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ABSTRACT 

In 1982, the Getty Center for Education in the Arts, an operating 

entity of a private foundation, began to promote discipline-based art 

education (DBAE), a newly-articulated paradigm that had evolved within 

the art education field over the previous twenty years. The new 

paradigm, which advocated balanced and sequential instruction in 

aesthetics, criticism, art history, and studio production across the 

grades, contrasted sharply with traditional practice that focused on the 

student's innate creativity and expressiveness. A controversy ensued as 

the Getty Center and the National Art Education Association, the field's 

professional affiliation, each tried to advance a definition of art 

education practice. 

Rather than focusing on the contentious paradigms, this 

dissertation considers the Getty Center's activities on behalf of DBAE 

as an instance of professional challenge. Working from the sociological 

literature on professions and using a time series of selected Getty and 

NAEA documents published between 1985 and 1989, this study examines the 

dialectic between the Getty and the art education field and NAEA as each 

tries to garner sufficient legitimacy to establish its prescribed form 

of art education practice. The dissertation offers a new perspective 

for the art education field and refines professionalization literature 

by describing the process of professional challenge. 



Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The art education field is in the midst of a divisive controversy; 

at stake are the definition of art education and the future of art 

education professionals. The controversy follows the introduction of a 

newly-articulated paradigm. which has evolved within the field of art 

education over recent decades. The paradigm is promoted by the Getty 

Center for Education in the Arts. an operating program of a private 

foundation. the J. Paul Getty Trust. This study treats the controversy 

as a case of professional challenge and examines how the Getty Center 

for Education in the Arts and the National Art Education Association 

depict themselves and each other as they attempt to gain or maintain 

legitimacy over a five-year period of time. 

Founded in 1947. the National Art Education Association (NAEA) is 

the organization representing approximately 11.0001 art educators. 

including elementary and secondary specialists. art museum educators. 

6 

and professors and scholars. The Association. which has headquarters in 

Reston. Virginia. provides membership benefits. services. and programs. 

such as an annual national convention. placement service. achievement 

awards. insurance. travel. teaching aids. periodicals. and other 

publications. Periodicals include Art Education. which is distributed 

to the general membership. and Studies in Art Education. the 

1This figure represents approximately one-fifth of the art educators 
in the United States in 1987. 
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Association's research and issues journal (NAEA. 1987a). 

The Getty Center for Education in the Arts. one of seven program 

entities of the J. Paul Getty Trust. was established in 1982 

specifically to improve arts education in the nation's schools (J. Paul 

Getty Trust. 1988b). In various ways. the Center supports the 

implementation of its version of the new art education paradigm in an 

increasing number of schools. districts. and states across the country. 

With the exception of an interim report issued in 1983. the Getty's 

publishing efforts in support of art education began in 1985. The 

Center distributes its books. position papers. proceedings. newsletters. 

and other materials throughout this country and abroad. 

Background 

In art education. the practice that has dominated the field for 

approximately 40 years grew out of Lowenfeld's (1947) vivid descriptions 

of children's universal or spontaneous development in drawing. Now in 

its eighth edition. Creative and Mental Growth (Lowenfeld & Brittain. 

1987) presents sequential stages of development through which children 

invariably pass as they mature. The developmental sequence begins with 

the toddler's earliest scribbles and culminates in the preteen's 

preoccupation with realism. The book. which was the mainstay of teacher 

training programs for many years. advocates self-directed artistic 

expression as a means of self-identification: 

Every school. not only in kindergarten and elementary 
classrooms but also in the secondary school. should try to 
encourage all youngsters to identify with their own 
experiences and help them to go as far as they can in 



developing concepts that express their feelings and emotions. 
and their own aesthetic sensitivities. The stereotyped 
response or the unfeeling or automatic drawing indicate that 
children are insensitive to their own feelings and 
experiences. The ess~ntial ingredient is the child. a child 
who has feelings. emotions. love. and hate. and who has no 
need for the stick figure that may be taught in first grade or 
the abstract design that is taught in junior high school. 
Individual expression is just as important to a child as the 
artist's creation is to the adult. The teacher should 
recognize that his or her own learning experiences will avail 
children nothing. for it is the children's learning that is 
important in the educational process. It is not the adult's 
answer but the child's striving toward an answer that is 
crucial. (Lowenfeld & Brittain. 1987. p. 11) 

The Lowenfeldian emphasis on self-identification and creativity 
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informed a self-expressionist practice characterized by non-interference 

in children's artistic development. particularly in preschool and 

primary grades. Youngsters at these levels were viewed as artists. and 

exposure to adult artwork was thought to contaminate the purity of their 

expression. In practice. there could be no achievement criteria. as all 

objects of children's creativity were cherished equally as valid 

expressions of their makers. Such a non-interventionist pedagogy placed 

art education outside the norms of general education. both in practice 

and in philosophy. and contributed to its devaluation and possible 

elimination during times of financial difficulty. 

Concurrent with the 1960s curricular reforms in science and 

mathematics. scholars in art education began to question the 

expressionist approach and seek alternatives. Adopting Bruner's (1960) 

notion of discipline-centered inquiry. Barkan (1963). Kaufman (1963). 

Logan (1963). and Eisner (1965) first wrote about art as a discipline. 

This notion became the central theme of the field's Seminar on Research 



and Curriculum Development held in 1965 at Pennsylvania State 

University.2 Major research and curriculum development efforts ensued. 
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Working in conjunction with Central Midwestern Regional Educational 

Laboratory (CEMREL). Barkan and Chapman developed curricular guidelines 

for aesthetic education to supplement existing general education 

programs in dance. literature. music. theatre. and visual arts. Despite 

numerous difficulties and set-backs. including the death of Barkan in 

1970. some curriculum materials were released. Reports on their impact 

varied widely (Efland. 1987). 

Rouse and Hubbard began organizing lessons for elementary teachers 

the year before the Penn State conference. After extensive development 

and testing--some of it supported by the J. D. Rockefeller III fund--the 

collaborators published a sequenced elementary art textbook series in 

1972. The emphasis was on production. particularly at the primary 

level. but art criticism. appreciation. and history appeared at higher 

grades. The series. called Art in Action in its third edition. has been 

adopted as a text in approximately 20 states (Efland. 1987). 

In 1967 Eisner began the Kettering Project in Art Education with 

the objective of developing an art curriculum that could be used by 

elementary classroom teachers. The packaged curriculum structured art 

learning in productive. critical. and historical domains while stressing 

the importance of evaluation. The Kettering materials were tested but 

not commercially distributed. They remain is use in the San Francisco 

2This is known informally as the Penn State conference. 
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Bay area3 and throughout the State of Hawaii. 4 According to Efland 

(1987), "This is probably the only instance in which a body of 

curriculum materials in art has been adopted by any state as a whole and 

backed by the human resources necessary to help teachers at the local 

level" (p. 80). 

The Southwest Regional Educational Laboratory (SWRL) began 

developing an elementary art curriculum in the mid-60s as part of its 

contract with the National Institute of Education. In 1972, under 

program coordinator Greer, the focus of the development efforts turned 

to a sequential curriculum systematically addressing production, 

criticism, historical/cultural context, and expressive properties 

(Efland, 1987). The curriculum, designed for use by general classroom 

teachers, received a copyright in 1977; Phi Delta Kappa distributes it 

today. 

Building on his experience with SWRL and advancing twenty years of 

work by others in the field,5 Greer (1984) articulated a new paradigm, 

which he labeled discipline-based art education, or DBAE. While the 

self-expressionist paradigm presents art as a special case unlike all 

other subject areas, the discipline-based paradigm seeks to place art 

education within the norms of general education by approaching art as a 

3Eisner is professor of education and art at Stanford University. 

4The entire state comprises one school district. 

5Efland (1987) credits Barkan, Broudy, Chapman, Eisner, Hine, 
Hubbard, Madeja, and Rouse in a paper addressing curricular antecedents 
of DBAE. 
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traditional subject of study. Founded on a non-universal view of 

development, as described by Feldman (1980), the discipline-based 

approach recognizes that art knowledge does not develop spontaneously in 

children. Rather. active and on-going educational intervention is 

necessary to achieve understanding and appreciation of art. 

In DBAE. content is derived from the disciplines of art-

aesthetics, criticism. history. and production--and drawn from a broad 

range of visual art, including contemporary and historic folk. applied, 

and fine arts from Western and non-Western cultures. As with 

mathematics and reading, curricular content is written. sequenced, and 

evaluated across the grades. with school districts providing appropriate 

administrative support and resources, such as texts, visuals, and art 

materials (Clark, Day, & Greer, 1987). 

Clark, Day, and Greer (1987) amplify the discipline-based paradigm 

through a dichotomous comparison with self-expressionism. Despite a 

prevailing expressionist orientation in the field, the National Art 

Education Association's (1985) goals statement advocates a discipline

based-like "quality art education" consisting of " ... a sequential 

program of art instruction that integrates the study of art production, 

aesthetics, art criticism, and art history." The NAEA's position 

statement prescribes the use of certified art specialists and reinforces 

the call for across-the-grades art education with recommendations for 

high school graduation and higher education entry requirements in art 

education. These requirements reflect the art education field's 

resistance to DBAE implementation efforts and underscore the 
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Association's commitment to professional concerns. 

The Getty Institute for Educators on the Visual Arts, the Getty 

Center's first discipline-based implementation project, may have 

intensified the NAEA's interest in professional issues. The project, 

directed by Greer, involved the Los Angeles Unified School District, 

which at that time employed no art specialists at the elementary level. 

Consequently, Institute staff trained the participating general 

classroom teachers to teach art using the SWRL Elementary Art Program 

(1977), the most discipline-based curriculum available at the time. As 

word of the Institute spread, many elementary art specialists feared 

that their jobs would be eliminated if generalists could learn to teach 

art from a prepared curriculum, and art educators with expressionist 

orientations denounced the rigidity of a packaged curriculum. Lack of 

timely information about discipline-based art education6 may have 

compounded the controversy, which resulted in attempts to define and to 

control art education curricula and professional employment at the 

national, state, and district levels. 

6Leilani Lattin Duke, director of the Getty Center for Education in 
the Arts, authored an article on the Center which appeared in Art 
Education in 1983, and the Getty Center published an interim report on 
the Getty Institute for Educators on the Visual Arts that same year. 
Both of these preceded Greer's (1984) article introducing discipline
based art education, which appeared in Studies in Art Education, the 
field's research journal. In 1985, three years after the Getty Center 
began its efforts on behalf of DBAE, the field's widely-read Art 
Education began to print articles--other than Duke's initial effort--on 
discipline-based art education. 
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conceptual Framework 

The theoretical foundation for this study is professionalization 

theory, corning out of the sociological literature on professions. 

Sociologists have taken two general approaches to studying professions 

and professionals. The taxonomic approach, which is divided into trait 

and functionalist models, holds that professions possess unique 

characteristics that differentiate them from other occupations and that 

they play an important, positive role in the division of labor in our 

society (Klegon, 1978). The trait model posits that professions possess 

a number of attributes that, while not theoretically related, represent 

the main characteristics of professional occupations. In the 

functionalist model, the main elements of a profession are those that 

have functional relevance to either the professional-client relationship 

or the social system. In both models, professionalization occurs when 

an aspiring occupation possesses a sufficient number of desirable traits 

and serves an important function in society. 

A second approach to studying professions contends that the 

characteristics of a true profession are subjective attributions of 

value and privilege, not objective traits. The focus in this approach 

is on the professionalization process by which occupations seek to 

attain professional status and to gain control over their work. 

Working within this framework, Jamous and Peloille (1970) examined 

the 1958 Debre Reform that reorganized medical training and changed the 

conditions of practice for medical professors and hospital-affiliated 

physicians in France. They used an Indetermination/Technicality (I/T) 
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ratio to describe an occupation's production process: "The I/T ratio 

expresses the possibility of transmitting, by means of an 

apprenticeship, the mastery of intellectual or material instruments used 

to achieve a given result" (p. 112). The technicality (T) term of the 

ratio refers to that which can be mastered and communicated through 

codification, while the indetermination (I) term refers to the 

unquantifiable expertise and discretion of the producer. 

The two terms of the I/T ratio establish a dialectic. If an 

occupation chooses to rationalize or codify (T) its production process 

to simplify training or to increase the consistency of its product, for 

example, it facilitates access and thereby risks takeovers by the 

uninitiated. Conversely, attempts to protect the field through 

increased indetermination (I)--as evidenced by a reluctance to codify-

jeopardize control and prediction-making capabilities. Jamous and 

Peloille (1970) suggest that professions are occupations that 

successfully maintain both relatively high I/T ratios and the support of 

the society. 

From the perspective of the I/T ratio, the expressionist paradigm 

grants art education a high indetermination level (I): By presenting 

art as special and unlike all the other subjects, it suggests that only 

a specialist can teach it. The discipline-based paradigm threatens the 

field's long-held indetermination by requiring written, sequential 

curricula, and the Getty Institute for Educators on the Visual Arts 

demonstrated that art content could be codified (T) and taught by non

specialists using a prepared curriculum. For purposes of this study, 



these activities constitute a professional challenge to art educators 

and the National Art Education Association, which is acutely concerned 

with employment issues. 

Methods 

In 1985 the Getty Trust published Beyond Creating: The Place for 

Art in America1s Schools. In many ways, this marked the beginning of 

the current debate over art education, particularly as it applies to 

elementary practice. This study examines Getty and NAEA publications 

issued between 1985 and 1989 and addresses the following research 

questions: 

1. To what extent do Getty publications valorize attempts at 
rationality (T+) and deprecate indetermination (I-)? 

2. To what extent do NAEA publications valorize indetermination 
(1+) and deprecate attempts at rationality (T-)? 

3. How do the Getty Center and the art education field/NAEA 
present themselves and each other in their attempts to gain or 
maintain social legitimacy, as reflected in their publications? 

4. What is the longitudinal interaction effect between the two 
groups of publications? 

Following Jamous and Peloille (1970), Getty publications should 

advance the discipline-based paradigm by valorizing technicality (T+) 

and challenging the indetermination (1-) of the field while attempting 

15 

to generate sufficient legitimacy for DBAE implementation. Conversely, 

the NAEA and the field should retain social support and protect 

professional practice against the Getty challenge by valorizing 

indetermination (1+) and deprecating technicality (T-). 
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Significance of Study 

A textual analysis of a time series of selected NAEA and Getty 

publications draws on professionalization theory to explore strategies 

groups employ for gaining or maintaining power. By examining how each 

side portrays itself and reacts to other professional groups, the study 

refines current professionalization theory by focusing on the process of 

internal professional challenge, one part of profession challenging 

another. In contrast, professionalization theory generally focuses on 

the relationship between professionals and client, or lay, groups. 

Treating the controversy as a case of professional challenge 

removes the focus from the discipline-based paradigm, which has been at 

the center of much of the previous emotionally-charged debate. Art 

education scholars and policy-makers can then reconsider the nature of 

the controversy that may change art education from the elementary 

classroom to preservice training and beyond: In an educational system 

that presently utilizes variations of traditional practice and the new 

paradigm, the predominance of either contending group may mean 

significant changes in content and delivery for a large number of 

students and teachers. The notion of "art specialist" or professional 

may change, jeopardizing the careers of some teachers and scholars and 

providing opportunities for others. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

While observing the evolution of a new art education practice, this 

study considers the professional challenge presented to the National Art 
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Education Association and art specialists by the Getty Center's 

activities as advocate of discipline-based art education. The study 

accepts the Getty's claim that it wants to improve art education and 

assumes that the Getty Center does not wish to fail in that effort. It 

is important to note that the National Art Education Association and the 

Getty Center for Education in the Arts do not represent distinct groups 

--art educators, scholars, and NAEA members comprise both. 

Consequently, this study does not judge one against the other, nor does 

it seek to promote or predict the outcome of the controversy. 

The author is an NAEA member and has participated in Getty-funded 

DBAE implementation projects. The choice of conceptual framework 

encourages a more objective analysis of the selected documents, although 

the author acknowledges that such analyses can never be completely 

without personal interpretation. 

Organization 

Chapter two addresses the literatures of art education and the 

sociology of professions, as they relate to this study. Chapter three 

explains how the general framework of professionalization theory is used 

to examine the art education controversy. Chapters four and five 

contain analyses of the Getty and NAEA publjcations respectively. 

Chapter six presents longitudinal and interactive analyses, and chapter 

seven provides concluding remarks. 



Chapter 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
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Chapter two begins with a brief review of the sociological 

literature of professionalization and the Jamous and Peloille (1970) 

work that informs the textual analyses described in the third and fourth 

chapters. This chapter also reviews selected literature from art 

education, focusing on the National Art Education Association 

periodicals Art Education and Studies in Art Education. 

Professionalization Theory 

The theoretical foundation for this study is found in the 

sociological literature of professions, where two general approaches to 

studying professions and professionalism are described (Kleingartner, 

1967). The taxonomic approach contends that professions have distinct 

characteristics that separate them from standard occupations and that 

enable them to playa constructive role in our society (Klegon, 1978). 

Trait and functionalist models comprise the taxonomic approach. 

The trait model characterizes professions in reference to 

attributes typically possessed by professional occupations. For 

example, basing his criteria on the then-recognized professions of 

medicine, law, engineering, literature, painting, and music, Flexner 

(1915) established the following dimensions of a profession: 

intelligence, knowledge, practical application, technique, organization, 

and altruism. These characteristics, as well as ethical codes, 

community, responsibility and sanctions, a reward system, and 
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professional culture, appear in the definitions of professions offered 

by Carr-Saunders and Wilson (1933), Cogan (1955), Storey (1958), 

Greenwood (1962), Imse (1962), Barber (1963), and others. 

The functionalist model considers those elements of a profession 

that have functional relevance to either the professional-client 

relationship or the social system. Goode (1961), for instance, stresses 

the importance of an adequate knowledge base to realizing professional 

status. In both models of the taxonomic approach, professionalization 

occurs when an aspiring occupation accumulates an adequate number of 

designated characteristics. 

The second approach to studying professions argues that the 

characteristics of a profession are subjective attributions of value and 

privilege, not objective traits. The focus in this approach is on the 

professionalization process by which occupations seek to attain 

professional status and gain control over their work. Hughes (1963) 

considers the concept of profession to be a term of value and prestige, 

as does Becker (1962), who views professions as those occupations that 

have successfully gained and maintained possession of that honorary 

title. 

A number of authors describe the development of professions. 

Wilensky (1964) compares the historical development of the traditional 

professions with newer, more marginal professions. He suggests that 

developing professions follow the same sequence: 

1. Doing the work full-time; 
2. Determining standards of work and establishing training 

schools; 
3. Promoting effective occupational organization; 
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4. Gaining legal protection of the monopoly of skills; 
5. Establishing a code of ethics. 

The author blames deviations from this sequence on struggles for power 

and status. 

Caplow (1954) describes the following steps through which 

professionalizing occupations pass: 

1. Establishing a voluntary association with membership criteria 
designed to exclude the unqualified; 

2. Naming the work to stake out claim to a definite piece of the 
world of work and to imply a monopoly for a given work 
specialty; 

3. Adoption of a code of ethics to limit competition within the 
group; and 

4. Gaining public or governmental sanction to limit the chosen 
occupational title to persons who have met the requirements. 

Hughes (1960) also lists four techniques professionalizing groups 

use to enhance their status: 

1. Requiring more school; 
2. Having members of the group judge their own work; 
3. Delegating routine activities to subordinates; and 
4. Engaging in research. 

Professionalization scholars are generally skeptical with regard to 

the activities of professionalizing groups. Kleingartner (1967) 

suggests that occupations may aspire to professionalism in an effort to 

shift attention from the occupations· problem areas. Friedson (1970) 

contends that professionalization is primarily a political and social 

process, as does Johnson (1972), who emphasizes the importance of the 

power dimension, indicating that the most fruitful approach to studying 

professionalization is to examine the circumstances in which claims for 

professional status are successfully advanced. 

Parkin (1979) and Parry and Parry (1976) utilize Weber·s (1968) 



notion of closure when describing professional power. Parkin contends 

that professionalism is an example of exclusionary closure (based on 

credentialism) that is designed to limit and control entry to an 

occupation in order to protect its market value. 
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Larson (1977) adopts a neo-Marxist approach to professionalization. 

She posits a relationship between professions and class structure, 

basing professional power on the foundation of private monopolies of 

expertise that serve the dominant social class. In this view, education 

recreates social stratification that is legitimized through 

credentialism. 

Professionalizing groups encounter many obstacles. Kleingartner 

(1967) states that resistance to professionalization can occur either 

within or outside the aspiring occupation. External resistance 

generally comes from related occupations (because of shared work or 

similar status) or other institutions. Internal resistance comes from 

members who are comfortable with the status quo and threatened by the 

idea of change. 

Occupational fictions, defined by Dubin (1951) as the act of 

suggesting or imagining that which is not true, can hinder or enhance 

professionalizing activities. Kleingartner (1967) argues that all 

occupations hold basic sets of fictions within which they operate, while 

Meyers (1952) contends that occupational fictions are most evident in 

organizations attempting to protect their identity or to create a new 

image. The value of the concept of occupational fictions is that it 

helps viewers recognize that people operate on the basis of both 
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rational knowledge and fictional, but desirable, beliefs about 

themselves. According to Cohen (1931), fictions can sometimes promote 

change, but they generally hinder it by generating an exaggerated regard 

for the past. 

The I/T Ratio. 

Jamous and Peloille (1970) studied how the 1958 Debre Reform 

changed medical training and the working conditions of both hospital 

doctors and medical faculty in France. While this literature review 

does not consider the Reform itself, the authors' innovative analyses of 

professionalism and conflict provide the conceptual framework for this 

study. 

Jamous and Peloille (1970) use an indetermination/technicality 

ratio to describe an occupation's production process: "The I/T ratio 

expresses the possibility of transmitting, by means of apprenticeship, 

the mastery of intellectual or material instruments used to achieve a 

given result" (p. 112). The "T" term of the duality refers to that 

material or knowledge that can be codified and transmitted to others in 

the form of rules, while the "I" term reflects that which escapes rules 

and relies on the expertise or discretion of the practitioner. 

The duality establishes a dialectic. For example, if an occupation 

codifies (T) its production process to ease initiation, it also 

facilitates access for others. Conversely, attempts to increase 

indetermination (I), as illustrated by as aversion to codification, 

compromise control of the field and prediction-making capabilities. 
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Jamous and Peloille (1970) define professions as those occupations that 

maintain both a relatively high liT ratio and the support of society. 

Professionals gain social legitimacy in one of two ways. In non-

technological societies. professionals tend to be community elders or 

members of certain families ascribed with magical powers through 

initiation. experience. or charisma. Their own virtualities guarantee 

results. In technological societies. which are heavily influenced by 

the values of cognitive rationality. technical apprenticeships at 

universities and professional schools replace ascription. initiation. 

and charisma. Credentials and diplomas guarantee performance and 

supplant evaluation of the production process itself (Jamous & Peloille. 

1970). 

Professional challenges arise when an uninitiated practitioner 

achieves similar or preferable results while working outside of the 

socially-approved system. If the equivalence or superiority of the new 

approach is acknowledged. it casts doubt on both the established 

production process and its system of social legitimacy. To maintain the 

challenged system. its practitioners and proponents must ignore the 

potentialities of the new result and claim that theirs is the only 

acceptable means to their end. This response becomes a matter of self-

defense that reshapes professional ideologies: 

Thus. for a long period. until a new definition gets the upper 
hand ... the length and the form of apprenticeship. the 
obstacles which it assumes. its exoteric and specialized 
nature which distinguishes the competent person from the 
layman ... all these elements which the sociology of the 
professional presents as the criteria which define and 
delineate a profession. become ... a means of defense, of 
exclusiveness and of self-perpetuation. They become the 



support of a whole new system of belief which could be called 
a professional ideology. 

And in this ideology, the most strategic and most 
profitable dividing line to detect is not so much that which 
separates the specialist from the laymen ... but rather that 
which is intended to distinguish between those who claim their 
authority from an expertise and a definition which are 
recognized but threatened and those who hold the 
potentialities of innovation and rationalization. (Jamous & 
Peloille, 1970, pp. 116-117) 
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Transformations in a profession result from a twofold dynamic: An 

internal dynamic, through growing rationalization, forces a redefinition 

of a specific activity, while an external dynamic demands changes in the 

social functionality of the production activity. Major changes can 

occur only through a "coup de force" when the two dynamics create a 

conflict of legitimacy and simultaneously challenge those who control 

the definition and social function of the production process (Jamous & 

Peloille, 1970). 

The authors contend that mediation between the two positions is 

unlikely: "From a given moment, all opposition springs from a 

disagreement of definition and all conflict, at its limits, is a 

conflict about legitimacy claimed for themselves by the dominant members 

in order to impose their own definition, and to control the system of 

evaluation, sanctions and control" (Jamous & Peloille, 1970, p. 140). 

For Jamous and Peloille (1970), then, "profession" becomes a 

mutable notion that is the product of a historic struggle between those 

who manage to control the system's production process and those who wish 

to advance an alternate definition: 

Those who, at a given moment in history, thanks to their skill 
and their social qualities, control the system of evaluation, 
of sanction and control, impose their definition of the 



production(s), have a tendency to exclude or to place in a 
position of subordination those who could be brought by 
technical and scientific changes to redefine these 
productions. It is possible to say that the system includes 
dominant members and dominated members." (p. 138) 
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Art education scholars have not used the sociological literature on 

professions to examine the current controversy over a prescribed art 

education practice. The Jamous and Peloille (1970) I/T ratio provides a 

suitable framework that removes the focus from the discipline-based 

paradigm and shifts it to the processes of professional challenge and 

change. 

Art Education Literature 

This review focuses on National Art Education Association 

periodicals7 and emphasizes three broad, but interrelated topics: the 

Association, issues of professionalism, and art education practices. 

These topics provide context for the controversy examined in this study. 

The first issue of Art Education--"the journal of the National Art 

Education Association"--appeared in January/February, 1948. It marked 

the unification of the Eastern, Western, Southeastern, and Pacific Arts 

Associations; the four Associations, long established by geographic 

region, had previously represented the field of art education. The 

article, which contained much unification rhetoric, addressed 

professional concerns and the role of the Association: " ... by 

operating on a national scale we can further define and intensify our 

7Art Education and Studies in Art Education are examined from their 
inceptions through the end of 1984. 
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field; we can expand the arts into new and important areas. In 

developing new means of improving art instruction, we can work ourselves 

more firmly into the total fabric of education" (Ziegfeld, 1948). 

The issues of teacher preparation and supply appeared repeatedly in 

early editions. In an editorial entitled "Who Are the Teachers of 

Art?," the president of the Western Arts Association bemoaned the 

insufficient number of elementary art teachers. While voicing a 

preference for art specialists, Hoover (1949) suggested that 

universities and art education associations train generalists to teach 

art. In a similar editorial, Reynolds (1949) expressed concern over a 

projected teacher shortage. Reynolds recommended "in-service art 

workshops" to provide both initial and continuing training in art 

education for non-art specialists. 

Blankmier (1949) disputed this position, adopting a dramatic tone 

for emphasis: 

Are we poor salesmen? Can't we produce the desired wares? 
Are art educators a group of timid unassuming plodders who 
believe that their product is one of the best but there is no 
use to stir up difficulty for recognition? There seem to be 
two very evident reasons for the lack of art education in many 
of our schools. One, the pathway ahead of an art teacher has 
not been professionally ready and the other, I fear, has had 
something to do with poor preparation on the part of the art 
teacher. (p. 4) 

On the latter point, Blankmier faulted the limited amount of student 

teaching and proposed an extended six-year program with numerous 

"internships." She legitimized this training proposal by comparing it 

with that of engineers. 

Winslow (1949) used typical expressionist language and themes to 



discuss art education: 

According to educational acceptance of the term, 'art is 
expression,' appropriateness in the resultant form being 
determined by the creative artist himself, and not by any 
influence exerted by an instructor. Thus art education 
becomes a means leading to the production and the appreciation 
of products, to improvement in conduct, to better individuals 
and to a better society. It should be emphasized, however, 
that in the process of improvement the individual is more 
important than the organization of which he is a part. 
Individuality must be protected and fostered if the artist, 
latent in every child, is to develop and function properly. 
(p. 2) 

Winslow (1949) also depicted art as special and placed it apart 

from the rest of the curriculum: 

Art is perhaps the most visual subject area of the entire 
school curriculum ... Since it is concerned more with emotional 
than with intellectual considerations, art also differs in 
this respect from the other areas. The purpose of art 
education in the schools is to meet the spiritual as well as 
the material needs of children through the use of art mediums 
and through the contemplation and selection of works of art, 
providing outlets for the creative and the appreciative 
impulses. (p. 2) 

In an attempt to increase visibility (and consequently enhance 

professionalization), the art education creed was printed on the cover 

of volume 2, number 2 (de Francesco, 1949). The creed reflected the 

dominant creative expressionist paradigm, illustrated above. In part, 

it read: 

As an art teacher, I believe that ... 
Art experiences are essential to the fullest development 

of all people at all levels of growth because they promote 
self-realization of the whole individual by integrating his 
imaginative, creative, intellectual, emotional and manual 
capacities and social maturity and responsibility through 
cultivating a deepened understanding of the problems, ideals, 
and goals of other individuals and social groups .... 

Art classes should be taught with full recognition that: 
All individuals are capable of expression in art, individuals 
vary markedly in motivations and capacities; and art is less a 
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body of subject matter than a developmental activity. 
Because art experiences are close to the core of 

individual and social development and because they pervade all 
phases of living, the National Art Education Association 
believes that all teachers should have basic training in art. 
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The National Art Education Association supported New York City art 

teachers in early 1950 when they faced an increase in their teaching 

loads from 25 to 30 hours per week. Ziegfeld wrote a letter to the 

superintendent of New York City schools; this letter appeared in volume 

3, number 1 (de Francesco, 1950), under the heading "NAEA Backs New York 

Art Teachers - Council Presents Strong Professional Argument." Among 

the arguments presented were: 

Implicit in the thinking that led to this regulation are the 
assumptions that art is more easily taught than the so-called 
academic subjects and that it requires less preparation. 
These are both unwarranted. The stimulation and direction of 
artistic activity, with the thoughtful individualization of 
instruction which is required, and the constancy of attention 
which are necessary, make demands upon the intellectual, 
emotional, and nervous energy of the art teacher that are 
exceeded by no other subject. Teachers of art, furthermore, 
not having textbooks or definitely prescribed courses of study 
to rely upon (since these would not fit the needs of the 
students with which each is dealing) must, instead, develop 
their own content and their own procedures. (p. 7) 

Another argument clearly dealt with the professional status of the 

art teachers: 

Undoubtedly, the most immediate and grievous outgrowth of this 
regulation will be on the teachers of those subjects which 
have been singled out for discrimination. In effect, they 
have been told that no matter how good their teaching was 
before, it was not good enough and that they must increase 
their time and efforts to earn their salaries. This 
regulation has, in reality, made them second-class citizens of 
the teaching profession, for by the very nature of their field 
of interest and proficiency, they cannot attain the same 
status as the teachers of those subjects who are required only 
to teach twenty-five periods a week. This will doubtless lead 
to difficulties in teacher recruitment for young people will 



question the wisdom of becoming teachers in a field in which 
excessive professional demands are made. (p. 8) 
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To reinforce his position politically. Ziegfeld warned: "Copies of this 

letter are being sent to the New York Times. the New York Herald 

Tribune. the World-Telegram. and the Sun." 

In an editorial entitled "The Challenge: National Leadership." 

McKibbin (1952) asked. for the first time. who should speak for art 

education in the United States. A National Education Association 

conference. which included all its departments except art education. 

prompted the editorial: 

Do we want the national secretary of the Music Educators 
Association to assume responsibility for representing art 
education. however generously. in Washington: Are we content 
to remain a less influential affiliate of the NEA than the 
student organization known as Future Teachers of America? 
(p. 4) 

McKibbin then urged a large membership development effort to increase 

the professional strength of the National Art Education Association. 

Larkin (1955) supported art instruction by "teachers who have had 

some training in art education" (p. 4) and discussed professional 

practices vis-a-vis the dominant art education paradigm: 

It is particularly encouraging that art educators still 
believe in teaching "something." Content. while not clearly 
defined at specific grade levels. exists in a norm that 
children at all growth levels establish for themselves. after 
being exposed to a wealth of material and evolved processes. 
The content is a selective content based upon the child's own 
choices of what he can do best at a given stage of growth. 
This content is not rigid but constantly changing. therefore 
difficult to put into words at present grade levels when it is 
time for a new syllabus to be written in art education. (p. 4) 
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By the mid-50s, a number of articles addressed or questioned 

notions of creativity (Lanier, 1955; Guilford, 1958; Moss, 1955; Haley, 

1956). In an article entitled "Tradition, Creation and Coloring Books," 

Cowley (1956) challenged the dominant practice: "The common arguments 

in favor of self-expression as the key to enlightenment are so obvious 

and shopworn as to be actually suspicious" (p. 6). Earlier in the 

decade, Stemple (1951) foreshadowed the aesthetic education movement in 

"The Place of Art in General Education." 

Nonetheless, creativity remained a major topic in the early 1960s. 

The second issue of Studies in Art Education, the Association's new 

issues and research journal, included an article by Lowenfeld (1960) on 

creative intelligence, while other early articles attempted to define 

creativity (Anderson, 1960) or questioned whether creativity could be 

increased (Parnes, 1961). Despite Lowenfeld's death in 1960, creative 

expressionism continued as the dominant classroom practice. 

However, art education scholars, inspired by an education reform 

movement that demanded quality teaching and serious content, searched 

for a new art education paradigm. Broudy (1960) presented a case for 

art education as an integral part of general education, and Barkan 

(1962) promoted a move toward aesthetic education in an article entitled 

"Transition in Art Education: Changing Conceptions of Curriculum 

Content and Teaching." 

Lembach (1961) examined whether the new priority on science 

threatened the existence of art education. He refuted nine 

misconceptions about art, including art is opposed to science, art is 
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not necessary in a world of science. art is not rational. art is not 

basic. and art is a frill. Lembach's response to another misconception. 

that art is not concerned with survival. reflected the sentiment of the 

times: 

Man does not live by bread alone. The Russians would. if they 
could. have us live by guns alone. as brute facing brute 
blinded by the lies of Soviet propaganda. If art stood in the 
way of survival the Russians would be the first to discourage 
the arts. The arts flourish in Russia today. so the arts must 
have survival value. (p. 10) 

In papers given at the Midwest College Art Conference in 1962. 

Barkan (1963). Logan (1963). and Kaufman (1963) questioned whether art 

education was a discipline. Overall. the authors equivocated: 

In reply to the question of whether or not there is a 
discipline of art education. I find myself compelled to 
straddle the fence. There seems to be a discipline of art 
education. and yet there seems not to be. To try to indicate 
a bit more precisely the meaning which I want to convey. 
however. I need to explain that. in my opinion. there are 
potentialities for a discipline of art education. but these 
have not yet been realized. (Barkan. 1963. p. 4) 

Logan (1963) expressed concern over structure in a disciplined 

approach and glorified the indetermination of teaching: 

My doubts and my fears are caused by those efforts to create a 
discipline of art education which could swiftly become 
exclusive. narrow. dogmatic--light worlds removed from the 
visions of the masters in teaching and in the arts .... 

I believe there is a discipline of art education ... I 
believe that this discipline has been exemplified in our day 
by such diverse. obtuse. magnificent. sentimental. individual 
teachers as John Sloan. Helen Gardner. Viktor Lowenfeld. Frank 
Lloyd Wright. John Dewey. and Moholy-Nagy. (po 13) 

Conversely. Barkan (1963) deprecated indetermination and presented 

a disciplined approach to art as the path to profession status: 

... 1 would emphasize that. in a certain sense. our success or 
failure in learning how to make a discipline of art education 



strikes at the roots of all our professional aspirations and 
efforts. The quality of the learning experiences provided in 
art in the schools and universities depends largely on the 
degree to which the profession of art education can learn to 
create the means to act as a discipline. As a discipline, we 
should move toward greater clarity and adequacy in the work we 
do. Lacking this control of a discipline, there will continue 
to be produced relatively few sensitive, inspired, and largely 
intuitively brilliant teachers of art along with a mass of 
teachers who are not only unable to learn from the masters 
but, what is worse, who are essentially unable to either 
recognize or understand them. (p. 9) 

Other titles from the mid-60s underscored the growing momentum of 

change: "Curriculum Ideas in a Time of Crisis" (Eisner, 1965), "A 

Revision of Purpose for Art Education" (Hubbard, 1966), "Prospects for 

Change in the Teaching of Art" (Barkan, 1966b). Indeed, the topic of 

the NAEA biennial conference in 1967 was "The Challenge of Change." 

Smith (1967) addressed aesthetic education and predicted: 

"Unprecedented experimentation and reform in the teaching of art will 
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mark the period we are now entering. At the outset of this new period, 

only one thing is certain: for better or worse, art education will 

never be the same again" (p. 8). 

Chapman (1967) considered change from a more political perspective: 

When changes are transmitted to us by forces over which we 
have little or no control, we can do little more than 
accommodate ourselves to the demands they impose upon us, 
discuss the predicament in which we find ourselves, and 
participate in the reactionary course of the "natural" process 
of social change. This was precisely our response to the 
events that followed Sputnik. Nothing so clearly or 
embarrassingly revealed the lack of planning and leadership in 
education that the rapid proliferation of agencies, offices, 
and branches of the federal government to ensure that 
something was done to improve the technological image of this 
nation quickly, if not thoroughly and efficiently as well. 
Federal agencies challenged educators to make changes in 
school curricula by providing them with needed funds. 
Education became the red-hot political issue it now is and the 



political "style" of change emerged. (p. 20) 

Tumin (1967) urged that art educators move beyond paradigmatic 

controversy to effect change in art education: 

At this point it is not useful to reopen the debate as to 
whether art education ought to be education in history and 
criticism of art, or in some form of creative experience, or 
in the creation of art products, or some combination of these. 
Whatever our partisanship on that issue, we can all agree that 
because of the indifference to art in the curriculum, our 
school children, and, indirectly, their parents, are being 
deprived of a range of crucial educational experiences. With 
that deprivation is lost the chance to develop various kinds 
of tastes and sensibilities, the absence of which is sure to 
impoverish the lives of all of us. (p. 8) 
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The National Art Education Association circumvented the controversy 

over practice by publishing a position statement that combined creative 

expressionist and aesthetic education outcomes: 

As a result of the art program, each student should 
demonstrate, to the extent that he can, his capacity to: (1) 
have intense involvement in and response to personal visual 
experiences; (2) perceive and understand visual relationships 
in the environment; (3) think, feel, and act creatively with 
visual art materials; (4) increase manipulative and 
organizational skills in art performance appropriate to his 
abilities; (5) acquire a knowledge of man's visual heritage; 
(6) use art knowledges and skills in his personal and 
community life; (7) make intelligent visual judgments suited 
to his experience and maturity; and (8) understand the nature 
of art and the creative process. (Dorn, 1968, p. 29) 

The 1970s presented many challenges to the field of art education, 

including the "Back to Basics" movement, a widening gulf between theory 

and practice, pluralistic approaches to art, the prominence of outside 

groups attempting to influence or preempt the field, and a growing 

dissatisfaction with the professional association. 
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Dorn (1976) grappled with the NAEA's practice of welcoming all 

viewpoints and the concomitant lack of direction that such a stance 

required. 8 He also expressed concern about the involvement of alternate 

groups in art education: 

It seems apparent that if our national and state art teacher 
organizations continue to offer only a bag of alternatives. 
that we will never do much in the way of offering leadership. 
Indeed. we seem to be now presently offering alternatives to a 
variety of organizations offering alternatives to us. Most 
alarming is the fact that these alternative groups are both 
government and private non-profitmaking and profitmaking 
groups. Included are the NEA's Artists in the Schools 
Program. the JDR 3rd Fund. CEMREL. the Alliance for Arts 
Education. and the new Educational Arts Association. a group 
concerned with "open education." These groups may vary in 
emphasis and in the size of the constituency. but what makes 
them alike is their commitments to alternatives to existing 
art education programs ... 

To this regard. while it is also true some of these 
groups publicly take the position that they are merely seeking 
to supplement existing programs. we also cannot be naive 
enough to believe that at least some of these programs assume 
philosophical and aesthetic positions which are diametrically 
opposed to what we think we believe art education in the 
schools should be principally about. 

The purpose here. however. is not to establish among 
[sic] these or any other groups are the enemy. because it is 
entirely possible that through indifference we ourselves and 
our organizations are our own worst enemy. Maybe our dilemma 
is in part caused by trying to accept all the value systems 
possible or perhaps because we've tried to include everybody 
in our organizations or perhaps because we try to set too many 
unrelated priorities or worse yet that we are too indifferent 
as a field to set any priorities at all. (p. 7) 

The National Art Education Association (1977) subsequently issued a 

report advancing five areas of purpose for art education. The report 

dismissed potential concerns regarding the plurality of purpose: 

The problem of formulating purpose in art education is not an 
easy one. One is often lured in to the search for the single 

8Dorn was NAEA president from 1975 to 1977. 



perennial grounding that can be used through the millennia to 
justify the work that art educators are engaged in daily. 
Such simple aims or justifications are alluring because they 
can function as a substitute for the kind of critical 
reflection that should characterize the profession. Once one 
has grasped The Truth, the need to push further, to examine it 
critically, to question its validity, to determine its 
appropriateness to particular contexts appears superfluous; 
once having grasped the philosopher's stone, inquiry 
terminates .... 

The commission believes that there is no single, 
adequate, comprehensive, and perennial purpose for the 
teaching of art. There are purposes, and these purposes 
change in importance with time and context. (p. 35) 

Lanier (1979) assailed the report in a lengthy article: 

This is a seductive position, couched as it is in language 
which seems to reflect scholarly detachment and democratic 
liberalism. It is, even, a useful position, helpful to offset 
the partisan rigidity with which some theory and policy in the 
field has been presented. Nevertheless, the only alternative 
to tentativeness and multiplicity is not singularity and the 
cessation of inquiry. Another alternative might be the 
imposition of a contemporary hierarchy of significance on the 
several values art might be said to provide. (p. 5) 

In the early 1970s, the art education field continued its search 

for a new model for art education. In an article entitled "Toward 

Aesthetic Education," Frankston (1970) decried the perpetuation of an 

expressionist practice: 

The view of art education which maintains that its main (and 
often sole) objective is the development of self-expression 
and creativity is now out-dated and not in keeping with the 
many changes which have occurred in our society and our 
schools during the past few years. In many cases the view has 
become an academy perpetuated by the art teacher's own 
orientation. For the public school art teacher the situation 
is further aggravated by the fact that those experiences go 
back to college years which have not been renewed or 
revitalized through continuing significant art production. 
(p. 18) 
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Frankston (1970) then described a preferable practice and its 

outcomes: 

I believe that this limited concept of art education needs to 
be broadened. Its main difficulty and obstacle has been the 
artist's lack of communication and/or alienation with the art 
critic, the art historian, and the aesthetician-
philosopher .... Our foremost goals should be to look forward to 
a society in which all individuals are visually literate and 
aesthetically sensitive to their environment. (p. 18) 

36 

Smith (1970) amplified aesthetic education with broad examples and 

prescribed ideal content for such programs: 

The expression "aesthetic education" has a variety of 
meanings. It can imply 1) any kind of education in the arts, 
i.e., education in music, literature, the visual and 
performing arts, etc.; 2) a particular approach to arts 
instruction, e.g., one that stresses the refinement of a 
special kind of aesthetic experience, judgment, attitude, form 
of understanding, or way of knowing, in contrast (say) to the 
development of a general creative disposition; 3) an 
interrelated arts or humanities program, which might also 
stress team teaching; 4) the development of sensitivity to the 
aesthetic aspect of anything whatsoever, including the 
aesthetic character of the environment, or even of teaching 
and learning activities, irrespective of subject or context of 
schooling. "Aesthetic education" may imply all of the above 
things and other things as well . 

.. . the aim of aesthetic education may be stated as the 
initiation of students into the aesthetic form of 
understanding--a special mode of knowing that results in the 
perception of distinctive aspects of human experience and the 
world. Since this (aesthetic) form of understanding is best 
exemplified in works of serious art, I have held that such 
works are key objects of study in aesthetic education. (p. 13) 

Still, aesthetic education remained a difficult thing to grasp. as 

Mattil (1971) confirmed: 

While aesthetic education is on most of our minds as a coming 
or "in" thing, it has been hard to pin down just what it is or 
how to define it ... At CEMREL they have defined if tentatively 
as a sub-domain of education which is directed toward 
increasing the learner's capability to develop or to respond 
to a richer environment and make quality judgments about that 
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environment. (p. 17) 

Madeja (1971) put aesthetic education into a historical perspective 

in an Art Education issue addressing curriculum and development issues: 

"The movement toward a theoretical base for aesthetic education was 

introduced in the late 1930s through the writings of Thomas Munro and. 

later. Harry Broudy. It cannot. therefore. and should not be considered 

a new idea for the 1970s" (p. 17). This statement foreshadowed the 

claim in the 1980s that discipline-based art education was not new. 

In an article titled. "A Plague on All Your Houses: The Tragedy of 

Art Education." Lanier (1974) considered why aesthetic education was not 

broadly implemented. He began by championing the idea: 

The most rigorous of these ideas has been and now is. beyond 
any question. the concept of aesthetic education. Described 
originally by Munro. Broudy. and Ralph Smith and broadened by 
Barkan. Ecker. Chapman. Eisner. Madeja. and others and funded 
by federal and John D. Rockefeller III money. aesthetic 
education has been seen as the art education of the future. 
with Barkan's colossal classic Guidelines as a model. (p. 12) 

Lanier succinctly summarized the situation in art education at that 

time: 

As this is written. in late 1973. our situation in art 
education seems to be the following: (1) The dominant theory 
among the theoreticians and in the literature appears to be 
aesthetic education in its several varieties. (2) This 
dominance may well be short-lived and reflects only the top 
echelon of "activist" art educators. those who seek and obtain 
special funds and those who account for a fair percentage of 
published writings in the field. (3) The rest of the idea 
makers and disseminators--almost without exception college and 
university people involved in teacher education--are as 
fragmented and argumentative in their beliefs as politics in 
France used to be. (4) Meanwhile the vast majority of art 
teachers. supervisors. elementary teachers. and many college 
art education teachers as well. not only have not and do not 
accept aesthetic education or the triumvirate model of the 
student (artist. historian. critic) or other new ideas (much 



less use them in teaching) but still maintain almost 
unadulteratedly studio programs and justify them more often 
than not by invoking the icon of creativity. (p. 13) 

Hobbs (1977) expressed the concern in a similar way: 

At some point in the early 1960s, ca. 1963, art education 
began to question the values of self expression and creativity 
(some would say that the syndrome of self criticism was set in 
motion in 1957, the year of Sputnik). Since that time all the 
things that have happened are so numerous and complicated that 
they defy analysis. But at least one thing seems to be 
recognizable: aesthetic education, to judge from all the 
writings, research, symposia, funded projects, etc., has 
emerged as one of the most, if not the most, dominant themes 
in the "post-Lowenfeld" era .... What is less clear, however, is 
the impact of all this on the part of the field that matters 
most--the art classrooms of elementary and secondary schools. 
Therefore, if I had to identify another theme of the era, it 
would have to do with the widening gap between words and 
practice, and more seriously, between aspiration and reality. 
(p. 30) 

The Arts, Education and Americans Panel report, Coming to Our 
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Senses (American Council for Arts in Education, 1977), prescribed broad 

changes in arts education. The professional challenge generated much 

response (Smith, 1977; Chapman, 1978; Johnson & Ciganko, 1978; Acuff, 

1987). Chapman defended the field by suggesting that the panel was not 

qualified to speak for art education: 

Although members of the Panel were not selected for their 
professional experience in the field of art education, the 
intent of the Report is to recommend "philosophical, 
substantive, and structural changes" in the field of arts 
education at the national, state, and local levels; in short, 
to propose a national arts education policy. 

It is my understanding that individual arts educators 
served as resource persons for the Panel; however, the several 
professional associations in arts education were not requested 
to forward recommendations to the Panel or given time to study 
them prior to the publication of the Report and presentation 
of the Recommendations on May 25, 1977, in Congressional 
hearings on arts legislation. It is inexplicable to me why 
the Panel would wish to offer recommendations centering on the 
field of arts education without soliciting recommendations 



from the associations representing an estimated 200.000 
persons whose professional commitment is to improve the 
quality of arts education for Americans ... (p. 5) 

Smith (1977) cautioned the field about "the emergence of a new 

policy-making complex in cultural and educational affairs:" 

The new complex is now extending its influence into state 
departments of education where through a variety of networks. 
consortia. coalitions. and leagues a major effort is being 
made to alter the shape of aesthetic education in the schools. 
Several key members of the new complex. it should be noted. 
have held positions in the Office of Education at one time or 
another. In short. the mentality of the new complex was 
shaped in the Washington bureaucracy and represents an 
official's view of the relations of art. culture. and 
education. This helps to explain not only the prestige the 
new complex enjoys but also its characteristic manner of doing 
things ... (p. 10) 

Smith (1977) and Chapman (1978) challenged the Report's 

recommendation to waive certification requirements for artists 

participating in the Artists in the Schools program. Smith's (1978) 
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visual analysis of the Report suggests that it may have been a model for 

Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust. 1985): 

Visually. the Report contains nearly 100 reproductions. 
illustrations. and diagrams. including a fair number of 
cartoons ... and. something which I found convenient. ample 
margins for jotting down notes. The text of the Report is 
well buttressed with quotations (in the wide margins) of 
varying degrees of relevance from Panel members and witnesses. 
(p. 11) 

Smith also mentioned that "the writing of the Report was distributed 

among several hands. with only the brief introduction by David 

Rockefeller. Jr .• panel chairman. indicating individual authorship" 

(p. 11). 
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As the 1980s began, scholars continued to question the lack of 

progress in art education. Debate focused on the gap between theory and 

practice that inhibited the acceptance of a new, more rigorous model of 

art education. The pervasiveness of creative self-expressionism had 

serious ramifications for the field's professional status, as Clark 

(1984) pointed out: 

In 1984, more than twenty years after Studies in Art Education 
devoted much of an issue to debating "Is there a discipline of 
art education?", the question of defining such a discipline is 
not yet resolved. That's too bad. Barkan pointed out very 
accurately that lack of definition for a discipline of art 
education is a major aspect of art education's questionable 
political status in the nation and questionable educational 
status in the nation's schools. (p. 4) 

Reflecting the continuing educational reform movement and the low 

status of the field, the influence of outside groups in art education 

expanded in the 1980s. Zimmerman (1984) and Zeller (1984) responded to 

the report of the Presidential Commission on Excellence in Education, A 

Nation At Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform (1983). Zeller 

commented that the report "was greeted by many arts educators like a 

death knell" (p. 6), and stated: 

The whole tone of A Nation At Risk is colored by a call for 
higher and more rigorous standards. Many art educators have 
reason to fear the consequences of this report. The bad 
creative-do-your-own-thing-macrame-refrigerator-art-marching
band approach to art education cannot measure up to the 
recommendations for adoption of more rigorous and measurable 
standards, increased attention to basic skills, stress on 
subject matter content, more homework assignments, and greater 
emphasis on higher order thinking. The report is therefore, a 
mandate for change in art education. (p. 6) 

Zeller then suggested that "far from being a threat to arts education, A 

Nation At Risk supports opportunities for a new beginning for arts in 
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the schools" (p. 9). 

In 1983, Duke introduced the Getty Center for Education in the Arts 

and described its activities on behalf of art education. After one 

paragraph of history, a long paragraph dealt with financial aspects of 

the Getty: "As an operating foundation, The Getty is required to spend 

annually a minimum of 4~ percent of the market value of its endowment on 

activities it develops and operates .... the Trust will spend a 

significant amount of money annually on its operating activities--

estimated to be between $50-60 million" (p. 5). Duke also asserted: 

"We have an unusually large endowment which permits us to think long 

range, to make long term commitments, and not to expect instantaneous 

results. Unlike a government agency, we do not have to attempt to 

satisfy many kinds of constituencies. We can focus our efforts. We can 

afford to take risks" (p. 5). Nonetheless, Duke presented their goals 

as noble: " ... as a charitable institution which will spend more on the 

visual arts than any other single organization in the world, we felt a 

special responsibility to develop programs which extend beyond the reach 

of other private and public institutions to address unmet needs" (p. 5). 

Alluding to the Getty Center's outsider status, Duke (1983) 

suggested that the field would inform the Center's activities: 

As we became more cognizant of the multifaceted problems which 
confront arts education and the various constituencies which 
impact it, we realized it was impossible for us to know at the 
outset the ultimate direction and substance of our thrusts in 
arts education .... It is important, therefore, to understand 
that the Center for Education in the Arts' initial programs 
are conceived as research and development activities .... They 
are not set in stone; they are not irreversible. (p. ~) 



The summer, 1984, issue of Studies in Art Education addressed 

discipline-based art education. Editor Rush9 (1984) set the tone for 

the issue and legitimized the Getty Center by equating the Getty 

Institute with the significant 1965 Penn State Seminar: 

Barkan addressed "the concept of structure in the context of 
the structure of a discipline and its meaning for education" 
and suggested that "artists, critics and others ... engage in a 
structured inquiry which is disciplined" (p. 244). The 
contemporary term discipline-based art education was coined by 
W. Dwaine Greer, Director of the Getty Institute for Educators 
on the Visual Arts, to describe the consensus articulated by 
Barkan that already existed piecemeal in art education 
literature, if not in general practice. 

The Getty Institute is a state-of-the-art school
personnel development program. It begins from the premise 
that good art education requires sequential curriculum 
integrating aesthetics, studio art, art history, and art 
criticism--that is, systematic instruction grounded in the 
four components of the visual arts discipline, the body of 
knowledge to be taught. The institute synthesizes ideas about 
discipline-centered art education generated at Penn State with 
experience gained in later attempts to incorporate them into 
educational practice. Many of the Institute staff, faculty, 
and consultants are former Penn State participants. (pp. 203-
204) 
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In particular, the editorial acknowledged and legitimated Greer's10 

work: 

The chief architect of the Getty Center's operational 
definition of discipline-based art education is Greer, by 
virtue of his assembling the points of view (and scholars) 
that constitute its theoretical foundation. Greer, a scholar 
in his own right, headed the team that developed the 
discipline-based SWRL Elementary Art Program (1977). If the 
Center acknowledges the formative role of individual 
scholarship in building the Institute's model for instruction, 
it may have opportunity to encourage consolidation of the 
field in a manner analogous to the Penn State Seminar in 

9Rush was affiliated with the early Getty Institutes. 

10Greer and Rush were colleagues at The University of Arizona at this 
time. 



addition to its primary and more practical goals. (p. 204) 

Greer (1984) described the evolution of discipline-based art 

education within the field of art education and cited scholars who 

influenced his work. He provided a responsive rationale for the 

implementation of discipline-based curricula: 

In teaching art according to discipline-based principles, 
everything done is referenced to art. There is content 
(information, concepts, and techniques) that can be assessed 
and for which teachers can be accountable. This attention to 
subject matter answers those critics of art education who 
maintain that art education has little to do with art. In 
response, it is easy to point to the knowledge and skills that 
students are acquiring. When justifications for art education 
are made in terms of increasing competency rather than 
enjoyment, school people and parents look at art as a 
legitimate subject of instruction. (p. 217) 

Also in the Studies issue devoted to DBAE, Kern (1984) described 

the Aesthetic Education Curriculum Project that grew out of the Penn 

State Seminar as: 

... probably the most grandiose of all curriculum projects in 
arts education. It consumed millions of federal and local 
dollars, employed hundreds of educators, theorists, 
researchers, and designers, hosted numerous conferences and 
exhibitions on aesthetic education, and produced literally 
tons of papers, reports, books, and curriculum materials. (p. 
219) 
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While the project made its mark on the histury of art education, it did 

not result in curriculum reform. In introducing his article, Kern 

warned: 

The J. Paul Getty Trust's current project in the area of 
discipline-centered art education (Duke, 1983) is one effort 
to respond to this need. Whether or not this effort at 
curriculum reform succeeds may well depend on the abilities of 
those responsible for the program to learn from the 
experiences of similar past curriculum development projects. 
(p. 219) 
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Kern (1984) contended that curricular reform succeeds under two 

circumstances: either when mandated by a governmental entity or other 

appropriate authority. or when educators themselves realize the 

necessity to change practice. Kern. along with many other writers cited 

in this section. conceded that "teachers in the arts are still teaching 

much the same content for the same purposes as they did prior to the 

introduction of aesthetic education" (p. 223). 

This selected review of art education literature. as represented in 

NAEA periodicals. demonstrates the Association's continuing difficulties 

with professional issues. Examples cited underscore the gap between 

theory and practice that compounds the challenge of implementing a new 

art education practice. The literature also suggests the relevance of 

adopting professionalization theory to study the struggle over a 

professional domain. over issues of practice. status. and professional 

control. 
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Chapter 3 

METHODS 

Research Questions 

This professionalization study examines the efforts of the Getty 

Center for Education in the Arts to promote its discipline-based 

approach to arts education and the concurrent response of the art 

education field, as represented in the publications of the field's 

professional organization, the National Art Education Association. The 

study addresses the following research questions: 

1. To what extent do Getty publications valorize attempts at 
rationality (T+) and deprecate indetermination (I-)? 

2. To what extent do NAEA publications valorize indetermination (I+) 
and deprecate attempts at rationality (T-)? 

3. How do the Getty Center and the art education field/NAEA present 
themselves and each other in their attempts to gain or maintain 
social legitimacy, as reflected in their publications? 

4. What is the longitudinal interaction effect between the two groups 
of publications? 

Design 

This is a longitudinal study of the discourse surrounding the Getty 

Center's promotion of discipline-based art education. The study 

describes how the Getty Center and the art education field, represented 

by the National Art Education Association, publicly present themselves 

and each other as they advance prescribed forms of art education 

practice. Data is obtained through textual analyses of selected NAEA 

and Getty publications issued between 1985 and 1989. This represents a 



five-year period of time beginning with the Getty Center's publication 

of the widely distributed Beyond Creating: The Place for Art in 

America's Schools (J. Paul Getty Trust. 1985). 

Data Gathering 
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Selected Getty and NAEA publications. such as professional 

journals. books. position statements. and newsletters. provide the data 

for the study. Publications are of two broad types: those generated by 

NAEA and Getty staff or commissioned authors to represent certain 

positions. such as NAEA ... The First Forty Years (NAEA. 1987a) and the 

Getty Center's The Role of Discipline-Based Art Education in America's 

Schools (Eisner. 1987b); and those published by the Getty or the 

National Art Education Association that more directly reflect the 

diverse views of the field. such as NAEA journal articles or Getty 

Center conference proceedings. 

The NAEA publishes the juried periodical Art Education. which is 

distributed on a bimonthly basis to all Association members. Some 

issues have specific themes. such as "Art and Older Adults" (Lewis. 

1987) or "Art and Global Education" (Clark. 1985b); others are general 

issues covering a range of topics. A typical recent issue of Art 

Education might include an overview or editorial. six or seven articles. 

four instructional resources (reproductions of art objects with 

appropriate information for classroom use). and perhaps a book review or 

letter(s) to the editor. The articles reflect the diverse interests of 

the field: "Mohammed Ashraf. National Treasure of Pakistan" (Rogers. 
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1987); "The Hampton Years: Lowenfeld's Forgotten Legacy" (Smith, 1988); 

"The Art Exhibit as a Teaching Tool" (Szekely, 1988); and "Review of 

Elementary and Junior High School DBAE Instructional Resources" 

(Gregory, 1989). 

Studies in Art Education is the Association's issues and research 

journal; it is published quarterly and mailed only to those members who 

request it through a membership upgrade. Recent general issues include 

an editorial, four or five articles, and reviews of publications; unless 

invited, the articles are subject to blind review. According to the 

editorial policy: 

Studies invites manuscripts for a professional art education 
audience that report empirical, historical, and philosophical 
research with implications for art education, or that explore 
theoretical and practical aspects of art criticism, artistic 
growth, curriculum and learning, program evaluation, and other 
educational dimensions of the visual arts. 

Examples of articles include "Art Education and Changing Political 

Agendas: An Analysis of Curriculum Concerns of the 1940s and 1950s" 

(Freedman, 1987); "An Analysis of Attitude Recognition, Formation, and 

Change Concepts in Selected Art Education Textbooks" (Parks, 1986); 

"Pestalozzian and Froebelian Influences on Contemporary Elementary 

School Art" (Tarr, 1989); and "Problems of Representation: Preschool 

and Third Grade Children's Observational Drawings of a Three Dimensional 

Model" (Colbert & Taunton, 1988). 

The NAEA also publishes a newsletter, books, and a myriad of 

advisories and pamphlets addressing the needs and interests of the 

field's many practitioners. 
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The Getty Center for Education in the Arts, which was founded in 

1982 as an operating entity of the J. Paul Getty Trust. "is dedicated to 

improving the quality and status of arts education in the nation's 

schools" through an approach known as discipline-based art education (J. 

Paul Getty Trust, 1988b, p. 2). The Getty Center/Trust issued an 

interim report on its first implementation project in 1983; major 

publishing activities began two years later with the broad distribution 

of Beyond Creating: The Place for Art in America's Schools (J. Paul 

Getty Trust, 1985). Publications issued between 1985 and 1989 include 

one informational flyer on the Center and its activities; three books; 

one informal position paper refuting perceptions about DBAE and the 

Getty Center; six sets of proceedings from national invitational 

sessions on specific themes; three newsletter; and three video tapes 

supporting discipline-based art education. 

Getty and NAEA publications issued between 1985 and 1989 were 

reviewed and those publications most closely related to the topic of 

this study were selected for analysis. Selections include key official 

publications, such as the Getty's landmark Beyond Creating (J. Paul 

Getty Trust, 1985) and the report NAEA ... The First Forty Years (NAEA, 

1987a). Greer and Rush's (1985) article in Art Education that was the 

first to describe the Getty Center's DBAE implementation process is 

among the group, as is an article by the Getty Center director reporting 

on the Center's first five years of operation (Duke, 1988). Also 

included are articles published in NAEA journals responding to DBAE, the 

Getty Center, or its publications (Hausman, 1985; MacGregor, 1985; 
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Lanier, 1986; London, 1988; Muth, 1988; Silverman, 1988; Rush, 1989), 

and some of the Getty publications, such as Perceptions of Discipline-

Based Art Education and The Getty Center for Education in the Arts 

(Getty Center, 1988b), that respond to the field. In certain cases, 

selected publications represent on-going dialogues; for example, Eisner 

(1987a) responds to Lanier's (1986) commentary on Beyond Creating, part 

of which Eisner authored. A brief rationale for each selection 

accompanies each textual analysis. 

This study considers eight of the 17 publications issued by the 

Getty between 1985 and 1989. 11 The video tapes are not considered, and 

only one of the three newsletters is included. (The first was selected 

at random.) 

The 19 NAEA publications chosen for analysis represent only a 

fraction of the Association's hundreds of publications issued between 

1985 and 1989. Because the National Art Education Association publishes 

materials for its diverse membership, many of the publications do not 

apply; all those that did not pertain to the topic of this study were 

immediately disqualified. The following titles from Studies in Art 

Education and Art Education are representative of those not selected for 

analysis: "What Eye Movement Research Tells Us About Perceptual 

Behavior of Children and Adults: Implications for the Visual Arts" 

11In some cases, only parts of a publication receive attention. Of 
the Roundtable Series II (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988b), for instance, only 
Roundtable I, which focuses on the role of the art specialist, is 
analyzed. Roundtable lIon museum education and Roundtable IlIon artists 
in the schools are not pertinent to the focus of the study. 
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(Marschalek, 1986), "The Drawings of Preschool Children: A Longitudinal 

Case Study and Four Experiments" (Clare, 1988), and "Multicultural 

Approaches to Art Criticism" (Congdon, 1989) in Studies in Art 

Education; and "The Role of Art in Self-Actualization" (Ryder, 1987), 

"Creative Approaches to Teaching Reading Through Art" (Criscuolo, 1985), 

and "Toward a Socially Defined Studio Curriculum" (Anderson, 1985) in 

Art Education. Other articles relating to DBAE do not pertain to the 

study and are not included, such as "Discipline-Based Art Education in 

Secondary Classrooms" (Day, 1987).12 Pamphlets or flyers on such varied 

topics as computers in art and classroom organization were also 

eliminated. 

Data Analysis 

1. To what extent do Getty publications valorize attempts at 
rationality (T+) and deprecate indetermination (1-)7 

The paragraph is the unit of analysis for I/T coding. After 

careful examination, paragraphs containing references to indetermination 

receive "I" codings, while paragraphs referring to rationality and 

codification get "T" designations. For example, the following passage13 

receives an "I" designation for referring to the indeterminate nature of 

art education content and pedagogy: 

... For many, art was not something one learned to see, to do, 

12The primary focus of the Getty Center's DBAE implementation efforts 
has been at the elementary level, where many general classroom teachers 
do indeed teach art. This is not the case at the secondary level. 

13In the case of lengthy paragraphs, carefully-selected passages 
sometimes serve as examples. 



or to understand. but something that unlocked the child's 
creative potential. As a result. many teachers resisted 
providing any structure or content in art programs. They 
thought that structure of any kind would stifle the child's 
innate creativity and that content. particularly content drawn 
from the work of adults. would impose inappropriate models for 
young children ... (Eisner. 1987b. pp. 12-13) 

In contrast. the following paragraph merits a "T" coding for 

addressing the rationality and technicality of discipline-based art 

education: 

Art programs will have to be conceived. developed. and 
maintained just as other academic subjects are. This means 
that university scholars will need to work closely with 
curriculum specialists and teachers to develop programs 
informed by the theory and practice of aesthetics. art 
criticism. history. and production. To ensure the continuing 
integrity of these programs. school district policies will 
need to call for a comprehensive. sequential curriculum. in
service teacher training. and classroom review by district 
administrators. (J. Paul Getty Trust. 1985. p. 6) 

Paragraphs referring to both indetermination and rationality 
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receive multiple designations. For example. this mixed-coded paragraph 

begins by addressing the technicality of a written curriculum and ends 

with a discussion of the indetermination of the teacher; it receives a 

"T/I" designation: 

A written curriculum provides a structure that teachers having 
little background in the visual arts can use to not only 
develop their students' skills and understanding. but their 
own. What we seek in the long term is the development of such 
skills and confidence among teachers that they can gradually 
replace curriculum materials developed by others with those 
that they develop for themselves. At first. however. it is 
unrealistic to expect that to occur. One major aim of a 
written curriculum is to free the teacher from dependence upon 
it. to so cultivate the teacher's sensibility and 
understanding that the teacher becomes a free agent pursuing 
aims to which he or she is committed. (Eisner. 1987b. p. 29) 

Each coding source is then judged to be positive ("+") or negative 
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("-") in tone. For instance, a paragraph deriding the rigidity of a 

discipline-based curriculum earns a "T-" coding, but a paragraph 

suggesting that such a curriculum would secure a place for art alongside 

science and math receives a "T+" coding. A paragraph with multiple 

codings can also be mixed in tone: "T+/I-." (The ordering of the "T" 

and "I" elements in mixed-coded designations varies throughout this 

study but does not indicate a valuing of one element over the other.) 

More precisely, the study uses the following coding parameters. 

Paragraphs that deprecate the less-than-rigorous nature of art education 

receive "1-" codings, while paragraphs that valorize art teaching or its 

inherent indetermination merit "1+" designations. Paragraphs that 

deprecate discipline-based art education or a structured curriculum by 

describing it as mechanistic, lifeless. or prescriptive warrant "T-" 

coding, and paragraphs that present DBAE as substantive. structured, 

rational, and comparable to other academic subjects earn "T+" codings. 

Returning to the examples above, the first passage deprecates the 

indeterminate nature of a creative expressionist practice, thereby 

earning an "1-" designation. The next paragraph advances the 

rationality of DBAE; it receives a "T+" coding. The final example 

presents a written curriculum in a positive light but also glorifies the 

ability of the educator to teach without it; consequently. it warrants a 

somewhat unusual "T+/I+" coding. 14 

14Mixed-coded paragraphs might be expected to have opposite 
designations, either "T+/I-" or "I+/T-." Such coding expresses the 
preferencing of one position over another, while a "I+/T+" paragraph 
attempts to appeal to supporters of both positions. 



2. To what extent do NAEA publications valorize indetermination (1+) 
and deprecate attempts at rationality (T-)? 

The selected NAEA publications receive the same treatment 

described under the first research question. 

3. How do the Getty Center and the art education field/NAEA present 
themselves and each other in their attempts to gain or maintain social 
legitimacy, as reflected in their publications? 
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Legitimacy is key to establishing prescribed forms of art education 

in state guidelines and in school systems. For purposes of this study, 

legitimacy can be garnered or protected rhetorically or through 

association with ideals and prestigious individuals and organizations. 

Visual analysis determines the message conveyed by each 

publication. Does it appear important, scholarly, flashy, or 

inexpensive? Does the presentation of the publication invite reading, 

and if so, by whom? Does the publication seem to "fit" its publisher 

visually? Does a glossy publication with four-color reproductions and 

low textual density (average number of words per page) seem designed for 

a scholarly or popular audience? Factors considered include size of 

publication, quality of materials, use of graphics and photographs, and 

distribution of text. 

With the page as the unit of analysis, themes or topics are 

identified and counted to determine the presentational strategies used 

to generate or to maintain legitimacy. Broad categories include: 

1. Depictions of art education, DBAE, and the Getty Center for 

Education in the Arts or references to the liT ratio. This includes any 

pages containing coded paragraphs, as well as those pages that present 



the art education field, discipline-based art education, or the Getty 

Center in affective, rather than strictly descriptive, ways. For 

instance, the rhetoric in the following non-liT-coded paragraph 

downplays the Getty Center's resources to depict it as a vital 

collaborator: 15 

The Getty Center fully realizes the limits of the role it can 
playas a non-profit organization in supporting art education. 
The Center works to complement the valuable leadership and 
programs of NAEA and other national, state and local 
professional organizations that have served art education for 
decades. The Center has supported the Instructional Resources 
section, with color reproductions of works of art, that 
appears in Art Education, the NAEA journal. The NAEA 
published the anthology Research Readings for DBAE: A Journey 
Beyond Creating with Getty Center support. The Center is also 
collaborating with such groups as the National Endowment for 
the Arts, National PTA, the Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development, and the National School Boards 
Association. (Getty Center, 1988b, p. 8.) 

2. Evidence of direct advocacy efforts. This refers to overt and 
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prescriptive advocacy efforts, as opposed to the simple acknowledgement 

of an advocacy agenda. While the paragraph cited above describes 

advocacy endeavors, the following passage prescribes actions: " ... the 

most effective art education programs are based on working partnerships 

among teachers, school administrators, universities, parents, and 

community leaders; these programs are more likely to succeed when the 

partners assume responsibility for supporting them" (J. Paul Getty 

Trust, 1988b, p. 2). For purposes of this study, only the second 

example evidences direct advocacy efforts. 

3. Indication of the influence of the field, NAEA, or the Getty 

15The suggested endorsements also legitimize the Getty Center. 
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Center. This reflects a challenging action or evidences a response 

(typically negative) from the art education field or the other 

publisher. For example, the letter from the president in NAEA ... The 

First Forty Years (NAEA, 1987a) contains two veiled references to the 

Getty's resources and activities. One reads, ..... when powerful 

individuals and agencies want to be involved in improving the quality of 

art education, it is to NAEA they turn to seek advice about what to do" 

(p. 1), and the other states: 

I want to call special attention to the impact of the 
presently healthy fiscal condition of the organization. 
Without financial resources, nothing is possible for any 
person or group. Without financial resources, there is no 
stability and long term planning is impossible. Without 
financial resources, an association's voice is weak and will 
not be heard. (p. 1) 

References can be explicit or implicit. In the foreword to The 

Role of Discipline-Based Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 

1987b), the Getty Center director acknowledges response from the field: 

" ... we recognized the need, frequently expressed by teachers, curriculum 

developers, school administrators, and artists, for a more definitive 

examination of DBAE." In the following statement, Duke alludes to a 

negative response from the field: "We hope that [Eisner's essay] will 

serve to delineate some of the fundamental concepts of discipline-based 

art education, without being prescriptive." 

4. Overt attempts to generate or maintain legitimacy. For example, 

the foreword of Discipline-Based Art Education: What Forms Will It 

Take? (Getty Center, 1987) relies on implied endorsements to legitimate 

its position: 



The Getty Center was not alone in producing the national 
conference on discipline-based art education. Twenty-nine 
prestigious cooperating organizations--many of whom have been 
at the forefront of leadership in education--provided their 
ideas for the conference agenda as well as their support. 
Their participation at the conference bear [sic] witness to 
the fact that art education is not the domain of any single 
organization or institution. It is a shared responsibility. 
(p. v) 
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The National Art Education Association adopts a similar strategy in 

its 40-year report: 

In 1982. the National Conference of State Legislators 
promulgated a significant statement on arts education: "Amend 
State Education Act to redefine basic education to include 
arts education; provide or make available arts specialist 
teachers to every school." These statements were endorsed and 
adopted in 1983 by the Working Group on the Arts in Higher 
Education and in 1984 by the executive body of the National 
Assembly of State Arts Agencies. New guidelines for the Arts
in-Education Program of the National Endowment for the Arts 
have placed an emphasis on sUbstantive art instruction; and a 
private foundation. the Getty Center for Education in the 
Arts. has advocated support for "discipline based art 
instruction." (NAEA. 1987a. pp. 10-11) 

Patterns of language are also noted. For instance. Greer and Rush 

(1985) invoke the language of science to legitimate discipline-based art 

education: "Formal and informal evaluations of the Institutes have 

yielded considerable data about participants' learning and subsequent 

classroom practice. The experiment has revealed enough promise in the 

Center's approach to warrant further research and development" (p. 24). 

Early Getty publications share a distinctive lexicon that includes such 

legitimizing terms as "quality," "status," "substance," and "rigor." 



57 

4. What is the longitudinal inte~action effect between the two g~oups 
of publications? 

The fou~th research question ~equires longitudinal and interactive 

analyses to desc~ibe how NAEA and Getty publications influenced each 

other. After individual analysis, the selected materials are grouped by 

publishe~ and compared to anticipated I/T ~atios: To what extent are 

Getty publications coded "I-/T+" and NAEA publications "1+/T-"? And do 

the codings remain consistent across the time pe~iod covered by this 

study? The selected 1985 and 1986 Getty and NAEA publications are also 

analyzed against later Getty and NAEA publications for consistency o~ 

change in themes. This establishes how the presentation and defense of 

each position changes over time. 

Then each group of publications is analyzed against the other to 

desc~ibe the inte~action affect. Explicit refe~ences to the other 

position evidence this, as do implicit references suggested by the 

modification o~ co-option of positions, themes, and language. For 

example, MacGregor (1986) names the Getty Center when warning the field 

about the "alte~native a~t education complex," and the Cente~ changes 

its use of the term "prescriptive" in response to the field. The first 

is an example of an explicit refe~ence, while the second constitutes an 

implicit reference. 

Limitations 

The study does not deal with distinct groups--National A~t 

Education Association membe~s, non-membe~s, and Getty Cente~ staff, 
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consultants, and proponents all comprise the art education field. For 

this reason, participants in the controversy escape easy categorization. 

For example, key Getty Center staff and consultants are NAEA members, 

and their work has appeared in Association publications (Greer & Rush, 

1985; Eisner, 1987c; Dobbs, 1988; Duke, 1988; Eisner, 1988). This study 

does not judge one group against the other, and it does not attempt to 

predict the outcome of the controversy. 

As an Association member and a participant in DBAE implementation 

projects, the author also is part of the art education field. The 

study's conceptual framework was carefully selected with an eye toward 

objectivity. Nonetheless, the author acknowledges that the analyses and 

interpretation may appear subjective to some readers. 



Chapter 4 

ANALYSES OF SELECTED GETTY PUBLICATIONS 

This chapter includes analyses of eight selected Getty Center or 

Getty Trust publications presented chronologically. The publications 

include those written by Getty Center staff or commissioned authors, 16 

as well as proceedings of Getty conferences. The former present the 

Getty Center position, while the latter more fully reflect the diverse 

views of the field. 
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The first group of publications includes two books, an informal 

position paper, a newsletter, and an informational brochure. The books 

are Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), the pivotal publication 

that introduced discipline-based art education and the Getty Center's 

initiatives to tens of thousands of readers, and The Role of Discipline

Based Art Education in America's Schools, Eisner's (1987b) monograph 

written to elucidate DBAE. The three proceedings reports (Getty Center, 

1987, 1989; J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988a) document Getty-sponsored 

conferences that encouraged response from the field. 

Virtually all of the selected publications have a similar and 

distinctive graphic quality. Indeed, Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty 

Trust, 1985), The Role of Discipline-Based Art Education in America's 

Schools (Eisner, 1987b), Discipline-Based Art Education: What Forms 

Will It Take? (Getty Center, 1987), Roundtable Series II (J. Paul Getty 

Trust, 1988a), and Education in Art: Future Building (Getty Center, 

16Many Getty publications do not directly acknowledge authors. 
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1989) seem to be the products of the same graphic design team. In 

contrast, the informal position paper, Perceptions of Discipline-Based 

Art Education and The Getty Center for Education in the Arts (Getty 

Center, 1988b), appears to be photocopied on Center letterhead, and the 

text pages of the Roundtable Series II have the appearance of a basic 

desktop publishing job. Nonetheless, the Getty Center seems to 

recognize the importance of the visual message conveyed by its 

publications and allocates significant resources to that end. 

A brief rationale for each selection appears in a footnote on the 

first page of each analysis. Analyses address the research questions, 

considering the appearance of the publication, themes and topics, I/T 

codings, and patterns of language, where pertinent. Analyses of the 

eight Getty publications follow, while the analyses of NAEA publications 

appear in the fifth chapter. Charts in the appendix tally themes and 

codings and list their sources. 

J. Paul Getty Trust. (1985). Beyond creating: The place for art in 
America's schools. 17 Los Angeles: Author. 

Beyond Creating: The Place for Art in America's Schools is the 

Getty Center's first publication18 on discipline-based art education. 

Widely distributed at no charge, the 9.5 x 10.25" volume is covered with 

17The Getty Center's first widely-distributed report introduces 
discipline-based art education. 

18The Getty issued an earlier, interim report on the Getty 
Institute. Beyond Creating is the first publication to reach a broad 
audience. 
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grey linen coverstock accented with a goldenrod brush stroke. Its 75 

pages of text, photographs, and contemporary graphics are printed on 

coated grey and white stock and divided into five main sections color

coded on the right-hand edge of the page. Each section begins with an 

appropriately-colored brush stroke similar to the graphic on the cover. 

Of the 40 textual page spreads, 38 or 95% have quotations, photographs, 

or graphics in addition to color coding. Overall, the publication has 

the appearance of a fine museum catalogue; it conveys a sense of 

importance, wealth, and legitimacy. 

The five principal sections, in order of appearance, are 

"Introduction," "Art is Fundamental," "Learning Art: Sketches of Art 

Education in America's Schools," "Critical Elements in Changing Art 

Education," and "Moving Toward Discipline-Based Art Education." Each 

section has a distinctive character. The six-page introduction, color

coded yellow, presents rationales for art education and a bit of Getty 

history before moving to an implementation or advocacy agenda. The 

text, which is printed on white stock, is surrounded by white space: 

The two-columned left-hand pages average 425 words, and the one-columned 

right-hand pages average 215 words. Presentation of discrete amounts of 

content facilitates rapid reading of the introductory material, but the 

lack of graphics and visual images suggests that this is not an 

important section. 

The section entitled "Art is Fundamental" provides a palatable 

rationale for discipline-based art education. Printed on white paper 

and color-coded blue, this 12-page featured section encourages reading, 
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as it has an extremely low average textual density of approximately 175 

words per page. Thirteen four-color reproductions of works of art, 

along with nine images of art materials and everyday objects, enhance 

these well-designed pages. One of the page spreads features a Pisarro 

oil, a palette knife with yellow and red paint, an 18th-century French 

armchair, and an 18th-century Japanese painting entitled "The Sake 

Party." Large-type quotations from such diverse and prestigious 

individuals as the late president John F. Kennedy, artist Georgia 

O'Keeffe, singer Bob Dylan, Utah governor Scott Matheson, and 

aesthetician Susanne Langer have broad appeal; they underscore the 

importance of the text and serve to legitimate the Getty Center's 

activities on behalf of discipline-based art education. 

The following 3D-page section has an average textual density of 325 

words per page. "Learning Art: Sketches of Art Education In America's 

Schools" highlights programs in seven school districts across the 

country. After a two-page introduction, three pages of text address the 

art program in each school district; a large black-and-white photograph 

follows on the fourth page. The first page of each report falls on a 

left-hand page and includes a heading with the location of the school 

district (town or city and state), a red brush stroke over the large 

letter beginning the short column of text, and a U.S. map with the 

appropriate location indicated in red. The second page contains two 

columns of text and red color coding on the right-hand edge, and the 

third page of each report includes one column of text and a photograph 
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and biographical information about the researcher. 19 The large 

photographs that fallon every fourth page include four of children 

engaged in production activities (printmaking, painting, and coloring), 

one of a young girl writing, and two of youth examining art 

reproductions. The production-oriented photographs appear first and 

appeal to traditionalists, while the other photographs depict the more 

serious nature of discipline-based art education. 

Next is the green-coded section, "Critical Elements in Changing Art 

Education." The grey left-hand pages contain three full columns of 

text, and the contrasting right-hand pages, printed on white, again 

feature large black-and-white photographs and color coding. The 

individuals depicted in the photographs all appear quite serious: One 

young girl is thinking while another appears to be taking a test, a boy 

carefully glazes a ceramic pitcher, two children work together on an 

unidentifiable project, and two women sketch in a gallery. Large grade 

numbers--"Grades K 1 2 3 4 ... "--march across the bottom of the 

spreads, unifying the pages. 

The five pages of text in this ten-page section contain one more 

paragraph than the 23-page section, "Art is Fundamental." The high 

textual density of approximately 500 words per page, coupled with the 

exclusive use of black-and-white photographs, suggests that this and the 

previous section that documents case studies are less valued or 

19There were seven school districts but only five researchers. 
Consequently, two of the reports simply list the researcher's name, 
rather than repeating the black-and-white photograph and credentials. 
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important that the featured section, "Art is Fundamental." This is 

rather surprising, given the importance of the advocacy content to the 

Getty Center. 

The final principal section is entitled "Moving Toward Discipline-

Based Art Education: Conclusions of The Rand Corporation." The only 

graphics in the six-page section are the initial brush stroke and the 

purple color coding, and the small, black-and-white photographs of the 

two Rand researchers that appear on the final page are the only 

photographs. Printed on white stock with an average textual density of 

close to 400 words, the unemphasized section interprets The Rand 

Corporation report on the seven case studies. While highlighting the 

prestige of The Rand Corporation, the section nonetheless veers toward 

an advocacy agenda: 

However, in analyzing and interpreting findings from the 
study, Rand researchers determined that change depends on 
influencing public perceptions about art, and learning more 
about providing this kind of education. According to Rand, 
the existence of several interrelated conditions will 
encourage more schools to adopt discipline-based art 
education: 
-Support for art education must be broadened. 
-Model programs must be developed to guide practice. 
-Professional development at all educational levels must support 
training and instruction for such programs. 
-The knowledge base must be expanded to inform training, program 
development, and methodology. 
But who will create these conditions? By their nature, no one 
group is--or can be--solely responsible for all of them. The 
creation of these conditions depends on commitment and action 
from individuals, both within the education system, and 
outside it. (p. 70) 

The five main sections are interspersed with "perspectives" or 

essays by Ernest Boyer, president of the Carnegie Foundation for the 
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Advancement of Teaching; William F. Kieschnick, president and chief 

executive officer of Atlantic Richfield Company; and Elliot Eisner, 

professor of education and art at Stanford University. The Boyer and 

Kieschnick essays each cover a page spread; the Eisner essay appears 

last but merits six pages. These essays appear on dignified grey stock 

with the authors' signatures sprawled boldly across the bottom of the 

page; their black-and-white photographs appear next to their texts, 

confirming their importance. A smaller, italicized typeface catches the 

eye and permits an average textual density of 450 words arranged in 

three to four columns per page. "Art is Fundamental" refers directly to 

the "perspectives:" 

The three essays contained in this report and the quotes from 
Americans in this chapter express ideas about the importance 
of art and the value of art education in our daily lives. 
These statements and sentiments vary widely, and not one among 
them presents the best or the definitive argument. 
Nevertheless, these thoughts provide helpful perspectives that 
address some fundamental questions such as "Why is art 
important?" "How does it enhance our lives?" and "What do 
children learn from the serious study of art?" (p. 13) 

One of the last pages of the publication includes acknowledgments. 

It lists the president of the J. Paul Getty Trust and the director of 

the Getty Center for Education in the Arts, school district staff, and 

production credits. Under the heading "Art is Fundamental," major 

scholars in art education and related fields are recognized in a way 

that negates the value of their work and raises doubts about the 

scholarship in the publication: 

Contributions from the following individuals who helped shape 
the ideas contained in this chapter are gratefully 
acknowledged: Harry S. Broudy, Laura H. Chapman, Gilbert 
Clark, Michael Day, Elliot W. Eisner, Edmund B. Feldman, W. 



Dwaine Greer, Marilyn J. Price, Ronald H. Silverman, Ralph A. 
Smith, Brent Wilson. 

With the exception of the foreword by Harold M. Williams, Getty 

Trust president; the preface by Leilani Lattin Duke, Getty Center 

director; and the essays under the "Perspective" heading, this is the 

only form of credit given for the ideas and writing appearing in the 

report,20 despite frequent citing of "the research:" 

The research shows how district features, such as resources, 
staff expertise, educational philosophy, and political 
climate, radically shape the scope, goals, and methods of art 
education programs. In addition, the research identifies the 
basic characteristics a discipline-based program must have, 
the factors crucial for establishing it, and the issues 
involved in moving the nation's schools toward such art 
programs. These points are summarized below and discussed in 
more detail later in this report. (pp. 5-6) 

Clearly, the publication was designed for a popular. rather than 

scholarly, audience. Indeed, the images, attractive lay-out, and 

relatively limited chunks of text on each page21 facilitate casual 

reading of critical sections. 

Foregoing the appearance of scholarship, the report nonetheless 

embraces rationality by repeatedly distancing discipline-based art 

education from traditional practice and casting it as a rigorous 

academic subject: 22 "While recent reports on the quality of education 

20Researcher photographs and biographies appearing in the section 
reporting on model programs give the impression of authorship. 

21The publication has an overall average textual density of 
approximately 360 words per page. 
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22In an interesting contradiction, Eisner contends that the arts are 
also not like other academic subjects. 



cry out for courses with greater substance and rigor. and while 

traditional "academic" courses stress thought. reason. and ideas. art 

courses have sought traditionally to engage children's imaginations. 

feelings. and emotions" (p. 3). 

At the same time. the publication valorizes the Getty Center's 

efforts by placing the Center in the middle of the educational reform 

movement: 

The expectations raised by such studies as "A Nation At Risk" 
and "Academic Preparation for College" present art educators 
with a unique opportunity to strengthen programs in their own 
field. But under the present circumstances, it becomes clear 
why art education programs hfwe been considered ·"fdlls." The 
Trust concluded--and leading art educators agree--that art 
education will continue to languish on the educational 
sidelines unless: those who help shape the school's curricula 
believe that art education makes unique and vital 
contributions to a child's development. and the content of art 
programs is expanded to include art history, art criticism, 
and aesthetics, along with art production. (p. 3) 

Other carefully-crafted statements convey a sense of urgency and 
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present a favorable context for the Center's activities: "Such reports 

as A Nation At Risk and Ernest Boyer's High School reflect this growing 

demand for quality education in our nation's schools" (p. iv). 

The cover page offers its own endorsement: 

Beyond Creating introduces the reader to a new concept for 
teaching art in America's schools that is gaining acceptance 
in art and educational communities across the country. Seven 
case studies, of selected school districts approaching art 
education as fundamental to a child's learning, support the 
assumption that art is basic to education. The report has a 
place amidst the current thinking that promotes academic rigor 
for our schools. 

The quotations included in this analysis suggest that Beyond 

Creating relies on words such as "substantive," "quality," and "rigor" 



68 

to garner support for its position. Examination of the following 154 

paragraphs of text supports this notion: Duke's preface (14 

paragraphs); "Introduction" (21 paragraphs); "Art is Fundamental" (31 

paragraphs); the Milwaukee School District's case study (nine 

paragraphs), randomly chosen from the seven case studies in "Learning 

Art: Sketches of Art Education in America's Schools;" "Critical 

Elements in Changing Art Education" (32 paragraphs); "Moving Toward 

Discipline-Based Art Education" (20 paragraphs); and Eisner's 

"Perspective" entitled "Why Art in Education and Why Art Education" (27 

paragraphs). In the selected paragraphs, which represent approximately 

60% of the publication,23 the word "status" appears six times; 

"rigor/rigorous" appears nine; "quality," 18 times; and 

"substance/substantive" appears 20 times, for an occurrence rate of one 

such word in approximately every three paragraphs. 

Use of these words is not evenly distributed, however. There are 

only two occurrences in the key, 31-paragraph section, "Art is 

Fundamental," and Eisner's "Perspective" contains four occurrences in 27 

paragraphs. Other sections have much higher occurrence rates: eight 

words occur in Duke's 14-paragraph preface; 18 words appear in the 32 

paragraphs of the advocacy section, "Critical Elements in Changing Art 

Education;" and 12 words appear in "Moving Toward Discipline-Based Art 

Education," the 20-paragraph section addressing The Rand Corporation 

report. As Duke's rhetoric demonstrates, multiple use of such words 

23The selected paragraphs represent approximately 84% of the 
publication, if the other case studies are not included. 



increases the effect: 

It is the Center's belief that a more substantive and rigorous 
approach to teaching the visual arts is consistent with the 
ambitious challenge of educational reform and that it is 
incumbent upon all of us--parents, teachers and educators--to 
explore how we can work together within the American system of 
education to achieve academic excellence that is all
encompassing. 

The publication's deliberate use of language is further evidenced 

by the following quotation that uses the word "prescriptive" as a 

positive descriptor of curriculum: 

People who argue against a prescriptive art curriculum usually 
contend that unless teachers have the freedom to develop their 
own programs, they cannot effectively foster their particular 
students' creative efforts. This belief reflects a common 
assumption that artists cannot create if they are hampered by 
conventional constraints .... 

Actually, district policy requires that teachers write 
lesson plans ... Nevertheless, the teachers have considerable 
latitude for creativity and flexibility. In retrospect, even 
those who originally opposed the new curriculum now see the 
absence of prescribed structure as detrimental to a successful 
program. (p. 28) 

Textual content reinforces the importance of legitimacy to the 
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Getty Center's efforts: Twenty of the 41 pages of text (iv, v, vii, 2, 

3, 4, 5, 6, 11, 13, 15, 19, 21, 47, 54, 58, 60, 65, 66, 70) analyzed for 

this study attempt to generate support for discipline-based art 

education and the Getty Center for Education in the Arts, while 15 pages 

(v, vii, 3, 4, 6, 54, 56, 58, 60, 62, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74) address 

related advocacy concerns. Three pages (13, 58, 73) suggest that the 

Center is aware of response from the field, and 21 pages (iv, v, vi, 

vii, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13, 21, 48, 54, 58, 60, 62, 69, 72, 73) deal 

with the I/T ratio or affective depictions of the field of art 
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education, the Getty Center, and discipline-based art education. There 

is frequent overlap of topics on pages. 

In terms of the I/T ratio, five (or approximately 3%) of the 154 

paragraphs examined receive "1-" codings for statements deprecating 

indetermination or the less-than-rigorous nature of a non-DBAE practice. 

These paragraphs appear on pages iv, two, three, 10-11, and 58-60. A 

sample paragraph follows: 

In schools where art is still taught, it is not generally 
treated as a serious subject of study nor as part of the core 
curriculum. It is not unusual to find art treated only as an 
enrichment activity, a reward for good behavior at the end of 
a week or a "relief" activity for other subjects. It is not 
unusual to find an emphasis on making things for their own 
sake, rather than on learning how creative art activities 
contribute to the understanding of art. And it is not unusual 
to find teachers attempting to teach art without written 
curricula or textbooks to assist their teaching and help 
assess their students' progress. (pp. 10-11) 

One paragraph receives an "1+/1-" coding when discussing 

inconsistencies in implementation in the ~ilwaukee art program: 

What accounts for these inconsistencies? They may result, in 
part, from relying on elementary classroom teachers to provide 
art instruction--without requiring in-service training. 
However, the diversity of teaching practices may also result 
from the program's theoretical base. The experimentalist 
model encourages teachers to provide students with experiences 
through which they discover concepts and develop skills. As a 
consequence, although curriculum guides specify the sequence 
of activities and objectives, they do not specify strategies 
for meeting this sequence. Teachers are thus encouraged to 
develop their own strategies and practices. This philosophy 
has generated some inconsistency, but it has also promoted 
what the art educator who studied this district called "a high 
degree of fruitful innovation." (p. 48) 

Rather than attacking non-discipline-based practice, Beyond 

Creating adopts a strategy of highlighting the positive: Nineteen (or 
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12%) of the paragraphs earn "T+" codings for valorizing rationality or 

presenting discipline-based art education as structured and comparable 

to other academic subjects. A paragraph on academic rigor serves as an 

example: 

Art programs will have to be conceived, developed, and 
maintained just as other academic subjects are. This means 
that university scholars will need to work closely with 
curriculum specialists and teachers to develop programs 
informed by the theory and practice of aesthetics, art 
criticism, history, and production. To ensure the continuing 
integrity of these programs, school district policies will 
need to call for a comprehensive, sequential curriculum, in
service teacher training, and classroom review by district 
administrators. (p. 6) 

Other similarly-coded paragraphs occur on pages iv-v, v, four, seven, 

11, 13, 21, 54, 60 (four paragraphs), 60-62, 62, 69, 72, 73, and 73-74. 

A total of 25, or approximately 16%, of the 154 paragraphs examined 

receive codings. The mixed-coded paragraph raises the coding tally to 

26. Of these, six are "1-," one is "1+," and 19 are "T+," which 

demonstrates the Getty's strategy of promoting discipline-based art 

education while downplaying another practice. 

Duke's preface includes one "1-" and two "T+" codings, and the 

"Introduction" contains two "1-" and three "T+" codings. Both of these 

sections are shorter and receive less emphasis in the publication tha~ 

the minimally-coded feature section, "Art is Fundamental," which 

warrants only one "1-," and three "T+" codings. Along with the 

"Introduction," the advocacy section, "Critical Elements in Changing Art 

Education," is heavily coded with one "1-" and seven "T+" codings. The 

last section, 'which reports on the findings of The Rand Corporation, 
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contains three "T+" coded paragraphs, while the Eisner essay includes 

only one. As previously mentioned, one paragraph in the case study on 

the Milwaukee art program receives an "1+/1-" coding. 

While the publication seeks social legitimacy through the suggested 

endorsements of prestigious individuals and organizations, it 

acknowledges that advocacy must sometimes be overt and political: 

To ensure that art education programs become a priority in 
school districts, articulate, politically skilled art 
advocates must champion them .... Where greater support for art 
education is required, advocacy must be expressly political. 
The study found that political skills are among the most 
crucial. but neglected, instruments for fundamental reform in 
art education. Using these skills, advocates can generate the 
support and build the coalitions to press for change. (p. 54) 

To that end, Beyond Creating prescribes advocacy efforts in detail: 

As a first step in generating support, art educators need to 
strengthen and activate existing art networks. They and art 
advocates can then develop "issue networks" or webs of 
influence outside the field to generate interest and 
enthusiasm among such diverse groups as state legislators, 
parent and community groups, and educators not directly 
involved in art. The latter's support is essential for 
getting art accepted as a basic subject, creating demand for a 
discipline-based art education, and nurturing the development 
of the art curriculum. (p. 71) 

A final statement at the back of the report underscores the 

publication's advocacy mission: 

Beyond Creating can serve the art education field as an 
indication that a rigorous approach to teaching art is being 
implemented. By the examples portrayed in this report, we are 
all made aware of the unique contribution art education makes 
to students' learning and the valuable role it can play in a 
community. Those who find this information useful and wish to 
request an additional copy may use the attached order card. 
The Getty Center encourages further thought on this subject 
and hopes that the report will stimulate dialogue in 
communities around the country. (p. 79) 
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The Getty Center's first publication demonstrates the Center's 

awareness of response from the field and reveals a desire to gain art 

educators' support through a variety of means. For example. at one 

point in Beyond Creating. an unnamed author allows that "the definition 

of discipline-based art education was (and is) still evolving" (p. 25). 

Although the author or authors of the publication stress that DBAE comes 

from the field. they try to make it more palatable by blurring the 

distinctions between the discipline-based paradigm and more prevalent 

creative-expressionist practices. as seen in the following quotation: 

For the last twenty years. leading art educators have 
championed the concepts and approach that the Center 
advocates. They have argued that art education is as 
fundamental to personal development as training in 
mathematics. language. and science. Art education enhances 
our ability to fully experience art and beauty. while 
deepening our understanding of culture and history. It 
enables people to appreciate and understand mankind's highest 
artistic achievements. It sharpens both perceptual and 
analytical abilities. And it nurtures the creativity and 
imagination necessary for innovative thinking and problem 
solving. In sum. art education develops skills vital to a 
child's full educational development. (p. 4) 

The publication also addresses employment concerns of art 

educators. pointing to a critical dimension of the professional 

controversy. Discussion of the seven case studies suggests an expanded 

role for the art specialist: 

The art specialist's crucial role was as a coordinator. 
facilitator. and technical resource person. Through regular 
classroom visits. they could continually evaluate the 
program's emerging needs. monitor its consistency across the 
classrooms, provide technical assistance. support teacher's 
efforts, and initiate in-service training. (p. 58) 
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Without acknowledging the controversy surrounding the Getty Institute's 

preparation of general classroom teachers to teach art, Beyond Creating 

attempts to reconceptualize the terms of the debate by recognizing the 

professionalism of educators: 

Teachers appropriately consider new or modified teaching 
practices with a conservative eye. This has often been 
labeled "teacher resistance to change" when, actually, it is 
professional concern about how a practice will affect their 
students. Teachers are typically unwilling to change unless 
they have confidence that their students will do predictably 
better--or at least no worse--under different practices. (p. 
72) 

In a similar fashion, Beyond Creating adopts an alternate view of 

the art education field to suggest that DBAE is not faring poorly: 

The concept of art education discussed in this report is 
generally neither well-known or understood. Because art 
production activities have traditionally dominated classroom 
practice and teacher training, they are thought to define the 
field--not because discipline-based art education has been 
rejected. (p. 70) 

In summary, the Getty Center's first publication was designed and 

distributed to reach a large, general audience. The attractive 

publication, presentation of art as an academic subject, and extensive 

suggestion of endorsements help legitimate the Center and its activities 

on behalf of discipline-based art education. The Getty Center presents 

itself as rational and responsible, carefully using the language of 

science while avoiding the appearance of scholarship. In response to 

perceived problem areas, the publication occasionally attempts to 

reconceptualize the terms of the debate. Beyond Creating furthers the 

Center's efforts by outlining advocacy strategies and suggesting that 

even paradigmatic definition may be open to debate. 



Eisner, E. W. (1987b). The role of discipline-based art education in 
America's schools. 24 Los Angeles: Getty Center for Education in 
the Arts. 

The 9 x 10.25" cover of this essay proclaims the title in bold 
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purple ink accented with a silver metallic brush stroke. In small type. 

the author's name and credential appear: Elliot W. Eisner, Professor of 

Education and Art, Stanford University. Although the paper seems less 

expensive and the colors are different, the design of the publication is 

similar to that of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985). 

The 40 pages of the essay contain an average of approximately 450 

words 25 arranged in two or three columns surrounded by white space. A 

purple band appears on the right-hand edge of every page spread, and a 

large square of screened purple ink introduces each section. There is 

an occasional, bold quotation in the white space; four are from Eisner's 

text, and there is a quote from Picasso,26 one from Dewey, and another 

from art education scholar Rudolf Arnheim. There are also two large, 

black-and-white photographs of sculptures that Eisner discusses in the 

text. Sharing the center spread, one is an abstracted figure by 

Bioccioni, and the other is an organic sculpture by Arp. 

24This publication is a response to the field's expressed need for a 
more definitive examination of discipline-based art education. It also 
appeared in Art Education (Eisner, 1987c). 

25In Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), the average 
textual density is approximately 360 words per page. 

26This is the first quotation in the publication. It romanticizes 
the role of the artist: "A painter takes the sun and makes it into a 
yellow spot. An artist takes a yellow spot and makes it into a sun" 
(p. 4). 



76 

Of the 18 textual page spreads, ten--or only 55%--have quotations, 

photographs, or graphics other than the purple edge. In comparison, 

95% of 40 spreads in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) contain 

photographs, quotations, or graphics. Clearly, The Role of Discipline-

Based Art Education in America's Schools is a less expensive publication 

than Beyond Creating, and the spare visual appearance suggests that it 

is not intended for a broad public audience. 

Three main sections comprise Eisner's 70-paragraph essay: The 

first section, "The Arts and the Mission of Education," is seven pages 

long; the second section, "The Status of Art in the Schools," includes 

only three pages of text; and the final section, "What is Discipline-

Based Art Education?," is a lengthy 23 pages. Leilani Lattin Duke, 

director of the Getty Center for Education in the Arts, provides the 

foreword, which precedes a table of contents and a one-page summary of 

Eisner's credentials. 

In the foreword, Duke explains the genesis of the publication: 

We ... sought feedback on Beyond Creating's findings and 
recommendations through a series of regional roundtable 
discussions with school and arts administrators, teachers, 
artists, and parents .... 

Through this process, we recognized the need, frequently 
expressed by teachers, curriculum developers, school 
administrators, and artists, for a more definitive examination 
of DBAE. 

As the foreword continues, Duke indicates a change in the Getty 

Center's position by acknowledging and legitimating indetermination in 

response to feedback from the field: 

We recognize that there is not one right way to teach the art 
content and skills embraced by the discipline-based approach. 
Numerous curricula and instructional methods will emerge 



suited to individual school districts and teaching 
preferences. 

We present Dr. Eisner's essay bearing these 
considerations in mind. We hope that it will serve to 
delineate some of the fundamental concepts of discipline-based 
art education, without being prescriptive. We offer this 
essay to readers in hopes that they may find it useful in 
their own efforts to establish and sustain more substantive 
visual arts programs in their schools and communities. 
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The negative use of the word "prescriptive" signals a change from Beyond 

Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), where the term was used in a 

positive context. 

The publication includes a one-page summary of the credentials of 

its highly-visible author. The first paragraph reads: 

A scholar of wide-ranging interests and a professor of 
education and art at Stanford University, Elliot Eisner has 
devoted a major portion of his professional life to advancing 
the cause of art education in America's schools. His books 
and articles have been translated into several languages, and 
he has lectured on art and education throughout the world. 

In an attempt to appeal to the field, it also mentions that Eisner was 

president of the National Art Education Association. The showcasing of 

Eisner helps legitimate the Getty Center by suggesting that a prominent 

member of the art education field supports discipline-based art 

education and the Center's efforts on its behalf. 

Eisner's vocabulary is rather advanced and his language somewhat 

formal: "We have correctly perceived that, as success is now defined in 

our schools, the arts have limited short-term instrumental utility; they 

possess little weight in the status hierarchy among the academic 

subjects we teach or in the academic credit assigned for those subjects" 

(p. 12). Certain vocabulary occurs repeatedly. For example, the author 
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uses the word "marginal" eight times to describe standard art curricula 

and the position of art education in general education. The words 

"substance/substantial/substantive" appears seven times, and "status" 

five times. "Quality" appears 16 times, including ten times in a 

subsection on evaluation in discipline-based art education. One brief 

passage reads: 

The point here is that the quality of learning in any 
classroom is not simply a function of the curriculum materials 
with which one works; it is profoundly influenced by the 
quality of the teaching children receive. To improve the 
quality of student learning, we must improve both curricula 
and instruction in our schools. (p. 32) 

The designated words appear, on average, once in every other paragraph. 

The nature of the language, combined with author recognition, a 

reference section, and lack of photographs and graphics, gives an 

initial appearance of scholarship and credibility. However, closer 

inspection of the reference section, which contains both citations and 

endnotes, reveals that almost one-third of the references are of 

Eisner's own work, and the definitive Greer (1984) and Clark, Day, and 

Greer (1987) articles on discipline-based art education are not cited. 

In view of Duke's assertion that this publication "will serve to 

delineate some of the fundamental concepts of discipline-based art 

education," this could be construed as an attempt to distance the Getty 

Center from the scholarly articulations of discipline-based theory while 

embracing a well-known figurehead as a "surrogate father." 

Ten of the 35 textual pages (foreword, 15, 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 

31, 32) show evidence of response from the field, but only three pages 
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(28, 31, 34) suggest an advocacy agenda. Unlike Beyond Creating (J. 

Paul Getty Trust, 1985), which attempts to generate legitimacy on 20 

pages, this publication devotes only five pages (foreword, credential 

page, 25, 29, 35) to that objective. Ostensibly, Eisner himself 

legitimizes the Getty Center activities on behalf of discipline-based 

art education. 

Twelve of the text pages (foreword, 11, 12, 14, 15, 17, 21, 26, 27, 

28, 29, 31) refer to the liT ratio, the art education field, or DBAE. 

The liT codings indicate disparities in the text. Three paragraphs on 

pages 11-12, 12, and 14 receive the anticipated "1-" coding, but there 

is also a paragraph on page 21 that warrants an "1+" coding. 27 

Surprisingly, only one paragraph on pages 28-29 earns a "T+" 

designation, but there are three paragraphs in the foreword and on pages 

16-17 and 21 that receive "T-" codings: 

One final point needs to be made about the nature of 
objectives in discipline-based art education. In conventional 
approaches to curriculum planning, objectives are emphasized 
that specify the particular behavior a child is to be able to 
display after an instructional period. If, for example, the 
teacher's objective is for children to know the multiplication 
tables through nine, the teacher can determine with little 
ambiguity if his or her students have achieved it. Their 
behavior at the end of instruction and the specifications of 
the objective will, ideally, be perfectly matched. In the 
visual arts, particularly in the productive area, what is 
valued is often productive novelty, fresh ways of describing 
the world or of resolving visual problems, What one seeks, 
therefore, is not the kind of predictability that is desirable 
in mathematics and spelling, but diversity and surprise. In a 
field where productive novelty is an important virtue, the 
teacher should not always determine the value of a child's art 
work or interpretation of art by matching it to a preconceived 

27The length of Eisner's paragraphs precludes extensive examples in 
this section. 



expectation, but instead, by appraIsIng its unique features. 
In the visual arts, a static model of objectives is far less 
appropriate than it is where the educational aim is to help 
students learn standard conventions. 28 (p. 21) 

Six paragraphs of text require mixed codings, either "I+/T-" or 
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"T+/I-." These appear on pages 15,26,27,28,29, and 31. On page 29, 

a paragraph coded "I+/T+" valorizes both rationality and 

indetermination: 

A written curriculum provides a structure that teachers having 
little background in the visual arts can use to not only 
develop their students' skills and understanding, but their 
own. What we seek in the long term is the development of such 
skills and confidence among teachers that they can gradually 
replace curriculum materials developed by others with those 
that they develop for themselves. At first, however, it is 
unrealistic to expect that to occur. One major aim of a 
written curriculum is to free the teacher from dependence upon 
it, to so cultivate the teacher's sensibility and 
understanding that the teacher becomes a free agent pursuing 
aims to which he or she if committed. (p. 29) 

There are no coded paragraphs in the seven-page, first section of 

the publication, "The Arts and the Mission of Education." The three-

page second section, "The Status of Art in the Schools," contains two 

consistent "1-" coded paragraphs. "What Is Discipline-Based Art 

Education?," the 23-page section that completes the publication, 

evidences Eisner's conflicting missions to elucidate DBAE and to appease 

the field and may also reflect Eisner's ambivalence about the 

conflicting art education paradigms. This section contains the 

contradictory "1-" and "1+" coded paragraphs, as well as two "T-" 

28Eisner's position here contradicts discipline-based theory. While 
DBAE places art education within the context of general education, 
Eisner distances art from other subjects. DBAE theory also requires 
evaluation based on educational objectives. 
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paragraphs. The seven mixed-coded paragraphs ("I+/T-," "T+/I-," and 

"T+/I+") all occur here. 

Counting the individual codes in mixed-coded paragraphs results in 

the following overall tally: Five paragraphs are coded "1-," six 

paragraphs are coded "1+," four are coded "T+," and seven are "T-." 

This indicates an inconsistent position on indetermination and a rather 

negative position vis-a-vis the rationality and structure of discipline-

based art education. 

Eisner's first section, "The Arts and the Mission of Education," 

addresses education in a general way; the themes and language resemble 

his essay in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985). For instance, 

the following passage appears in The Role of Discipline-Based Art 

Education in America's Schools: 

The major means by which a child's potential is given the 
opportunity to develop is the school curriculum and the 
quality of teaching through which it is mediated. The 
curriculum of the school defines for students the 
opportunities they will have to develop their thinking skills 
and gives them access to the intellectual wealth of their 
culture. Although we usually don't think of the school 
curriculum this way, the curriculum is, in fact, a mind
altering device. It is a program designed to teach children 
how to think and what to think about. (p. 3) 

This version is from Beyond Creating: 

Let us be clear about the fact that the ability to experience 
the arts of our culture is not an automatic consequence of 
maturation. What children are able to think about, what they 
are able to experience, the distance their imaginative life 
allows them to travel, is shaped by the kind of educational 
lives they have an opportunity to lead .... It is the curriculum 
of the school and the quality and amount of time devoted to 
its various parts that define the opportunities students will 
have to become "literate" in various fields that animate and 
give substance to our culture. In this sense it can be 
reasonably argued that the school's curriculum is a mind-



altering device. 
Our educational policies are designed to shape the minds 

of the young. (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985, p. 64) 

In "The Arts and the Mission of Education," Eisner makes broad 

claims for the arts: "Besides access to cultural capital, the arts 

provide another contribution of major importance to the educational 
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development of the young. The arts also develop minds" (p. 6). Eisner 

abandons the Getty Center's practice of comparing art education to other 

academic subjects and reverts to an expressionist orientation when he 

presents the arts as a unique case: 

Consider, further, the kinds of problems that children deal 
with in creating a sculpture, a drawing, a painting, a 
photograph, or a film. Virtually all such problems have 
multiple solutions. Unlike much of what is taught in 
spelling, arithmetic, and early writing, there is no single 
right or wrong way to solve a problem or to formulate an 
answer in the arts. Like the problems encountered in life 
outside of school, there are many solutions and several 
answers among the alternatives one considers. The arts, when 
well taught, provide children with opportunities to use their 
imagination, to create multiple solutions to problems, and to 
rely on their own judgment to determine when a problem is 
solved or a project is completed. In the arts, there is no 
rule to 'prove' the correctness of an answer and no formula to 
determine when a task is complete. In the arts, children must 
rely on that most exquisite of human intellectual abilities-
judgment. (p. 7) 

Eisner's passionate rhetoric in the summarizing paragraph woos the 

expressionist art education community: 

Is art ornamental in education? It is only ornamental if 
giving meaningful access to some of our most significant 
cultural achievements is a marginal educational aim. It is 
only ornamental if the kinds of mental skills fostered by work 
in the arts are tangential to the kinds of problems both 
children and adults encounter outside of school. Access to 
the wealth of our culture or the cultivation of the 
sensibilities, human imagination, and judgment are not 
peripheral education aims. They are as basic as anything can 
be. Those who say that the schools should emphasize "the 



basics" often have too limited a view of what is basic in the 
educational development of the young. The arts represent a 
form of thinking and a way of knowing. Their presence in our 
schools is as basic as anything could be. (p. 8) 

In the second section, "The Status of Art in the Schools," Eisner 

examines why the arts occupy a marginal position in the schools. He 

contends that they are not valued because they are viewed as 
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"semisolids" in a system that values the intellectual. Now rejecting a 

distinction between the arts and other academic subjects, Eisner argues 

that notions of creativity and talent contribute to the marginal status 

of art in the curriculum: 

When it is widely believed that some human abilities are a 
function of special gifts, the educational problem becomes not 
one of instruction, but of selection .... With this view, 
ability in the arts is thought to be the result of a 
genetically possessed aptitude that one either has or does not 
have. Yet those who hold such a view would be unlikely to 
claim that the ability to read or do arithmetic is an ability 
that one either possesses or does not. Those who hold such a 
view would not claim that children have, or do not have, the 
ability to do science or to understand history. Despite this 
inconsistency, there is a fairly widespread belief that it is 
futile to teach the arts to that large segment of the 
population that does not have the genetically determined 
capacity to understand, experience, or create it. (p. 12) 

Eisner moves beyond the cautious posture of Beyond Creating (J. 

Paul Getty Trust, 1985) by boldly attacking the indetermination of a 

creative expressionist practice: 

Two other reasons for the current position for the visual arts 
in our schools have to do with the way we have thought about 
their role in education. One of these reasons pertains to the 
long-standing emphasis among art educators and teachers alike 
that art should be used mainly to develop the child's general 
creative abilities .... As a result, many teachers resisted 
providing any structure or content in art programs. They 
thought that structure of any kind would stifle the child's 
innate creativity and that content, particularly content drawn 
from the work of adults, would impose inappropriate models for 



young children. Furthermore, they believed that, in the final 
analysis, art was not so much taught as caught. This meant, 
in practice, that the child was to be exposed to a wide 
variety of art materials, the more the better, since such 
exposure was thought to stimulate the child's imagination and 
to provide a rich array of opportunities for self-expression. 
The results of such policies were often programs with little 
or no structure, limited artistic content, and few meaningful 
aims. Such programs were correctly perceived by parents and 
students alike as lacking substance and left the visual arts 
in a poor position to claim a serious place in the school's 
curriculum. (pp. 11-12) 

Elsewhere in the publication, Eisner retreats from this position, 

as illustrated in the following section of an "I+/T-" coded paragraph: 

To say that discipline-based art education requires the 
presence of at least one written curriculum should not be 
interpreted to mean that the teaching of the visual arts 
should become an educationally lifeless academic pursuit that 
imitates the worst features of the academic curriculum. An 
area of study that prizes sensibility and imagination, that 
encourages risk-taking and intellectual play cannot achieve 
its most cherished aims by becoming rote or mechanical. Such 
qualities are of doubtful utility even in academic subjects; 
they have no place in discipline-based art education. What we 
seek is both seriousness and joy, exploration and rigor, 
effort and pleasure. (p. 29) 

In the third section, "What Is Discipline-Based Art Education?," 

Eisner discusses assumptions about learning and art and examines the 

four disciplines that constitute discipline-based art education. The 

text, which attempts to address concerns raised in response to early 

reports of Getty Center programs, includes many inconsistencies, as 

suggested by the liT codings. 
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When reviewing DBAE, Eisner discusses production first, reinforcing 

the notion of its primacy. To further placate traditional practi-

tioners, his text glorifies the roles of intellect and indetermination 

in the art making process: 



Consider the process of making visual art. The opportunity to 
convert a material into a medium--a vehicle through which the 
child conveys ideas, images, and feelings--enlists and 
develops a range of important cognitive skills. First, the 
child needs to conceptualize in some general way the kind of 
image he or she wishes to bring into existence. The problem, 
and it is a problem, is to somehow shape material so that what 
has been conceptualized is given some physical embodiment in 
the material. The material carries the child's thought 
forward. To make a material function in this way requires not 
the application of a set of codified rules, but the creation 
of a set of expressive forms. To be able to do this, the 
child must develop sufficient skill to employ a technique in 
order to treat the material so that it will have a particular 
effect. Furthermore, the child has to organize the forms he 
or she has created. These forms must work, they must satisfy 
the standards the child holds for himself--all without the 
benefits of prescribed rules. No formulas can be used to 
determine the rightness of a visual solution to a visual 
problem. 29 The child must exercise judgment, and judgment is 
dependent upon sensibility: the child cannot appraise what he 
or she cannot see or experience. (pp. 16-17) 

In contrast, the author addresses aesthetics last and states, 

"While discipline-based art education has no interest in 'producing' 
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professional aestheticians, it is interested in encouraging students to 

join in the continuing conversation about the nature and meaning of art 

in life" (p. 20). Eisner challenges the importance and viability of 

aesthetics when he responds to questions raised by developmentalists: 

One cannot profitably attempt to teach six-year-olds 
principles of aesthetic judgment or to develop forms of 
perception that exceed their developmentally determined 
capacities. If some who have focused upon the child and his 
or her development have underestimated the child's limits, 
those in discipline-based art education must not overestimate 

29Later in the essay, Eisner changes his stance again: "Evaluation 
performs important functions in discipline-based art education. Unlike 
some who hold that evaluation has no place in the teaching of art since 
it is likely to thwart the creative expression of children and 
adolescents, those using discipline-based art education believe that 
educational practice that is not evaluated is professionally 
irresponsible" (p. 31). 
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them. (p. 15) 

The author addresses professional issues in the eight-paragraph 

subsection entitled, "On the Nature of Teaching in Discipline-Based Art 

Education." Assuring readers that "Discipline-based art education 

provides no set formula for success, no Betty Crocker recipe for 

practice" (p. 26), Eisner states, "A curriculum, no matter how well 

designed, cannot make its optimal contributions without sensitive and 

intelligent teachers" (p. 26). 

Eisner eventually returns to the integration of the four 

disciplines in a discipline-based curriculum. He concludes: 

" ... teaching discipline-based art education curricula imposes no 

requirements regarding the ways in which the four disciplines of 

learning in art are organized. The important issue is that they be 

attended to. How that attention is provided depends upon the teacher's 

professional judgment" (p. 28). 

The words "professional" or "professionally" occur only three times 

in this subsection, and Eisner judiciously avoids the generalist

specialist controversy by using the word "teacher." Nonetheless, the 

nature of his arguments demonstrates that he is aware of response from 

the field. 

The publication becomes overtly political on page 34. The advocacy 

section provides a checklist of requirements for discipline-based art 

education and recommends: "One of the ways to begin a process of change 

in YOUI' school district's art program is to assess what your district 

now offers. To make this assessment, you might compare what your school 
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district offers to the following characteristics" (p. 34). 

The essay ends with the emotionally-charged question, "What's in it 

for Our Children?" Eisner's initial response builds support by 

attacking popular culture: "The answers begin with a 'penetrating' 

observation that there must be more to life than the pleasures of 'Miami 

Vice' or 'Loveboat'" (p. 35). Ultimately, Eisner ignores the 

discipline-based position of teaching art for its intrinsic value and 

garners support by advancing popular extrinsic justifications for art 

education: 

To be able to think visually, to tolerate ambiguity, to 
exercise our imagination, to notice nuance, to perceive 
relationships between part and whole, to experience the 
expressiveness of form are acquired mental skills. The eye is 
a part of the mind, and discipline-based art education 
curricula offer opportunities to practice the skills required 
to perform such mental operations .... Thus, the case for 
discipline-based art education is also a case for the 
development of mind. What our children become, how well they 
learn to think, and the variety of forms they· know how to read 
are in large measure due to what we have given them an 
opportunity to learn. As the ad says, "A Mind Is a Terrible 
Thing to Waste." 

What's in it for our children? Perhaps we can now 
provide some answers: the ability to see, to imagine, to 
share, and to understand. Not a bad agenda for education. 
(p. 36) 

This publication differs significantly from Beyond Creating (J. 

Paul Getty Trust, 1985), which was designed to influence a general 

audience. As detailed above, The Role of Discipline-Based Art Education 

in America's Schools contains fewer graphic elements and only two black-

and-white photographs. While a higher textual density and a reference 

list suggest scholarship, the publication falls short of its mission to 

elucidate discipline-based art education. Indeed, the unanticipated 
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inconsistent codings and Eisner's conflation of art education theories 

and practices suggest that the Getty Center's figurehead offers 

internally contradictory arguments in an effort to appeal to all 

readers. This signals that acceptance is more important to the Getty 

Center for Education in the Arts than adherence to the original academic 

and philosophical articulation of the discipline-based paradigm, as 

described by Greer (1984) and Clark, Day, and Greer (1987). 

Getty Center for Education in the Arts. ~1987). Discipline-based art 
education: What forms will it take? 0 [Proceedings]. Los 
Angeles: Author. 

Visually, the 8.5 x II" publication appears to be a cross between 

Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) and Eisner's (1987b) 

monograph, The Role of Discipline-Based Art Education in America's 

Schools. Like the monograph, the cover is white, and the distinctive 

goldenrod brush stroke returns on the left. In small print under the 

title, the cover reads: "Proceedings of a National Invitational 

Conference Sponsored by The Getty Center for Education in the Arts; Los 

Angeles, California, January 15-17, 1987." The back cover includes the 

Getty Center logo, situated in the upper left corner, and its address, 

which runs across the bottom. The silvery grey ink echoes the brush 

stroke color on the monograph and the grey cover of Beyond Creating. 

30These proceedings are from the Getty Center's first national 
invitational conference that opened discipline-based art education to 
redefinition. 
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As in those publications, quotations from the text dot the white 

space, and color coding marks the right-hand edge of every page spread. 

Silvery grey highlights the text synopses for two prestigious keynote 

speakers, presented as "The Honorable William J. Bennett," Secretary of 

Education, and "The Honorable Francis S. M. Hodsoll," Chairman of the 

National Endowment for the Arts. All other spreads have goldenrod color 

coding. Color-coded headers and bold, uppercase type announce each 

section. 

Thirty-three black-and-white photographs illustrate the 

proceedings. In comparison, the Eisner (1987b) monograph has only two, 

while Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) features 24 black-and-

white photos and 22 color photographs. Discipline-Based Art Education: 

What Forms Will It Take? includes two photographs of children;31 one of 

the photos show a young girl writing about her art project, and the 

other documents children taking a museum tour. There are three group 

shots of participants and a dozen photos of the panelists "in action." 

Keynote speaker Ernest Boyer appears in three photographs, while the 

other keynote speakers--Bennett, Eisner, and Hodsoll--each merit four 

photographs. The first Eisner photograph, on page four, is the largest 

of all at 5 x 4.6"; photos of Bennett and Boyer approach that size. 

Graphics, quotations, or photographs enhance 85% of the 60 textual page 

spreads. A random sampling of six page spreads reveals an average 

textual density of approximately 360 words, with the text arranged in 

31Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) contains 11 large-
they average 6.25 x 7.5"--photographs of children. 
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one to three columns per page. 

The table of contents for this 122-page publication is lengthy; the 

order follows the three-day conference schedule. After a foreword and a 

listing of cooperating organizations, "Day One" begins with a welcome 

and a keynote address by Eisner. A synopsis of the talk precedes the 

full text of the address. Then a panel presentation addresses the 

question, "What do art production, art history, art criticism, and 

aesthetics contribute to art education?" As is typical in Getty Center 

publications, the production response appears first to reassure the 

field of the importance of this discipline. The more challenging and 

controversial disciplines of art history, criticism, and aesthetics 

follow. "Day Two" includes a synopsis and text of the Bennett keynote 

address, classroom visits and school district panel presentations, and 

the synopsis and text of the Boyer keynote address. 32 

Summaries of panel presentations on "Art as Basic Education" begin 

"Day Three." Summaries of break-out sessions follow: "Advocating 

DBAE," "Planning a Statewide Art Program," "Components of a DBAE 

Program," "Implementing and Maintaining a District Art Program," 

"Resources for Developing an Art Curriculum," "The Role of Creativity in 

DBAE," "DBAE·s Impact on Museum Education," and "The Role of Community 

Arts Resources." Then the synopsis and text of the Hadsall keynote 

address precede participants· reactions and an afterword. The table of 

contents also lists conference speakers, classroom demonstrations, 

32Although the Eisner and Boyer presentations merit keynote address 
designations, the texts do not receive silver coding. 
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district panel presentations, and acknowledgements. 

This analysis addresses the following 115 paragraphs on 38 pages of 

text: the foreword; list of cooperating organizations; the welcome by 

Leilani Lattin Duke; synopsis and text of the Eisner keynote address; 

synopses of keynote addresses by Ernest Boyer and Francis Hodsoll; 

classroom visitations and district panel presentations (two pages); 

participants' reactions; and the afterword. The study also considers 

the appendix, which includes a listing of conference speakers, classroom 

demonstrations, district presentations and acknowledgements. The 

paragraphs analyzed represent almost 20% of the text. 

Sixteen of the designated 38 pages (iv, v, 2, 4, 8, 9, 10, 15, 17, 

18, 19, 21, 42, 43, 114, 115) indicate awareness of feedback from the 

field. The publication responds with 10 pages (iv, v, 1, 2, 3, 8, 20, 

45, 102, 103) attempting to legitimate the Getty Center or discipline

based art education and three pages (v, 43, 103) demonstrating an 

advocacy agenda. Seven pages (6, 8, 9, 10, 13, 17, 115) deal with the 

l/T ratio or depictions of DBAE, the Center, or another art education 

practice. Limited but inconsistent l/T codings document the Getty 

Center's efforts to gain the support of the art education field. While 

only one paragraph on page six merits the anticipated "1-" coding and 

one paragraph on page 10 earns a "T+" coding, two paragraphs, on pages 

eight through nine and 115, receive "T-" codings. 

Eisner's keynote speech contains contradictory examples of codings. 

When discussing the evolution of the art education field over the last 

few decades, Eisner states: 



... The products of our efforts were conveyed in papers such as 
Manuel Barkan's "Transition in Art Education," Vincent 
Lanier's "Schizmogenesis in Art Education," and my own paper, 
"Curriculum for the Wee Folk: Stanford University's Kettering 
Project." What these papers had in common was the degree to 
which they made problematic longheld beliefs about the 
function of art in the child's education and in the ways that 
art should be taught. We [art educators and scholars] 
questioned the view that the development of the child's 
general creativity was the major aim for art education. We 
questioned the view that working with art materials was the 
sole vehicle for teaching art in the schools. We questioned 
the view that the major function of the teacher was to provide 
materials and reassurance, but seldom instruction .... We argued 
that artistic learning included more than being able to use 
art materials, and we conceptualized a role for the teacher 
that was far more active and demanding than simply being a 
provider of art materials and emotional support. (p. 6) 
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In the previous citation,33 which receives the "1-" coding, Eisner 

legitimizes the development of DBAE within the field of art education 

and documents ownership in the process. In contrast, the following 

passage earns a "T-" coding for reverting to popular, creative-

expressionist rhetoric that devalues rationality and structure: 

... What children desperately need is relief from the 
relentlessness of rule-governed algorithms. What they need is 
the space, the place, and most of all, the permission to 
follow the beat of their own drummer, to take risks and, at 
times, to fail. What children need is lebensraum--room for 
living. The arts must not become the lifeless, mechanistic, 
and dry academic study that has befallen so much of what we 
teach at all levels of education... (p. 9) 

Another "T-" coded paragraph appears on page 115. 

There are also two mixed-coded paragraphs: one "T+/I+ paragraph 

occurs on page 13, and an "I+/T-" paragraph is on page 17. A passage 

from the former valorizes both technicality and indetermination: 

The realization of these educational intentions depends upon 

33The length of Eisner's paragraphs precludes full quotations. 



the existence of curricula that give children access to the 
experiences just described. It also depends upon the ability 
of teachers to mediate intelligently the programs that are 
provided. Without substantive curricula. the child's 
educational experience will be shallow. Without intelligent 
teaching. the benefits of substantive curricula will simply 
remain dormant ... (p. 13) 

The foreword and Duke's welcoming remarks. a total of 16 

paragraphs. retain typical Getty Center vocabulary: "rigor/rigorous" 

occurs three times. "status" and "substantive" each appear twice. and 
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"quality" appears once. However. the designated vocabulary occurs only 

eight more times in the remaining 99 paragraphs analyzed. Overall. the 

rhetoric generated by the Getty Center seems somewhat less aggressive. 

as suggested by the first paragraph of the foreword: 

A great deal of attention is being given today to elevating 
the status of arts education in America. Many people have 
come to believe that a more substantive approach to teaching 
the arts is needed if arts education is to become basic 
education in the nation's schools. This view has led the 
Getty Center for Education in the Arts to investigate new 
directions in visual art education. (p. iv) 

The Center presents a softened definition of discipline-based art 

education. presumably in response to concerns from the field: 

The Getty Center and many leaders in the field of art 
education believe that some variation on what is called 
discipline-based art education (DBAE) may be an appropriate 
response to the call for greater academic rigor. This 
approach integrates content and skills from the four 
disciplines which contribute to creating. understanding. and 
appreciating art: art production. art history. art criticism. 
and aesthetics. The Center has found that there are a number 
of promising ways to establish DBAE programs in schools. and 
individual forms of DBAE may be tailored to specific districts 
and geographic areas. (p. iv) 

The publication does not address the meaning of "some variation." 

Consequently. a wide range of art programs could be described as 
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discipline-based, depending on interpretation. Clearly, the paragraph 

attempts to legitimate DBAE while responding to apprehensions about the 

prescriptive nature of a discipline-based curriculum. Requirements for 

written, sequential curricula disappear from the definition, leaving a 

generic description of four content areas. Duke's description, as 

reported in the brief "Welcome" section, is equally vague. 

In contrast, this paragraph from Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty 

Trust, 1985) receives a "T+" coding: 

... research indicates that art education cannot realize its 
full potential until schools approach it more substantively. 
The Center believes that if art education is to be accepted as 
essential to every child's education, programs will need to be 
developed that teach content from four disciplines that 
constitute art: art history, art production, art criticism. 
and aesthetics. Such discipline-based art education programs 
should offer instruction in the four disciplines because each 
one imparts knowledge and develops skills that help children 
understand art better. draw inferences about art's historical 
and cultural contexts, and analyze and interpret the meaning 
of artworks. The programs would employ the same standards 
maintained in other academic subjects: written, sequential 
curriculum; student assessment; and adequate instructional 
time. (p. 4) 

The title of Eisner's keynote speech, which Duke introduces with 

great fanfare, mixes the language of science with the lexicon of 

creative expressionism. It illustrates the Getty Center's simultaneous 

efforts to promote "some variation" of discipline-based art education 

and to gain the support of art educators. The first paragraph of the 

synopsis reads: 

In his address, "Structure and Magic in Discipline-Based Art 
Education," Dr. Eisner sought to build a compelling case for 
the discipline-based approach by demonstrating that the 
"magic" of experiencing and enjoying art is more likely to 
occur--not less, as some fear--when there is a proper 
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foundation in structure. (p. 4) 

Anticipating response from the field, Eisner proposes that structure 

need not be prescriptive: "One common meaning, and one that I reject, 

is the view that structure refers to a tightly designed set of goals and 

procedures that controls the student's behavior and that severely limits 

his options .... But structure, in my view, pertains to the way things are 

related" (p. 14). 

While trying to appease the field, Eisner dismisses the controversy 

over art education. Citing a work by Dewey (1932) to support his 

position, he suggests that the differences between discipline-based art 

education and another practice34 "reflect two classical tensions in the 

history of American education" (p. 11). He continues: 

In one view, the starting point for educational decision 
making is the child, his needs, his interests, his unique 
development. The other view begins with the subject matter to 
be learned, its values, its structure, its unique features. 
The tension between these views is also reflected in an 
emphasis on selecting curriculum content that has immediate 
personal relevance for the child, as contrasted with a view 
that considers the discipline as autonomous and whose 
intellectual integrity is to be protected. (p. 11) 

The following paragraph, intended to reassure art educators, 

confirms that the Getty Center will accommodate the field by loosening 

the definition of discipline-based art education articulated by Greer 

(1984) and presented in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985): 

The major aim of my remarks thus far has been to identify some 
of the structural elements that can be varied in the creation 
of DBAE curricula. There is no single set of sanctified 
programs that those of us interested in DBAE are obliged to 

34Eisner's text suggests that the unnamed other practice is creative 
expressionism. 



employ. The theme of this conference--"Discipline-Based Art 
Education: What Forms Will It Take?"--is an invitation to all 
of us here, and to those several hundred for whom space at 
this conference was unavailable, to use our imagination and 
our understanding of local conditions to build programs 
instrumental to the aims of DBAE. As a member of the Advisory 
Board of the Getty Center for Education in the Arts, I can 
tell you that the Board seeks no orthodoxy in method. What we 
do seek are programs with substance that will give children 
access to a stunning part of their culture. (p. 19) 

On another note, the author suggests that previous reform efforts 
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in art education lacked sufficient support to have a significant impact 

on practice: 

... unlike science education, our field had virtually no 
support from either private foundations or public agencies to 
help us operationalize within curriculum what we had 
conceptualized in our universities. In addition, ... publishers 
were reluctant to invest their resources in materials that 
were clearly going to be more expensive than textbooks and 
that required instructional devices that they were 
unaccustomed to producing ... Ideas, even good ideas, without 
tenacious support, both financial and moral, have a hard time 
surviving when those ideas belong to a field that has 
historically been regarded as educationally marginal. (p. 7) 

Later, Eisner lauds the Getty Center, increasing its legitimacy 

with the conference's valued guests and collaborators. The lengthy 

paragraph follows in toto: 

One of the most important sources of support, and one of the 
important reasons for cautious optimism, is to be found in the 
organization that has brought us here today. The Getty Center 
for Education in the Arts has had the intelligence and the 
guts to take on a difficult job with sensitivity and insight, 
and to my mind, with effect. It has elected to work with 
professionals committed to the long-term improvement of the 
arts in education. It has recognized the need to work within 
the system, not to bypass it. It has focused its efforts on 
the fundamentals of curriculum and teaching, not simply on the 
sexy and superficial. I know that as I say these words from 
this podium on this occasion, it might appear that I am simply 
expressing a customary courtesy to our host. But those of you 
who know me know that I have never been timid, oblique, or 
guarded in my assessment of professional practice or of the 



behavior of foundations or government agencies. I take great 
joy in being able to say publicly how much admiration I have 
for what the Center has done for our children by supporting 
the arts in American education. (p. 8) 

Eisner and the other prestigious keynote speakers serve to 

legitimate the Getty Center's activities on behalf of discipline-based 
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art education. Ernest Boyer. author of an essay for Beyond Creating (J. 

Paul Getty Trust. 1985). validates the arts through association with 

science. The synopsis of his keynote speech reads. "Boyer cited 

comments by and about the scientists Albert Einstein. Victor Weisskopf. 

Frank Press. and Barbara McClintock--all of whom have observed that the 

beauty. symmetry. and order of the sciences are related to the 

disciplines in the arts. especially aesthetics" (p. 45). 

Boyer's rhetoric resembles Eisner's when he dismisses the dichotomy 

between art as academic discipline and art as creative act: "I've long 

believed that the arts' fundamental goals must serve both objectives" 

(p. 45). The synopsis notes " ... Boyer was quick to stress that in the 

pursuit of academic discipline. art education 'should free the 

imagination of our children'" (p. 45). 

The synopsis of the keynote speech by Francis Hodsoll presents a 

significant endorsement by representing the National Endowment for the 

Arts and the Center as collaborators: 

Mr. Hodsoll opened his address at the final session of the 
conference by acknowledging the keynote speakers who had 
preceded him and by crediting the Getty Center for having been 
"effectively articulate in advancing the concept of 
discipline-based art education." The Center's approach 
offered "a wealth of options [for] imparting the essentials of 
art production. art history. art criticism. and aesthetics" 
and "meshes admirably with the Endowment's new Arts in 



Education program." (p. 102) 

The head of the Endowment deprecates previous practice while 

advancing discipline-based art education, which he likens to other 

academic subjects: 

As for the United States, he said, "much more policy 
commitment will be needed" to bring about "implementation in a 
traditionally neglected area." He called for "a long-term 
process that ... must be measured in decades" and for 
"strategies" that will "set in motion forces that outlive 
current personalities." Our aim, again quoting Eisner, must 
be "to make arts education intrinsic and not ornamental." In 
his conclusion, Hodsoll asserted that "we, who care about the 
arts, claim too much and let others off the hook when we 
justify arts education primarily on its stimulation of 
creativity. And we also paint ourselves into the corner of 
self-expression without discipline and craft. Art deserves 
more, and so do the other subjects of the curriculum." (p. 
103) 

Conference participants had the opportunity to visit area 

classrooms implementing discipline-based art education programs. 

Institute director Greer comments on the importance of this activity: 
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"It takes the theory and puts it into practice, while looking carefully 

at the benefits that result for children as they learn to perceive, 

understand, make, and respond to art in all its various forms" (p. 42). 

Ironically, the participants did not see a typical discipline-based 

lesson. The summary explains: 

The classroom visitations were not intended to be prescriptive 
or representative of the only form of discipline-based art 
education. In fact, what observers would see, Greer said, 
were many different teaching styles using the chosen 
curriculum model. Each teacher had prepared not a typical 
lesson, but "an overview of the unit, or series of activities, 
they are teaching." Each would begin by reviewing the "visual 
orientation, concepts, and goals" for the unit, then would ask 
the children "to describe art-making activities they have 
completed." The major portion of each demonstration would be 
devoted to "children interacting with reproductions of works 



of a~t to demonst~ate thei~ unde~standing of a~t and thei~ 
confidence in discussing what they a~e seeing." (p. 42) 

The decision to showcase an atypical lesson may have inadve~tently 

distanced an audience familia~ with production or sh~ewdly p~evented 

negative ~esponse to the use of gene~alists o~ the pe~ceived 

prescriptive natu~e of discipline-based p~oduction activities. 

Late~, pa~ticipants met with ~ep~esentatives f~om the schools to 
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discuss the impact of the discipline-based prog~ams. While " ... dist~ict 

~ep~esentatives were pleased with the effect that discipline-based a~t 

education was having on their schools and communities" (p. 42), "a 

number of a~t specialists ... we~e clea~ly conce~ned that thei~ knowledge 

'will be ignored in the class~oom, and that teachers and art specialists 

will be set in opposition to one anothe~'" (p. 43). Responding to the 

potential for professional challenge, one conference participant 

~equested that the Getty Center elabo~ate a ~ole fo~ the a~t specialist 

in discipline-based a~t education. Additional questions a~ose: 

Othe~s exp~essed thei~ wa~iness in te~ms of conce~n about the 
potential effect of such a program on children. Said one, 
"A~tists and a~t specialists a~e af~aid [that DBAE will] make 
child~en hate art by involving them too much with art history, 
c~iticism, and aesthetics and too little with making a~t.,,35 
Asked another specialist flatly, "Does this approach squelch 
c~eativity?" (p. 43) 

Overall, participants had diverse responses to the conference and 

discipline-based a~t education. The p~oceedings contain 17 statements 

excerpted from letters written after the conference at Duke's request. 

35This concern is not surprising given the fact that the 
demonstration lesson appa~ently did not include a studio component. 
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Reservations include the lack of models and the singular view presented, 

the prescriptive nature of DBAE, lack of creativity, and professional 

concerns. One participant wrote: 

I do not believe that the question "What Forms Will It Take?" 
was really answered in Los Angeles. What was provided was a 
clear indication of what form DBAE has taken thus far. You 
also make it clear that the present shape of the approach is 
not writ in concrete and that it may be complemented or even 
superseded by other varieties. But no general session 
speaker, to my mind, provided any clear alternatives ... and the 
classroom visits reinforced this perception. (p. 115) 

In the afterword, Duke responds to these and other concerns while 

reassuring participants: "Let me emphasize that we at the Center 

recognize that there are no easy or absolute answers to the questions 

and concerns that conference participants raised" (p. 118). To the 

disenchanted, she states: " ... we believe that DBAE can and will take 

many forms. In this nascent stage of its development, it will take the 

combined efforts of many organizations, institutions, and individuals to 

work through the curricular and instructional options, and to answer the 

questions raised above" (p. 118). 

The Center director reconceptualizes the objectives of the 

conference to create success: "[Participants] came away with some 

answers and, more importantly, with some new questions. This is exactly 

what we at the Getty Center had hoped. If this conference informed, if 

it stimulated, if it provoked, then it achieved its purpose" (p. 118). 

Duke concludes with this empowering paragraph: 

We hope that we have thrown a rock into a very large pond and 
that, through each of you, the ripples reach into your own 
schools, districts, and communities. We look forward to 
hearing from you about what the impact, if any, of this 
conference has been and about additional issues that you feel 



the Getty Center should consider as we move forward together. 
No one has all the answers; your contribution to this 
evolutionary process can make a real difference as the concept 
and practice of discipline-based art education continue to 
develop. (p. 118) 

To summarize, the conference and publication attempt to win 

legitimacy and support for discipline-based art education in two 

principal ways. First, the Getty Center continues to seek legitimacy 

through endorsement and the suggestion thereof. The design of the 
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publication underscores this strategy. The foreword reads: "The Getty 

Center was not alone in producing the national conference on discipline-

based art education. Twenty-nine prestigious cooperating organizations 

--many of whom have been at the forefront of leadership in art 

education--provided their ideas for the conference agenda as well as 

their support" (p. v). 

The listing of cooperating organizations appears on page one; it 

includes carefully-targeted groups, such as the American Federation of 

Teachers, the National Art Education Association, the National 

Association of State Boards of Education, the National Conference of 

State Legislatures, the National Education Association, and the U.S. 

Conference of Mayors. The appendix evidences a similar strategy. Here 

conference speakers and panelists are listed with their affiliations, 

along with all school district personnel who participated in the 

classroom demonstrations and the district panel presentation. The last 

page includes acknowledgements. 

The careful and propitious choice of keynote speakers further adds 

to the Getty Center's legitimacy. (And the Center takes full advantage 
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with multiple photographs of each speaker.) In particular, the Center 

depends on Eisner's "brand-name recognition" to win support from the 

field. 

Secondly, the Getty Center presents discipline-based art education 

as being "of the field." From its earliest publications, the Center 

acknowledged that DBAE evolved within the art education field. As 

controversy grew, the Center suggested (and later stated) that 

discipline-based art education remained open to definition from the 

field. Major points of contention include the structure of the 

curriculum, the role of creativity. and professional employment 

concerns. 

As indicated earlier in this analysis, the nature of the language 

used in Getty publications has changed since Beyond Creating (J. Paul 

Getty Trust, 1985). What was once structured. rational. and 

prescriptive is now conciliatory and indeterminate. Many Getty 

publications---even those intended to illuminate discipline-based art 

education--contain contradictory rhetoric. And, in an attempt to appeal 

to all people, the definition of DBAE is reduced to a listing of the 

four disciplines. The title of the conference itself invites 

participation. although, as cited earlier. a participant claimed that 

the question. "What Forms Will It Take?" was not answered. 
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Getty Center for Education in the Arts. (1988b). Perceptions of 
discipline-based art education and The Getty Center for Education 
in the Arts. 36 Los Angeles: Author. 

The half-page introduction to this informal. nine-page paper states 

its purpose: "As DBAE has evolved as a significant alternative to other 

approaches to teaching and learning in art. it is natural that a variety 

of questions and issues have arisen. This paper addresses some 

prevailing perceptions about DBAE and the Center" (p. 1). The 

perceptions listed on the second page include: (1) The Getty Center 

invented discipline-based art education; (2) DBAE is a specific 

curriculum; (3) DBAE requires equal time and attention for each of the 

four art disciplines and seeks to replace making art with talking about 

it; (4) DBAE does not encourage creativity; (5) DBAE is mechanistic and 

takes the fun out of art; (6) The Getty Center does not support art 

specialists. and DBAE does not involve artists; (7) DBAE is limited to 

fine art from western cultures; (8) The Getty Center is competing with 

the professional organizations in art education; (9) The Getty Center 

has a large staff and an unlimited budget; and (10) The Getty Center 

seeks advice from a small cadre of advisers and consults few 

practitioners. 

The visually unimpressive paper appears to be typed and 

photocopied;37 it identifies and systematically addresses the ten 

perceptions about discipline-based art education and the Center. The 

36This informal publication attempts to refute perceptions about 
DBAE and the Getty Center's role in its promotion. 

37The first page is on Getty Center letterhead. 
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perceptions function as headings to divide the text: Each is surrounded 

by white space, numbered, underlined, and presented in bold, uppercase 

type. Spacing, rather than indentation, denotes the 29 paragraphs. The 

seven full pages of text average just under 300 words per page, well 

below the average in earlier Getty efforts. 

The obvious low-budget nature of the production strongly contrasts 

previous publications. Aside from the letterhead, there are no graphics 

or photos, and a staple fastens the pages at the upper left-hand corner. 

The presentation of the paper raises questions: Is the format intended 

to be "teacher-friendly," or does the paper appear as it does because 

its audience is devalued? Is the paper simply a symbolic exe~cise in 

rhetoric, or is it intended to respond to the criticism that the Getty 

has an unlimited budget? Is the Center reluctant to acknowledge the 

perceptions in a more formal way? Or does the Getty Center recognize 

problems with this paper that preclude traditional publication and 

distribution? 

Everyone of the eight pages of text (1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9) 

evidences reaction from the field, and seven pages (1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9) 

address the Getty Center's activities, the art education field, or the 

liT ratio. Five of the pages (3, 5, 6, 8, 9) also include strategies to 

increase the Center's legitimacy. Although responding to criticism from 

the field may be construed as advocacy, the paper includes no 

prescriptive efforts, such as this example from Beyond Creating (J. Paul 

Getty Trust, 1985): 

Once the discipline-based art education concept gains wider 
support, advocates can work to overcome mechanisms in the 



system the implicitly "devalue" art education. These include 
high school graduation and college entrance requirements, the 
content and objectives of standardized tests, and the course 
work required for generalist and specialist teaching 
credentials. (p. 72) 
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Some of the sentences are rather lengthy, but the vocabulary is not 

particularly scholarly. There is a notable lack of anticipated 

vocabulary: The word "quality" appears three times in the text, twice 

in conjunction with the National Art Education Association goals 

statement, and "substantive" appears only once. The signature "status 

and quality" statement appears amid the conciliatory language marking 

the last sentence of the summary: "The Center remains open to dialogue 

which will help resolve ambiguities, dispel misperceptions. and advance 

the status and quality of art education in America's schools" (p. 9). 

The paper's format and presentation suggest that this is not a 

scholarly publication. Nonetheless, response to the first perception 

begins with a reference to a prestigious journal; the quotation cited 

refers to tradition: "The ideas contained in DBAE have been circulating 

in the field for almost a quarter-century, as indicated in the review of 

art education theory and practice contained in the special theme issue 

devoted to DBAE published by The Journal of Aesthetic Education (summer 

1987),,38 (p. 3). Although this is the issue that contains the Clark, 

Day, and Greer (1987) article defining discipline-based art education, 

Dobbs does not cite it when he lists the characteristics of discipline-

based curricula. A general acknowledgement replaces a reference list at 

38Smith, 1987a. 
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the end of the paper: "The Getty Center for Education in the Arts 

acknowledges the valuable contributions of the many art educators who 

reviewed drafts of this paper prepared by the Center's Senior Program 

Officer, Stephen Mark Dobbs" (p. 9). (Dobbs is not listed as author on 

the letterhead that functions as the first page of the paper.) 

The informal publication depicts the Getty Center in a variety of 

ways. The following quotation, found at the beginning of the paper, 

suggests that the Center is responsible and informed, democratic and 

inclusive: "The Center's choice of the DBAE approach was based upon 

more than a hundred interviews with arts educators and educational 

policy makers throughout the United States conducted when its programs 

were first being formulated" (p. 3). Elsewhere, the paper emphasizes 

the Getty Center's reliance on expertise from the field and portrays the 

Center as a partner and a member of the art education community. A 

lengthy list of collaborators, including the National Endowment for the 

Arts and National PTA, reinforces the point and helps legitimize the 

Center. In particular, Dobbs emphasizes the Getty Center's relationship 

with the NAEA and suggests: 

The Getty Center is committed to partnerships and 
collaborations, not competition. For example, there is 
considerable congruence between the goals of the National Art 
Education Association (as stated in the Quality Goals 
statement of NAEA) and the Getty Center: both organizations 
advocate comprehensive, written curricula supported by 
appropriate resources at all levels of schooling. (pp. 7-8) 

In a complementary strategy, Dobbs downplays the Getty Center's 

"outsider" role in promoting discipline-based art education. This 

paper, like other Getty publications, emphasizes that DBAE developed in 
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the field of art education over the last 25 years, and Dobbs stresses 

that the Getty Center's limited staff must rely on the contractual 

services of art educators to implement its programs. In the following 

quotation, Dobbs dismantles the perceived threat of an outside agency 

influencing the field of art education: 

The Getty Center fully realizes the limits of the role it can 
playas a non-profit private organization in supporting art 
education. The Center works to complement the valuable 
leadership and programs of NAEA and other national, state and 
local professional organizations that have served art 
education for decades. (p. 8) 

The paper subtly reinforces this position by suggesting that others must 

share in the responsibility for implementing discipline-based art 

education: "The Center would like to see the design and development of 

additional curricula based on DBAE concepts by local school districts, 

state departments of education, university art education departments, 

and commercial publishers" (p. 4). 

Another section of the paper, which acknowledges the professional 

concerns of art specialists, explains the source of misunderstanding: 

The Center's hope is to have art included as a subject in 
general education for all students. In those schools without 
art specialists this will mean preparing elementary classroom 
teachers to offer a DBAE program. That is why the Center's 
pilot staff development and curriculum implementation project 
in Los Angeles, known as the Getty Institute for Educators on 
the Visual Arts, focuses primarily upon preparing general 
elementary classroom teachers. (p. 6) 

Dobbs uses conciliatory language to refute the perception that the Getty 

Center does not support art specialists. To placate the disenfranchised 

art educators, he claims that the use of general classroom teachers in 

certain DBAE programs " ... in no way diminishes the importance of the art 
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specialist and the professional acumen which he or she can bring to an 

art program," and states, "With the competence provided by their 

preparation and expertise, art specialists ought to be able to teach art 

in a DBAE setting in a compelling and effective manner" (p. 6). Dobbs 

also highlights the important role of the artist ("The creative work of 

artists make art education possible" [po 6].) and suggests that a 

discipline-based approach to art education is more analogous to "how 

artists actually confront, experience, and produce art" (p. 5). 

As in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), this paper makes 

few direct references to another art education paradigm or practice. 

Rather, it advances discipline-based art education by presenting it as 

rational and structured: 

What the different forms of DBAE curricula will have in common 
are provision of art as a subject within general education, 
with a written and sequentially organized curriculum 
consisting of lessons containing content drawn from four 
foundational art disciplines, which build a body of cumulative 
knowledge and skills in art that can be appropriately 
evaluated. (p. 3) 

Including the paragraph above, the paper has four paragraphs coded 

"T+,,,39 but only one earns an "1-" coding. That paragraph reads: 

DBAE encourages creativity since it is the source of works of 
art. However, it embraces creativity not for its own sake, 
but for its contribution to making and understanding art. 
Creativity often has been central to an approach to teaching 
art which looks upon the child's art-making processes 
primarily as opportunities for creative self expression. 
Unfortunately, some notions of creativity result in the 
absence of art instruction. Such notions often trivialize art 
as a subject in the eyes of many non-art teachers, 
administrators, and parents, and perhaps even students 

39The other three occur on pages one, three (a second paragraph), 
and seven to eight. 



themselves. (p. 5) 

A paragraph that challenges the perception that DBAE is 

prescriptive receives a "T+/I+" coding for advancing both rationality 

and indetermination as it appeases art specialists: 

The perception that DBAE is mechanistic40 may stem from the 
use of a written, sequential curriculum. The use of a 
curriculum is intended to elicit competent instruction and 
cumulative learning. Curricula are not formulas or 
blueprints; they provide a resource to be mediated by 
sensitive teaching. Following a curriculum transforms art 
teaching into a reflective, goal-oriented activity. There is 
nothing in DBAE per se, when handled by sensitive and 
responsive art teachers or classroom teachers, that prevents 
the nurture and display of the special excitement--emotional 
and intellectual--that ought to be part of all art 
experiences. (pp. 5-6) 
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Considering the codes in the mixed paragraph individually, the paper has 

a total of five "T+" coded paragraphs, one "1-" paragraph, and one "1+" 

paragraph. No paragraph receives a "T-" coding. 

The paper ends with a summary, quoted here in toto: 

This brief review of major perceptions that have arisen about 
discipline-based art education and the Getty Center for 
Education in the Arts has been formulated to help inform the 
field about the Center's definition of DBAE and its 
activities. We believe it is beneficial for professionals in 
the field of art education or with related interests to openly 
discuss discipline-based art education or any other approach 
or set of ideas. The Center remains open to dialogue which 
will help resolve ambiguities, dispel misperceptions, and 
advance the status and quality of art education in America's 
schools. (p. 9) 

The invitation to discussion, coupled with the reference to "the 

Center's definition of DBAE," confirms that broad acceptance by 

40The term, which Eisner (1987b) used in The Role of Discipline
Based Art Education in America's Schools, here replaces the more widely
used word, "prescriptive." 



110 

professional practitioners is perceived by the Getty Center to be 

problematic. leading it to modify the discipline-based paradigm. as 

elaborated by Greer (1984) and Clark. Day. and Greer (1987). Indeed. 

the last paragraph of text before the summary bestows broad ownership of 

discipline-based art education and hints that the paradigm itself is 

open to public redefinition: 

There is no individual. institution. or geographic region that 
dominates this flow of ideas. The roots of DBAE. its 
advocates and its leadership. are national in scope. Advice 
and ideas also are obtained through sponsorship of regional 
and national seminars and conferences in which a broad 
spectrum of representatives in the field are assembled to 
continue the dialogue about discipline-based art education. 
(p. 9) 

J. Paul Getty Trust. (1988b). The Getty Center for Education in the 
Arts. Information. 41 Los Angeles: Author. 

Printed in white ink on glossy slate blue coated stock. the cover 

of this 3.9 x 8.5" informational brochure appears quite reserved and 

dignified. The logo from the Getty Center's letterhead appears at the 

top. and "Information" is printed in a bold, smaller typeface under a 

thin horizontal rule that extends three-quarters of the way across the 

cover from the right. The familiar brush stroke graphic is not 

included, and the back cover is blank. 

Inside. 12 of the 20 pages contain text. The last two pages list 

Getty Center staff and give information about ordering Getty 

publications. The other six pages feature black-and-white photographs 

41This information brochure represents the Getty Center and its 
activities to the public. 
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of children. Two of the photos--including the first one in the 

brochure--depict children engaged in standard studio activities. The 

initial photograph does not present an anticipated depiction of 

discipline-based art education: Two children work on free drawings in 

front of puppet or pinata figures and a bulletin board displaying a 

popular culture cartoon. The other production photograph shows a child 

completing a basic cutting and pasting activity from the discipline-

based SWRL Elementary Art Program (1977). In contrast, the remaining 

photographs present a more serious image. Two of the photos depict 

young children looking at reproductions, and two show children writing. 

The following headings, printed in black, uppercase letters. divide 

the text: "Background," "The Getty Center for Education in the Arts,,,42 

"Advocacy," "Professional Development," "DBAE Theory Development," 

"Demonstration Programs," and "Curriculum Development." Each section 

begins with a large, capitalized blue letter, and subheadings appear in 

bold, uppercase blue ink that matches the cover. Along with headings 

and subheadings, spacing separates the 34 paragraphs. 

The 12 text pages have an average textual density of slightly over 

200 words per page. Three of these pages (2, 4, 18) deal with the liT 

ratio or presentations of the Getty Center or its activities on behalf 

of DBAE, and nine pages (1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 12, 13, 16) attempt to 

generate legitimacy. One page (p. 2) evidences overt advocacy efforts, 

42A 90-word paragraph defines discipline-based education in this 
section. Elsewhere in the brochure, it is defined by the four 
disciplines. 
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and two (14, 18) demonstrate a reaction to the field of art education. 

Because of the condensed presentation of the content, most pages address 

multiple topics or themes. However, only two paragraphs warrant "T+" 

codings for their depiction of the structure of discipline-based art 

education. One of these paragraphs, found on page four, defines 

discipline-based art education and addresses sequential curricula, while 

the other discusses a curriculum development initiative: 

The Center encourages the development of written and 
sequential DBAE curricula. One way it does this is through 
its sponsorship of the Curriculum Development Institute, which 
produces examples of DBAE units for elementary, middle, and 
secondary grades. These prototypes, written by art 
specialists, are intended to stimulate further curriculum 
development in school districts, state departments of 
education, and university art education programs. The units 
address such issues as the integration of content, 
multicultural themes, and the impact of child development 
theory. (p. 18) 

No other paragraphs merit coding, and the brochure does not directly 

address another art education practice. 

The second page of the brochure begins with a short version of the 

Center's mission statement: "The Getty Center for Education in the Arts 

is dedicated to improving the quality and status of arts education in 

the nation's schools" (p. 2). The words "quality" and "status" do not 

reappear until the rhetoric-laden last paragraph: " ... Through its 

programs, the Center hopes to be a catalyst for significant changes in 

school art programs, thereby improving the quality and status of arts 

education in America's schools" (p. 18). 

An elaborated version of the mission statement appears under the 

subheading, "The Center's Programs:" "The Center is committed to 
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contributing to an evolutionary process which involves the articulation, 

refinement, and application of discipline-based art education in 

classrooms. It initiates and supports programs in five major areas ... " 

(p. 4). Advocacy is the first area listed. 43 This two-page section 

acknowledges the nationwide distribution of more than sixty thousand 

copies of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) and states: 

"Since the Center was founded, its constituencies have grown 

substantially; they now include educators, members of the art community, 

national opinion leaders, and parents" (p. 6). Such language of 

inclusion suggests broad support and counters charges of elitism. 

Although the intent of the brochure is certainly promotional, only one 

paragraph seems somewhat prescriptive: " ... the most effective art 

education programs are based on working partnerships among teachers, 

school administrators, universities, parents, and community leaders; 

these programs are more likely to succeed when the partners assume 

responsibility for supporting them" (p. 2). 

The brochure garners legitimacy for the Getty Center's activities 

in three principal ways. The first page of the brochure, entitled 

"Background," presents the Center's impressive pedigree: 

The Getty Center for Education in the Arts is one of seven 
program entities of the J. Paul Getty Trust, a private 
operating foundation charged by its founder, J. Paul Getty, 
with "the diffusion of artistic and general knowledge." The 
Trust's origins date from 1953, when the J. Paul Getty Museum 
was established. On his death in 1976, Mr. Getty left most of 
his personal estate to the Museum. When the estate was 
settled in 1982, the Trustees decided that the Trust should 

43The others, in order listed, are professional development, DBAE 
theory development, demonstration programs, and curriculum development. 



make greater contribution to the visual arts than the Museum 
could alone. That decision resulted in the creation of the 
six additional program entities. In 1983 the name was changed 
to the J. Paul Getty Trust to reflect more accurately its 
broader scope. made possible by the magnitude of the founder's 
endowment. (p. 1) 

Consistent with other Getty Center publications. the brochure 

suggests that the Center acts in a responsible. informed way: 

The Center was founded in 1982. following an intensive. 
yearlong investigation of arts education during which the 
advice of a wide variety of professionals in the arts. 
education. and related fields was actively solicited. The 
results of this investigation set the Center's course and 
helped to shape its programs. (p. 2) 

This statement presents DBAE as inclusive. while the following text 

downplays the Getty Center's outsider role by emphasizing that 

discipline-based art education comes from within the field of art 
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education: "Although the concepts of DBAE have been in the literature 

of art education for several decades. only recently have scholarly 

discussion and analysis of DBAE moved to the forefront of the art 

education field" (p. 13). Rather than citing specific authors. the 

publication relies on implied consistency with tradition to garner 

legitimacy. 

Finally. by repeatedly stressing the importance of collaboration. 

the brochure is able to associate the Getty Center's name with many 

reputable organizations. The strategy implies endorsement: "This 

[discipline-based] approach is compatible with the goals for art 

education stated by the College Board. the Council of Chief State School 

Officers. the National Art Education Association. and many state 

departments of education" (p. 4). In a similar vein. the 



"Collaboration" subsection states: 

The Center believes that it can most effectively advance the 
cause of the arts in education through partnerships. Thus, it 
has engaged in joint efforts to increase the importance of the 
arts in the schools with the National PTA, the National School 
Boards Association, the National Art Education Association, 
and the National Endowment for the Arts, among other 
organizations. (p. 8) 

The section on theory development illuminates a related strategy 

for gaining legitimacy: 

The Center makes it possible for scholars to devote time and 
attention to the development of DBAE theory by commissioning 
and publishing essays, monographs, and studies and by 
conducting seminars for academicians for art education, the 
art disciplines, and related fields. 
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The summer 1987 issue of the Journal of Aesthetic Education, 
for example, was devoted to DBAE, containing ten papers 
commissioned by the Center .... 

The Center also publishes a series of Occasional Papers 
written by eminent scholars discussing issues relevant to art 
education and DBAE. (p. 13) 

In contrast, the next section, "Demonstration Programs," downplays 

the Getty Center's role in funding discipline-based implementation 

activities. The section begins by explaining that "The Center has 

provided a limited number of matching grants to individual school 

districts and to consortia of universities, school districts, and art 

museums for the planning and implementation of DBAE" (p. 14). The 

following sentences evidence response from the field to the Los Angeles 

Institutes directed by Greer: 

Recognizing that DBAE will develop in response to the unique 
needs of individual school districts, the Center has supported 
these programs in a wide variety of geographical settings, in 
addition to the pilot program in Los Angeles. The programs 
demonstrate the diversity of the discipline-based approach and 
encourage the development of additional programs tailored to 
different areas. (p. 14) 



The two-page section describes the Getty Center's grant programs 

and ends with the following statement, which reinforces the rational 

nature of the Center's operations: 

In order to assess the effectiveness of these grant programs, 
the Center is conducting multiyear studies of the progress and 
outcome of the district and regional institute grant projects. 
The Center will not accept new grant applications until these 
studies are completed and the lessons learned from them are 
shared with the field. (p. 16) 
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Despite the related controversy in the field, the brochure treats 

the role of the art specialist unevenly. Initially, they are ignored: 

" ... the most effective art education programs are based on working 

partnerships among teachers, school administrators, universities, 

parents, and community leaders: these programs are more likely to 

succeed when the partners assume responsibility for supporting them" (p. 

2). While the broad terms "teacher" and "educator" appear throughout 

the brochure, the first specific reference to art specialists occurs 

eight pages later in the "Professional Development" section. Here 

statements depict art specialists as unprepared to teach DBAE: 

The Center supports professional development through 
university preservice teacher education programs: staff 
development courses for art specialists, classroom teachers, 
and school administrators: and publications. 

The Center's preservice teacher education program focuses 
on projects in public and private universities throughout the 
United States which are designed to improve the preparation of 
both art specialists and classroom teachers through the 
development of new courses and materials. These universities 
have made a commitment to strengthen art education through a 
restructuring of professional training programs along DBAE 
lines ... (p. 10) 

The extensive "retooling" necessary to prepare art specialists to 

teach DBAE seems to contradict the Getty Institute's ability to train 



generalists to conduct discipline-based programs: 

In an intensive, three-week summer program the Institute 
introduces school district teams including teachers, 
principals, superintendents, and school board members to the 
visual arts and to discipline-based art education in the 
elementary school setting. In the second phase, district 
teams design and implement DBAE programs of their own during 
the school year. (p. 12) 
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In a section discussing grant programs, the art specialist becomes 

an integral part of the school team needing training: "Each consortium 

is eligible to receive a matching five-year implementation grant to 

provide intensive training in the theory and application of DBAE to 

school district teams comprised of art specialists, teachers, 

principals, superintendents, and school board members" (p. 16). 

Finally, the last page of text acknowledges the role of the art 

specialist in the Center1s curriculum development efforts: "These 

prototypes [from the DBAE Curriculum Development Institute], written by 

art specialists, are intended to stimulate further curriculum 

development in school districts, state departments of education, and 

university art education programs" (p. 18). One sentence on this page 

also recognizes the concerns of practitioners: "The [curriculum] units 

address such issues as the integration of content, multicultural themes, 

and the impact of child development theory" (p. 18). 

In summary, the promotional brochure has a dignified appearance. 

Nineteen headings and subheadings divide the 12 pages of text and 

encourage reading, while the photographs of children add appeal. As 

discussed in this analysis, the Getty Center uses various strategies to 

garner legitimacy, but conceptions of the role of the art specialist, a 
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critical topic in the debate with the field, continue to be inconsistent 

and problematic. 

Getty Center for Education in the Arts. (1988a). Newsletter 1.44 
Los Angeles: Author. 

The first of the Getty Center newsletters establishes a 

distinctive, contemporary graphic style. Printed in two-color (black 

plus orange, in this case) on 14 x 21" white stock, the newsletter folds 

down, tabloid-style, into a 10.5 x 7" self-mailer. 45 To the left of the 

space for the mailing label is a child's orange fingerpainting of an 

underwater scene. 46 The back of the mailer includes the newsletter 

number and date and a dynamic orange and black sunburst graphic. An 

unobtrusive quotation by Ernest Boyer anchors the page: "We need words, 

music, dance, and the visual arts to give expression to the profound 

urgings of the human spirit." The contents, listed on the left under 

the Getty Center logo, include "Letter from the Director," "First 

Impressions," "About the Center," "A Walk Around a Chair," "Tracing the 

Roots of Discipline-Based Art Education," "Changes in the Rocky Mountain 

Air," "DBAE: Growing and Growing and Growing," "Centerings ... ," and 

"Turning Parents on to Art Education." 

44The first newsletter presents Getty Center activities in a new 
format. 

45The mailing cover is actually page 16. 

46Although not identified in the newsletter, this is a production 
activity from the SWRL Elementary Art Program (1977). Its inclusion on 
the cover may underscore the primacy of production for many readers. 
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Unfolded once, the first page appears with a letter from Getty 

Center director Leilani Lattin Duke. A small, italicized typeface 

allows 333 words of text to fit in a column on the right edge of the 

page. Assorted sun graphics balance the sheet, and a quotation from 

Picasso sets an inspired tone: "A painter takes the sun and makes it 

into a yellow spot. An artist takes a yellow spot and makes it into a 

sun."47 

To strengthen her case for DBAE, Duke describes the unfortunate 

status of art education in the schools: 

The study of the visual arts has generally occupied a marginal 
niche in the school curriculum. The public frequently regards 
art education as a recreational activity, and school 
authorities often find it convenient to abandon art programs 
in cost-cutting periods. Consequently, most American students 
graduate from high school having had only the most cursory 
exposure to art. (p. 1) 

As in earlier publications, Duke advances the Getty Center's "quality 

and status" mission statement and places the Center's efforts in a 

broader, legitimizing context: "It's no secret that we are in the midst 

of a national movement to reform education in this country and that part 

of this movement is a growing support for expanding the role of art 

education in the schools" (p. 1). Duke also suggests that the Getty 

Center enjoys wide support, as evidenced in the following quotations: 

"Educators, public officials, and parents have corne to share the view 

that the arts can and must have a more significant place in the 

education of children" (p. 1), and "We are especially encouraged to find 

47This quotation, which glorifies the artist, is also featured in 
Eisner's monograph (1987b). 
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such enthusiastic support for these efforts from so many different 

people representing such diverse constituencies" (p. 1). 

Duke's letter, which contains one paragraph coded "T+," garners 

legitimacy and acknowledges response from the field. The last paragraph 

suggests the focus of the newsletter: 

The Center recognizes that, as with any new approach to 
education, there are bound to be misunderstandings about DBAE. 
We hope that this newsletter, in addition to being a progress 
report, will help clarify many of the issues involved in DBAE 
as well as provide fresh information for those who seek to 
become more familiar with it. (p. 1) 

At the top of the second page, the title of the lead article 

attracts attention: "First" is printed in large black script, while 

"impressions" is done in smaller, orange, lowercase type. The 

introduction, printed in a small, italicized typeface, sets the tone 

with the following telling quotation: 

"I will always cherish the initial misconceptions I had about 
you," said some anonymous wit, perhaps demonstrating one 
reason why first impressions sometimes go no deeper than face 
values--and why they often linger as long as they do. Such 
firmly held perceptions, as the Getty Center for Education in 
the Arts is acutely aware, can be tough to shake off. (p. 2) 

Below the title and introduction, 15 orange line drawings of facial 

profiles extend onto the opposite page. 

The fourth page contains one large optical illusion. Two smaller 

ones and a detail of an Escher positive-negative pattern appear in the 

white space surrounding the continuation of the article on the fifth 

page. A caption near the large illusion continues the theme by 

suggesting that "Artists are fascinated by the unreliability of first 

impressions" (p. 4). 
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The article begins on the third page and continues on the fifth. 

Ample page size permits 566 words of easy-to-read, large-print text on 

page three. On page five, the small typeface arranged in three columns 

accommodates approximately 1,000 words of text. (Figures do not include 

side bars.) Apparently, the first page of text encourages reading, 

while the second page makes good use of space. The article showcases 

the Getty Center's activities on behalf of discipline-based art 

education and bemoans the ensuing confusion and misunderstanding: 

The Center has put forth its case in such publications as 
Beyond Creating: The Place for Art in America's Schools and a 
monograph by Elliot W. Eisner, The Role of Art in Discipline
Based Art Education in American Schools. 48 In the summer of 
1987 an entire issue of the Journal of Aesthetic Education was 
devoted to theoretical analysis and discussion of DBAE. In 
addition, the Center staff and consultants have spoken at many 
conferences and seminars, the proceedings of which have been 
published and disseminated to wider audiences. 

Despite these efforts, some perceptions about the Center 
and about DBAE are not based on an accurate or complete 
knowledge and understanding of what the Center stands for and 
what it does. (p. 3) 

In this way, the Center dismisses those who do not support discipline-

based art education as misinformed or lacking adequate knowledge and 

perspective to understand and support the Getty Center's endeavors. 

This leads, of course, to additional efforts to clarify DBAE while 

concurrently attempting to appeal to the entire field. 

To wit, the article under consideration contains essentially the 

same information as the informal Getty Center (1988) paper on 

perceptions. although a less prescriptive definition of DBAE is woven 

48This title is incorrect. The monograph is entitled The Role of 
Discipline-Based Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 1987b). 



into the second paragraph of this text: 

Since its founding in 1982, the Getty Center for Education in 
the Arts has been an active participant in this dialogue, both 
as an enthusiastic supporter of raising the status and quality 
of art education in the classroom, and as an advocate of 
discipline-based art education (DBAE), an approach to teaching 
the visual arts that combines content from the four 
foundational disciplines of art--studio art, art history, art 
criticism, and aesthetics. (p. 3) 

122 

Unlike the earlier presentation of discipline-based art education, this 

does not merit a "T+" coding because it does not adequately address the 

structured or substantive nature of DBAE. (As a point of comparison, 

Dobbs's definition in the informal "Perceptions" paper reads: 

"Discipline-based art education is an approach in which ideas and skills 

from four foundational art disciplines of studio art, art history, art 

criticism and aesthetics are integrated in a written and sequential 

curriculum whose content leads to cumulative knowledge, skills and 

understanding in art in grades K to 12" [po 1].) 

A mixed passage on page three, first coded "T-" and then "T+," 

illustrates the Getty Center's crafting of language, as this response to 

a concern about curriculum also attempts to garner legitimacy and 

reassure the field about the flexibility and potential of discipline-

based art education: 

One of the most persistent perceptions about DBAE is that it 
mandates a hard-and-fast curriculum to be followed in the same 
way by all teachers. The reality is that DBAE is a 
philosophical or conceptual approach to art education. It 
does not include a specific recipe for teaching art. DBAE 
does require that art instruction be based upon written, 
sequential curricula. Without them, art instruction would 
encounter even greater difficulty in being accepted as a major 
partner in the educational system. But these curricula will 
develop along a variety of avenues to meet the conditions and 
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needs of individual school districts. (p. 3) 

In response to concerns from the field, the article appropriates 

creative expressionist language to present a reconceptualized notion of 

activity in discipline-based art education: 

Does DBAE take the fun out of art? Some people have heard 
that it does. The fact is that there is nothing in DBAE that 
takes the magic out of learning about art. "Fun" is 
important, but it can only be enhanced by the emotional and 
intellectual thrill of discovery that comes with exposure to 
the many dimensions of art. 

Discipline-based art education is a serious attempt to 
establish art as a subject in general education. This means 
that art is hard work, a form of achievement which requires a 
certain amount of intellectual rigor for its fulfillment. 
Through DBAE, the spontaneity and creativity of art is 
nurtured and enriched in a way that is educationally 
effective. (p. 5) 

The article seeks to legitimate and promote the Getty Center and 

discipline-based art education by demonstrating that the field's 

perceptions of DBAE are inaccurate. It ends on an upbeat note by 

embracing dissention and redefinition: 

Changes in the art education field occur at a rapid pace, and 
the discipline-based art education approach will continue to 
be the subject of lively discussion. Inevitably, new 
perceptions will arise as activities and support networks on 
behalf of DBAE continue to expand. Meanwhile, the Center will 
continue to define its role in public forums with speeches and 
new publications. (p. 5) 

Also beginning on page three. an orange side bar runs the length of 

the right edge; a wise sun graphic tops this narrow column, while a 

serene moon marks its end on the fifth page. "About the Center" 

discusses the Getty Center and its five program areas. This information 

comes from the Center's (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988b) brochure. with two 

noticeable changes. First, the side bar offers the less-precise 



124 

definition of discipline-based art education that simply lists the four 

disciplines. 49 Secondly. when addressing professional development 

programs. the newsletter uses the term "teachers" exclusively. without 

specifying generalist or specialist. Presumably. this avoids some of 

the difficulties evident in the informational brochure. 

The spread on pages six and seven features "A Walk Around a Chair." 

an episode from a pilot television program on art for children. which is 

a cooperative venture of the Getty Center and the National Endowment for 

the Arts. On the left-hand page. there is a somewhat-cubist sketch of a 

chair by David Hockney. Beginning below it and proceeding up the left 

edge of the page. across the spread. and down the right side of the text 

are 20 black-and-white photographs of the artist working and the chair, 

as seen from different angles. Printed in orange on the sixth page. 

five permutations of "What's David Hockney doing walking around and 

around that chair?" catch the reader's eye. and small orange arrows 

indicate the clockwise path from the initial sketch through the process 

as Hockney completes the drawing. A small quotation at the conclusion 

asks. "Kind of like a walk around a chair isn't it?" (p. 7). 

The short article increases the Getty Center's legitimacy through 

its affiliation with a prominent artist and the National Endowment for 

the Arts. The Center also depicts itself as rational and deliberate. 

49In contrast. the definition in the informational brochure (J. Paul 
Getty Trust. 1988b) received a "T+" coding. In part. it read: "A group 
of leading art educators have held for several decades that art 
education should integrate the ideas, skills. knowledge. and creative 
activity drawn from the four art disciplines and that it should be 
presented in written. sequential curricula" (p. 4). 
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One paragraph describes the screening process for proposals, while 

another sentence invokes science: "Throughout its development, the idea 

of the series and its pilot episodes have gone through the most rigorous 

testing and analysis" (p. 7). 

Beginning on page eight, the size of the typeface and the lay-out 

of the text become more uniform. Three of the remaining pages contain 

lots of white space and only one column of text with an average density 

of approximately 480 words. Four other pages are more densely packed 

with three columns of text; these pages average approximately 1,000 

words. (These figures do not include side bars.) 

An orange side bar at the right of page seven traces the roots of 

discipline-based art education. The first paragraph touches tradition 

and invokes science while playfully referring to the accompanying 

drawing by da Vinci: "Discipline-based art education did not begin with 

a big bang. Rather, it has been the result of a decades-long evolution 

--a convergence of various concepts and experiments emerging from the 

creative fervor that has characterized art education since the early 

1960s" (p. 7). 

The side bar announces the release of Research Readings for 

Discipline-Based Art Education: A Journey Beyond Creating (Dobbs, 

1988). The National Art Education Association published the book with 

the financial assistance of the Getty Center. Stephen Dobbs, senior 

program officer at the Center, edited the volume, which was designed 

primarily for use in preservice teacher training. Although the 

publication will help institutionalize discipline-based art education, 



the side bar emphasizes the collaborative nature of this venture. 

However. the selected quotation suggests that it is not yet a 

comfortable partnership: 

" ... this book also advances knowledge in art education as well 
as contributing to professional development." says Thomas 
Hatfield. executive director of the National Art Education 
Association. "In this respect it matches NAEA's goals. The 
interests of the Getty Center and our interests intersected 
here with this specific project. moving us another step 
forward toward fulfilling NAEA's mission." (p. 7) 

The side bar concludes on page 11. 

"Changes in the Rocky Mountain Air." an article on a national 

invitational seminar on preservice training held in Utah. forms the 

center spread on pages eight and nine. Addressing change and the 

melding of the four disciplines. the article paraphrases Margaret 

126 

Battin. seminar participant and associate professor of philosophy at the 

University of Utah: "Think of a Caravaggio painting. The Conversion of 

Saint Paul. for example. The art historian. the art critic. the artist. 

and the aesthetician each see it from a different point of view. They 

can't disagree. because they're not talking about the same thing" (p. 

9). 

A black-and-white photograph of the painting appears on page eight 

surrounded by four drawings of eyeballs. Symbolizing their varying 

perspectives. a different orange graphic emanates from each eye and 

connects it with the reproduction. Printed in orange in the right 

margin of the ninth page are sample statements about the work that 
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underscore the differences among the disciplines. 50 

Seven of the article's 21 paragraphs document participants' 

reactions to the prospects of trying to change preservice training to a 

more discipline-based orientation. Despite the potential political and 

logistical difficulties, four other paragraphs advance the Getty agenda 

by emphasizing the importance of working together: "'At Snowbird the 

art historians, the philosophers and the studio people really found that 

they had much in common with the art educators, and that there could be 

significant contributions back and forth between them,' one participant 

stated" (p. 9). 

Pages ten and 11 feature the article, "DBAE: Growing and Growing 

and Growing." On the left side of the spread, the word "growing" 

appears progressively larger and larger to underscore the point. A 

quickly-drawn pyramid stands inverted with its point touching the center 

of a geometric rendering of a nautilus. The graphic relates to geometry 

metaphors in the text. 

The purpose of the article is to raise support for the Getty 

Center's regional programs for implementing discipline-based art 

education: "Says Vicki Rosenberg [Center program officer]: 'The 

Center's expectation for these projects is that they will demonstrate 

the variety of forms DBAE will take in response to regional needs. Our 

50In subsequent newsletters, this appears as a feature entitled 
"Four Perspectives." Artists, aestheticians, art historians, and 
critics respond in discipline-appropriate ways to the selected work of 
art. 



hope is that the Center grants will leverage long-term support to 

sustain these programs' "51 (p. 11). 
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The story of the Florida Institute, which offers an implementation 

model using both specialist and generalist educators, demonstrates that 

the Center is not alone in trying to deal with professional issues. 

First, the Institute directors make a case for the training of 

generalists to support the art specialists: 

Although the state already has mandated a discipline-based 
approach to art instruction in the schools, it is not always 
easy to realize. Art specialists are well accepted in schools 
that have them, but in most cases they carry the entire 
responsibility for the art programs. Consequently, many are 
stretched perilously thin .... 

The challenge for the Florida institute ... is to create an 
environment in which the art teacher and the classroom teacher 
can combine their efforts to deliver discipline-based art 
education effectively. (p. 11) 

An Institute director emphasizes the importance of forging 

partnerships but cautiously backs away from prescription, indicating 

awareness of the response from the field to the Getty's pilot Institutes 

in Los Angeles: 

One of the first steps, says Lovano-Kerr, is to set up teams 
to work together at the Institute. "We're going to stress 
this team idea, but we don't want to dictate to teachers. 
That would be the worst thing to do. I'm willing for 
diversity to reign, because I think it's important to get a 
good program in the school system and it's important for art 
to be included as part of general education. I think it's 
stronger when the classroom teacher is involved. That's why 
I'd like to work out a mutual partnership." (p. 11) 

51"As a measure of its commitment, each consortium has had to come 
up with the money to match fifty percent of the grant in the first year, 
seventy-five percent in the second year, and a hundred percent in years 
three, four, and five." (p. 11) 
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Despite the conciliatory language, the other director of the 

Florida Institute acknowledges the professional challenge the Institute 

presents: 

"Right now art teachers and classroom teachers don't even have 
time to talk to each other," says Nancy Roucher .... "For us, 
the art education establishment is waiting for us to prove 
that we're not going to ace them out of a job. What we're 
saying is that you, art teacher, and you classroom teacher, 
are there to implement the program because of what you believe 
the arts can do for the total education of children." (p. 11) 

Roucher's final plea invokes a larger purpose, requesting that 

generalists and specialists move beyond their points of contention for 

the good of the students. 

At the end of the article, the Center again demonstrates its 

rationality by discussing its thorough evaluation system and naming the 

prestigious scholars involved in the process. 

The spread on 12 and 13 is salmon-colored with a broad band of 

white running down the outer edge of the left page. The title 

"Centerings" and a photograph of a vintage automobile overlap the line 

where the orange and white meet. A photo of a classic chair and 

graphics of Superman and an ancient ship create an unusual combination. 

Printed in bold, upper-case letters, the subtitles of the article. 

"Exploring the New Worlds of DBAE," further intrigue the reader: "Like 

Braque's Violins," "Democracy and the Comics," "Simmering on the Back of 

the Stove," and "Rebuilding the Argo." They refer respectively to child 

development and cognitive styles, art and society. curriculum reform, 

and boundaries of DBAE, all topics at a Getty-sponsored seminar, "Issues 

in Discipline-Based Art Education: Strengthening the Stance, Extending 
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the Horizons," held in Cincinnati, Ohio, in May, 1987. 

The text encourages reading by adopting a less serious tone: 

"Although the idea of DBAE has been under discussion for more than 20 

years, it is still a new kid on the educational block. Like all new 

kids, it is surrounded by unanswered questions. How will it get along 

with others? How will it accommodate itself to the neighborhood?" (p. 

12). Each subheading then follows with a short story of approximately 

140 words. At the end, the Getty Center again embraces the diversity of 

views presented and looks to the future: 

Each of the [seminar] presentations was followed by prepared 
responses and then small-group discussions. Inevitably, there 
were spirited disagreements with all propositions, large or 
small. In the end, not surprisingly, more questions were 
raised than were answered--questions that will provide a rich 
vein of provocative themes and research subjects for graduate 
theses and dissertations for years to come. (p. 12) 

Two more articles fill the spread. The first, "Putting Down 

Roots," documents the Getty Institute for Educators on the Visual Arts, 

the five-year DBAE implementation project held in Los Angeles. The 

first paragraph presents it as an exhilarating experience: 

For the district teams of teachers, administrators, art 
specialists,52 and school board members who attended the Getty 
Institute's three-week summer program in Los Angeles, it was 
an excjting whirlwind of events. There were visits to museums 
to see famous paintings and sculpture. Leading art critics, 
art historians, aestheticians, artists, and art educators 
lectured and then joined in discussions, giving attendees the 
opportunity to ask questions. (p. 12) 

The article reports briefly on the five-year success of the 

52This is misleading. Much of the contention in the field resulted 
from the Institute's training of generalists to teach discipline-based 
art education. 



Institute and suggests a need for additional such programs funded 

through other sources: 

The Institute continues to receive requests from other school 
districts for training, although there is no longer any 
provision for funding them. However, one gratifying response 
has been from the State of California Department of Education, 
headed by Superintendent Bill Honig, which has funded a 
similar institute for Sacramento County. The Sacramento 
faculty trained at the Los Angeles Institute in 1987, and this 
summer are holding their first session. (p. 13) 

Other similar reports legitimize the Getty's parent Institute. 
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The article also names and quotes W. Dwaine Greer, "director of the 

Institute and associate professor of art at the University of 

Arizona. ,,53 Greer discusses the Institute's success with participating 

teachers and states, "They are going to continue to teach art the new 

way, and that means a cumulative effect over time. We are seeing a 

permanent change in the way art instruction happens in the schools" 

(p. 13). 

The last article on the spread addresses the Philadelphia 

roundtable on the role of the art specialist in discipline-based art 

education. In response to the field, the article starts with the 

assertion: "The art specialist is certainly an essential part of 

discipline-based art education. But the full implications of the art 

specialist's role in DBAE have not always been clear" (p. 13). The 

article consists primarily of excerpts from a roundtable question-and-

answer session. The article finishes by promising proceedings later in 

53The article does not mention Greer's larger role in discipline
based art education. 
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the year. 

A seven-paragraph article entitled "Turning Parents on to Art 

Education" is printed on page 14 under an orange graphic of glowing 

light bulbs. (Metaphorically, there is a row of little light bulbs and 

one big bulb.) The three black-and-white photographs on the spread 

include a group of adults apparently participating in a production 

activity, children in a museum with a docent, and a young boy finishing 

an art project. This article highlights both the extent and the 

political nature of the Center's advocacy efforts by detailing a 

promotional project co-sponsored with the National PTA: 

A new pilot program jointly sponsored by the National PTA and 
the Getty Center for Education in the Arts promises to provide 
a rallying point for parental action .... 

The new pilot program is designed to renew parental 
awareness of the importance of art education and stimulate 
action on the local levels of the PTA organization. 
Demonstrations at selected PTA chapters throughout the United 
States will educate parents about the value of art and 
encourage them to support stronger art education programs 
within their schools. 

In March 1988, the National PTA mailed 26,000 letters 
inviting PTA chapters to apply as a site for one of the 
demonstration pilots. (p. 14) 

Page 15 is the "business page." It has the Getty Center address 

and staff list54 and illustration credits printed in black on white. 

The orange right portion of the page lists publications. A statement at 

the bottom of the column underscores the Center's advocacy efforts and 

financial resources--"Until fall 1988 single copies of these 

pUblications remaining in the current inventory are available free of 

54The writer and publication designers are credited here. 
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charge and may be obtained by writing to the Getty Center for Education 

in the Arts ... " (p. 15) Directions and addresses for obtaining 

information or publications also appear in four other places in this 

newsletter. 

In conclusion, the newsletter is arguably the Getty Center's most 

approachable publication to date. Overall, the rhetoric subsides as the 

tone becomes less serious; it is often newsy or chatty and sometimes 

mildly humorous. The newsletter has over 130 paragraphs, yet "status," 

"quality," and "rigor/rigorous" appear only eight times, with half of 

those occurrences in the letter from the director and the lead article, 

"First Impressions." The language of inclusion, conciliation, and 

partnership replaces the earlier lexicon, as evidenced in this statement 

by Duke: "We are pleased to have played an active part in helping to 

form new partnerships and advocacy groups on behalf of DBAE. We are 

especially encouraged to find such enthusiastic support for these 

efforts from so many different people representing such diverse 

constituencies" (p. 1) 

Four of the 12 pages of text (1, 3, 5, 12) deal with the I/T ratio 

or present depictions of t~e art education field, DBAE, or the Getty 

Center. Five pages (1, 3, 5, 7, 14) garner legitimacy for the Center or 

discipline-based art education through endorsements, the appearance of 

rationality, and the adoption of an "insider" role. Six pages (1, 3, 5, 

11, 12, 14) show evidence of response from the field, but none of the 

pages demonstrates overt advocacy efforts. 

Four paragraphs warrant I/T coding. As previously discussed, one 
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paragraph in the lead article earns a "T-/T+" coding for contradictory 

adjacent passages (page three), and Duke's definition of discipline

based art education on page one is coded "T+."55 The following passage, 

from a paragraph on page 5, also earns a "T+" coding: "The Getty 

Center's philosophy and goals, embodied in DBAE, are closely allied with 

those enunciated in the Quality Goals Statement of the National Art 

Education Association (NAEA). Both organizations endorse comprehensive, 

written curricula in art education that draw on varied content and 

resources in art .... " (p. 5). 

"Simmering on the Back of the Stove," a paragraph in "Centerings," 

plays on the negative use of the prescriptive term "recipe" to glorify 

indetermination. It receives an "1+" coding: 

What can DBAE learn from the successes and failures of earlier 
curriculum reforms? Discipline-based art curricula, argued 
Ronald MacGregor, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, 
must be to some extent participatory and open-ended if it is 
to succeed. "Any recipe book will provide instructions on how 
to make lentil soup ... " he said. "What it cannot do is cover 
the fact of its being cooked in a fifteen-year-old pot, or 
being left to simmer near the back of the stove for anything 
from a few hours to a day or two, or being served on a 
blustery February day, any combination of which can make the 
difference between eating lentil soup and enjoying a 
gastronomic experience. The difference between recipe and 
experience is the difference between curriculum as planned and 
curriculum as lived. It is reaction to curriculum as lived, 
by teachers, students, and the community at large, that 
finally writes the history of educational innovation. (p. 12) 

Splitting the mixed-coded paragraph results in a total of five 

codings--one "T-," three "T+," and one "I+"--in over 130 paragraphs of 

55Subsequent definitions--or redefinitions--refer simply to the four 
disciplines comprising DBAE. 
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text. 56 In contrast, Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), 

published three years earlier, contains a total of 30 codings in the 154 

paragraphs analyzed for this study. 

While "T+" coded paragraphs are anticipated, the "T-" and "1+" 

paragraphs represent attempts to appease the field. Lack of additional 

coding reflects changes in Getty Center strategy: The Center presents a 

more flexible definition of discipline-based art education than that 

advanced in the literature by Greer (1984) and Clark, Day, and Greer 

(1987) and no longer amplifies it through a comparison with another 

practice. 

In addition to softening the tone and the discipline-based 

paradigm, the newsletter adopts a different approach to challenges from 

the field when it celebrates spirited and on-going debate. While 

continuing to present itself as a collaborator within the field of art 

education, the Center emphasizes that other agencies must also provide 

financial support for implementing discipline-based art education, 

thereby challenging the public's perception of its vast resources. 

J. Paul Getty Trust. (1988a). Roundtable series 11. 57 [Proceedings]. 
Los Angeles: Author. 

The cover of the 158-page Roundtable Series II is printed on high-

gloss white stock. The title appears in bold, black typeface; 

56Lay-out makes it difficult to count paragraphs on page three. 

57The regional roundtable series is part of the Getty Center's 
advocacy program. The second series focuses on the roles of certain art 
professionals in DBAE. Of these, Roundtable I, "The Roles of the Art 
Specialist in Discipline-Based Art Education," is analyzed here. 
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"Proceedings Report" runs across the top of the cover, and "Sponsored by 

The Getty Center for Education in the Arts" appears in smaller, 

italicized print toward the bottom. The upper left-hand corner of a 

skewed orange square wraps around the binding, and the familiar brush 

stroke, now white, moves across the block of color. As in the previous 

set of proceedings, the Getty Center logo and address appear on the back 

cover of the publication. 

There are no graphics or photographs in the report, and simple, 

bold type marks headings. Although the quality of the paper seems 

rather nice, the text pages appear to be the product of poor desktop 

publishing. To wit, a hand-drawn circle around a lowercase "c" denotes 

the copyright symbol, and, in some places, the type quality approaches 

that of the old mimeograph. Except in secondary headings, underlining 

replaces italics, and asterisks mark "bullets" of text. The obvious 

poor quality of the publication does not compare with other Getty Center 

publications. 58 

Although the report covers three roundtables--"The Roles of the Art 

Specialist in Discipline-Based Art Education," "The Roles of the Museum 

Educator in Discipline-Based Art Education," and "The Roles of the 

Artist-in-the Schools in Discipline-Based Art Education"--this study 

addresses only the foreword and the first roundtable, as they apply most 

directly to the topic under consideration. 

The publication begins with a foreword and brief "executive 

58The informal paper on perceptions (Getty Center, 1988b) is the 
only exception. 
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summaries" of each roundtable. The table of contents then indicates 

that each roundtable is considered in order. However, these sections do 

not contain full transcripts. For example, the section of the report 

devoted to Roundtable I, "The Roles of the Art Specialist in Discipline

Based Art Educatir~,,,59 begins with a one-page "Welcome and 

Introduction" by Stephen Dobbs, senior program officer for the Getty 

Center,and Peter Solmssen, president of the University of the Arts. 

This is followed by summaries of addresses by presenters Kellene 

Champlin, director of art education, Fulton County (GA) Board of 

Education, and Mary Erickson, professor of art education, Kutztown 

University. Then four pages of questions and answers precede a 

subsection headed "Discussion and Recommendations." After seven-and-a-

half pages of discussion summaries, three pages of recommendations 

appear in an abbreviated format. A conclusion by Dobbs finishes the 

section. 

Appendix A contains full texts of the roundtable addresses. Here, 

Champlin and Erickson1s presentations cover 15 pages of single-spaced 

text with an average density of 470 words per page. In comparison, the 

earlier material,60 all presented in summary form, is double-space and 

has a textual density of approximately 240 words per page. This 

encourages the reader to read the summaries, rather than the full texts 

59This roundtable convened in Philadelphia on November 13, 1987. 

60The abbreviated material for this roundtable appears on pages 
three and four (the "executive summary") and pages 9-38, while the full 
texts of the addresses do not appear until pages 94-110. 
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of the addresses. 

Appendix B lists the names, titles, and locations of participants 

at each roundtable. The diverse and impressive credentials of the 52 

participants help legitimize Roundtable I. Acknowledgements appear on 

the last page of the text; included are Harold M. Williams, president 

and chief executive officer of The J. Paul Getty Trust; Leilani Lattin 

Duke, director of the Getty Center for Education in the Arts; organizers 

of the roundtables; and the individuals who compiled the proceedings 

summaries. 

The five-page foreword (11 paragraphs), authored by Duke, presents 

the roundtables as one of the Center's advocacy programs: 

These roundtables ... were established to provide a forum in 
which people could discuss aspects of discipline-based art 
education (DBAE). 

The initial roundtable series consisted of meetings ... in 
1985 and 1986. They were designed to elicit participants' 
reactions to Beyond Creating: The Place for Art in America's 
Schools, the first publication of the Getty Center. The 
second roundtable series, summarized in this document, focused 
on the roles of various professionals in DBAE. (p. i) 

One page of the foreword (p. ii) addresses the I/T ratio, and one 

page (p. iii) suggests awareness of response from the field. Three 

pages (iii, iv, v) garner legitimacy for the Getty Center through 

association with the National Endowment for Arts and "eminent scholars" 

(p. iv). Page v states broadly that "the Center has sought to 

collaborate with school districts, universities, museums, and local, 

state, and national art and educational agencies." Duke continues the 

partnership theme by representing the Center as "a catalyst for and 

supporting the work of others" (p. iii). 



One paragraph earns a "T+" coding: 

The Getty Center for Education in the Arts was established in 
1982 as one of seven operating entities of the J. Paul Getty 
Trust. Its mission is to improve the quality and status of 
art education in the nation's schools. Discipline-Based Art 
Education (DBAE), which underlies all of the Center's 
initiatives, is based on the premise that art education must 
integrate the ideas, skills, knowledge, and creative activity 
derived from four art disciplines: studio art, art criticism, 
art history, and aesthetics. Furthermore, art content should 
be presented in the form of written, sequential curricula that 
enables students to develop their creative abilities for 
making art (studio art), to respond to and appreciate the 
qualities of visual imagery (art criticism), to understand 
art's cultural and historical contexts (art history), and to 
raise questions about the nature of art and make informed 
artistic judgments (aesthetics). (p. ii) 

This multipurpose paragraph briefly states the Center's history and 
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invokes its "quality and status" mission statement. The requirement for 

a written, sequential curriculum returns to the definition of 

discipline-based art education, earning the paragraph its coding. 

Duke acknowledges and legitimates art specialists by listing them 

first among members of DBAE implementation teams and concludes with a 

unifying appeal: "Much has been accomplished, much work remains, but 

with the valuable and focused participation of the field that the 

roundtables made possible, our mutual goals are within reach" (p. v). 

Of the thirty pages (87 paragraphs) of text summarizing Roundtable 

I, four pages (3, 18, 19, 29) address the liT ratio, three pages (13, 

21, 37) attempt to generate legitimacy, and one page (p. 36) evidences 

response from the field. Four paragraphs, found on pages three, 18-19, 

19, and 29, receive "T+" codings. The seven-page text (36 paragraphs) 

of Champlin's presentation and the eight-page text (18 paragraphs) of 
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Erickson's presentation appear in appendix A. Eight of these pages (96, 

97, 99, 100, 101, 104, 106, 110) concern the art education field, the 

Getty Center, or the I/T ratio, and four pages (96, 101, 109, 110) 

engender legitimacy. Paragraphs on pages 101, 104, and 106 earn "T+" 

codings; the first is in Champlin's text, and the other two are in 

Erickson's. 

One lengthy paragraph on pages 99-100 in Champlin's address 

receives a "T-" coding for addressing the degree of prescription 

required for a generalist to teach DBAE: 

At the elementary level we had vacillated for three years 
trying to decide whether to develop curriculum for classroom 
teachers, art specialists, or both. At first we wrote 
curriculum for classroom teachers and piloted several units. 
We discovered that by having to explain terms, processes, and 
descriptions in such detail, the curriculum itself, as a 
written guide to instruction, would very quickly become 
voluminous and prescriptive--two things we wanted to avoid. 
We finally wrote for art specialists. I see not problem with 
continuing to educate the classroom generalist in the DBAE 
concept. From my experience, the more classroom teachers 
learn about art, the more they understand the need for 
certified, qualified specialists to do justice to instruction 
in art education. In addition, I see a great need to educate 
the art specialist at all levels more thoroughly and 
comprehensively in the DBAE approach. While specialists may 
be familiar with the disciplines, it is the integrated 
approach to thinking about and teaching the disciplines that 
will make DBAE so valuable to the field in this time of 
accountability, rigor, achievement orientation, and content 
emphasis in education nationwide. (pp. 99-100) 

The design of the publication leads to repetition of content, 

resulting in duplicate coding. Considering only the foreword and the 

full texts of the Champlin and Erickson presentations, the theme counts 

and I/T codings follow: Nine pages address the I/T ratio, art 

education, DBAE, or the Getty Center; six pages garner legitimacy; and 
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one page evidences response from the field. There are four "T+" coded 

paragraphs and one "T-" paragraph. If a reader considered only the 

summaries, the following counts ensue: Four pages have l/T codings (all 

"T+"), three pages attempt to build legitimacy, and one page suggests 

response from the field. 

In the summary, Champlin draws a distinction between art education 

taught by a specialist and doing projects with the general classroom 

teacher. In making a case for specialist instruction, Champlin 

emphasizes that the rigors of a discipline-based curriculum impede a 

generalist: " ... although some classroom teachers have the talent, 

ability, and training to teach art competently, many are at a real 

disadvantage in the background they bring to acquiring new and 

substantive information about teaching art in the classroom" (p. 13), 

and "The majority of classroom teachers cannot be expected to possess 

the background that would enable them to deal with the rigors and 

demands of discipline-based art education" (pp. 13-14). 

Champlin1s full text indicates that she once held a different 

position: 

For a number of years in the Fulton County schools, I was an 
adamant defender of the classroom teacher as the pervasive 
figure in the teaching of art to children, with the help of a 
few art resource personnel. We taught teachers, and 
instruction was based on the philosophy that art should be 
integrated with the general curriculum. Several years later, 
when I became director of art education for the Fulton County 
Board of Education, I became responsible for the middle school 
and high school art programs, as well as the elementary. With 
new K-12 responsibility, my philosophy began to change. 

We had two art teachers in each of our middle schools, 
and one or two in each of our high schools, yet at the most 
formative, critical level, we were leaving art instruction to 
classroom teachers with the help of a few resource 



specialists. Parents began questioning this discrepancy as 
well. 

In my experience, while we were helping teachers to 
differentiate between "having art" and teaching art education, 
we often felt we were continually losing as much ground as we 
gained ... Old habits persisted ... and teachers still felt 
obligated to send "credible take-homes" to parents, and to 
manufacture cute things to decorate their bulletin boards. (p. 
97) 
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The summary section advances Champlin's case for increased use of 

art specialists: 

The Getty Center's version of DBAE, as well as compatible 
goals laid down by the National Art Education Association 
(NAEA), have provided the basis for the two strongest 
arguments for more art specialists: (1) a depth of 
understanding of the sociohistorical background of a 
discipline is necessary to avoid unwittingly undermining that 
discipline; and (2) "any school subject that the majority of 
mothers and fathers can't help with at home ought to be taught 
by specialists. "61 (p. 13) 

As seen in the previous citation, Champlin repeatedly legitimizes 

DBAE by connecting it with the NAEA: 

Champlin briefly discussed various aspects of her school 
system's program that have been affected by DBAE and NAEA 
goals. 

When interviewing prospective applicants, for instance, a 
major point of judgment on her part is the degree of 
familiarity with and desire to implement DBAE and to pursue 
the NAEA goals. In addition to being spokespersons for DBAE, 
art specialists are expected to be able to incorporate the 
four components in their instruction and to be accountable for 
the objectives that are specified for each of the NAEA goal 
areas. (p. 14) 

61Whether or not art is like other subjects appears throughout the 
literature. Greer (1984); Clark, Day, and Greer (1987); and selected 
early Getty publications compare art to other academic subjects. Eisner 
(1987b), in contrast, continues to make art a special case. In an 
effort to appease the field, later Getty pUblications equivocate. 
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In fact, Champlin links DBAE and NAEA (or NAEA and DBAE) five times in 

her seven-page text, sometimes presenting them as synonymous: "DBAE and 

NAEA components provided a philosophical basis, as a new way to look at 

content, especially through their publications" (p. 99). (Another 

sentence in the same paragraph evidences the erosion of the discipline-

based paradigm: "DBAE was explained to me as a philosophical approach, 

a broad concept to be realized through many different kinds [emphasis 

added] of programs and many different kinds [emphasis added] of 

curricula" [po 99].) 

The text of her address offers the broad and legitimizing 

endorsement of a convert: 

On the whole, National Art Education Association (NAEA) 
members were familiar with and accepting of what the Getty 
Center refers to as the four "disciplines." NAEA goals have 
been published; one of them calls for a sequential program of 
art education that integrates the study of aesthetics, art 
criticism, art history, and art production as the essential 
components of quality art education . 

... . The two major voices for art education in the 
nation's schools, then, are in synch with what is considered 
to be the content of art education. 62 (p. 96) 

Legitimizing her own position, Champlin then moves on to 

professional issues: 

As a recent past official of the NAEA, I will say that 
certified art specialists ought to be teaching art education. 
As a representative of an association that exists for the 
benefit and support of art teachers (or "specialists"), this 
should be no surprise. 

The Getty Center also believes that art specialists would 
deliver more effective art instruction than do classroom 
teachers. The center piloted the discipline-based art 
education (DBAE) concept with classroom teachers (one reason 

62This statement offers significant legitimacy to the Getty Center 
for Education in the Arts. 



being the lack of art specialists), through staff development 
institutes. I understand that the question the center 
continues to consider is: Is no art instruction better than 
competent instruction by general classroom teachers? 
"Competent" here implies some intensive preparation for the 
art instruction that classroom generalists would deliver. 
Without the intensive preparation, the question becomes: Is 
no art instruction better than art instruction by classroom 
teachers? The obvious answer to most people, and especially 
to many school administrators, is that art instruction by 
classroom teachers is better than no art instruction. 
However, the question is not as simple as it sounds, and that 
answer is far too superficial. (pp. 96-97) 

Champlin lists examples of typical "art" projects conducted by 

generalists, such as colored ditto pictures, egg carton wastebaskets, 

and popsicle stick pencil holders. 
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A paragraph of Champlin's text documents her success and suggests 

why the Getty Center solicited her participation. The testimonial 

reads: 

With the realization that classroom teachers weren't the 
answer, we began to focus our efforts on getting art 
specialists. With the help of parents, the Georgia Department 
of Education (which by this time specifies minimal art 
objectives as "basic curriculum content"), the NAEA, the 
concept of DBAE, and classroom teachers themselves, we are now 
teaching a sequential, regularly scheduled elementary program 
for every child in the Fulton Country School System. Two 
years ago, we had seven art resource teachers; currently, we 
have 33 in 51 elementary schools. In two to three years, our 
school consolidation plan will be complete, and we will have 
about 35 specialists in about thirty elementary schools, each 
with a fully equipped art room. (p. 98) 

Mary Erickson uses a different approach. Rather than presenting a 

success story in an informal and enthusiastic manner, she lists the many 

kinds of art specialists available: 

1) artist-teachers who produce and exhibit their own work; 2) 
art therapists who address the various needs of students; 3) 
service-oriented specialists such as set decorators and sign 
painters; 4) traditional studio specialists who were trained 



primarily in art production; and 5) emerging art specialists 
who take a broader approach to art education and are better 
trained in the DBAE disciplines. (po 17) 

She does this to emphasize that "art specialists are a diverse group. 
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and the roles they can play in discipline-based art education must take 

different forms" (p. 17). 

Erickson then articulates roles for art specialists in the 

implementation of discipline-based art education. They include art-

content expert, art-curriculum expert. art-instruction expert, and art 

administrator. Addressing the art-curriculum expert, Erickson writes: 

Art specialists have been responsible for developing the art 
curricula in many districts, but those curricula are not 
always well articulated, balanced, or sequential. There must 
be someone who understands DBAE's goals, who understands scope 
and sequence, who has knowledge of children's artistic 
development in all four disciplines, and who is competent in 
curriculum writing. Art specialists already in the field can 
play a significant role in developing discipline-based art 
curricula. To do so, however, they must understand the fuller 
expectations of discipline-based art education, including 
sequencing, articulation through and across grades, balance 
among the disciplines, and the integration of all four 
disciplines without domination by anyone of them. (pp. 18-
19) 

By suggesting that in-service art specialists may not be adequately 

prepared to address discipline-based art education, it follows that a 

generalist could not possibly teach it. In this way, Erickson secures 

employment for art specialists by assigning multiple, diverse, and 

sophisticated roles. 

In the text of her address, Erickson concludes: 

I have tried to show that crucial roles in discipline-based 
art education can be effectively and efficiently filled by art 
specialists .... Individual districts in different states across 
the nation must make their own decisions about how they will 
fill the roles essential to successful discipline-based art 



implementation. As these decisions are made, I urge districts 
to consider the potential contributions that experienced in
service art specialists and newly trained, more broadly based 
art specialists have to offer. The Los Angeles discipline
based art education research and development project funded by 
the Getty Center for Education in the Arts has shown us what 
selected classroom teachers can accomplish when trained in 
basic discipline-based art education theory and methods. Given 
a similar effort in staff development and district wide 
support, just imagine what art specialists might accomplish. 
(p. 110) 

Despite the fact that discipline-based art education should 
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increase codification, both of these speakers argue that the complexity 

and breadth of the content requires instruction by specialists. 

However, as Erickson indicates in her address, the newness of much of 

the content renders many art specialists unprepared, especially if they 

must generate their own curricula. 

The executive summary concludes: 

In the discussion that followed [the presentations], 
roundtable participants sought to define the term "art 
specialist." At issue were questions of certification, the 
training of art teachers as artists, and the centrality of the 
art curriculum. Participants also addressed the nature of 
DBAE, the "readiness" of our educational systems to implement 
it, and its current educational context. The question of 
context included consideration of the environment into which 
DBAE will be placed, who will be responsible for 
implementation, what their roles will be, and what is needed 
for them to succeed. 

After meeting in small groups, participants presented 
their recommendations to the Center in the areas of curriculum 
development and materials, communication and publicity, and 
funding. (p. 4) 

Indeed, the summary of discussion and recommendations suggests that 

much of the session was devoted to individual speechifying. The 

following example reflects the lack of consensus within the group; it is 

the NAEA executive director1s response to the attempt to define the term 



"art specialist:,,63 

Thomas Hatfield cited several of NAEA's goals in addressing 
this question. One is that art instruction be conducted by 
teachers certified in art "through a recognized certification 
process." Another holds that "an acceptable course in visual 
arts shall include in-depth study in the techniques of at 
least one art medium, practice in several media, and studies 
in art history, aesthetics, and criticism." A third states 
that "every state and school system shall have a [certified] 
supervisor or administrator to coordinate and direct the 
visual arts program." (p. 27) 

The next paragraph begins, "Even on these points, agreement was not 

147 

unanimous" (p. 27). In fact, there is a great deal of discussion on the 

use of generalists to build support for specialists. Nonetheless, the 

last recommendation listed states: "The most important thing that the 

Getty Center could do now is to 'espouse the position that the art-

trained teacher is the key to the effectiveness of DBAE'" (p. 36). 

Somehow, the proceedings do not seem to reflect the depth or 

divisiveness of the generalist-specialist controversy. Perhaps the 

careful selection of speakers diffused the arguments. In any case, 

Dobbs offers a conciliatory conclusion that addresses many of the 

recommendations made by the group. The first paragraph seeks to 

reconceptualize the terms of the debate and suggests the softening of 

the discipline-based paradigm: "In closing, Stephen Dobbs noted that an 

'open and free exchange' is what the Getty Center seeks and what it 

believes to be crucial for everyone involved. He stressed that the 

Center is committed to being responsive to the needs of the field ... " 

63Some of this debate may have resulted from Erickson's efforts to 
present diverse definitions of art specialists and their roles. 
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(p. 37). The last of the five paragraphs reads: "Dobbs again thanked 

those present for their time, interest, and ideas and urged that the 

'dialogue furthered here today' be continued" (p. 38). 

Getty Center for Education in the Arts. 
Future building. 64 [Proceedings]. 

(1989). Education in art: 
Los Angeles: Author. 

The cover of this 173-page publication has an appearance similar 

to, yet more sophisticated than, the previous proceedings report. 

Education in Art: Future Building has an 8.5 x 11" matte white cover; 

"Proceedings" is spaced across the top in uppercase letters, and the 

title appears in large, bold, uppercase type. A very thin horizontal 

rule underscores the title. The following information appears stacked 

in small type toward the bottom of the cover: "Proceedings of a 

National Invitational Conference - Los Angeles, California, February 2-

4, 1989 - Sponsored by The Getty Center for Education in the Arts." 

Reminiscent of the color-coded bands of earlier publications, Future 

Building has a deckled, marbleized turquoise strip along the right edge 

of the cover. To the left, a marbleized turquoise triangle containing 

the white brush stroke points toward the bottom of the page, and its 

upper left point wraps around to the back cover. Again, this cover 

features the Getty Center logo and address. 

Despite the absence of colored photographs, the inside of the 

publication more closely resembles Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 

64Among other issues, this conference addresses advocacy. The 
political nature of the Center's activities is evident in these 
proceedings. 
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1985) than the Roundtable Series II (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988a) 

proceedings. Twenty-three black-and-white photos, most of which are 

roughly 4.25" high, extend across left-hand pages, with white space 

remaining below all. All of the photographs focus on the conference, 

depicting speakers and documenting the crowds. A photograph on page 36 

suggests broad support by showing an audience so large that it extends 

into the hallway. Unlike most other Getty publications, there are no 

photographs of children. 

There are also nine quick "charcoal" sketches on the white pages; 

seven are of presenters, one of a school district exhibit, and the final 

one, which covers pages 166 and 167, includes a caption that underscores 

the serious nature of the conference: 

Education in Art: Future Building was designed to provide 
three full days of discussion, exploration and debate 
concerning next steps for art education. In order to allow 
our participants to recover from the rigors of this schedule, 
time was set aside for them to enjoy some of the cultural 
landmarks and environmental works pictured here that were 
within walking distance of our hotel. (p. 166) 

The largest sketches of individuals portray Phillip Charles Dunn, 

Getty Center program officer, and Joan Adams Mondale. Although she is 

listed simply as an arts education advocate, she is presented in front 

of an American flag, and the individual introducing her refers to "the 

years she lived in the Vice-President's house" (p. 162). Two speakers, 

A. Graham Down, executive director of the Council for Basic Education, 

and Stephen Mark Dobbs, senior program officer at the Getty Center, are 

depicted in both photographs and sketches. At the other extreme, 

portraits of Leon Whiteson, architecture critic, Luis A. Jimenez, 
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artist, and Roland Young, co-founder of Shiffman Young Design Group, 

overlap one another as they share the space on page 156. 

The text is arranged in one or two columns per page; spacing, 

rather than indentation, marks paragraphs, and white space abounds. 

Twelve randomly-selected pages have an average textual density of 415 

words each. 

The deckled turquoise strip appears at the right edge of every page 

spread, and a marbleized turquoise geometric shape appears under a 

monumental capitalized letter beginning each section of text. Turquoise 

ink reappears throughout the publication to indicate titles or names of 

district panels, to underscore quotations used as graphics,65 and to 

denote responses in the question-and-answer sections. Screened black 

ink relates to the sketches and designates the title page, the major 

textual divisions ("Day One," "Day Two," "Day Three"), and questions 

from the participants. Blank pages separate some sections. Seventy of 

the 81 textual page spreads--or approximately 86%--have photographs, 

quotations, or graphics to attract the reader's attention. Overall, 

Future Building has perhaps the most consistent and unified appearance 

of all the Getty publications examined for this study. 

As in Discipline-Based Art Education: What Forms Will It Take? 

(Getty Center, 1987), the table of contents reflects the three-day 

conference schedule. After the foreword and list of cooperating 

organizations, "Day One" includes a welcome by Getty Center director 

65The screened turquoise ink "fades out" under the large-type 
quotations. 
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Leilani Lattin Duke and remarks by Getty Trust president and chief 

executive office Harold M. Williams. Synopses precede the keynote 

address by John Brademas, New York University president, and the general 

session address by Down. 

"Day Two" begins with the synopsis and text for "The Politics of 

Art Education," the general session address by Stephen S. Kaagan, 

research professor, Center for Policy Research in Education, Rutgers 

University. A synopsis of the response follows. Then 14 district panel 

summaries present actual implementation models for discipline-based art 

education. A synopsis and general session address by Dobbs precede 17 

practical "Meet the Expert" workshops dealing with such topics as 

"Strengthening Inservice Teacher Education," "Curricula Characteristics: 

How to Identify DBAE Curricula," and "Integrating the Four Disciplines." 

"Day Three" includes a synopsis of a general session address on 

"Art Education and Society," presented by Jimenez, Whiteson, and Young. 

The conference concludes with the synopsis of the luncheon address by 

Joan Adams Mondale, "The Arts and the Three Rs: An Essential 

Partnership." An appendix follows with legitimizing listings of 

prestigious conference speakers and district panel presentations, staff 

acknowledgements,66 and the Center advisory committee. 

This study examines the following 250 paragraphs or 48 pages of 

text: the foreword; cooperating organizations; welcome; Williams's 

remarks; the synopsis of the Brademas keynote address; synopsis of the 

66These include the president of The J. Paul Getty Trust, Center 
staff, and Ogilvy & Mather Public Relations/West. 
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general session address by Down; the synopsis of Kaagan's general 

session address and the response; and four of the district panel 

summaries: San Francisco, California Unified School District; Florida 

Institute for Art Education; Fulton Country Schools, Atlanta. Georgia; 

and School District of Greenville County, South Carolina. The study 

also considers the synopsis of the general session address by Dobbs; the 

synopsis of the Mondale luncheon address; the appendix; and the 

following "Meet the Expert" workshop summaries: 67 "Local Advocacy: 

Gaining Support for Art Education," "Putting Dollars Behind the Words," 

"Commitment: How to Get It, How to Keep It," and "The Role of Art 

Specialists in DBAE." The selected material represents approximately 

one-third of the text. 

Fourteen of the 48 pages of text (iv, v, 3, 4, 7, 8, 22, 23, 37, 

41, 58, 67, 130, 132) analyzed include I/T coded paragraphs or 

depictions the Getty Center, discipline-based art education, or the 

field, and thirteen pages (v, vi, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 35, 58, 60, 67, 82, 83) 

attempt to increase legitimacy for the Center or DBAE. Six pages (23, 

81, 82, 83, 108, 109) contain overt advocacy efforts, and seven pages 

(iv, v, 3, 4, 5, 7, 61) indicate interaction with the art education 

field. For instance, a paragraph in Duke's welcome highlights the 

flexibility of discipline-based art education in response to concerns 

about the rigid or prescriptive nature of such curricula: 

Our first national conference theme was "Discipline-Based Art 

67These district panel and workshop summaries were randomly 
selected. 



Education: What Forms Will It Take?" Two years later we can 
happily report that DBAE is taking many different forms. 
There is evidence that this approach possesses wide latitude 
for individual contributions and for adaptability to regional 
and local needs, traditions and circumstances. The diversity 
and latitude of discipline-based art education will be 
apparent to you as you attend the school district 
presentations at this conference. (p. 3) 
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Although there is much overlap, these themes or topics occur an average 

of once every 1.2 pages. 

There are a total of six liT coded paragraphs occurring on pages 

37, 41, 58 (two paragraphs) in district panel summaries and on pages 130 

and 132 in the "Meet the Expert" workshop entitled "The Role of Art 

Specialists in DBAE." Five of the paragraphs warrant "T+" designations, 

although the following sample illustrates the challenge of coding a 

practice informed by an increasingly amorphous definition of discipline-

based art education: 

The overall goals of the comprehensive discipline-based 
program include the development of creativity, expression, and 
understanding of the arts, artists, and the arts community. A 
specific goal is the development of appreciation for the 
beauty and cultural diversity of the city. Content is divided 
into four components: perception and response, creative 
expression, history and world cultures, and aesthetic valuing. 
These components are aligned with the state curriculum 
framework, guides, and standards. Content is outlined in 
written guidelines for district-wide implementation, and units 
of instruction based on the guidelines are developed by 
teachers, arts educators, and artists working in schools to 
fit specific school site needs and resources. (p. 37) 

A mixed-coded paragraph appears on page 58. It receives a "T+/I+" 

coding for glorifying the indetermination of the art teacher while also 

addressing the technicality of DBAE: 

The structure of the art program reflects the goals of the 
school district, the National Art Education Association, and 
the guidelines mandated by the South Carolina Department of 



Education. Suitable textbooks, teaching materials, and other 
curriculum supports have been adopted to provide opportunities 
for perceiving, producing, and appreciating as well as talking 
about art. Art teachers are allowed flexibility and 
opportunities for innovation; however, the instructional 
program focuses on creative problem-solving, higher level 
thinking skills, basic skills, and the content from the art 
disciplines. (p. 58) 

Paragraphs in the 48 pages analyzed in Future Building merit a 

total of seven codings, while the paragraphs in the 41 pages examined 
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from Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) receive 26 codings. A 

change in presentational strategy may explain the dramatic drop in coded 

paragraphs: While the earliest Getty publications distance DBAE from 

traditional practice, subsequent publications depict the Getty Center as 

part of the art education field. Consequently, the language in later 

publications becomes more conciliatory and equivocal as the Center looks 

for acceptance from the field. And, because the Getty Center relies so 

heavily on guest speakers, it becomes increasing difficult to control 

the rhetoric presented at conferences and in the proceedings. 

In the 250 paragraphs selected for analysis, "quality," "status," 

"rigorous," and "substance/substantial/substantive" appear 14 times, or 

roughly once in every 18 paragraphs. Once again, Duke skews the 

distribution by using the words six times in her 19-paragraph welcome. 

Duke's occurrence rate here is less than in Beyond Creating (J. Paul 

Getty Trust, 1985), where she uses the designated words eight times in 

14 paragraphs. However, the director's current comments indicate the 

evolution of a new vocabulary. "Catalyst" occurs frequently, joining 

the earlier related forms, "collaborator" and "partner." "Diversity," 



"pluralism," and "multicultural" appear, and "multifaceted," 

"multidimensional," and "content-rich" describe discipline-based 

curricula. The definition of DBAE disappears in the rhetoric: 

The Center is committed to partnership, to combining 
resources, and to developing collaborative strategies for 
strengthening art education. At the same time, we acknowledge 
the diversity and pluralism which are part of art education. 
We believe that the multifaceted approach to art education we 
advocate, referred to as discipline-based art education 
(DBAE), is convergent and compatible with forward-looking 
state curriculum frameworks, with the policy statements and 
goals of many national organizations, and with the credos of 
individual art educators dedicated to excellence. (p. 3) 
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Another definition of discipline-based art education68 appears in 

the foreword. This version lists the four disciplines but does not 

refer to sequence, evaluation, or the need for a written curriculum. It 

does, however, appeal to disenfranchised art educators by invoking the 

title of Lowenfeld's famous work: 

In order for this educational reformation69 to actually occur, 
the Getty Center and many art and education advocates believe 
that a more comprehensive approach to teaching children about 
art, one which can make significant contributions to their 
creative and mental growth [emphasis added], must be 
implemented. This approach, which integrates skills, 
knowledge and understanding from the disciplines of studio 
production, art history, art criticism and aesthetics, is 
known as discipline-based art education (DBAE). (p. v) 

68General session speaker Dunn, who is a Getty Center program 
officer, refers to "discipline-based art education (DBAE) and 
complementary approaches [emphasis added]" (p. 32). 

69Both the foreword and Duke's welcome depict the Getty Center as a 
key player in the national educational reform movement. This theme has 
appeared repeatedly since its introduction in Beyond Creating (J. Paul 
Getty Trust, 1985). 
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The second paragraph of the foreword uses the NAEA term "quality 

art education" as it sets the tone for the conference and publication: 

As an outgrowth of the national movement to reform education, 
and as a follow up to our first national conference, held in 
1987, the conference offered attendees opportunities to 
examine the current role and status of art education; to 
exchange ideas with educators who have successfully 
implemented quality art education programs in their schools; 
to discover how a multifaceted art education program can 
enhance and influence educational experience; and to explore 
opportunities for learning in art which lie ahead for this and 
future generations of children. (p. iv) 

Future Building uses familiar strategies to garner legitimacy and 

support for the Center and discipline-based art education. As suggested 

in the quotations above, the publication depicts the Getty Center as one 

player bolstered by many others in a larger, more significant reform 

movement. The Center also continues to rely on suggested endorsements 

through association with visible organizations and eminent scholars and 

leaders in art education and related fields: 

The Center was not alone in producing this national conference 
on discipline-based art education. Twenty-seven prestigious 
cooperating organizations70 provided their ideas, as well as 
their support, for this venture. Many of these organizations 
have been in the forefront of leadership in education, and 
their participation and representation at the conference bears 
witness to the responsibility we all share for the inclusion 
of art education as a viable partner in this nation's schools. 
(p. v) 

General session speaker Down underscores this strategy when he asserts: 

70The list of cooperating organizations appears on page vi opposite 
the section heading for "Day One." The list is similar to the one 
appearing in Discipline-Based Art Education: What Forms Will It Take? 
(Getty Cener, 1987). Association of College, University & Community 
Arts Administrators, Inc; The Art Museum Association of America; and The 
Conference Board are not included on the later list, but a new 
organization, Association of Performing Arts Presenters, appears. 



157 

"Only by joining forces can arts educators be catalysts for change; it 

is time to begin 'playing the politics of inclusion'" (p. 23). 

The Getty Center builds support within the art education field in a 

variety of ways. On a concrete level, the Center generates support for 

its activities on behalf of art education by showcasing successful 

implementation of discipline-based programs ("District Panel Summaries") 

and providing technical assistance for potential problem areas ("Meet 

the Expert" workshops). One of the workshops, "Local Advocacy: Gaining 

Support for Art Education," is direct and prescriptive: 

To become an effective advocate for arts education at both the 
state and local levels, [the speaker] suggested a process 
including the following steps: 
-Make a personal inventory of your own concerns and 
commitment; 
-Become further informed about art education; 
-Join with other like-minded individuals; 
-Assess the school district; 
-Solicit advice and direction from experts and colleagues; 
-Make informed decisions about goals, objectives, programs, 
and projects; 
-Use persuasive measures to extend the impact of your goals 
and objectives; 
-Create a more formal structure for the group involved in 
advocacy; 
-Form coalitions with other groups. (p. 81) 

In her welcoming remarks, Duke underscores the field's interest in 

discipline-based art education by mentioning that over 800 individuals 

are in attendance and that "these facilities are unable to accommodate 

another several hundred people who wanted to be here" (p. 2). The Getty 

Center softens its initial stance on DBAE, and rhetoric suggests that 

everyone needs to work together to define a future course for art 

education: 

It is the Center's hope that these proceedings will stimulate 



further dialogue, discussion and debate. By uncovering the 
concerns, issues and aspirations raised during this 
conference--and by providing access to this information to a 
broader audience of interested and committed individuals--we 
hope to serve as a catalyzing force in helping art reach its 
permanent and rightful place in America's schools. (p. v) 

Yet, despite extensive feed-back from the field, professional 

issues remain unresolved. On this issue, Duke equivocates: 

As we know, there has been much debate about the Center's 
effort to help general classroom teachers become more 
competent in art. We are proud of what has been accomplished 
in Los Angeles and in California, and we are using what we 
have learned from these experiences to develop partnerships 
with other programs across the country. But these experiences 
have taught us that children ought to be taught by the most 
qualified art instructors available. In school districts 
where art specialists teach in the elementary grades, there 
are infinitely more possibilities for quality art instruction 
to occur. The art teacher is, of course, in a compelling 
position by virtue of his or her professional experience and 
commitment to art to provide substantive instruction. But in 
most settings where children normally see an art teacher, they 
only receive about fifty minutes of instruction a week. 
Therefore, we believe it is also the role of the general 
classroom teacher to be involved with art, to extend the 
lessons of the art teacher, and to collaborate in making 
children's experiences with art more meaningful. (p. 4) 

The Getty Center director then skillfully shifts the focus by 

changing the terms of the debate: 

But what the art specialist teaches is also of major concern 
to all of us who want to see art take its rightful place in 
the school curriculum. A multidimensional, multifaceted art 
education, one which provides the rich and varied content 
endorsed by the quality goals statement of the National Art 
Education Association and by numerous state curriculum 
frameworks, is indispensable to the progress of art education 
and its effectiveness in the schools. (p. 4) 

In short, the term "Future Building" may also refer to the Getty 
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Center's strategies for survival. (Both the Getty Center director and 

the Getty Trust president and CEO establish in their remarks that the 
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Getty Center is "here for the long term" [po 7].) Across five years of 

Getty publications, discipline-based art education has changed from an 

articulated paradigm to a "multifaceted approach to art education" (po 

3), as the Center has struggled to win the support of the field. 

As addressed earlier, the significant decrease in liT codings reflects 

the erosion of the discipline-based paradigm and the Getty Center's 

stance. To wit, the language and tone represented in the publications 

have changed from rational and prescriptive to conciliatory, and the 

Center has modified its depiction of self from agent of change to one 

small player in an educational reform movement that includes art 

education. 
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Chapter 5 

ANALYSES OF SELECTED NAEA PUBLICATIONS 

This chapter includes analyses of nineteen National Art Education 

Association publications presented chronologically. The selected 

publications are of three broad types: position statements, books, and 

periodicals. Although the four position statements vary in length and 

appearance, they are all political documents drafted by NAEA staff or 

designated authors to represent the National Art Education Association 

and its activities in affective ways. The two books are joint 

publications: The Getty Center for Education in the Arts underwrote 

Research Readings in Discipline-Based Art Education: A Journey Beyond 

Creating (Dobbs, 1988), and the National Education Association and NAEA 

co-published Visual Arts (Brigham, 1989). Designated sections of the 

books undergo analysis. The 13 selections from NAEA periodicals include 

two papers and one commentary from Studies in Art Education, the 

Association's issues and research journal, and seven articles, one 

review, one editorial, and one letter to the editor from Art Education, 

the general membership journal. Because NAEA members author these 

documents, they reflect the many views of a diverse field. 71 

A visual examination of the group of publications reveals the 

NAEA's publishing priorities. The periodicals have the most consistent 

and appropriate appearance. Art Education is an attractive, somewhat 

glossy, periodical. It features slick paper, black-and-white and four-

71Getty Center staff and authors and DBAE scholars are part of the 
field. 
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color photographs and reproductions, and unifying graphic elements; a 

relatively low textual density facilitates reading. Studies in Art 

Education is smaller in format and uses traditional bond. Graphs, 

lengthier reference lists, and a higher textual density replace photos, 

graphics, and white space. 

In contrast, other publications reflect budgetary constraints. For 

instance, two of the position statements that are particularly important 

for advocacy purposes are photocopied products of desktop publishing. 

A brief rationale for each selection appears in a footnote on the 

first page of the analysis. Analyses describe the appearance of the 

publication and address themes and topics, liT codings, and patterns of 

language, where pertinent. Analyses of text follow; the sixth chapter 

contains analysis of the research question. 

National Art Education ~ssociation. (1985). Quality art education. 
Goals for schools. 2 Reston, VA: Author. 

This three-fold flyer is photocopied inexpensively on grey 8.5 x 

11" paper. On the cover of the folded flyer, a rectangular rule with 

rounded corners encircles the title and the NAEA's name and address; 

"Quality Art Education" appears in large, uppercase type, and "Goals for 

Schools" is capitalized below it. Three other rectangular outlines 

define blocks of content. As the cover panel opens, "What We Believe" 

appears. Still folded opposite it is an advocacy section entitled "What 

72This flyer presents the Association's newly-adopted goals for a 
discipline-based-like "quality art education." 
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You Can Do." When this opens, the main section, "NAEA Goals for Quality 

Art Education," appears stretched across two panels. There is a blank 

panel on the back of the brochure that could be used for mailing 

purposes. 

The inside of the flyer attempts to legitimate the goals statement, 

while both sides of the sheet respond to the Getty Center's promotion of 

discipline-based art education and engage in advocacy. There are no 

coded paragraphs in the flyer. The first goal, "All elementary and 

secondary schools shall require students to complete a sequential 

program of art instruction that integrates the study of aesthetics, art 

criticism, art history, and art production," falls short of a "T+" 

coding. Ironically, the flyer lists production last among the 

disciplines, while Getty publications list it first, apparently in 

response to the field. 

"What We Believe" begins with a strong statement in support of 

credentialism: "Because we believe that all students in public and 

private schools, from Kindergarten to Grade 12 shall receive art 

instruction in the schools by certified art teachers [emphasis added], 

the NAEA Board adopted the following goals for achievement by 1990." 

The section legitimates NAEA goals through association with other 

educational practice: "These goals have been designed in harmony with 

those of other associations of teachers ... " The balance of the sentence 

reinforces the goals rhetorically: " ... they aim at gaining a place for 

art as an equal partner in the total school enterprise, and they 

represent a minimum for achievement of our warranted educational 
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objectives." 

The five goals and four subpoints are presented in an official 

manner. As cited above, only the first goal broadly describes the 

content of a quality art education. Use of that term permits the 

Association to advocate a discipline-based-like approach without dealing 

with the politically-loaded label or appearing to emulate the Getty 

Center. Subpoint 1.1 protects the professional interests of art 

educators by asserting that "art instruction shall be conducted by 

teachers certified in art," and subpoint 1.2 requires universal 

education across the grades. The second goal lists a high school 

graduate requirement in fine arts, and subpoint 2.2 describes 

appropriate content: "An acceptable course in visual arts shall include 

in-depth study in the techniques of at least one art medium; practice in 

several media; and studies in art history, aesthetics, and criticism." 

The third and fourth goals dictate higher education entrance and 

exit requirements in art, and the fifth goal reads: "Every state and 

school system shall have a supervisor or administrator to coordinate and 

direct the visual arts program." Subpoint 5.1 describes an acceptable 

candidate. Nine references to universal instruction and supervision in 

art by certified art educators saturate the 14-paragraph, 442-word text, 

illustrating the Association's interest in controlling practice to 

protect the professional interests of NAEA members. This concern arose 

over the Getty Institute's training of general classroom teachers to 

instruct art using prepared curricula. 

The third section, entitled "What You Can Do," becomes overtly 
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political by encouraging advocacy. It urges readers to use the flyer to 

"secure support from legislators, teachers, parents, and community 

leaders." It further suggests that readers "urge the school board in 

your district to focus on these goals as reasonable, valid and 

reachable," and "give this statement to newspapers and other media with 

the request that they use it to share with your community." The section 

includes a brief resource list of NAEA publications and ordering 

information. 

The goals statement prescribes a move toward a more substantive, 

discipline-based-like quality art education. Symbolically, this signals 

the end of the creative-expressionist era. While the statement requires 

instruction in the four disciplines of art, it does not demand a written 

curriculum. This protects the indetermination of the art specialist, 

who is required by the goals statement to be the instructor of all art 

education classes. 

Greer, W. D., & Rush, J. C. (1985). A grand experiment: The Getty 
Institutes for Educators on the Visual Arts. 73 Art Education, 
38(1), 24, 33-35. 

This article appears in a "mini-issue" devoted to the theme "Rx: 

'85." Editor Clark (1985a) comments: "In this mini-issue, six authors 

prescribe their own conceptions of how to cure the ills of contemporary 

art education. That the patient is ill seems pretty well agreed upon, 

along with all of general education. What medicines are needed to cure 

73This is the first Art Education article to describe the Getty 
Center's DBAE implementation process. 
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the patient are not" (p. 4). The titles of the diverse "prescriptions" 

are "A Post Modern Theory of Art Education" (Grieder, 1985), "Responding 

to the Image World: A Proposal for Art Curricula" (Nadaner, 1985), "A 

Folk Group Focus for Multicultural Education" (Congdon, 1985), "Studio 

Art Teaching: Atomistic or Holistic?" (Gunter, 1985), and 

"Instructional Styles in Art Education" (Hutchens, 1985). 

The title of the four-page Greer and Rush article appears in bold 

print next to a graphic of the pharmaceutical "Rx." A bold-face "pull

quote" introduces the text: "In this article ... Greer and Rush describe 

some of the background and practices of the Getty Institutes for 

Educators on the Visual Arts. 'The Getty Center For Education in the 

Arts in [sic] proceeding cautiously and systematically in building a 

model for instruction in art education'" (p. 24). A black-and-white 

photograph on the second page of the article shows children 

enthusiastically examining a painting in a gallery, while photographs on 

the third and fourth pages illustrate young students discussing their 

studio products with a teacher. 

The 24-paragraph article, which has an average textual density of 

approximately 460 words per page, includes the authors' credentials, 

references, and footnotes. Three pages (24, 34, 35) have "I/T" coded 

paragraphs or contain affective representations of discipline-based art 

education, the Getty Center, or the Getty Institutes. One page (33) 

suggests an early response from the field, and all four pages (24, 33, 

34, 35) attempt to garner legitimacy for the endeavor. The most 

extensively-used legitimating word is "systematic/ally;" it appears 



seven times in the 24-paragraph text. Four paragraphs on page 24 and 

two paragraphs on page 34 earn "T+" codings for presenting the 

structured nature of discipline-based art education: 

Systematic study of the visual arts implies a coherent body of 
ideas presented with thoroughness and regularity. Systematic 
instruction depends on well defined, sequentially organized 
learning situations with specified student achievement levels. 
Participants planned discipline-based implementation programs 
for their own schools and districts that included systematic 
art experiences and identified arts resources in their schools 
and communities that could be used in teaching art. (p. 24) 

There are no other coded paragraphs. 
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Coauthored by the director of the Getty Institute for Educators on 

the Visual Arts and one of its prominent consultants, the article places 

discipline-based art education in juxtaposition to the field of art 

education without directly addressing another practice. Foregoing 

confrontational politics, Greer and Rush use a variety of symbolic and 

linguistic means to separate and legitimate discipline-based art 

education and the Getty Center's activities on its behalf. 

The first paragraph establishes the history of the Institutes and 

states that the Getty Center director "has stressed that study of the 

arts should be an integral part of all children's education" (p. 24). 

Greer and Rush increase legitimacy by referring to the history of DBAE 

within the field: "The Getty's discipline-based viewpoint support a 

consensus that has existed in art education literature for the past 100 

years and has earned considerable support over the last 15" (p. 24). 

The lexicon of science pervades the text, as illustrated by the 

second paragraph: 

The Getty Center staff theorized that the Institutes would 



generate information about ways to provide effective art 
education in elementary classrooms. Both Institutes tested 
the hypothesis that teams of elementary teachers, 
administrators, and school board members could successfully 
plan and implement systematic art programs based on the 
discipline of art. Formal and informal evaluations of the 
Institutes have yielded considerable data about participants' 
learning and subsequent classroom practice. The experiment 
has revealed enough promise in the Center's approach to 
warrant further research and development. (p. 24) 

A comparison of discipline-based art education to "discipline-based 

mathematics" (p. 24) underscores the legitimizing association with 

science. 

Formal language describes the summer staff development programs: 

167 

"The Institutes' goals provided rigorous and intensive engagement with 

concepts and processes intrinsic to the visual arts. introduced the 

literature and pedagogy of art education, and presented various 

curriculum resources geared to systematic art activities" (p. 24). 

Greer and Rush suggest that the Center acts in an informed and 

responsible manner by stressing evaluation in no fewer than nine 

paragraphs: "In accordance with the Getty Center's commitment to 

research, two evaluators collected data independently with specially 

developed observation instruments, rating scales, anecdotal reports, and 

personal interviews" (p. 34); and "Pupil achievement tests referenced to 

outcomes of discipline-based instruction were administered during the 

spring of 1984. Accountability is necessary for educational credibility 

and indispensable to curriculum implementation" (p. 34). Another 

statement alludes to a different art education practice: "The Center's 

use of objective evaluation measures has been crucial to establishing 
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research validity and is a departure from many experimental teacher 

education programs in the visual arts" (p. 34). 

The section entitled "Preparing the Team: The Summer Staff-

Development Program" suggests that the authors are already aware of 

challenges from the art education field. The use of general classroom 

teachers (rather than art specialists) is explained, and aesthetic 

scanning is described as "one [emphasis added] approach to discussing 

art" (p. 33). Likewise, the SWRL Elementary Art Program (1977) is 

listed as "one [emphasis added] example of a discipline-based curriculum 

for elementary school children" (p. 33), although it appears to be the 

only one used at the Institutes. 

The article's last section, "Planning for the Future," establishes 

the future of the DBAE implementation process: 

By establishing the 1983 and 1984 Institutes, the Getty Center 
for Education in the Arts is proceeding cautiously and 
systematically in building a model of instruction in art 
education ... 

The Center will develop and adjust the Institutes' format 
in the Los Angeles area until it is confident that the model 
will serve for other regions of the country. With this in 
mind, art, museum, and state-level educators from other parts 
of the United States have observed past Institutes and will 
continue to do so ... (pp. 34-35) 

After repeated attempts to generate legitimacy for DBAE, the Getty 

Center, and the Getty Institutes, the last sentence of the article 

issues a broad appeal for societal support: "As the Trust looks to the 

future, it anticipates preparing a generation of students who will 

provide leadership for greater involvement in, and understanding of, the 

arts in their communities" (p. 35). 



MacGregor. R. N. (1985). An outside view of discipline-based art 
education. 74 Studies in Art Education. 26(4), 241-246. 
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This article is one of several in the issue addressing discipline-

based art education. Other titles include "Continuing the Translation: 

Further Delineation of the DBAE Format" (DiBlasio, 1985); "Implications 

of DBAE for University Education Teachers" (Lovano-Kerr, 1985); 

"Evaluating Student Achievement in Discipline-Based Art Programs" (Day, 

1985); and "Discipline-Based Art Education: Three Issues" (Lanier. 

1985). The first page of each article includes title. author, 

credential, and brief synopsis. A complete citation appears in the 

upper left corner, and the copyright is in the upper right. On each 

page spread, the author's full name appears as the header on the left-

hand page, while a shortened version of the title forms the header on 

the right. The appearance is appropriately scholarly, with an average 

textual density of approximately 560 words per page. 

Four pages (242, 243. 244, 245) of text include depictions of art 

education, DBAE, or the Getty Center and its Institutes, but there are 

no I/T coded paragraphs. The 18-paragraph article does not engage in 

direct advocacy efforts or attempt to legitimate the author or his 

position. MacGregor's writing style ranges from rather scholarly to 

somewhat informal or personal, and examples of Canadian practice dot the 

text. His ten-item reference list includes publications that document 

the development of discipline-based art education within the field, such 

74This is an early challenge of DBAE and the Getty Center. It was 
written before the distribution of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 
1985) . 
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as Barkan (1966a) and Clark and Zimmerman (1978), as well as articles by 

Duke (1984), Greer (1984), and Greer and Rush (1985) that describe DBAE 

or Getty Center activities. 

MacGregor begins his article by referring to Alfred Schutz's essay, 

The stranger: 75 "[It] is an exercise in determining what constitutes an 

outsider,~and how an outsider may construct an impression of the reality 

shared by the ingroup" (p. 241). He casts himself as an outsider 

examining the "in-group," the Getty Center for Educators on the Visual 

Arts and discipline-based art education. MacGregor, who is head of the 

Department of Visual and Performing Arts in Education at the University 

of British Columbia, professes no involvement in Institute activities 

and states: 

If my impressions appear fragmentary and ill-formed to those 
who have been intimately concerned in the Institute's doings, 
they will at least be sure that my opinions are not the result 
of personal axe-grinding,and can judge whether the fault lies 
with<.my private perceptions or with their public image. 
(p. 241) 

His claims notwithstanding, the article is filled with attempts to 

marginalize the Getty Center and discipline-based art education. 

MacGregor deals repeatedly with the notion of change. citing an 

example of Canadian program development that is process-intensive but 

results in little actual change. Although he seems disappointed by this 

process and excited about the prospect of the Getty Institute 

facilitating change, MacGregor recommends: 

But more important. at the implementation level. should be the 
assurance that discipline-based programs in the Getty 

75MacGregor does not include a citation. 



tradition may be grafted on to a number of existing programs 
with no major upheaval. These days, stability during change 
is an attribute to which most classroom teachers are likely to 
give high priority. (p. 243) 

Later in the article, when he discusses the role of the art 

educator in a discipline-based course taught at the university level. 

MacGregor refutes the notion of "adding on" DBAE: 

The role of the educator in the total enterprise is less 
clearly definable. If it is that of coordinator of 
disciplines, then the educator must have sufficient authority 
over selection of content, as presented by the foundational 
areas, to bring about some communality of purpose or focus. 
Discipline-based art education needs that kind of coordination 
if it is to be more than simply a layering of one kind of 
experience upon another. (p. 244) 

In response to the Getty Institutes, the author expresses 
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professional concerns over the role of the art specialist or consultant 

in discipline-based art education: 

Given the present insecurity of many consultants' positions, 
it could be argued that such training [of generalists] 
undermines the consultant's authority and role. The role of 
the consultant. however, surely is not commensurate with that 
of the classroom teacher, no matter how well trained the 
latter may be. A number of expert teachers is more likely to 
provide a bridge to the less expert body than it is to assume 
coordinating duties for the district. (p. 242) 

MacGregor also challenges the Institute implementation model and 

questions whether universal adoption will ever occur. Rather he 

recommends: 

Given the diversity of clients, the numbers involved, and the 
varying degrees of motivation among those responsible for 
introducing and overseeing educational innovations, the legacy 
of the Getty Institute may well be better realized if it 
provides some examples to which all can aspire, rather than 
attempting universal conversion. (p. 245) 

Then he adds astutely: "The most powerful pressures for change at the 
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local level arise because students at one school are perceived to have 

something that others in neighboring schools do not" (p. 245). 

In the section entitled "The Possibility of Establishing 

Discipline-Based Art Education," MacGregor challenges the use of the 

term "discipline" in a manner that diminishes its significance: 

Samuel Johnson, challenged to refute Bishop Berkeley's notion 
that reality is a mental construct, kicked the nearest rock 
and said, "Sir, I refute this." The Getty Institute's version 
of Samuel Johnson's rock-kicking has been to place before the 
public a statement of what discipline-based art education is 
(Greer, 1984); in the face of that empirical declaration, it 
might seem perverse to argue that it exists only in the minds 
of its proponents. But Greer's initial definition: 
"discipline-based art education should produce educated adults 
who are knowledgeable about art and its production and 
responsive to the aesthetic properties of works of art and 
other objects" (p. 212) is not a definition at all; it is a 
description of terminal behavior or, to borrow a phrase used 
later in the same article, "an educational end-in-view" (p. 
213) . 

.. .. Defining a discipline is of course one of the oldest 
staff-room pursuits at any university, and the continuing 
absence of agreement on what constitutes a discipline makes 
these four contenders as valid as any other. It should not be 
assumed, however, that they carry anything more than the force 
of argument. (p. 245) 

Later MacGregor suggests that the choice was politically-motivated: 

The reasons behind adoption of a title like discipline-based 
art education are more likely political than academic ... If it 
does convey a sense of seriousness and coherence for the 
practice of art education, and if it thereby persuades 
educational policy makers that art is something other than the 
aimless activity many of them imagine it to be, then it is a 
label well worth using. (p. 245) 

MacGregor casts other political aspersions. He notes the 1984 Art 

News article, "How the J. Paul Getty Trust will spend $90 million a 

year" (Failing, 1984), and states elsewhere: "No doubt it will be 

objected at some point that in order to qualify for funding, one has to 
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accept the Getty Trust's precepts for what constitutes a suitable 

program: in this case, acceptance of four pillars of wisdom made up of 

art production, art history. art criticism, and aesthetics" (p. 242). 

Written before the distribution of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty 

Trust, 1985), this article documents early response from the academic 

community. MacGregor questions the feasibility of discipline-based 

implementation and marginalizes the Center through elitist aspersions. 

depicting the Getty as a political effort to control the profession and 

to standardize practice on one best model. 

Hausman. J. J. 
creating: 
Education. 

(1985). An administrator's view. 76 [Review of Beyond 
The place for art in American77 schools]. Art 
38(5), 52-53. 

Hausman's review of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust. 1985) is 

one of two appearing in this issue of Art Education; the review analyzed 

here offers an administrator's view. while the other provides a 

teacher's perspective. The reviews appear at the end of the issue, 

which features a "mini-issue" entitled "Finding Value and Meaning in 

Art." The mini-issue includes four articles on aesthetics, one of the 

four disciplines of discipline-based art education. 

"Reviews" appears in bold type diagonally across the upper left-

hand corner of the spread, and a rule encircles the text. Text is 

76This is one of the first reviews of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty 
Trust, 1985). 

77The title of the Getty Center's first publication is inaccurate in 
the heading and in Hausman's review. Another review in this issue uses 
the correct title. 
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arranged in three columns per page with an average textual density of 

over 900 words. Two "T+" paragraphs on page 52 and one on page 53 

depict the technicality of discipline-based art education, as presented 

in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), and both pages include 

representations of art education, the Getty Center for Education in the 

Arts, and discipline-based art education. 

Through repeated use, Hausman reclaims some of the Getty Center 

vocabulary. Aside from direct quotations from the reviewed publication 

and the use of the term "discipline-based art education," the reviewer 

uses "discipline" seven times and "rigor/ous" nine times in the 14-

paragraph text. In this way, Hausman challenges the content of the 

publication: "Though I kept searching for more disciplined [emphasis 

added] insights, when I looked beyond the generalization, I came up with 

more questions" (p. 52), and "I'm grateful to the Getty Trust for 

reaffirming this accepted generalization. What is needed now is more 

rigorous [emphasis added] attention to making this work" (p. 53). 

Hausman contests the Getty Center's call for greater rigor and 

discipline in art education, suggesting it implies an unflattering 

dichotomy: "Of course, who could be against a call for greater rigor 

and discipline, though we are assumed to have fallen on leaner, less 

disciplined times" (p. 52). The reviewer defends the quality of 

professional practitioners in art education and questions the rigor of 

those who call for more "discipline:" 

Most of my adult, professional life has been spent with 
artists, art educators, and scholars. As a group, they are 
very diverse, given to a wide range of personal and social 
characteristics, strengths, eccentricities, and frailties and 



weaknesses. Yet, in each instance, 1 have come to admire and 
respect particular qualities and skills that the best of these 
professionals evidence in their work. 1 refer to the general 
character of their behavior as "disciplined." 

My reading of the Getty Center report leads me to 
conclude that even greater rigor is needed on the part of 
those who espouse "discipline" in our schools. (p. 52) 

Despite sentences beginning with "1 agree ... " (p. 52), "I'm 
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grateful ... " (p. 53), and "1 welcome ... " (p. 52), the review offers an 

unfavorable view of the Getty Center for Education in the Arts and its 

first publication. Hausman garners support for the field by portraying 

the Center as an uninformed, elite outsider trying to influence art 

education, which is fundamentally sound. 

In a strategy similar to that used by the Getty Center, Hausman 

places the Center in the context of educational reform. However, Beyond 

Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) portrays the Getty Center as a key 

player, while this review presents the Center as one of many would-be 

reformers: 

For those of use who have toiled in the field of art education 
for the past thirty years, there are memories of many 
movements that have sought to give new energy and direction to 
the teaching of art ... we have witnessed an array of efforts 
calculated to enrich and enhance American education. 
Persuasive arguments were mounted to help rationalize and 
clarify teaching practice. Organizations and programs were 
created to give form and structure to particular purposes: 
the Committee on Art Education, programs funded by the U.S. 
Office of Education (including the formation of regional 
education laboratories), the Arts in Education Program of the 
JDR3rd Fund, the Alliance for Arts Education, Arts, Education, 
and Americans, and the Artist in the Schools Programs. The 
most recent entrant to the field is the Getty Center for 
Education in the Arts. (p. 52) 

Hausman negates the Getty Center's claim that the report introduces 

"a new concept in teaching art in America's schools" by stressing its 



continuity with on-going reform efforts: 

Simply stated, the concept of discipline-based art education 
is not new. The Re~ort of the Commission on Art Education 
(published in 19657 ) stated that "there is a structure for 
the disciplines of creating and conducting inquiry about art. 
At whatever level a person engages in learning about art, 
there is the necessity that such learning be consistent with 
these disciplines ... " (p. 142) (p. 53) 
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While Hausman claims that the field eagerly awaited the publication 

of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), his first comments do 

not address the content of the book. "The published report is 

handsome! , " he exclaims. "It's well designed; the quality of the 

printing is exemplary" (p. 52). But, in Hausman's view, the content 

does not live up to its packaging: 

Having spent a lot of time and money in their research, the 
reported findings provide a combination of common-sensical and 
questionable generalizations. 

It's obviously common-sense to observe that we need 
politically skilled advocates and academic rigor. It's not 
very profound to identify three "phases involved in developing 
successful discipline-based programs: initiation, 
implementation, and maintenance." (p. 52) 

Hausman bemoans the lack of specificity: "What makes me uncomfortable 

is concern about specific operations that will make these 

generalizations into realities. What examples of content derived from 

aesthetics are appropriate for first grade children? .. " (pp. 52-53). 

The reviewer advances an elitist comparison: "[Beyond Creating (J. 

Paul Getty Trust, 1985) is] the kind of report that would be quite at 

home with elegantly designed efforts that adorn the tables of corporate 

board rooms" (p. 52). He makes other references to the Getty Center's 

78A complete citation is not included. 



resources and confirms its "outsider" status: 

Nancy MacGregor, President of tqe National Art Education 
Association, issued a statement 9 cautioning us about a larger 
"alternative art education complex" seeking to help our field. 
As she observed: "among the results of such self-willed 
amateurism have been a general lack of focus, the constant 
rediscovery of established knowledge, and the repetition of 
old mistakes--in short. an ineffectual use of resources, both 
human and financial. that were intended to aid art education." 
(p. 53) 
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Equivocally, Hausman offers veiled support for the Getty Center's 

efforts: "Overall, I welcome the willingness of The Getty Trust to lend 

its support to the field of art education and want to encourage their 

continued efforts. At the same time, I'm concerned that their well 

intentioned efforts may fall short of their aspirations" (p. 53). 

In the final analysis, Hausman finds: "Beyond Creating: The Place for 

Art in American Schools should be seen as an impressive, generalized. 

perhaps political. persuasive document" (p. 53) that "seems more suited 

for a community audience that needs to be awakened to the importance of 

art in the lives of all people" (p. 53). The statement reinforces his 

challenge of the publication's academic rigor and casts it as a glossy 

product of elites with a political project. 

Qualley, C. A. (1986). ~Q~u~a~l~i~t~y~a~r~t~e~d~u~c~a~t~i~o~n~. __ ~G~o~a~l~s~f~o~r~s~c~h~o~o~l~s~. __ ~A~n 
interpretation80 (rev. ed.). Reston, VA: National Art Education 
Association. 

The cover of this 4 x 9" brochure is printed in blue ink on glossy 

79This citation is not referenced. 

80The NAEA president-elect interprets the Association's goals 
statement in this brochure. 
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white stock. "Quality Art Education" appears at the top in large, 

uppercase type, and "Goals for Schools" is capitalized below it in 

smaller type. "An Interpretation" appears between two horizontal rules, 

and the Association's name and address is at the bottom. A thin rule 

provides a border. The back cover carries the following legitimizing 

announcement: "Production of this statement was authorized by the Board 

of Directors of the National Art Education Association, 1986." 

The brochure has 41 numbered pages, all printed in blue, including 

a one-page goals statement and 35 pages of text. Seven of these pages 

contain only a goal presented in a ruled box. Text length per page 

varies widely; six randomly-selected pages indicate an average textual 

density of 237 words per page. Pages one through six cover introductory 

material. Between pages eight and 40, each goal appears on a left-hand 

page followed by a rationale and appropriate information. Stapling 

causes the brochure to open at the center spread that contains the 

important subpoint 1.1: "Art instruction shall be conducted by teachers 

certified in art." Headings and subheadings, bold and italicized 

typeface, and bullets divide the text into easy-to-read chunks. There 

are four blank pages but no photographs or graphics. Page 40 contains 

two bold headings: "Achieving a Quality Art Education" and "What We 

Believe." A few blank pages follow. 

The word "quality" appears 48 times in the 35 pages of text, 

including 14 times on pages 39-41. Rhetoric renders it cliche: "An 

education of excellence must include a quality art education for all 

students" (p. 3); "A balanced education includes a quality art 
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education" (p. 6); "These are educational expectations of a very high 

order. They are the outcome of a quality art education" (p. 15). All 

of these examples--and more--appear in bold print at the ends of 

sections. 

Four pages of text (9, 10, 21, 27) deal with the liT ratio or 

depictions of the NAEA or art education, and 12 pages (1, 2, 3, 6, 9, 

15, 18, 23, 24, 28, 40, 41, plus the back cover) attempt to garner 

legitimacy for quality art education and the Association. Two pages 

engage in advocacy (23, 24) when instructing general classroom teachers 

how to support quality art education: "They can support the program by 

recognizing that the content of the art program is beyond their 

experience and training to be effective and share that concern with 

school administration" (p. 24). 

While none of the pages acknowledges the Getty Center for Education 

in the Arts or refers directly to any other art education practice, the 

following passages suggest that some undefined current practice is not 

acceptable: "It is our purpose to promote and maintain the highest 

possible degree of quality instruction in visual arts programs 

throughout the United States ... In the implementation of these goals, the 

members of the National Art Education Association will work to\~ard the 

improvement of art instruction at all levels" (p. 41). It is unclear 

whether the problem results from indetermination in the field, creative

expressionist tendencies, or the use of generalists to teach art. 

Two paragraphs on pages nine and 27 receive "T+" codings; they both 

refer to sequencing: 



What students learn of the content of art is not accomplished 
differently than in other subject areas in the school 
curriculum. Unless there is a regular, consistent, and 
appropriately sequenced program in which students participate 
each year, learning will be seriously impaired. This means 
presenting simple concepts in the early grades followed by 
increasingly complex ones as students mature intellectually 
and emotionally. (p. 27) 

180 

The section headed "What Does It Mean to Integrate Art Learning?" 

contains an "1+" coded paragraph that glorifies the ability of the art 

teacher: "The importance of the art educator in the integration of the 

components of a quality art education is inestimable. With a good 

understanding of how the art object comes into being and why it is made, 

the teacher will be able to plan ways of conveying that understanding to 

the students" (p. 21) The page also includes a "T-/I+" coded paragraph: 

"Effective integration of a variety of art concepts cannot be 

prescribed. Skillful and knowledgeable art educators understand the 

importance of their own role in making the curricular decisions that 

lead to integration" (p. 21). There are no other coded paragraphs in 

the 36-paragraph text. 

This brochure reflects a dilemma. Like the Getty Center, NAEA must 

now gain and maintain support while proposing a change in practice to a 

diverse--and therefore partially reluctant--field. As a result, the 

text speaks in different voices. For example, when addressing 

integration of the four areas, the publication states: 

The idea of the integration of these components of a quality 
art education is based on the belief that they should be 
effectively united in order to provide complete understanding 
of art and its value to each individual. In such an art 
education, art production, aesthetics, art criticism. and art 
history will contribute to the totality of the students' art 
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learning. (p. 21) 

While professing to support integration, author Qualley consistently 

lists production first among the four components; the other three follow 

in alphabetical order. 

Elsewhere in the brochure, Qualley adopts a popular, expressionist 

tone when he states: "NAEA believes making art is central in the art 

education of all students. In the early grades art-making is a primary 

vehicle through which children can most fluently tell stories, relate 

experiences, fantasize, convey messages, express feelings, and give 

ideas concrete form" (p. 4); and "Making art objects has always been and 

will probably continue to be central in the art education of young 

people. This is because making art is an activity that comes naturally 

to the young ... " (p. 11). 

Qualley contradicts this last statement when attacking incorrect 

assumptions about content and learning in art. This example comes close 

to faulting indetermination: 

Children from the earliest school ages have a natural ability 
to draw and paint and model objects. If they are given 
materials to work with they can produce art. Those who have 
talent continue to make art; those with little or no talent 
naturally lose interest and turn to other activities. 
Sequencing experiences presupposes there is something to be 
learned, but if children can make art on their own, surely 
they must already have an innate understanding of whatever 
that is. This is a wrong assumption. (pp. 9-10) 

While this publication prescribes a practice that requires 

integration and sequencing, it never addresses a written curriculum. 

Such a requirement would be unpopular in the field and could facilitate 

access. Instead, Qualley takes another tack and protects professional 
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employment by claiming that quality art education is too challenging for 

the uninitiated: 

Instruction must be by certified art teachers because a 
quality art education program is too difficult, too demanding, 
too complex, and has too much content for anyone to teach 
successfully who does not have the extensive art training and 
background that achievement of certification as an art teacher 
requires. 81 

The effective integration of all of the components of 
this program also requires special understanding of the ways 
in which instruction can be sequenced, and familiarity with 
the expectations that can realistically be placed on students 
at different grade levels. (p. 24) 

Politically, Qualley adopts an equivocal position that promotes 

serious art instruction by certified art specialists while retaining 

familiar creative expressionist notions and language. This strategy, 

combined with his unconditional support of art education professionals, 

fosters the consolidation of diverse art educators82 under the NAEA 

banner. Qualley garners additional support by invoking an ideal: 

Society has high expectations for the outcomes of education. 
Well-rounded, intelligent, informed, sensitive, self
confident, and contributing people are most certainly the goal 
of any society for each of its generations. A quality art 
education program can make a significant contribution to 
educating this kind of person. 

It can, however, only make that contribution if its 
content is presented regularly, consistently, and throughout 
the entire period of each child's formal education. (p. 28) 

81Qualley's attempt to control practice through credential ism 
ignores the fact that many in-service teachers may not be adequately 
prepared to teach aesthetics, criticism, or art history. 

82Qualley recognizes the plurality of practice in his text. 
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Clark, G. (1986). We need all the help we can get. 83 Art Education, 
39 (2), p. 4. 

Although this issue of Art Education includes a "mini-issue" 

devoted to designing art environments, the feature articles address 

discipline-based art education. In the editorial, Clark uses affective 

descriptions of DBAE and the Getty Center for Education in the Arts in 

an attempt to legitimate them. There are no coded paragraphs in the 

one-page editorial, which contains 709 words in five paragraphs printed 

in two columns on the fourth page. "Editorial" appear in bold white 

print in a black bar at the upper left-hand corner of the page, and the 

title, "We Need All The Help We Can Get," stretches across the top of 

the page. In contrast to the lay-out in Studies in Art Education, there 

is ample white space. 

Clark appeals to art educators' sense of prestige to encourage them 

to consider DBAE. Carefully walking a political tightrope, the editor 

uses the legitimacy of his position to charge that art education is a 

low priority in the public schools. He suggests: "What we most often 

fail to recognize is that our public image is mor~ negative than 

positive because of what we do in classrooms" (p. 4). Clark supports 

his contention with anecdotes. For example, he comments on student 

reviews of art education texts written since 1965: 

It became very apparent that most of the students in this 
course were sensitized to the need for art education programs 
to develop new content and strengthen the political status of 
art in the schools. 

One aspect of the history of art education that all these 
students recognized was the need for stronger. more legitimate 

83The editorial sets the tone for this discipline-based issue. 



rationales in support of the place of art in school curricula. 
(p. 4) 
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He bolsters his case by relating a discussion that challenges the 

professional credibility of art educators: 

I vividly remember a long conversation with my lithography 
teacher, when I was in college, about his perceptions of the 
"junk" his children brought home from their art classes. He 
was very negative about the art teaching in his children's 
schools, and he is a very well-known, successful Bay-area 
artists. If artists don't support what art teachers teach. 
how can we expect support from the general public? (p. 4) 

Clark states that the Getty Center for Education in the Arts is 

working to improve art education and its public image through the 

promotion of discipline-based art education. His definition of DBAE 

falls short of invoking the technicality of practice, however, and the 

paragraph remains uncoded: 

[The Getty Center's] premise is that art education is a 
content based, cognitive subject that requires district-wide 
curricula. The Getty Center also believes that art 
production, art criticism, art history, and aesthetics should 
be taught with relatively equal attention. as is practiced by 
many good art teachers and in many good art programs. (p. 4) 

Although the last sentence is designed to appease art educators, it 

confuses the issue by giving the impression that DBAE is not much 

different from the current practice that Clark denigrates. 

The editor outlines the three principal articles in the issue, 

beginning with the two that offer endorsements of discipline-based art 

education and the Getty Center: 

[Jones and Runyan, 1986] discuss the characteristics that have 
brought their program to this state of excellence and note 
that the Getty Center's attention to their program has helped 
improve the community support they already receive. 
Clahassey ... notes that the Getty Center For Education In The 
Arts is supporting a kind of art education appropriate to 



future needs and to emerging pressures in the visual arts. 
(p. 4) 
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He then addresses the third article: "Lund ... speaks out for a different 

view; he argues that some art educators are trying to lacademize l art 

education and that this is inconsistent with what art teachers do in 

their classrooms" (p. 4). Although Clark does not develop this, his 

brief comment suggests that the Lund (1986) article challenges the 

technicality of discipline-based practice and supports the 

indetermination or professionalism of the art specialist. 

Clark concedes that the controversy over an art education paradigm 

will not be resolved shortly. He suggests that all art teachers examine 

their purposes and accomplishments and reminds them again of art 

education1s low prestige in the school system: 

The most recent Gallup Poll about education reiterated that 
art is the least important subject in the school curriculum in 
the eyes of the general public. If this is true (and it has 
been reported consistently for a number of years), we 
obviously need to redefine our content, redefine the learning 
experiences we offer our students, and help reestablish the 
importance of art education in the school curriculum. (p. 4) 

Having confronted readers with examples of art education1s low status, 

Clark concludes with an alternative: "The Getty Center for Education in 

the Arts is trying to help and we need all the help we can get" (p. 4). 

Lanier, V. (1986). To eat your cake and have it too: A response to 
Beyond Creating. 84 Studies in Art Education, 27(3), 109-114. 

This issue of Studies includes an editorial, five articles, two 

84Lanier presents a scholarly response to Beyond Creating (J. Paul 
Getty Trust, 1985). 
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commentaries, and four reviews of recent publications. Lanier's six-

page paper, subtitled "A Response to Beyond Creating," appears as the 

lead article. as opposed to a commentary or review. (Hausman [1986] 

reviews Beyond Creating [J. Paul Getty Trust. 1985] in the same issue. 

after reviewing it in a 1985 issue of Art Education.) 

According to editor Salome (1986) the diverse papers in this issue 

"deal with the what and how of art education" (p. 107). The editorial 

refers to the development of discipline-based art education, as 

represented in Studies in Art Education: "The 1963 Spring and Fall 

issues ... contain historically important papers dealing with the purposes 

and values. beliefs and assumptions of art education, and the continuing 

saga of art education as a discipline" (p. 107). Although not 

officially analyzed. a passage in his first paragraph that presents the 

legitimizing endorsements of the Getty Center for Education in the Arts 

and the National Endowment for the Arts would earn a "T+" coding for its 

description of technicality: "The Endowment will support State Arts 

Agencies in developing plans to make art in education a basic in 

schools, with sequential training resulting in specific, testable skills 

and knowledge at specified ages" (p. 107). 

Salome (1986) offers the following assessment of Lanier's lead 

article: 

Dr. Lanier raises questions concerning some of the conceptual 
foundations of the ideas presented ~n Beyond Creating: The 
Place for Art in American Schools. 8 He takes issue· with the 

85The editor--and Hausman (1986) again--use the incorrect title; 
Lanier correctly writes Beyond Creating: The Place for Art in America's 
Schools. 



following ideas: 1) Works of visual art communicate thoughts 
and feelings through visual forms, and this communication 
occurs independently of words. 2) Art is a form of knowledge 
that provides reliable information about the world. 3) The 
arts are the highest of human achievements. 4) Art activities 
promote the ability to cope with ambiguity in varied contexts. 
5) Art can be used to accomplish non-art ends. 6) Art 
experiences enable people to see in contexts both in, and 
outside art. Lanier recognizes the progressive direction of 
the publication in advocating "Discipline-Based Art 
Education," but calls for clarification of the claimed 
benefits of art education--a position that he has maintained 
since his 1963 paper on "Schismogenesis" in art education. 
(p. 107) 
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Lanier's article has the same appearance as the MacGregor article 

reviewed earlier. It is 27 paragraphs long, not counting extensive 

quotations from Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), and has an 

average textual density of close to 600 words per page. Four pages 

(110. 111. 112. 114) garner legitimacy for Lanier's position. and two 

pages (109. 114) offer depictions of art education, DBAE. or the Getty 

Center. One paragraph on page 109 earns a "T+" coding: 

The Getty program is, in its general orientation. conceptually 
forward looking and progressive. This is not to say that the 
ideas of Beyond Creating are new: the basic philosophy is 
about twenty years old. as the text is careful to point out. 
(p. 4) and still evolving. The Getty program and this volume 
take a radical position for the present era and support art as 
a serious subject of study. as important in its own right as 
math. science. and language. when art is taught as content to 
be learned rather than as an "activity." (p. 109) 

Lanier does not repeat a selected vocabulary. although his language is 

powerful and scholarly: 

To use the same word. knowledge. to describe the private 
hypotheses produced by viewing art and the public information 
generated by science. is to dilute the term to a parody and to 
demean the visual arts by distracting attention from what is 
unique to them: the power to provoke response that imbues 
objects and events with aesthetic value. (p. 111) 
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This paper differs from other articles and reviews of Beyond 

Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), the Getty Center for Education in 

the Arts, and discipline-based art education in that it presents itself 

as scholarly, rather than overtly emotional or political. 86 Lanier 

accepts--and challenges--the material from a scholarly perspective 

without considering how political circumstances could have shaped the 

content. 

The author places a great deal of importance on the section 

entitled "Perspective: Why Art in Education and Why Art Education." 

According to Lanier: 

[It] is the only portion of the report identifiably prepared 
by an art educator,87 Elliot Eisner. As such it assumes a 
visibility of some consequence, both inside and outside the 
field. It becomes the hallmark essay of the Getty theoretical 
position. For this reason, if no other, it deserves careful 
attention. (p. 111) 

Lanier's criticism of the section begins with an examination of 

Eisner's inconsistent use of language. Lanier takes exception to 

Eisner's statement that "the arts represent the highest of human 

achievements:" (p. 111) 

The reader has no recourse but to take this assertion 
literally; it is stated somewhat bluntly and it is repeated 
three more times in the section. The assertion is repeated a 
fifth time in a somewhat altered form: "as a culture we 
regard the arts as among the highest of human achievements." 

86Admittedly, Lanier's objective is to advance his own scholarship. 
Four of the eight publications cited in his reference list are his own 
work. 

87When addressing the section entitled "Art is Fundamental," Lanier 
refers in passing to the anonymous authorship of the text: "Early in 
the section the writer (or writers) establishes the rationale for having 
art in the school ... " (p. 109) 



Since there is a significant difference 
and the four others in the section, the 
error either in writing or in editing. 
confusing to the reader. (p. 111) 

between this statement 
discrepancy is an 
In either case, it is 
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Lanier suggests that this assertion of art's superiority "is likely 

to be dismissed as educational hyperbole, what Barzun [1978] called 

educational 'inflation,' devoid of intellectual substance but typical of 

art education rhetoric" (p. 111). The author goes on to challenge the 

assertion itself and accuses: "Art education will not be taken 

seriously until we abjure such excess in our vision of our own 

importance" (p. 112). 

Lanier also contests Eisner's conception of purpose in art 

education, finding that his writing on this topic is reminiscent of 

self-expressionism: 

The distinction between developmental purposes (those that use 
art as a means of accomplishing non-art ends) and the 
intrinsic purpose of art is not a new one. Made in the early 
sixties (Lanier, 1964), it divides those fundamental ideas 
about the function of art in human experience into two very 
different camps. During the past 100 years, art education has 
submitted as the rationale for its existence a series of 
developmental values such as: creativity, therapy, 
humaneness, visual literacy (as opposed to aesthetic 
literacy), motivation to remain in school, assistance in the 
learning of reading, right brain exercise, and the like. The 
concept of learning about art because art is of value to the 
individual in its own right, whether or not it promotes other, 
non-art benefits--the intrinsic purpose--has been consistently 
neglected. Despite our frequent protestations about the 
superiority of art to every other human activity (as has been 
noted above), it is almost as if we had little confidence in 
the virtue of art unless it led to some non-art benefit. 
Surely for us to claim that art is supremely important. but 
that it can also make one perceptive or intelligent is to 
belittle the first point by adding the second. (p. 112) 



Lanier sees this confusion in conception of purpose as the major 

weakness of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) and as a 

significant threat to discipline-based art education: 

As long as we permit developmental ideas, such as coping with 
ambiguity or learning to see, to contaminate the purpose of 
our educational efforts, we encourage the temptation (ever
present among the studio trained population of art teachers) 
to continue to emphasize art production at the expense of 
history, criticism, and aesthetics. With this easily 
available rationale, the art teacher has no strong motivation 
to explore what might be done with non-production 
methodologies. In contrast, a clear priority of intrinsic 
purpose would focus attention on all four disciplinary 
components. (p. 114) 

~onetheless, he claims to understand the appeal of developmental 

notions in a paragraph fraught with romantic symbolism: 

It is not surprising that many in the field cannot escape the 
shackles of older, developmental ideas. They are the ideas 
which we learned in college and which we used in our teaching. 
They come to us wrapped in the mantle of heroes such as Read, 
Lowenfeld, and D'Amico and with the imprimatur of the 
psychologist. Most of all, I suspect, they are imbued with 
the excitement of having to do with the creation of art and 
the artist, that passionately desired alter ego of most art 
educators. Next to the glamour of the artmaker, criticism, 
history, and aesthetics are mundane, pedestrian, and (horror 
of horrors) intellectual. (p. 114) 
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As with Hausman (1985) and MacGregor (1985), Lanier's tone changes 

at the end of the article: "Fortunately, the central theme of the 

volume--that art teaching should move toward DBAE--is ~ thoroughly 

progressive direction. I have no doubt that the Getty program will, in 

time, deal with the issues raised here" (p. 114). 

Lanier clearly assumes that the Center accepts and promotes 

discipline-based art education as elaborated by Greer (1984). Part of 

Lanier's first paragraph reads: 



[Beyond Creating] reports on seven art curricula in as many 
parts of the country. developed by or for school districts and 
presently operational. The selection of these curricula 
purports to have been done in reference to the general 
theoretical position of the Getty program. that of discipline
based art education as it has been described by Greer 
[emphasis added]. (1984) However. Beyond Creating makes the 
point that not one of these curricular represents a mature 
DBAE since none incorporates study in all four modes of DBAE: 
production. art history, art criticism. and aesthetics, but 
only the first three. (p. 109) 
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In actuality, Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) does not refer 

specifically to Greer's articulation of the discipline-based paradigm. 

And Lanier does not recognize this as an effort by the Center to present 

a more marketable. mixed approach to art education. Consequently. he 

devotes his energies to clarifying the difference between intrinsic and 

extrinsic purposes. which can also be seen as the difference between 

Greer's discipline-based art education and a developmental or self-

expressionist practice. ignoring the political and professional goals of 

the Getty Center to gain broad acceptance for its approach to art 

education. In other words, Lanier challenges the adequacy of 

scholarship represented in Beyond Creating, which is a political. rather 

than scholarly. publication. 

MacGregor, N. P. (1986). Who speaks for art education?88 Art 
Education, 39(5), 33-35. 

The title of this 3-page article appears in bold type at the top of 

the page with the author's name in smaller type underneath. A large, 

88The immediate past president of NAEA examines the roles of the 
Association and the Getty Center. 
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bold "T" begins the text ("That"), and a rule runs across the top and 

down the outside edge of the page. More than 40 paragraphs comprise 

three columns of text per page with an average textual density of 

slightly over 900 words. The author's credential appears at the end of 

the article: "Nancy P. MacGregor is an Associate Professor of Art 

Education at the Ohio State University in Columbus, Ohio. She is the 

immediate Past President of the NAEA" (p. 35). 

All three pages garner legitimacy for the Association, evidence the 

influence of the field, and deal with depictions of NAEA, the Getty 

Center, or discipline-based art education, but no pages engage in 

prescriptive advocacy efforts. 89 Because this article deals with 

symbolic presentations of professionalism, as opposed to the actual 

teaching of art, no paragraphs receive liT coding. (The goals statement 

is included, but its definition of quality art education does not 

address technicality to the extent necessary for "T" coding.) 

MacGregor invokes the phrase "excellence in art education" nine 

times and advances NAEA and art educators by using the word 

"profession/al" 19 times, for an occurrence rate of once in every 1.5 

paragraphs. She also uses "quality" four times, "status" twice, and 

"substantive" four times. Although the Association uses the term 

"quality art education" in place of "discipline-based art education," 

"status" and "substantive" are part of the Getty Center's lexicon. 

Center rhetoric pairs "status" and "quality," but MacGregor does not. 

89Admittedly, the article itself represents an advocacy attempt. 



In one instance, "status" appears alone. When the author uses it the 

second time, it is adjacent to a sentence that includes the word 

"quality:" "We [NAEA] are providing materials to help improve the 

quality of art education in schools. These activities have been 

undertaken to address members' needs and improve the status of art in 

education" (p. 35). 
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The tone of the article suggests the perception of a serious threat 

to the NAEA's credibility and professionalism. In addition to frequent 

use of the word "profession/al," the author responds with a list of 

legitimizing accomplishments and portrayals of the Association that 

range from disadvantaged competitor to leader and then to collaborator. 

The fact that the author is immediate past president of NAEA carries 

special weight. 

MacGregor begins by challenging readers to consider who speaks for 

art education, as " ... the who has a way of shaping what is said and 

done. This, in turn, often determines the long term impact on art 

education and our careers" (p. 33). Acknowledging that NAEA, art 

education's professional association, has a history of reacting to what 

other groups say or do about art education, MacGregor admits that "there 

has been a willingness to follow initiatives of other groups than NAEA 

to provide independent leadership" (p. 33). 

In discussing the "alternative art education complex" (p. 33), the 

author pays particular attention to the highly-visible National 

Endowment for the Arts (NEA) and the Getty Center for Education in the 

Arts. Rather than adopting an adverse stance, MacGregor attempts to 
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garner a position of symbolic leadership. She notes with conciliatory 

appreciation that both organizations have included art education 

professionals in recent planning or policy development activities: 

The Getty Trust conscientiously sought council from art 
education specialists both as advisory committee members and 
individuals. NAEA representatives also have been involved. 
The Getty Trust has formulated policy and adopted discipline
based-art-education with the benefit of experience and 
research accumulated by the art education profession over many 
years. (p. 33) 

MacGregor seems supportive of their efforts, which she claims complement 

the NAEA's goals: 

The Getty Trust and the NEA have recognized publically [sic] a 
need for substantive, sequential, goal-oriented programs in 
art education in our nation's schools. In other words, they 
are speaking for excellence in art education. They are 
providing a unique kind of support for the NAEA's twenty year 
effort to advance substantive, K-12 visual arts programs--a 
support that we have not experienced previously. (p. 33) 

In this way, MacGregor reconceptualizes the situation to suggest 

that all three groups are working together and that the Getty Center and 

NEA are following NAEA's early lead in art education reform. This is an 

important symbolic and legitimizing representation for the author, who 

elsewhere in this article alludes to professional threats that resulted 

from NEA and Getty Center programs. 

In the next paragraph, MacGregor acknowledges that the Endowment 

and the Getty Trust have visibility, credibility, and resources unknown 

to the National Art Education Association. Casting the Association in a 

disadvantaged position, she worries: "Once the power of the Getty and 

the Endowment is realized, as compared with that of the NAEA, the 

question of who speaks for art education assumes a new dimension" (p. 
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33) . 

MacGregor maintains that the Association must carefully examine the 

challenge of any group advancing art education policy. She contends 

that NAEA has leadership potential and insists that the Association 

"seize the opportunity" (p. 33) n ••• to build the NAEA as a national 

power to impact policy decisions, be pro active, and to speak for the 

field" (p. 34). As a symbolic demonstration of readiness, the author 

lists 18 NAEA accomplishments that legitimize the Association. In 

particular, she portrays NAEA as responsible and highlights the 

Association's move toward greater fiscal strength: "One reason others 

impact our field is that they have funds to implement their policies. 90 

It, therefore, was imperative that the NAEA Board of Directors establish 

policy to build a sound financial base ... " (p. 34). 

The author expresses aspirations for the Association's publication, 

Excellence in Art Education: Ideas and Initiatives, by Ralph Smith 

(1986) : 

This is the product of the NAEA Committee on Excellence in Art 
Education. The publication, in part, presents criteria for 
artistic excellence in the Visual arts and outlines an 
excellence curriculum for art education in secondary schools. 
Content of the book should stimulate debate about excellence 
in art education among ourselves and among those in the 
alternative art education complex. (p. 35) 

She also discusses leadership vis-a-vis state art education 

organizations and the NAEA Board of Directors. If the states and 

national Association work together, MacGregor strategizes, "We have the 

90Certainly this is an allusion to the Getty Center's financial 
resources. 
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potential for national momentum to implement our policies, thus pointing 

to a kind of professional consensus ... Our professional impact will be 

realized when we reinforce each other" (p. 35). Without elaboration she 

adds that the Board has considered who will carry out the national 

agenda. 

In her summary, MacGregor attempts again to gain the support of art 

educators and asserts that "NAEA is assuming active leadership and is 

beginning to speak for art education" (p. 35). She marshals confidence 

and begins to move toward the desired leadership position before 

accepting a complementary existence: 

The NAEA, as well as members of the alternative art education 
complex, have provided evidence that changes are taking place. 
They are making decisions and speaking for art education, but, 
we are too! All activities reinforcing a call for excellence 
in art education will affect our careers positively in the 
near future. (p. 35) 

Eisner, E. w. 11987). An analysis of Lanier's analysis of Beyond 
Creating. 9 Studies in Art Education, 28(2), 118-122. 

Eisner's five-page work, which is printed under a "Commentary" 

heading, has an appearance similar to other Studies articles included in 

this study. While Lanier's (1986) analysis of Beyond Creating (J. Paul 

Getty Trust, 1985) appears as a lead article, Eisner's analysis of 

Lanier's paper is presented as a commentary printed between the articles 

and the book reviews toward the back of the issue. The commentary, 

which has a textual density of approximately 580 words, includes 16 

91The author of an essay in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 
1985) responds to Lanier (1986). 
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paragraphs of text written by Eisner and eight paragraphs of quotations 

from Lanier's analysis. Eisner legitimizes his position with 

prestigious citations on page 121: 

Knowledge, in my view and in the views of philosophers such as 
Polanyi. Langer, Goodman, Read, Rorty, and others comes in 
many forms. We know, as Polanyi pointed it out in Personal 
Knowledge and The Tacit Dimension, more than we can say. 
Langer has written a three-volume work, Mind: An Essay on 
Human Feeling, that similarly expands our conception of the 
ways in which we know. For special insight into this 
epistemological issue I would suggest Nelson Goodman's Ways of 
World Making. The positivistic conception of knowledge 
expressed in Lanier's critique has been rejected, by even many 
of those who at one time advanced it. (p. 121) 

There are no coded paragraphs. and the commentary does not engage in 

prescriptive advocacy efforts, evidence response from the field, or 

offer affective depictions of the Getty Center or NAEA. 

Eisner, the only art education author directly credited in Beyond 

Creating (Getty Center, 1985), defends his essay in that Getty 

publication by clarifying its length and intended audience: 

... my brief, five-page statement in Beyond Creating was hardly 
intended to be a full-blown theoretical rationale for 
Discipline Based Art Education as Lanier appears to assume. 
It was intended to be a statement designed to persuade the 
general reader about the importance of art in education. (p. 
119) 

Throughout the commentary, Eisner quotes extensively from Lanier's 

article and responds with dismissals and amplifications that 

demonstrates his scholarship, as illustrated by the quotation in the 

first paragraph. He suggests that Lanier doesn't understand his 

positions and that his criticisms are flawed. In response to one point, 

for example, Eisner states: 

Now I regard such a criticism a quibble. But if one really 



wants to split logical hairs, it is Lanier who is confused. 
To claim that something is the best within a class of objects 
in no way excludes the claim that it is also among the very 
best within that class. A student at the top of his or her 
class is also among the top ten percent. My point here, 
however, is not to split hairs but to instruct those who do to 
be sure about the logic of their own criticism. (p. 119) 

Eisner finishes his rebuttal with one last dismissal of Lanier: 

There might very well be theoretical or conceptual problems 
with arguments for Discipline Based Art Education. There 
might also be serious flaws in the brief essay that I prepared 
for Beyond Creating. But if there are, they are not the ones 
that Professor Lanier has tried to identify.92 (p. 122) 

In summary, Lanier's (1986) review of Beyond Creating (1985) 
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challenges the publication's scholarship. Eisner, the only identified 

essayist from the field of art education, responds by dismissing Lanier 

and contending that scholarship was not the intent of the publication. 

Eisner demonstrates his academic abilities in the commentary through 

sophisticated language and references to the work of highly-regarded 

scholars. 

National Art Education Association. (1987b). Strengthening arts 
education in schools. 93 Reston, VA: Author. 

An inexpensive sheet of 8.5 x 11" paper is folded twice to produce 

this photocopied, three-panel flyer. When folded, the title and the 

92Eisner briefly addresses Lanier's other criticisms of Beyond 
Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) in a similar fashion: "Lanier also 
criticized a brief essay written by another author, in Beyond Creating, 
titled 'Art is Fundamental.' His criticisms of that are as flawed as 
his criticisms of mine." (p. 121) 

93The politically-motivated 1986 "Philadelphia Resolution" is 
reproduced in this flyer. 



NAEA's name and address appear in large print on the cover, each 

enclosed in double rules. Opened, the "Philadelphia Resolution" 

appears; it is dated March 24, 1986. It contains 10 small blocks of 

text94 separated by spacing; capitalized text and official language 
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convey legitimacy. The first five blocks begin with "whereas," and the 

following five read "therefore," "that every," "that we promote," "that 

we urge," and "that we pursue." The resolution continues onto the 

center panel that also contains the heading "Operational Concepts for 

Strengthening Arts Education in Schools."95 Three blocks of text 

precede seven enumerated concepts, all separated by spacing. 

Four additional operational concepts continue on the left panel on 

the back of the page; the right panel is the cover, described above. 

The center panel, which becomes the back of the flyer when folded, 

contains a statement of purpose that highlights the professional status 

of the NAEA: 

The National Art Education Association (NAEA) is a non-profit 
professional organization dedicated to advancing art education 
through professional development, service, advancement of 
knowledge, and leadership. NAEA publishes numerous 
monographs, anthologies, standards, booklets, and brochures on 
art education, and sponsors a national convention each year. 
NAEA also publishes a journal, Art Education, a research 
quarterly, Studies in Art Education, and NAEA News. 

94There are a total of 27 paragraphs or blocks of text. The textual 
density is approximately 600 words. 

95The brief introductory text indicates that the Ad Hoc National 
Arts Education Working Group developed the operational concepts after 
drafting the Philadelphia Resolution. 
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The panel legitimizes the Philadelphia Resolution by listing the 30 arts 

performance organizations, arts education associations, and arts 

advocacy groups participating in the ad hoc National Arts Education 

Working Group. The group includes the American Association of Museums. 

American Council for the Arts, Kennedy Center Education Program, Music 

Educators National Conference, and the State Arts Advocacy League. The 

Getty Center for Education in the Arts is conspicuously absent. 

Both sides of the flyer--the inside and the cover sheet--address 

art education or the liT ratio, engage in advocacy efforts,96 and 

attempt to garner legitimacy. The cover sheet also alludes to the Getty 

Center's activities on behalf of discipline-based art education. One 

section of the resolution earns a "T+" coding: " ... every elementary and 

secondary school should offer a balanced, sequential, and high quality 

program of instruction in arts disciplines taught by qualified teachers 

and strengthened by artists and arts organizations as an essential 

component of the curriculum." 

The text engages in overt advocacy efforts. For example, the Getty 

Center's promotion of discipline-based art education elicits a 

prescriptive response: 

We must establish for arts education a coordinated policy
making process that includes the arts and arts education 
communities. Over time, this will vastly increase our ability 
to affect the policies of others whose support is needed to 
make the arts and the study of the arts more central to the 
educational mission of communities throughout the country. 

96An italicized statement underscores the intent of the flyer: 
"Permission is granted to reproduce this flyer in its entirety, but not 
for sale." 
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Another operational concept prescribes a local decision-making focus for 

curricular control. These statements suggest that the ad hoc group 

intends to influence the Center's activities in a pro-active manner. 

To that end. the 11 operational concepts address the development 

and implementation of a more substantial "quality arts education"97 

conducted by qualified teachers. Although the term "discipline-based 

art education" is not used. the word "discipline" appears four times in 

the flyer. and "professional" appears seven times. underscoring the 

professional concerns of the group. 

The resolution begins by invoking social consciousness: "Whereas. 

American Society is deeply concerned with the condition of elementary 

and secondary basic education ... " The text attempts to garner support 

by assigning broad responsibility for art education. The final 

operational concept reinforces this point: 

Basic research. model projects, and advocacy efforts are 
critical to establishing a consistent and compelling case for 
increasing the economic base of support for arts education in 
schools and in the community at large. While the primary 
responsibility for increasing budget allocations in support of 
education programs rests with local school boards and 
administrators. we all must recognize our share in this 
responsibility as members of the larger society. We must 
build a powerful community constituency at local, state, and 
national levels among arts and arts education organizations to 
initiate a step-by-step process for change. 

The flyer represents an early response to the Getty Center's 

efforts to improve the quality and status of arts education in America's 

schools. Although some of the text may be concessionary, thirty 

97The NAEA term is used twice in one operational concept. 



organizations are nonetheless working together in an attempt to 

establish or retain societal support and the professional control of 

"quali ty arts education." 

National Art Education Association. (1987a). NAEA ... The first forty 
years.98 Reston, VA: Author. 
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The glossy red cover of this 8.5 x 11" publication is embossed with 

a large, metallic gold laurel wreath. The title appears at the top in 

white, and the Association's name is at the bottom. A white rule 

encircles the cover, and the NAEA address appears in small white type on 

the back. 

A vellum insert lines the cover. The cover sheet features a large 

NAEA logo printed in blue with the dates "1947-1987" printed in red. 

The 21-page publication is printed in blue ink99 on high-gloss white 

paper. Graphic elements found throughout the publication include blue 

ruling, screening, color bars, and small red squares. The major textual 

divisions are "NAEA: The First Forty Years," "Members," "Organization," 

"Headquarters," "Leadership/Goals," and "Benefits, Services, and 

Programs." 

The text is arranged in one or two columns per page, with both 

spacing and indentation marking paragraphs. The one-page letter from 

the president contains over 760 words printed in small typeface, while 

98This official report presents both the past and the current 
circumstances of the NAEA. 

99Even the photographs are printed in blue, reflecting a limited 
printing budget. 
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the other 14 pages of text have an average textual density of 255 words. 

Limited white space and the cluttering of photographs and graphic 

elements belie the fact that this document was published by an arts 

organization. 100 The unusual appearance of the report suggests that the 

NAEA has the desire, but not the resources, to compete with Getty Center 

publications. 

Nonetheless, the competition for legitimacy is obvious: An 

organizational chart, goals and mission statements, a five-year audited 

statement of operations and fund balances, and charts and graphs emulate 

a corporate report and legitimate the Association by emphasizing its 

rationality and fiscal responsibility. Text and quotations from NAEA 

presidents evoke tradition and provide continuity and legitimacy, as 

does a grouping of photographs with the following caption: "Each year 

the NAEA convention features internationally-known artists, historians, 

architects, scholars, and politicians as keynote speakers, such as 

Richard Hunt, James Michener, Paolo Soleri, Larry Rivers, Christo, Janet 

Fish, Margaret Mead, Philip Pearlstein" (p. 15). 

Photographs of the NAEA board of directors appear in the back, 

along with listings of 1987 regional division officers, past presidents, 

affiliate chairs, 1987 state/province art education association 

presidents, current Association staff, and past NAEA executive directors 

and convention sites. In all, 131 names appear on the three pages. A 

quotation from a past president presents the inclusive or egalitarian 

100Visually, the publication more closely resembles a program for a 
sporting event. 
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nature of the NAEA: " ... it should be noted that no one person can ever 

claim sole responsibility for Association achievement. Preceding and 

subsequent leadership, Association staff, and grass-roots membership 

participation are keys to all action and accomplishments" (p. 12). 

The publication also features photographs from the NAEA archives. 

The images document the construction of Association headquarters and 

depict past conferences, speakers, and art education leaders. 

Clearly, the publication is about the Association, not art education: 

There are no photographs of art, art education activities, or children. 

This underscores the NAEA's need to express its legitimacy and to 

reclaim support from the field in the wake of the Getty Center's 

challenge. 

Paradoxically, the Association adopts some of the early Getty 

strategies for this publication. As previously mentioned, the report 

covers NAEA's history and features legitimizing quotations. Select 

vocabulary occurs repeatedly: The word "quality," borrowed from the 

Getty lexicon, appears 15 times in the 72 paragraphs, and 

"profession/al" is used 12 times, for an overall occurrence rate of once 

in every 2.7 paragraphs. 101 Most significantly, the publication 

advances the Association while ignoring the Getty Center and its 

activities. 

Of the 15 textual pages, only one presents affective depictions of 

the NAEA or art education; this occurs on page one in the letter from 

101Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), in comparison, uses 
its specific vocabulary once in approximately every 2.9 paragraphs. 
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the president. Four pages (I, 2, 8, 10) garner legitimacy for the 

National Art Education Association; two (1, 18) allude to the Getty 

Center's activities on behalf of discipline-based art education; and one 

page (11) engages in overt advocacy efforts. 102 There are no coded 

paragraphs, and there is only one direct mention of the Center or DBAE: 

"New guidelines for the Arts-in-Education Program of the National 

Endowment for the Arts have placed an emphasis on substantive art 

instruction; and a private foundation, the Getty Center for Education in 

the Arts, has advocated support for 'discipline based art instruction'" 

(p. 11). 

The letter from president Qualley sets the tone for this 

promotional publication: "This is the first time such a report has been 

sent to NAEA membership and it is another example of the on-going effort 

to keep the members of our association informed about the problems we 

have met and progress that has been made in being and becoming an 

effective agent for the improvement of the status of art education in 

the schools" (p. 1). Although Getty Center activities may have prompted 

this report, the challenge goes unmentioned. Instead, Qualley casts the 

Association in a leadership role: 

NAEA members have always hoped and expected that the 
association would be a proactive agent for art education and 
an effective voice for the visual arts in the schools. It 
seems that such a role is now within our grasp: when national 
policy in visual arts education is made, NAEA is not only 
consulted, but its leaders are involved in the formulation of 
that policy; when other segments of the education community 

102These totals indicate text only and do not reflect photographs, 
captions, quotations used as graphic elements, charts and graphs, the 
financial statement, or the goals statement. 



want to understand the role of art in the school curriculum, 
NAEA is asked to provide information and insight; when 
powerful individuals and agencies want to be involved in 
improving the quality of art education, it is to NAEA they 
turn to seek advice about what to do. Through our membership 
in NAEA, each of us has become more influential and more 
effective than ever before in our quest for quality art 
education for all segments of society. (p. 1) 

Qualley emphasizes "the impact of the presently healthy fiscal 

condition of the organization" (p. 1) and advances his notion of 

professionalism: 

I am very proud of what NAEA has accomplished and tremendously 
excited about what is still to come. We are, truly, a 
professional association, for we are performing professional 
services for professional members and we are leading the way 
to a time when a quality art education will truly be available 
to all people and when art education finally becomes a 
recognized element in basic education. As this report 
attests, we have come a long way down that road; now we are 
ready to go the rest of the distance and this report is 
evidence that it is within our grasp. (p. 1) 

As discussed in the analysis, this publication, which strives to 
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project a legitimizing corporate image, is the NAEA's most ambitious and 

overt symbolic attempt to garner support and speak rightfully for the 

field of art education. However, the chart and data-filled publication 

loses sight of art, art education, and a publishing aesthetic in that 

quest. 

Dobbs, S. M. (Ed.). (1988). Research readfn;s for discipline-based art 
education: A journey beyond creating. 0 Reston, VA: National Art 
Education Association. 

The 6 x 9" covers of this l80-page anthology are primarily black 

103This represents a collaborative publication between NAEA and the 
Getty Center. 
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with smaller areas of white. The design does not become apparent until 

the book is opened flat; then a portion of a larger black circle 

dominates the covers and extends over the edges. The title appears in 

large, white type on high-gloss black, while the publisher--the National 

Art Education Association--is printed in black on the white part of the 

front cover. There is no type on the back cover. 

The volume contains twelve articles relating to the development of 

discipline-based art education. 104 Each article comprises a chapter 

that begins with a full-page block number cut from a black-and-white 

photo. Most of the photographs depict children and their teachers 

engaged in non-production, discipline-based art activities; one shows 

adults writing in a museum gallery. These photos provide visual appeal 

while illustrating how DBAE differs from traditional practice. 

Pagination occurs in the middle of the outside margin, and 18 pages of 

tables, charts, or graphs give a more scholarly appearance to the 

publication. 

The articles are organized chronologically in three thematic 

sections, "Antecedents," "Setting the Stage," and "Prospects for the 

Future." The eight-page105 introduction, analyzed here, appears without 

a photographic marker. The first page (p. 5) contains affective 

depictions of the art education field, and four pages (5, 7, 8, 9) build 

legitimacy. There are no coded paragraphs, and the five full pages of 

104Editorial notes place each paper in context. 

105Listed under a "references" heading, eight endnotes cover 
sections of two pages. 
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text include 19 paragraphs and have an average textual density of 

approximately 375 words. 

Dobbs begins the introduction by legitimizing the field and 

providing a context for the development of a new art education paradigm. 

The initial sentences suggest a ground swell: 

In recent years the field of art education has experienced 
enormous change. New state frameworks, graduation 
requirements for high school and admission requirements for 
colleges, and the commitment of an increasing number of school 
districts nationwide to programs in art have provided 
encouragement. Graduate and undergraduate programs have 
continued to train an increasingly-sophisticated group of 
professional art educators. (p. 5) 

Dobbs then presents evidence of the growing professionalization of 

art education: 

Signs of vitality in the professional field are the emergence 
of new journals (especially in the universities and by the 
state art education organizations), the focus of art educators 
on specialized topics (such as museum education), and the 
growth and well-being of the professional organizations (the 
National Art Education Association's membership is at an all
time high.) (p. 5) 

Finally, the editor invokes science, both to justify and to 

legitimate changes in the field of art education: 

A key catalyst for change in the 1950s was Sputnik and the 
shock waves it sent through American education. Government 
and the universities endeavoured to improve schools through 
large-scale research and curriculum development. In art 
education, funds became available for R&D activities in a 
few of the government-sponsored education laboratories (CAREL, 
CEMREL, SWRL) and on some campuses. (p. 6) 

As evidenced in the above quotation, Dobbs tends to use rational or 

scientific language. Notably, the editor dedicates six adjacent 



paragraphs 106 to defining and describing philosophical, empirical, 

curricular, and historical research: 

A significant role in the emergence of discipline-based art 
education has been played by research, which advances the 
frontiers of a field or discipline by putting forth new ideas, 
sometimes testing these, and building a literature of theory 
and applications which can be relied upon by theoreticians and 
practitioners alike. (p. 7) 

Elsewhere, a word from the creative-expressionist lexicon invades his 

rational language: " ... it is in the courses, credentials, and degree 

programs of teacher preparation institutions that both classroom 
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generalists and art specialists are nurtured [emphasis added] in art as 

a subject area" (p. 8). 

In addition to the use of rational language, Dobbs appropriates 

other early Getty Center strategies for advancing discipline-based art 

education. For example, he presents DBAE as evolving from within the 

field of art education and does not directly challenge creative 

expressionism: 

While the creative self-expression paradigm featured a focus 
on the child and personality integration, with emphasis on 
traditional art-making techniques and activities, the 
discipline-based paradigm approaches art as a more balanced 
curriculum that includes content from four art disciplines; 
art criticism~ art history, and aesthetics in addition to 
production. lOt (pp. 6-7) 

While explaining the development of DBAE, the editor states: "It 

acquired the nomenclature 'discipline-based art education' in a 1984 

journal article" (p. 6). This is a clear reference to Greer's (1984) 

106This is almost one-third of the introduction's 19 paragraphs. 

107This weak definition of DBAE does not merit liT coding. 
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definitive paper, which is included in the anthology, but Dobbs does not 

cite him directly. However, when describing the organization of the 

entire volume, Dobbs writes: 

[The articles] are chronologically rather than thematically 
grouped, to emphasize the evolution of the DBAE paradigm. The 
first section, drawing its material from the end of the 1960s, 
is titled Antecedents. It begins with Elliot Eisner's review 
of the concepts and organization of the Kettering curriculum, 
one of the early efforts to develop a comprehensive structured 
approach to teaching art in the elementary grades. (p. 9) 

This representation is consistent with the Getty Center's frequent use 

of Eisner, who is widely known in the field, as a figurehead for its 

endeavors. 

Significantly, the introduction abandons typical NAEA use of the 

term "quality art education" and suggests strong support for DBAE: 

Because of the growing prominence of the discipline-based art 
education approach in the professional field, the National Art 
Education Association, as a service to its members, decided to 
publish an anthology of readings drawn from the art education 
research literature that would be helpful to those involved in 
teacher training. These readings focus upon issues related to 
discipline-based art education rather than address it 
directly ... Their purpose is to increase awareness of those who 
are or will be teaching art as to the sources of discipline
based art education, and the affirmation of its principles 
through the convergent testimony of research in the field. 
(p. 8) 

Two pages later, in the last paragraph of the introduction, the 

reader discovers: "Support for publication by the National Art 

Education Association of this anthology of research studies for 

discipline-based art education was furnished by the Getty Center for 

Education in the Arts. The Getty Center is a major advocate and sponsor 

of the DBAE approach" (p. 10). The unusual sentence construction places 
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the National Art Education Association up front while avoiding the Getty 

name until the end. 108 

In funding this volume, the Getty Center attempts to shape the 

future of art education in this country. The use of Dobbs as editor is 

a key part of this effort: Dobbs uses Center strategies to support and 

promote DBAE in what appears to be an NAEA publication. Although the 

credential reads "Stephen Mark Dobbs, Editor; San Francisco State 

University; Spring, 1987," he was senior program officer at the Getty 

Center for Education in the Arts in 1988 when Research Readings was 

published. 

While the joint nature of this venture is not emphasized, it is 

significant symbolically, as it presents the Getty Center and the NAEA 

working together for the good of the field. The Center gains the 

apparent endorsement of art education's professional association for its 

discipline-based efforts, and the NAEA gets an attractive, legitimizing 

publication, presented "as a service to its members" (p. 8). 

108Similarly, the title page states "A publication of the National 
Art Education Association," while sponsorship information appears in 
smaller type: "Support for the publication was provided by The Getty 
Center for Education in the Arts." Apparently, reaction against the 
Getty is such that it chooses not to emphasize the collaboration. 
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London, P. (1988). [Letter to the editor] .109 Art Education, .1JJ2) , 
p. 5. 

London's letter to the editor appears on page five opposite an 

editorial that embraces all members of the National Art Education 

Association: "Art Education is an equal opportunity journal. Everyone 

is welcome to submit a manuscript. You don't have to know somebody. 

You don't have to 'be somebody.' You don't have to have the 'right 

ideas.' And you don't have to wait to be asked" (Lewis, 1988b, p. 4). 

Two paragraphs detail the manuscript submission process. 

The last two paragraphs of the editorial address DBAE and the 

current issue of Art Education: 

The debate is about discipline-based art education. It is the 
second of a two-part series on this topic. Part one appeared 
last September. The sequence was timed to allow readers to 
respond to the ideas they encountered in part one. Two 
"letters to the editor" are part of that response. 

When discipline-based art education was little more than 
a topic for discussion few art educators were roused by it. 
Now that it is a potent force for change some have become its 
champions. They see it as the salvation of art education. 
Others see it as a threat to what they believe art education 
ought to be, to their professional status, and even to their 
livelihood. When there are differences of opinion there must 
be discussion. It is my hope that airing the issues here will 
help promote clarity, that clarity will engender wisdom, that 
wisdom will strengthen the profession and ultimately improve 
art teaching in the schools. (Lewis, 1988b, p. 4) 

The four-paragraph letter contains 260 words of text and includes 

affective depictions of discipline-based art education and the Getty 

Center. There are no I/T coded paragraphs. London's credential reads: 

"Department of Art Education; Southeastern Massachusetts University; 

109London offers a general response after an issue of Art Education 
was devoted to discipline-based art education. 
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North Dartmouth, Massachusetts." 

London's emotional, mocking tone contrasts the rational and non-

confrontational nature of much of the DBAE literature. He begins the 

letter by posing seven questions in a challenging, rhetorical fashion 

and asks, "Have I missed some original contribution that DBAE makes to 

our field that heretofore has gone unsaid?" (p. 5). He suggests through 

his questions that DBAE's incorporation of aesthetics, criticism, and 

history is nothing new and asks, "Am I the only art teacher who writes 

up his lesson and unit plans and who talks with principals and school 

boards?" (p. 5). After seven questions, London makes his first 

statement: "For the life of me, I can't find anything more than this 

which is proposed by DBAE" (p. 5). 

The first two paragraphs are clearly sarcastic in their challenges 

to discipline-based art education. The second question, for example, 

asks "What is there so enchanting about DBAE that it is attracting so 

many eager adherents who apparently can't wait to abandon their clearly 

ineffectual practices for something that really works?" (p. 5). 

The attack becomes political when London makes two passing 

references to the Getty Center's promotion of discipline-based art 

education. At the end of the first paragraph he wonders, "Could this be 

all that they claim as lying 'beyond creativity?, '" clearly referring to 

the Getty's first publication, Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 

1985). Later he charges: 

If the legacy of another mission of art education, say that of 
Lowenfeld, or Chapman or D'Amico, came not only with bright 
ideas but with a hefty endowment, perhaps of a billion or two, 
would we now be dreaming kind thoughts of Lowenfeld, while 



visions of fluttering bucks danced merrily around our heads? 
(p. 5) 
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In the third paragraph London adopts a different tone and poses an 

academic question: "Has anyone field tested DBAE against a control 

group and a contending theory of art education to see whether the thing 

works better than anything else currently on the market?" (p. 5). This 

question challenges claims that discipline-based art education is 

rigorous and scientific. 

In brief, London's letter contains emotional rhetoric that is 

sarcastic in tone. The author challenges the Getty Center's 

participation in the art education field, suggesting that the Center is 

using its vast resources to influence practice. 

Duke, L. L. (1988). The Getty Center for Education in the Arts and 
discipline-based art education. 110 Art Education, 41(2), 7-12. 

This is one of six articles in the March, 1988, issue of Art 

Education (Lewis, 1988a) that focuses on discipline-based art education. 

The articles, in order of appearance, are the Duke article analyzed 

here; "The Egal itarianism of Discipline-Based Art Education" (Si! verman, 

1988); "A Commentary on DBAE" (Muth, 1988); "What Does DBAE Teach?" 

(Hamblen, 1988b); "Back to the Future: Reflections on Present-day 

Emphases in Curriculum and Evaluation" (Hausman, 1988); and "The 

Romanticist Legacy and Discipline-Based Art Education" (Pittard, 1988). 

This study also analyzes the Silverman and Muth articles and a letter to 

110The director of the Getty Center presents the Center's programs 
after five years of operation. 
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the editor (London, 1988). 

Duke's six-page article contains five pages of text arranged in one 

or two columns per page, with an average textual density of 

approximately 700 words. The first page of text appears under a 

screened "DBAE" header and the title, printed in large typeface. On the 

second page of text, a black-and-white photograph of a girl looking at a 

book of art images replaces one column of text. The girl sits in front 

of a bulletin board covered with reproductions and didactic information, 

reinforcing the serious nature of discipline-based art education. Page 

11 features three black-and-white photographs. The top and bottom 

photos depict children engaged in production activities from the SWRL 

Elementary Art Program (1977); adults observe in one of the photos. In 

the middle photo, a man tries his hand at some brush strokes. Another 

photograph runs across the bottom of the last page of the article. It 

depicts adults in a museum gallery. 

After a nine-paragraph introduction, the following headings divide 

Duke's text: "Center Adopts DBAE," "Public Advocacy," "Professional 

Development," "Development of DBAE Theory," "Model Programs," and 

"Curriculum Development." The publication name and date appear with the 

page number at the bottom corner of each sheet, and ruling outlines each 

page. 

All of the textual pages carry depictions of the Getty Center, 

DBAE, the art education field, or the I/T ratio. Four of the five text 

pages (8, 9, 10, 12) attempt to generate legitimacy for the Getty Center 

or discipline-based art education; two pages (8, 9) evidence response 
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from the field; and one (p. 9) engages in advocacy efforts. 111 Four of 

the paragraphs on pages eight. nine (two paragraphs). and 10 are coded 

"T+;" one example follows: 

Teachers. school administrators. and school board members 
attend an intensive 3-week summer staff development program. 
Art teachers and general classroom teachers then return to 
their schools where they implement a curriculum to teach a 
discipline-based art education program using a written. 
sequential curriculum of their choice. So far. the program 
seems to be proving itself as an effective model for 
initiating and sustaining a DBAE program for grades K-6. (p. 
10) 

One paragraph on page nine that reports the field's negative response to 

the perceived technicality of DBAE receives a "T-" coding. A sample 

passage reads: "There are further misgivings that a rigid set of 

instructional rules. carried out by an obedient but inadequately trained 

teacher. would squelch the development of a child's originality and 

creativity" (p. 9). 

Duke's language tends to be somewhat elevated. as the following 

examples illustrate: "Reflecting our recognition that developing the 

theoretical underpinnings of DBAE is essential. the Center sponsored its 

first seminar devoted to theoretical issues confronting art education" 

(p. 10). and "It is futile to leave teachers to struggle with areas they 

find too abstract or abstruse for educational application" (p. 12). 

Duke invokes the Center's mission to elevate the "quality and status of 

arts education in America's schools" five times and uses typical Getty 

Center vocabulary: "Quality" and "status" appear seven times each. and 

1110ther pages describe advocacy efforts. 
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"substance/substantive/substantial" appears six times. Duke uses 

"rigor" only once, but "comprehensive" appears four times. This 

vocabulary appears 25 times in 41 paragraphs. (In contrast, the author 

also uses the expressionist term "nurture" twice.) 

In this article, the director of the Getty Center for Education in 

the Arts examines the mission and activities of the Getty Center on its 

fifth anniversary. Duke reviews the history and structure of the Center 

and defines its five areas of activities: public advocacy, professional 

training, evolution of DBAE model programs. creation of theory. and 

curriculum development. 

Duke establishes an early dichotomy between art with substantive 

content and art without substantive content. Later she becomes more 

direct and states that DBAE "represents a different paradigm from that 

of creative self-expression which had dominated art education throughout 

the 1940s and 1950s" (p. 8). She devotes two paragraphs to a direct 

comparison of the two paradigms and quotes Harold Williams. president 

and chief executive officer of the J. Paul Getty Trust: 

The arts have been assigned a marginal position in today's 
curriculum. and art education is valued almost exclusively as 
a means for enhancing self-expression and creativity. rather 
than as an organized body of knowledge acquIrIng the same kind 
of substance and intellectual rigor we expect in the sciences 
and the humanities. (p. 8) 

Duke uses a number of techniques to legitimate DBAE and the Getty 

Center's activities. She portrays the Center as measured and 

responsible and describes how carefully it became involved with 

discipline-based art education. Figures and statistics suggest 
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scholarship, but two quotations and Clark, Day, and Greer's (1987) 

characteristics of discipline-based art education are included without 

appropriate citations. Duke stresses the extent to which the Getty 

Center relies on experts in the field and highlights an affiliation with 

the Rand Corporation, "a national research organization that has 

analyzed educational change extensively in the United States" (p. 9). 

Duke garners support for the Center's activities through suggested 

endorsements: 

Twenty-nine prestigious national educational and arts 
education organizations cooperated in the conference, 
including the National Art Education Association. The 
conference provided a forum for four eminent keynote 
speakers--William Bennett, United States Secretary of 
Education; Ernest Boyer, President, Carnegie Foundation for 
the Advancement of Teaching; Frank Hadsall, Chairman, National 
Endowment for the Arts; and Elliott Eisner, Professor of 
Education and Art at Stanford University--who were unanimous 
in expressing a commitment to bettering the place of the arts 
in general education in the nation's schools. (pp. 9-10) 

She also mentions that the Center's goals are "virtually identical" 

to the National Art Education Association's goals for quality art 

education and admits that "the Center's advocacy activities are focused 

on improving the quality and status of art education by acting as a 

catalyst in building a network of DBAE advocates through meetings, 

conferences, publications, and media coverage" (p. 9). 

Clearly Duke is responding to the field when she states: "In a 

sense, the Center moved into a mildly haunted house when it adopted 

DBAE. Ghosts still linger in the form of misconceptions stemming from 

some earlier misjudgments made when the discipline-based reform movement 

was in its early phases" (po 8). She concludes the list of 
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misperceptions by directly addressing concerns about child art making: 

"There was also the fear that DBAE would eliminate art production, when, 

in fact, DBAE not only specifically includes this basic discipline but 

is designed to enhance the child's making of art by introducing new 

levels of skills and art appreciation" (p. 9). 

Also responding to criticisms from the field, Duke suggests that it 

is self-expressionism, which "may have been a satisfying experience for 

a few innately gifted students," that is elitist: " ... it left too many 

young people with the impression that art was only a production activity 

that had little to do with their lives--that encounters with art were 

elitist activities which could be appreciated only by the exceptionally 

talented or by those with wealth and leisure" (p. 7). 

In conclusion, Duke uses an NAEA publication to present information 

about the Getty Center for Education in the Arts and its involvement 

with discipline-based art education. Although the article contains 

typical Duke presentational strategies, language, and codings, it also 

shows awareness of response from the field. The director of the Getty 

Center for Education in the Arts speaks out rather strongly against 

self-expressionism, but she also woos the field by portraying the 

Center's actions as carefully considered and by suggesting that everyone 

can participate in the development of discipline-based art education: 

Not all have agreed with our directions or policies--DBAE is 
often a controversial subject, but we have tried to welcome 
diverse opinions and examine new evidence with a rational and 
impartial mind. Without new and sometimes conflicting ideas, 
we can never achieve our objective of improving the status and 
quality of art education in the schools. (p. 12) 
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Duke's conciliatory suggestion that DBAE may still be open to 

redefinition demonstrates that she is more interested in appeasing art 

educators than in retaining a strict definition of the discipline-based 

paradigm. 

Silverman, R. H. (1988). The egalitarianism of discipline-based art 
education. 112 Art Education, 41(2), 13-18. 

This article has a graphic appearance similar to the others in this 

issue of Art Education. The first page appears under a screened "DBAE" 

header, and rules outline every page. The title appears in bold print 

at the top of the page, and the text begins with a monumental capital 

letter. Two columns of text are centered on the first page. The second 

and third pages each have two columns of text with a third column 

devoted to a screened black-and-white image of a child or children 

writing in front of bulletin boards displaying discipline-based art 

activities. The fourth and fifth pages each have three columns of text, 

but the text extends only slightly more than halfway down the page. The 

bottom 1.5 inches of the textual columns overlaps screened photographs 

that fill the bottom of the page. While the photos of children drawing 

or writing about their production activities are intended to reinforce 

the contention that DBAE is as serious as other academic subjects, the 

children's projects do not appear to be tutored images resulting from 

discipline-based instruction. The last page of the article includes 

112Silverman responds to charges that DBAE is elitist. 
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three columns of text, Silverman's credential,113 a six-item reference 

list, and a chart that depicts how art can be defined. 

The six-page article has an average textual density of 589 words 

per page and contains 47 paragraphs of text. After three paragraphs of 

introductory material, the following headings divide the remaining text: 

"The Meaning of Discipline-Based Art Education" (eight paragraphs), "A 

Particular Definition of DBAE" (two paragraphs), "The DBAE Curriculum: 

A Democratic Blueprint" (16 paragraphs), "Defining Art Broadly But 

Critically" (14 paragraphs), and "Conclusion" (four paragraphs). Five 

of the six pages (13, 14, 15, 16, 18) address art education, DBAE, or 

the I/T ratio, and three pages (13, 16, 18) attempt to garner legitimacy 

for DBAE. Three pages (13, 14, 16) refer or allude to reactions from 

the field: 

Accompanying this widespread interest in DBAE are the 
criticisms of this approach. It has been referred to as 
elitist, focusing only on the so-called Fine Arts (Bersson, 
1986) and as technocratic, because of a perceived emphasis 
upon highly specific objectives and content and systematic 
instruction, without an equal concern for the student 
(Hamblen, 1985). (p. 13) 

Eight paragraphs on pages 14 (two paragraphs), 15 (three 

paragraphs), and 16 (three paragraphs) receive "T+" codings. The 

following passage prescribes technicality most extensively: 

113In addition to his academic affiliation, the credential lists 
Silverman as "Associate Director for Curriculum, Getty Institute for 
Educators on the Visual Arts." (p. 18) 



In addition to drawing content for study from the four 
disciplines of art, Greer l14 believes that DBAE also requires 
that this content be embodied in a written curriculum. Such a 
curriculum must stipulate the subject-matter to be studied and 
the understandings and skills to be developed. It must also 
include the procedures and basic instructional resources that 
will enable teachers to deliver content and develop student 
abilities. Procedures for effectively evaluating student 
achievement should also be included. (p. 14) 
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Another paragraph on page 14 speaks for many in the field. Although it 

is not Silverman's position, the paragraph merits a "T-" coding: 

It is this emphasis upon a prescribed blueprint that troubles 
many art educators. Idiosyncratic teaching and learning, 
valued by those who advocate creativity for both the teacher 
and the student, appear to be overlooked when everyone is 
expected to focus on the same content and practice the same 
skills. (p. 14) 

One paragraph on page 15 warrants a mixed "T+/I-/T-" coding. 

Although it initially claims that ordinary teachers can provide adequate 

instruction in art using a discipline-based curriculum, the third 

sentence seems to diminish those educators who accept its technicality. 

The rest of the paragraph denigrates both the indetermination and the 

technicality of some traditional practices: 

All teachers, whether they have extensive, little, or no 
background in art, can provide adequate and important 
instruction in art when they are guided by a legitimate DBA 
curriculum. Knowledgeable, talented, and/or highly motivated 
teachers will follow, modify, and improvise upon the 
instructions and activities prescribed. Others, because of 
their insecurity or rigidity, will follow lessons closely. 
But even their students will have an art learning experience 
that is more comprehensive than the recipe-following, or 
intuitive, "happy hands" or imitative, "fill-in-between-the
lines" art experiences that too many teachers currently 

114Silverman invokes the "comprehensive definition delineated by 
Greer when he first articulated the phrase 'discipline-based art 
education' in 1979, and fleshed-out its meaning in a paper five years 
later (Greer, 1984)." (p. 14) 
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provide. (p. 15) 

Silverman writes: "The purpose of this article is to deal with 

[Bersson and Hamblen's] appraisals by demonstrating that DBAE. when 

properly implemented. is not only more democratic than other approaches 

to art education; it also contributes, to a far greater degree. to 

developing students' expressive abilities" (p. 13). While the latter 

part of the statement might appeal to many practitioners. Silverman 

takes a strong position on discipline-based theory. traditional 

practice. and the use of general classroom teachers for art instruction. 

This reinforces the perception that the Getty Center's training of 

generalists constitutes a professional challenge for art specialists. 

Early in the article. Silverman invokes Greer's (1984) definition 

of discipline-based art education and blasts those who advocate 

creativity. using the language of science to legitimize his position: 

It is blatant romantic nonsense to continue to believe that 
everyone is born creative and artistic ... there is a massive 
body of eVidence115 that indicates that even those who have 
inborn talents and dispositions toward innovative and original 
behavior require the acquisition of knowledge and skills for 
these potentials to be fulfilled. (p. 14) 

Silverman contends that the written curriculum or technicality of 

discipline-based art education makes it democratic. because it addresses 

the needs of the majority of teachers and students who are not creative. 

Silverman's elaboration. which emphasizes technicality and diminishes 

creativity. seems initially to confirm the concerns of DBAE critics: 

[A DBAE] curriculum offers even the most ordinary student the 

115Silverman does not elaborate or cite research to support this 
claim. 



opportunity to acquire expressive skills because step-by-step 
instructions are provided. Such instructions enable all 
students to produce works that have some aesthetic merit, even 
though what they produce may not be very innovative or 
expressive of personal views. But when skills have been 
developed, at whatever level of achievement, students can use 
what they have learned to produce works that are more advanced 
than those which stem from programs that emphasize expressing 
oneself, without regard for the processes and concepts 
associated with the world of art. (p. 15) 

As he continues, Silverman advances the professional challenge: 

Working through a carefully constructed curriculum that draws 
its content from the disciplines of art makes it possible for 
art to be a part of general education, which is another 
cornerstone of DBAE. Average and non-art teachers are 
expected to provide worthwhile art learning experiences just 
as they provide instruction in other important academic 
subjects. 

Believing that only art trained teachers can provide 
adequate art instruction removes art from the mainstream of 
elementary education. Art can be taught by the generalist, 
not only by the specialist. A DBA curriculum makes this 
possible. Art need no longer be viewed as an esoteric and 
mysterious enterprise. When it is removed from these 
categories, it becomes available to all teachers and through 
them to all students. That is why DBAE is the most democratic 
approach to art education. Other approaches focus on the 
talented, the knowledgeable, the motivated, or the troubled. 
DBAE is not concerned primarily with nurturing artists or 
providing therapeutic, cathartic outlets to achieve emotional 
equilibrium. (p. 16) 

His only concession to art specialists appears in the following 

passage: 

Not only have classroom teachers proven that they can teach 
art in important ways, they have also demonstrated that once 
they become familiar with a DBA curriculum, they can assist 
their colleagues in also becoming effective at teaching art. 
Where art expertise is available, in the form of art 
consultants or art specialists, it has also been proven that 
this orientation process can be accelerated significantly. 
(p. 16) 
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It is rather surprising to see the Getty Institute's associate 

director for curriculum taking such a firm position while the Getty 

Center is trying to ameliorate its relationship with art educators. 

Silverman's acknowledgement of Greer and his articulation of the 

discipline-based paradigm is in direct contrast to the Center's use of 

Eisner as figurehead and its promotion of a softened version of DBAE. 

This suggests that Silverman intentionally disregards the politics of 

the situation. 

The conclusion begins with an affirmation of the democratic nature 

of discipline-based art education: 

DBAE is a truly democratic approach to art education. both in 
terms of its processes and its content. The subject of art. 
itself. is dealt with democratically; all its disciplines are 
included. All kinds of art forms and art works are studied. 
The emphasis upon a structured DBA curriculum enables all 
teachers to provide instruction for all students. (p. 18) 

Rhetoric fills the following paragraph. suggesting again that DBAE 

is the answer to elitism: 

The great promise of DBAE is that for the first time in the 
history of human civilization. receiving an education to 
appreciate great and important works of art. available 
previously only to the children of the rich and the powerful. 
is now within the reach of all the children of all the people. 
(p. 18) 

This heavily-coded article responds to charges of elitism by 

advancing the democratizing effect of technicality. Codings and text 

affirm Silverman's uncompromised support of Greer's (1984) articulation 

of the discipline-based paradigm and the Institute's training of general 

classroom teachers in art. His unequivocated stance strongly contrasts 

Getty Center efforts to gain the support of the field with a softened 



version of DBAE. Silverman's stated affiliation with the Center 

confirms a lack of consensus within the Center over paradigmatic 

definition and implementation. 

Muth. H. (1988). A commentary on DBAE. 116 Art Education. 41(2). 
19-22. 
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The first page of Muth's article contains a scant 68 words of text 

centered at the bottom of the page over a large. screened. black-and-

white photograph of a young girl writing. The title appears at the top 

in bold. black letters under a screened heading reading "DBAE." Rules 

outline each page. The second and third pages contain one column of 

text each and ambiguous black-and-white photographs of children solemnly 

writing or drawing. The third page also includes a student art project. 

Three columns comprise the fourth page of the article--the first two are 

textual. and the third includes two rather lengthy endnotes and a 

bibliography with ten entries. including Foucault,117 Lanier (1987). and 

Ralph Smith (1987b). There are nine paragraphs in the article. which 

has an average textual density of 335 words per page. 

All four pages address art education. DBAE, or the Getty Center for 

Education in the Arts and respond to the Getty Center's efforts to 

implement discipline-based art education. Pages 20. 21, and 22 generate 

legitimacy for Muth's argument, and two paragraphs on pages 20 and 21 

116The author challenges the Getty's role in promoting discipline
based art education. 

117The accurate citation is Dreyfuss, 1982. 



receive "T-" codings for deriding the structure of DBAE. In this 

example, Muth challenges Getty Center attempts to gain legitimacy and 

societal support: 

Maybe a sense of clarity in curricular categories is like a 
map to follow so that teachers and students know where they 
are. Maybe sharpening the categories enables assessment and 
evaluation processes to more clearly reflect what actually 
takes place? Is this the reason for all "the specificity and 
universality of the DBAE prescription?" (Jackson, 1987, 42). 
How prescriptive does a curriculum have to be to meet these 
concerns of direction and assessment? Is there not a level of 
truth to the suspicion that these and other elements in DBAE 
are motivated by the desire to promote the appearance of 
academic rigor (Jackson, 1987). (p. 21) 
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In a contrasting, "T+" coded paragraph, 118 Muth offers an alternate 

notion of structure sanctioned by art teachers: 

Why do art teachers like to teach the elements and principles 
of art? Although the texts get updated and classifications 
and terminology vary, art teachers seem to use the elements 
and principles as a conceptual structure for curriculum. 
Feldman (1987) indicates that prerequisite skills are probably 
necessary for higher level mastery in any non universal 
knowledge domain including art. It would seem that art 
teachers have assigned the ability to perceive and define the 
elements and principles of art to this role of prerequisjte 
knowledge in the visual arts. They seem so real, so tangible, 
not at all like abstract mental constructions required in more 
"verbal" disciplines. (pp. 20-21) 

Muth uses the negative terms "prescriptive" and "prescription" four 

times in the nine paragraphs, or once in every 2.25 paragraphs. Muth 

contends, "Language itself is power ... We can be both masters and 

subjects of language" (p. 22), and she uses language to her advantage to 

denigrate DBAE and to challenge the Getty Center. The author poses 14 

118Although the "T+" coding parameter was conceptualized for 
discipline-based art education, this paragraph seems to warrant such a 
coding. 
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rhetorical questions in this brief article, with seven questions raised 

in one paragraph alone. 

Using affective language, the author attacks the scholarship and 

presentation of Getty publications: 

A central issue is the level of abstraction inherent in the 
disseminated materials, particularly the graphic feasts sent 
by the Getty. This is not to say that the literature is 
written above the intellectual level of the readership, but 
rather that it has lost value for intelligent contemplation in 
the processing stages to ready it for mass communication. 
What the Getty material has done essentially is to make a 
conceptual product out of DBAE. (p. 20) 

Muth also charges that "the intellectual eviseration [sic] of DBAE 

sources available to most art educators leaves the thinking behind the 

literature of DBAE bland and unclear" (p. 21). 

These contentions underscore Muth's concern over the Getty Center's 

role in educational reform: "This raises a number of key issues, 

questions, and concerns about just what is at stake in the whole notion 

of Getty, or any other private organization, adopting a prescriptive 

position toward curricular reform for a broad based public constituency" 

(pp. 19-20). Again referring to Jackson (1987), Muth contends: 

The only justification I see for the Getty's insistence on a 
district wide adoption of the concept of DBAE is to ensure at 
least a modicum of societal support. We should not be 
surprised that even with the Trust's prestige and power to 
influence the "world of art," Getty found that to institute 
and maintain DBAE programs "required hard work and coordinated 
efforts on the part of teachers, administrators, and sometimes 
interested parties in the community at large." (Jackson, 1987, 
p. 41) (p. 22) 

Ultimately, Muth finds a diminished role for discipline-based art 

education: "DBAE is presently a strategy for instituting one vision of 
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change [emphasis added]" (p. 22). 

Although the author does not articulate her own paradigmatic 

preference, she garners societal support for her attack on the Getty 

Center and DBAE by presenting a lofty and patriotic rationale for 

education, with statements such as "Traditionally, Americans view 

education as a source of national strength" (p. 21), and "We believe 

that through the individual actions of educated people, we will preserve 

that which is valuable to us as a nation and strive to change inequities 

that exist" (p. 22). 

Muth then laments that "art teachers are being asked to mobilize 

behind an effort whose ideology limits who we are individually and 

collectively" (p. 22). She states: 

I feel that we are being forced into subjugation by DBAE, 
because we have had little opportunity to work back against 
the narrowness that apparently undergrids [sic] the present 
efforts at curriculum reform in art education. Michel 
Foucault ... describes this as a form of power that subjects one 
to his or her own individuality. We are made subjects of 
DBAE, for it tells us who we are and all we can ever be. (p. 
22) 

The author closes by asking how art teachers can influence educational 

reform and renegotiate an art education paradigm. 

In conclusion, Muth speaks to and for disenfranchised art educators 

as she mounts a political attack on discipline-based art education and 

the Getty Center's implementation efforts and urges art educators to 

action: "In practice, often we fail to see the picture as big as it 

really is and to adequately foresee the ramifications of our decisions. 

But still we have the power to act and the responsibility to justify our 



230 

decisions" (p. 22). As illustrated, her rhetoric is passionate, and an 

elevated vocabulary and a lengthy reference list legitimate her writing. 

Eisner, E. W. (1988). Discipline-based art education: Its criticisms 
and its critics. 119 Art Education, 41(6), 7-13. 

The seven-page Eisner paper appears opposite a letter to the editor 

(Burton, 1988) criticizing Silverman's (1988) article, "The 

Egalitarianism of Discipline-Based Art Education." Rules outline all 

pages, and a black-and-white photo of children examining a sculpture 

spans the page spread, linking a criticism of a DBAE article with an 

article that criticizes such criticisms. The first page of Eisner's 

article appears under a screened header that reads "As I See It;" the 

title appears in large type to the right of a photo of Eisner. The 

placement of the article and the uncharacteristic photograph of an 

author attract attention and legitimate Eisner and his writing. 

The second page features a large black-and-white photograph of 

children viewing a Mexican papier mache sculpture in an art museum. 

Another photograph of children viewing a painting with a museum docent 

fills the top half of page 10 and reinforces the serious nature of 

discipline-based art education. A photo of a child drawing a face 

appears above a "pull-quote" on the second-to-the-last page of the 

article. 

Content is distributed in one to three columns per page. The text 

covers six pages, with an average textual density of approximately 650 

119Eisner, a Getty-commissioned author, responds to attacks on DBAE. 
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words per page. A five-item reference list and Eisner's credential 

appear at the end of the text. The credential does not recognize the 

author's affiliation with the Getty Center, although he clearly writes 

on the Center's behalf: "Dr. Hamblen indicates that she believes the 

Getty Center is becoming aware of the fact that DBAE curricula need to 

be interpreted individually. Since its inception, the Center has been 

aware of this fact ... " (p. 13) 

All of the text pages (7, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13) respond to the field 

and address DBAE or the Getty Center for Education in the Arts; three 

pages (7, 9, 11) build legitimacy. There are three coded paragraphs. 

A "T~" coding results from a citation from The Role of Discipline-Based 

Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 1987); a brief excerpt 

reads: "Curriculum materials should provide teachers with a challenging 

array of sequentially organized, goal-directed activities that capture 

students' interest and help them learn substantive content. Without 

such curricula, the aims of discipline-based art education are unlikely 

to be realized (p. 29)". (p. 12) 

Another paragraph defining discipline-based art education lacks 

sufficient technicality to warrant coding. This passage underscores 

Eisner's relationship with the Getty Center and its conciliatory version 

of the paradigm: 

... DBAE is not a curriculum but an approach to art education 
that (1) argues the importance of learning in four content 
areas, (2) values programs that have a sequential character, 
(3) embraces the idea that art programs should be goal 
oriented, (4) holds that goal oriented programs ought to be 
evaluated, and (5) believes that school districts as a whole 
should adopt a common approach to the achievement of these 



goals. (p. 11) 

Eisner responds to one of Hamblen's (1988b) criticisms in an 

"I..L/T-" coded paragraph that valorizes the teacher and condemns the 

appearance of technicality. A passage from the lengthy paragraph 

follows: 

The idea that multiple approaches to art teaching are 
sacrificed for the sake of efficiency and accountability is, I 
think, partly true. DBAE places no value on efficiency. It 
does value accountability. One of the tough problems that art 
educators face is how to assess what students learn without 
undermining what we cherish most about art ... (p. 13) 
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Another paragraph reports a negative response from the field to the 

perceived technicality of discipline-based curricula. It receives a 

"T-" coding: 

The Getty Center expects. indeed hopes. that individual 
teachers and schools will make appropriate adaptations of DBAE 
curricula. No one knows the child better than the teacher. 
To say that the Getty Center wants a canned, teacher-proof 
program to be implemented in the name of DBAE is a charge made 
by those who either do not read what has been written. do not 
understand what they read, or have other axes to grind. (p. 
13) 

In the first paragraph of the article, Eisner extolls the virtues 

of debate and criticism before dismissing most of the critics as 

incompetent, emotional. or illogical: 

My regret in reading the criticisms of DBAE published in the 
March 1988 issue of Art Education is that. with the exception 
of Karen Hamblen's article to which I will devote major 
attention. the critical comments were closer to catharsis than 
illumination. In those sections where they were not 
cathartic, they frequently suffered from lapses of logic, 
obscure language, and non sequitur. (p. 7) 

He then responds to London's (1988) letter to the editor, as well as 

articles by Muth (1988), Pittard (1988), and Hamblen (1988b). Of the 
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44-paragraph article. Eisner devotes 29 paragraphs to Hamblen's article. 

six paragraphs to Pittard's article. two long paragraphs to Muth's 

article. and four paragraphs to London's letter to the editor. 

In response to London's (1988) numerous questions about discipline-

based art education. Eisner legitimizes the Getty Center by emphasizing 

its use of research and evaluation and suggests. in a condescending 

manner. that London is not adequately informed: 

If London had read the DBAE literature. he wouldn't have been 
so surprised. He would have known that the ideas upon which 
DBAE is built have indeed been around for years. something 
that the Getty Center for Education in the Arts has 
acknowledged. over and over again. All he would have needed 
to do would have been to read the Summer 1987 issue of the 
Journal of Aesthetic Education. The entire issue was devoted 
to DBAE. its antecedents. its rationale. and its disciplines. 
The problem is that these ideas. some of which are a part of 
the NAEA Quality Goals statement. have been too rarely 
implemented in our schools. How do we know? The Getty Center 
looked. The Getty Center surveyed school districts throughout 
the country in the largest study of curriculum practices ever 
undertaken in the field. Researchers found very few school 
districts in which anything close to what the field has 
endorsed for over 25 years was being implemented on a 
district-wide basis. The results of the research are 
published in a 427-page technical report that is available 
form the Getty Center for anyone who wishes to read it 
(McLaughlin & Thomas. 1984). (p. 7) 

Eisner challenges inconsistencies in London's position: "He impl ies. on 

the one hand. that he has been doing what DBAE advocates for years; on 

the other hand he endorses a Lowenfeldian view of art education 

practice" (p. 9). 

Before responding to London's (1988) question. "Has anyone field 

tested DBAE against a control group and a competing theory of art 

education to see whether the thing works better than anything else 
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currently on the market?," Eisner corrects him in a demeaning way: "Dr. 

London, first, DBAE is not a thing; it's an idea, a conception of art 

education that can be implemented in a variety of ways ... " (p. 9). 

Eisner finishes his review of London's letter to the editor on a rather 

sarcastic note: "Dr. London concludes his letter by asking 'Have I just 

been missing a great deal?' The answer seems obvious" (p. 9). 

Eisner takes an equally dim view of Muth's (1988) article: "I must 

confess I found her article an array of disconnected assertions which 

possess everything except an argument" (p. 9). In response, Eisner 

adopts Muth's rhetorical questioning strategy to emphasize that Muth is 

not providing a coherent argument or presenting viable alternatives: 

That the language of artists, art historians, aestheticians, 
and art critics seems narrow to Dr. Muth, I find perplexing. 
What language is presumably broad, Dr. Muth does not say. 
What she does say is that "I feel we are being forced into 
subjugation by DBAE." Who is forcing art teachers into 
subjugation? Dr. Muth does not say. (p. 9) 

Eisner concludes by dismissing Muth as emotional and irrational: "In 

sum, what we have here is a polemic, not an argument. Like Chicken 

Little, Dr. Muth believes that we are close to the apocalypse. I do not 

doubt that her feelings are real; but feelings are not arguments, and 

polemic is not critique" (p. 9). 

Eisner describes Pittard's (1988) article as "The best example of 

contradiction of form and content I have encountered in recent years" 

(p. 9). In his response to their critique, Eisner pays particular 

attention to Pittard's citation and critique of his essay in The Role of 

Discipline-Based Art Education in America's Schools (1987): "How she 



arrives at that conclusion from what I have written about DBAE is 

difficult to understand" (p. 9). Later he states: 

In addition to the convenient though intellectually 
questionable reconstruction of what I said, she goes on to say 
"Further, if there are no rules to 'prove' or disprove the 
correctness of an answer, there would be little need for 
judgment." Notice that the word prove gets quotes around it, 
while disprove does not. Is "prove" being used metaphorically 
and disprove literally? Dr. Pittard does not say. I find 
these tactics both transparent and intellectually troublesome. 
When the argument is weak, alter what someone has said to make 
it vulnerable to attack, and then use elusive language so that 
one can have it both ways. The affective romanticism Dr. 
Pittard condemns pervades her own argument. Dr. Pittard 
substitutes passion for analysis, and tinkering with text a 
way to make a point. (pp. 10-11) 
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After dismissing her as passionate, Eisner finds that: "Apparently Dr. 

Pittard has a long standing pique with formalist aesthetics and believes 

that she has found a whipping-boy in DBAE" (p. 10). 

In comparison with these three reviews, Eisner treats Hamblen 

(1988b) with uncharacteristic respect, calling her article "an 

intellectually serious effort to critique DBAE" (p. 11). He lists ten 

points made in the Hamblen article and describes the points as "both 

reflective and worthy of serious attention" (p. 11). 

For example, when Hamblen (1988b) contends that little is known 

about what DBAE curricula teach, Eisner responds in a measured tone: 

I' ••• while Hamblen is correct that little is known about the effects of 

DBAE, more is known about the effects of DBAE in those schools in which 

it has been used than is known about the effects of non-DBAE programs" 

(pp. 11-12). This response differs markedly from Eisner's reply to 

London's (1988) questions about testing the effectiveness of DBAE 
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curricula. 

Eisner seems to disapprove of only one of Hamblen's (1988b) points: 

What is silly in Hamblen's critique is her approving quotation 
from Jerome Hausman120 that DBAE is limited in scope. Why? 
Because it does not include "psychology, philosophy, history, 
literature, science--indeed the full range of human 
knowledge." Come now! Is the art teacher to be responsible 
for everything? DBAE is currently being criticized by some 
for including too much. Now this--psychology, philosophy, 
history. literature, science--indeed the full range of human 
knowledge! Just how much should we expect an art teacher to 
teach? (p. 13) 

It is difficult to determine whether Eisner is dismissing Hamblen's 

inclusion of this point or using the opportunity to mock Hausman. In 

either case, Hamblen manages somehow to escape a biting Eisner critique. 

In summary, Eisner supports the Getty Center's efforts on behalf of 

DBAE and, invoking the good of the field, suggests that critics get back 

to business: 

The Getty Center has helped make it possible to develop and 
implement ideas that even those who criticize DBAE acknowledge 
have been in the field for a very long time. Now that these 
ideas have an opportunity to be implemented, some of DBAE's 
critics worry and claim that the sky is falling. Rather than 
hand wringing and prophesying gloom and doom, art education 
would be better served if the energy devoted to the criticism 
of DBAE was directed toward making a better mousetrap. (p. 13) 

Is Eisner speaking metaphorically or enjoying one last sarcastic jab at 

DBAE critics, most of whom he dismisses as irrational, emotional. or 

ill-informed? 

120No citation is given. 
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B . h D L (1989) VI'sual arts. 121 rIg am, .. . Washington, DC: NEA 
ProfessionaLibrary. 

The cover of this publication features an ambiguous design. The 

background is white, and a large, dark orange shape covers most of the 

center area. The shape is essentially a rectangle crowned with two 

triangles. Orange flowers appear on top of the triangles, and a 

geometric, quilt-like border runs around the rectangular part of the 

shape. From top to bottom, the shape contains the name of the 

publication, the author, the series editor, and publisher information, 

all printed in white. The back cover is dark orange with a black-and-

white photograph of the author. The publishers' logo appears in white 

in the lower left corner. 

The book is printed on inexpensive stock that has yellowed since 

its publication in 1989. Rather large typeface and minimal margins 

allow an average textual density of 345 words on the 5.9 x 9" sheets, as 

determined from six randomly-selected pages. Typeface and point size 

are mixed on pages, due to extensive use of quotations and inclusion of 

lesson examples. Headings, subheadings, and rules divide text. Of the 

65 pages of Brigham's text, 21 contain text only, 25 include both text 

and examples, 16 pages offer only sample lessons, and three pages 

include evaluation charts. There are no graphics or photographs. 

In addition to the editor's preface and Brigham's introduction, the 

80-page book contains four chapters: "What Is Qualitative Art 

121This joint publication of the National Education Association and 
the NAEA challenges DBAE and the Getty Center. 
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Education?," "Qualitative Visual Art Education in the Schools," 

"Interdisciplinary Qualitative Art Education," and "Evaluating 

Qualitative Art Education." A 57-item bibliography follows. This 

analysis examines the 85 paragraphs comprising the preface, 

introduction, and first chapter. Of these 27 pages, four (9, 12, 13, 

20) offer affective depictions of art education, DBAE, or the Getty 

Center; 16 pages (5, 6, 7. 8, 9, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23, 25, 26, 

30) attempt to generate legitimacy, primarily through extensive 

citations and implied endorsements; and two (12, 13) evidence the 

influence of the Getty Center or the field. 

There are three "T+" coded paragraphs on page 9 of the editor's 

preface. One reads: 

... Instruction should be developmental and sequential from 
elementary through secondary school, with each year building 
upon learnings of a previous year. Describing the Discipline
Based Art Education program, Eisner122 states: "If a sound 
art education program were implemented effectively in schools 
from kindergarten through twelfth grade, youngsters finishing 
school would be more artistically literate ... Youngsters 
finishing school would understand something about the 
relationships between culture and the content and form of 
art." (p. 9) 

One additional "T+" coded paragraphs in the introduction cites a paper 

that does not reflect the Brigham's position. The passage that warrants 

coding states: "The well-financed Getty Center for Education in the 

Arts (G.C.E.A.). through its Institute for Educators, would transform 

school art into 'a subject with content that can be taught and learned 

in ways that resemble how other subjects are taught in schools' [Clark, 

122There is no source listed for this quotation. 
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Day, & Greer, 1987, p. 131]" (p. 12). There are no other coded 

paragraphs in the pages analyzed. 

An acknowledgement printed in small type opposite the table of 

contents recognizes ten individuals who helped develop the publication. 

Included in this legitimizing list are Rudolf Arnheim, Professor 

Emeritus of the Psychology of Art, Harvard University and University of 

Michigan; Jerome Hausman, Art Institute of Chicago and associate editor 

for Art Education; and Charles Qualley, president of the National Art 

Education Association. The author's credential on page four reads "Don 

L. Brigham is Supervisor of Visual Arts, K-12, Attleboro Public Schools. 

Massachusetts;" a ten-line credential legitimizes the series editor. A 

listing of the three-person advisory panel appears at the bottom of the 

page. 

This book is part of a fine arts series published by the National 

Education Association and the National Art Education Association. A 

notice offers a disclaimer for the NEA: 

The opinions expressed in this publication should not be 
construed as representing the policy or position of the 
National Education Association. Materials published by the 
NEA Professional Library are intended to be discussion 
documents for educators who are concerned with specialized 
interests of the professional. (p. 2) 

No disclaimer is offered on behalf of the National Art Education 

Association, and Brigham's acknowledgment leads readers to believe that 

he has the Association's support. 

The editor's six-page preface includes a 17-item reference list 

citing such prestigious organizations and authors as the National 
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Endowment for the Arts. the National Parent Teachers Association. Ernest 

Boyer. Elliot Eisner. and Howard Gardner. The editor cites Eisner. 

refers to discipline-based art education. and lists the four premises 

underlying the fine arts series of publications: 

1. All students should have both exposure to and instruction 
in visual and performing arts throughout elementary and 
secondary education. 

2. Curricula in the visual and performing arts should be 
presented both as unique disciplines in themselves as 
well as integral components of other disciplines where 
appropriate. 

3. As with any discipline. visual and performing arts 
curricula should follow a sequential. organized pattern 
from kindergarten through grade 12. 

4. Finally. the effectiveness of programs and student 
achievement in visual and performing arts should be 
assessed based on the program and content of the 
curricula. (p. 9) 

Despite the editor's professed orientation toward discipline-based 

art education. his writing has an expressionist tone: 

Instructionally. the arts may provide both creative outlets 
for students to express themselves as well as alternative 
avenues through which students may understand others' feelings 
and ideas. Some teachers base their interpretations of a 
student's learnings primarily on performance on "objective" 
tests. written essays. or class participation. However. many 
students who do not perform well through these means are able 
to show that they understand a concept when encouraged to 
respond through other means such as art. photography. drama. 
and dance. Ultimately. students must learn how to communicate 
effectively through tests and essays if they are to succeed in 
our educational system. But some students must first acquire 
confidence in themselves. Once they are able to demonstrate 
that they do understand the concepts. these students often 
transfer this confidence to responses through other. more 
"academic" means. (p. 6) 

Citing Spillane (1987). he continues: 

Perhaps the greatest benefit of arts education is to the 
student as an individual. The "arts can provide the means for 
communicating thoughts. emotions. and ideas that cannot 
otherwise be expressed. The arts also contribute 



significantly to each individual's search for identity, self
realization, and personal confidence." (p. 7) 

Such expressionist rhetoric directly contradicts a suggested 
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discipline-based orientation, which Brigham also clearly rejects. The 

author uses carefully-crafted language and the appearance of scholarship 

(multitudinous citations of key figures in the fields of education and 

art education) to mount a political attack on discipline-based art 

education and the "well-financed" Getty Center for Education in the 

Arts. (p. 12) 

His introduction threatens: "Powerful political and economic 

pressures upon the contemporary field of visual art education would 

reform school art programs in the direction of academic and humanistic 

scholarship" (p. 12). Referring to the Getty Center for Education in 

the Arts and the National Endowment for the Art's publication, Toward 

Civilization (National Endowment for the Arts, 1988), Brigham attempts 

to alienate readers: "These politically and economically influential 

reform projects and proposals are intended to rescue school art 

education from its putative poor quality and low, ineffectual status 

throughout the United States" (pp. 12-13). 

Brigham claims no conflict with the goal of transforming art 

education into a respected core subject but is concerned about 

transformed content and method in art education. Establishing his 

authority, Brigham states: 

Based upon readings of much of their literature, listenings at 
their seminars, and experience as a curriculum consultant for 
a G.C.E.A. [Getty Center] state planning grant, I am convinced 
that, though they think otherwise, these well-intentioned 
reformers would transform art into something that it is not. 
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(p. 13) 

The author challenges those who support DBAE and the Getty Center 

by suggesting that that which they advance is not "real art:" 

If my perceptions are correct, these reformers and agencies of 
reform would unintentionally reduce or eliminate the essential 
quality of art while attempting to vivify, strengthen, and 
extend it in our schools. They would unwittingly, throw out 
the "baby" (I.e., the necessary and sufficient quality of art) 
with the "bathwater" of art education's reputed low stature, 
insignificance, and confusion of the purpose in American 
public schooling. Unless corrected, the reform efforts may 
succeed in "strengthening" the position of "art" in the 
schools by eliminating it in favor of something that lacks its 
essential quality and nature. (p. 13) 

He marginalizes the Getty Center and its efforts in statements, 

such as: 

In a widely distributed promotional booklet, Beyond Creating, 
spokespersons for the G.C.E.A. and its Institute for Educators 
promise "to effect lasting change in the content and quality 
of visual arts education in America's schools" because, 
purportedly, art education "is accorded such low status" and 
languishes "on the educational sidelines." (p. 13) 

Using value-laden language, Brigham refers to Harry Broudy as "another 

prominent apologist for the G.C.E.A. 's dbae project" (p. 20). (One 

might question whether Brigham's alternate designations of the Getty 

Center and discipline-based art education further devalue both.) 

Again citing his professional credentials, Brigham outlines the 

essential quality of art: 

I am persuaded, by several decades of practical and 
theoretical experience in the visual arts, that in its 
essential nature art is a process of shaping experiential 
qualities ... into human meanings and values. It is a 
distinctly nonverbal and nonmathematical mode both of 
comprehension and of communication. It is a lively 
participation and interaction between the qualities of a human 
mind (the whole person that simultaneously perceives and makes 
art) and the qualities of human surroundings and objects of 



interest. 
"Art" is both interactive process and its outcome--a new, 

personal "understanding," "interpretation," "meaning," and 
"value" that is shaped qualitatively both within mind and in 
art media. (p. 14) 

As he makes his case for qualitative art education, the author 

relies heavily on citations. In the 11 sentences on page 16, for 
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instance, he cites Edmund D. Feldman, art education scholar and former 

NAEA president; Frank Hodsoll, former chair of the National Endowment 

for the Arts; Ernest Boyer, former u.s. Education Commissioner; John 

Goodlad, author of A Place Called School (1983); William Bennett, former 

Secretary of Education; and Ralph Smith, professor of educational policy 

studies at the University of Illinois. 

Brigham repeatedly uses Eisner and other Getty authors to support 

his position: 

Speaking and writing for the Getty Center for Education in the 
Arts (G.C.E.A.),123 Carnegie Foundation President and former 
Education Commissioner Boyer urges universal school art 
education in "human experience that could not be captured 
by ... words." According to Boyer, our heritage of visual art 
objects presents "the most intimate, most profoundly moving 
universal experiences" through "a more subtle, more sensitive 
set of symbols" than are available through the verbal or 
mathematical language systems that prevail in schooling. To 
be "truly human," everyone "must be able to respond to the 
subtle messages only the arts convey." Thus. Boyer recognizes 
and respects the distinctively nonverbal language of artistic 
conceptualization and communication. (p. 18) 

Although Brigham does not clearly articulate his notion of 

qualitative art education124, he provides examples of lessons. The 

123Boyer's essay appears in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 
1985), pages 8-9. 

124Page 32 lists "Essential Qualitative Art Abilities" or outcomes. 
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indetermination suggested in these examples may appeal to art educators 

who do not support discipline-based art education. Excerpts from a 

shorter example follow: 

Student felt-tip marker studies of van Gogh's expressive form 
were guided and enhanced by short periods of physical activity 
when the teacher and a brave and kinesthetically oriented 
student led the group through rhythmic sequences of gestures 
emulating movements sensed in the form of Starry Night. 

Finally, when class members felt that they had "captured" 
the most important shapes, marks, and directions of movement 
that "stand out" in van Gogh's work, they engaged in group 
brainstorming of words, phrases, and analogous experiences 
such as "whirlpool," "tornado," and "fire" that, they felt, 
"go with" the qualities of the painting. The brainstorm 
offerings were written on a large paper and displayed before 
the students. This led to further discussion of relevant 
personal experiences. 

Students associated the exciting dynamics of Starry Night 
with a basketball game and with a rock music concert. Some 
students modeled an imagined basketball movement while others 
captured it with marker strokes and colors. One group modeled 
a rock performance, while another tried to express the dynamic 
quality of the event with patterns of color. (p. 31) 

In summary, Brigham uses the legitimizing vehicle of a joint NAEA-

National Education Association publication to attack the Getty Center 

for Education in the Arts and discipline-based art education while using 

excerpts from Getty authors and publications to advance his view of 

qualitative art education. The author uses extensive quotations and 

invokes his broad professional experience to legitimize his position. 

Rush, J. C. (1989). The politics of passion: Credibility crisis for 
academics and practitioners. 125 Art Education, 42(3}, 22-24, 41-
42. 

125The author advances a political view of the Getty Center's 
implementation projects and challenges paridigmatic interpretation. 
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The first page of Rush's five-page article is busy; in addition to 

two sentences of text, it includes a lengthy foreword, three footnotes, 

and a black-and-white photograph of a Native American woman taking 

notes. The photo appears without identification or explanation. The 

title splashes across the top third of the page, while the author's name 

appears in much smaller type. A rule separates the footnotes from the 

brief text, and a rule extends between small black squares at the top of 

each page spread, unifying the appearance of the publication. There are 

no other graphics or photos in the article. Aside from the first page, 

text appears in two columns, with an average textual density of close to 

700 words per page. White space at the top of the pages makes the text 

look a little less dense, but the article appears quite scholarly 

nonetheless. 

A large, capitalized letter begins the text, which is divided by 

headings: "Politics and Passion," "Passion and Change," "Change and 

Credibility," "Credibility and Consensus," "Consensus and Change," and 

"Change and Crisis." A lengthy reference list, Rush's credential, and 

end notes follow the text. As in other Art Education issues, the name 

of the periodical and month and year appear next to the page number at 

the bottom of each sheet. 

All five pages of Rush's text address art education, DBAE, or the 

Getty Center for Education in the Arts, while four pages (23, 24, 41, 

42) refer to response from the field, and two pages (23, 41) attempt to 

garner legitimacy, the first for the Arizona Institute and the second 

for the discipline-based paradigm described by Greer (1984). 



There are three coded paragraphs in the article. Two "T-" coded 

paragraphs on page 24 report a negative response to the structure of 

discipline-based curricula and reflect the nature of the professional 

challenge presented by the Institute. One of the paragraphs reads: 

The Arizona Institute began on a small scale: 12 public 
school districts with 51 participating teachers and principals 
attended the 1986 Summer Staff Development program. In the 
fall, resistance to the Institute emerged among a few art 
education spokespersons who feared that the Institute's 
professional influence would be negative. Their apprehensions 
coalesced into three expressed concerns: That classroom 
teachers following a commercially available discipline-based 
curriculum would curtail children's artistic creativity; 
visual arts teaching capability among classroom teachers would 
convince school district administrators that art specialists 
were unnecessary; and Institute participation obtained through 
district superintendents would undermine the professional 
authority and programs of art supervisors in the largest 
districts. (p. 24) 
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A lengthy paragraph on page 41 contrasts the Getty's politically-

motivated version of DBAE with the original scholarly articulation. The 

description of the scholarly "1983 version" of DBAE earns a "T+" coding 

for the paragraph: 

The Center's dual purposes ... have resulted in two different 
versions of DBAE. The Getty Institute has modeled the earlier 
one, a new educational paradigm, since Summer, 1983; the Getty 
Center has advocated the later version since January, 1987. 
The 1987 version of DBAE differs from the 1983 version used in 
the Getty and Arizona Institutes by omitting the requirement 
for conceptually focused instruction (Rush, 1988), exemplified 
initially in the SWRL curriculum. The Center intends the 1987 
version to be more popular by requiring less structured 
curricula and therefore less change of existing art programs 
in order to meet Center expectations, encouraging wider DBAE 
adoption and correspondingly broader political support. The 
basic premises of the original Getty Center position were 
spelled out by Greer (1984) for the Getty Institute; these 
were later elaborated at the request of the Center by Clark, 
Day, and Greer (1987). These premises include content drawn 
from four disciplines, sequential curriculum, and 
accountability; of these three, only the first is presently 
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attainable. .. (p. 41) 

Rush uses the word "political/ly" 40 times in the 33-paragraph 

article, and "profession/al" appears 11 times. On page 23, with the 

"Politics and Passion" and "Passion and Change" headings, 

"passion/ate/ly" is used six times and "passionless" twice. This 

vocabulary appears, on average, almost twice in every paragraph. 

A disclaimer underscores the power of this overtly political 

article and hints at the passion aroused in the art education field over 

the Getty Center's promotion of discipline-based art education. In 

addition to acknowledging Rush's early participation in the Getty 

Institute for Educators on the Visual Arts, an endnote states: 

The paper draws on Dr. Rush's own research on DBAE and her 
experiences with the Arizona Institute for Elementary Art 
Education, the Getty Institute, and the Getty Center, and does 
not represent any views other than her own. It intends no 
criticism of persons connected with any of those 
organizations. (p. 42) 

(Footnotes at the beginning of the article list the staffs of all three 

entities.) 

Rush underscores the political nature of the controversy through 

two direct--and humorous--comparisons to the political arena. The 

second paragraph reads: 

Arizona is a politically conservative state. Bruce Babbitt, 
last of its three unsuccessful presidential candidates (Morris 
Udall and Barry Goldwater were the other two) reaffirmed 
Udall's observation that Arizona is the only state in which 
mothers don't tell their children they can grow up to be 
President. The recent demise of the Arizona Institute 
suggests that Arizonans hoping to reform art education may be 
disappointed as well. (p. 23) 

The article concludes with the following: 



The chief advantage of such political strife, as Broudy writes 
in Truth and Credibility: The Citizen's Dilemma, is that 
"under such invitations to martyrdom it is not difficult to 
distinguish genuine commitment from the imitation" (Broudy, 
1981, p. 51). At least the Arizona Institute gave its 
Directors the opportunity to join Bruce Babbitt in saying, as 
he did after losing the 1988 New Hampshire primary election, 
"The truth shall set you free--and in my case a lot sooner 
than I expected." (p. 42) 
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Rush tells of the demise of the Getty-funded Arizona Institute for 

Elementary Art Education, using combat imagery for emphasis: "Political 

resistance has been vented in active guerilla warfare against DBAE 

supporters in the large arena comprised of national and state arts 

endowments, educational agencies, and professional arts 

organizations ... " (p. 42), and: 

DBAE theory has become a political issue in proportion to the 
extent that it prescribes changes in classroom practice. 
Whenever its academic theoreticians attempt to implement DBAE 
theory, they become fair game for the often passionate 
practitioners who support the educational status quo. Whether 
these hostile encounters are face-to-face or in print, the 
political arena can be a killing ground. (p. 23) 

The combat metaphors underscore Rush's strong academic--

practitioner dichotomy. Rush draws the battle lines this way: 

In Arizona passion or commitment is the most noticeable 
characteristic of DBAE, both among its supporters (generally 
academics, but sometimes arts administrators or teachers drawn 
to DBAE theory) and its detractors (generally teachers and 
arts administrators, but sometimes academics for whom teaching 
or practice is the core of art education). (p. 23) 

The author explains how the Getty Center's efforts to develop broad 

support undermined the Arizona Institute: 

As the Arizona Institute got underway ... the Getty Center 
decided to distance itself from the Getty Institute model, an 
action that was to affect the political stability of the 
Arizona Institute and thus shorten its life expectancy. In 
January, 1987, the Getty Center hosted a national conference 



on the theme "Discipline-Based Art Education: What Forms Will 
It Take?" The conference occurred just after the Arizona 
Institute had held its first Summer Staff Development Program 
and while the Curriculum Implementation Program was in 
midyear. 

In an attempt to answer critics of her own program. Getty 
Center Director Leilani Lattin Duke encouraged wider support 
of the Getty agenda at the 1987 conference by emphasizing that 
DBAE "can and will take many forms in schools around the 
country. The Getty Center does not advocate one pl~~criptive 
method for implementing the concept" (Getty. 1987. p. 2). 
Three weeks later. after the Getty message had reached Arizona 
through its conference participants. the recipient of the 
Arizona Institute grant asked the Getty Center for permission 
to dismiss the Institute Directors and reorganize the project 
under the leadership of its critics . 

.. .. To make a long story short. critical Arizona 
practitioners appeared more credible to the Getty Center than 
supportive Arizona academics: the Getty judged that Arizona 
Institute Directors could not achieve a statewide political 
consensus among nonparticipating art specialist teachers 
necessary for the Institute's long-term operation. The Center 
therefore terminated the two-year Arizona Institute grant 
midway ... (p. 24) 

This action challenged the credibility of the Institute's academic 
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staff. resulting in what Rush describes as "professional defamation" (p. 

42). 

Rush suggests a lack of commitment by exposing the Getty Center's 

softening of the discipline-based paradigm: 

In 1987 the Center ... chose to disseminate a less theoretically 
rigorous and more easily implementable version of DBAE with 
correspondingly wider appeal. a version the Center might more 
accurately call discipline-centered art education except for 
its wish to retain DBAE brand-name recognition. By choosing 
to abandon the Greer version of DBAE in favor of a politically 
useful alternative. the Center adopted a stance that does not 
recommend a new educational paradigm. The Center now can 
shelter under its discipline-based umbrella production-based 
(see Hamblen. 1988[a]) and discipline-centered programs ... 

126This publication appears in this reference list as Discipline
based art education: What forms will it take? (Getty Center. 1987). 
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(p. 41) 

In Rush's view, this results in no real change. Borrowing Getty 

Center strategy, she leverages support for her position by suggesting 

that traditional art education is not substantive enough to secure its 

position in American schools: 

Advocating the status quo carries familiar risks: Albert 
Shanker, President of the American Federation of Teachers, 
suggests that in times of district budget crises any program 
lacking compelling reasons for its inclusion in general 
education will be dropped (Shanker, 1988). More than renaming 
traditional art programs will be required if the Getty is to 
improve art instruction nationwide and secure its position 
within the general education. (p. 41) 

Rush also contests the Getty Center's dual and contradictory 

desires for educational change and political consensus: 

At present conventional political wisdom appears to be saying 
that if art instruction is to improve, change must occur 
without alienating art specialists, classroom teachers, 
university professors, state departments of education, or the 
NAEA. As events in Arizona show, art educators who initially 
voice a good deal of well-placed appreciation to the Getty 
Center for its investment in their field also may have 
unvoiced resistance toward implementing DBAE. To achieve 
that, a new model for change is needed that inserts a step 
presently missing in Getty Center efforts: A step for 
building rather than finding consensus among all of the 
political constituencies that interact to produce ideological 
change. (p. 41) 

The author reinforces her position with a challenge to the Center's 

mission: "If the Center continues to seek the kind of political 

consensus that reflects satisfaction with things as they are. the Getty 

Trust will be remembered as a highly visible arts education advocate--an 

admirable but less visionary stance than the one originally adopted" 

(p. 41) 
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While Muth (1988) challenges the Getty Center and DBAE on behalf of 

the traditional practitioner, Rush offers a highly-politicized academic 

response to the Center's use of the discipline-based paradigm. The 

author uses her "insider" perspective to challenge the Getty Center for 

Education in the Arts; she uses selected vocabulary, examples from the 

political arena, and combat imagery to reinforce her position. Rush 

suggests that the Getty Center is more interested in its own success 

than in meeting its stated objective to improve the quality and status 

of art education in American schools, which she contends requires the 

Greer (1984) version of discipline-based art education. In this way, 

Rush--like Silverman (1988)--advocates a return to the "true" 

discipline-based paradigm. 



Chapter 6 

ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

Analyses of the four research questions follow. Additional 

discussion appears in the seventh chapter. 

1. To what extent do Getty publications valorize attempts at 
rationality (T+) and deprecate indetermination (1-)1 , 
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The eight selected Getty publications include a total of 86 codings 

(individual and mixed) in over 928 paragraphs. Of the total codings, 

49, or almost 57%,127 are "T+," and 13, or approximately 15%, are "1-." 

The remaining 24 codes, almost 28% of the codings, are divided between 

"1+" (12) and "T-" (12). 

The most heavily-coded publications include Beyond Creating: The 

Place for Art in America's Schools (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), The Role 

of Discipline-Based Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 1987b). 

and Perceptions of Discipline-Based Art Education and The Getty Center 

for Education in the Arts (Getty Center, 1988b). The codings in the 

Eisner monograph are diverse. There are four "T+" codings and five "1-" 

codings, but there are also seven "T-" codes and six "1+" codings. In 

the informal paper addressing perceptions, seven of the 29 paragraphs--

or approximately 24%--receive codings. Five are coded "T+," one is 

coded "1-," and one is coded "1+." Less than 17% of the paragraphs in 

Beyond Creating warrant coding. The 26 codings include 19 "T+," six 

"1-," and one "1+." The other five Getty publications selected for 

127Most percentages are approximate. Charts in the appendix 
summarize codings and themes addressed in the publications. 
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analysis have much lower levels of coding. 

Overall. the Getty publications contain a relatively high 

percentage of "T+" coded paragraphs. The percentage of "1-" paragraphs 

is much lower. More importantly, there were almost as many "1+" as 

"1-" ratings. The Getty publications tend to valorize attempts at 

rationality, although there are 12 "T-" codings. The publications are 

ambivalent regarding their treatment of indetermination. 

2. To what extent do NAEA publications valorize indetermination (1+) 
and deprecate attempts at rationality (T-)? 

The NAEA publications include over 583 paragraphs and 47 codings. 

There are only three "1+" codings and 10 "T-" codings in all the 

selected documents. However. there is one "1-" coding, and there are 33 

noteworthy "T+" codings. In other words, although some publications do 

deprecate technicality, the documents do not valorize indetermination, 

as anticipated. Rather, they valorize technicality: 70% of the codings 

are "T+," while 21% are "T-," 6% are "1+," and 2% are "1-." 

Considering only those publications written by NAEA staff or 

commissioned authors--Quality Art Education. Goals for Schools (NAEA, 

1985), Quality Art Education. Goals for Schools. An Interpretation 

(Qualley, 1986), Strengthening Arts Education in Schools (NAEA, 1987b), 

and NAEA ... The First Forty Years (1987a)--the following coding levels 

result: Approximately 33% of the codings valorize indetermination 

("1+"), and less than 17% deprecate technicality ("T-"), while another 

50% advance technicality ("T-"). The 149 paragraphs analyzed yield only 



six codings, with five occurring in the Qualley (1986) interpretation 

flyer. The goals statement and the 40th anniversary report remain 

uncoded. 
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Greer and Rush (1985), Clark (1986), Lanier (1986), Eisner (1987a), 

Dobbs (1988), Duke (1988), Silverman (1988), Eisner (1988), and Rush 

(1989) are all Getty associates or recognized scholars in the field of 

art education. Their NAEA publications account for 22--or 67%--of the 

"T+" codings. Of the remaining nine codings in this group of documents, 

one is "I+," one is "I-," and seven are "T-." However, six of the seven 

"T-" codings do not represent the authors' views. With this factor 

taken into consideration, the group of publications valorizes 

technicality to a great extent: Eighty-eight percent of the codings are 

then "T+," while 4% each are "I+," "I-," and "T-." 

The remaining NAEA publications analyzed for this study include 

Hausman (1985), MacGregor (1985), MacGregor (1986), London (1988), Muth 

(1988), and Brigham (1989). The six documents contain 10 codings, of 

which two are "T-" and eight are "T+." Significantly, only one of the 

"T+" codings represents the author's view. If the seven other "T+" 

codings are dismissed, only three codings remain. Sixty-seven percent 

of these (a total of two codings) deprecate technicality, while 33% (one 

code) valorize it. 

Comparing groups, only the "official" NAEA documents valorize 

indetermination to any extent (33% of the codings). Significantly, 50% 

of the codings in the same publications valorize technicality, as do 71% 

of the codings in the documents written by Getty associates or 
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recognized scholars in the field. The remaining group, which includes 

authors more closely allied with practice, is the only group that 

deprecates technicality to a greater extent than it valorizes it (67% to 

33%). However, publications in this group warrant no indetermination 

codings. 

In all, the National Art Education Association publications do not 

valorize indetermination in a significant way. Moreover, they valorize 

technicality at a rate higher than the Getty publications, disputing the 

assumed bifurcation between the Getty Center and the art education field 

over codification. 

3. How do the Getty Center and the art education field/NAEA present 
themselves and each other in their attempts to gain or maintain 
social legitimacy, as reflected in their publications? 

Getty Publications 

Most of the selected Getty publications have a distinctive and 

common appearance. The covers of Beyond Creating: The Place for Art in 

America's Schools (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), The Role of Discipline-

Based Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 1987b), Discipline-

Based Art Education: What Forms Will It Take? (Getty Center, 1987), 

Roundtable Series II (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988a), and Education in Art: 

Future Building128 (Getty Center, 1989) share graphic elements, 

including the brush stroke. Similarly, colored bands at the edge of the 

pages, ample white space, and quotations used as graphic elements unify 

128Informally, the title of this publication is shortened to Future 
Building. 
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the textual pages of all of the above except Roundtable Series II, which 

has basic pages that appear to be produced on a computer. Textual 

density in these publications ranges from approximately 310 words per 

page in Roundtable Series II to 450 in Eisner's monograph. The average 

is a comfortable 360 words per page, the textual density of both Beyond 

Creating and Discipline-Based Art Education: What Forms Will It Take? 

The Getty Center for Education in the Arts. Information (J. Paul 

Getty Trust, 1988b) has a dignified appearance, while Newsletter 1 

(Getty Center, 1988a) looks contemporary and "arty." In contrast, 

Perceptions of Discipline-Based Art Education and the Getty Center for 

Education in the Arts (Getty Center, 1988b) is reproduced inexpensively 

on Center letterhead. The textual density is approximately 200 words 

per page in the informational brochure, 300 words per page in the 

informal paper, and approximately 735 dense, but readable, words per 

page in the first newsletter. (Subsequent newsletters change ink color 

but otherwise retain the characteristic design of the first.) 

Overall, the Getty publications appear slick and expensive, much 

like high-quality art museum publications. The quality of the 

publications and the carefully-calculated designs are impressive. 

Certainly the Getty publication efforts serve to legitimize the Center 

and its efforts on behalf of discipline-based art education. 

Indeed, generating legitimacy is a primary goa] of the 

publications. Of the 245 pages examined for this study, 77--or over 

31%--attempt to legitimate the Getty Center or DBAE. Seventy-five 

percent of the pages in the informational brochure garner legitimacy, as 
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do 56% of the pages in Perceptions of Discipline-Based Art Education and 

The Getty Center for Education in the Arts (Getty Center, 1988b), 49% of 

the pages in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), and 42% of the 

pages in the first newsletter (Getty Center, 1988a). Surprisingly, only 

14% of the pages in Eisner's (1987b) monograph attempt to generate 

legitimacy, although affiliation with the prestigious author legitimates 

the Getty's endeavor. The proceedings reports, the contents of which 

cannot be totally controlled by the Getty Center, address legitimacy to 

a lesser extent: Twenty-seven percent of the pages in Education in Art: 

Future Building (Getty Center, 1989), 26% of the pages in Discipline

Based Art Education: What Forms Will It Take? (Getty Center, 1987), and 

20% of the pages in Roundtable Series II (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988a) 

garner legitimacy. 

Legitimizing strategies used in Getty publications include actual 

or implied endorsements of notable individuals and organizations. 

depiction of art education as an academic subject, placement of art 

education within the educational reform movement, and association with 

tradition. The Getty lexicon, which includes words such as "quality," 

"status," "rigor/ous," and "substance/substantive/substantial," also 

provides legitimacy. 

Three of the selected publications, Perceptions of Discipline-Based 

Art Education and The Getty Center for Education in the Arts (Getty 

Center, 1988b), Newsletter 1 (Getty Center, 1988a), and Roundtable 

Series II (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988a), do not engage in prescriptive 

advocacy efforts. At the other end of the scale, 37% of the analyzed 
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pages in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) demonstrate an 

advocacy agenda. As for the remaining publications, 13% of the pages in 

Future Building (Getty Center, 1989) engage in advocacy, as do 8-9% of 

the pages in Eisner's (1987b) monograph, the informational brochure (.1. 

Paul Getty Trust, 1988b), and the first proceedings report, Discipline

Based Art Education: What Forms Will It Take? (Getty Center, 1987). In 

all, over 11% of the pages in the selected publications engage in 

advocacy efforts. 

Twenty-two percent of the pages analyzed reflect the influence of 

the art education field or the National Art Education Association. 

Seven percent of the pages in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 

1985) indicate an early awareness of response from the field. By 1987, 

the percentages jump significantly: Twenty-nine percent of the pages in 

The Role of Discipline-Based Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 

1987b) and 42% of the pages in Discipline-Based Art Education: What 

Forms Will It Take? (Getty Center, 1987) either allude to or represent 

the concerns of the field. Perceptions of Discipline-Based Art 

Education and The Getty Center for Education in the Arts (Getty Center, 

1988b) responds to the field in eight out of nine--or 88%--of the 

textual pages, and Newsletter 1 (Getty Center, 1988a), which contains a 

version of the perceptions paper, does so in 50% of the pages. The 

remaining publications acknowledge reactions from the field to a lesser 

extent, ranging from 17% of the pages in The Getty Center for Education 

in the Arts. Information (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988b) to 4% in 

Roundtable Series II (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988a). 
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On average, 33% of the pages of the selected Getty publications 

address the l/T ratio or offer affective depictions of art education, 

the field, discipline-based art education, or the Getty Center and its 

activities. The perceptions paper (Getty Center, 1988b) does so on 78% 

of the pages, Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) on 51% of the 

pages analyzed, and Discipline-Based Art Education: What Forms Will It 

Take? (Getty Center, 1987) on 18% of the pages. Percentages in the 

other publications range from 25% to 34%. 

In general, Getty publications present the Center as disciplined 

and responsible. The publications stress that art education scholars 

inform the Center1s activities and that DBAE comes from the field. 

Beginning in 1988, Getty publications examined for this study present 

the Getty Center and NAEA as collaborators and emphasize the congruence 

of the Association1s goals statement and the Center1s version of DBAE. 

As indicated by the l/T codings, the Center advances itself and gains 

support for its version of practice by promoting the technicality of 

discipline-based art education without challenging excessively the 

indetermination of the field. 

NAEA Publications 

As discussed at the opening of the previous chapter, the National 

Art Education Association appears to allocate much of its publishing 

budget to the periodicals Art Education and Studies in Art Education. 

The latter has a typical scholarly appearance, with little white space 

and no photographs, graphics, or advertisements. The articles analyzed 
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from Studies are five to six pages long with an average textual density 

of 580 words per page. 129 Art Education is glossy and attractive; 

photographs, graphics, and color convey an image appropriate to an art 

education organization. Some of the articles on discipline-based art 

education or professional issues are presented in a way that makes them 

appear more serious or scholarly. For example, "Who Speaks for Art 

Education?" (MacGregor, 1986) has a high textual density of over 900 

words per page and no photographs. Rush's (1989) five-page article, 

"The Politics of Passion: Credibility Crisis for Academics and 

Practitioners," has one photograph. footnotes, endnotes, and a textual 

density of approximately 700 words per page. 

Other NAEA publications examined for this study include two flyers, 

one position statement, a special report, and two books. They vary 

widely in appearance. but the design, the quality of the materials, and 

the reproductive methods confirm the limitations of the Association's 

printing budget. 

Forty-seven percent of the pages of the selected publications 

attempt to generate legitimacy, for either art educators and the NAEA or 

discipline-based art education and the Getty Center. Four of the 

publications (Greer & Rush, 1985 [four pages]; Clark, 1986 [one page]; 

MacGregor, 1986 [three pages]; NAEA, 1987b [two pages]) do so on every 

page analyzed, while three (Hausman, 1985 [two pages]; MacGregor, 1986 

[six pages]; London, 1988 [one page]) make no attempt to generate 

129The page size is small--5. 75 x 9". (Art Education, in 
comparison, is 8 x 10.75".) 
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legitimacy. (MacGregor and London challenge the Getty Center or 

discipline-based art education, and Hausman gives mixed reviews to 

Beyond Creating [Getty Trust, 1985].) The remaining 16 publications use 

a variety of strategies to engender legitimacy, including citation of 

scholarship; invocation of science (Rush & Greer, 1985; Dobbs, 1988; 

Eisner, 1988);130 implied or actual endorsement; association with other 

educational practices (especially NAEA. 1985); invocation of social 

ideals; and adoption of corporate trappings, such as financial 

statements, organizational charts, and graphs (NAEA, 1987a). 

Less than 6% of the pages of the NAEA documents engage in overt 

advocacy. The publications exhibiting advocacy agendas include the 

Association's goals statement (NAEA, 1985; 100% of the two pages); the 

interpretation of the goals statement (Qualley, 1986; less than 6% of 

the 35 pages); Strengthening Arts Education in Schools (NAEA, 1987b; 

100% of the two pages); NAEA ... The First Forty Years (NAEA, 1987a; over 

6% of the 15 pages); and "The Getty Center for Education in the Arts and 

Discipline-Based Art Education" (Duke, 1988; 20% of the five pages). 

The first four documents listed above are written by Association staff 

or designated authors; the 14 publications that do not evidence 

prescriptive advocacy activities represent the field. 

Thirty of the 142 pages of NAEA documents analyzed--or over 21%--

suggest the influence of the field or the Getty Center. The 

publications that most reflect the dynamics of the controversy include 

130Appropriately, these authors are all academics and Getty Center 
associates. 
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the Association's goals statement (NAEA, 1985; 100% of the two pages); 

"\~ho Speaks for Art Education?" (MacGregor, 1986; 100% of the three 

pages); "A Commentary on DBAE" (Muth, 1988; 100% of four pages); 

"Discipline-Based Art Education: Its Criticisms and Its Critics" 

(Eisner, 1988; 100% of six pages); "The Politics of Passion: 

Credibility Crisis for Academics and Practitioners" (Rush, 1989; 80% of 

five pages); "Strengthening Arts Education in Schools" (NAEA, 1987b; 50% 

of the two pages); and "The Egalitarianism of Discipline-Based Art 

Education" (Silverman, 1988; 50% of six pages). Some of the 

publications, such as MacGregor, Muth, and Rush, respond to Getty 

activities, and Muth also challenges discipline-based art education. 

Conversely, Eisner and Silverman champion the Getty Center in light of 

criticisms from the field. 

Over 37% of the pages analyzed include l/T codings or affective 

depictions of NAEA, the art education field, DBAE, or the Getty Center 

and its activities. Nine of the 19 selected publications do so on 100% 

of the pages analyzed: Hausman (1985, two pages); Clark (1986, one 

page); MacGregor (1986, three pages); NAEA (1987b, two pages); London 

(1988, one page); Duke (1988, five pages); Muth (1988, four pages); 

Eisner (1988, six pages); and Rush (1989, five pages). Silverman (1988) 

does so on 83% of six pages, Greer and Rush (1985) on 75% of four pages, 

and MacGregor (1985) on 66% of six pages. 

Because of the diversity of authors and viewpoints, the selected 

publications do not offer a consistent presentation of the field. The 

four documents that represent the National Art Education Association 
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(NAEA, 1985; Qualley, 1986; NAEA, 1987a, 1987b) gain or maintain support 

by depicting NAEA as the professional association of art educators. 

Strengthening Arts Education in Schools (NAEA, 1987b) relies on 

endorsements, and NAEA ... The First Forty Years (NAEA, 1987a) 

appropriates scientific or corporate trappings to further legitimize the 

Association. In contrast, "Who Speaks for Art Education?" (MacGregor, 

1986) suggests that NAEA is struggling to maintain its professional 

claim to speak for the field. 

Rather than offering depictions of the National Art Education 

Association, the other publications reflect the nature of the 

controversy over art education. For example, Greer and Rush (1985) 

present the Getty Center's DBAE implementation model, and Duke (1988) 

discusses the Center's activities after five years of operation. 

Hausman (1985) and Lanier (1986) offer mixed reviews of Beyond Creating 

(J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), and Eisner (1987b) responds to Lanier's 

critique. London (1988), Muth (1988), Brigham (1989), and Rush (1989) 

attack DBAE or the Getty Center. Clark (1986) supports the Center in an 

editorial, and Eisner (1988) and Silverman (1988) defend the Getty 

Center and discipline-based art education. 

Although the National Art Education Association uses the term 

"quality art education," there is no specific lexicon in the selected 

NAEA documents. Instead, certain authors use selected vocabulary for 

affect: Greer and Rush (1985), for instance, adopt the lexicon of 

science to legitimate DBAE and the Getty Institute, while Rush (1985) 

uses the terms "political/ly" and "profession/al" to mount a political 
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attack on the Center. 

The NAEA publications do not present discipline-based art education 

or the Getty Center in a universal way. The Association's "official" 

publications (NAEA. 1985; Qualley. 1986; NAEA 1987a. 1987b) have little 

to say about the Center or DBAE. In fact. the only direct statement 

appears in NAEA ... The First Forty Years (NAEA. 1987a): " ... a private 

foundation. the Getty Center for Education in the Arts. has advocated 

support for 'discipline-based art instruction,II (p. 11). Conversely. 

Greer and Rush (1985). Clark (1986). Eisner (1987a. 1988). Duke (1988). 

and Silverman (1988). all associated with the Getty Center or 

Institutes. present discipline-based art education and the Center as 

scientific or scholarly. responsible. egalitarian. and part of the art 

education field. Other authors. including Hausman (1985). MacGregor 

(1985). London (1988). Muth (1988). and Brigham (1989). depict the Getty 

Center as a well-funded outsider trying to influence the field of art 

education. 

As a group, the selected NAEA documents present a mixed view of the 

art education field. Twenty-one percent of the pages analyzed respond 

to the field, and less than 6% evidence advocacy agendas. Forty-seven 

percent of the pages attempt to generate legitimacy for art education, 

the National Art Education Association, DBAE, or the Getty Center, and 

37% include liT codings or affective depictions of NAEA, discipline

based art education, the Getty Center, or the field. The liT codings 

are not as anticipated: Although 21% of the codings deprecate 

technicality, 70% valorize it. Only 6% of the codings valorize 



265 

indetermination, which another 2% denigrate. 

In comparison, over 31% of the pages analyzed in the selected Getty 

publications engender legitimacy, and 33% have liT coded paragraphs or 

address DBAE, the Getty Center, or the art education field in affective 

ways. Twenty-two percent of the pages in Getty documents evidence 

response from the field, and 11% engage in advocacy. In terms of liT 

codings, almost 57% are "T+," 15% are "I-," and 14% each are "1+" and 

"T-." 

4. What is the longitudinal interaction effect between the two groups 
of publications? 

Longitudinal Analysis of Getty Publications 

Based on the work of Jamous and Peloille (1970), the challenging 

Getty publications are expected to valorize technicality and deprecate 

indetermination. While the publications do champion codification or 

technicality (57% of codings), as anticipated, they fail to deprecate 

indetermination to a similar extent (15%). In addition, the 

publications unexpectedly valorize indetermination and deprecate 

technicality to comparable levels (14% each). 

The number of publications and coding levels do not remain 

consistent across the five-year period of time addressed by this study. 

Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) is the only publication from 

1985, and there are none from 1986. Discipline-Based Art Education: 

What Forms Will It Take? (Getty Center, 1987) and the Eisner (1987b) 

monograph are the selected 1987 publications. There are four 
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publications from 1988: Perceptions of Discipline-Based Art Education 

and The Getty Center for Education in the Arts (Getty Center, 1988b), 

the first newsletter (Getty Center, 1988a), the informational brochure 

(J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988b), and Roundtable Series II (J. Paul Getty 

Trust, 1988a). Education in Art: Future Building (Getty Center, 1989) 

is the lone publication from 1989 included in the study. 

Beyond Creating: The Place for Art in America's Schools (J. Paul 

Getty Trust, 1985) has a total of 26 liT codings in 154 paragraphs. Of 

these codings, 19 (73%) are "T+," six (23%) are "1-," and one (less than 

4%) is "1+." The publication warrants no "T-" codings. The Role of 

Discipline-Based Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 1987b) 

contains 22 codings in 70 paragraphs, although the distribution varies 

considerably from the anticipated profile seen in Beyond Creating. 

Seven (under 32%) are "T-," six (27%) are "1+," five (less than 23%) are 

"I -," and four (18%) are "T+." Discipline-Based Art Education: What 

Forms Will It Take? (Getty Center, 1987), the first proceedings report, 

contains far fewer codings than Beyond Creating or the Eisner monograph. 

The eight codings in 115 paragraphs include three (38%) "T-" codings, 

two (25%) "1+" and two "T+" codings, and one (13%) "1-" coding. 

The liT codings in Beyond Creating (.1. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), the 

Getty's first major publication, reflect the Center's political strategy 

of advancing technicality without extensively deprecating the 

indetermination of the field. With that proviso, the codings conform 

with those suggested by the Jamous and Peloille (1970) liT ratio and 

provide a baseline for analysis of subsequent Getty documents. 
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The codings of the Eisner (1987b) monograph, which Getty Center 

director Duke acknowledges is written in response to the field, confirm 

the political nature of the Center's second major publication. The 

selection of a highly-recognized art education leader as author and the 

mixed codings that depart so dramatically from the anticipated profile 

indicate the Getty Center's need to build support without alienating the 

field. The title of the third publication considered here, Discipline

Based Art Education: What Forms Will It Take? (Getty Center, 1987), 

supports that contention. Because it is a proceedings report, it more 

directly reflects the diverse views of the field, as evidenced in the 

mixed "T" codings. 

Although the four 1988 and one 1989 publications included in this 

study have different coding levels and profiles, they all advance 

technicality once again. Perceptions of Discipline-Based Art Education 

and The Getty Center for Education in the Arts (Getty Center, 1988b) has 

seven codings in 29 paragraphs; five (71%) are "T+," and one each (14%) 

is "1+" and "1-." This is the last instance of an "1-" coding that 

deprecates indetermination in a selected Getty document. Newsletter 1 

(Getty Center, 1988a) has five codings in over 130 paragraphs, including 

three (60%) "T+" codings, one (20%) "1+" codings, and one (20%) "T-" 

coding. The informational brochure (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988b) has 

only two codings in 34 paragraphs; both of these codings are "T+." 

Roundtable Series II (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988a) has nine codings in 

250 paragraphs; eight (under 89%) are "T+," and one (11%) is "T-." 

Education in Art: Future Building (Getty Center, 1989) has seven 
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codings in the 250 paragraphs analyzed. Six of the codings (under 86%) 

are "T+," and one (14%) is "1+." 

The first two 1988 publications listed above are related; the 

informal paper on perceptions (Getty Center, 1988b) appears within the 

"First Impressions" feature in Newsletter 1 (Getty Center, 1988a). They 

both acknowledge indetermination (witness the one "1+" coding each) but 

concentrate on advancing technicality. Roundtable Series II (J. Paul 

Getty Trust, 1988a) includes a roundtable addressing the role of the art 

specialist in discipline-based art education. It features two 

carefully-selected speakers who advance technicality but do not address 

indetermination. In this way, the Getty Center appears responsive to 

the field but avoids additional controversy. 

To reiterate, Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) 

represents the entry of the Getty Center into the debate over art 

education. Recognizing the Center's strategy of advancing technicality 

with greater frequency than it denigrates indetermination, the 

publication adequately reflects the anticipated liT codings, as 

described by Jamous and Peloille (1970). The two subsequent 

publications selected for this study contain dramatically different 

coding patterns that reflect concern over response from the field. The 

Role of Discipline-Based Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 

1987b) and Discipline-Based Art Education: What Forms Will It Take? 

(Getty Center, 1987) are the only two Getty publications that contain 

all four of the coding possibilities ("1+," "1-," "T+," "T-"). 

Unanticipated "I+" and "T-" codings occur with equal or greater 
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frequency than "1-" and "T+" codings. 

In 1988 and 1989 the Getty publications return to coding profiles 

that advance technicality above other codings. Acknowledgement of 

indetermination occurs on a token level (three of the five remaining 

publications each have one "1+" coding), but only one 1988 publication 

deprecates the indetermination of the field. While the 1985 entry 

coding profile strongly advanced technicality (19 "T+"), moderately 

deprecated indetermination (six "1-"), and included one "1+" coding, the 

mediated profile in years four and five advances technicality, ceases to 

deprecate indetermination, and sometimes includes one "1+" coding, 

although coding in later documents occurs with less frequency than in 

Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) and the Eisner (1987b) 

monograph. 

The percentage of textual pages that addresses the concerns of the 

field follows the changing patterns of I/T codings described above. 

Although only 7% of the pages in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 

1985) recognize response, the level jumps to 29% in Eisner's (1987b) key 

monograph and 42% in Discipline-Based Art Education: What Forms Will It 

Take? (Getty Center, 1987). These proceedings document the critical 

conference that began the renegotiation of the definition of discipline

based art education. Eighty-nine percent of the pages in Perceptions of 

Discipline-Based Art Education and The Getty Center for Education in the 

Arts (Getty Center, 1988b) respond to the concerns of the field, as do 

50% of the pages in Newsletter 1 (Getty Center, 1988a). Levels drop 

significantly in the remaining publications to 17% in the informational 
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brochure (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988b), 4% in Roundtable Series II (J. 

Paul Getty Trust, 1988a), and 15% in Future Building (Getty Center, 

1989). (The very low percentage found in the roundtable discussing the 

role of art specialists in DBAE indicates the degree to which the Getty 

Center controlled the situation.) 

The percentage of pages attempting to garner legitimacy for 

discipline-based art education or the Getty Center does not seem to 

establish a longitudinal pattern. As previously noted, The Role of 

Discipline-Based Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 1987b) has 

the lowest percentage of pages (over 14%) that engender legitimacy, 

followed by the three proceedings reports, which range from 20% to 27%. 

On average, the remaining Getty documents attempt to legitimize the 

Center or DBAE on over half of the pages. This demonstrates that 

publications authored by Getty staff--with the exception of the Eisner 

monograph--garner legitimacy on a more consistent basis than the 

proceedings reports, which more fully reflect the views of the field. 

Thirty-seven percent of the pages in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty 

Trust, 1985) include prescriptive advocacy attempts. The rate drops to 

between zero and 9% for the following six publications before rising to 

13% in Future Building (Getty Center, 1989). Lower levels of advocacy 

activity during the height of the controversy reflect a need to generate 

legitimacy and to respond to the field. 

Longitudinal Analysis of NAEA Publications 

As previously demonstrated, the National Art Education Association 
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publications do not valorize indetermination and deprecate technicality, 

as suggested by Jamous and Peloille (1970). Although 21% of the overall 

codings challenge technicality, 70% valorize it. In contrast, Getty 

publications, which are expected to champion technicality, do so in 57% 

of the codings. Only 6% of the NAEA codings laud indetermination, but 

2% also denigrate it. 

Of the 19 NAEA publications considered, only four directly 

represent the views or position of the Association (NAEA, 1985; Qualley, 

1986; NAEA, 1987a, 1987b). As with the other publications, these are 

not evenly distributed across the five-year time period under 

consideration. The four selected 1985 publications begin the debate 

over art education: The goals statement (NAEA, 1985) prescribes a 

discipline-based-like "quality art education;" Greer and Rush (1985) 

describe the Getty Institute DBAE implementation project; Hausman (1985) 

reviews Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985); and MacGregor 

(1985) offers an early critique of discipline-based art education and 

the Getty Center. The four 1986 publications include Qualley's (1986) 

interpretation of the goals statement, Clark's (1986) editorial 

promoting the Getty Center, Lanier's (1986) review of Beyond Creating, 

and MacGregor's (1986) article addressing professional issues. There 

are three 1987 publications included in the study: Eisner's (1987a) 

response to Lanier's analysis of Beyond Creating; NAEA's (1987b) 

collaborative flyer, Strengthening Arts Education in Schools; and the 

Association's 40th anniversary report (NAEA, 1987a). 

NAEA periodicals devoted much attention--both positive and 
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negative--to discipline-based art education in 1988. Selected 

publications include Research Readings for Discipline-Based Art 

Education: A Journey Beyond Creating (Dobbs, 1988) and a letter to the 

editor (London, 1988), as well as four articles: "The Getty Center for 

Education in the Arts and Discipline-Based Art Education" (Duke, 1988), 

"The Egalitarianism of Discipline-Based Art Education" (Silverman, 

1988), "A Commentary on DBAE" (Muth, 1988), and "Discipline-Based Art 

Education: Its Criticisms and Its Critics" (Eisner, 1988). Visual Arts 

(Brigham, 1989) and "The Politics of Passion: Credibility Crisis for 

Academics and Practitioners" (Rush, 1989) are the 1989 publications 

included in the study. 

Codings are sporadic: Only two of the four 1985 publications have 

coded paragraphs. Six "T+" codings result from the Greer and Rush 

(1985) article, while the three "T+" codings in the Hausman (1985) 

review reflect the position expressed in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty 

Trust, 1985), rather than his view. The description of "quality art 

education" in the goals statement (NAEA, 1985) does not sufficiently 

address technicality to warrant coding. Qualley's (1986) interpretation 

of the goals statement includes most of the codings for 1986 

publications. Two (40%) of its five codings are "1+," and another two 

(40%) are "T+;" there is also one (20%) "T-" coding. In addition, 

Lanier's (1986) review of Beyond Creating merits one "T+" coding. 

Strengthening Arts Education in Schools (NAEA, 1987b) is the only 1987 

document coded; it has one "T+" coding. 

The 1988 and 1989 publications have a higher level of coding than 
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the earlier NAEA publications. Four of the six 1988 documents have a 

total of 24 codings, including one "1+," one "1-," 15 "T+," and seven 

"T-" codings. (Two of the "T-" codings do not reflect the authors' 

views.) The Duke (1988) article includes five codings (four "T+" and 

one "T-" that reports misperceptions about DBAE) , and the Silverman 

article has 12 (one "1-," nine "T+," and two "T_,,131). Ironically, 

Discipline-Based Art Education: Its Criticisms and Its Critics (Eisner, 

1988), which has a total of four codings, has one "1+" and two "T-" 

codings. The 1989 publications have five "T+" and two "T-" codings. 

Perhaps because of the diversity of authors and agendas, the NAEA 

documents do not fall easily into longitudinal patterns. As previously 

stated, 1988 and 1989 publications have higher levels of coding than 

earlier publications, and there are more "T+" codings in 1988 and 1989 

than in the three previous years combined. Grouped by year, the 

percentage of pages that attempt to garner legitimacy is also higher 

during 1988 and 1989 (58% and 56%, respectively, as compared to 31% to 

44% between 1985 and 1987). 

The percentage of pages evidencing response from the field is 

significantly higher in the 1988 publications (almost 52%) than in other 

years, which range from 21% in 1985 to less than 7% in one year later. 

Attempts at advocacy vary widely across the years: Fourteen percent in 

1985, 4% in 1986, 13% in 1987, 3% in 1988, and none in 1989. 

1310ne of these reflects educators' misgivings about the 
technicality of DBAE. 
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Interactive Analysis 

By 1985, the Getty Center for Education in the Arts is active. The 

Institute for Educators on the Visual Arts is training classroom 

teachers to conduct art classes, and initial case study research is 

completed. The results of that research appear in Beyond Creating (J. 

Paul Getty Trust, 1985), the publication that fuels the debate over art 

education. 

At the same time, the art education field is at a crossroads. The 

gap between theory and practice continues (Lanier, 1974; Fitzpatrick, 

1985), as does the pluralism so characteristic of the field. These 

factors, combined with a lack of leadership or prescription on the part 

of the National Art Education Association (Dorn, 1976), have slowed the 

evolution and acceptance of a new art education practice. Perhaps in 

response to the Getty Center's discipline-based initiatives, the NAEA 

(1985) develops and ratifies the goals statement advocating quality art 

education. 

Beginning from this point in time, interactive analysis of selected 

documents examines how Getty and NAEA publications influence each other 

as each publisher attempts to gain or maintain sufficient support to 

implement its view of art education in school districts across the 

country. The analysis includes examples of both implicit and explicit 

references or responses to the other position. 

Quality Art Education. Goals for Schools (NAEA, 1985) is the 

National Art Education Association's first response to the Getty 

Center's art education initiatives. The goals prescribe a discipline-
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based-like "quality art education" and mandate universal instruction by 

art specialists. The document signals a symbolic end to creative 

expressionism and the tolerance of diverse practices. Because quality 

art education does not require written curricula, NAEA maintains 

indetermination and safeguards professional employment. 

In an Art Education article, Greer and Rush (1985) present the 

Getty Center's DBAE implementation process. The language, which is 

highly scientific, underscores the authors' distancing of discipline

based art education from traditional practice. Nonetheless, Greer and 

Rush emphasize that DBAE comes from the art education field. 

Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985) is the Getty Center's 

entry publication. The presentation is rational--although less 

scientific than the Greer and Rush (1985) article--and the publication 

includes a firm definition of discipline-based art education. Beyond 

Creating generates legitimacy through endorsement and introduces a 

distinctive Getty Center lexicon that includes "quality," "status," 

"rigor/ous," and "substance/substantive/substantial." The publication 

also distances discipline-based art education from traditional practice 

without excessively deprecating creative expressionism. Nonetheless, 

the text blurs distinctions between expressionist and discipline-based 

practices, and one page suggests awareness of early response from the 

field: "The definition of discipline-based art education was (and is) 

still evolving" (p. 25). 

In his review of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), 

Hausman (1985) contests the Getty Center's role as a well-endowed art 
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education advocate. He challenges the Getty and its report by 

reclaiming "discipline" and "rigor/ous" from the Center lexicon. 

MacGregor (1986) also recognizes the resources of the Getty and responds 

by emphasizing the National Art Education Association's movement toward 

a stronger financial position. The title of MacGregor's article, "Who 

Speaks for Art Education?," refers to the professional challenge 

presented by the Getty Center's influential role in the "alternative art 

education complex" (p. 33). MacGregor uses "quality," "status," and 

"substantive" extensively, although she does not pair "quality" and 

"status" as Beyond Creating does. 

Qualley's (1986) interpretation of the goals statement seeks 

legitimacy for the Association and quality art education on 34% of the 

textual pages analyzed. The author challenges discipline-based 

curricula and advances indetermination when he asserts that "effective 

integration of art concepts cannot be prescribed" (p. 21). Qualley 

dismisses codification by insisting that art instruction is too 

challenging for the uninitiated. 

The endorsement of 29 arts organizations presented in Strengthening 

Arts Education in Schools (NAEA, 1987b) reinforces the National Art 

Education Association's professional status. 132 The collaborative 

advocacy project responds to the discipline-based requirement for 

written curricula by prescribing local control of curriculum, thereby 

easing fears of standardization. 

132The Getty Center uses endorsement to garner legitimacy. 
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Lanier (1986) challenges the scholarship in Beyond Creating (J. 

Paul Getty Trust, 1985), focusing on the essay by Eisner. Although 

Eisner (1987a) responds in "An Analysis of Lanier's Analysis of Beyond 

Creating," Lanier's comments appear to influence The Role of Discipline

Based Art Education in America's Schools (Eisner, 1987b). Unlike the 

Getty's first publication, the monograph has an acknowledged author and 

a rather lengthy reference list. According to Getty Center director 

Duke, the publication fulfills requests "for a more definitive 

examination of DBAE." In response to the field, Duke acknowledges local 

differences and allows that "there is not one right way to teach art 

content and skills embraced by the discipline-based approach." Duke 

uses the term "prescriptive" in a negative way, in contrast to its 

positive connotations in Beyond Creating. The mixed codings in the 

monograph reflect political motivations and underscore the Getty 

Center's desire to win the support of diverse practitioners. 

NAEA ... The First Forty Years (NAEA, 1987) appears to be an attempt 

to compete with the Getty's glossy publications. The report adopts the 

Center's use of legitimizing quotations and uses charts and graphs to 

depict the rationality of the Association. In particular, the 

publication tries to demonstrate the organization's financial health. 

The proceedings report entitled Discipline-Based Art Education: 

What Forms Will It Take? (Getty Center, 1987) reveals the softening of 

the Getty Center stance. The language is conciliatory and indeterminate 

and the rhetoric more passive. The requirement for a written and 

sequential curriculum disappears, leaving a basic description of four 
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content areas. Eisner insists that structure need not be prescriptive 

and confirms that the Center will accommodate the field by accepting 

some (undefined) variation of discipline-based art education. The 

pubJication also reports that a conference participant requested a 

specific role for art specialists in DBAE. 

Duke (1988) discusses the first five years' of the Getty Center. 

To generate legitimacy. the director continues to rely on endorsements 

and stresses that Getty Center and NAEA goals are virtually identical. 

Her language and tone are more conciliatory. and she suggests that 

everyone can participate in the development of discipline-based art 

education. Eisner (1988) and Silverman (1988) respond to attacks on 

DBAE or the Getty Center. Silverman refutes the charge that discipline

based art education is elitist by depicting the democratic nature of 

technicality. He supports the Greer (1984) articulation of the 

discipline-based paradigm. 

London's (1988) letter to the editor criticizes the Getty Center's 

criticism of ineffectual practice. while Muth (1988) casts the Center as 

a outsider and challenges its right to influence practice. Despite the 

softening of the discipline-based paradigm and the Getty Center's 

rhetoric of inclusion. Muth asks how the field can renegotiate an art 

education paradigm. 

Perceptions of Discipline-Based Art Education and The Getty Center 

for Education in the Arts (Getty Center. 1988b) uses conciliatory 

language to respond to the concerns of the field. The informal paper 

presents the Getty Center as an "insider" and emphasizes its connection 



with the National Art Education Association. For the most part, the 

Getty lexicon is absent, and the paper advocates "partnerships and 

collaborations, not competition" (p. 7). Author Dobbs refers to the 

Getty's definition of discipline-based art education and extends an 

invitation for open dialogue. 
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The first newsletter (Getty Center, 1988a) continues to try to 

correct misunderstandings about DBAE and the Getty Center. The content 

of the perception paper (Getty Center, 1988b) appears in the lead 

article, where the definition of discipline-based art education is 

reduced to a listing of the four disciplines. In response to the field, 

the newsletter supports local control of curricula and acknowledges that 

"the art specialist is certainly an essential part of discipline-based 

art education" (p. 13). The newsletter embraces dissention and supports 

the redefinition of discipline-based art education. 

Roundtable Series II (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988a) adopts a 

partnership theme as it considers the role of the art specialist in 

DBAE. The speakers urge the employment of specialists by arguing that 

discipline-based art education is too challenging for the uninitiated. 

One speaker presents the Getty Center and NAEA synonymously. Again, the 

Getty publication encourages continued dialogue. 

Brigham (1989) refers to the Getty's financial resources and 

condemns the Center's depiction of current practice. Adopting a Getty 

Center strategy, Brigham uses frequent quotations from Eisner to support 

his position. Like Silverman (1988), Rush (1989) criticizes the Center 

for relinquishing the definition of discipline-based art education. 
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Future Building (Getty Center, 1989) showcases an expanded lexicon 

that includes "catalyst," "diversity," "pluralism," and "multicultural." 

New adjectives for curriculum are "multifaceted," "multidimensional," 

and "content-rich." Duke's insistence that DBAE is flexible and not 

prescriptive leads to increasingly amorphous definitions of discipline-

based art education. One of the definitions appeals to the field by 

including "creative and mental growth" (p. v), the title of Lowenfeld's 

(1947) influential book, and in one instance, the publication uses the 

NAEA term "quality art education" in place of discipline-based art 

education. The Getty Center's depiction of self has changed 

dramatically: Initially presented as an agent of change in the 

educational reform movement, the Center now portrays itself as a 

participant in a reform movement that includes art education. 

Examination of the Getty Center's changing definitions of 

discipline-based art education underscores the Center's willingness to 

trade prescription for broader support. The following description, 

which appears in Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1985), is similar 

to Greer's (1984) initial delineation of discipline-based art education: 

Still, research indicates that art education cannot realize 
its full potential until schools approach it more 
substantively. The Center believes that if art education is 
to be accepted as essential to every child's education, 
programs will need to be developed that teach content from 
four disciplines that constitute art: art history, art 
production, art criticism, and aesthetics. Such discipline
based art education programs should offer instruction in the 
four disciplines because each one imparts knowledge and 
develops skills that help children understand art better, draw 
inferences about art's historical and cultural contexts, and 
analyze and interpret the meaning of artworks. The programs 
would employ the same standards maintained in other academic 
subjects: written, sequential curriculum; student assessment; 



and adequate instructional time. (p. 4) 

The tone and definition change by 1987 when the Center holds a 

conference to determine the future form of discipline-based art 

education: 

The Getty Center and many leaders in the field of art 
education believe that some variation of what is called 
discipline-based art education (DBAE) may be an appropriate 
response to the call for greater academic rigor. This 
approach integrates content and skills from the four 
disciplines which contribute to creating, understanding, and 
appreciating art: art production, art history, art criticism, 
and aesthetics. The Center has found that there are a number 
of promising ways to establish DBAE programs in schools, and 
individual forms of DBAE may be tailored to specific districts 
and geographic areas. (Getty Center, 1987) 

A highly-simplified definition of DBAE appears in the first 

newsletter (Getty Center, 1988a): 

Since its founding in 1982, the Getty Center for Education in 
the Arts has been an active participant in this dialogue. both 
as an enthusiastic supporter of raising the status and quality 
of art education in the classroom, and as an advocate of 
discipline-based art education (DBAE), an approach to teaching 
the visual arts that combines content from the four 
foundational disciplines of art--studio art, art history. art 
criticism, and aesthetics. (p. 3) 
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A strong definition returns in Duke's foreword to Roundtable Series 

II (J. Paul Getty Trust, 1988a): 

The Getty Center for Education in the Arts was established in 
1982 as one of seven operating entities of the J. Paul Getty 
Trust. Its mission is to improve the quality and status of 
art education in the nation's schools. Discipline-Based Art 
Education (DBAE), which underlies all of the Center's 
initiatives, is based on the premise that art education must 
integrate the ideas, skills, knowledge, and creative activity 
derived from four art disciplines: Studio art, art criticism, 
art history, and aesthetics. Furthermore, art content should 
be presented in the form of written, sequential curricula that 
enables students to develop their creative abilities for 
making art (studio art), to respond to and appreciate the 
qualities of visual imagery (art criticism), to understand 



art's cultural and historical contexts (art history), and to 
raise questions about the nature of art and make informed 
artistic judgments (aesthetics). (p. ii) 
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Two politicized definitions in Future Building (Getty Center, 1989) 

reflect the Center's desire to gain broad support. The following 

definition is rather amorphous and expressionist: 

The overall goals of the comprehensive discipline-based 
program include the development of creativity, expression, and 
understanding of the arts, artists, and the arts community. A 
specific goal is the development of appreciation for the 
beauty and cultural diversity of the city. Content is divided 
into four components; perception and response, creative 
expression, history and world cultures, and aesthetic valuing. 
These components are aligned with the state curriculum 
framework, guides, and standards. Content is outlined in 
written guidelines for district-wide implementation, and units 
of instruction based on the guidelines are developed by 
teachers, arts educators, and artists working in schools to 
fit specific school site needs and resources. (p. 37) 

Another definition presented in the publication appeals to 

disenfranchised creative-expressionist art educators: 

In order for this education reformation to actually occur, the 
Getty Center and many art and education advocates believe that 
a more comprehensive approach to teaching children about art, 
one which can make significant contributions to their creative 
and mental growth, must be implemented. This approach, which 
integrates skills, knowledge and understanding from the 
disciplines of studio production, art history, art criticism 
and aesthetics, is known as discipline-based art education 
(DBAE). (p. v) 

Five years after the publication of Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty 

Trust, 1985), the Getty Center continues to try to gain adequate 

legitimacy to encourage the broad implementation of discipline-based art 

education. Aware of response from the field and unwilling to fail in 

its mission to improve art education, the Center changes its 

presentation of self and redefines DBAE, as necessary. A depiction of 
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the Getty Center as collaborator and facilitator attempts to replace the 

early "outsider" position conveyed by the Center's previous 

presentational strategies. Changes in language and a decrease in liT 

codings accompany the softening of the discipline-based art education 

paradigm, as initially articulated by Greer (1984). 

Because of the diversity of practitioners, it is more difficult to 

assess the status of the National Art Education Association and the art 

education field five years after Beyond Creating (J. Paul Getty Trust, 

1985). Clearly, the field remains pluralistic, despite the 

Association's attempt to prescribe quality art education (NAEA, 

1985).133 The goals statement, NAEA's early response to the Getty 

Center's involvement in art education, changes, to an extent, the terms 

of the debate. (Witness the high level of "T+" codings in NAEA 

pUblications.) The National Art Education Association concentrates on 

protecting professional practice and maintaining its role as 

representative of art education. Legitimizing activities, such as 

increased professional publications, raise the visibility of the 

Association and garner additional support. Despite somewhat similar 

goals, points of contention remain between NAEA and the Getty Center. 

133The range of response to DBAE represented by the NAEA articles 
examined here supports this claim. 
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Chapter 7 

DISCUSSION 

This study enlists Jamous and Peloille's (1970) notion of the liT 

ratio to examine the controversy over art education. Working from 

selected Getty and National Art Education Association publications 

representing both the publishers and the field, the study describes how 

each group attempts to garner or retain legitimacy and advance its 

version of art education practice. This final chapter returns the 

analysis to Jamous and Peloille and provides broad implications for 

established and challenged groups engaged in professionalization 

competitions. 

liT codings in Getty documents support the contention that 

challenging groups rely on codification to facilitate access for the 

uninitiated. 134 However, the Getty publications do not deprecate the 

indetermination of the field to the extent expected, although this may 

be a deliberate, political decision. 

While liT codings of Getty publications mostly fit the profile of a 

challenging group, the codings of NAEA documents contradict 

expectations. The publications valorize indetermination minimally135 

but valorize technicality to a greater extent than the Getty 

publications. The liT codings in Association documents underscore the 

134Traditional preservice training does not typically include 
criticism and aesthetics. In this regard, in-service teachers are also 
"uninitiated" when it comes to discipline-based art education. 

135Six percent of the codings are "1+." 
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evolution of art education practice: After years of research by 

scholars in the field and a parallel acceptance of pluralistic 

practices. the Getty Center's attempts to promote discipline-based art 

education apparently catalyzed NAEA's early (1985) prescription of a 

discipline-based-like quality art education. This action changed the 

terms of the debate by signaling an end to the indetermination of a 

creative expressionist practice. while concurrently accepting 

technicality and reconstruing the notion of indetermination in a 

practice requiring higher levels of codification. 

Document selection may also partially explain the high level of 

"T~" coding in Association publications. Four of the 19 documents 

included in this study are official NAEA publications that advance 

quality art education (NAEA. 1985; Qualley. 1986; NAEA. 1987a. 1987b). 

and another nine are written by Getty associates or recognized scholars 

(Greer & Rush. 1985; Clark. 1986; Lanier. 1986; Eisner. 1987a. 1988; 

Dobbs. 1988; Duke. 1988; Silverman. 1988; Rush. 1989136 ). The remaining 

publications. by Hausman (1985). MacGregor (1985). MacGregor (1986). 

London (1988). Muth (1988). and Brigham (1989). contain 24%--or eight--

of the 33 "T+" codings. although four of these codings do not reflect 

the views of the authors. Dismissing those codings. this group of 

publications. which represents 32% of all the NAEA publications included 

in the study. accounts for only 12% of the total NAEA "T+" codings. 

136Rush (1989). a scholar once closely affiliated with Getty 
implementation projects, is now disenfranchised. 
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Such contradictory levels of "T+" codings demonstrate the split between 

theory and practice. 

The National Art Education Association uses its official status and 

publications (NAEA, 1985; Qualley, 1986; NAEA, 1987a, 1987b) to rally 

support and encourage the adoption of quality art education in schools 

across the country. The goals statement (NAEA, 1985), which reappears 

in Qualley's (1986) interpretation and NAEA ... The First Forty Years 

(NAEA, 1987b), astutely includes several safeguards to ensure 

professional employment of art educators across the grades. The Getty 

Center, in comparison, has the resources to underwrite initiatives that 

promote the implementation of discipline-based art education 

programs, 137 but the controversy in the field may influence public 

receptiveness and levels of Center funding. 

Jamous and Peloille (1970) contend that the initiated and the 

challenger--NAEA and the Getty Center, respectively--will not support 

one model of art education, because each wants to advance and control 

its own definition of practice. While this study acknowledges 

similarities between discipline-based art education and quality art 

137Jamous and Peloille (1970) do not address the role of resources 
in the process of professional challenge. 
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education. 138 the differences over curriculum and qualifications of 

the teacher are critical. The National Art Education Association 

requires instruction by certified art specialists but does not mandate a 

written curriculum. This serves to protect indetermination and 

employment of art education professionals and also preserves 

practitioner support for NAEA. In contrast, the Getty Center initially 

required a written curriculum and prepared general classroom teachers to 

teach art. Although the Getty Center dropped the requirement for a 

written curriculum when it relinquished the definition of the 

discipline-based paradigm. it has been reluctant to advocate specialist 

instruction in art in the general education context. Much of the 

remaining controversy focuses on this crucial issue. 

Although the National Art Education Association prescribes a 

redefined practice that appears more rational than creative 

expressionism, it retains critical indetermination in instruction. 

redefining the notion by contending that the difficult and complex 

content of a quality art education prohibits teaching by generalists. 

In comparison, the Getty's mediated definition of DBAE loses some of its 

original technicality. but the Center does not endorse indetermination. 

In other words. the data suggest that the NAEA responded early to the 

138This statement refers to the discipline-based art education 
paradigm, as elaborated by Greer (1984) and Clark, Day, and Greer 
(1987). Because of the Getty Center's politicalization of DBAE. later 
definitions become amorphous. This makes comparison with quality art 
education (NAEA, 1985) more difficult. Some scholars. such as Hamblen 
(1988) and Rush (1989), find critical differences among the discipline
based art education paradigm, the Getty version of DBAE. and quality art 
education. 



Getty Center challenge by embracing technicality and advocating an 

unexpected "T+/I+" practice, while the response from the field caused 

the Center to support a somewhat weakened "T+/I-" practice. The 

internal dynamic in art education has redefined NAEA and Getty 

positions, but the situation seems to lack an external dynamic that 

demands change in art education practice. 139 Lacking the combined 

strength of the two dynamics, Jamous and Peloille (1970) contend that 

major change will not occur. 
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Despite early concerns about the Getty Center's ability to use its 

resources to influence the field, the National Art Education Association 

continues to speak for art education. Indeed, NAEA may be in a stronger 

position in 1989, thanks to the goals statement (NAEA, 1985) that 

prescribes quality art education by certified art specialists and the 

use of standard professionalization strategies. The Association's 

vigilant protection of employment for the initiated increases its 

legitimacy and garners significant support from challenged art 

educators. 

Recognizing that it cannot succeed without the support of the 

field, the Getty Center presents itself as an "insider" and continues to 

try to mediate an acceptable definition of discipline-based art 

education. A disenchanted author (Rush, 1989) warns that the 

politicalization of the paradigm will cause the Getty Center to fall 

139Although the Getty Center has tried to change this through 
advocacy efforts (with the PTA, for example), art education may have 
been so disvalued for so long that the general public no longer 
considers it necessary for general education. 
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short of its objectives to affect change and improve the quality and 

status of art education in America's schools. The Center's willingness 

to relinquish the once highly-promoted discipline-based paradigm-

especially in view of the NAEA's prescription of a somewhat similar 

practice--raises the question of how effectively and appropriately 

outside groups can or should try to influence professional practice. 

The study suggests that in the absence of a strong external 

(social) dynamic, an established group can retain social legitimacy and 

survive a professional challenge by invoking its professional status and 

protecting its membership, which in turn supports the group. As 

demonstrated, the National Art Education Association maintained its 

professional status by claiming its right to speak for art education, 

decrying outside intervention in the field, and safeguarding 

professional practice through the adoption of the goals statement (NAEA, 

1985). Jamous and Peloille (1970) affirm: "A new definition of the 

activity which is opposed to the dominant one, even if it does provide 

some 'objective' criteria enabling its greatest riches to be evaluated, 

is not enough to provoke change; it needs a suitable combination of 

social forces which could make use of it" (pp. 142-143). The 

implication for a challenging group is that it must garner significant 

legitimacy within the field and from the society in general in order to 

affect actual change. 



APPENDIX A 

SUMMARIES BY PUBLISHER 

Getty Documents 
Total documents analyzed 8 
Number of pages analyzed 245 
Number of paragraphs analyzed +928 

Total 
Percent140 

Themes (# of pages)139 
L A R D 

77 
31 

28 
11 

54 
22 

81 
33 

NAEA Documents (all) 

liT Coding (# 
I+ I-
12 13 
14 15 

Total documents analyzed 19 
Number of pages analyzed 142 
Number of paragraphs analyzed +583 

Total 
Percent 

Themes (# 
L A 

67 8 
47 6 

of pages) liT Coding (# 
R D 1+ 1-

30 53 3 1 
21 37 6 2 
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of paragraphs) 
T+ T-
49 12 
57 14 

of paragraphs) 
T+ T-
33 10 
70 21 

139"L" refers to attempts to generate legitimacy; "A" reflects overt 
advocacy attempts; "R" indicates response from the field; and "D" 
represents "I/T" coded paragraphs and/or affective depictions of NAEA, 
the Getty Center, DBAE, or the art education field. 

140For themes, the figure represents a percentage of total pages 
analyzed; for coded paragraphs, it represents a percentage of total coded 
paragraphs. 



"Official" NAEA Documents 141 

Total documents analyzed 4 
Number of pages analyzed 54 
Number of paragraphs analyzed 149 

Themes (# of pages) I/T Coding (# of paragraphs) 

Total 
Percent 

L A R D 
19 7 5 7 
35 13 9 13 

1+ 1- T+ T-
2 

33 
o 
o 

3 
50 

1 
17 

NAEA Documents Produced by Recognized 
Total Documents Analyzed 

Scholars/Getty Associates 142 

9 
Number of pages analyzed 45 
~umber of paragraphs analyzed +64 

Themes (# of pages} IIT Coding {# of paragraphs} 
L A R D 1+ 1- T+ T-

Total 26 1 16 27 1 1 22 (7 ) 
Percent 58 2 36 60 3 3 71 23 

() Six do not represent authors' views 

Other NAEA Documents143 

Total documents analyzed 6 
Number of pages analyzed 43 
Number of paragraphs analyzed +170 

Themes (# of pages) I/T Coding {# of paragraphs} 

Total 
Percent 

L A R D 1+ 1- T+ T-
22 0 9 18 0 0 (8) 2 
51 0 21 42 0 0 80 20 

() Seven do not represent authors' views 

141NAEA, 1985; Qualley, 1986; NAEA, 1987a, 1987b 
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142Greer & Rush, 1985; Clark, 1986; Lanier, 1986; Eisner, 1987a; 
Dobbs, 1988; Duke, 1988; Silverman, 1988; Eisner, 1988; Rush, 1989. 

143Hausman, 1985; MacGregor, 1985; MacGregor, 1986; London, 1988; 
Muth, 1988; Brigham, 1989. 



292 

INDIVIDUAL DOCUMENT SUMMARIES -- Getty Documents 

J. Paul Getty Trust. (1985) . Be~ond creating: The J2lace for art in 
America's schools. Los Angeles: Author. 

Number of pages analyzed: 41 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: 154 
Textual Density: +/- 360 

Themes (# of J2ages) liT Coding (# of J2aragraJ2hs) 
Page L A R D 1+ 1- T+ T-
iv !Jo m 1 
iv-v 1 
v .... ir.: L • 1 
vi :t::: 

(vii ) ~ IC."' u'1i 

2 ~i;5. ~: 1 
3 t!~ -.. ,;:;. 1 
4 Si" ef, fA 1 
5 Ir"?: 

6 ~ 2 ,'fiJ 1 
7 "-. 1 
10 .r 

10-11 1 
11 " , M 1 
13 .. -..-. 1 
14 ~ 

15 
19 I~ 

21 i!.."! 1 
47 '"-

48 -~ 1* 1* 
54 tu lIJ1 ~ 1 
56 OIL 

58 ;, "'- ~:. 

58-60 1 
60 1-' .~ ... 4 
60-62 1 
62 c.:.." , ott 1 
65 b 

66 ;;:;. 

69 :.5:- 1 
70 ;:~ ~'. 

71 .-R 

72 "..; :::. 1 
73 !i:! "" C 1 
73-74 1 
74 i'1'! 

Total 20 15 3 21 1 6 19 0 
Percent 49 37 7 51 4 23 73 0 

*denotes mixed-coded paragraph 
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Eisner. E. W. (1987). 
America's schools. 
Arts. 

The role of discipline-based art education in 
Los Angeles: Getty Center for Education in the 

Number of pages analyzed: 35 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: 70 
Textual Density: ... /- 450 

Themes (# of pages} IIT Coding (# of paragraphs} 
Page L A R D 1+ 1- T+ T-
Foreword " Ell' lr! 1 
Biography ;T: 

11 ~~ 

11-12 1 
12 .- 1 
14 "" 1 
15 .. {t.~ 1* 1* 
16-17 1 
17 ~ 

2] ·t· 1 1 
24 ;-~..! 

25 t-:: 

26 o. {;;; 1* 1* 
27 ~~ i:J.\!: 1* 1* 
28 7..toi. r .,. 1* 1* 
28-29 1 
29 '!f :.:. .~' 2* 1* 1* 
30 .,. 
31 ... -~., ~ 1* 1* 
32 
34 ~1: 

35 U'i 

Total 5 3 10 12 6 5 4 7 
Percent 14 9 29 34 27 23 18 32 

*denotes mixed-coded paragraph 
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Getty Center for Education in the Arts. (1987) . Disci~line-based art 
education: What forms will it take? [Proceedings]. Los Angeles: 
Author. 

~umber of pages analyzed: 38 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: 115 
Textual Density: +/- 360 

Themes (# of ~ages} liT Coding (# of ~aragra~hs} 
Page L A R D 1+ 1- T+ T-
iv !t"': r-l" 

V !o!: IT, "!; 

1 ~ 

2 r.. "/. 
3 I:i 

4 5;' 

6 ~, 1 
8 ~ l:~"; fi< 

8-9 1 
9 ~£' .r;, 

10 r.;: Foe 1 
13 .to:!: 1* 1* 
15 "', 
17 "" ~ 1* 1* 
18 ~, 

19 L 

20 ~ 

21 ". 

42 E' 

43 -- " 
45 ;:;::-

102 :£: 

103 -- :;;..:; 

114 ~!i 

115 t:1 "" 1 
Total 10 3 16 7 2 1 2 3 
Percent 26 8 42 18 25 13 25 38 

*denotes mixed-coded paragraph 
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Getty Center for Education in the Arts. (1988b). Perceptions of 
djscipline-based art education and The Getty Center for Education 
in the Arts. Los Angeles: Author. 

~umber of pages analyzed: 9 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: 29 
Textual Density: +/- 300 

Themes (# of pages) IIT Coding (# of paragraphs) 
Page L A R D I+ I- T+ T-
1 >.:' S" 1 
3 -" ~~ S'. 2 
4 .. ~ 

5 ~ \At 'ITo 1 
5-6 1* 1* 
6 c· J.<- fi' 

7 12 -
7-8 1 
8 1',. :.;: ~! 

9 jq ~. 1:( 

Total 5 0 8 7 1 1 5 0 
Percent 56 0 89 78 14 14 71 0 

*denotes mixed-coded paragraph 

Get.ty Center for Education in the Arts. (1988a). Newsletter 1. Los 
Angeles: Author. 

Number of pages analyzed: 12 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: +130 
Textual Density: +/- 735 

Themes (# of pages) liT Coding (# of [!aragra[!hs) 
Page L A R D I+ I- T+ T-
1 ~ .... ;.~, ~ 1 
3 I'I~ !r7 Ir-, 1* 1* 
5 r.!' !ol:: .." 1 
7 -1'\ 

11 HI 

12 ~! !;, 1 
13 !!1 

14 ~-, 

Total 5 0 6 4 1 0 3 1 
Percent 42 0 50 33 20 0 60 20 

*denotes mixed-coded paragraph 



J. Paul Getty Trust. (1988b). The Getty Center for Education in the 
Arts. Information. Los Angeles: Author. 

Number of pages analyzed: 12 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: 34 
Textual Density: +/- 200 

Themes (# of ~ages) liT Coding {# of ~aragra~hs} 
Page L A R D I+ I- T+ T-
1 r-:=.: 

2 t·~ J:~ ~ 

4 ~ " 1 
5 -" 

6 l'f". 

8 ~~..: 

12 ;n' 

13 ."" 

14 ~.' 

16 ""-
18 '1<1'. Hi 1 
Total 9 1 2 3 0 0 2 0 
Percent 75 8 17 25 0 0 100 0 
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J. Paul Getty Trust. (1988a). Roundtable series II. [Proceedings]. 
Los Angeles: Author. 

Number of pages analyzed: 50 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: 146 
Textual Density: +/- 310 

Themes (# of 2ages} 
Page L A R D 
ii ,>,<. 

iii ... -:t :;'t 

iv :1 ~: 

V .~f 

3 U 

13 f~ 

18 5,> 

18-19 
19 lI<l 

21 ~'" 

29 ;tk:. 

36 :-,;~ 

37 .:. 

96 :'".1.". _. 
97 "!. 

99 '1'., 

99-100 
100 ;~ 

101 n " 
104 ~:.c 

106 -
109 ;l:'; 

110 ~. ;:So 

Total 10 0 2 13 
Percent 20 0 4 26 

IiT Coding (# of 2aragra2hs} 
1+ 1- T+ T-

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

0 0 8 1 
0 0 89 11 
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Getty Center for Education in the Arts. (1989). Education in art: 
Future building. [Proceedings]. Los Angeles: Author. 

Number of pages analyzed: 48 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: 250 
Textual Density: +/- 415 

Themes (# of ~ages) 
Page L A R D 
iv ~:;; ". 
V '-.l [~ ~ 

vi f::" 

2 -:: 

3 ... '!J ~ 

4 .'. ~~ ;;r 

5 ,', 

6 -
7 .!:l:, ;~ qt· 

8 .. 7:' 

22 .. , 
23 ~ r::J 

35 }!: 

37 ;::: 

41 w 

58 ;~ ... t!'~ 

58 
60 .-1-.' 

61 \"g 

67 :t. fr-

81 -
82 :"': U'.: 

83 ,~' .. 
108 ::,£. 

109 :..: 

130 {i.., 

132 t-: ..... 

Total 13 6 7 14 
Percent 27 13 15 29 

I/T Coding (# of ~aragra~hs) 
I+ I- T+ T-

1 
1 
1 

1* 1* 

1 
1 

1 0 6 0 
14 0 86 0 

*denotes mixed-coded paragraph 

298 



299 

INDIVIDUAL DOCUMENT SUMMARIES -- NAEA Documents 

National Art Education Association. (1985). Quality art education. 
Goals for schools. Reston. VA: Author. 

Number of pages analyzed: 2 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: 14 
Textual Density: +/- 220 

Themes (# of J::!ages} I/T Coding (# of J::!aragraJ::!hs) 
Page L A R D I+ 1- T+ T-
inside !:' "',.. £r: 

cover . F 

Total 1 2 2 0 o o o o 
Percent 50 100 100 0 

Greer. W. D .. & Rush. J. C. (1985). A grand experiment: The Getty 
Institutes for Educators on the VIsual Arts. Art Education. 38(1). 
24. 33-35. 

Number of pages analyzed: 4 
Number of paragraphs analyzed: 24 
Textual Density: +/- 460 

Themes (# of J::!ages) IiT Coding (# of J::!aragraJ::!hs) 
Page L A R D IT 1- T+ T-
24 i-.Y1 "" 4 
33 n '1. 

34 ,'-.:. "'" 2 
35 !07' <"1 

Total 4 0 1 3 0 0 6 0 
Percent 100 0 25 75 0 0 100 0 

MacGregor. R. N. 
education. 

(1985). An outside view of discipline-based art 
Studies in Art Education. 26(4). 241-246. 

Number of pages analyzed: 6 
Number of paragraphs anal yzed: 18 
Textual Density: T/- 560 
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