
social-political life as well. When education was conceived as being for
all rather than for a privileged few, it could no longer afford the
luxuries of the leisured class—‘“the gratification of tastes and feelings.”
Science, representing those subjects dealing with the hard realities of
survwal and success, would havc to become basn: M_{M

mdlwdual cxgeneng would have to bc glvcn up (at least, of course,

for the masses) in exchange for social and polmcal democracy
Spencer’s view of what is real and what is valuable, historically
determined as it was, has had continuing influence because it is
persuasive at a certain level of analysis, and the Spencerian argument
continues to be made to this day. So it is remarkable that in the face of
its strong influence over the past century of education in Western
culture, a counterargument continues to be offered and is by some
people passionately advanced (and to some degree heeded). That
argument is that the primary reality and value of human life remains
its inherent quality as immediately experienced. “Science”—the
utilitarian dimension of life and education—is, in this view, yaluable
not only or even primarily for its functionality (necessary as this is)
but as a mode of understanding by which humans know and therefore
tncorporatc into experience an important dimension of their reality.
Yet there are other domains of knowing which constitute the

multidimensional reality of human experence, .including, out of the

basement, the persistent and often insistent domain of ghe arts.
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22 WHAT KNOWLEDGE IN THE ARTS?
2.. Justifying the Arts

In the United Srates, the major burden of justifying the arts in
education in the face of the dominant Spencerian value system has
fallen to the professional fields devoted to the arts in education—music
education and visual arts education primarily and in recent years also
the slowly growing fields of dance education and theater education.
Of course, an active community of professional philosophers and
aestheticians has produced a wide-ranging literature on all aspects of
art and its role in culture. That literature remains a significant
dimension of Western intellectual life. And a fair number of these
professional intellectuals have offered ideas and guidelines for
education in the arts, ranging from broad general principles to
moderately detailed prescriptions for how the arts should be taught in
schools. Yet despite such ongoing work a;_ahe level of professional
scholarship the arts education professions tended, until about three
decades ago, to go their own ways little influenced by that literature,
to fight their own battles for survival and recognition, and to
manufacture their own justifications for why they should be included
in schooling (if only in the basement). And they did so with little if
any cross-fertilization among art fields, each of which tended to be a
self-contained unit not only operationally but intellectually as well.
That situation continues to the present.

It will be instructive to look briefly at the ways the professional art
education fields went about the task of jusufying their existence in a
period of history dominated by utilitarian values because the question
of what knowledge is of most worth, while having the most practical
consequences for curriculum building, is essentially a philosophical
question. A good school curriculum is likely to be conceived as one
that is in consonance with a dominant belief and value system. What
philosophical stances have been ‘devised not only to justify the
presence of the arts in education but also to answer the practical
question of what about them is most worth knowing?

A good many attempts have been made to answer that question
because it is itself rather complex and can be approached in a variety

of ways. [ focus here on three influential arguments.

A.THE CLAIM FOR FUNCTIONALITY

The first argument adopted a Spencerian value structure. What 1s
most valuable is that which best functions to secure the most
important needs for humans—self-preservation, productive work,
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parcnting, and so forth. While science (broadly concewed) may fulfill
such functions most effectively, anything else contributing in some
way to fulfilling them might be perceived as also useful to some degree
and worthy, therefore, of being included in schooling.

A”host of functional claims have been made for the arts in
education over the century and a half that they have been included as
part of school programs. The specifics of such claims have reflected
the general value system that good education is utilitarian in thc broad
sense, but they have also focused on particular values that crdp up
from time to time. If “discipline” is a matter of great concern at a
particular time (as it seems to be in fifteen- to twenty-year cycles),

then it must be shown that involving students in arg activities provides
them with it, and instruction in art should therefore emphasize. its
demands for regularized, concentrated accomplishment of tasks, If
social skills are highly valued at particular times, the contribution of
art study to developing such skills can be pointed out. Programs then
shift to an emphasis on socially interactive aspects of art involvement.
[f “the basics” are being touted as primary, the arts need to be shown
to contribute to better learning of them. Instruction accordingly
emphasizes the conceptual, numerical, symbol-system dimensions of
arts study. Needs for sccurity, moral development, self-esteem, self-
expression, mental growth, emotional catharsis, knowledge of history
and cultural mores, identification with a particular culture, ability to
solve problems, leisure-time activities, and on and on, can all be met
by art instruction catering to them. The more of such functions the_
arts can be shown to serve, and the more pertinent they can be shown
to be to favored values, the more important they might become as an
integral part of education.

Given the general acceptance of functionality as a major value basis
for education as a whole, a cerrain degree of effectiveness has been
achieved by uulitarian approaches in justifying the arts in education
and building programs based on them. But a good many problems
have also arisen on both sides of the justification-application coin. A
deep scratch on the surface of the argument is hardly necessary to
uncover the disconcerting’ fact that no _such functional claim cag
MMMHW In all cases the value can be
realized by a great many other and often far more direct means. In
addition, it is hard to establish persuasively that the study of any art
actually does coptribute to the value in question, except as a result of
instructional style rather than any inherent characteristic of art itself,
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24 WHAT KNOWLEDGE IN THE ARTS?

Therefore, instructional style in any other subject would contribute to
the value as effectively. A ;

While the arts can then be conceived as more or less useful as one
means to foster important values, they cannot themselves be conceived
as important or valuable in any essential sense, nor as rf:qunrmg in-
struction endemic to their own nature. The many attempts to secure
a place for the arts in education based on the argument for function-
ality have left them both poorly justified and without a valid
curriculum basis, however much they may have won the day in this or
that particular advocacy skirmish.

Z.THE CLAIM FOR TALENT DEVELOPMENT

"The second way an attempt has been made to secure a place for the
arts in American schools has also had a utilitarian cast but in a different
sense from the first. This has been the argument that a mgm to be
and remain viable requires a & r_identi ; the
yaricties of competencies needed to fulfill all its specialized roles. In
our society the need for professional artists is generally recognized as
both legitimate and important. It is also recognized that individuals
who are blessed with what seems like a mysterious talent for creating
art deserve to have their talent noticed and developed, to have their
personal potentials fulfilled, and to be enabled to contribute as
professionals to the communal artistic life. As our major institution for
enculturation, the public school would seem to be the logical place to
provide opportunities for nurturing artistic talent. Supg]ementary
experiences can then be offered outside the school, but to'rely entirely
on nonschool arts involvements would be to deprive all children of an
equal opportunity to have their talent incubated.

When conceived in this way, art instruction logically consists of
apprenticeship training in that its purpose is to develop artistic talent.
This might seem to be at’ odds with the claims that art study is
instrumental to procuring a variety of other values. In fact, statements
of purpose for school arts programs often propose both rationales
with little if any awareness that they may be contradictory in their
implications for how the arts should be studied. Usually, if thought
about at all, the dichotomy is glossed over; after all, if students are
learning how to be arusts perhaps those other values will also be
achieved. What is not brought to consciousness (and not mentioned

by art teachers or other advocates for education in the arts) 1§ that

many people in our culture do not hold an image of artists as paragons
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of social virtue. Thc bchawor of artists is often regarded as divergent
if not deviant, a degrec of leewayrbeing tolerated for them (espeually
when they happen to be successful). Generally, however, it may be’

*“gssumed that mostparcnts do not expect that school art instruction

will make their children ecither social deviants or professional artists.
They are hkely to view such instruction as generally beneficial for a
varicty of anc:l]ary reasons, and as a way to develop their children’s
artistic creative talent to some modest degree. Some few children, of
course, will take’ hold in an art and give promise of a professmnal
career.

When Spencer said that the best preparation to both enjoy and
produce art is “science,” he meant that the essentials of the arts
curriculum are (a) training in the techniques, craft, and processes
required to be a functioning artist, and (b) a supportive knowledge
about what science has to say about human behavior, human biology,
human physiology, and so forth, as they are related to producing art. 6
Given his influence, given the high value many people place on
creativity and the widely shared belief that the arts are the paradigm of
creativity, and given the variety of other individual and social values
ascribed to the act1v1ry of creating art, the model of education in art as
training to be an artist has been dominant in American schools. This
model accounts for the most common historical answer to the question

of what 1s most worth knowing about the arts—knowing how to

3.THE CLAIMS OF AESTHETIC EDUCATION

The third argument has been more philosophically as well as
experientially grounded than the previous two.

Some three decades ago a shift in thinking about education in the
arts began to take place in both music and visual arts education. An
extensive literature detailing the changes in both theory and practice
of.music and visual art education during the 1960s and afterward
testifies to the magnitude of what occurred.” Under the influence of
the curriculum reform movement, several educational thinkers began
to argue that the qualities of experience mediated by the arts, the
meanings they make available through their various modes of
representation, and the ways those qualities and meanings are
generated and shared, are peculiar to the arts. Thus the aesthetic
dimension of human experience is seen as a distinctive cognitive

domain requiring £o be understood and _valued on its own terms and

taught in ways relevant to those terms. In addition, creating art,
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although valuable and necessary as, one aspect of experiencing and

knowing aesthetically, is not sufficient to gain the breadth and depth
and variety of meanings available from the arts. ‘Lo be litcrate in the
estheti i ires -rangi Ve PN

arts. Such responses depend on refined capacities and dispositions (@)
to perceive, discriminate, feel, and evaluatg works of art; @ to
understand them as objects and events with distinctive cognitive
characteristics; (©) to be aware of the historical, social, cultural,
political, and religious contexts in which they reside; and @ to be
cognizant of the many issucs and controversies surrounding them.
Education in the arts, if it is to influence the development of such
learnings, would have to be essentially different from an instrumental-
ity for achieving a variety of aesthetically ancillary values or from
professional training to be an artist. Both may be included and
provided for, but the broader goal or aim of education in the arts
would have to be the development of aesthetic literacy in a sense
neither of the previous rationales was able to define. And the question
of what is most worth knowing about the arts would have to be
addressed by including for consideration a far more comprehensive
selection of subject matters than had previously been identified.

The striking movement in the school arts fields over the past three
decades toward an image of arts education as focused on the aesthetic
nature of the arts, and as responsible for cultivating aesthetic
sensitivity /awareness/literacy as its primary mission, soon began to
be known by the term “‘agsthetic education.” (Lhe Journal of desthetic
[Education began publishing in 1966.) For some this was a confusing
phrase in that it seemed to signify an interest in teaching conceptual
material from or about the branch of philosophy called aesthetics,
which lies outside thc/tr_aining of most arts teachers. But as curricula

claiming to be instances of aesthetic education appeared and more -

Py

books and articles on it were published, the term became ubiquitous

and a general sense of its nature became more pervasive. This isnot to
say that the meaning of the term “‘aesthetic education” is entirely clear
to its theoreticians or to arts teachers in the schools.? It is also not to
say that its applications in school arts programs have been consistent
or unanimous. Many teachers continue to follow models of arts
education based on a variety of assumptions including that its purpose
is_to assist in the promotion of extra-aesthetic values or to train
incipiert artists (neither of which purposes is necessarily ruled out by
many conceptions of aesthetic education). And, of course, some
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theoreticians simply did not and do not find this point of view
attractive.

Several characteristics associated with the term “aesthetic
education” became extremely influential in the school arts education
ficlds over the past thirty or so years. Recent important influences
have réinforced the belief that education in the arts requires tuition in
a broad range of disciplines relevant to the cultivation of the
characteristic mode of cognition the arts represent.’

2. The Arts as Cogniti

What knowledge, then, is of most worth in the arts according to
the general point of view often called aesthetic education? Another
important intellectual movement in recent years bears on how this
question might be answered. This is the growing recognition that
traditional conceptions of cognition, equating it with verbal and
symbolic conceptualization, are inadequate to describe or explain the
varieties of modes in which human knowing occurs and by which
human knowing may be represented. We can trace to Plato the history
of the idea that cognition, to be considered authentic, must bg as
abstract—that is, free from the vagaries and errors of the senses and the
intuitions—as it is possible for rationality to make it. The most
dependable, most genuine knowledge therefore is achieved through a
movement away from the concrete toward the abstract. “Basic”
subjects are those fulfilling the assumption that cognition is essentially
a function of abstract thinking achieved through higher and higher
levels of verbal and symbolic conceptualization.

In education, the equation of cognition with rational conceptuali-
zation is most dramatically apparent in the influential Taxonomy of
Educational Objectives,"® in which the “Cognitive Domain” consists of
progressively higher levels of conceptual functioning, ranging from
knowledge (of specifics; of ways and means of dealing with specifics;
of the universals and abstractions in a field), to intellectual abilities and
skills (comprehension; application; analysis) to synthesis, and finally
to evaluation. The “Affective Domain” (construed in the Taxonomy
to include primarily attitudes and values) and the “Psychomotor
Domain”’ are not, ipso facto, cognitive. The assumption, then, that
cognition_exists_only when the mind is processing conceptual
materials in the ways the “Cognitive Domain” handbook outlines
them is so widespread that few recognize that this is but one way to
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conceive of cognition. It has, in short, become a dominant myth of our
IIIHLb -

. That my;h has begun to unravc] Ironically, a major tear in its
fabric occurred with the dramatic rise during the 19505 of skepticism
about the epistemological foundation of the basic sciences. As D. C.
Phillips summarizes it,'' John Dewey had much earlier raised the issue
of whether the warranted knowledge claims of sciefice were more
authentic than other types. But the middle of the century brought
together several lines of thought inimical to the previous belief system.
Popper argued that scientific knowledge claims cannot be proved or
fully justified but only refuted. The credibility of logical positivism,
which provided a foundation for the traditional scientific epistemol-
ogy, was eroded. Thomas Kuhn explained how contextual factors
determine what qualifies as scnentlﬁc truth. Lakaros, Feyerabend, and
others severely criticized the notion of scientific ob]ectmty All these
constitute a significant literature that questions the myth of
rationalistic scientific truch. As W. H. Newton-Smith suggested

The scientific community sees itself as the very paradigm of institutionalized
rationality. It is taken to be in possession of something, the scientific method,
which generates a “logic of justification.” . . . For Feyerabend, Kuhn, and
others, not only does scientific practice not live up to the image the

commum[y,pro]ccts, it could not do so. For that image, it is said, emf)oc{lcs Kl

“untenable. assumptlons concerning the objectvity of rtruth, the role of
evidence, and the invariance of meanings.!?

The atmosphere created by challenges to the concept that truth is
unitary and peculiar to “objective science” has led to a more
relativistic stance toward what can,be known, how knowing is
generated, and what are approprmte representations for what s
known. A striking example is found in the “Editor’s Preface” to the
Eighty-fourth NSSE Yearbook, Learning and Teaching the Ways of
Knowing: ““The roads 1o knowledge are many. Knowledge is not
defined by any single system of thought, but is diverse.”!3 The
contributors to this volume described numerous modes of cognition:
acsthetic, scientific, interpersonal, intuitive, narrative and paradig-
matic, formal practical, and spiritual. [s it posmble that a conception of
knowmg different from the preva;lmg one is being born? .

The notion of aesthetic cognition as one among several bona flde
Lognmve Jnudes holds great promise, and one is led to ask once more
the pemstenr, contentious, puzzling question, “What is aesthetic
cogmition?” Stretching back at least to Plato, the history of the issue
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of aesthetic cognition has been a t{)rt'uuus one. | have no intention of
tracing that history here.'* 1 will, however, offer some selective
reflections about it in light of possible educational implications. [ will
concentrate on one dimension of aesthetic cognition, often called
“knowing of”’ or “knowing within.” A second dimension, frequently
termed “knowing how’’ (about which I will remark only briefly), is

intimately related to “knowmg of.”” The two together, I shall argue,

constitute the nature of cognition in the aesthetic domain. Supplemen-
tary to these ways of knowing are two further dimensions of cogni-
tion relevant to improving the quality of knowing of and knowing
how—"knowing about” or “knowing that,” and what | will term
“knowing why.” These must also be treated briefly. I will then offer
some suggestions about effective curricula in aesthetic education based
on these four dimensions of cognition.

4 KNOWING OF OR WITHIN: THE ROLE OF FORM

nowin of’ or_“knowing within” consists of a particular

encountered object or event. Any object or event may be encountered
in an aesthetic way; my discussion will emphasize encounters with
works of art.’ A work of art in some cultural settings is generally
conceived to be a product while in others it is more widely construed
to be a process. Both meanings are included in my explanation. |

One necessary (but not Suffrc:cnt) aspect of aesthetic involvements
is the dugmanamx_gf_amnum or discrimination requlrcd To
perceive an object or event in the aesthetic mode, one’s focus must
include, to some degree, attention to its 1ntrln51cally interesting
qualities. This kind of focus requires an awareness of such qualltles as
bemg not entirely “about” something for which they act as signs, but
as yielding a set of meanings contained within the quahties

The term most often used to refer to the “within-ness” of
intrinsically related events (colors, sounds, actions, and so forth) is
“form.” The form of a2 work of art is in this sense its sum total of
interrelated events. The qualities that constitute the interrelationships
may be described at several levels. One may speak of repetitions,
contrasts, variations, developments, tensions, resolutions, unities,
disjunctions, expectations, deviations, uncertainties, symmetries,
distortions, energies, and so forth. Such terms call attention to the
dynamic nature of aesthetic form—the sense it gives that forces are at
work (across the broadest range from tremendous  activation to
stillness and quietude)—and to their effects on us when we internalize

.
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30 WHAT KNOWLEDGE IN THE ARTS?

them. “Repetition” is an identifiable, objective quality of an object or
event, while “expectation” is an internal, qualitative state of a person.
But since expectation (of sounds, of actions, of movements, and so
forth) is generated by conditions within the work, we tend to ascribe
it to the perceptual qualities we are noticing as well as to its effects on
us. Careful distinctions between the two can indeed be made, as in
phenomenological analysis: in common language the distinctions are
often conflated. because cause and effect are so closely tied to each
other in experiences of art.

At another level of descnpt:on of the intrinsic qualities to which
one attends when one is attending aesthetically, one may enumerate
the characteristic means by which each art achieves the interrelations
constituting its forms. In music, for example, relations among pitches
heard successively are called “melody,” while relations of pitches
heard simultaneously are called “harmony.” In poetry, relations are
established by the use of thyme, meter, alliteration, imagery, and so
forth. Each art has a comparable list of elements by which it establishes
its forms. At this level of description of the qualities one has an
experience “of” when perceiving aesthetically, the terms include the
relational dynamics they capture and display but refer to the means by
which they are so captured and displayed.

Some works of art or types of art present to the percipient nothing
more than formed qualities (a Mozart symphony, a late Mondrian
painting, a Merce Cunningham dance, a John Coltrane improvisa-

tion). Lu_mc.h_cammmcan be of form as such—of sets of
rel.mons which _have meaning when gneaning is conceived as a

The purpose of the structure of a
work of art is to embody, through the use of perceptual qualities,
1mphcat10ns, connotanons, intentions, suggestions, possibilities.

When Wm:monshms they functlonmumﬁﬂm

no need for meaning in its more limited and more common sense as.
requiring conventional denotative signs or symbols. The fullness of

meaning in an aesthetic structure is often referred to as its significance
or import or expressiveness. Precisely because such meanings are not
literal, or are not limited to the literal, aesthetic cognition is sui generis.

For example, when a theme from the exposition section of the first
movement of a Mozart symphony is treated in a variety of ways in the
subsequ’cnt section, we recognize that it is being “developed”: that is
Its meaningful effect U;Son hearing it in the recapitulation section we

encounter it in light of its revealed potentials as Mozart chose to._

develop them. Its “meaning” has changed from its initial statement,
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and we find this change—this ° hearlng as” or “knowing as”—to be
meaningful, The theme is “heard as” 1mbﬁed with the structural
associations that were at ﬁrst _only implicit byt _were then made
explicit. It is now “known as” it has been revealed—as richer with
implications than it would first have seemed. We do this analogously
with the Coltrane improvisation as he develops musical ideas, with the
Mondrian painting as the shapes, colors, and lines structurally define
balances, imbalances, implications of bounded with unbounded
spaces, and tensions of ambiguities agalnst resolutmns of symmetries,
and with the Cunningham dance as it unfolds through more and less
determinate events.

It is important to recognize that the percepuble structure presented
by these and all other works of art includes every mteract:on n among
every detail, and that hierarchical patterns of interactions emcrge out
of partlcular interactions. In a highly successful work of art nothing
exists unrelated to and unessential to its total structure of interconnect-
ing events at different levels of complexity and inclusiveness. That is
why the perceptual processing of a work of art is not likely to occur
once and for all with any one, particular interaction with it. Important
works of art, no matter their style, type, genre, are those with the
maximum richness and integration of interrelationships possiblc
within that style, type, genre. Percepnon of such works reqmres an
ongoing program of engagements in which the potential meanings in
a work—its sum total of meaningful interactions—are revealed more
fully to and experienced more subtly by the percipient. The active
contribution to the process by the percipient is also an essential factor

in aesthetic engagements. A_competent percipicnt does not simply
ecognize structured events but also determines what will be
perccwcd in_what degrees, and at_what lgx;ls of dj.sgnmmanxc
EIECLSLQB Aesthetic experiencing requires a

imagination of the percipient of the imagined interplay of occurrences
built into the form by the arust.

I will discuss later the kinds of knowing that assist us in perform-
mg rhcsc cognitive operatlons w1t|) form. The polnt here is that the
scope detail, perspicacity, and ingenuity of one’s perceptual structur-
ing of formal qualities are essential determinants of what one knows
within an aesthetic interaction. Such knowing, [.suggest, is an essen-
tial component of aesthetic cognition, and is an essential component of

aesthetic intelligence gonstrueg] as a capacity to gain s such h_cognition.

Such knowing is amenable to
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2. . KNOWING OF OR WITHIN:
THE ROLE OF CONTENT AND FUNCTION

In addition to form-making qual:gcslsuch as those discussed
above, most works of art contain some manner and degrée of reference
to people, things, ideas, issues, places, and events. Whether called
figurative or representational or programmatic, they are often said to
contain “‘content”’ o “subiect” in addition to “form.”

According to one view in aesthetics, called “formalism,” such
material is entirely or at least largely irrelevant to the kind of knowing
appropriate to works of art. One must ignore or bypass content
because the only 3esthet:cally valid way to- perceive a work is to
perceive its form-causing qualities devoid of referential associations.
As Roger Fry, an archetypal formalist, put it:

No one who has a real understanding of the art of painting artaches any
unportance to what we call the subject of a picture—what is represented . . .
all depends on how it is presented, nothing on what, Rembrandt expressed his
profoundest feelings just as well when he painted a carcass hanging up in a
butcher’s shop as when he painted the Crucifixion or his mistress.16

An opposite view focuses on content as the essential ingrediéﬁt of
knowmg in an aesthetic 1 1ntcrgjct10n Often called “referentialism,” this
pomlon argues that form is merely a way to point up or énhance the
associations a work of art presents, and the goodnéss or effectiveness
of a work is a function of the dEsu'ablllty of its explicit message and
how well (clearly, powerfully) a work transmits that message.
Socialist Realism is a clear, if extreme, referentialist doctrine.

Content, I suggest, is an important ingredient in the knowing of
art because content is an important determinant of the form of the
work in which it is contained. That is, when one interacts aesthetically
with a work of art, the form of the work as perceived is the
determining factor of the knowing one gains from it, but the knowing
now includes the role of content as one ingredient of the form.’

In a crucifixion scene, for example, the shape of the cross is seen
not as an abstract set of two lines intersecting at right angles but as a
cross, its intersecting lines being a function of the object we recognize.
But in a painting, unlike an actual event (except when the event is
being perceived aesthetically), the size of the cross, its placement in the
composition, its width, color, texture, and relation to other shapes in
the painting are all essential aspects of the form of the painting and of
our aesthetic perception of the painting. If any change is made in any
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of them the aesthetic meaning is changed concomitantly.!” We sece the
intersecting lines as an object, but as an object which is part of a
“composition”—a form “composed” to be meaningful as form. We
judge the painting good or mediocre or bad, not on the basis that it
contains a cross, as thousands of others equally do, but on the basis of
how the cross has been incorporated as an element of meaningful
structure. A great painting of a crucifixion s considered great—that 18,
to yield meaning of a profound endurifg nature—not because it has
an object called a cross in it but because the ob]ect, while recognized
to be one, has been “trans-formed” by its contributing role within the
larger structure of interrelationships of which it is a part. The cross as
an object is “seen as” or “known as”’ aesthetically meaningful in light
of its structural associations within the complex of visual events with

which it interacts. Art transcends Content through form.

But in addition to the recognition of the cross as a particular object,
it is also recognized, if one has been so acculturated _as_an_o_bjgﬁmb
particular_symbolic significance. Because of its association with an
important religious event (and for other reasons of interest to
archetypal psychologlsts) the cross is an object so saturated with
symbolic meanings as to resist being seen neutrally. The values and
affects we atrach to it, whatever they may be, are inevitably called into
play wben we recognize the object in the work of art ASCIng their
impact to our experience of the work. Such i impact is also transformed
by structure, while at the same time contributing to the impact of the
structure. ,

This Kolds for all the other layers of associations, values, attitudes,
beliefs, symbolic meanings in the crucifixion scene, mcludmg the
body of Christ, his crown of thorns, the spear piercing his s;de the
grieving figures at the foot of the cross, and so forth. Each contributes.
to_ the total aesthetic cognition available from the painting as
meaningful ingredients which have been metamorphosed, that is,
changed in and by form to have meanings generally called aesthetic. A
different painting containing identical content—even by the same
painter—will yield different aesthetic meanings by virtue of
differences in its form. That is why every crucifixion painting is
unique in aesthetic meaning despite identical L or similar contents. It 1s
such meanings that painters—all Arnsts—p’ursue As Francis Sparshott
explains in his discussion of programmatic music:

P

\

Perhaps we should saa,,rhat (as in painting) the most af)prov'r.‘:d usgs.of the

[extramusical] devices'are those in which what is recognized and relished as
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referential is at the same time experienced as musical—that s, in which we feel
that what we hear would be formally justified even if nothing were being
referred to. . .. The characteristic musical delight in all such devices, for
composers as much as for audiences, lies in the way music is being made of them:
the exact way in which, having been what they were, they have now become
completely music.'®

The principle raised by this example applies to all the arts (given
the necessary adaprations each would require), and to all manners and
types and levels of content in the arts.'®_Agsthetic cognition, then,
requires knowing about content, given the contributory role content

plays, but also, and most importantly, requires the ability to go
beyond such knowing to" the knowing of or within yielded by
meaningful structure. | will discuss later the kinds of learnings that
would be useful in order to help students gain the aesthetic knowings
available from art, including the knowings about content which
contfibute to them.

Another factor implicated in aesthetic perception is the variety of
uses to which works of art are often put and the various functions they
are expected to perform. It is a convention of modern Western culture
that works of art, usually as products but also often as processes, are
often regarded primarily or solely as a source of the kind of experience
called aesthetic (one aspect of which | am here attempting to clarify).
Symphonies being performed in concert halls; jazz improvisations
listened to in clubs; paintings displayed in museums, galleries, homes;
theater productions and dances and movies performed for audiences,
and so forth, are understood as being occasions for aesthetic
experiencing (however many other motives people may have for
engaging n them). But throughout Western history and in many
other world cultures, art has been associated with other activities.

For an example let us return to the crucifixion painting. Displayed
in a cathedral the painting clearly serves a function emphasizing its
content, calling the attention of worshippers to the religious meanings
depicted in that important event. In this case the form of the
painting—its intrinsically meaningful structure of interrelated visual
events—is contributory rather than"'qua', reversing the relationship
between form and content as it obtains In aesthetic experiencing.
Because that relationship is usually a matter of degree of focus, rather
than an exclusive focus on form or content’devoid of influence from
the other, it may be envisioned as occurring on a continuum. At one
far extreme, a devout worshipper, glancing briefly at the painting in
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the cathedral to which she has come to pray, is reminded of the event
depicted by the painting and thinks of and is affected by its religious
significance, the form of the painting being minimally influential in or
perhaps entirely absent from the experience. The painting has in this
case served a largely religious function. At the other extreme, a
museum curator of Renaissance art, on closely examining the painting
displayed in a museum she is visiting, is struck by the power of the
artst’s use of color as an aspect of structure in relation to other such
paintings by this and other Renaissance artists. The religious content
is likely to be minimally influential if not entirely absent in her
experience, which would seem to be entirely or largely of intrinsic
formal relations. And, of course, every possible degree of balance
between focus on function and form exists along the continuum.

Just as content is likely to influence form to ar least some degree,
function is also likely to play a role in how form is perceived. And
while I am suggesting the principle that aesthetic meaning requires
going beyond content and function to that which form adds ro them,
[ am unable to stipulate the degree to which that must occur in order
for an experience to qualify as aesthetic. Nor am I suggesting that
there is some optimal balance, or that an experience is “aesthetically
better” if it is 100 percent of form, as formalists would say. It 1s
possible that different works, with different contents (or none) and
different functions (including entirely aesthetic ones), can be
experienced across a broad range of foci on various aspects of
perceptual processing and be understood to be aesthetic in experience

involvement in form to some degree, and with meanings from content
and function as they have been modified by form.2? -
Agsthetic education, I would propose, js the systematic attempt to

2

meanings in their experience of works of art and other phenomena.

D XNOWING OF OR WITHIN. THE ROLE OF FEELING

A second necessary aspect of aesthetic engagements has to do with
the role of affect or fecling in the knowing of or knowing within
yielded by such engagements. The tréatment of aesthetic reaction here
must be selective, especially given the vast and venerable literature on
it. That literature has existed as long as the concept of art has existed?!
because it seems to be an essential characteristic of art that we care
about it in a way involving ourselves as creatures who feel. So from
the writings of Plato to the latest issues of the various scholarly
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journals devoted to the arts, the relation of the arts to feelln,g remains
an ongoing point of contention. It is a particularly reca[arrantrone
because of the difficulties entailed in conceptualizing about aware-
nesses that are essentially internal, unobservable, unquantifiable, and
ineffable. The point [ want to focus on here has to do with ineffabil-
ity.

Feelings, or affects, as | use the terms, are experiences at the level
of internal awarenesses of subjectivities.2 Although we are aware that
we are undergoing subjective events we are not able to express or
describe them in words (they are ineffable) for a variety of reasons.
First, words, by their nature (I am referring here to words as
discursive symbols in common language) are unsuitable to express the
dynamically evanescent and fleeting character of feelings. Further,
feelings are complex amalgams of a variety of felt qualities undergone
simultaneously, and the mixtures of qualities are also transitory in that
they shift among their combinations and interrelations from moment
to moment. Language syntax is not constituted to represent this
kaleidoscopic quality of feeling. And feelings are in constant motion in
their intensity, each change of degree of intensity changing the nature
and quality of what is being experienced. In depth as well there is a
constant movement, as feelings are experienced as more or less signif-
icant or portentous from moment to moment. All such characteristics
of feeling and their sum account for the gap between the richness and
density of our inner subjective reality of felt awareness and the limited
capacity of ordinary Ianguage to mediate or represent it.23

What language can do ) Js represent those broad classes of feeling
clusters which share sufficient common characteristics to constitute
inclusive feeling categories. Words such as love, joy, fear, anger, sadness,
happiness name ‘“the emotions.” These are broad, classificatory
concepts each of which subsumes the infinite numbers, qualities,
gradations, and combinations of what is actually experienced as
“feeling” or “affect.”” The emotion category symbols (the names of
emotions) bear the same relation to feehngs as experienced as names of
diseases bear to the actualities of what is experienced by someone
undergoing them. Experience is “of” or “within” feeling. Words are
“about” feeling.

With Dewey, Susanne K. Langer, and many others, 1 agree that
the structures or forms of works of art are the most apt, cogent
representations of the reality of human experience as being subjec-

tive—as being feelmgful The gual;tles constituting the meaningful,

purposive
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inherent dynamics of feeling (not “emotion”) with a level of preci-
sion, fidelity, complexity, and subtlety unavailable in any other mode_

&f mentation. In experiences of meaningful form the “knowing of,”
then, includes, as an inseparable aspect, an internalized awareness of
expressiveness—that is, feeling constituting an essential component of
what is being experienced and known. Interrelations among qualities
are not just noticed. They are felt, and do not reach the fullness of
meaning of which they are capable unless and until they are felt. But
because of the widespread confusion of feeling as I am using the term
with emotion as that term is ordinarily used, and because of the
association of art with emotion that we have mhe:;ted from nineteenth
century Romanticism, it is important to reiterate that art is not

“emotional.” The distinction is essential. Emotions are classificatory
concepts while experiences of feeling are undergone subjectivities, no
one of which, as such, is classifiable conceptually.

This distinction is particularly pertinent 'in cases when the
expressive gestalt of a work of art seems to be apﬂ{r categorized by an
emotion term. Many works of art are simply not amenable to such
categorization: no emotion term applies comfortably to a Brahms
symphony or to a Cézanne still life or to a Balanchine dance. But one
can so categorize them if one chooses. Little disagreement would arise
if one characterized the second movement of the Beethoven Third
Symphony (“Marcia funebre”) as sad, or if one called the entire
symphony, as Beethoven did, “heroic” (Eroica). It would seem as
easy and obvious to call Picasso’'s Guernica “angmsfled ” and
Hemingway's The Old Man and the Sea “tragic.”

I suggest that gmotions serve the same purpose in works of art as
content does, and in fact may be conceived as another type of content.
Just as the symbolic meanings of the crucifix influence its aesthetic
meanings, the emotion “sadness” in the “Marcia funebre” influences
the ineffable feeling caused by the form of that movement.

This is not to say that the aesthetic meanings of these works are
limited to or equatable with or in any way contained within or to be
understood as essentially caused by the object (the cross) or the
emotion (sadness). Aesthetic cognition transcends any content—
including emotional content—through form. The “Marcia funebre”
is, as Beethoven designates it, also “Adagio assai,” and this “quite
slow” is where aesthetic feeling as “knowing of” begms to exist. It
exists as well in the contour of the first theme and its minor modality,
in the contrasting contour of the subsequent theme of the trio (in
major), in the tone colors of oboe against strings as contrasted with
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violins against the other strings, in the ntards at ends of sections, in the
recurring dotted-note figure and its suggestions and implications in
other rhythmic motives and on and on with all the infinite, subtle,
expressive, and meaningful details that constitute the purposive
structure of this movement. Further, a different performance of the
movement will inevitably alter its aesthetic meanings, because the
slightest change in, say, how the dotted-note figure beginning the first
theme is articulated, will change significantly what is perceived and
felt.

To explore within all the meanings of form as perceptually and
subjectively processed, including the general quality of sadness as one
dimension mflucncmg that which is perceived and undergone, is to
gain the aesthetic cogmnons available from this music. It is not enough
to hear the music “as sad,” which is like seeing the object in the
painting “as a cross.” The “knowing as” required in aesthetig
sngagements _must _transcend, through form, the designations
including objects and emotions, which ma be present in partlcular
works., When commentators on art dwell on the emotions art
designates (and argue endlessly about how art manages to designate
emotions),’ they are fixated at the not yet expressive level of how art
functions aesthetically. The notorious difficulties in explaining how
perceived qualities can be identified as emotions arise, I suggest, from
the inherent differences between form as expressive and language as
denotative. Emotions exist at the level of concepts; feelings ex1st at the,
level of experiences which by their very nature are ineff ﬁzbre
Attending in the direction of meaningful, expressive form allows one to
be influenced by but to pass through designations of whatever sort,
including designated emortion categories, and reach their aesthetlc
conclusions in cognmons form has substantiated. In such conclusions
emotion terms give way to qualitative subjective states ineffable in
essence.

education, [ proposc, is the systematic_attempt to
influence the degree to which students can incorporate yet zranscend.
any kind or type of content (including emotional c&)tcnt} employed
by works of art as one aspect of their ineffable meanings, and thus
Approach closer to meamings perceptually and affectively experienced
as qualmes of purposeful structure. Mikel Dufrenne described feeling
as 2 “‘capacity of receptlvuy, a sensibility to a certain world, and an
aptitude for perceiving that world,”? | would argue that this capacity,
sensibility, and aptitude are aménable to |mprovernent by effective
education, which focuses on the distinctive cognitions art exists to
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proyide and the distinctive way art provides them, through
perceptual/affective processing of formed qualities and contents.

Feeling as proactive, Such processing engages feeling as more than

_reactive to perceived interrelations in formed events. Feeling also

serves a proactive role in aesthetic mvolvements, a role not given
sufficient attention in the literature. For if it is an act of cognition to
fecl, through absorbed perception, the implied subjectivities an artist
has imagined within a perceptual structure, it is cognitive as well to
employ attentive feeling as a ma]or means for discovering those
implied subjectivities. Feeli of a cause (the
work’s structure including its content as an aspect of its structure) but.
. : :

The proactive role of fechng as an inherent dimension of cognition
in aesthetic involvements is likely to be multidimensional. Feeling is
probably implicated in processes of making discriminations among
events, classifying event-clusters, abstracting parts from wholes,
integrating levels of hlerarchlcal interrelations, comprehending
relations, anticipating incipient evénts, syn{hemzmg wholes out of

 parts and forming gestalts at higher levels, and so forth % The point is

that opportunities to employ feelin i and
the experience of the expansion of the self such engagements afford,
are at the core of the value of the arts and of aesthetic education. The
central function of education in the arts is to help all students develop
their capacities to gain such cognition, which is likely to be what is of

most worth from the arts.

4 KNOWING HOW

Pcople who bring meaningful forms into existence are generally
called artists and anyone so engaged is, at the time of engagement,
bemg an artst. Given that art cannot exist without people being
artists, and given that what artists essentially produce are works
(whcther construed as products or processes) which are a source of
aesthetic meanipgs, an .
cognitive endeavor would seem to be i important for any vidble co'ri;cept
of aesthetic education. Other chapters in this volume deal with this
matter; so I will limit my remarks here to a few concerning the
l-:nowmgs entailed in knowmg how to create art.

I suggest that to be an artist is to know of gr within through the
act of causing such knowing to come into being as a work, whether as
a product or a process. In this dlscusmon [ follow common practlcc in
using the terms “artistic knowing” or “artistic cognition” or “artistic
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experience’ to refer to interactions with art while creating it. Th_e
terms ‘“‘aesthetic knowing’ or ‘‘aesthetic cognition” or “aesthetic
experience’’ refer to those interactions occurring when experiencing a
work that someone else has created.?” Other terms generally used to
make this distinction are “expression/impression’’ or “‘production/
appreciation.” What does one need to know how to do in order to
cause the coming into being of meanings as a product of formed
interrelations among qualities and contents?

First, one needs to know how to imagine such interrelat_ions.
“Imagine”” implies the ability to form a mental image of pon?ntlal or
actual relations among some sets of qualities. That image requires two
interdependent ingredients—having “in mind” the materials out of
which the relations are to be made (sounds, shapes, movements of the
body, people acting, verbal images, etc.) and having “in mind” the
feeling of the ensuing relation. Relations do not exist as abstract: th_ey
are brought into existence by some interplay of one thing w¥th
another, and the relation is imaged as how one thing interacts with
another, the “interaction’ being the “feeling.” Artists, then, know
how to imagine relationships among qualities of the materials they
have “in mind,” and how to imagine the affect of those related
qualities.

But for artists, “in mind” is not in the ideal mind Plato envisioned.
It is a mind in which the body and, its actions, the feeling of the body
in action, and the critical, dlscernmg response to the images and
feelings caused by the mvoTvemeﬁf of the body in action are all
essential dimensions of knowing. In dance, the “body in action” can
be taken literally, as it can be in any other arustic involvement in
which skillful use of the body is an essential aspect of engagement
with material being formed (playing an instrument, singing, painupg,
sculpting, acting, shaping clay). But even in less obviously physical
artistic ,acts (wrltmg a Ppem,,composmg, designing a bu1ldmg) the
inward “embodiment” or “sensuosity” of the experience of the
relations being formed is an essential ingredient i ln what is known and
how it is known—thc lmowmg Dufrenne terms “presence.”’?8

Inastitich as artists think in terms of meanlngful relations among
qualities, including how any content may be cast in terms of such
relations, the effectiveness of guch thlnkmg depends in large part on
how well the artist can ‘envision potennal relations, and respond
opportunely to discovered relations, in the materials out of which the
work is being formed. At base, after any considerations of content
influence, of functionality or practicality, of any other related factors
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lmpmgmg on the creative act, artists think directly in terms of
materials bemg organmized so as to be mcam/ngful The ability to think
this way is tied intimately to the gras’f;, control, and mastery of the
materials in terms of which the artist is thinking. The quality of artistic
thinking depends on the richness of an artist’s “vocabulary” of
available gestures in the materials being formed, control over the
subtleties and complexities of the form the material is taking, and
ability to take the material in whatever direction the unfold:ﬁg(

meanmg requires. The term denoting such artistic mastery of material
is “craftsmanship.”

Z.» Craftsmanship includes skill but transcends it craft is the ability 10

think in terms of meaningful material—material which has takén of
and is taking on mmnmg as a function of i its. created structure. To
know how to create art is This
accounts for the centrality of developmg craftsmanship in any attempt
to teach people how to be artists; one’s ability to “think art” is tied
directly to one's ability to control the material within which one is
thinking. To the degree that aesthetic education is concerned with
 helping students become artists and understand how artists think, it
must engage them in the development of their craftsmanship with one
set or several sets of materials the arts generally employ.

Two other “knowings how” to be an artist should be mentioned;

s.knowmg how to be sensitive and knowmg how to be authentic.

Since the exercise of artistic imagination requires thinking in terms
of and through control over the materials in which thinking is rakmg
place, the sensitivity of an artist to the possnbllmes of meaning
emerging from this thmkmg 1s a crucial factor in what the artistic
result will be. Sensitivity is the level of discernment of rightness or
mnv:ﬁ’cmgness or meaningfulness of each decision an artist makes as
a purposive structure unfolds. Each decision has its consequences in
what the form is becoming and what it cannot therefore become. A
sensitive artist is guided to decisions leading in fruitful directions—
directions productive of the meaningful gestalt being brought into life.
Sensitivity to such meaning, perceptually and affectively and sensu-
ously, 1, [ suggest, cognitive—a way of knowmg the significance
coming into being in the creative act as one is causing that significance
to occur. Imagination, craft, and sensmwty are mterd::pendent
dimensions of knowing in artistic creation; each contributes its
essential character yet each is dependent on the others for its existence.

Finally, all this must take place in a context of devotion to the
inner integrity of the form coming into being, a form which is
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uniquely meaningful and which therefore makes its demands on the
artist bringing it into existence. Knowing how to submit oneself to the
requirements of the emerging form as they become apparent through
one’s sensitivity to what is occurring is knowing how to be an artist
authentically. Authenticity, here, is the capacity to serve the needs of
artistic meanings in their demands to be greated honestly, that is, to be
realized not only by the needs of the artist but also by the needs of the
Jform to be whole and meaningful and genuine. In the maelstrom of
complex decision making constituting the artistically creative act, it is
so easy to make false moves—to do what is convenient or adventitious
or unchallenging to one’s imagination and sensitivity and craftsman-
ship, forcing or allowing the result to be less than it has demanded one
to make it be. Knowing how to be authentic is, in artistic creation,
knowing how to be artistically moral. Artists who act “in the service
of their art” are, in this sense, acting morally, and this moral posture
in turn pervades the quality of the imagination, sensitivity, and
craftsmanship they exercise as they create.
Arustic knowing, or “artistry,” _is the sum of these four knowings
how. Such knowing is a component of cognition depgndent on but
additional to knowing of or within and is amenable to improvement
through learning. Such learning requires the exercise of this cognition
through engagements of the four dimensions of knowing how in the
actual creation of meaningful forms. One can, of course, “know
about” these dimensions just by reading about them. But that is not
artistic cognition, just as “‘knowing about” the qualities of aesthetic
experiencing does not constitute aesthetic knowing. Yet conceptualiz-
ing about the ingredients of aesthetic experience and creation can be a
powerful aid in developing people’s capacities to know of and to
know how. This leads to the final two knowings aesthetic education
should impart.

5.KNOWING ABOUT OR THAT

Knowing of or within and knowing how are ends of aesthetic
education. Knowing about or knowing that (and knowing why,
discussed next) are means. This distinction between ends and means is
crucial. It is a common error to think that people are aesthetically
educated to the degree they have a great deal of conceptual knowledge
abour art, so that education about art in thc/sgnfg of verbal learnings
about art replaces the education iz art [ am insisting must take place in
order for education to inﬂuengg_gle cognitions available from art. A

major and well-deserved a’ﬁ;Elety in the arts education cmﬁg(}éno
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about the Getty Discipline-based Art Education project is that verbal
knowing might be emphasized over aesthetic/artistic knowing,
thereby undermining'the very reason for the existence of education in
the arts.?? b
By “knowing about” or “knowing that”” I refer to the conceptual
understandings most gefmane to the enhancement of one’s ability to
know of or know how. These understandings about art exist at sev-
eral levels but all focus on the actual interaction of a person with a
work. Since this interaction requires perceptual, aff¥ctive, and sensu-

ous discernment, knowings about what to discern and how to discern

arc implicated directly in what can be discerned and at what levels of

complexity discernment can take place. Aesthetic education consists,

in important part, of bringing students’ conceptual attention to that
which can be known aestheti cally and aruistically in works of ars.

The activity of calling attention to various aspects and levels of
meaningful forms may be called “analysis.” As I use this term it
applies to widening concentric rings of examination, description, and
integration of aesthetic and artistic materials and processes.

Closest to the work itself is the scrutiny of the components of its
form; in as much detail as is possible for the age and experience of

- particular students. Such scrutiny, when supportive of the inward

knowing of the form of a work as immediately experienced, can
in a work being created. As a means toward ’Fiéiﬁﬁi:‘:arféd:h\ﬁﬁ'renes's',
such analysis is essential. But it fulfills its role in heightening both
acsthetic cognition and artistic cognition when the knowings about
form become §ubmergéd in consciousness within the knowings of
form. That is, thinking about meaningful details of form must leadto
thinking with what has been brought to conceptual awareness in order
for the experience to yield the kinds of cognition available from
engagements with art, which are always “knowings within” and,
addinionally, “knowings how.” 1 cannot here discuss the ways to
teach art to best insure that thinking about what is going on in 2 work
will become transformed into the thinking with or within which
constitutes cognition in art. Such matters fall into the domain of
method. | want to make the general point here, applicable to the rest
of this section, that all knowings about or knowings that (and
knowings why), at any level of generality, must become, through
processes of internalization, integraged within aesthetic and artistic
cognition as I have tried to explain them, operating as tacit or

clarify what is presented in a completed work anﬂd___y}}grﬂi;_becor_r}j% 7

studquunblﬁilﬁjti:a K/elemcms of such cognition ¥



S+ WHAT KNOWLEDGE IN THE ARTS?

Connected with and widening out from analysis of significant
formal details at increasingly higher hierarchichal levels of complexity
are all the matters relating to the role of content in particular works.
Given the important influences of content on form, those influences
must be clarified as to how content impinges on what a particular form
could be and the corresponding impact of content on what an
experience of a particular work might include.

Expanding further, analysis will include the particularities of

historical and cultural contexts Sl][[ﬂ!lﬂdlﬂg ;hls or that work or body
of work, jnfluencing or determinin arti and aesthetic

contents. For example, to experience more deeply what is available to
know from a particular performance of jazz, one needs to understand
what was happening in jazz at the time of, say, John Coltrane’s
performance of “One Down, One Up.” One needs to understand
where Coltrane was in his own development as an artist and where
that was to lead, and how jazz was reflecting in this work in particular
and in Coltrane’s style as a whole a changing sense of musical
possibilities rhythmlcally and harmonically and tonally.

An aesthetlcallg astute. cxgggfgggg of “Onc Down, One Up"_L~

Acsthetic education is obligated to influence positively the capacities
of mind that make p'?smble both aesthetic cognition and artistic
cognition.

©-KNOWING WHY

What I have termed “knowing why” adds a broader dimension to
knowledge about the contexts in which particular aesthetic and artistic
processes occur. This dimension has to do with general understand-

bout art as a cultural- ical phenomengy. Here one
conceprualizes matters such as these: why art exists; why all cultures
have developed arts in some ways like and in some ways different
from arts of all other cultures; why standards for judging art might be
both general and also dependent on particularities of this and that art,
style, genre; why the experience of art and why creating art seem to
be so important for people; why different groups of people have
different beliefs about art, what it is good for, and how it should be
used; why philosophers of art have debated for centuries every
conceivable issue related to art, its nature, its value; why some people
think education in the arts is essential for all; why some students
choose to engage themselves in special efforts to develop creative
capacities in an art.
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While the experience of a specific work is determined in large part
by its specificities of form and content as they are structured by a
percipient who brings to it particular habituations, capacities, and
knowledge, the beliefs and understandings that person possesses about
what art is all about in the first place will color all that happens in the
interaction, Art, after all, is a human construct. Its meaning 1s a
function of what one believes it to mean as one’s culture has led one to
adopt and adapt such beliefs. Aesthetic education, as a culture’s
mechanism for sharing an important cultural value, must include
examinations of that value in its many complex dimensions. Knowing

why provides a value structure—a logically consistent system of

examined beliefs—within which the other knowings can be

experienced as meaningful,

4, General and Special Curricula in the Arts

Given the prccgdlhg discussions (about knowing within, knowing
how, knowing about, and knowing why), a curriculum in the arts
would be the playing out of their implications in the myriad details to

. be attended to in building a coherent program of instruction. In the

context of this chapter only one issue relating to curriculum
development can be addressed—the issue of general learnings essential
for all students and special learnings for particular students who
choose them.

By general education in the arts | mean programs of instruction
required of all students in schools, or electives providing the same
learnings. By special education in the arts | mean arts electives that
concentrate on a particular aspect or related set of aspects of the
general arts curriculum and that are conceived to be appropriate only
for those students interested in developing particular competencies or
understandings.

General education in the arts should be as comprehensive and as
extensive as possible. The four basic dimensions of cognition should
all be included and should stress the’ development of each student’s
capacities to know of and know how. The contexts for such leamlngs
can be single art classes as havc tradltlonally been avallablc or (as

lﬁammﬂ_mmdﬁsﬂuld_bc_usm (occasmnal) umﬁers for the
learnings about particular arts. These classes should concentrate on the
unique ways each art functions cognitively, and also call attention at
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strategic points to the general characteristics of cognition all the arts
share 3!

Whatever the context, learnings related 1o knowing of or within will
provide the unifying core. The experience of many works (from one art

if a single art is being raught or from several arts if a comprehensive
context exists), repesenting various historical periods, regions of the
world, styles, genres, types, including folk, popular, “classical,” ethnic,
and so forth, will be the central activity, supported by the knowings
about or that and knowings why essential to make aesthetic sense of
them. In my view, emphasis should be placed on works of high quality
(works demonstrating high levels of imagination, craftsmanship,
sensitivity, authenticity) within each type or genre. Cpmparl§ons of the
relative value of differing types of art should beavoided. Works of
lesser quality can be used to heighten the sense that higher and lower
levels of aesthetic value exist in particular examples of art.

Knowing how—g¢reating art—-serves both as an end and as a means
in general education. As an end it engages all students in the mode of
cognition called upon to be an artist—a way of thinking and knowing

unavailable except by being (or acting as) an artist. All students need to

share this cognition for the sake of knowing what it uniquely allows one.
to know,

In addition, attempt§ to create art by using qualities one is
experiencing in already created works (for example, attempting to paint
distorted figures as related to distorted figures one is perceiving in a
painting) can illuminate powerfully the meaningful form(s) created by
an artist who chose to use distortion as one element. So it is important
that creating art be included in general education both as arristically
meaningful in and of itself and as adding an educative dimension to
aesthetic meaning.

The balances among experiencing and creating works, and of how
much and what levels of conceptual learnings about and learnings why
will be included, will largely be determined by developmental factors
such as those discussed in other chapters in this book. The mix, for
second graders will be different from the mix for eleventh graders,
especially because as students get older their abilities to know of; about,
and Why will far outstrip in depth and breadth their ability to know
how (even if they have chosen to elect special study in creating art). But
given that age-related and individual capacity-related factors will be an
important influence on the balances among the modes of cognition, the
principle for general education in the arts remains to aim for as inclusive
a program of studies as is possible.
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The special learnings segment of the arts curriculum is, on the other
hand, essentially selective and intensive. From the several dimensions of
aesthetic and artistic cognition, particular ones are chosen as foci for
study. The selective nature of such study allows it to be intensive, with
more thorough study of one or a few aspects of art than is possible in the
general education segment. What 1s lost in breadth is gained in depth,
but the necessary restrictions on how much and what can be studied in
depth makes such study appropriate as electives for particularly
interested individuals or groups.

The most popular selection from among the various knowings in art
has been and is likely to continue to be knowing how. In special
programs devoted to creating art, learnings how will appropriately
dominate instruction. Experiences of already created works serve here
primarily as a means for heightening growth in the understanding of
creating, rather than as an end as they do in the general program.
Similarly, knowings about and knowings why are selectively focused
toward those relating to and helpful for developing creative abilities. A
much more restricted range of styles or types of art will be studied than
those encountered in the general program—a chorus, after all, deals with
choral music, a ceramics class with shaped clay, a play production with
acting and staging, and so on, and each of these with only those
instances capable of being handled within the constraints of the
students’ creative skills and the time available.

All these factors make artistic creation appropriately an elective
when conceived as the primary mode of interaction with and study of
art. (Most students do not chuosc; to devote the ume and energy
necessary to achieve even modgst/ levels of success m creatmg art).

Aggroacﬁeg to al a [

reating are misconceived and unfortunate. They narrow unconscion-
ably the range of knowings that general education in the arts should
provide and give the impression thar arts education consists of a limited
set of learnings related to one particular mode of engagement and that
the study of art is a special endeavor for only those students especially
interested or talented.

Other appropriate special art program electives might emphasize
aspects other than creating—a high school course devoted entirely to
the plays of Samuel Beckett, or to how to be a music critic, or to the
arts of Africa, or to issues of avant-garde art, or to the role of tech-
nology in the arts. Such foci“could be included as specific parts of
general education, as, for example, units in a required or elective
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course on “All About the Arts.” What separates special from general
education 1s the difference in degree of extensivity, general education
aiming toward one end of the whole-part continuum, special education
roward the other.

Education in the arts, [ suggest, required of and available to all
students in schools as part of general education, and available to all those
who choose to study particular aspects of art, exists to serve the needs
of all to share the cognitions available only from art. Some few students
will go on to become professional arusts or professionals in ‘othf:r
aspects of the arts, and such students need a broad general L‘ducath!‘I n
the arts as the foundation for their special study and special vocation.
The rest, for whom the arts can provide a singular dimension of

cognition in their lives, deserve to be helped to learn \_»gl_}a; 1S (1OST WQL th
knowing in_the arts—the ways to ghare the vividnéss, clarity,
significance, and depth of experience the arts provide.
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