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	The studio-oriented field of art education is now undergoing a self-conscious reappraisal of its philosophy and traditional methods of instruction. For thirty years or more, the teaching of art in the public schools has consisted of teaching students to draw, print, sculpt, and paint. Working with art materials has been the dominant activity in the art room, and "creative self-expression" has long been held by art teachers as the chief value and educational objective of the art curriculum. Even after the great curriculum reforms in science and language study in the fifties and sixties, art educators continued their focus of attention on the studio, but with two important ideological changes. First, there occurred a shift in emphasis away from the alleged psychological benefits of creativity in the develop​ment of the "whole child," and toward the view of artistic activity as a discipline with distinctive qualitative problems and methods. More recently there has been a surge of interest in the "humanistic" values of art performance and aesthetic appreciation.

Much of the impetus for a widespread review of principles and practices, and the consequent effort at innovation in the public schools, has come from professional art educators working in colleges and universities. Through their research, development, and summer institute activities they have helped precipitate several large-scale projects aimed at curriculum reform. The projects sponsored by the Hawaii Curriculum Center, the Central Midwestern Regional Educational Laboratory, the Kettering Foundation, and the John D. Rockefeller IIIFund are of special interest because they may be indicative of the new directions that education in the arts will take in the seventies. What is now happening on an experimental basis in several large school systems around the country might well come to be called collectively "the aesthetic education movement." (1) 

What Is Aesthetic Education?

Despite the growth of interest in aesthetic education, there is no commonly accepted definition of the term. The reason is not that the philosophical question of what constitutes an aesthetic education has gone unaddressed, but more likely that there are so many alternative conceptions.(2) Even when writers attempt merely to chart the domain of aesthetic education, their descriptions range from the relatively narrow view that it is "instruction in ways of understanding works of art" (Smith and Smith 1970, p. 37) to the very broadest view that aesthetic education "indicate[s] whatever conditions might increase sensitivity to the artistic features of the world and to the aesthetic qualities of experience and whatever might increase the understanding, appreciation, and enjoyment of those features and qualities" (Arnstein 1966, p. 13).

My own answer is that aesthetic education is what occurs as the result of aesthetic inquiry. Teaching and learning in the arts - including the plastic arts, music, dance, literature, and theater - involve at least five distinct levels of inquiry (figure 1). The creation and appreciation of an art object or event, the first level, provides whatever data are relevant to any further inquiry, but most immediately to art criticism, which constitutes the second level of aesthetic inquiry. Theorizing about art or about criticism constitutes the fourth level, while analysis of criticism (meta-criticism) and analysis of theory (meta-theory) constitute the third and fifth levels, respectively. It suffices here to say that the products of inquiry at any lower level are necessary for the conduct of inquiry at any level above it, but not the reverse. This is only to say the obvious: one must experience a work of art before criticizing it, and one must have criticism and theories to analyze; yet creating or appreciating art does not necessarily require criticism, theory, or analysis.

This conception of aesthetic inquiry suggests building blocks for curricula in all the arts. For now, I should like to concentrate on applying this scheme to the visual arts. My experience has led me to believe that the practice of art criticism, hitherto neglected in art education, can provide the necessary bridge between studio art activities and the higher levels of inquiry that educators say they want in aesthetic education programs. 
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	Art Critic as Model for Teaching

Unfortunately, however, training in art criticism is not generally available today. The model for teaching and learning in the visual arts in the public schools has been derived primarily from the example of the professional artist. And, consistent with this model, a large proportion of teacher training is given over to studio instruction and to methods courses in the teaching of studio art. To be sure, survey courses in art history are typically required of undergraduates majoring in art education, and occasionally so is a course in aesthetics, together with the usual components of general education, liberal arts, and science courses. But the inspiration, if not always the substance, of professional instruction in art comes from a more or less careful reading of developments in modern art and from the work of the creative artist.

The hypothesis I should like to explore is that the model of teaching and learning for aesthetic education in the visual arts during the next decade will be derived increasingly from the example of the professional art critic. This is not to suggest that drawing, painting, sculpting, and other studio activities will not continue to dominate public school art instruction and teacher-training programs, but rather that the critical and conceptual components of these activities will come to be viewed as their raison d'etre, their primary value in the curriculum. In other words, the making and justifying of aesthetic judgments may well become the core of art education, whether these activities are exemplified in linguistic or nonlinguistic behavior.

The question of how aesthetic judgments may be represented in the choices and decisions of the artist as well as in the discursive language of the critic is an interesting philosophical problem. Elsewhere I have attempted to show how the artist qualitatively controls his work-in-progress by assessing his present aesthetic response to it in relation to the imagined aesthetic consequences of his artistic options (Ecker 1963). Monroe Beardsley and others have found fault with this view of the creative process (e.g., Beardsley 1965). They would probably have even more difficulty with the claim that justification of an aesthetic judgment is ultimately non​linguistic, a position I have also taken (Ecker 1967). I do not mean to reargue the case here. What I want to do is describe how I have taught art criticism as a linguistic activity - one that employs, specifically, the skills associated with making and justifying aesthetic judgments in oral and written form - to graduate students who are for the most part practicing artists aiming to be public school art teachers, art supervisors, or college instructors, rather than professional critics.

The approach described is experimental both as criticism and as pedagogy. I myself have become skeptical of formalist and Marxist theories, and of all other theories that tend to prescribe the function of criticism.(3) My students, in their own inquiries, have uncovered an enormous diversity of functions in actual critical practice. If our knowledge claims are to be based on shared experience, we ignore the findings of this kind of empirical inquiry at our peril. In our attempts to persuade, we may overlook the facts.

The course, "Aesthetic Foundations of the Arts," is offered in the Division of Creative Arts at New York University. I teach it as a semester course in art criticism or practical aesthetics, with the writing of one review a week as the minimum outside requirement. These reviews are reproduced and distributed to all students at the beginning of our weekly two​hour seminar. The primary activity of the seminar itself is meta-criticism, the analysis and evaluation of written criticism with the purpose of improving it. The major theories of art are not systematically read, presented, or discussed. But any scientific, philosophical, historical, or critical theory may be introduced by anyone if there is a reasonable expectation that it will assist the work at hand.

For example, we found Edward Bullough's classic essay "'Psychical Distance' as a Factor in Art and as an Aesthetic Principle" (reprinted in '''Weitz 1959) especially relevant to a dispute that arose when students took sides on two reviews of a light show held at the Electric Circus. One student had claimed that because the pulsating lights and the seamless 3600 projection of shapes and images caused spectators to "merge with the environment" the show had been an artistic success, while another student denied for the very same reason even that the show had been an aesthetic experience. Certainly the ensuing theoretical discussion did not resolve the dispute, but it did help sharpen our understanding of the dimensions of the critical problem before us.

Writing Art Criticism

The stimulus for the great volume of work produced by my students in the last four years came not so much from intellectual curiosity about theories of criticism as it did from the excitement of attending gallery openings each week, from the demands of reviewing major exhibitions, from the challenge of presenting one's aesthetic judgments in public and defending them among one's peers. The sheer drive to turn out copy, to make explicit what typically tends to remain implicit in art education, provoked wide-ranging arguments, heated exchanges, but also sustained and detailed analyses of artworks and events. In brief, the motives and behavior of students began to resemble the motives and behavior of professional art critics.

Yet at the start of the course offered recently - and the course was typical - students' overriding concern was whether they could do what was expected of them. It seemed that their primary interest was in getting me (or visiting art critics) to state just how art criticism ought to be done. Is it possible to justify one's judgments by reference to principle, or is judgment simply a matter of taste, of personal commitment? One student argued that it would be foolish to write criticism without first having established a valid theory of art. Another student asked rhetorically: "Who needs criticism if anything in the world can be art?" In short, theory blocked practice, or, at the least, it tended to be given a higher priority.

My initial tactic, therefore, was to solicit from the students a fairly exhaustive list of all the things critics actually do and have done in the history of criticism in order to demonstrate the wide range of possibilities before them. Without deciding a priori what critics should be doing (and by implication what they, the students, should be doing in the course) we developed an appreciation of the different kinds of audiences critics write for, of the need to say interesting things about artists as well as their work - in short, of the "who, what, where, when" demands of journalism. We compared the requirements of academic historical criticism with avant​-garde essays on contemporary art and the writings in the catalogs of major exhibitions, and quickly found critics who were (in wildly varying proportions) describing, defining, predicting, prescribing, promoting, denigrating, reporting, entertaining, interpreting, comparing, informing, and so forth. An early assignment consisted of clipping reviews from newspapers, magazines, and journals, or copying out passages from anthologies and books, to document a taxonomy of the linguistic behavior of critics. It soon became obvious to the students that they would need some sort of focus - a working hypothesis - in order to get on with the job of writing their first reviews within the limit of two typewritten pages.

At this point I suggested that each student attend a current exhibition, give himself over as completely as possible to the experience afforded by one or more objects on exhibit, and then reflect upon the specific qualities, ideas, feelings, associations, or whatever, that made up his actual experience of each object. If he wished, he might then try to describe as fully as possible these elements in their interrelationship in order to decide which elements were extraneous to the work and which elements were aesthetically related. A refined description of the aesthetically related elements might then constitute his judgment of whether the piece worked, whether it provided a significant aesthetic experience. But whatever technique the student employed, the important thing was to attempt to judge what counted aesthetically after the experience rather than to decide beforehand what should count according to one or another set of theoretical criteria. Such a state of open-mindedness to potentially aesthetic phenomena was projected as an ideal to work toward, and the procedure itself was to be put to the test: If one wants to judge an artwork, does it help to reflect upon one's response to it?

In my experience with students, the answer would seem to be a qualified yes. This phenomenological approach seems well suited to studio-trained students who are interested primarily in the aesthetic rather than the historical, social, or philosophical foundations of the arts, especially so when they review contemporary work in dance, music, theater, or other events outside their professional competence as artists.(4) As a group we attended a poetry reading by Allen Ginsberg, a lute and guitar recital by Julian Bream, and a concert by the Creedence Clearwater Revival, all in one semester. A Mandarin banquet, the Ballet Folklorico de Mexico, a walk across the Brooklyn Bridge in falling snow at dawn, even a Moreno psychodrama have been subjects of student reviews. Each of us was totally uninformed about some of these events and was thereby forced to rely entirely on his own concrete experience and on his ability to reflect upon the quality of that experience. In these cases we could proceed only phenomenologically, making a pedagogical virtue of necessity.

In most cases, however, student criticism has been aimed at current painting and sculpture shows, and much student meta-criticism has had as its target the reviews of these same shows by Kramer, Canaday, Rose, Perreault, Rosenberg, Fried, and others. In the midst of rather sophisti​cated discussions concerning who said what about whom, it is indeed hard work to recover whatever authentic responses the students may have had to the work in question.

Deductive Versus Inductive Aesthetics

What emerged as perhaps the central problem of criticism was how we were to construe the relation between what we know about the arts in general and how we experience individual works. The old formalist doctrine, "Tell us what you see, not what you know!" obviously does not work with much contemporary art-minimal sculpture, conceptual art and "anti-art," earthworks – because works of contemporary art characteristically depend at least as much upon historical context and a symbiotic relation with a supporting critical apparatus as they do upon what there is for the viewer to see. Not knowing the context - having never encountered the idea of "painting as criticism"- can surely handicap the naive viewer of certain works.

The phenomenologist rejects the old formalism, but not for the reasons advanced by an ideologically committed new-formalist critic. The phenomenologist rejects formalism because it does what any deductively applied doctrine of criticism does with new works of art in the hands of an incompetent critic: it restricts beforehand, both for the critic and his readers, what is to be taken as significant in one's experience of an original artwork. If, for example, we are prepared to take into account only the visual component of our experience of a Stella painting, we may tend to talk about "mere decoration." If, on the other hand, we restrict our attention to an analysis of Stella's artistic development (as revealed in his giant retrospective exhibit at the Museum of Modern Art several years ago) we may be put off by his "cold calculation" and "relentless logic." The many who seek a defense of Stella's work and its derivatives need only comb through what Hilton Kramer has called "the largest and most ambitious body of criticism ever devoted to an American painter in the first decade of his career." Differences in judgment can quickly assume the proportions of ideological combat, and the openness required for aesthetic inquiry is supplanted by the dogmatism of aesthetic certitude. At this point my suggestion to students is this: stop reading the critics and go back to the work itself.

One way to reduce the scholastic content of the students' criticism is by bringing into the seminar a painting or print by an artist unknown to the students and asking them to write a critique in, say, half an hour. Even if they recognize stylistic similarities to works they know, students do not have time to tell all they know about its historical context but must rely primarily on their aesthetic response to the object before them. Without revealing authorship, I then read their criticism back for their own analysis. I also read some of my own criticism, sometimes stating that it is mine and sometimes not. Our meta-criticism consists of checking the "referential adequacy" of our aesthetic judgments, that is, of comparing our descriptions of the work with the work itself.

Critic-Teacher and Artist-Teacher Compared

Near the end of the semester we typically review the problems of teaching criticism. Because most of the students are practicing artists as well as art instructors, there usually develops a concomitant inquiry into the relation between what they are doing as student-critics and what they are doing in their own creative work and in their teaching. Not surprisingly, we have found that the making and justifying of aesthetic judgments is an activity common to all. And, what is more to the point, the model of the professional art critic seems more appropriate to much of the studio instruction they give (or are exposed to) than does the model of the studio artist. That is, studio instructors spend most of their time giving criticism rather than actually painting or demonstrating techniques and methods of painting.

Nevertheless several distinguishing features of these various teaching roles have emerged. One is that the critic-teacher has a great deal more to observe (and direct) in his daily work than the professional critic who typically sees only the finished work. On the other hand, the critic-teacher may be handicapped in estimating the success of the completed artwork because of his inside knowledge of the student's intentions. I say "may be" because the issue of whether or not it is a fallacy to compare the finished work with what the artist intended to accomplish has been revived both in aesthetic theory and among critics. (5) We have also observed that a very real advantage of the artist-teacher over the critic-teacher is his intimate grasp of the methods and techniques, and of the process, of creating a work of art; consequently the artist-teacher has more opportunity to work out the kinds of teaching strategies that would enhance student creativity. To be sure, one art teacher may combine these roles and vary their proportions, especially as he goes down into the lower grades of elementary school. Psychological considerations often outweigh aesthetic and critical objectives in guiding his teaching strategies. Nevertheless, even here the art teacher must make judgments about the quality of his students' work, whether or not he chooses to communicate these judgments to the students. And, whether or not he communicates his judgments, he should be fully prepared to justify his judgments to the satisfaction of students as well as teachers, parents, and any other interested individuals. Otherwise art education reduces itself quickly to a form of therapy, adjustment, or release from the potential challenge of art - equally dissatisfying to both the teacher and the normal student.

By encouraging students to make and justify their own aesthetic judgments about a painting, poem, play, concert, dance performance - or an event in any other area of human experience that touches them and calls for more than merely having feelings and sensations - I have invariably moved with the students to the other levels of inquiry. I believe the overall effect on the students has been a more profound grasp of the significance of their individual experiences with art. For myself, this teaching experience has suggested the next steps in moving toward a more coherent and workable conception of aesthetic education for the seventies. 

Building a Curriculum for Aesthetic Education

I should like now to suggest a way of viewing the problems of building a curriculum for aesthetic education in the light of the conception of aesthetic inquiry presented above. Curriculum building always involves choices, no matter how limited the interest in and understanding of what is possible. Thus, a curriculum plan is the result of decisions to work toward certain educational objectives rather than others, to employ certain teaching strategies and not others, with certain concepts and materials in place of others that are available. Unfortunately, the typical curriculum guide presents little more than a reflection of what practices art teachers believe have worked for them in the past and will continue to work for them in the future.

Already discussed is the example of visual arts educators who have historically used - and continue to use - the studio artist as a model for teaching and learning. Music education by contrast has traditionally neglected the model of the composer, the creative artist, in its almost exclusive concern with the model of the vocalist or instrumentalist, the performing artist, although this is no longer entirely true. One can now find school programs in contemporary music which offer youngsters creative experiences in improvisation and composition. (6) Literature, the third major area of instruction in the arts in North American schools, is taught by English teachers on historical, critical, and creative models of behavior, while theater and dance are performance-oriented and typically offered under the rubrics of speech and physical education, respectively.

Characteristically, each field has gone its own way both in the public schools and in colleges of education, its boundaries shaped much more by the accident of individual leadership and contingent social events than by systematic research and development. With little effort made until recently to relate the arts either in educational theory or practice, one visible and self-defeating effect is that arts specialists compete with one another for more of the school budget and more time in the total curriculum.

One way out of this conventionalism is for all parties to distinguish more clearly between what we now do in the schools and what is possible, and also between what is possible and what we think we ought to try in aesthetic education programs. The rational rejection of some possibilities and the deliberate election of others would then become a central activity in curriculum building. Figure 2 represents a simple way to view the options for decision-making in the related-arts curriculum. The cells in the matrix represent what is possible; the X's represent what is now generally being done. A normative issue then emerges: What behavioral model or combination of models shall we incorporate in the curriculum, and on what grounds?
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Each cell represents an instructional option ; each x represents the professional source of a commonly used model. 

	Earlier I argued for the critic as model on the ground that aesthetic inquiry at this level would bridge the educational gap between creative or appreciatory experiences and theoretical or analytical levels of inquiry in the arts. After considering the characteristic behaviors of the profes​sionals listed in the matrix, one could go on to identify the levels of aesthetic inquiry at which each operates. Out of this analysis could come the criteria, concepts, and activities of an aesthetic education program that would relate the arts both vertically and horizontally: inquiry at the levels of theory and analysis would presumably result in a general understanding of the arts, while teaching and learning in each of the arts would have the five levels of inquiry in common. (7) 

	 

	NOTES

(I) For example, an extended test of the instructional packages developed by the Aesthetic Education Program of the Central Midwestern Regional Educational Laboratory (CEMREL) is being made in Pennsylvania elementary schools, and pilot programs will be available to every community in the state by 1976. (Septem ​ ber 27, 1971 was proclaimed Aesthetic Education Day in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania by the Governor.) Some other school systems that have established, or are experimenting with, related arts programs are: Honolulu, Hawaii; Univer ​ sity City, Missouri; Mineola, New York; Brookline, Massachusetts; Jefferson County, Colorado.

(2) See Studies in Art Education 8, no. I (Autumn 1966) for three alternative ap ​ proaches to aesthetic education. For a sense of the diversity of concepts, see back issues of the Journal of Aesthetic Education and three anthologies edited by Ralph A. Smith (1966; 1970; 1971). Also see Bennett Reimer (1971).

(3) Compare the imperative for critics implied in this oft-quoted statement by Clive Bell, a champion of the formalist doctrine, with the position taken by the Marxian theorist Nikolai Bukharin. 

"To appreciate a work of art we need bring with us nothing from life, no knowl ​ edge of its ideas and affairs .... We need bring nothing but a sense of form and colour and a knowledge of three-dimensional space" (Bell 1958, pp. 27-28). 

"Formalism in literary theory ... is closely linked up with formalism in art itself. Its most glaring error is that it attempts, on principle, to tear art from its vital social context. It creates the illusion, or the fiction, of an entirely independent 'series' of phenomena in art. The specific nature of art it confuses with its com ​ plete autonomy. As for the laws of art's development, it sees them only in the immanent laws of its morphology, quite devoid of any connection with the most important morphological problems of social life in general. This dry, vapid, life ​ less conception must emphatically be rejected" (Bukharin 1953, p. 511).

(4) The most original investigation and demonstration I know of the phenomeno ​ logical method in aesthetic inquiry is Eugene Kaelin's Art and Existence: A Phenomenological Aesthetics (1970).

(5) Before and since the appearance of Wimsatt and Beardsley's now–famous essay, "The Intentional Fallacy" (1946), aestheticians, art historians, and art critics have disputed the relevance of knowing the artist's intentions when one is seeking to understand or evaluate his work. See, for example, Kuhns (1960) and Kozloff (19 69).

(6) See, for example, the remarkable series of geographically dispersed pilot projects reported by Warren Benson (1966; 1967).

(7) For a formal analysis of the five levels of inquiry, see Ecker and Kaelin (1972).
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