
CHANGE is one or the most striking characteristics 
or the world in which we live; yet the educational sys­
tem and even art educators have not recognized this 
fact. 

One need only rder to the recent report on "Stu­
dents, Schools, and the Tides or Change," to become 
rully aware or the rapid changes occurring in society. 
students, in methods of li\'ing and in the ideas people 
value. 

Predictions stated in the Report stress "the accel­
eration or the pace or change; the decline in the impor­
tance or the family; the increase in sile and complex­
ity of institutions; the emphasis on affluence and 
materialism; the importance of automation; the devel­
opment of a hedonistic culture; the explosion of know­
ledge; the comrol by the mass media; and the in­
crease in mental illness and maladjustmcm. "I 

Alvin To£fler, in his book, "Future Shock", argues 
that more and more people will be unable to cope 
with accelerating change and predicts an increase in 
suicide, hysteria and depression. H these develop­
ments occur, how will they affect students? Is the 
educational system structured to cope with these 
changes? And, more directly, how will these change 
and influence art programs? 

Margaret Mead indicates that there will be less and 
less distinction in students, and "that regardless of 
economic level or race, most all students will manifest 
many of these same symptoms in response to the 
changing times. "2 Changes which are now found in 
students indicate an increase in passiveness, bore­
dom, alienation, and immediacy. The young, accord­
ing to Mead and Douglas Heath, are more knowledge­
able, yet in many ways naive; they view themselves 
as an ultimate source or authority; they are more ideal­
istic, without a sense of power, and £ind great rela­
tionships with beautiful experiences.3 

Many authorities who are concerned with the di­
rection of education remind us that we are past the 
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point where we can plan for people; thus, in the next 
generation, we have to plan with people. To them, the 
salvauon 0£ education and human survival rests on 
the degree to which educators address themselves 
10 dc\eloping several kinds of schools, to educational 
plurJlism, and to discovering various patterns of cur­
riculum design. 

There is a trend in education to talk more in terms 
of the characteristics of a school curriculum rather 
thJn about the subject. Again, projections by authori­
ties refer to an emphasis on the affective domain of 
learning; less attention to content and more concern 
with the intellectual process; a kind of curriculum 
which is structured around the student's sensed needs; 
greater concern £or significant questions that cross 
many subjects; and, the need 10 £ocus on individual­
ized action-oriented and visual approJches to the 
learning process.• 

It is true that in some parts of the country there are 
attempts being made to move art m a direction which 
will make it a more viable and potent force in the lives 
of people. On the whole, however, it appears to the 
writer that art progrJms are structured in the same 
pauern year after year Jnd do not seem to tJckle the 
question: How can art progrJms be developed so they 
will make a difference? 

At times we seem to fit art into the same slot and 
approach it only in those ways which will £it into the 
current educational pattern. It is true that too man) 
schools still function and are organized in terms of 
the twenties instead of the e1ght1es. If art is an open, 
sensitive, perceptive and creative experience resulting 
in the changing and developing of feelings, responses. 
and reactions, can an programs be designed as they 
should under existing school organizations? 1£ art is 
to be this, can an an teacher function the same today 
as he did in the fifties? If art is to be this. can we con­
tribute with the same piecemeal approach to educa­
tion through art? 



Most art programs are product-process-oriented and 
are based on the producing of art which, in so many 
cases, might be classified as not being worthy of know­
ing or doing. Elliot Eisner rders to the two dominant 
characteristics in curriculum forms being used by 
teachers today as one being determined by the calen­
dar and the second approach being modeled after a 
cookbook.5 

How many children in the countr) arc involved in 
an activities which really don't make a difference and 
which wouldn't make any difrerencc fifteen years from 
now if children did these activities or not? In other 
words, what is really worth knowing in art? How may 
art programs could be classified as programs of the 
moment; and, who determines \\hat is worth 
knowing? 

An interesting exercise to try in order to see if we 
.ire aware of what we are or are not doing with art 
would be to ask oursdves, each morning, the follow­
mg questions: 

I. What am I going to do with my students today? 
2. 'What did I do with them yesterday? 
3. What did I do with them a year ago? 
'1. What was it good for? 
5. How do I know? 
Such an exercise will not radically change educa­

tion, but it may begin to make us challenge everything 
we arc doing, and may even make us question much 
that is occurring-or not occurring-in education to­
day. 

Neil Postman refers to the school as the one insti­
ttHion in our society that is inflicted on everyone 
and what happens in a school makes a difference-for 
good or ill.6 The term, in£1icted, is used because he 
feels that the way schools are conducted do very little 
to help solve any of the pressing problems or meet any 
of the changes. He compares education today to a per­
son looking in a rcarvicw mirror of a multimillion 
dollar car, equipped with all the gadgets, yet not 
knowing where he wants to go. 

In a sense, art programs are inflicted on students 
and if the school or art programs are not right, then 
it is because we made them that way. H "schools arc 
irrelevant" as Marshall McLuhan says; if "it educates 
for obsolescence" as John Gardner says; if "it does 
not develop intelligence" as Jerome Bruner says; if 
"it punishes creativity and independence" as Edgar 
Friedenberg says; then it must be changed. 7 Stating 
the same idea in terms of art, it could be said that if 

art does not make a difference in the way children and 
youth perceive, act, and think, then we, as an educa· 
tors, are looking in the rearview mirror, instead of 
looking ahead. 

Some authorities tell us that the world in which we 
were educated to believe in doesn't exist. This is re­
ferred to as "future shock" by some educators. Is it 
possible that what we believe to be viable an pro· 
grams really aren't? Is there a chance that what we 
think makes a difference really doesn't? Some art edu­
r..uors, in rebuttal, may point to the fact that the teach­
ing of an is better than it used to be or even better 
than one thought it could be. This theory cannot be 
supported in these times of educational crisis. Nor 
docs it prove that programs arc as good as they ought 
to be. It can be stated that art helps a child to see and 
feel, yet how can it when so few teachers are creative 
themselves? It can be stated that art helps a child 
learn about his cultural heritage, yet how can it when 
the historical aspects of an are minimized in most art 
programs? 

Certainly it can't be said that nothing is happening 
in art or tharthere are not programs of quality, depth, 
and meaning. Innovative approaches to teaching an 
c.in ix.' found; however, they do not exist in sufficient 
quantities so we can say that art is doing what it ought 
to do for children and youth. Suppose we could dc,•el· 
op the best kind of an program or programs, what 
would we need 10 know in order to arrive at a solution 
to the problem? Answers might be found by exploring 
some of the following questions: What arc children's 
attitudes to art? What docs the educational system, 
through its members, think of art? What is school for? 
What is it that needs 10 be done for people that can 
best be done in art? What obstacles in schools and in 
society interfere with children in their process of visu· 
alization? Who plans an an program? ls there cvi· 
dence that our present approach is generating a feel· 
ing for and a response to an when the student be· 
comes a member of the adult society? What is the na­
ture of an art experience? C.m an be taught as it 
should be in our present educational program? Many 
more questions could be stated. The purpose is not to 
exhaust the field of questions, but to indicate that our 
best way to review and revise our present approach 
may be through a question•asking process. 

There arc many directions being explored today in 
order to arrive at a better approach to teaching an. 
They vary in theory, but all are based on the premise 
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that art is not being taught as it should be and there 
must be helter ways to do it. Some art educators are 
examining the behavioral objectives approach; others 
are establishing concepts; while some are concentrat­
ing on art areas or learning. Some believe that an em­
pl1asis should be placed on skills; others address them­
selves to the appreciative aspects or an; and some 
focus their attention on producing an. Bruner's theory 
on derining structure, Mager's thoughts on instruc­
tional objecti,·es, Bloom's taxonomy or educational 
objectives are all being explored and utilized by those 
art educators who are attempting to arrive at another 
approach to an. 

A random survey of fifty schools revealed that over 
seventy-five percent were product-process oriented, 
Although the sampling is small, the schools in the sur­
vey are characteristic of those round in al I sections or 
the country; thus it could be assumed that this pat­
tern would represent most art programs. John Good­
lad, in "The Changing School Curriculum," refers to 
the reform in ans curriculum as one which, with one or 
two exceptions, have been attacked in a piecemeal 
manner, ai. if what were needed were simply new 
courses and course material.8 Charles Silberman 
states that "most schools give their students a power­
ful and effective esthetic education: they teach them 
that interei.t in the ans is effeminate or effete, that 
study of music, art, beauty, and sensitivity are spe­
cialiLed phenomena that bears no relation to any other 
aspect of the curricula or of lire. "9 He attempts to 
prm_e this point with two illustrations which bear re­
pealing: 

"The Center for Creative Expresswn in a weahhy sub­
urban elementary school. Each of the ten children is 
covering a box with a sheet of colored construction 
paper, and then attaching a face, made out of pipe 
cleaners and scraps of paper, to the box. Searching 
for some evidence of individual or creative expression, 
the visitor asks a child if she had a special reason £or 
covering her box with purple paper. The answer is 
simple and direct: 'The teacher gave each of us one 
sheet of paper, and I got purple."'lo 

"A firsl •grade dassroom in an urban school is wdl 
supplied with e;1sels, paints, brushes, and p,1pt•r, whid1 
go unused almosl all thl' timt•. St~·ing tilt' sign hanging 
abon- the ea\el\, till' \'isi1or unders1ands \\·hr the chil­
dn·n st·t·m uninlt'rested in painting. 
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Bdort Painting While Painting After Painting 
apron take one c-olor d11· picture 
newspaper at a_ timt• rover paint 
paper wash your brush wash brushes 
paints be1wccn rolors ckan easel 
brushes paint a rnlorrut wash hands 
m1mt• pinun· han~ apron 11 

Although we cannot assume that all classroom 
teachers or art lt'achers follow this approach, yet these 
are patterns of teaching which can be duplicated in 
another form in hundreds of schools. 

Other e\'idence of our plight in the development or 
vital art programs was re\'ealed to me recently when 
I heard of the publication of a textbook on art for ele­
mentarv school children. Most art education maga­
tines a~e doing \'l'ry little to change the direction or 
teaching art since they resort to articles which stress 
the how-to-do-it approach. Few state and local art 
guides go beyond the product-process method which is 
also true or most of the books being developed on art 
educJtion. These do nothing more than rt··enforce the 
notion that the major concern in art today is that or 
producing art, much of which lacks art qualit~ and 
knowledge. Today, I belie\'e we cannot afford to plan 
this wa). To continue this \'ein of thought can only 
place w, at the mercy of those who make educational 
decisions and determine educational policies. 

It is quite true that the nature of a discipline often 
inriuences the way that a discipline is taught. For ex­
ample. the nature or essence of science is different 
from the nature of music and both differ from the es­
sence of art. Beginning a reform in art programs is not 
easy, but it is essential if we accept the premise that 
most art programs are 1101 making a difference in chil­
dren. 

The attention being given, on a small scale, to the 
use of artists as teachers and motivators is one way to 
begin to make the necessary changes, but it does not 
sol\'e all the ills or problems. It is merely an extension 
of art learning which may or may not affect the way in 
which children and youth react and respond to art 
forms. 

If we are to make art what it ought to be, I belie\'e 
Wl' need to establish several premises from which to 
build. First, we need to think of art not as a subject 
to be taken, but as a process through which one learns. 
Such an approach might involve learning about feel­
ings, becoming sensitive and perceptive, sensing aes­
thetic relationships, making judgements and critical 



evaluations, knowing about art, using the language of 
an, and becoming more visually aware. The empha­
sis, here, is not on producing, nor is it on art as a sub­
ject. Instead, the attention is directed toward those 
areas of art concern which seem to be involved in tht• 
process of creating art forms. Such a direction could 
ll'ad us to finding ways to strengthen feelings which 
Sulannc Langer refers to as "the function of art edu­
cation-the educ-.ition of fcdings." 12 It would also 
involve us in discovering techniques which would help 
educate the senses which Rudolf Arnheim refers to 
when he states that what is needed "is not more shape­
less, mysterious, unrelatable sensations, but instead 
more perceptual challenge." 13 By pursuing this course 
we could help students realize that "aesthetic appre• 
riarion and art represent the only ways in which the 
individual clements in the world of nature and man 
can be 1-,rraspcd." Ii One could support and document 
each of these areas of concern on the basis that "art­
is a way of Education-not so much a subject to be 
taught as a method of teaching any and all subjects." lb 

Sccondl~ . we bJ\e to plan a program WITH people 
111stead of FOR pt'ople. One cffecti\'e way to change 
1s 10 bt•gin dialogue!. with people within the sc hool a!. 
well as w11h those on the outsidt>. The people in a 
~chool inclmk the student, the janitor up to the prin· 
cipal, and c,·cn crosses subject matter. It has been 
~aid that more lcarnmg goes on outside the school 
than on the msadc. Perhaps this is true. Certain!), the 
\,1st wealth of resources outside the school-the sci· 
enlist. the Jrti!.t, the museum director, the philoso­
pher-arc all humJn resources who can extend learn­
ings in art. 

Thirdly, we ha\'e to rrcognize that art has a bod} 
of knowledge which nrrds to be utilized ,md which 
has rcla1iomh1p'> with all aspt'cls of life. An has con· 
cepts which relate to life today, tomorrow, and to the 
well-being of man. A primary function of education 
is to help J student recognilc and rela te 10 the world 
in which he h\C!J. Thr degree to which a learner mas­
lCr!. concepts which will increase his ability 10 cope 
with the world 1s a criterion for judging the rele,~..ince 
of education. The question for art educators to an• 
swer deab with the problem of selecung concepts, 
with others, ,,·hich will help the learner appl} art con· 
ccpts to his world. If the student is not ..ible to apply 
Jrt concepts, or to see relationships, then we arc not 
helping him establish a new set of beliefs about art, 

or a new set of \'alucs. Concepts for lOday are not the 
same as those established for yesterday. "Education 
today has as its purpose the development of a new 
kmd of person, one who is acti,·cly inquiring, flexible, 
creative, innovative, tolerant, and ont' who can rind 
111:w meanings." 16 What area of 11:arning is better des· 
cribcd by this new t'ducation 1han art, for thme are the 
qualities which go into the process of aesthetic action 
and may be found in works oC art. 

As art has no answer, so arc there no direct answers 
to building an art curriculum. Nor is there one way to 
teach art. There arc many definitions of education and 
they change from generation to generation. There 
art•, likewise, many viewpoints about the teaching of 
art in terms of wliat should be taught, how it should 
be wught, wlie11 i1 should be taught, and who should 
teach it. Even with these diCfercnccs it hardly seems 
possible that anyone would argue with the idea that 
what we need arc educated people to feel, to act, as 
well as to think. 

Perhaps, today, it is more important how we teach 
..irt Jnd how we an. than what we teach. Research 
,;hows that the wa} we do things shapes values more 
th.m the w.1y we t,1lk Jbout tlung'>. Pc.•rh.1ps our atten­
tion should be dircc tc:d 10 how we go Jbout working 
w1th ,tudcnt!> in art; how we mothatc them; how we 
t~1lk Jbout art ; how we listen to their idea,; on art; and 
how we act as Jrt lt:'Jcher,;. 

Thi,; stJtcment, .. A Look at An Progr,1ms," is on!} 
for the purpose oC cncoumgmg those conccrnrd with 
Jrt to think about what the} Jrc doing and why the} 
are domg it. It probabl} do1:5n 't mJttcr if an pro­
grJnu, are ,ct up by concepts mstt'J<l of bcha\'ioral ob­
JC(.tl\t.'!>, or \ 1cc \"t!r'>a. \Vhat doc.~ mJtter is that how· 
e,er it 1s organized, it must begin to change the way 
111 which student!! re!lpond and react to an; what they 
tlunk of art; what relationships they begin to establish 
between Jrt-thcmscl\'es-and the world in which they 
hH·. We have 10 "sta mp-out" the notion tha t art is 
<liffcrcnt from lift'; thJt an 1s i,ometh ing that children 
engJgc in while in school ; that it happens for a child 
from nine to nine-forty, or from one-ten to on~Ci[ty­
eight. We ha,•c to reali,e that "we learn best when we, 
not someone else, arc the planners, directors, and 
JmJges of our learn mg; when \\C, not !>Dmcone else, arc 
dec1ding what we Jre gomg to karn, and when, and 
wh) , Jnd how: when we, no& someone else, decide 
how well we arc learning it." 17 
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