
  [image: Cover Page of Education of a Graphic Designer]


  [image: Title Page of Education of a Graphic Designer]


  Copyright © 1998, 2005, 2015 by Steven Heller

  All rights reserved. Copyright under Berne Copyright Convention, Universal Copyright Convention, and Pan American Copyright Convention. No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form, or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise, without the express written consent of the publisher, except in the case of brief excerpts in critical reviews or articles. All inquiries should be addressed to Allworth Press, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018.

  Allworth Press books may be purchased in bulk at special discounts for sales promotion, corporate gifts, fund-raising, or educational purposes. Special editions can also be created to specifications. For details, contact the Special Sales Department, Allworth Press, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018 or info@skyhorsepublishing.com.

  19 18 17 16 15       5 4 3 2 1

  Published by Allworth Press, an imprint of Skyhorse Publishing, Inc.

  307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018.

  Allworth Press® is a registered trademark of Skyhorse Publishing, Inc.®, a Delaware corporation.

  www.allworth.com

  Cover and interior design by The Collected Works

  Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data is available on file.

  Print ISBN: 978-1-62153-483-9

  Ebook ISBN: 978-1-62153-493-8

  Printed in the United States of America.


  Acknowledgments

  Thanks to David Rhodes, president of the School of Visual Arts (SVA) New York, and Tad Crawford, publisher of Allworth Press, for their continued support and encouragement with this long-running “Education of” series. The Education of a Graphic Designer was the first (and at the time the only) title and now it is in its third edition.

  For this, I owe a debt to all the educators who so generously contributed to this and the previous editions. Their respective commitments to designers and design education makes this a valuable document for student and teacher alike.

  I also am grateful to my colleagues at SVA MFA Design / Designer as Author + Entrepreneur, Lita Talarico (co-chair), Esther Ro-Schofield, and Ron Callahan for everything they’ve added to our design students’ lives.

  Thanks to Justin Colt and Jose Fresneda of The Collected Works for their wonderful design work.

  And to Louise Fili for keeping me educated.

  —Steven Heller


  Introduction: Much Left to Learn

  Steven Heller

  There is, I believe, a Hollywood movie analogy for just about everything. Take Gravity, the 2013 Oscar Award–winning film about how even the most highly educated operator of the most technologically advanced flying machine in the universe can be bollixed by garbage. The greatest threat to life and limb is all that supersonic flying junk sent into the atmosphere in the name of technology and commerce. Gravity is a parable about the future of graphic design, which is at the mercy of technological and commercial “innovations” beyond its current control.

  So massive are these changes that how to educate designers for the present, no less the future, can be as complicated as when Gravity’s Matt Kowalski (George Clooney), the wise old-middle-aged astronaut, attempts to get Dr. Ryan Stone (Sandra Bullock) back to Earth in one piece after she was cut adrift from her space station by hurtling satellite debris.

  Like space junk, are digital medias smashing into old verities of graphic design? Designers, by and large, have more expert techno skill sets, but at what expense? UX and data viz designers are in more demand by industry when it comes to pushing data into digital space, which raises the question of how best to impart knowledge and what knowledge should indeed be imparted to students of these disciplines. Is fine typography and expert image direction and manipulation still the primary directives they once were? Or is code the new type? Can design be judged by time-honored aesthetic standards or is what we call graphic design destined to be viewed through anti-aesthetic lenses?

  I wrote in the introduction to the second edition of this book in 2005:

  Design pedagogy long ago moved out of the proverbial one-room schoolhouse onto a labyrinthine campus of departments and workshops awarding degrees and honors. In fact, considerable time has gone by since the formal word “pedagogy” was substituted in certain circles for the more pedestrian (though straightforward) “teaching.” Which is not a complaint, mind you, but an observation that design education has a lofty status now. It means that in many institutions it is no longer adequate to simply have a marketable portfolio—graduates must acquire bona fides through internships, apprenticeships, work studies, and anything else that bulks their résumés. They must have certificates, diplomas, degrees, awards, and scads more evidence that they are designers with a capital D rather than mere mouse-pushers.

  Still, there is a lot more to learn about “capital D” graphic design since 2005. This third edition of The Education of a Graphic Designer examines the field as it was, is, and may even become. Since 2005, competitive trans-media programs have proliferated in schools large and small, especially in the postgraduate space. Indeed, more postgraduate programs are available that provide integrated programs, many of which emphasize the current marriages of technology, business, and strategy with traditional and new design disciplines. The job market is hungry for designers who know the new tools and old skills. For instance, writing and research are increasingly more integral to a well-rounded career.

  “Unlike degree programs for professions governed by established standards and standardized tests (i.e., law, medicine, engineering, psychology, economics),” I wrote in the second edition, “graphic design—which does not, and perhaps may never, necessitate board-tested certification—has very few strict curriculum conventions and hardly any blanket requirements (other than “knowing” the computer and being “fluent” in type). Basic undergraduate design programs offer more or less the same basic courses, but levels of teaching excellence vary between institutions.” More and more, I hear that teachers, particularly faculty who are practicing designers, want to be part of institutions where the students have proven levels of skill and talent. Time is too short to simply tutor those who either cannot or will not achieve what might be described as a new standard of design proficiency. The new requisites for designers (and the definition thereof) demands that standards be established. Some of the contributors to this edition overtly and covertly address what they should be.

  This new edition is a compendium of previously included and newly added essays. Retained are ones that have not lost their currency—or have a historical dimension that is relevant to current thinking. Eliminated are those essays that, while important to the history of design education and design literature, are not as relevant in this context. Still, to lose these voices is a shame. In the last edition Katherine McCoy wrote:

  A discussion of graphic design education necessarily expands to include professional practice and theoretical research. These three components— education, practice, and theory—are interactive and describe the scope of any profession.

  But is graphic design a profession? The field did not exist at the beginning of this century, and still there is little agreement on the proper nomenclature. Are we graphic designers, graphic artists, commercial artists, visual communicators, communication designers, or simply layout men and pasteup artists?

  McCoy was spot-on in her longer analysis of why in 2005 design education was in its adolescence. But that stage is arguably over. Still, what we call ourselves is an issue that needs resolution on the pedagogical stage. Like standards in practice, common nomenclature implies maturity as well. Yet maturity does not mean a loss of serendipity. Graphic design may be veering towards technological and strategical realms, but it is still an art form demanding aesthetics and imagination.

  The first edition of The Education of a Graphic Designer was loosely based on the 1997 education conference that I co-chaired called How We Learn What We Learn, sponsored by the School of Visual Arts, which examined how the confluence of history, theory/practice, and new media could be taught in various educational models. The previous edition was divided into three sections: “How We Learn What We Learn,” which included critical essays on the essence of learning and teaching; “How I Learned What I Learned,” which included interviews with designers and educators on how they were educated; and “How I Teach What I Teach,” a selection of ideal syllabuses. This last section was so popular it was spun off into an entire book titled Teaching Graphic Design: Course Offerings and Class Projects from the Leading Undergraduate and Graduate Programs (Allworth Press, 2003). For the second edition the syllabus section remained, while the interview section was removed to make room for new essays. Some of those are retained in this reconfigured volume.

  The third edition includes over a dozen new essays as well as a new structure. The syllabus section is gone (a revised Teaching Graphic Design is being worked on). Ten new thematic sections have been instituted for greater scanability. Nonetheless, the fundamental idea of this book remains and can be paraphrased from the 2005 introduction:

  Taken as a whole, this book is both a white paper on the state of today’s design pedagogy and a potential guide for both student and teacher searching for viable methods and progressive ideas. Read individually, each essay offers possible models for individuals and institutions. As a guide it reveals how educators navigate an ever growing and complex field. The Education of a Graphic Designer ultimately reveals a commitment to methods that provide encouragement, inspiration, and insight that will be a solid foundation for future generations of designers on which to continually learn.
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  A Design Core for the Twenty-First Century

  Andrea Marks

  When I began teaching graphic design at Oregon State University in 1992, the required freshmen foundation courses included 2-D and 3-D design and basic drawing. It was a core of classes very similar to the ones I took upon entering college in the late 1970s. Many graphic design programs today still rely on a set of outdated design foundation classes that are offered throughout the freshman year as prerequisites to entering graphic design programs. These are often watered down courses modeled from the Bauhaus Foundation courses. Though a basic understanding of design principles and vocabulary is necessary, the freshman year introductory model needs to be replaced by a broader, more relevant set of core classes. A revamped design core, developed as a set of classes taken across three years by students from multiple design disciplines, can strengthen student understanding of the connections between disciplines, research and practice.

  It may be helpful to look at history for the context of our current foundation classes. The great European designers and artists, who came to the United States in the early to mid-twentieth century, brought new ideas and theories about Modernism. They influenced a generation of Americans, who in turn became teachers and practitioners, and the cycle of influence continued throughout the decades. Many of the Bauhaus faculty were among this group of émigrés and continued teaching in the States; Moholy Nagy and Gyorgy Kepes taught at the New Bauhaus in Chicago (now the Illinois Institute of Design), and Walter Gropius and Marcel Breuer in the Department of Architecture at Harvard University.

  Josef Albers immigrated to the United States in 1933 to teach at Black Mountain College, a new type of experimental and interdisciplinary college in North Carolina. At Black Mountain, Albers taught a basic design course called Werklehre (workteaching), a course similar to the preliminary course he taught at the Bauhaus. In 1950, he left Black Mountain to become head of the department of design at Yale University and spent his eight years at Yale, developing what would become known as the Yale Graphic Design Program.

  In the United States, the 1960s and ’70s saw commercial art programs give way to four-year college and university graphic design programs, most located within art departments. Coursework in 2-D and 3-D design and drawing were mandatory before moving into a more defined discipline, and many of the projects and investigations done in these courses were reflective of the Bauhaus model.

  First year foundation curricula at many institutions have changed to include courses in design thinking, collaboration, visual culture and theory, yet many freshmen still take foundation classes within a more traditional, fine arts—oriented model. Some may argue that freshmen typically have no idea what particular discipline they want to pursue, so letting them take a combination of fine art, design and art history courses can help them with their future decisions. Though this argument may be true, there is also a critical need for contemporary graphic design programs to develop a new type of core, one that includes a set of design foundation courses coupled with a more multidisciplinary set of classes that better prepare design students for the 21st century. Why not a drawing course and a course in entrepreneurship?

  Today the scale and impact of design is much greater than during the Bauhaus era due to many factors including technology and complexity of information. As a result, graphic design has become a richly diverse field that continues to evolve. Today’s graphic designers work as creative strategists alongside business leaders, engineers, computer programmers, and other disciplines. Graphic design education needs to keep pace with this acceleration of change to ensure students understand the importance of design research and human behavior in relation to a designed experience. Rethinking both what a contemporary graphic design curriculum looks like and where a graphic design program resides is necessary.

  In the fall of 2012, the graphic design program at Oregon State University migrated from the art department in the College of Liberal Arts, where it had been housed for over three decades, and joined three other disciplines on campus to form a School of Design. This new school, comprised of graphic design, apparel design, interior design, and merchandise management, is housed within the College of Business. The first goal of the school was to create a cross-disciplinary set of core classes for all students to take over their four years of college. These classes are in addition to the individual program requirements for each of the four majors and will roll out in the fall of 2015. A new set of freshmen design foundation courses (Design Perspectives and Design Explorations) replaced the previous 2-D and 3-D courses. The eight new “core” classes will allow for students from graphic design, apparel design, interior design, and merchandise management to take classes together with students from the College of Business. The collaboration is intended to give students a more holistic understanding of how they will work when they graduate. The courses include:

  •   Human-Centered Research for Design and Merchandising

  •   Human-Centered Design Theory and Strategies

  •   Collaborative Studio

  •   Sustainable Engineering

  •   Introduction to Microeconomics

  •   Fundamentals of Accounting

  •   Introduction to Entrepreneurship

  •   Introduction to Marketing

  When the Bauhaus began in 1919, its structure and curriculum was progressive. Walter Gropius and his colleagues understood the need for change in how art and design were taught in response to the cultural, social, and economic context of the time. Today’s design programs need to also respond to significant changes. With the need for more collaborative, multidisciplinary curriculum models, a specific core that is comprised of a diverse group of cross-disciplinary classes can build stronger connections and ultimately better prepare design students to solve today’s complex problems.
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  Interdisciplinarity and the Education of the Design Generalist

  Meredith Davis

  There is little disagreement that the context for design practice has changed over the last decades and that design education is long overdue for rethinking curricular and pedagogical strategies. The expanding scale of contemporary design problems, quickly evolving technology, increasing participation of users in the design process, and accelerating demands for research call into question the traditional priorities for educating design professionals. What now characterizes work in an environment of complexity, rapid change, and accountability is deep collaboration among people from a variety of disciplines. Problems are too big, too diverse, and too consequential to be solved by individuals or single fields of practice. They require teamwork and many kinds of expertise.

  Disciplines have tools, methods, concepts, and theories that provide coherent ways for dealing with problems under an organized worldview. They allow experts to decide what constitutes “good work from bad” within the scope of their domains,1 which are subject to different patterns of growth and changes in perspectives brought about by new knowledge. Experts have deep and sustained experience within a discipline that distinguishes them from novices. Some disciplines remain tightly defined from their origins, while others are open, borrowing freely from other fields and shifting paradigms as the basis for practice.

  The terminology that describes disciplines coming together is as varied as the nature of the practice itself. Multidisciplinary, cross-disciplinary, trans-disciplinary, and interdisciplinary are often used interchangeably to describe collaborative practices, however, there are variations in their application. In some cases, disciplinary specialists take on individual tasks through a division of problem-solving labor. A social scientist may conduct an ethnographic study of users to inform later work by designers. The study enhances the quality of a solution, but the role of the social scientist is limited to the analytical part of the design process. In other instances, teams work under flat hierarchies with all members contributing equally and simultaneously to the design solution. IDEO’s “Deep Dive”2 features team members forgoing their disciplinary status when redesigning a supermarket shopping cart. Other investigations transfer the methods or theories from one field to problem solving in another, as in the current interest of business in design thinking as a management strategy.

  In all of these examples, the intent is to work beyond the traditional boundaries of disciplines on problems that are somewhat ambiguous regarding the skills and knowledge required for their solution. In doing so, it is possible for new fields to emerge that are interdisciplinary from inception or for traditional fields to transform into something that bears little resemblance to their origins.

  A Little History on Interdisciplinarity in the Academy

  Interdisciplinary aspirations are not new; we can find them in the writings of Aristotle and Plato. On the other hand, how universities organize curricula with the intent of integrating knowledge across disciplines has changed over the centuries. Advances in nineteenth-century knowledge—brought about by the industrial revolution, developments in modern science, and technological innovation—exerted external pressures on colleges and universities to specialize undergraduate education.3 In response, institutions compartmentalized scholarship, transforming a broad liberal arts education into an academic landscape of concentrated majors and departments.4

  By the beginning of the twentieth century, academics feared that institutions no longer reflected concern for the education of the whole person and introduced the concept of “general education” as a curricular remedy to perceived over-specialization. Designed to expose students to the foundations of Western thought, the content of general education arose from the humanities and social sciences and often involved reading “great books” that best expressed the values of the educated world.

  In the last half of the twentieth century, funding incentives grew for universities to address the practical, project-based interests of government and industry. Multidisciplinary “think tanks” and hyphenated sciences emerged to solve large-scale problems that were not being addressed by traditional areas of scholarship.5 In today’s undergraduate programs, general education and focused study in majors sit side-by-side as an academic compromise in which a well-rounded education and preparation for future employment compete for curricular superiority. Therefore, the growth of interest in interdisciplinarity since the latter half of the twentieth century has both philosophical and practical motives.6

  Most communication design programs in the United States entered universities through a variety of contexts during this late twentieth-century progression of interdisciplinary perspectives. Many institutions viewed communication design as a subspecialty of fine art. Although there has been recent migration of communication design programs to schools of architecture, business, and communications, most of today’s programs still reside in art departments and schools.

  Interdisciplinary work between communication designers and artists in the 1970s often took the form of artists’ books, exhibition catalogs, and posters. Restricted in their professional practice by geographic location or schedule, many communication design faculty met their scholarly obligations through self-published work and exhibitions, although often outside the established criteria for evaluating fine artists. While for decades this institutional context supported the common concerns of artists and designers for form and the construction of meaning, the practical problem solving of design always created slightly uneasy relationships with fine art. For example, Nina de Angeli Walls’s book on the founding of Moore College of Art in 1848 (Art, Industry, and Women’s Education in Philadelphia) documents early philosophical disagreements between programs in art and design, the latter of which trained middle class women for respectable employment in advertising and the decorative arts. Shared foundation coursework—about which fine art and design faculty must agree—is still the most contested curricular territory in schools of art and design. And although today’s sponsored projects occasionally seek participation of both fine art and design, the more typical model of collaboration with industry favors one or the other and few communication designers would identify the most pressing issues facing their practice as those shared with artists.

  A second institutional context, more common in Europe than the US, framed communication design as a skill set within the mother discipline of architecture or within a more general curriculum on design. At NC State University, for example, founding dean and architect Henry Kamphoefner described the future evolution of the college’s modernist design curriculum as a tree with branches in architecture, landscape architecture, and industrial design. He envisioned visual communication as a common skill that cut across the 1948 curriculum, and in fact, the discipline first emerged in the college as a collection of courses in a product design major before becoming its own graphic design degree program in 1990. This perspective shaped interdisciplinary collaboration in many colleges of design and still accounts for architects undertaking signage and exhibition design as extensions of their environmental practices.

  In the 1970s, interdisciplinary projects in colleges of design often stratified design responsibility for students from various majors: architecture students designed the buildings; industrial designers designed the furnishings and fixtures; and communication designers handled signage and final presentation boards. Rarely, however, did communication concepts constitute the organizing principles for these projects, nor were collaborations significantly informed by participants from outside the design majors.

  Another stream of interdisciplinary activity in the 1970s involved studies of methods and thinking in design. William Pena’s Problem Seeking, Chris Jones’s Design Methods, Christopher Alexander’s Pattern Language, Don Koberg’s Universal Traveler, Kevin Lynch’s Image of the City, Lawrence Halprin’s RSVP Cycles, and Charles Owens’s Design Process newsletters focused designers’ attention on analytical strategies that appeared applicable across the design fields. All had their origins in architectural programming and engineering and sought a systematic, “glass box” approach that distinguished design practice from the more intuitive work in fine art. British researchers Nigel Cross, Bruce Archer, and Bryan Lawson developed some of the earliest studies of design thinking, frequently framed in terms of architectural and engineering education. Interdisciplinary projects in colleges of design paid homage to these texts in search of universal strategies for tackling complex problems. And emerging technologies offered the opportunity to computerize aspects of the analytical process for those with sophisticated programming skills.

  The expanded formal possibilities of digital typography and an interest in theory swung the interdisciplinary pendulum back toward the humanities and subjectivity in the late 1980s and 1990s. Communication design no longer took its inspiration from art or architecture alone, but sought explanations for the construction of meaning in texts on literary criticism, cultural and social theory, linguistics, philosophy, and media studies. Academic collaborations were often between designers and writers, philosophers, and critics. Faculty encouraged students to pursue elective study in the humanities—especially in courses with a post-modernist perspective—and the work of French philosophers, such as Jacques Derrida and Jean Baudrillard, were common readings in graduate programs. This approach was also consistent with continuing efforts in the social sciences to create new synthetic perspectives and integrated categories of investigation, such as systems theory, cultural theory, and information theory.

  While these theoretical perspectives advanced thinking about the discipline of communication design, many clients for design practice found them less relevant to evolving commercial interests. And the technological shift from replicating craft-based, image-making processes to behavior-driven interactions with users as content producers raised designers’ concerns about knowledge not easily acquired through general studies and the humanities. By the end of the twentieth century, a growing sense of change in the strategic environment for design and incentives for universities to take on technological projects under external funding sent designers and design educators in search of new collaborators.

  Communication Design in Today’s Interdisciplinary Context

  Media critics David Thorburn and Henry Jenkins describe the earliest phase in the development of any technological medium—before conventions and routines are established—as its most experimental.7 Thorburn also distinguishes earlier technologies from today’s digital media, saying the innovations of the industrial revolution came into being to meet particular needs, while today’s technologies arrive before we know what they are good for. Under these conditions, emergent technologies of the last two decades invited broad participation of experts from a variety of fields as society sorted out what it wanted from the information economy and the expertise necessary to deliver it.

  In 1998—when networked communication design addressed mostly buying-and-selling transactions—AIGA organized the Advance for Design to define and build a community of practitioners who would “shape and advocate for the role of design in a world that is increasingly digital.”8 The initiative, under the leadership of Clement Mok and Terry Swack, convened designers, design educators, business executives, software and technology developers, and human factors experts over several summers for discourse about the challenges of advancing the interdisciplinary practice and profession of experience design. The group devoted considerable effort in describing various positions within networked communication practices, identifying the qualifications necessary to staff them, and debating whether the field was another iteration of traditional graphic design or a new evolving practice. At the time, the consensus was that experience design was best left to those with advanced degrees; however, participants did identify curricular principles that would prepare undergraduates to work as members of interdisciplinary design teams:

  •   Centering student projects around users’ experiences (and the social characteristics of technologically mediated experiences, including conversation, feedback, and negotiation), not around designers’ expressions.

  •   Considering users’ interactions with designed objects, environments, and services across entire lifecycles.

  •   Articulating the full ensemble of issues that define project contexts (cognitive, physical, social/cultural, technological, and economic).

  •   Addressing users’ perceptions of credibility, authority, and reliability; self-determined paths and choices in the navigation of information; and critical thinking.

  •   Engaging in projects that demand the structuring of content across time and within the affordances of existing and emerging technologies.

  •   Involving students in projects that require managing complexity, especially those for which there are many possible hierarchies among information components.

  •   Encouraging students to diagram, model, and simulate relationships among information components before designing communication products.9

  Rethinking the potential of the Internet beyond e-commerce now seems prophetic and the partners for collaboration more varied and obvious. The wild and wooly days of figuring out what current work demands appear to be over, if only for the present. Instead, the strategy in business is to assemble an agile and project-appropriate group of experts for the particular experience design task, recognizing that human-centered design is fundamental to any success.

  Further, these collaborations no longer place communication design in the service of manufacturing or projects in the built environment. As designer Hugh Dubberly recently commented, “The iPhone is just a hunk of glass in a product design sense.” Its real value resides in the qualities of communication relationships its technological platform establishes between people and people, people and information, and people and the services and activities they see as essential to life in the twenty-first century. These relationships don’t depend on the radius of the device’s corners or Helvetica as its system font, but on the interactions with the world it enables and the match between users’ conceptions of those interactions and how the system actually works. We find ourselves in a world that information architect Adam Greenfield describes as “information processing dissolving into behavior.”10

  If a primary goal of education is enduring understanding—that is, knowledge at the heart of a discipline or practice that is likely to remain relevant over a career—it is hard to imagine how the content identified in the Advance for Design will go out of fashion, even with inevitable changes in technology. Yet many college design programs still fail to engage students in deep investigations of users and complex systems that allow them to collaborate with others on core issues of human experience.

  What this continuing imperative for deep understanding of people, contexts, and collaborative work signals is renewed interest in preparing well-rounded students who function effectively as members of teams of very diverse experts. Once again, the role of general education is called into question.

  For the most part, courses in the liberal arts and sciences are proximate rather than integral to study in design. Design faculty have limited information about what students actually study in a vast array of courses selected from broad lists in the humanities, social sciences, and sciences. Faculty make little use of concepts or methods from general education coursework in design assignments—other than as topics to “pour” into formats, such as posters, and websites—and rarely challenge the accuracy or perspective of non-design content. Some institutions, especially single-discipline art schools, customize viewpoints on general education to the interests and learning styles of art students; great works, for example, are recast as graphic novels or writing assignments address only issues in the arts. This practice defeats the broadening intent of general education and diminishes students’ understanding of the modes of inquiry used by future collaborators. A frequent complaint by students in these programs, despite lamenting distraction from their visual work, is that faculty underestimate their desire to be conversant with people in other fields.

  Therefore, how a college education prepares undergraduate design students for the contemporary world of work involves more than instilling principles of design. Educating design specialists for the challenges of interdisciplinary engagement is an unfinished curricular and pedagogical project that calls for focused attention.

  The Education of the Design Generalist

  A frequently repeated argument for a general approach to design education—that is, for a lack of specialization in a particular design practice or for some design experience in a liberal arts education—is that today’s students are likely to have as many as seven careers in their lifetimes and that less specialized study will prepare them to move across disciplines as they change employment. However, a search by the Wall Street Journal found no source for these statistics (inaccurately attributed to the Bureau of Labor Statistics) and reported that most employment changes happen between ages sixteen and twenty-four as young people find their way in the world. The Wall Street Journal also described numbers as skewed by adults who advance in a field to new jobs that meet the technical definition of a career change but are really greater responsibilities in their original disciplines. And the article identified a source of probable distortion as reports that come primarily from career specialists, who deal only with people seeking new jobs. In fact, the Bureau of Labor Statistics found that job stability, despite an overall downturn in the economy, changed very little in more than a decade.11

  What educators really need to understand is how changes in disciplinary direction occur and what underpins achievement when extending work beyond a single discipline. Is it broad understanding built through a sampling of coursework in a variety of fields? Or is it that students learn through a focused major a particular way of seeing the world that makes them valuable outside their original discipline? Or is it that understanding something deeply encourages accomplished people to pursue new interests in an effort to examine what they already know in new contexts? It is probably all of these things and there are individuals whose professional journeys exemplify each way of thinking about education. But the task for colleges and universities is to build curricula around theories of learning and life’s work that signal how best to meet such goals for most students. How do universities prepare people who choose not to live and work within the boundaries of one discipline or field of practice?

  A generalist is someone who knows something about a lot of things, whose skills, habits, and interests are unspecialized. The general practitioner in medicine, for example, is not the person who performs brain surgery or treats cancer. Yet there are some very specific things to learn about being a generalist. In the case of medicine, the general practitioner concentrates on wellness as much as illness, on the whole person with careful attention to changes in health across a patient’s lifetime. There is a clear educational path for preparing for general practice, journals, conferences, and continuing education to support this work, procedures for coordinating patient care with specialists, and standards of practice to which the general practitioner is accountable. In other words, the education of a generalist in the profession of medicine is guided by something other than a random collection of courses or completion of only the first years of study required for a specialization in oncology. And there is agreement in the field of medicine that an undergraduate degree is insufficient for general practice, that the characteristic sampling in the sciences found in pre-med curricula does little to qualify someone to treat patients.

  Communication design education is not unlike medicine in this respect. And students have options when enrolling in degree programs that do or don’t require an early commitment to specialization. Some schools offer the Bachelor of Arts, a liberal arts degree with some communication design study and a higher percentage of general education courses than found in professional degrees. Other schools offer a BFA in Art, sometimes with Communication Design as an “emphasis” within an array of fine arts courses; the percentage of art and design study exceeds that of the BA degree, but specific coursework in Communication Design may comprise less than 25 percent of the overall curriculum. In recognition that many of these programs have too few credits to develop the full inventory of essential competencies for professional practice, the AIGA and the National Association of Schools of Art and Design designate the BFA with a full major in Communication Design as the “first professional degree.”

  Therefore, a student’s choice of degree type, and possibly the institution itself, is the first step to becoming a generalist or a specialist. Unfortunately, the rhetoric of college admissions often fails to make these options clear to students and their parents, with many pre-professional programs claiming to prepare students fully for careers in communication design. And there is frequently a mismatch between what the curricular structure affords and what faculty want to teach, further confusing students about the outcomes of study under various degree profiles. There would be greater clarity for students if degrees that lack sufficient credits for specialization embrace their generalist mission.

  In some programs, a general approach to design addresses the institution’s shortfall of faculty resources for providing the depth or breadth required of professional education. In other institutions, general design degree programs sit side-by-side with the professional BFA as an option for students who are not admitted to the specialized degree program through some mid-curriculum portfolio review. And in other examples, the curricular intent is to help students make decisions about future specialization or prepare for careers in which design thinking serves a broader purpose than professional practice in a design discipline.

  All of these missions are reasonable and diversify the offerings available to beginning students as they make choices about directions their lives will take. What is of some concern, however, is the lack of deliberate curricular strategies for many of these general programs in design. The dominant models include an undifferentiated cafeteria of offerings or the introductory sequences designed for students who will complete a four-year professional degree program in a specific design discipline. In the first case, students are left to bridge subjects in the absence of overarching themes or courses that contextualize content and perspectives. These students rarely get beyond the most introductory levels of study because the sampled curriculum lacks sufficient credits in any single subject area from which to generalize ideas about the nature of inquiry in a discipline.

  Under the second model, in which general degree students take the first courses required of classmates in professional degree programs, the design of any course reflects its position in a much deeper sequence. In other words, faculty assign content to an individual course anticipating concurrent and later study that fully articulates the subject area or practice. For students who take only the first course, or who take it out of sequence, the absence of related courses may distort impressions of what the discipline or segment of practice is about. Students may view typography, for example, only as letterforms and software rather than as shaping reading and language systems.

  Design generalists can play an important role in interdisciplinary collaboration: they can expose the limitations of conventional methods and ways of thinking; translate concepts that are otherwise constrained by disciplinary jargon or methods of representation; position strategies within broader contexts than those of the immediate assignment; and identify intellectual resources that may be outside the professional knowledge of specialists. Like the general practitioner in medicine, they can focus on the quality of interactions among members of the team and advocate for the long-term benefits to users. But eighteen- to twenty-year-olds do not acquire such skills and perspective outside a well-crafted curricular plan that targets these competencies as specific learning outcomes. Such a plan must be designed, not left to chance or constructed entirely from bits and pieces of coursework that serve entirely different purposes under the complex canons of discrete disciplines. Scholar James Elkins admonishes visual studies, a corollary to general studies in design, to become “more ambitious about its purview, more demanding in its analysis, and above all more difficult.”12 The same could be said about many general programs in design.

  In conclusion, interdisciplinarity appears to be on everyone’s mind, and rightfully so. The influence of communication design as a practice depends, in large part, on demonstrating its contribution to fields that have more secure positions in the information economy and longer histories of scholarship that supports decision-making.

  But while everyone is interested in interdisciplinary collaboration among experts in fields beyond design, there is little evidence that schools are inventing, teaching, and evaluating it in rigorous ways. Louis Menand, in his book The Marketplace of Ideas, describes professors in “a real fight, a fight not with each other and our schools . . . but with the forces that make and remake the world most human beings live in.”13 Interdisciplinarity is a struggle to reconcile a system that demands and supports specialization but with a concurrent need for expanded views of problems and their solutions. This is the work of design education for the future.
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  Liberal Arts Is Old News

  Frank Baseman

  The debate over the importance of liberal arts within a graphic design curriculum may not be news—but it is time to listen. Each of three AIGA Design Education conferences in 2004 and 2005 included discussions urging the integration of liberal arts in design programs.1 And in Jessica Helfand and William Drenttel’s presentation, “Culture Is Not Always Popular,” at the AIGA National Design Conference in Vancouver in 2003, Helfand asked the burning question, “Where does this come from—this notion that thinking and making are separate acts? That graphic design must be inherently anti-intellectual because it is a creative enterprise?”2

  Drenttel added, “Designers talk about creating a body of work, but they seldom talk about acquiring a body of knowledge. They take pride in being makers, but seldom identify themselves as thinkers. They claim to be emissaries of communication—to give form to ideas. And while we would like to believe this is true, it seems to us that all too often, we, as designers, are called upon merely to make things look good—rather than contributing to the evolution and articulation of ideas themselves.”3 Helfand concluded: “In most design schools, we discourage learning a second language because it requires too much time in the language lab and therefore away from the studio. Along the way, our young designers aren’t expected to really study science or math; history or anthropology; economics; music theory or literature. They’re not even really required to learn to write. How is this possible?”4

  Graphic design education has long been, in large part, concerned with form-making. But it must also embrace conceptual thinking, idea generation, and the communicating of messages. Form is important: The basic principles of color theory and composition, typography, the use of imagery and the techniques of image-making, and the like must be taught. But design must not be judged on form alone. What is the message to be conveyed? Was the audience considered in an appropriate way? Was proper research conducted regarding functionality, usability, and the culture and context of the problem/solution paradigm? These questions provide the conceptual foundation upon which every graphic design problem must be considered.

  Moreover, graphic designers must be taught to gather information on the subject matter at hand so that they end up knowing the proverbial “little bit about a lot of things.” They don’t necessarily need to become experts on the relevant subject matter, but they must be able to achieve at least a working knowledge. A strong foundation in the liberal arts will help utilize communication skills and strengthen these information-gathering and research skills.

  That design students must take courses providing general knowledge cannot be disputed. Anthropology, economics, history, language, literature, marketing, math, sciences, and sociology are viable and necessary. The challenge is to find ways to bring the content of the liberal arts coursework into the graphic design curriculum. In “Plain Talk about Learning and a Life—in Design,” Sharon Poggenpohl discusses the process of bringing this material into the studio class: “In stronger undergraduate programs, these two worlds (art and science) become blended as students bring the content, methodology and philosophy of their world investigations into the design lab, yielding more ambitious and stronger investigations in design.”5

  Writing (as noted elsewhere in this book) should be an integral part of a graphic design curriculum, not just an add-on. Students should be required to write more, incorporating writing into the curriculum wherever possible: from project briefs and proposals to the text for a book, from headlines to taglines and catchphrases. Reinforce the notion that writing is an essential part of being a graphic designer (it’s not just the pictures). This can be accomplished right away in Typography 101. In addition to teaching the formal qualities of letterforms, also encourage students to see the letterforms as words and that those words can have meaning. In an Identity course, students should write a detailed position paper describing the kind of establishment or institution for which they will be creating an identity, thinking long and hard before they actually begin to “design” anything. Encourage this brainstorming, this conceptualization, and require students to do research on their projects even before they begin to design. Liberal arts should also be part of the Design Thesis or Capstone course (typically, in the senior year).

  The study of language and cultures other than one’s own has never been more important—not just for the greater global understanding and communicative knowledge that one acquires by studying a foreign culture and language, but also for the rudimentary aspects of language usage. With multiculturalism sweeping the world today and our age of global economies and high-speed information, this only makes more sense. A strong foundation in the liberal arts helps to foster this intellectual rigor, which will result in stronger thinkers.

  With the advent of computers and their associated technologies, “Anyone can be a designer.” As design educators, we see it all the time: the kid who had Photoshop in high school and so uses all the filters and effects because they look cool. But if there is no content, there is no meaning.

  Graphic design education today is vastly different than—yet remarkably the same as—twenty years ago. Computers and digital technologies have changed our practice in dramatic ways, but the basic educational issues are the same. The increasing complexity of the graphic design industry, the specialties in digital, multimedia, and Web-based work that have developed more recently, and the increased number of graphic design programs all lead to a highly competitive field. Yet, the need for clear, creative, effective communication is still the same—if not in higher demand—as corporations and institutions attempt to rise above the din of our inundated world.

  The importance of strategic thinking within our profession, as we look to the future, was emphasized by Patrick Whitney of the Institute of Design at the Illinois Institute of Technology in his presentation, “Designing as Strategy,” at the AIGA Gain Conference in New York in 2004 when he predicted that the growth areas within the graphic design profession would be in design planning and strategy.6 He suggested that “Designers need to shift their design thinking to apply not just to communication problems, but to helping policy makers plan new policy.”7

  Who knows what new invention or issues, or ways of practicing, will emerge in another ten, twenty, or thirty years and how this will affect design? Whatever changes lie ahead, students who are broadly educated, who understand the principles of how to address a communication problem effectively, and who are prepared to think strategically and with broad-based conceptual skills will be able to adapt to those changes. By embracing the liberal arts, design programs will train designers to become thinkers. And those thinkers will be the leaders of our profession in the future.
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  Design and Knowledge in the University and the “Real World”

  Gunnar Swanson

  Although this essay concentrates on issues of graphic design education, my arguments also pertain to education in other areas of design; most apply to arts education and many are relevant to postsecondary education in general. I assume a university setting, although many of the ideas presented in this essay apply equally to art schools. Finally, just as the essay calls for a broad view of design education and a broad context for design, I hope it will be read in a broad context and the arguments applied wherever appropriate.

  Introduction

  With all the pressures on higher education and all the questions facing graphic designers and design educators, why reconsider the basic premise of graphic design education? Since inertia tends to discourage basic change, why not concentrate on excellence within the current system?

  The answers to those questions center on both fairness and survival. Ask most graphic design teachers what happens to their students who do not become graphic designers and you will get the same silence or lecture you hear from basketball coaches when someone asks about players who don’t go on to the NBA. Not just the reaction is comparable, the whole situation is. Measuring the success of college sports by the number of players that go on to play professionally often leads to players being cheated out of a real education and a chance for a satisfying life. We need to consider whether our attitudes toward “professionalism” in design education do the same.

  Graphic Design Education

  Though hardly homogeneous, the vast majority of graphic design programs, whether in vocational schools, art schools, or universities, are, at least in concept, vocational training programs.

  The Bauhaus, which was grounded in craft ideology and stressed intuitive solutions to design problems, provided the model for much of modern design training.1 Hannes Meyer, the architect who became director of the Bauhaus after Walter Gropius, brought in experts from other disciplines as speakers, but his tenure was too short to have established a design theory at the Bauhaus. When László Moholy-Nagy formed the New Bauhaus in Chicago in 1937 (which later became the Institute of Design at Illinois Institute of Technology), he included lectures by philosophers and scientists.2 Since then, various other programs have introduced semiotics, literary theory, etc., to their curricula, and there is a growing recognition that a wide-ranging education is needed for a synthetic and integrative field such as design to progress.

  By “synthetic” I mean that design does not have a subject matter of its own—it exists in practice only in relation to the requirements of given projects. The path of progress for the field is not defined by the next great unsolved design problem. Design is “integrative” in that, by its lack of specific subject matter, it has the potential to connect many disciplines.3

  Even while some design programs are strengthening their liberal studies requirements, the tendency toward professional rather than general education at colleges and universities has been growing for the past two decades. Graphic design programs are, on the whole, doing well. Students and parents alike seem to be impressed with the idea that there will be a job waiting at the end of four years of study, and at many schools, graphic design has made up for declining enrollments in traditional fine arts programs.

  As the estimated two thousand graphic design programs in the United States pump out more graduates than there are jobs in traditional graphic design firms and corporate design departments, the natural tendency may be toward entrenchment of professional training. Each school would reason that, in fairness to its students, it must do a better job of providing entry-level job skills so its graduates have a chance in this competitive job market.

  In light of this tendency toward professionalism, it may seem counterintuitive that I suggest that we not only increase the augmentation of design training with more liberal studies, but also reconsider graphic design education—as a liberal arts subject.

  The Historical Context of the Liberal Arts

  The concept of liberal arts was first delineated by Aristotle. He characterized liberal studies as those studies fitting for the education of a freeman. He made “a distinction between liberal and illiberal subjects,” the latter being those that would “make the learner mechanical . . . [and] make the body, soul, or intellect of freemen unserviceable for the external exercise of goodness.”4

  Aristotle defined the liberal arts as having four points. First, they are not mechanical. Second, they are not utilitarian, i.e., they have intrinsic value; even if extrinsically useful, their pursuit is useful in and of itself. Third, if an area of study is undertaken as a liberal study, there must be no specializing that would restrict the mind. Finally, liberal arts study must be undertaken for its intrinsic value, not merely to earn a living or to impress others. (Thus, intrinsically valuable studies undertaken for the wrong reasons would be disqualified as illiberal.)

  It would be easy to dismiss this classical view of the liberal arts as a product of and for a society where routine work was left to slaves. Although the distinction of liberal versus illiberal studies came to light in that cultural context, the development of reason, moral grounding, and pursuit of truth was a prerequisite for citizenship in the fullest sense. Despite their primary interest being intrinsic, Aristotle recognized their utility in building a democratic society. Since our conception of democracy is broader based and more inclusive than that of the ancient Greeks, the current cultural context does not argue for the reduction of liberal studies, but rather for broadening their influence.

  It is not clear what subjects Aristotle considered liberal, but the Greeks and, later, the Romans came to agree on seven liberal arts: the trivium of grammar, logic, and rhetoric and the quadrivium of arithmetic, geometry, music, and astronomy. In medieval times, reason was subordinated to revelation until St. Thomas Aquinas harmonized Christian doctrine and Aristotelian philosophy with the addition of theology—reason leading to the knowledge God had revealed. The humanism of the Renaissance rediscovered Aristotelian liberal education through the rediscovery of classical literature and came to equate liberal education with literary studies.

  It was not until the nineteenth century that various concepts of liberal education akin to Aristotle’s theories were reintroduced (reconsidered, of course, in the light of modern knowledge). Cardinal John Henry Newman’s views are seen as more or less purely Aristotelian, but practical values played some part. In his lectures during his tenure as rector of the Catholic University of Ireland in the 1850s (published in 1873 as The Idea of a University), Newman claimed that “when the Church founds a university, she is not cherishing talent, genius, or knowledge for their own sake, but for the sake of her children . . . with the object of training them to fill their respective posts in life better, and of making them more intelligent, capable, active members of society,”5 but his main emphasis was on purely intrinsic value. According to Newman, the University’s “function is intellectual culture. . . . Intellect must have an excellence of its own . . . the word ‘educate’ would not be used of intellectual culture, as it is used, had not the intellect had an end of its own; that had it not such an end, there would be no meaning in calling certain intellectual exercises ‘liberal,’ in contrast with ‘useful,’ as is commonly done. . . .”6

  The nineteenth-century English critic Matthew Arnold modified Aristotle’s view that the pursuit of knowledge is intrinsically worthwhile and the fulfillment of man’s rational nature. Arnold concentrated on building rationality—in his view, knowledge is important in that it allows one to develop abilities and live a harmonious natural life.7

  The value of the liberal arts, however, was not universally assumed. Harvard instituted the elective system in 1883 with the purpose of allowing students to move in the direction of their future careers. Johns Hopkins University was founded in 1876 as the first research institute in the United States. In 1890, the Harvard Graduate School of Arts and Sciences was established in much the same mode. Its main purpose was, and still is, the production of college teachers with doctoral degrees, while producing scholarly research that is, at least in the ideal, not solely utilitarian.

  A movement for “liberal culture” in opposition to both utilitarianism and research was significant enough that, in 1909, Charles William Eliot, who instituted both the elective system and the graduate school, was replaced as Harvard president. Within a few years the debates over educational philosophy died down. Most universities soon accommodated utilitarianism of one sort or another and the liberal arts.8 The notion that professional training, general education, and research were incompatible lost most of its voice in the early part of the twentieth century. This accommodation of multiple approaches continued, expanding the nature(s) of the university. By the mid-1960s, Clark Kerr, then president of the University of California, coined the term “multiversity,” comparing the “idea of a university” to a village with its priests, the idea of a modern university to a one-industry town with its intellectual oligarchy, and the idea of a multiversity to a city of infinite variety.9

  In such a “city of infinite variety,” which provides the football team for local and national entertainment, the hospital where babies are born, as well as scholarship, professional training, continuing education, and a multitude of other services to diverse publics, Kerr recognized that “there is less sense of purpose than within the town but there are more ways to excel.”10 The clarity of Cardinal Newman’s goals may be lost, but the opportunities are more numerous and varied.

  College Education Today

  It may be that universities have survived by being, to a great extent, all things to all people. Higher education has largely escaped serious damage from parallel charges of elitism and abandonment of traditional standards, eggheadedness and mundaneness, or impracticality and bourgeois debasement by maintaining a wide variety of virtues, thus maintaining support of an eclectic plurality.

  However, attempting to be all things to all people has produced some paradoxes. For example, the same psychology course may be a start toward the understanding of human behavior for one student, a “breadth” requirement for another, and an introduction to what will be a specialized field of study and research for a third. An art history course might add spiritual enlightenment to the psychology class’s list of aspects; an English class might also provide remedial communication for native speakers and, increasingly, language training for foreign students.

  Largely because standards of excellence and paths of career progress are more clear within the research/publishing/specialization path than they are in a teaching/personal enlightenment/broad education one, the liberal arts have become less an approach to integrated learning and more of a list of fields defining “broad education.” Even though the vast majority of students have no intention of specializing in a given academic subject, classes tend to be preparatory for graduate study and, thus, pre-professional education.

  Although there may be careerist tendencies, the system of students with traditional subject majors assumes preparation for life as well as vocation. Philosophy teachers, for example, do not measure their success based on whether the majority of their students become philosophers. Likewise, the goal in literature is not only to create producers of literature or literary critics, but to create literate people. By contrast, ask teachers of graphic design about students who don’t make careers in design or a related field. Most often, those students are seen as failures. There is little feeling that graphic design education has prepared the student for life or a career other than design.

  On the whole, design schooling has not helped students become broader-thinking people who can help shape a democratic society. The tools for analysis and insight of many disciplines have broad extra-disciplinary application for understanding the world. The tools of graphic design do not seem to serve much purpose beyond a graphic design career. Graphic design education is not, for the most part, education. It is vocational training, and rather narrow specialized training at that.

  Vocational Training for a Changing Vocation

  It has become a cliché of career counseling to point out that most of today’s jobs won’t exist in fifteen years and most jobs that will exist in fifteen years don’t exist now. Certainly the changing names of programs—commercial art to advertising design to graphic design to visual communication and sometimes back to graphic design—testify to the fact that, although there may be graphic designers in fifteen years, graphic designers will likely be doing something very different from the present vocation of graphic design.

  Most four-year graphic design programs try to teach something beyond “entry-level skills,” but preparing students for their first job is often seen as practical education. It is questionable whether such job training could rightly be called education or even if it is rightly deemed practical. If simulating a “real-world” environment is the best preparation for a designer, design training should take the form of apprenticeships—what could be more real than the real world itself?

  The entry-level jobs of the past were largely in production. Since pasteup artists are mostly a thing of the past, thanks to small computers, many programs now struggle to produce computer operators. It is only faith that makes us assume that upward mobility will be available to the contemporary version of the often-trapped (and now largely unemployed) pasteup artists. The Quark XPress®, Adobe Illustrator®, and Photoshop® jockeys, today’s electronic pasteup artists, may soon find their skills obsolete in the next technological revolution.

  Design teachers should teach basic principles of form and communication, but are, by teaching what they were taught, teaching the graphic designers of the twenty-first century how to be mid-twentieth-century graphic designers. Educators can and should examine trends (we know, for instance, that electronic communication will increase and become more flexible than it is currently) and try to prepare themselves and their students for the future. There is only one thing, however, that we really know with precision about the future—it will be different from today. Therefore, the best thing we can do for design students is to make them adaptable.

  General Education and Adaptability

  The correlation between general education and adaptability makes a belief in general education for designers widespread, although hardly ubiquitous. This belief is often tempered by a distinctly anti-intellectual streak in design teachers. In the mid-1970s, an industrial design teacher of mine told me I was “too articulate” and that great design happens when designers have no other way of expressing themselves than with form. Paul Rand, perhaps the best-known living graphic designer and design educator, recently wrote that a “student whose mind is cluttered with matters that have nothing directly to do with design . . . is a bewildered student.”11 Clearly, many design teachers and many design students see “academic” classes as time stolen from their true purpose—the design studio.

  Rand’s denial of “matters that have nothing directly to do with design” places design education clearly in the realm of vocational training. In addition to his questionable assumptions about the separability of form from meaning, Rand’s statement assumes that any current list of subjects that “have nothing directly to do with design” will apply in the future.

  Sharon Poggenpohl, a professor at the Institute of Design at IIT, argued well for the opposite stance.12 She adopted the term “contrarian” from Wall Street, where long-term players, recognizing the cyclical nature of the stock market, determine what everyone else is doing and then do the opposite. I believe design educators must be contrarians and look at the fact that “practical education” is neither practical nor education and move beyond, as Charles Bailey puts it, the present and particular.

  Graphic Design as a Liberal Art

  What would graphic design as a liberal art entail? It would no doubt take a variety of forms. Certainly, the current trend toward history and theory would be an element, but the switch to “liberal” design will require a change in outlook. We must begin to believe our own rhetoric and see design as an integrative field that bridges many subjects that deal with communication, expression, interaction, and cognition.

  Design should be about meaning and how meaning can be created. Design should be about the relationship of form and communication. It is one of the fields where science and literature meet. It can shine a light on hidden corners of sociology and history. Design’s position as a conduit for and shaper of popular values can be a path between anthropology and political science. Art and education can both benefit through the perspective of a field that is about expression and the mass dissemination of information. Designers, design educators, and design students are in a more important and interesting field than we seem to recognize.

  Design and Scholarship

  What form the new liberal field of design would take is unclear. Currently, there is no clear role for design scholarship. Unlike most traditional fields of scholarship, design has no subject matter of its own, so it is hard to find models for this new approach. Design, in practice, exists primarily in response to an externally generated need or situation. Richard Buchanan, chair of the department of design at Carnegie Mellon University, pointed out that the “subject matter for the designer is an indeterminate problem, made only partly determinate by the interests and needs of clients, managers, and the designer.”13 This contrasts with the more clearly defined subject matter found in other academic fields.

  At present, design scholarship largely takes the form of historical analysis or criticism. Although there is a place for the history of design in and of itself (just as in the histories of science and many other academic fields), it would be absurd to suggest that any field abandon itself wholly to the contemplation of its own past. Design in any full sense will, of course, involve methodology and the creation of designed objects.

  Clearly, most design programs would include a significant concentration on skills. This would hardly be unique to academia—language programs do not hesitate to have students conjugate verbs, chemistry students learn laboratory procedures, and there are professional aspects to social science classes. Technique will probably be a large part of any design program, but the meaning of techniques will take on more importance.

  Buchanan has suggested rhetoric as the closest available model for design.14 Rhetoric, as a field of study, is both the practice of verbal persuasion and the formal study of persuasive verbal communication. Design may be seen as the visual counterpart to rhetoric. Buchanan is quite persuasive in his argument that through designed objects, “designers have directly influenced the actions of individuals and communities, changed attitudes and values, and shaped society in surprisingly fundamental ways.”15 Buchanan writes primarily of what is usually called product design or industrial design, but the case for graphic design as a parallel to rhetoric is more obvious.

  Graphic design, more than other design areas, is usually directly about persuasion—intellectual, logical, aesthetic, and emotional. Thus, the balance of practice and analysis of rhetoricians clearly makes sense for graphic design. This is not to say, however, that the formal procedures of rhetorical study should be applied to graphic design to the exclusion of all others. Grammatical, semiotic, theatrical, anthropological, psychological, physiological, philosophical, and political perspectives also need to be considered.

  Design as a Liberal Art versus Design Plus Liberal Arts

  Mark Salmon and Glenn Gritzer argue for integration of liberal arts, in general, and social sciences, in particular, into the professional design curriculum.16 They reject the strategy of art faculty introducing social science material because of lack of academic preparation on the part of faculty, and that of team teaching with social scientists because of assumed lack of willingness on the part of faculty. Salmon and Gritzer advocate parallel content, where social science courses that correspond to the design curriculum are offered. For instance, interior design students would study courses on marriage and family, sociology, and occupations, while their design courses would cover domestic design, office design, etc.

  Such courses are to be encouraged, but while parallel disciplines are the basis for understanding the context of design, we can hardly expect a real examination of design issues by nondesigners. Research into issues of typography and understanding, for instance, generally misses the questions a designer would ask. (Broad categories, such as sans serif typefaces, are often assumed to be homogeneous, alternative design solutions are rarely considered, etc.) Other fields can provide a framework for basic consideration of some design issues, but we cannot rely on them to advance design any more than medicine can rely solely on the work of biologists. The concerns of design will not be directly addressed by academia until it becomes an academic subject.

  Balancing Skills and Understanding

  A primary task of design education is to find the balance between skills training and a general understanding that will benefit students, the field of graphic design, and working professionals. Bailey charts his ideal balance of skills and knowledge in British elementary and secondary education. Under his scheme, students in the earlier grades will be primarily involved in learning “serving competencies” or skills. Later, social sciences and other “inquiries into goings-on themselves manifestations of intelligence,” will share the stage with, and ultimately take over from natural science and the like, or “inquiries into goings-on not themselves manifestations of intelligence.” Bailey acknowledges that his allocation applies only to “a liberal and general education. Nothing is said . . . [about] specialist training.”17 If for no other reason, Bailey’s particular division cannot be applied directly to graphic design education because it ends at an age before most design training begins. It does, however, offer an analytical framework for considering components of an education.

  It is too early to assign the activities of students in the hypothetical liberal field of design, but it is interesting to observe that the present pattern of education is often the opposite of the most common forms of professional training. At the risk of over-categorizing, most professional education begins with general knowledge, moves on to an overview of the profession’s underpinnings, and concludes with specialized activity.

  As a general pattern, design training runs in the opposite direction. Although usually preceded by a “core” class, common to many of the arts, undergraduate training tends to be specialized design skills. It is only in the upper division, if at all, that undergraduates are introduced to history, theory, or a broader perspective on design. Early postgraduate work is often remedial skill enhancement, and it is only at the level of MFA study that many design programs introduce what resembles the abstract overview provided a freshman in an introductory social science course.

OEBPS/Images/title.jpg
The
Education
of a
Graphic
Designer

Third Edition

Edited By

Steven

ALLWORTH PRESS
NEW YORK





OEBPS/Fonts/MinionPro-Bold.otf


OEBPS/Fonts/MinionPro-BoldIt.otf


OEBPS/Fonts/MinionPro-Regular.otf


OEBPS/Fonts/MinionPro-It.otf


OEBPS/Images/cover.jpg
The

Education

ofa

Graphic

Designer Edited by

3rd Edition Steven Heller





