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Abstract

Academic journals are the arena where concerns of academic disciplines are discussed. Through
the publication of research results, scholars present their analysis of specific questions related
to the discipline. Therefore, reviews of empirical research published in academic journals are
a way to enrich, renew and revise our knowledge of the discipline. Art criticism has become
increasingly important in the field of art education, however, there is little systematic review and
analysis of related empirical research. This review aims to examine the methods and results of
empirical studies on art criticism teaching and learning, and to reflect on the latest development
and current practices in the field. Thirty-nine empirical studies on art criticism learning
published in eight art education journals from 2005 to 2015 were reviewed. Most of the studies
were small-scale qualitative research on students in school settings. The review reveals that
many of the studies focused on the effectiveness of specific art criticism teaching and learning
methods and investigated the characteristics of students’ critical response. The research findings
provide practical implications for pedagogy implementation. The review concludes by reflecting

on the development of art criticism education and identifying areas that require further research.
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LIVIMBEREARIEE SIS (n=7) + (4) FEEGRINEIE (n=1) : (5) HBEFTE (n=3) : (6)
& 5 RESIFNZEITHLET (n=7) o 53— U710 » (£ — - SR AT DA 287 [l JER IR 77 1HT -
RIS ELIN - (1) RPN (n=9) 5 (2) HEGHEMHEHPIT &S AEEH
(n=2) + (3) k@ X AUREEAZMHEIIEE (n=11)  (4) RIFSENEEES
(n=4) -

(—) BGFEEE TR BRI
1. EE AR A — 2R

RF et SR B B B A B A M (A — Al PR G i - eI EL 2R LA AR - A
Hubard (2006) HJHHSE#EE B G B HIR]— (FE e B B 22 A4 8 Je 0 2 IR AD & 1R e MY [|]
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[E o BB MaE R EOE I - S B G A E R B O S 21 #0L > Hubard

(2006) R FE 1F SR A [ Bl 2eply 6 it 1) 207 EE AT AL B T SR A IS 12
BFTEETHERR o 810 - My ELE [ C & RS B St 26 HURS ERIA
KR B T B ES & IEIE ] (Hubard » 2006 ¢ 170) ° #152 » %F
FRIEIM T SFAGREENE - E2 A B LT 2B 2 BRG] - 1 M MHUE D th &g - %
Feid i B AL B2 B A F i A B R e B LRI A & LU RV S 17
B o ACGRERIEE— 0 B IR A M 2Rl (E AL PE R FE - Hubard (2007) #55—HERFSE -
Al R B2 AR M A — PHA IR AL AR F B A BN, - M e SR A B AR
B JCHEHERAR/N ~ @7 ~ Ik JRBITEFIE SRR - fE BRI LRS- B
e R AR BER HIY - 2 s B FPAY £ A ERERE PRI /A - (Rt FF sk TR
HIEA > SRR AR — W 2l (B - (TR 2 A MR B 22 RE 1 S R i
T B -

2. BB R T B i LA E SRR R

Lachapelle ~ Douesnard ~ Keenlyside (2009) #£&1 1 8i{7F K] KA 2 #L7E 21
BRGR - (MR R BB IR T AT LLE WK 0 IR B B S R (R AUER AR ] - 8 L
AR M REE B 5 > DU R RIS ~ BARETIRZIRI 77 K ~ DURCA AR A SR 2k
BIEMNEFEMELS o It > MBI G E BALE ) o /FEFEMRE [E2ERS
R IIAS Rt — (A i A FH - FIER R (E G 37 22 ] (Lachapelle % > 2009 :
253) o MERTAGEN - ERRREI VLT IR - RS E R TR E E AR A M - FRitZ
Ob o REBEIIAETT S - B IEREERETERS Q0] w22 AR v] DUR IR R B R A - AT E
FFFERIA5 SR B Hubard (2006 » 2007) [IRFSEELR BLAH-S EAYES - EEEMBE—(FHERLE
R NI EIIEUER G - w3 —EFHUM5eH RERRIFR o

3. DUINHER AR B #E I

Heid (2008) ##TiaEEA: DUt e (L ARk 022 Bl 2 la Bl VR AT H BT AE £t — (I BR 1 A 22
R 28 R IET FE o St BRI (SREGRIA N =) B A AR A —AHER
/N BER S ~ BIEFIHR @R - 16 5 AR EREE T 552 24 8 A B2 A1
BN Z [EIHORIGIRER - df A2 B ER AR IR R ~ ARty 30 A B M B 2 32
JEASERINIENT K SUE © Heid (2008 : 88) [RIRFIRFHE i BAIEAE 18 B8R 5 i i i 2 S )
s mEE R - [RAEEIERI B T B A G R ORI BB RR ] < IS » A2 —1E
BT BE G HAFEAE T Charman ~ Ross (2006 : 39) FFFE 2 INAEER AT E 8 — A/ VH B0K
RAJREL A [ g N7 o (A (g B o At 238 BA 8 BERE RIS B A2 v - B
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A~ BIPE

BT EAIURR R AR [HEIIEERS ] (dialectical enquiry) U752 AT  EFRFZHII
N2 (B o) B i ELRE I VI A S it R HE B — 1R ROBRRIRE & TG % -
/INAEL i Sl A B FE RO - Sl DA ST 3R 1 2 3 EROERET - 8RR
[ & X7 F# © Heid (2008) Fl1 Charman ~ Ross (2006) HIUWFZEatAH 1 22 RE M0
P (constructivist) BEEEEVE (dialogic) AH » ZHNET I #t 3T B G BIE FES [& 58
ERIEESF  InE ~ BEAME C R B A VR S A BT HE > X DUt SRS B B AT

4. JEiEEm B

NF BB KT B HETRE 7L HERAE/E (discursive writing) EJFAE 2%
Tl ) — M B ~ H AR 32 B AR O S5 B i B (LA 77 1 - White (2011)
PR T B AT B R IR U R AT AT o (UGS T — (ST B A DU U
VE—FF— R B Al 1 5 - BB REEE NI AR 2 MR X RE
56 bR T I AR S © s A A5 i am U RO » YRR B A B H O
ERETi =R —(HE A TR > e — (A TR (FHIEREEE) - White 45
R E B R e P RSB, - HE AR E— D e « HELLpFeie i 718
T AT B EFRIAR LU0 — e [ e =X ST P R A M P B AT AR K Cart
criticism model) HJE I o

5. iSE AR
Costantino (2007 : 22) BEIR SR EAERE T - A IEREAER TP I
R o ME R R 22 E W B ORGSR 2y - S

GH e B GBI T — A R B kB R3] A~ R
PIRAFE B > AR TR E A ?

BAEMRRREER LRI TGRS  FRIAIHERE - Costantino (2007) LL
— ARG R DA ACRIIIES R - BRET T IR G SR 5 AE R 2L - [AIRF IR T
AR RE NS S FOEAER - fEAAGEEMT - BARGEM SN EHBTTRER
TEHATIACR Z IR ZE RS - S SRV e I T TRER R b BRR b
EVIFRIZERIRAF B GR - AERHR B AETREE ¥ - RiE R ARG H R R THEL
AEMERIIEE > R B RAT AR BRI EEA - 280 > BIREEMNS » i
Bt - AR EAE R BRI o it - SRR RS TR
TR EE E R e T @R T o R R R AR AR
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Costantino [fFFETE HH#L FE ZGE REE AT M LR - MR RALKHES ESEE
HUZSr AP PRt 1A — B K -

6. GBS RE TG LAY

A = Re JIME LR RN E A S B BE LIEE T ARG BE 24N S /e )
QORI s Bl B PSR B o JEI NG ~ TR (2009) BFFSE T 7 A i iR A S 22 A 24
Mo BtFFRE SRR - MM B R AR R T R BUZ3E S RE 1R FeRIREFE
B NSRRI © 723 94—(EHFFE > Hubard (2006 : 168) #EIEA: A [REEE]
EENE AR MM AR - A —EAEE  BESHEEHTEE S MNiReE
A HIFESHEST 2 Funch ~ Kroyer ~ Roald ~ Wilde (2012 : 98) GFFEEE1l ik E 4E BHnim e
A THREE ] (visual awareness) FIESE) o (A —HH G 12 = - AT BESZ E Al i E L
BEE (FiH) BA—AHEER - 805 - it SHAHOEE (FEFIH) ¥ - RifH
RS 13 F 14 5% - Sk E S EREN S ST BEH—X
FREI—ER4E » Hrp iR RN - 28 - BT - BB - SRS RiBh R E NS S - TR
REUT > BRI SR EEGEENE DEATE R ISRE B ERIERIRD - BR 5 3
SRS BB I —H AR - WS BEN—REE SRENHERER TGN ST - N
FRAT AT DUSEE 7 8 P B2 A A E Bl L AR R R Pl 3 S ) 2

(=) BENEDFEMHEF R

1. GEf AR

B FIIF DA B VR LR > — (ARSI [ 77 XU 3R 2 (familiarity) ©
% IEIIE (2 > 2010 ¢ Costantino > 2007 : Hubard > 2007 : Savva ~ Trimis > 2005
Tam > 2010) EEELEL A E o) DU E A RS BRaz e s E 2 1 o - JRBITREE R
MGV SASE o AT (2010 ¢ 88) MG H D 4B 3 0 R
o

HIEFBRF F PRI F R BRI A BRI B A L KRR
AAGRFE o AR KA F| » 124br] K38 LA E 5] A A S P K6 FHREAE T
K ATEEGFY o

BEo: - —IERH RS SRR D E AN [ E H S PR G (Rl 8
B~ B DU IO, ) HIBFZEIRE > A DUE A S AR 2 8
GRS IR EFEEAE AR AR CEER > 2005) - DLEWFFERUSEIL - 8EGEF
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A DA DR 18 26 B2 A R VR Al P BRI R o ~ el A B TR MG % DRI e T e e B
BEM SR B MR SBPIIEER o B > Gil-Glazer (2015) A LIEHE RS
AESERRVES A ke 2600 ~ & ~ MR G » RG24t & ~ B ~ St fg
M RATLRR EE (i -

2. AL T A L T B e 1

Bantge GEEEES > 2005 ¢ FEAFEL ~ B8 > 2010) Fi5HIE2 A A UG B fe i 20 [
G kit G el A « DIEER (2005) SHA R b 5 B D E RS H
LR B 7Ef ] - e S BRI & D ETE M < BAERK S DI BREBE R+ -
PE B GLATMOi e (A F R - SRR BTSRRI EEPIEEE ST - [RIRE SO i
(M LIRS B R A AR LB © BEOY - FERfE A ~ BIPE (2010) BFEIE
R EAEAEF IR MM IR SR 7E A JRRH 1T OIRIE L o BESERS SR
T 0 BE YRR A R RESH A (R HURRIE AT SRS &R AURE &L lF
SRS TR AR o LU Fe R S R A AL S 2 B
re RIS R B » B s 2 » BRI SRR B BUR BT T - 3E(l
HIR AT MRS - BB IR IRARRo s AR - S A E LI
T i LAY 7 2[RI - BUAr: € s B S e I - A& ERGES A 7 - AR RE R E LN
iR > @ R R B E B DU LR g 5 2 el fE 25l

3. ik & S LR H i AR 2

53 EFZE (Burgress ~ Addison » 2007 ¢ Heid » 2008 : Lekue » 2015) = EEER &
LR ANl 5 B B e R 75 /DA AR B L BT R (P RE R R BB o AF — (185 B 75 /) 4 56 k] g
FHEZATTE GHEZ - 2010) AFETT - & Bl FNEE)E B R R B & i S bl
AR > R E B2 g RBGRENETE - EEHRE Ll EXTEE
RIS RABIEEREY - (H3EE 2T LB IR G R (K2R S NS
B LR - T ERE R B o B A DL R (R YRR RS o (RIL > P 2 4 R (e
ERIE BN B IEEIIRERE © 9% » B30 RUERER Etly Boa Al il A sng: it & S BR
55 o — {18 H B 56 SR ([ SRR S F B ) E AT R e e B b 5 R A R E A
szl MEMAE H R A ST S R E RAE AR SEEACER (Chen ~ Walsh » 2008) ©

4. il 55 BRI HEEE
BRI DRI LR L& 73 S 73— ERF 72 £ - Erpaiftsess HE s s
oD S B BT HE ) 2l B K B © Costantino (2007 ¢ 22) HFFEE24 LIGE S FIHLE
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fEE Al RS F iy AR 2 [ AR 2 Rl R B RIIE i - MR TR & T R &
B - {E Savva ~ Trimis (2005) HJBFSEH > TR B IR A L ARG ERUMER CLHE
RIEUHY) 2 FSE(E - e R STl (R A v] RENR S YL MR PR AL RERS T 2 5 B 6 R 22 TR RO PR Sy
EEHER o Sh - HEE (2006) AR IR AR TR LIS B £ R R A P
HIBEAGET TR G > AT AN 2 ET - BB — TR E AN 2 A Bl
HEBh 2w 22 LA ARG B - (B — 7T R AT ] RE Bk 2 K 40 % & e Ml il R 2840 -
DI T A R R AR it R A BB R BE R B A AR -

{h ~ e AR

Aidam et BT HE ~ /7 ~ B SRS DU B R G 7 SRR - R
BB FERG R (1) BFREERITENR BN ke (2) BENH DFEALFEE ER R
PEER > - B R o6 — AR VU SEGR R THA Gt - W AERS A fe HAA R AR R T 1)

(—) WFFEsE ~ J5ek ~ BI5 ~ B ki e b

Rl SCHE b A o 2l 208 A B0 UG - WABR SOMAE A BRI SCRRE 3 | © 30K - Zefirftt
FRAUEEETEET 1980 FEACRHGZ N - M5 A SRR AL R R 2 AP R R B 2l Bl E
[FIRRHUESE (BIANAERURREE) o MEAILL - AFME ISR 10 B2/ AL BB EH
SR AR B A 39 11 (1.9%) - ANsk Gl A% Bt b B 2R T H <5 B2t R T
EHRME A 136 18 (6.5%) - BB » 5& & —MEMEKHTE 0 > SIS
BRI AP B AOUR B8 SORAE FHBAT BRI e akam it | o S5 MERT o 2 AP A B8
(HEHAE S TR A _EAIRBm i - HEEAOLIaE%kL - 72N - BRNGRA
A LR BUR PR A B A Bt - B BRSBTS IA
Fae%eit B (ERE D S BT 257 5 200 2 e R ACIE B AL 38 8 - DIBUR B B R HUE DU E
PRI ERERT T2 AR 2 SEIRE SORAN - (HAFFAT eSS T RZAR - HEFHT iR (A aR S
A bR T AEBCE AT - BT IERIBUR > W EAES B R PEX
AU ERET T © e B T FeE— R b Sl e Sl A R AT 2 = AR
g ORI AU R ERF e RE SR (S B R @ ARG o LSt - A RS B RO
sPEREUT - LB FER TR IERZE R - MG EBRGET - 2 HEAIRS
eERA o SR > TR P BB HURIRYE - i ErHLET 205 22 R R SR LR ER A
LIS Z e th 2 i AR FEH S TR A
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(Z) BIEEREEN " aEHC, s

BUPEEHTAER S AHE B RO RMAZESEE [ HEH ] (visualist
paradigm) 13 © Jay (1994 : 70) 5 HIEBE 22K René Descartes FTf@ i) [ HLEk T
AL BT P TR AR A B E R [RIREARRE T PG 7 BUCHIERER A O BR
— AIFFARASE A R IR B A Sy - T AE B Rr 2 LIRS (representation) ©
HILE > 38 T DUAUBE A SR AR B — 070 R T 7 B 0 £ 58 (ocular
centrism) AR o fE#EI X 5 THRAERVEREE  THEEAE R 68 TH
FIAE 8% S A A Bl A ' S P R A 6 R O B 36 () — JE R E A SE 205 I (Arnheim
1969)  AFHTEBUERZ W SCHI R B IR ER BB R (NIRRT - RB 2 H) -
AU TC A PR R R B T (B 1% - (e AR B3R LTI ST - (EFE
FAME [ T BUACE A A 2 AR B IR [ e MR R B AR S iy
T G BRI o 7RI - B 7eE DU E R A TMEHI X  (ghost paradigm)
RAEREZ ISR © Parsons (2004) {ERTARBL T2 EEE - JUHZ Viktor Lowenfeld Y H
BRE VR BV B BB A F R BN » TR THAEREE - B 60 U6 -
BUREBT R AR - F8 5 7 AT ZEH ] (perceptualist tradition) » £2E EHBEHL
T RGBT S U AR OU B HRE T R (A - HoFr BRI [ AR e, - N[F] 22
H AR A BT E X R 7% - BEIR Swift ~ Steers (2006) /> 10 F-Alf
CRHBNASMEENEREE 5 - FIREWEE Et & LA REIBRR - RMAE
M R R B 2 L B2 S B LT B R A R R -

(=) BHE—AEEM R Tk

TEAREEHT TR BRI SCE T A e RR . [ 2t - 224l D
SHESHLRRERE T35 BUAN LU N FORE U AR 2 BT RE ~ DUIR U R 2
AL IR G HEN S R IER LR E /7 5 > ATEUE RIS o HERER A B R Te)
RDIERAR) T ~ 85~ 38~ 571 REARHIR RS &R - DRRE 2N T &firftarn)—(E = 2
TR R ~ Bl R R E R LR ~ AL  BHRIERTT - BRSO H 2l #L T
PUREAEE S NSCFRIFGE » T ZARGE SR ARIERSE » B aasE i o fF72& IR
A B NSO BT B A B2 - M > F9eE I a H IR EE - (HEEE &
{RRE B — (L 22 R U R Bl L AP B B S TE R A o JR LRI » W] e B 2l L AT
fi & (art criticism model) (Anderson > 1995 : Broudy » 1987 : Feldman » 1992) K& {2
TEFERR o RRIFIEATIE R TR 1960 B 70 RIS B EEMTEE U (Geahigan
2002) - 3l HERGSBBEITIEERRS] - & iyt et i U D R AR P R EZNTE L
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FF IR - MULE B AR & 2 ZOR B E W EIRME R > B & (E & DL EE
T [E] o AR - 20T I 5 25 Sl ) 22 A S Bt R i 1R EH R 72 Bty H B B2 E LU MY
DA% e

(M) FESTT R TS figHEEFEEE

AL > RETAT S W gl LT R [ A R I EE B MU R R IR R 2 EA IR -
OR - BN BAKEEEE B MU AR AR B 0 T B IR 2 B R B B¢ - 2R - B2
BENIFARBFESNSCFEAY » M2 REEES TR RME—2HETE T - HR 72
A SEETRITERE SRS VE B o MRS SRR BRI T P - (6 3R 2 8 (BT ET
HEEEY » Geahigan LIEZR K E HEBITHLFF © Geahigan (2002 : 88) #H{fTHYEfTt
TR IR B BE - S L A B LR 38 5 dm i B R — RV INEE S 1T/ - b
AR [P AN AT DU S b Bt B R MER AP BRI E - tREDUE 7 B8 24 | - R
T 22 5% John L. Austin (1911-1960) )3 ER » Geahigan (2000 : 68) #5 Hi— 2L 21l 4t
R R ~ S0 A ~ SRR AR e s L S E R R A S5 HEMHEE
2 [E4MT]  (illocutionary acts) - if& BUIFE T EER [ FEHAIRAGS ~ 2
RS EMEAIET ] Geahigan FYFRTR 15E 2 B B B BE Al 1L 78 48 20 53 b — (B AR B g ath 75 7 2
E IR LR S BRI - AR N A F T 2 R HE SR U
(contemplation) ° Geahigan (1999) FREESiTHEF/E 4 S EUE A [BIFE ~ B9 ~ HEF]
FOREE NG BN — Bt PIPEERR @S o THFUE 3RS Geahigan [FHEFR IR K B BE SO WL {2
it EF R R e o

= R

L oA - PR IEEERAT T

A~ SRR IR A B (RER R RS B - AN 17 2 PG U7 ER Al 7 -
AT I A Bl S Bl LR B B BV Z ORI 2R3 Ay - SR M IR R ~ Bk
TEERFZHE R LIS IR -

A ESEETEROAE R AR R A — PR R AR R (R[] F] RESR T
S HLETRVE R - AL EARERGI R ERUMEM - MJEREERm AR - sige i
HREBERE -

5=~ B thn] % g LIS & T R X B R F E R LU MR UK
e R (R © 2B LRUIEEPER NG Bl e — (8 (1S — D e wis -

SR ~ AR FEIRE R A SUR R SR A Al [ EAR R TSR < 38 SRR (32
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B FRCEEH AR IRE o 7T LUE ERIER > SRS SR 2l Bt IR - (HAEE
HAEAE o BB - AR EE DB LB AR 2SR EE - B4 F
TR RACHUE ~ Sl ~ FESE ~ OB ik € A R 2R [ FE E A 1 o o SRS B E AL
s 0 P s R R A T ARG T SR A A B R D B R AV S L B i 3
& (Duncum *2005 : Freedman 2003 : Parsons »2004) 2% DL FsBHAUTT (open-ended) ~
AR fSA (issue-based) FIKELE (big ideas) 4TRSS LN E S &8l 1 e f TR -
BRIt > EEr LR EER T o AR AR S RO B S b A ) — T s
TR » 5B R AR LR - BN EE ] Js D A& 2R AT -

BT (EFRERRE - N PRIBI BT BRI R BEEE) F535 5 5m » Geahigan #f
AR ERHVERE #8008 i X G (R0 B BT B B — RVIEE S 1T - IE—8
B b Bl AT HAE RISt 37 B 5 352 < [EIH R (R 55 B AR - @ e —(Ea ) -
A RS S DR

B TS
AR W92 E B J5 (Research Grants Council) [ #8 FC iff 9% 4 ] (General
Research Fund) BEWPEE (F4E 18405014 ) RIS HFFEHE » ZEILEGH -
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Summary

This article offers a critical review of empirical studies on art criticism education published
in eight art/aesthetics education academic journals from 2005 to 2015. Thirty-nine studies were
selected, with the research methodology, scale, participants and topics/issues being analyzed in
each case. In addition to providing a comprehensive picture of the latest developments and current
practices in the field of art criticism teaching and learning, the review identifies those areas that
require further research and exploration.

Beginning with a presentation of the general idea of art criticism as an activity for understanding
an artwork that not only involves the exploration of visual elements and their relationship to
one another but also searches for those meanings conveyed by the artwork, the authors then
summarize the development and discourses of art criticism education within the last few decades.
These include the development of Discipline-based Art Education in the US and the introduction
of Critical and Contextual Studies in the UK. The specific public art criticism examination at the
senior secondary level in Hong Kong is also described.

The purpose of the review was to answer the following questions:

1. What were the methodology, scale, participants, area of study, and settings of the identified

empirical studies?

2. What were the major findings of these empirical studies? How could these findings be

categorized for the purposes of referencing art criticism teaching and learning?
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3. What can be learned from these empirical studies in the context of the overall development

of art criticism teaching and learning?

The selection of journals was based on four criteria. First, the journal had to be related to
art/aesthetics education. Second, it had to be in Chinese or English. Third, it had to have been
in continuous publication for at least ten years. Fourth, the journal should have a relatively high
ranking or impact factor, or been included in some reputable academic databases. Based on the
above, eight academic journals were selected. The researchers then began the paper screening
process by reading the titles and abstracts of each peer-reviewed paper to decide whether it should
be included. An in-depth reading might be involved if the previous process was not adequate to
determine its relevance. Limitations of the review were also identified.

The review results on research methods are presented in terms of five aspects: methodology,
scale, participants, area of study, and setting of the studies. Most of the studies involved small-
scale qualitative research on students in school settings. The review also reveals that many of the
studies focused on exploring the factors that affect the teaching and learning of art criticism and
investigated the characteristics of students’ critical responses. A table summarizing the results was
created.

The review results on research findings are discussed in terms of two major areas: (1) the
impact or effectiveness of art criticism-teaching strategies reported in the identified studies, and;
(2) the characteristics of children and adolescents’ responses to artworks. In the former case, this
involved: (1) repeated encounters with the same artwork; (2) the relationship between viewing
duration and better art appreciation; (3) the cultivation of reflection through group work; (4) non-
discursive responses to artworks; (5) mixed response strategies, and; (6) linguistic ability and art
criticism. In that of the latter, the issues were: (1) the appeal of familiarity in critical responses;
(2) visual perspective versus social or introspective perspective; (3) the influence of the socio-
cultural environment on art criticism, and; (4) the preference for realistic and 3D-constructed
artworks. These findings have practical implications for implementing specific teaching and
learning methods, as well as understanding characteristics of students’ responses.

As the review reveals, there were only 39 papers (1.9 per cent) on empirical studies among
all the papers published in the eight art education journals between 2005 and 2015. This is an
extremely low percentage. More field-based investigations are clearly needed in this area. The
results based on the methodology and scale of the reviewed studies also indicate a need for more
quantitative and medium- to large-scale studies; while qualitative research may be a better way

to capture the rich meanings of people’s critical responses, quantitative methods and analyses are

Research in Arts Education 67



Cheung-On Tam and Chung-Yim Lau

likely to provide results with a higher degree of conclusiveness and generalizability. Moreover,
most of the studies concentrated on the formal education system, according to the statistics. They
were conducted in school settings, with school students representing the majority of research
participants. Greater attention should perhaps be paid to the education of the general public in art
criticism and the development of their critical responses.

The appeal of the familiar, as also demonstrated by the review, was a common phenomenon in
students’ critical responses. From a postmodernist position, responses generated from a viewer’s
personal experience are just as valid as those developed from art-historical, cognitive or socio-
cultural perspectives. However, problems arise when personal experience becomes the only
perspective that students can subscribe to, especially when combined with a lack of awareness
of other angles from which an artwork can be viewed. From the education standpoint, teachers
should be encouraged to take the personal experience response as a starting point when engaging
students in classroom art interpretation activities.

A number of the empirical studies were still interested in the investigation into the visual
preferences of students, or the ways in which students respond to visual elements. This is a
reflection of the modernist aesthetic and its emphasis on the visual paradigm. Art interpretation
begins as a visual experience, but certainly does not end with it. Overall, then, there is a need for
future research to move from the visual to the visual-cultural paradigm. It seems that some student
participants in the reviewed empirical studies were not used to giving critical responses within
a visual-cultural paradigm, suggesting the importance of cultivating their critical responses to

artworks from a combination of visual, cultural, historical, psychological and social perspectives.
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