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Symposium: Art in Education 

 

It is common to introduce works of art into school lessons on one hand in order 

to mediate theories and ideas about art history as well as about subjective 

realities, and on the other hand to foster the abilities of the students to express 

themselves by means of art. Artworks are then mainly understood to represent 

insights and imaginations, or to illustrate shared realities.  

-Beside that it is also possible to interpret art works as translations of subjective 

intentions, even theories, in particular experiential settings. Especially open to 

this kind of interpretation is an artwork or artistic action that emphasizes its 

object character as a central theme. Then art can serve to generate theories 

revealed through the senses. This view on art allows for a broadened didactics. 

Thus, art then could be used in schools, whenever interdependencies and 

contexts are in the focus of learning. This approach to art is founded in a rather 

wider-spread concept of pedagogy that localizes processes of Bildung and 

education overall in esthetics (cp. Schiller 1801, Schleiermacher 1826, 

Mollenhauer & Wulf 1996, Sava 1993, Østern 2008, Kraus 2008, Herbert 2010, 

Steinnes 2012; Rat für kulturelle Bildung 2012 et al.). Here, the senses and the 

body of an individual as well as historical heritages and actual societal situations 

as collectively shared phenomena are considered as the broad base for our 

learning and for Bildung. Then, not so much the cognitive processes, but other 

origins of experiences and insights are explored. As factors of learning they 

become visible in practices. In the latter decades of pedagogy one can perceive a 

growing interest in the theoretical foundation and empirical exploration of 

practices (Wulf 2004, Althans et al. 2007, Nentwig-Gesemann 2001, Herbert 

2011, Bergstedt 2012, Kraus 2012 et al.). Processes of learning and Bildung are 

here regarded as mainly ruled by their nonverbal, not thematized, “tacit” aspects. 

In the field of pedagogical anthropology and critical pedagogy sensual-bodily 

relations beyond language are recognized. Here it is also worked out how 

another person or thing may be approximately understood in terms of 

differences.  

By regarding the senses and the body as integral elements of the processes of 

Bildung and learning central tasks for didactical and pedagogical practices arise. 



Vice versa, by reflecting such practices one can get insights which are 

fundamental for educational sciences.  

In our group we will deal with the special challenges and potentials that are 

connected to an esthetical foundation of processes of Bildung in pedagogical, 

didactical, in empirical-methodical and methodological regards, we will discuss 

these and draw consequences for “creative” and innovative practices in the 

pedagogical field. 

 

 

  



Learning as Displacement and Transformation 

In art education there is a strong tradition of regarding artworks as 

representatives of cultural history as well as examples of outstanding, so to say 

genial ideas. They are supposed to signify theories on a very high, hardly 

reachable level. On the whole artworks are then understood as representations 

of insights and imaginations or as illustrations of shared realities, serving in 

school more or less as a pathway to handicraft and to a kind of tinkering of the 

kids. - The discussion on quality and assessment of art and on the results of art 

education then focuses on visual language, innovative/creative approaches, 

social acknowledgement, art market etc.  

I would like to unfold another approach to art and art education by interpreting 

art quite differently, connecting it mainly to the phenomenological concept of 

experience. It is only a little change of perspective, but its consequences for our 

field are rather obvious.  

We understand artworks as translations of subjective intentions, even theories 

and collective topics into particular experiential settings. The qualities of 

experiences are then the most important quality criteria. I´m aware of the fact 

that this is rather open and urgently needs explication. 

The interpretation of art as experience (cp. the title of one of John Deweys 

books, published in 1934) can be used for art in general. Art is then interpreted 

in terms of the diverse practices connected to it. Anyway, especially open to it is 

an artwork or an artistic action that emphasizes its own object character as a 

central theme, generating theories which are revealed through the senses.  

This view on art allows for a broadened didactics, as then art can be used in 

schools, whenever interdependencies and contexts are in the focus of learning.  

In pedagogy this approach to art has its roots in the wider-spread concept of 

pedagogy which localizes processes of education overall in esthetics (cp. 

Schiller 1801, Schleiermacher 1826, Mollenhauer & Wulf 1996, Sava 1993, 

Østern 2008, Kraus 2008, Herbert 2010, Steinnes 2012; Rat für kulturelle 

Bildung 2012 et al.). Here, the senses and the body of an individual as well as 

the historical heritages and actual societal situations and not at last collectively 

shared phenomena are considered as the broad base for our learning. Here, 

processes of education are regarded as practices, not as concepts. Besides that, 

not only cognitive processes, but also other origins of experiences and insights, 

becoming visible in practices, are explored. Recently, there is a constantly 

growing interest in the theoretical foundation and empirical exploration of 

practices (Wulf 2004, Althans et al. 2007, Nentwig-Gesemann 2001, Herbert 

2011, Bergstedt 2012, Kraus 2012 et al.).  



Practices are mainly ruled by their nonverbal, non-thematized, “tacit” aspects. 

Especially in the field of pedagogical anthropology and critical pedagogy 

sensual-bodily relations beyond language are recognized. In special it is e.g. 

worked out how another person or thing may be only approximately understood 

(keyword: difference). The main bearers of practices are the senses and the 

body.  

In the consequence central tasks for didactical and pedagogical practices arise. 

In the following I will figure out some of them, sketching at first the theoretical 

outlines for an empirical study, then drawing consequences for didactics. 

I come to the pedagogical impacts of our corporality: 

Our corporality is overall constitutive for our reference to the world (cp. 

Merleau-Ponty 1968, Waldenfels 2000, Meyer-Drawe 2008). We do not only 

perceive the objects that are given to us in our perceptions, but we also relate 

ourselves to our environment by means of our bodies. It has been empirically 

demonstrated that children already in their first year of life use their corporal 

faculties of expression in a communicative way to reach a certain aim (cf. 

Dornes 1993 and others). Also after human beings appropriate and interpret 

objects primarily in a corporal way. To understand corporality as a primary 

medium of learning, one has to look at it as an agile and living body and not as a 

mere device. Unlike the currently widespread differentiation between “having a 

body” and “being a body”, introduced by Helmuth Plessner (1982), the 

conception of corporality introduced by Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1968) provides 

shelter for the body as a substance and as a sensitive and vivid organism at the 

same time.  

Let us go deeper into this interpretation of experiences in terms of difference 

and bodiliness by taking a close look on the impacts of a „thing“ on our relation 

to ourselves, to others and to the world. By doing this we get access to the 

concept of experience and to artworks as expressions of experiences and as 

experiental fields at the same time. 

Usually bodily impacts are appreciated much less than those of other challenges 

in the pedagogical field. In contrary, the requirements of a society ruled by 

information, knowledge and effort are seen in their relation to individual 

learning under conflicting socio-economical and socio-cultural conditions. 

Human bodies and the „things“ are more or less reduced to mere „stuff“. This 

interpretation is fostered by cognitive learning theories (cp. Piaget 1978), in 

which the highest aim of learning consists in operational and logical thinking 

based on verbal resp. symbolical elements. According to this concept one should 

even overcome the orientation at the “things” at hand.  



Anyway, as there is no human existence beyond materiality, we will never get 

rid of it reducing to mere “stuff”. Moreover, we meet others and the world as 

living bodies and materiality. Our living body, i.e. our movements, habits, 

gestures, etc. „respond“ to material and social challenges. It is influenced by our 

ways of dealing with the „things“ – to think of values, needs and preferences - 

and it gets formed by them (cp. Leontjew 1973, p. 292; Holzkamp 1993).  

I´ll show a short sequence of a film, an artwork, no scientific data. The analysis 

of the film sequence will show that our experiental relation to „things“ is split 

into different layers of corporal relationships. 

In front of the camerawoman, who is actual the mother of the five-year-old, the 

girl associates a piece of clay with the form of a nose. By “planting” it on her 

own nose she adapts it to her body. Her laughter shows that she realizes the 

diverse aspects of difference connected to her practices, such as the non-

habitual combination of materials, the uncomfortable and unusual weight of the 

clay on her nose, her changed face etc. She then expresses that she uses the 

piece of clay once more to cause bodily feelings in an alienated way by 

associating it with a raindrop (on her nose). By then distancing the shape of the 

clay from her own body, she forms a crocodile, especially its nose and mouth. 

She kind of bewitches this as a kind of fetish in her hand: “You are not eating up 

people”, moving it backwards and forwards beside her ear.   

Karl Mannheim (1980, p. 207) describes the relation of people with one another 

and with the „things“ as a “contagion”: In our dealing with “things” we enter 

conjunctive interactional spaces such as e.g. plural social milieus and traditions. 

These are characterized by special frames and measures of orientation, ways of 

acting etc. (Nohl 2011, p. 197). Käte Meyer-Drawe (1990) calls the person a 

„sujet-subject“, that is to say, in our use of the „things“ the interdependency and 

relation of individual realities with social as well as with material realities 

become visible. We are able to switch between bodily empathy, vulnerability, 

vital powers etc., even transforming ourselves or others into objects. The girl in 

the film shows a very strong bodily awareness of the „surplus of sense-making“ 

(“sinnerzeugenden Überschusses”) (Böhm 2007) of a “thing” as a multimodal, 

shadowed and inexpressible signification. Explicit modes of demonstration are 

here accompanied by a sense-making deriving from the whole situation, such as 

the space at hand, the mental state of the persons involved in the action, actual 

topics, the special expressive power of the „things“, their social aspects etc. 

Even if we cannot work them out evidently, a dense description might reveal 

them.  



Why and how to use this for an art education that is referring to experiental 

fields?  

What we can see is that the girl performs a constant displacement and 

transformation of material and meaning. One can presume that this kind of 

switching between the living body and corporality (objectivation) leads to new 

bodily insights.  

Indispensable for transformations is an empty space that allows for a 

defamiliarisation. According to Sklóvskij (2001) ’ostranenjie’, defamiliarisation, 

as a hindering and bewildering of the for-given-taken, leads to 

desautomatisation and to a fresh view on events. The space-in-between is thus a 

space for learning. This kind of learning can be described as an “otherness 

education”, as a character formation in which the learner can observe the 

hitherto unknown aspects of him- or herself. He or she can get to know 

otherness in other human beings, in themes and in forms of expression. This 

meeting makes a change in the learner’s understanding, described by Finnish art 

education researcher Inkeri Sava (1995) as the result of artistic learning.  

Christiane Brohl uses the showing of the things in her didactical principle of 

displacement: Displacement is based on the reciprocal interpretation of an art 

work and its situational context. Hereby, not so much the „truth of the things“ 

(s.o.) is the matter. Brohl moreover shows that and how art invades, at times 

also intervenes in common discourses and semantic fields by creating 

heterotopies. In this way new issues can merge into familiarities (vgl. 

Waldenfels 1999, p. 167). Connections between facts can be built that have not 

been conceivable before. This is not least true for the common utility modes of 

the „things“ bound to discourses. Thus, discourses can be clarified and reflected 

via displacement. 

An example for this is the “Pissoir” of Marcel Duchamp which puts the 

discourses on the “museum” on stake….  


