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Producing this chapter in the history of art education 
and the National Art Education Association (NAEA) 
was a little like the experiences of the field itself: 
changing leadership, shifting rationales, new directions in 
research, and young art educators making a place in the 
profession for their ideas. This chapter was written with future 
researchers in mind, as well as those art teachers in practice 
today at all levels and circumstances.

Art Education and the National Art Education 
Association

NAEA is the professional organization for the entire field of art 
education—providing theoretical and philosophical guidance, 
discussion of best practices for teaching art, and professional 
attendance to all other needs and issues of the field. The 
Association provides a primary resource for art educators, and 
it provides a comprehensive platform from which all members 
can speak, learn, question, and debate. 

The 1980s and 1990s in American art education were domi-
nated by the rationale known as discipline-based art education 
(DBAE) or “comprehensive art education,” as it was known in 
its later iteration. This rationale is based on content from four 
well-established art disciplines: art production, art history, art 
criticism, and aesthetics; the rationale is receptive to an art 
curriculum with more depth and substance than was previously 
offered by the creative self-expression approach. Consequently, 
DBAE replaced creative self-expression as the most often used 
and cited reason for including art as a subject in the schools.

Education decision makers at the upper levels appeared hesi-
tant to make art essential in the school curriculum, primarily 
because of their perception that the subject lacked the content 
and scope that was needed. According to Wolff and Geahigan 
(1997), “educators in the arts were troubled by a lack of 
substance and sequence in their programs” (p. 137). Some art 
educators decried a lack of effort directed toward cultivating 
enlightened student response toward works of art. Another 
leader in the field observed that “art generally has a marginal 
status in the school curriculum” (Sandell, 1991, p. 178). This 
attitude was then—and is now—one that plagues the efforts 
of NAEA in its programs and initiatives. Perceptions of status 
outside of art education limit the placement of art teachers 
that graduate each year from our colleges and universities, 

and—more important—limits the number of students who 
might receive a quality art education.

The philosophical and psychological precursors of DBAE, both 
critics and proponents, include such foundational authors 
as John Dewey (1934), Herbert Read (1945/1958), Viktor 
Lowenfeld (1947), Jerome Bruner (1960), Manuel Barkan 
(1962), June McFee (1961), Ralph A. Smith (1995), Laura 
Chapman (1978), Elliot Eisner (1972), and Howard Gardner 
(1983), among others. The work of Bruner, a psychologist, and 
art educators Barkan and Eisner opened the way toward a more 
academic approach to teaching children and young people. 
Bruner’s famous dictum stated that “any subject can be taught 
effectively in some intellectually honest form to any child at 
any stage of development.” (Bruner, 1960, p. 33). He raised the 
issue of making the content of a school subject appropriate for 
the learner and opened the door for consideration of rigorous 
learning for children of all ages. This meant that school studies 
might become associated with adult disciplines, or patterns of 
behavior applied to a field of study. During the 1970s, the field 
of art education slowly moved toward a stance that included 
the study of art history integrated with studio art. Day (1976) 
posited that integrated study of the disciplines of art history 
and art production could enhance learning in both domains. 
This approach paid increased attention to art historical subject 
matter related directly to students’ artmaking, and it addressed 
the assessment of students’ educational progress, which was 
another pressing movement of the time (Wilson, 1971).

At Stanford, Eisner (1969, 1975) created a detailed art curric-
ulum as part of a research and development project funded 
by the Charles F. Kettering Foundation. For some time, Eisner 
had taught and written of three domains of learning in art: the 

productive, the historical, and the 
critical. These domains constitute 
part of the construct upon which 
the art curriculum was organized 
and written. Dwaine Greer (1984) 
published an article that extended 
Eisner’s domains to include the 
discipline of aesthetics, which 
completed the initial structure 
of the discipline-based orienta-
tion and answered the perceived 
need for substance in the art 
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curriculum. At the time, this curriculum structure was to many 
professional art educators a new approach to teaching practice. 

The discipline-based approach to art education was unique in 
the history of the field (Greer, 1997) because it was supported 
by a large and wealthy benefactor: the Getty Trust. The presi-
dent of the J. Paul Getty Trust, Harold Williams, hired a former 
National Endowment for the Arts leader, Leilani Lattin Duke, as 
director of the Getty Center for Education in the Arts, subse-
quently known as the Getty Education Institute for the Arts. 
Never had the field of art education experienced support of 
private funds at this level, and Duke (1988) asserted that “the 
goals of the Center for DBAE are virtually identical to the aims 
stated by the National Art Education Association” (p. 12). In 
addition, the Getty Trust was interested in achieving a goal that 
had long escaped the field of American art education: recog-
nition of art as an essential subject in the general education of 
every student. 

The Getty Trust began an exploratory program in Los Angeles 
County with school districts, administrators, teachers, and 
students. Greer was selected as director of the Los Angeles 
Getty Institute for Educators on the Visual Arts. Harry Broudy 
(1972), a philosopher of education, worked closely with Greer 
and eventually had a significant influence on the Los Angeles 
program and on DBAE. The Los Angeles Institute was active 
between 1982 and 1989; it involved 21 school districts and 10 
art museums, hundreds of schoolteachers, and thousands of 
schoolchildren and young people. The Institute collected a great 
deal of valuable information during its tenure; that informa-
tion proved useful for future projects. The Institute encouraged 
Duke and her staff to move ahead with even more ambitious 
initiatives (Duke, 2000). Several former NAEA Presidents and 
members of the Board of Directors, among others, participated 
with the Los Angeles Institute as members of the faculty or on 
advisory committees. As the close relationship among NAEA, 
the field of art education, and DBAE advanced, many art educa-
tors in higher education, administration, K–12 art teachers, 
museum educators, and others shared their expertise with the 
Getty program.

Discipline-Based Art Education 
Michael Day

Discipline-based art education (DBAE) is “a comprehen-
sive approach to instruction and learning in art, developed 
primarily for grades K–12, but also formulated for use in adult 
education, lifelong learning, and art museums” (Dobbs, 2000, 
p. 52). The approach was designed to provide exposure to, 
experience with, and acquisition of content from four founda-
tional disciplines in art: artmaking, art criticism, art history, 
and aesthetics. “Education in these disciplines contributes to 
the creation, understanding, and appreciation of art, artists, 
artistic processes, and the roles and functions of art in cultures 
and societies” (Dobbs, 2000, p. 52). Eisner (1987) explained 
that DBAE “provides no set formula for success.… It is a set 
of resources developed from a set of convictions, theories and 
facts about how children learn, what is important to teach, and 
how content can be organized” (p. 22).

Broudy held that “what was once reserved for the elite should 
be a part of the education of every citizen” (as cited in Greer, 
1992, p. 51). This egalitarian note made the concept of art 
education for all students a radical proposition. To make art 
available to every child was a challenge to the idea of art as a 
special subject available primarily to students with a particu-
lar ability or interest in making art. Broudy justified the arts 
in education on the basis that the arts are the primary place 
in the curriculum where students develop the store of images 
undergirding language and funding the imagination. The visual 
arts—including contemporary, commercial, and technical 
arts—contain the most impressive and influential visual images 
available within any culture. Broudy built a logical argument 
that the arts contribute not only to students’ knowledge and 
understanding of art, but also to language and to imagery 
fundamental to other subjects in the general education curric-
ulum. Theoretically, DBAE contributed not only to learning 
about and through art, but also as an integral and necessary 
subject within general education.

The discipline-based approach offered a number of suggestions 
or requirements that attended its implementation. As Day and 
Hurwitz (2012) explained, 

DBAE is characterized by several basic ideas: that art 
learning is essential in education; that art can be taught 
and learned; that art learning can be responsibly and 
appropriately assessed; and that school districts should 
provide regular time for instruction and full access for all 
students. (p. 18)

For best results, teachers of art would have access to a written 
curriculum, sequentially organized across grade levels, with 
adequate assessment of student progress. Also, to assist those 

n  Education decision makers at the 
upper levels appeared hesitant to 
make art essential in the school 
curriculum, primarily because of 
their perception that the subject 
lacked the content and scope that 
was needed.
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teaching art, including regular classroom teachers, the approach 
required district-wide implementation, with teaching materials 
and artmaking media made available as part of the program. 
Some of these ideas were not always well received by art educa-
tors, many of whom regarded them as restrictive. Professors in 
higher education, particularly, expressed their concerns. 

Adherents, however, insisted that the discipline-based 
approach was flexible, with many opportunities for art teach-
ers to express creativity in their classrooms. The approach 
opened a wide range of subject matter from which to choose, 
including any artwork of significance in the history or prehis-
tory of the world. It provided options for teachers to engage in 
conversations with students about works of art, about artists 
and their expressions, and about any legitimate activity related 
to the concept “art.” Works of art from all eras, places, and 
cultures express every idea, setting, subject matter, and social 
issue known to humanity. DBAE provided multiple avenues 
for excellence by students, especially those who found that 
they were not gifted in the production of art, but had other 
skills valued in the art program. These characteristics evidently 
resonated with teachers of art, whether elementary class-
room teachers or professional art educators. Leonhard (1991) 
reported that DBAE was “being incorporated in almost all 
art programs in both small and large secondary schools” (p. 
152). Nearly all of these commentaries, both pro and con, were 
printed in the NAEA journals (Art Education and Studies in 
Art Education) and occasional papers and books sponsored by 
NAEA (R. A. Smith, 1987, 2000). 

The Getty Education Institute for the Arts 
The Getty Education Institute gained a reputation for its 
national advocacy initiatives and resources, which served to 
elevate the status of art education in the eyes of key stakehold-
ers. In order to achieve its stated goal to establish art as an 
essential in the school curriculum, the Institute addressed some 
of the major factors in art education: public advocacy, theory 
development, preservice opportunities, in-service professional 
development, curriculum development, assessment of educa-
tional progress, and others.

Each of these categories was represented by the Institute’s multi-
ple initiatives and activities. Theory development, for example, 
was addressed by national invitational conferences that featured 

experts and scholars with audiences of art educators from 
all levels of practice. It also included commissioned schol-
arly papers and articles and publication of a series of books 
on antecedents of DBAE and explications of each discipline 
(Addiss & Erickson, 1993; Brown & Korzenik, 1993; Levi & 
Smith, 1991; Parsons & Blocker, 1993; Wolff & Geahigan, 1997), 
as well as a 65-page essay that became the reference for the 
definition of the discipline-based approach (Clark et al., 1987). 
The Getty Education Institute for the Arts fielded the resources 
to address all the individual categories of art education, from 
preservice through in-service. Most other grant-making insti-
tutions focused on one or two of these categories because they 
had neither the funding nor the inclination to support more. 
This is where the Getty initiative was unique, and potentially 
very helpful to the field of art education (L. L. Duke, personal 
communication, February 4, 2018). 

Overall, the Getty Education Institute was able to test the disci-
pline-based approach in schools in various parts of the country. 
General DBAE principles were altered to fit the needs of school 
districts where they were implemented and tested in locations 
that received regional institute grants (i.e., California, Florida, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, Ohio, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia); each 
site worked closely with local school districts. These “coast-to-
coast” implementation sites yielded valuable information about 
the discipline-based approach as it evolved within different 
educational settings. 

The Institute’s leadership invited NAEA members to many of 
the operations. Nine current and past NAEA Presidents were 
involved with the Getty program at various levels of activity. 
Duke called upon art education professionals at all levels to 
engage, implement, innovate, and critique the DBAE philos-
ophy. Participants, advocates, and critics of DBAE offered 
numerous sessions at NAEA Conventions as well as a number 
of general sessions.

With advocacy for art education in mind, the Institute used its 
name and prestige to attract top-level speakers—including U.S. 
secretaries of education and labor, the president of the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, and the chair 
of the National Endowment for the Arts—at their invitational 
conferences. The Institute arranged collaborations with import-
ant organizations engaged in education decision making at the 

n  DBAE provided multiple avenues for excellence by students, especially 
those who found that they were not gifted in the production of art, 
but had other skills valued in the art program. These characteristics 
evidently resonated with teachers of art, whether elementary classroom 
teachers or professional art educators.
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highest levels, including NAEA, The College Board, ASCD, the 
Council of Chief State School Officers, the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards, the National Association of 
Secondary School Principals, and the National Middle School 
Association. These efforts gained friends and attracted attention 
to the contributions of art in general education.

Discipline-based art education was undoubtedly the most 
discussed and written about 
perspective in art education of 
this era. Most of the major art 
education journals devoted at 
least one issue specifically to 
DBAE. One Getty publication 
featured articles and essays by 
more than 40 respected authors 
whose works addressed some 
aspect or policy relative to the 
discipline-based approach. The 
book, Readings in Discipline-
Based Art Education, was 
published and distributed by 
NAEA (R. A. Smith, 2000). 

Criticism of DBAE
As might be expected with the influential presence of a private 
foundation, there were critics of the Getty initiatives. Hausman, 
for example, commented that “the discipline I seek would not 
have its manifestations in the force feeding of information 
about ‘masterpieces’ that can then be tested” (1988, p. 41). 
Duke responded to the criticisms that emerged, primarily 
from university professors, asserting that “without new and 
sometimes conflicting ideas, we can never achieve our objec-
tive of improving the status and quality of art education in the 
schools” (1988, p. 12). A number of art educators wrote critical 
articles published in a range of professional journals. They 
also exchanged views of the discipline-based approach with 
colleagues at conferences and other professional meetings. 

Clark (1997) analyzed these critiques and found that they 
came with different philosophical backgrounds and premises 
and offered correspondingly different points of view. Some 
criticized the theory upon which the orientation was founded, 
finding it to be too prescriptive. Others saw the curriculum as 
restrictive with, in their perceptions, binding rules that limited 
teachers’ creativity in their classrooms. Others viewed DBAE as 
an orientation with limited descriptions of content to be taught, 
and insisted that the approach was anti-student, withholding 
the free artmaking aspect associated with the creative-self- 
expression rationale. Clark pointed out that criticisms of 
the approach and its implementation were always welcome 
within the community of scholars. He cited critics who had 

assisted DBAE to evolve and become different from its initial 
implementation. He noted that the theory and practice of the 
approach had changed considerably during the years of exper-
imentation. Even a change in the name of the orientation had 
occurred; DBAE would subsequently be labeled “comprehen-
sive art education.” This change was made in part to avoid the 
initial misunderstanding associated with the term “discipline,” 
which had a different connotation in many school systems.

The Getty Education Institute suspended its work in 1999 
with Harold Williams’s retirement and Duke’s resignation. The 
newly appointed president of the Getty Trust was unwilling to 
continue the funding and operation of the Institute, thus ending 
an era of unparalleled support for DBAE/comprehensive art 
education—and of the field of art education as well. 

The comprehensive approach to art education survived, 
however, in many ways, such as with the content of the 1994  
national standards for visual arts, which were consistent with 
the broader scope and substantive content associated with the 
orientation. Duke (2000) expressed the strong belief that moti-
vated so many educators: “Education in the arts contributes 
to every child’s emotional and intellectual development and 
deserves to be part of the core curriculum” (p. 17). Additionally, 
the comprehensive art education approach survives in many 
state art guides, many school district programs, and with the 
work of many art teachers who have been influenced by it. 

In the face of its unprecedented successes, the demise of Getty 
support in 1999 presents a question: Did the field of art educa-
tion lose a real opportunity to unite in support of a well-re-
searched and well-documented art rationale that might have 
provided a way into the required curriculum of the schools? 
(Hausman, 2007). Current school curricula (although different 
in various locations) focus on mathematics, science, history, 
and English, with additional attention to foreign languages, 
physical education, and computer technology. Art is not on the 
list in most cases. Art education has long been known for its 
shifting rationales, as if it cannot (or does not wish to) decide 
what art has to offer general education. The discipline-based 
rationale offered a platform on which any or all of art educa-
tion’s various concerns might be included. Art education might 
focus on the study of art, which offers entrée into every aspect 
of life, including every issue or idea a creative teacher might 
wish to emphasize. 

It is highly unlikely that art education will ever again gain the 
support of a private foundation, and with a rationale that is flex-
ible and receptive to the many ideas and approaches typical of 
teachers with a background in the arts. The loss of this unique 
opportunity was, for those who were motivated by dreams of 
a better and stronger status for art education, a particularly 
unfortunate one. Nevertheless, as Dobbs (1998) pointed out, 

https://www.arteducators.org/learn-tools/national-visual-arts-standards
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The prospects seem better now than at any time in the 
history of art education in this country that art, the former 
remote cousin in the curriculum, can move from the 
periphery toward the center and assume its rightful role as a 
full member of the educational program in schools. (p. 120)  

Shifting Conceptions of Art Education
Michael Day

NAEA has long held the position that art should be a regular 
part of every child’s and every young person’s educational heri-
tage. Its Goals for Quality Art Education (2019) state that “all 
students in public and private schools, from Kindergarten to 
Grade 12 shall receive art instruction in the schools by certified 
art teachers.” 

Art continued to be considered “a delightful seasoning of 
life rather than a certified component of the educated mind” 
(Broudy, 1987, p. 17). After nearly 2 decades of support and 
status, art was well situated but still not required in many public 
schools. Progress had been made, but the goal for requiring 
art as a subject area remained out of reach. By 1997 when 
this narrative is taken up, other powerful voices and different 
approaches informed by social theory had become prominent 
in the professional journals of the National Art Education 
Association: Art Education and Studies in Art Education. 

The content of NAEA journals reflect how rationales and 
approaches to art education shift with changing times and 
emerging social issues. Carpenter and Tavin’s (2010) excep-
tional article in Studies in Art Education, for example, conveyed 
a reconceptualization of art education by means of solid 
scholarship, graphic imagery, sense of humor, and meaningful 
references. Several approaches within that article rose to the 
interest of art educators, each topic vying for a respectable place 
in the discourse of the field. We focus here on three of these 
approaches: visual culture, which has become the most likely 
candidate to take the lead; social justice, which has many iter-
ations and many proponents; and an unlikely reemergence of 
creativity, a former champion in the field of rationales.

Visual Culture
Visual culture in art education (Freedman, 1994; Freedman 
& Wood, 1999) was proposed in the 1990s at the time DBAE 
was most prominent. Briefly, visual culture is “the totality of 
human designed images and artifacts that shape our existence” 
(Freedman & Stuhr, 2004). Through interaction with popular 
images and artifacts, individuals construct and reconstruct 
themselves, affecting their “social consciousness and identi-
ties” (Freedman & Stuhr, 2004, p. 816). Today’s students live in 
a different world since the creation of and widespread use of 

personal mobile computers, iPads, and cell phones, which bring 
a plethora of image-based information to each viewer at the 
press of a key (Freedman, 2003). Shortly after its introduction to 
the field of art education, some leaders (i.e., Eisner, 2001) ques-
tioned the idea of visual culture education as a replacement for 
art education. Eisner argued that visual culture “pays less atten-
tion to culture’s aesthetics than to its politics” (Eisner, 2001, p. 
8). Some were not comfortable with this apparent underlying 
political agenda; Paul Duncum wrote that “the shift from art 
to visual culture appears to represent as fundamental a change 
in the orientation of our field as the shift from self-expression 
to a discipline base in the 1980s” (Duncum, 2001, p. 101). 
Pushback in favor of visual culture continued with publication 
of an NAEA Advisory: Teaching Visual Culture (Carpenter et al., 
2003), and by journal articles on the topic (e.g., Heise, 2004). 
The NAEA Advisory was instituted primarily for art teachers, 
who typically make up 76% of the NAEA membership. 

Visual culture remains a subject for debate and discussion in 
the NAEA journals (Kwon, 2020; Shin, 2018). Visual culture 
education includes artworks that feature television, video, 
computer-generated images, and any other medium employed 
by contemporary artists. This rationale also might include study 
of structures of TV news, influences of shopping malls, and 
images found in popular forms such as computer games, toy 
design, advertising, and fashion design. However, differences 
between the two prominent approaches—DBAE and visual 
culture—lie more in the range of content and in the emphases 
on political power and intended influences. In this way, visual 
culture relates to social justice in education. Hope for the visual 
culture rationale, as always, is that it will convince education 
decision makers to require art.

May 2002 Art 
Education article 
on visual Culture by 
Paul Duncum.
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Social Justice
Social justice is another topic that resonated in the field of art 
education and received a significant portion of discussion and 
critique by art educators. Although the source of the phrase 
and its meaning has long been prominent in the cultures of the 
world, recently the concept of social justice has become concur-
rent with school curriculum, pedagogy, and school policy. 
Other topics of current interest have been related in some 
way to the overarching concept of social justice, with equity, 
diversity, and inclusion being most prominent. These topics are 
joined by many terms associated with social justice and with 
social injustice (Ciampaglia & Richardson, 2017).

Social justice as a theme can be taught through actual proj-
ects in which students participate to achieve a just goal where 
injustice had previously reigned (Shin, 2011). Alternatively, 
study can concentrate on the work of artists who address social 
injustice, providing a stimulus for students to gain the percep-
tion and conception of justice in the community and in society. 
For example, American portraitist Amy Sherald, guest speaker 
at the 2019 NAEA National Convention, challenged “Western 
painting’s racial homogeneity, populating it as never before with 
images of black people” (R. Smith, 2019, para. 6). Sherald was 
commissioned by the National Portrait Gallery to paint the offi-
cial image of First Lady Michelle Obama. Sherald is known for 
social justice themes in her paintings, as well as her responses 
to political, cultural, and social identities. 

Polish artist Krzysztof Wodiczko conveys strong emotions 
about social justice through his installations, using video and 
other electronic imaging devices. Wodiczko’s work in the 21st 
century has informed viewers’ capacities to understand and 
empathize with victims of unjust trauma (Wodiczko, 2005). 
His installation known as the Tijuana Project (2001) projected 
video images on public buildings and monuments, including 
sound as an integral component. These installations disrupted 
traditional understandings of public spaces, activating them in 
“an examination of human rights, democracy, and truths about 
the violence, alienation, and inhumanity that underlie count-
less aspects of social interaction in present-day society” (p. 68). 
The Tijuana Project projected the faces of marginalized groups, 
immigrants, and the homeless, as they spoke of injustices they 
experienced as a result of their position and status in society. 
The buildings served as huge canvases for projection of live 
images presented at nighttime.

Social justice articles in Art Education and Studies in Art 
Education have focused on immigration, refugees, civil rights, 
oppression, prejudice, sexism, racism, ageism, LGBTQ+, and 
other related concepts. Amanda Arlington (2018), a high 
school photography teacher, taught about power, control, and 
social injustice. Social practice art education was featured in 

the literature as one of the prominent pedagogies associated 
with social justice education (Lawton, 2019). Two art teacher 
trainers explored the “possibility of saddling critical pedagogy 
with queer theory” as a means to “question the art curric-
ulum’s potential for critiquing personal relationships” (Bey 
& Washington, 2013, p. 116). Another article (Acuff et al., 
2017) was intended to raise NAEA’s sensitivity to gross abuses 
of human rights and urged the Association to make public 
commentary when such abuses occur in society. Greteman 
(2019) offered “non-advice” wisdoms for art educators 
“engaging LGBTQ issues” (p. 42). 

The scope of social justice and the possible injustices that 
persist in society is broad, and engagement of students with 
respect to issues of injustice is urgent and important. Art 
educators’ interests in social justice and its tragic absence in 
curricula has been underscored by the number and quality 
of articles in the Association’s journals, and in the creation of 
NAEA’s National Task Force on Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion 
(see Chapter 7). Whether or not the issues that surround social 
justice in art education become a competing rationale, all art 
educators should be aware of and associated with the concept. 
Every art educator—every educator of every stripe—needs to 
become aware of and accomplished in leading effective discus-
sions of the justice issues that affect their students.

Creativity
Art educators are familiar with the creative self-expression 
approach to art education that was prominent in the 1940s 
and 1950s and beyond. The creativity rationale had been 
criticized and was almost absent from scholarly journals until 
recently, when the word “creativity” appeared increasingly in 
Art Education (Stauffer, 2019) and in Studies in Art Education 
(Zimmerman, 2009). This development generated interest in 
creativity as a candidate for art education’s prominent rationale. 
Of course, no one is opposed to creativity; everyone should be 
creative in some way. The complaint charged against creativity 
in art education in the 1950s was associated with the way it was 
taught in the schools. Researchers and practitioners realized 
that students exhibited creativity in many ways in different 

n  Although the source of the phrase 
and its meaning has long been 
prominent in the cultures of 
the world, recently the concept 
of social justice has become 
concurrent with school curriculum, 
pedagogy, and school policy. 

https://insiteart.org/people/krzysztof-wodiczko
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school subjects, even in the arena of sports, and in many 
different occupations and professions in later life. Art had no 
franchise on creativity, and there were questions about art’s 
ability to promote creativity in students, generally. 

The recent attention to creativity, particularly in the schools, 
is based upon new thinking about creative behavior. After a 
careful review of the creativity literature and consideration of 
possible changes in its definition and location in students and 
in different aspects of life, Enid Zimmerman (2009) observed 
that “there are recent indications that art education is a site 
where creativity can be developed and nurtured for all students 
with emphasis on both individual processes and cultural 
practices” (p. 382). This statement, if verified and acted upon, 
would change the field of art education immensely. Already, 
art educators have viewed creativity from different perspec-
tives, including a technological view (Black & Browning, 2011; 
Tillander, 2011) and a perspective that includes the influences 
of cultures (Hsu, 2017). 

Focus on creativity, particularly general creativity rather than 
creativity in art experiences, would require a complete recon-
ceptualization of the field of art education. In the past, this 
type of conceptual revision has required decades to achieve. 
However, students now find themselves in a fast-moving, tech-
nologically enhanced information age. Different conceptions 
of creativity that view it as widespread in the population “could 
lead to new and substantially different identification procedures 
through which all students’ creativity could be recognized and 
developed” (Zimmerman, 2009, p. 394).

Other ideas and movements in the field of art education 
might enter the conversation. For example, design education 
in today’s world is a major candidate. Almost every item is 
designed, with applicability to a standard as art. Some visual 
culture adherents would challenge that distinction. A technol-
ogy-driven rationale for art education could emerge that will 
accommodate students who live daily with self-driving cars, 

space travel, voice-activated and interactive companions, robot-
ics, and artificial intelligence—and the technologies developed 
to create them. Fortunately, the art educators who will write 
the next version of this book (the 100-year history of NAEA), 
having lived through the following quarter century, will be well 
prepared to do so.

National Assessment as a Societal Tool
Read Diket, David Burton, and Thomas Brewer

The history of assessment as a societal tool dates to well beyond 
the 25 years that are of primary interest in this 2022 NAEA 
history project (see Broadfoot, 1996). Assessment of perfor-
mance or achievement, evaluation, accountability, and quality 
assurance are among terms that appear in education literature 
throughout the 1990s. Competency-based, high-stakes, or 
authentic assessment assigned to the documentation and use of 
findings serve to inform instruction or to make formal estima-
tions that influence policy today. 

As an organization, 
NAEA has not 
sought to control 
or to extol assessment as a tool that might penalize its member-
ship. NAEA administrators do, however, work with those who 
are developing and testing learning in the arts through its active 
role in the Arts Education Partnership, in its collaboration with 
the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO, 1994). In 
this ongoing partnership, a NAEP “team” was appointed by 
then NAEA Research Commissioner Thomas Brewer to an 
initial invitational training session in Washington along with 
the president of CCSSO. By not prioritizing direct influence, 
but instead projecting a strong vision and research-aware 
stance, NAEA influences public policy and guides professional 
understanding of a rich complex of goals and expectations for 
the arts in education. 

In the 1990s, NAEA’s and other art journals published infor-
mation and data sources for the identification of achievement 
or potential for achievement in the arts as was associated with 
beliefs and practices (e.g., Clark & Zimmerman, 1992). Diket 
(1994) conducted a meta-analysis of the impact of instruc-
tional variables on achievement. Haanstra (1994) completed 
a dissertation study of the effects of art education with two 
dependent variables (spatial ability and aesthetic perception), 
which was reported in Studies in Art Education (Hannstra, 
1996). Charles Dorn (1990) provided an annotated bibliog-
raphy on evaluation and testing in visual arts education. Few 
NAEA publications have contributed to quantitative support 
for the arts in learning that queried the effect of the arts on 
artistic understanding and regarding transfer to other subject 
fields (e.g., J. Burton et al., 1999). 

n  Focus on creativity, particularly 
general creativity rather than 
creativity in art experiences, 
would require a complete 
reconceptualization of the field 
of art education. In the past, this 
type of conceptual revision has 
required decades to achieve.  

https://www.aep-arts.org/
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Visual Arts Education
As emphasis shifted in the 2000s to hard science as the 
preferred protocol, visual arts education suffered from the 
disadvantages associated with correlational and observational 
data as researchers’ main contributions. For example, an article 
in Arts Education Policy Review revealed the paucity of exper-
imental designs reported for the visual arts field (Hetland & 
Winner, 2001). Milbrandt et al. (2018) reported that more 
inquiry was needed in art education, with rigorous methodol-
ogy to inform policy and practice. NAEA responded by creating 
working groups under the Research Commission (see Chapter 
9), including a Data Visualization Working Group to explain 
data in image form and a group to study, use, and promote 
mixed-methods research. 

This chapter was written during the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic, 
when testing as an assessment tool for teacher licensure was 
suspended during the medical emergency, and high-risk 
determinations of teacher and student achievement were not 
available for spring. A variety of student performance criteria 
will likely be reviewed in light of what transpired in student 
learning between the shutting down of the country and when 
schools reopened. The arts may or may not be a part of the 
future of national testing in the United States, with the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress or a successor. By the time 
this publication reaches its audience, the field will have had an 
opportunity to be part of creating the near future of data collec-
tion and reporting about arts instruction. 

Visual arts education, in the 2nd decade of this century, set new 
standards for student learning (National Coalition for Core 
Arts Standards, 2014), including preparing citizens with subject 
knowledge and expertise, and proposed a worldview that 
includes global awareness and perspective-taking skills that are 
vital for implementing action. Previously, visual arts instruction 
was concentrated on individual development (skills, knowledge, 
and general attributes known to contribute to achievement 
in art), creative exploration and capabilities of students, and 
connections made between artistic works and societal values 
and beliefs. The arts in education can now use all the plentiful 
data tools, existing reports, and new protocols and methodolo-
gies to report how vital visual arts is in education. 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress 
Queries Broadly Across Art Venues
The first national arts assessments under the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) began in 1974 
(Jones & Olkin, 2004). In Instant Art, Instant Culture (1982), 
Laura Chapman described selected results from the NAEP. 
In the first visual arts NAEP, students who were 9, 13, and 
17 years old were included in the test sample. A 1981 NAEP 
report compared results for the visual arts from 1974 with a 

second assessment in 1979. (Brent Wilson, Ronald Silverman, 
and Chapman served as consultants to the report, and their 
interpretive comments were included—unusual for the NAEP 
and added because of the nature of the material.) The report 
noted that museum visitation was up for 9-year-olds, and 28% 
of 13-year-olds and 82% of 17-year-olds had “visited a museum 
at least once” (NAEP, 1981, p. 19). Museum visitation continued 
to be surveyed in later NAEP student questionnaires; quite a 
few questionnaire items were continued in subsequent rounds 
of testing in 1997, 2008, and 2016. 

The test booklets in 1974 and 1979 examined selected art 
knowledge in detail and included exercises requiring design 
and drawing skill. Nine-year-old participants stayed flat in the 
comparison of the two sample years. By 1979, the 17-year-old 
participants were adding expressive content when asked to draw 
“angry people” (the art exemplars included a number of known 
expressive works). “Tolerance for nonconventional art decreased 
[emphasis added] considerably between 1974 and 1979,” and 
that finding indicated a preference for artwork associated with 
“conventional taste” (NAEP, 1981, Abstract). Socioeconomic 
factors favored students who attended school in high-SES areas, 
those who often visited museums, and those who engaged 
with art outside of class or took more art classes. About a third 
of the secondary-level groups could draw acceptable designs 
for a cereal box. In general, students identified as Black were 
not closing the gap nationally (as was also the case in reading 
and writing NAEPs). Students did not recognize historically 
significant works, nor did they respond to questions about 
styles in art, and they did not appear to value artistic experi-
ences. Despite the active art scene in the American culture, and 
people committed to “cultivating the arts… the arts have never 
been a high national priority” (NAEP, 1981, p. 28) in the school 
curriculum. Wilson, Silverman, and Chapman contended that 
comparing visual art to reading, writing, and mathematics 
subject-area results does not work because the participating 
students have not been exposed to daily formal instruction, nor 
has their artistic exposure been culturally reinforced. Chapman 
continued by saying that students needed to learn to “read” art 
and to develop their own visual models for the world around 
them and, Silverman added, for their futures as well. Wilson 
envisioned a broadly conceived art curriculum for schools and 
an emphasis on drawing (NAEP, 1981). The greatest number of 
students involved in art was found for 7th grade. 

From the first NAEPs, Elliott Eisner challenged the useful-
ness of national testing that emphasized basic skills in subject 
areas. Eisner contended that art is a language, and that 
language occurs in contexts (particularly schools). Schools 
are social institutions that can provide or deny opportunities. 
The curriculum of school dictates in large part what students 
think about and gives them access to intellectual culture. In 

https://www.arteducators.org/research/articles/240-naea-research-commission-data-visualization-working-group
https://www.arteducators.org/research/articles/324-naea-research-commission-mixed-methods-working-group
https://www.arteducators.org/learn-tools/national-visual-arts-standards
https://www.arteducators.org/learn-tools/national-visual-arts-standards
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The Role of Discipline-Based Art Education in America’s Schools 
(1987), Eisner documented the effects of art in education being 
considered too narrowly, or content too broadly. If schools 
do not implement priorities that include art, children will not 
understand that education is for life, nor will they acquire even 
short-term factual and procedural information designed to 
move them to another level in aesthetic understanding. Creative 
potential in a society suffers if, after graduation, students 
cannot perceive the relevance of their own creative potential 
nor understand creativity within the adult world. As mentioned 
in Mickey Day’s account this chapter, DBAE advocates called 
for pedagogical rigor in art teaching that would engage young 
people cognitively, creatively, and meaningfully. 

Patricia Broadfoot, in Education, Assessment, and Society 
(1996), contended that “passing judgment on people, on 
things, on ideas, on values is part of the process of making 
sense of reality and where we stand in any given situation” 
(p. 3). Assessment verifies mental events that, to some extent, 
are overt and formalized. These responses are considered for 
reasonableness (through raters’ consensus) and the explanation 
of evidence (dependent variable) on which the learning event 
is to be judged. Trial tests are used to establish criterion-refer-
enced benchmarks based on expert responses. In the NAEP test 
development further environment, students’ learned aptitudes 
and attitudes and teachers’ instructional practices provide diag-
nostic information. In contrast to formative evaluation where 
specific learning is tested, summative assessments are separate 
from the classroom itself, and are judged against agreed-upon 
benchmarks. Summative assessment goes beyond school or 
community and can rationalize educational provisions and, to 
some extent, control practice. As Broadfoot explained, the tech-
nological possibilities of large data-set examination took prece-
dent in the literature, over issues of interpretation of results and 
use of findings. This emphasis caused some confusion among 
audiences about the meaningfulness of reported findings and 
made problematic the influence of instruction (that may have 
or not been delivered in 8th-grade classrooms at participating 
schools) on visual arts learning and potential for informing 
research-based art education policy. 

NAEP test designers pushed the envelope in art testing proto-
cols and by designing trials with the 1997 data collection 
as problem blocks. A consortium of visual arts researchers, 
selected in 1999 by the NAEA Research Commission under 
the leadership of Thomas Brewer, represented NAEA in the 
NAEP training conference (Diket et al., 2000). Members of the 
group competed for and received an NAEP grant for second-
ary data analysis of visual arts variables. An issue of Studies in 
Art Education (2001) was devoted to reports by a larger group 
of Consortium members that included Richard Siegesmund, 
Read Diket, and Suzanne McCulloch’s account of an NAEP 

replication study conducted in 
California. Pamela Thorpe, a 
nationally recognized statisti-
cal expert in modeling, joined 
the group mid-grant and 
contributed to the final grant 
report (Diket & Thorpe, 2001). 
Subsequent grants from NAEF 
supported replication work 
with the 1997 and the 2008 
data (under various project 
officers—Richard Siegesmund, 
Karen Held, and Bryna Bobick, 
as well as Diket and Brewer). 
Consortium members Diket, 
Burton, and statistical consul-
tant Lihua Xu updated their statistical status with further IES 
training sessions. By the late 2000s, Consortium members 
understood from secondary analysis that the visual arts test 
blocks were “aspirational” in that the ceiling was, by design, at 
adult expertise levels in the disciplines (see discussion in Diket 
et al., 2014). Following from the theory and exemplars for 
instruction available in art education literature in the early to 
mid-1990s, blocks for the visual arts tests were constructed so 
that the first items elicited personal responses, before engaging 
observational and critical skills. Next, art technical knowledge 
was queried, and then an interpretive response was sought 
and support required for optimal scoring. Secondary analysis 
by Diket, Xu, and Brewer confirmed that test-block items at 
the upper range on the item map in published NAEP reports 
proved too difficult for most students at 8th-grade level, and 
that difficulty with item scores continued with the 2008 and 
2016 tests. Between the years 2000 and 2010, students were 
being taught from hybrid models based on standards (see Fast 
Response Survey System, 2012), and a generic DBAE was the 
basic format. Meanwhile, societal change was taking place 
that moved art curriculum toward social objectives, personal 
growth, and inclusive practices under the social justice banner. 

Due largely to financial considerations, the test did not change 
much in the 1997, 2008, and 2016 cycles. Some items and 
blocks did disappear, and those omissions prohibited direct 
comparisons of findings. The influence of the art specialist 
persisted as a positive instructional correlation with student 
scores. Early on in the standards implementation (in 1997), 
the enthusiasm of the art teacher was primary. More previ-
ously marginalized groups advanced in achievement scores 
as specialists in art education gained pedagogical experience 
with art history and advanced studio skills and challenged 7th 
graders with art criticism experiences. Data analysis confirmed 
that the influence of art specialists appeared at all levels of 

https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/usae20/43/1
https://www.tandfonline.com/toc/usae20/43/1
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attainment—associating positively with scores of middle school 
participants within percentile groups at schools with full-time 
art specialists. 

The population of U.S. schools was changing with each NAEP. 
More African American representation was sought in 2008 
(which oversampled the target population and increased 
private school participation). The NAEP oversampled Hispanic 
representation in 2016. Brewer and colleagues (2017) reported 
(to both NAEA and NAEP designers) that the trends support-
ing art specialists’ viability in artistic learning persisted over 
NAEPs, doing so with peer-reviewed publications and presenta-
tions at NAEA and American Educational Research Association 
conferences.

Increasing sophistication of software enabled technical exam-
ination of secondary data from the visual arts NAEPs. Carmen 
Armstrong’s (1994) work was heavily cited in the 1998 NAEP 
Arts Report and consensus by field specialists guided the 
weighting of test block items. With 1997 data and under a 
grant from the NAEP, art education researchers used multiple 
regression, factor analysis, and hierarchical linear modeling 
that provided data about student attitudes and aptitudes, 
resources in the home, community support, and school climate 
and instructional emphases (Diket, Brewer, et al., 2000; Diket, 
Xu, & Brewer, 2014). Hilary Persky, the lead analyst associated 
with the NAEP arts testing, followed authorship of the official 
report with technical suggestions and various interpretations 
(see Eisner & Day, 2004). D. Burton (2001, 2016) used quartile 
analysis to examine results for answers to questionnaire items 
by level of impact for achievement groups. When statistical 
analyst Lihua Xu joined the Visual Arts Consortium team, 
item analysis became a strong statistical tool for work with 
NAEPs administered in 2008 (Diket et al., 2014) and 2016. 
NAEA and the National Art Education Foundation (see 
Chapter 8) provided funding for organizational and statistical 
work. Bob Sabol (2013) published policy implications derived 
from the landscape of educational theory. Siegesmund and his 
former doctoral students, researching from higher education 
institutions in their states, published replication studies and 

analyses of publicly available data that have been presented at 
NAEA and published in Studies and Art Education journals. 
More recently, Consortium members (as part of the NAEA 
Research Commission’s Mixed Methods Working Group and 
Data Visualization Working Group) presented in conferences 
and participated in NAEA webinars while looking across their 
various studies at a metalevel. 

At the time of this publication, no published plans appear in 
place for further national testing of the arts via the NAEP. The 
emphasis on social justice incentives and the implementation 
of new standards for the visual arts and those for media—
along with political changes in government leadership and the 
publication of previously used blocks—has predicated a need 
to develop new consensus as to what should or might be tested 
with future national arts tests. Fortunately for the visual arts, 
there was more consistency in the visual arts area with the 
NAEP, so that much has been learned from technical analyses 
and interpretive efforts by art education researchers. New chal-
lenges from researchers stem from understanding how social 
incentives are founded by art class instruction and projects, 
and also bringing heightened awareness to the transmission of 
cultural values via technology and public and private institu-
tions, and at home and in the community. The availability of big 
data sets for secondary analysis under restricted license, public 
access to NAEP data, theoretical explications, and statistical 
innovation provide an ideal terrain for continued exploration of 
art as a schooled subject and as manifestations of intertwining 
cultural worlds. The Assessment White Papers for Art Education, 
notably guiding principles authored by Sabol & Gates (2018), 
have suggested that teachers can pick up part of the research 
load by measuring curriculum quality, instructional impact, 
and rigor inherent in the assessments that they use. 

This special series, Assessment White Papers for Art Education, 
teaches about current and established assessment practices and 
theories and how they are relevant to all of NAEA’s membership. 

Assessment refers to how we measure and appraise anticipated and unanticipated 
student performances, learning outcomes, dispositions, and teaching and program 
effectiveness (Sickler-Voigt, in press). Its practice in the visual arts is highly unique. 
We must be able to navigate and assess the broad spectrum of performances and 
dispositions in the visual arts—including artistic practices and behaviors, inquiry 
methods, specialized language, and the global histories of fine arts, media arts, 
visual culture, design, and crafts—so that students can become competent creators 
who possess a full range of 21st-century skills. Teaching art in today’s classrooms 
and community settings requires that we have the necessary assessment tools and 
methods to measure and appraise what is most important for children, adolescents, 
and adults to know. Our assessments must be ongoing, valid, and reliable so that they 
align with learning tasks and curricular goals. We must be able to utilize assessment 
results to guide students in acquiring greater knowledge and skills, as well as articulate 
how we use assessment results to improve our teaching and supervision methods.

Each of us comes to the art education profession with different assessment skillsets, 
experiences, and feelings. Research in our field has demonstrated how some art 
educators have great concerns or indifference for assessment due to lack of training 
and/or having been compelled to use assessments that are ill-suited to measure 
performances and dispositions valued in the visual arts (Dorn, Madeja, & Sabol, 2004). 
Many teachers have heard statements such as “It cannot be assessed if it is not on a 
test.” Such falsities discredit our discipline’s most common practices because visual arts 
learning tasks are often performance-based and not assessed on tests. When negative 
consequences associated with assessments and evaluations are high, art educators 
can feel great pressures to select narrow, predetermined outcomes that discourage 
teachers and students from trying new processes, inquiry methods, and choice-based 
learning tasks. Lessons become risk-free, tried-and-true, and fully teacher-driven; they 
move away from the core behaviors teachers and students value most.

Debrah C. Sickler-Voigt
Middle Tennessee State University
arteducation.us@gmail.com
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n  Data analysis confirmed that 
the influence of art specialists 
appeared at all levels of 
attainment—associating positively 
with scores of middle school 
participants within percentile 
groups at schools with full-time  
art specialists. 

The Assessment 
White Papers for 
Art Education are 
available on the 
NAEA website.

https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/arts/
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/arts/
https://www.arteducators.org/learn-tools/assessment-white-papers-for-art-education
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National Visual Arts Standards
Dennis Inhulsen

In 2010, the National Coalition for Core Arts Standards 
(NCCAS), of which NAEA is a founding member, set to plan 
and create reimagined national visual arts education standards; 
previous standards had been released by the Consortium of 
National Arts Education Associations in 1994. The reimagined 
standards released by NCCAS in 2014 describe what students 
should know and be able to do as a result of curricular, instruc-
tion, and assessment strategies while being responsive to local 
contexts unique to students’ lives. 

Five writing teams were established by the NCCAS: dance, 
media arts, music, theater, and visual arts. (The NCCAS leader-
ship also supported a Media Arts Writing Team that resulted in 
national voluntary media arts standards, although there was no 
media arts professional association.) A “call for visual arts stan-
dards” was distributed to all NAEA members, resulting in 150 
applications. The final team of 11 NAEA members represented 
all regions and divisions of the country. The writing team 
convened in person and virtually for 4 years until the standards 
were released in 2014. 

Development of the Standards 
The writing teams followed a research-based, process-oriented 
approach that evolved over time. Several open reviews from the 
field were considered throughout the writing period. The teams 
were charged with

• defining artistic literacy through a set of overarching 
philosophical foundations and lifelong goals that clarify 
long-term expectations for arts learning,

• placing artistic processes and anchor standards at the 
forefront of the work, 

• identifying creative practices as the bridge for the 
application of the artistic processes across all learning,

• Specifying enduring understandings and essential 
questions that provide conceptual throughlines and 
articulate value and meaning within and across the arts 
discipline, and

• providing model cornerstone assessments of student 
learning aligned to the artistic processes.

Teams used a backward-design approach as a model for 
building standards: the “understanding by design” framework 
(Wiggins & McTighe, 2005), which assists educators in first 
identifying important outcomes of learning and then designing 
a pathway for achieving desired results. Jay McTighe, along 
with art educator Daisy McTighe, provided guidance to writing 
teams during the development of cornerstone assessments. 

The structure of the new standards suggests learning progresses 
across grades while the components create a sequential, stan-
dards-based approach to art education. Proponents consider 
that learning does not happen out of context, and standards are 
one component of a quality art education.

Philosophical foundations and lifelong goals. Philosophical 
foundations and lifelong goals established the basis for the new 
standards by expressing common values and expectations for 
learning in arts education. The correlating themes aligned with 
this foundation are: 

1. The arts as communication. The arts are the media in 
today’s multimedia society. The arts provide unique 
systems that convey and inform life experience. The arts 
are a way of knowing. Artistically literate citizens use a 
variety of media, symbols, and metaphors to create work 
that expresses their own ideas and are able to analyze and 
interpret the artistic creations of others.

2. The arts as creative personal realization. Participation in 
the arts as creators enables individuals to develop their 
own creative capacity thereby providing a source of 
lifelong satisfaction. Artistically literate citizens find at 
least one arts discipline to develop competence throughout 
adulthood.

3. The arts as culture, history, and connectors. Throughout 
history the arts have provided a means for individuals and 
communities to express their ideas, experiences, feelings, 
and deepest beliefs. Artistically literate citizens know and 
understand artwork from varied historical and cultural 
contexts.

4. The arts as a means to well-being. Participation in the 
arts enhances mental, physical, and emotional well-
being. Artistically literate citizens find joy, inspiration, 
peace, and intellectual stimulation, and meaning through 
participation in the arts.

5. The arts as community engagement. The arts provide a 
means for individuals to collaborate and connect with 
others. Artistically literate citizens seek artistic experiences 
that support their communities.

Artistic processes and anchor standards. The NCCAS leader-
ship team, through many revisions and peer review, established 
four processes that define and compose learning experiences 
in the arts: creating, presenting, responding, and connect-
ing. Identifying these processes helped the writing teams 
(and consequently instructional designers) to articulate what 
students will do and know. Anchor standards (see the National 
Core Arts Standards website) were developed in parallel with 
all of the arts disciplines and grade levels and aligned with the 
artistic processes. Anchor standards describe the knowledge 

https://www.nationalartsstandards.org/
https://www.nationalartsstandards.org/
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and skills that teachers expect students to demonstrate. For 
the process of Creating, and by example, an Anchor Standard 
is: Conceiving and developing new artistic ideas and work. 
For Presenting: Interpreting and sharing artistic work. For 
Responding: Understanding and evaluating how the arts convey 
meaning. For Connecting: Relating artistic ideas and work with 
personal meaning and external context.

Enduring understandings and essential questions. As 
Wiggins and McTighe explained in Understanding by Design 
(2005), enduring understandings are the big ideas or important 
understandings “that we want students to ‘get inside of ’ and 
retain after they’ve forgotten many of the details” (p. 4). Put 
differently, students are encouraged to consider: Why is this 
topic worth studying? Enduring understandings are core to the 
artistic discipline and have lasting value beyond the discipline. 
They summarize and synthesize important ideas and core 
processes and should enable students to make connections 
beyond a specific discipline. 

Essential questions are “questions that are not answerable 
with finality in a brief sentence” (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005, 
p. 106). Their aim is to stimulate thought, provide inquiry, 
and spark more questions. Essential questions assist students 

in transferring knowledge or experiences beyond a particular 
topic and recur over years of growth to promote conceptual 
connections and curriculum coherence. The essential questions 
in the standards are written for teachers to adopt for age-ap-
propriate practice. Examples: How do artists work?  How do 
objects, places, and design shape lives and communities? What 
conditions, attitudes, and behaviors support creativity and 
innovative thinking?

Model cornerstone assessments. Another key element of the 
standards was to provide examples or models of assessments for 
use with students over time as indicators of growth. The model 
cornerstone assessments were created to illustrate the type of 
evidence needed to show desired learning. Model cornerstone 
assessments should be curriculum embedded, recur in grades, 
be authentic and performance-based, engage students in mean-
ingful learning, be portfolio-based, and use rubrics.

Then and Now
The 2014 standards have much in common with the 1994 
standards. They still convey knowledge and skills, based on 
sound philosophical foundations, and lifelong goals; include a 
glossary; and are voluntary. The 1994 standards were written 
before technological innovations and were print-based; the new 
standards recognize traditions and contemporary approaches 
that promote artistic literacy in a digital visual age and are 
designed to be web-based. The 1994 standards clustered by 
grade bands; the new standards are in grade-by-grade format 
(preK–high school). 

Whereas the 1994 standards were organized by arts discipline, 
the new standards are organized by four artistic processes—
creating, presenting, responding, and connecting. The writing 

Anchor Standard 1:  Generate and conceptualize artistic ideas and work.

Pre K Kindergarten 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th HS Proficient HS Accomplished HS Advanced
VA:Cr1.1.PKa  VA:Cr1.1.Ka   VA:Cr1.1.1a    VA:Cr1.1.2a VA:Cr1.1.3a VA:Cr1.1.4a VA:Cr1.1.5a VA:Cr1.1.6a VA:Cr1.1.7a VA:Cr1.1.8a VA:Cr1.1.Ia VA:Cr1.1.IIa VA:Cr1.1.IIIa 

Engage in self-
directed play with 
materials.

 Engage in 
exploration and 
imaginative play 
with materials.

 Engage 
collaboratively in 
exploration and 
imaginative play 
with materials.

 Brainstorm 
collaboratively 
multiple approaches 
to an art or design 
problem.

Elaborate on an 
imaginative idea.

 Brainstorm 
multiple approaches 
to a creative art or 
design problem.

 Combine ideas to 
generate an 
innovative idea for 
art-making.

 Combine concepts 
collaboratively to 
generate innovative 
ideas for creating 
art.

Apply methods to 
overcome creative 
blocks.

Document early 
stages of the 
creative process 
visually and/or 
verbally in 
traditional or new 
media.

 Use multiple 
approaches to begin 
creative endeavors.

 Individually or 
collaboratively 
formulate new 
creative problems 
based on student’s 
existing artwork.

Visualize and 
hypothesize to 
generate plans for 
ideas and directions 
for creating art and 
design that can 
affect social change. 

Pre K Kindergarten 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th HS Proficient HS Accomplished HS Advanced
VA:Cr1.2.PKa  VA:Cr1.2.Ka VA:Cr1.2.1a      VA:Cr1.2.2a       VA:Cr1.2.3a VA:Cr1.2.4a VA:Cr1.2.5a VA:Cr1.2.6a VA:Cr1.2.7a VA:Cr1.2.8a VA:Cr1.2.Ia VA:Cr1.2.IIa VA:Cr1.2.IIIa 

Engage in self-
directed, creative 
making.

Engage 
collaboratively in 
creative art-making 
in response to an 
artistic problem.

 Use observation 
and investigation in 
preparation for 
making a work of 
art.

Make art or design 
with various 
materials and tools 
to explore personal 
interests, questions, 
and curiosity.

Apply knowledge of 
available resources, 
tools, and 
technologies to 
investigate personal 
ideas through the 
art-making process.

Collaboratively set 
goals and create 
artwork that is 
meaningful and has 
purpose to the 
makers.

 Identify and 
demonstrate 
diverse methods of 
artistic investigation 
to choose an 
approach for 
beginning a work of 
art.

Formulate an 
artistic investigation 
of personally 
relevant content for 
creating art.

Develop criteria to 
guide making a 
work of art or 
design to meet an 
identified goal.

Collaboratively 
shape an artistic 
investigation of an 
aspect of present-
day life using a 
contemporary 
practice of art and 
design.

Shape an artistic 
investigation of an 
aspect of present-
day life using a 
contemporary 
practice of art or 
design.

Choose from a 
range of materials 
and methods of 
traditional and 
contemporary 
artistic practices to 
plan works of art 
and design.

Choose from a 
range of materials 
and methods of 
traditional and 
contemporary 
artistic practices, 
following or 
breaking 
established 
conventions, to plan 
the making of 
multiple works of 
art and design 
based on a theme, 
idea, or concept. 

Enduring Understanding: Creativity and innovative thinking are essential life skills that can be developed.
Essential Question(s): What conditions, attitudes, and behaviors support creativity and innovative thinking? What factors prevent or encourage people to take creative risks? How does collaboration expand the creative process?

Enduring Understanding: Artists and designers shape artistic investigations, following or breaking with traditions in pursuit of creative artmaking goals. 
Essential Question(s): How does knowing the contexts histories, and traditions of art forms help us create works of art and design? Why do artists follow or break from established traditions? How do artists determine what resources and criteria are needed to formulate 
artistic investigations?

VISUAL ARTS - Creating

Page 1, Visual Arts
Copyright © 2014 State Education Agency Directors of Arts Education (SEADAE) 

on behalf of NCCAS.  All rights reserved.

Excerpt from National Visual Arts Standards At-a-Glance.

n  The NCCAS leadership team, through 
many revisions and peer review, 
established four processes that define 
and compose learning experiences 
in the arts: creating, presenting, 
responding, and connecting. 

https://www.nationalartsstandards.org/
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teams believed that integrating all four processes contribute to 
the best practices in building artistic skills and behaviors. 

Unlike the 1994 standards, which utilized content and achieve-
ment standards, the 2014 standards stress unifying anchor 
standards for all arts disciplines, allowing a pathway to the 
performance standards. The new standards are based on 
enduring understandings, those understandings consistent for 
the youngest child through adulthood, which seek to address 
the questions “Why art?” and “Why art education?” for learn-
ers and stakeholders alike. Essential questions provide thought 
starters for students requiring deep thought in an inquiry-based 
environment. 

The 2014 standards’ model cornerstone assessments for Grades 
2, 5, 8, and high school include benchmarked examples that 
can be authentically assessed along the learning pathway for 
students. The model cornerstone assessments demonstrate 
how multiple creative outcomes persist as important assets to 
student learning in the arts.

The visual arts standards are grounded in collective beliefs 
about what constitutes effective teaching and learning while 
providing flexibility for art educators to adapt and adjust 
instructional strategies in context of their individual teaching 
circumstance. The standards provide a foundation for art educa-
tors and the students they serve. n

Notes
1. The NCCAS was formalized through the governing efforts of the American 

Alliance for Theatre & Education, the Arts Education Partnership, 
the Educational Theatre Association, The College Board, the National 
Association for Music Educations, NAEA, the National Dance Education 
Organization, and the State Education Agency for Directors of Arts 
Education. Partner organizations include The Kennedy Center for 
Performing Arts and Lincoln Center Education. NAEA was represented 
on the NCCAS leadership team by Deborah Reeve, Executive Director; F. 
Robert Sabol, Past President; and Dennis Inhulsen, President. The NCCAS 
remains committed to the development of arts education standards and 
assessment strategies for arts educators while aiming to ensure all students 
are college- and career-ready and affirming the place for arts education in a 
balanced core curriculum.

2. Dennis Inhulsen, Writing Team Chair, President, NAEA and principal, 
Patterson Elementary, Holly, MI; Kristine Alexander, The California Arts 
Project, California State University, San Bernardino; September Buys, 
Greenville Middle School, MI; Susan J. Gabbard, Oklahoma City Public 
Schools, OK; Olivia Gude, School of Art and Design, University of Illinois 
at Chicago; Debra Hannu, Duluth Public Schools, MN; Joyce Huser, Kansas 
State Department of Education, Topeka; Elizabeth (Betsy) Logan, Auburn 
Junior High School, AL; Vanessa López, Roland Park Elementary Middle 
School, Baltimore, MD; Cheryl Maney, Charlotte Mecklenburg Schools, 
Concord, NC; W. Scott Russell, Loudoun County Public Schools, Leesburg, 
VA; Marilyn Stewart, Kutztown University of Pennsylvania, Department of 
Art Education and Crafts; and Kathi R. Levin, NCCAS Project Consultant, 
NAEA.

3. The Visual Arts Model Cornerstone Assessment Writing Team included F. 
Robert Sabol, NAEA Past President and professor of visual and performing 
arts, Purdue University, Crawfordsville, IN; Olivia Gude, professor, School 
of Art and Art History, University of Illinois at Chicago; Debra Hannu, 
visual/media arts educator, Duluth Public Schools, MN; Joyce Huser, fine 
arts education consultant, Kansas Department of Education, Topeka; Kirby 
Meng, art educator, Union Grove High School, McDonough, GA; Laura 
Miles, art department chair, Hinsdale Central High School, IL; W. Scott 
Russell, elementary art educator, Loudoun County Public Schools, Leesburg, 
VA; Marilyn Stewart, professor of art education, Kutztown University of 
Pennsylvania; and Diana Woodruff, director of K–12 visual arts, Action 
Public and Acton-Boxborough Regional Schools, MA.
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