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In academia, the arts provide that perennial thrust 
by which the human knack for the creative, the 
odd, the critical and the imaginary preserves 
research and learning from the social scientific 
pervasion of positivist and instrumentalist stand-
ardisation. Thus when Melisa Cahnmann-Taylor 
and Richard Siegesmund state that ‘the primary 
approach to arts-based research in this volume 
refers to how the arts are used by social-science 
researchers’ (p.1), should we infer that arts-based 
research is, after all, to be housed in the social 
sciences? 

Cahnmann-Taylor and Siegesmund know that 
in any discussion of arts-based research, there is 
a need to balance empirical facticity against artis-
tic specificity. What characterises this balance is 
made manifest by a special attention to the 
artist’s role in how critique, the self and art-making 
become a tripod on which practice-based 
research stands. This attention reflects a notion 
of art and learning that tempts us to forfeit 
academic rigidity. Thus to Ruth Behar’s question 
whether longing for poetry ‘is to want to commit 
adultery’ (p. 61) one must reply with a resounding 
‘Yes!’ Here, Behar’s potential adulterer is the 
anthropologist chained to the prescriptions of the 
discipline and preservation of ‘the field’. Nonethe-
less, reading Thomas Barone’s contribution to 
the book, one might be sobered by the impres-

sion that this does not work the other way round. 
Paraphrasing Sartre, Barone reminds us that 
there are many situations where ‘the would-be 
artist, eager to change minds, zealous to make 
history, forgets to make art’ (p. 39). An ominous 
reminder indeed!

Elliot Eisner’s chapter on ‘the persistent 
tensions in arts-based research’ is key to under-
stand how this book works. He identifies five such 
tensions that ‘penetrate our work’. While one 
cannot sum up Eisner’s essay in a paragraph, in 
brief one can characterise these five tensions as: 
(1) the multiple interpretations yielded by open 
forms of research; (2) the old chestnut of particu-
larity contra generality; (3) epistemology versus 
aesthetics; (4) meeting the demands of the practi-
cal; and (5) as Eisner eloquently puts it, ‘the 
tension for arts-based research to seek what is 
novel or creative and the need to create work that 
has verisimilitude to the furniture of the world’ (p. 
25). In identifying these tensions, Eisner remains 
the optimist in that rather than resolve these 
tensions, arts-based research needs to learn how 
to live with and make of such tensions a model of 
viability: ‘the tensions and procedures that I iden-
tify I believe can produce a general model that, if 
applied in our classrooms, could reshape and 
advance the practice of education and reform our 
conception of its proper aims’ (p. 26). For better or 
worse, Cahnmann-Taylor and Siegesmund make 
of Eisner’s contribution the centrepiece of the 
book, choosing to systematically re-read all chap-
ters in sections II, III and IV through his five 
tensions, while holding us all to ‘the promise to 
practice’ in their concluding chapter (p. 231). This 
framework is prefigured in the first chapter, where 
Cahnmann-Taylor concludes (after citing Eisner) 
that ‘an important concern’ is how artist-
researcher-educators [my term not hers] ‘make 
the process and products of scholARTistry valid 
and useful [my emphasis] to other researchers, 
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educators, politicians, and others wishing to 
benefit from the outcomes of inquiry’ (p. 13). 

While clearly Eisner, Cahnmann-Taylor and 
Siegesmund are anxious over the legitimisation 
of arts-based research within the social sciences, 
I courteously beg to differ with their concern. One 
cannot help querying why is it important to stress 
validity and utility for arts-based research in its 
claim for academic, educational, political, or any 
other form of recognition. While I take serious 
note of (and agree with) Barone’s insistence on 
social engagement and epistemological humility 
(pp. 37ff.), granting that the arts’ position in history 
and scholarship should neither be arrogant nor 
exclusive, I would add that however epistemo-
logically humble, no artist-educator-researcher 
should forfeit the privilege of the figural – to use 
Lyotard’s term – even when some may not appear 
to find its thrust as ‘valid’ or indeed ‘useful’ within 
or outside education. 

This is why I would strongly argue that Lyons 
does not need to explain what she means when 
she says: ‘No one knows / voices colliding / their 
shoulders almost touching’ (p. 81); and neither 
should we expect Leggo to even validate his 
poetry as an academic form of research, but 
instead we must, with him and other poets, 
continue to re-make meaning as he seeks poems 
in British Columbia (p. 94) or anywhere else. So 
while Kusserow hits the nail on the head when 
she claims that poetry has a profound impact on 
where she chooses ‘to place [her] anthropologi-
cal gaze’ (p. 74), Bhattacharya needs nobody to 
validate her argument when it draws the reader’s 
attention to the ‘messy spaces of knowing and 
being known’ as the consequence of the re-pres-
entation of her voice – ‘the only voice I can “really” 
claim mine … through/with/against the contested 
voices of the participants’ (p. 86). Far from making 
an argument of art for art’s sake or solipsism, I 
here lay claim to art’s autonomy – without which 
no arts, artists, art-forms, art-works or arts-based 
research will make sense. 

A good example of how art’s autonomy is 
central to arts-based research is what Irwin, Bickel 
& Springgay term ‘a/r/tography’ (pp. 103–41). In 
their words, a/r/tography is a ‘living inquiry’ inti-
mately tied to the lives of researcher, artist and 

educator. Claiming and re-framing practice-based 
research in what Deleuze and Guattari saw as the 
rhizomatic patterns of differential variability, a/r/
tography invokes a range of artistic and theoreti-
cal threads usually identified with hermeneutics 
and poststructuralist feminism (pp. 106ff.). A/r/
tographers never shirk the intrinsically speculative 
methods that they rightly claim from within the 
autonomous possibilities of practice-based 
research in the arts. Irwin and Springgay rightly 
insist that ‘although a/r/tography privileges the 
identities of artist, researcher, and teacher within 
its name, one needs to be thoughtful about how 
these identities might be conceptualized’ (p.112). 
In chapters 10 and 11 Bickel’s and Springgay’s a/
r/tographic statements extend this qualifier by 
exemplification. Another example of artistic-peda-
gogical identity comes from Elvy’s photographi-
cally mediated testimonies of women brigadistas 
who were the real protagonists of revolutionary 
Cuba’s Campaña de Alfabetización in 1961. One 
brigadista, Dora from Santiago de Cuba, charac-
terises this transformative experience: ‘I became 
outgoing … I became conscientious. I wasn’t 
going to be tied down again!’ (p. 145). 

In the fourth part of this book, the reader is 
invited into a genealogical layering of meaning 
and action, which cuts through genres that are 
hybrid and at the same time distinct: music 
(Jenoure), readers’ theatre with music (Roulston 
et al.); performative narration (Gosse and Jones/
Olomo) and drama/theatre (Saldaña). While a 
testimonial quality does not fail to emerge in the 
narratives within which analysis, story, perform-
ance and a concern for ‘method’ are laced 
together, the implications for arts-based research 
– or at least how this is ultimately characterised 
by artists – is never left behind. This concern is 
pretty tessellated and often textured in the rough. 
Jenoure characterises her experience of research 
as often tortuous in terms of how having no road-
map, she ‘simply began talking to a wide range of 
people about the seed that was germinating’ (p. 
157). Likewise Jones/Olomo holds onto her own 
artistic ground while resisting ‘the cramping of 
[her] artistic impulses … compounded by envi-
sioning the work as the audience’s instead of as 
[hers]’ (p. 197). Saldaña takes research methodol-
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212 ogy to task in his meta-reading of those who in 
turn have theorised research, by reading manuals 
of research as one would read a work of litera-
ture. More than a tension, I would say that these 
artists confirm the arts’ disposition to the never-
resolved dialectical pains of what Derrida has 
identified as différance, a state of affairs that alter-
nates between differing and deferring.

In such a limited space, one could hardly do 
any justice to the rich texture that Cahnmann-
Taylor and Siegesmund bring together in this 
book. Notwithstanding my plea for polite and 
friendly disagreement on a point that warrants 
more attention than it is currently receiving, I 
strongly recommend this book to colleagues 
whose interests and practices bridge the gap 
between practice-based research in art and arts-
based educational research. I remain in far more 
agreement than dispute with my colleagues, and 
by way of concluding I would cite the very last 
sentence in which Cahnmann-Taylor and Sieges-
mund capture the essence of arts-based educa-
tional research’s enhancement of human learning 
as ‘personal agency: autonomous individuals 
who have the capacity to imaginatively shape 
their own lives by having the courage to write 
their own stories’ (p. 245). More than an end, this 
is our potent starting point. Let’s therefore begin 
where we leave, always and with the same enthu-
siasm shown in this book.

John Baldacchino 
Columbia University, New York
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As Grenfell and Hardy explain in their introduc-
tion, Pierre Bourdieu published his book Les 
Règles de l’art (The Rules of Art) in 1992 as a work 
in which he was able to summarise many of his 
theories about aesthetics and artistic production. 
A key point for the authors, and a rationale for this 
book, is that despite the extent of Bourdieu’s 
theorising on these topics his application to artis-
tic practice is limited to a few prominent exam-
ples, notably Manet’s and Flaubert’s works. 
Consequently Art Rules is the authors’ extension 
of Bourdieu’s project, offering ‘further exemplifi-
cation of the “rules of art” in various areas of the 
art field’, in their words. 

To accomplish this ambitious task the book is 
divided into three parts: ‘Theory’, ‘Practice’ and 
‘Visual Arts in the Twenty-first Century’. The Theory 
section comprises two chapters, the first summa-
rising the principal theories that Bourdieu devel-
oped during his career, such as ‘habitus’ and ‘field’. 
The second chapter focuses on the theories of 
aesthetics as they apply to the visual arts, contex-
tualising his theorising within broader historical 
traditions, particularly Kant’s aesthetics. The latter 
part of this chapter introduces the authors’ devel-
opment of Bourdieu’s means of analysing cultural 
fields, a method which they will go on to deploy in 
subsequent chapters as they pursue their project 
of extending the range of his theoretical applica-
tion to contemporary cultural phenomena. 

The second part, ‘Practice’, sees this new 
application undertaken in earnest. Three areas of 
the cultural and artistic field are presented as 
case studies for the authors’ neo-Bourdieu analy-
ses: museums, painting, and photography. Each 
is the subject of a separate chapter, and 
Bourdieu’s work in these fields is discussed and 
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213contextualised before the authors’ embark on 
their own extension of his theoretical investiga-
tion. The third and final part, ‘Visual Arts in the 
Twenty-first Century’, comprises one chapter that 
draws together the implications of Bourdieu’s 
analytic interventions, considering the relation of 
his work on aesthetics with his sociological 
approach to cultural analysis within the philo-
sophical bounds of postmodernism. 

For those like myself who are relatively unfa-
miliar with Bourdieu’s work, Art Rules offers an 
informative and helpful introduction to his work 
on the visual arts, supported by concise 
biographic details and contextualised within the 
more prominent philosophical and sociological 
arenas within which he worked. The introduction 
and Theory section are especially interesting in 
this respect, and tackle these prevailing intellec-
tual currents: Kant’s aesthetics in particular are 
given plenty of space, locating Bourdieu’s work in 
relation to this philosophical tradition, identifying 
his critique and revisions of Kantian thought. 
Occasionally some of the authors’ descriptions 
are rather opaque, making for difficult reading, 
although this is perhaps indicative of the complex 
philosophical terrain they are traversing.

The detailed philosophical debate in the open-
ing chapters makes quite a contrast with the 
following chapter on museums, which strays 
furthest from a focus on Bourdieu’s work, offering 
the authors’ new material on museums. This 
comprises a sociological study of three case stud-
ies: Musée d’Orsay, Tate Modern and New York’s 
MOMA. Although these are rich in the politics of 
the museum as a social production, and apply key 
Bourdieu concepts like ‘cultural capital’ to good 
effect, for those eager to discover more of 
Bourdieu’s thinking the chapter seems overlong 
and less interesting; those studying museum 
theory may well disagree, however. The chapter 
on painting returns initially to Bourdieu’s work on 
Manet, before the authors extend Bourdieu’s theo-
ries to analyse the Young British Artists’ practices.

All of these chapters contain complex 
diagrams inserted into the text that purport to 
illustrate the application of Bourdieu’s modes of 
analysis, but these tend to be rather overloaded 
with visual and textual concepts, and are in 

danger of obfuscating as much as illuminating 
Bourdieu’s theories.

The authors note Bourdieu’s passion for 
photography at the start of the chapter on this 
subject, and perhaps because of this intensified 
biographical dimension the text becomes very 
engaging. The discussion of Bourdieu’s work on 
the sociology of the photographic medium, in the 
context of France of the 1960s and his interest in 
the relations of the social, the historical, the tech-
nological and the aesthetic, make for fascinating 
reading. The discussion of amateur and profes-
sional status and qualifications, and the attendant 
shifts in aesthetic qualities associated with photo-
graphic competence, are very compelling for 
those new to these aspects of Bourdieu’s work, 
and are well handled by the authors. 

The final section on contemporary visual arts 
is similarly adeptly managed, drawing together 
many of the analytical threads of the preceding 
chapters. There are interesting sections on ‘truth’, 
and the arbitrariness of signifying systems, for 
instance, which effectively illustrate the implica-
tions of Bourdieu’s thinking for art in the contem-
porary world.

Those wishing to understand and apply 
Bourdieu’s theories will find this book a worth-
while purchase, especially those engaged in 
further study into the social and political aspects 
of the visual arts and aesthetics.

Jeff Adams
Goldsmiths, University of London
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This anthology is the fourth collection of papers 
and essays mostly, though not exclusively, previ-
ously published in iJADE. Most authors recog-
nise an inherent conflict between the very nature 
of art and the requirements of assessment in the 
education system. Indeed, much of the writing in 
this collection of papers dwells on a recent, and 
continuing, tension between policy makers and 
classroom practitioners. The arguments of 
subjectivity versus objectivity, tuition or intuition, 
assessment-led or subject-led curricula and 
whether the ultimate purposes of education are 
for development of the individual or for the good 
of society are well rehearsed in these papers. 
These writers all believe that to discuss the 
assessment of art and design is to discuss the 
very nature of the subject itself. 

The authors place their arguments in the 
context of an ever-changing raft of curriculum and 
examination change. In Chapter 1 Rachel Mason 
and John Steers describe the chronology of the 
changes to school-based assessment in the UK – 
particularly the GCSE – since its introduction in the 
mid-1980s. It is inevitable in a collection of papers 
such as this that certain points are repeated. In 
striving to provide an evidential context for their 
view the writer draws upon relevant examples of 
assessment in art education of the recent past and 
in their experience. Mason and Steers also 
describe how sparse empirical research is in this 
area. By definition this volume adds significantly to 
study of the field. A baton that is enthusiastically 
taken up by Trevor Rayment and Brian Britton who 
describe the results from their six-year study into 
the relationship between cognitive ability – as 
defined by NFER-Nelson Cognitive Ability Test 
(CAT) scores and GCSE attainment. The authors 
are reluctant to commit themselves to concrete 

conclusions but inferences can be drawn from the 
data, as well as some rather interesting anomalies 
– for example in students whose level of achieve-
ment in their coursework differed significantly 
from that in the controlled test. The research 
evidence identified the differences but it was the 
art teachers who had to offer the reasons from 
their own knowledge of the individual students.

Gill Hopper adds the primary perspective and 
ably describes the context for development – or 
rather, the lack of development – of assessment 
in art at Key Stages 1 and 2. She also explains the 
background, but, refusing to be negative, she 
focuses her attention on the concerns and ques-
tions uppermost in the minds of the non-art 
specialist primary teacher. Her paper should be 
required reading for prospective primary school 
teachers because of its clarity and its empathetic 
appreciation of the primary mindset.

Tom Hardy continues the debate by employ-
ing the uncompromising tone of the hard-bitten, 
hard-working, hard-nosed secondary school art 
teacher. His chapter bemoans the loss, as he 
sees it, of the ‘wow’ factor in sixth form art as a 
result of the introduction of the AS as part of the 
Curriculum 2000 reforms. His essay is as much 
about the demise of trust in the teacher as it is 
about examination changes. The view he has of 
the problem of assessment is very much from 
the perspective of day-to-day teaching, and it is 
one that continues with the most recent changes 
in AS specifications – as evidenced by the contro-
versy over Edexcel’s AS and A2 results in the 
summer of 2007.

Less passionate, but no less critical, is Sylvia 
Willerton’s description of the various changes to 
the assessment procedures and practices applied 
to vocational qualifications in art and design. Over-
all though, her chapter has an optimistic tone; she 
hopes that mistakes made in the past will help to 
inform the decisions of the future.

Bringing a view from California State University, 
Los Angeles, Mike Cho describes how portfolios 
of manifold evidence help to provide effective 
assessment of trainee teachers in their secondary 
teaching programme. His case is essentially that 
assessing a collection of evidence is actuarially 
worth more than just the sum of its parts.
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215The approach adopted by Richard Hickman is 
one of looking backwards and sideways at the 
problem. Backwards by revisiting his own views 
of assessing art through old lecture notes and 
sideways by analogously comparing the assess-
ment of art to similar ‘unscientific’ judgements – 
in his case the connoisseurship of whippets – 
why not? This is not a bad approach to a difficult 
problem. It is easy to be swept up in an argument 
and taken along by it. Hickman questions it. He 
tracks back to see how his own view has been 
formed and how it relates – or not – to the situa-
tion we find today. Hickman is prepared to go 
back to first principles, asking why teachers 
should assess students’ work; he urges teachers 
not to judge and record every activity, not to spec-
ify the outcomes at the outset and not to allow 
assessment to determine the value of activities 
pupils do. The conflict continues. 

Because thinking skills are ‘higher order’ skills, 
Leslie Cunliffe considers that these are funda-
mental for assessment in art and design. Cunliffe 
feels that assessment is a more complex issue 
that has its roots in ‘meta-cognition’ – in practice 
this removes teachers from the responsibility for 
the summative assessments of their students’ 
products towards them taking responsibility for 
evaluating how well they can diagnose the 
strengths and weaknesses of their own perform-
ance. Whilst it is true that such criteria are explicit 
in current documentation – National Curriculum 
level statements and GCSE assessment objec-
tives being just two examples – they are far 
outweighed by criteria focused on ways of work-
ing and the outcomes of art practice. Like Hick-
man, Cunliffe goes beyond the practicalities of 
assessment; his concern is with the philosophy, 
and the challenge is therefore to tackle how 
teachers assess how well their pupils learn how 
to learn.

The final chapter, by Dennis Atkinson, describes 
his research into an everyday art classroom prac-
tice – first-hand observation drawing – and his 
attempts to assess the pupils’ outcomes beyond 
the obvious descriptors, such as representational, 
accurate or natural. Atkinson cites Lacan to support 
his assessment of the pupils’ drawings and, it is 
fair to report that a working knowledge of Lacanian 

terminology is helpful to appreciate the conclu-
sions Atkinson draws from them.

Overall, these papers are a valuable contribu-
tion to the ongoing debate providing, as they do, 
some background to the present position, some 
rationales for necessary developments and some 
philosophical time-bombs for future change.

Keith Winser
Park High School, King’s Lynn; seconded mentor, 
University of Cambridge
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