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A few decades ago, there were heated debates and relevant inquires in the 

U.S. about the relevance of visual culture studies for art education. Some of 

these debates included whether students should learn about traditional 

aesthetics or postmodern critique of art. Other inquires revolved around the 

inclusion of advertisements, comic books, films, and other forms of popular 

culture as legitimate content in classrooms. Today, these discussions, for me, 

seem not only outdated but also incongruous with temporal issues that points 

to the contested relation between the Now and the New, in times when a variety 

of competing post-conditions have replaced postmodernity as the historical 

markers of the present. While such post-conditions–ranging from post-human, 

post-truth, post-capitalism, post-representation, to post-politics –do not form in 

any way a unified historical epoch, and should not be conflated with each other, 

they all seem to point to an entanglement between continuity and discontinuity, 

where the Now delineates a present that is not, prima facie, New. Put 

differently, while there seems to be an epochal difference between past and 

present, a difference marked by the prefix post, this difference delineates the 

Now as an end of an era rather than as a beginning of a new one. 

 

Roughly two decades after the arguably latest historical shift in the North 

American art education literature, from Discipline-Based Art Education (DBAE) 

to Visual Culture Art Education (VCAE), art educators seem to live in this 
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shadow of change where, for example, the change that VCAE promised might 

have already taken place without constituting a distinctively New era. Instead 

of trying to break out from the seemingly perpetual Now by a recourse to 

something genuinely New, I argue that the post-ness of the present offers a 

productive critique of a future-oriented logic that conflates historical progression 

with a constant production of the New. In this presentation, I ask what it might 

mean to take seriously the temporality of post-conditions, including post-visual 

culture, and how might this affect the way that art education takes its place as 

a practice in the Now. 

 

First, I briefly discuss theoretically the temporal conditions that the prefix post 

brings about for art education and for the conceptualization of the Now and the 

New. Second I take a look at VCAE as one example of the latest ‘New’ things 

in North American art education literature. Lastly, in order to elaborate on 

possible approaches to art education in the Now without a perpetual recourse 

to the New, I discuss post-internet art as a recent example of a post-condition 

of contemporary art, one that emanates in part from the increasingly blurred 

boundaries between online and offline. 

 

The Now & New 

 

When understood as a practice embedded in a self-reflective attitude haunted 

by a sense of afterness, art education acts as a guarantor of historical 

progression of time that introduces a break in the perpetual Now through 

something New. Speaking more locally, the processes of teaching and learning 

take up a developmental logic where a lesson learned stands for a successfully 

established pathway from past to present and, eventually, to future. Notably, 

this future does not lead to some ultimate completion of human life or history 

but keeps the Now constantly on the verge of the New. For example, this is 

currently manifested in the figure of ‘lifelong learner’ who continuously adjusts 

to shifting needs of neoliberal capitalism.. What follows is that the progression 

of historical time becomes contingent on human agency. 

Within the contested milieu of post-conditions, the Now becomes best 

understood via its afterness: we have come to an end of what once was, 
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dwelling on the potentialities of the Now. If Visual Culture really was the last 

New thing in North American art education literature, then it occupies an 

interesting position between linear and non-linear temporalities of 

(post)modernity. On the one hand, the proponents of the VCAE certainly tried 

to introduce something New to the field in part via the negation of DBAE. On 

the other hand, a shadow of change has been cast on this New, leaving art 

educators with the contested Now in which VCAE continues to operate. Rather 

than trying to revitalize the search for the New, I see that this shadowy milieu 

offers an opportunity to explore what it would mean to think of an art education 

within the very contingency of the Now; an art education that does not exhaust 

its potentialities in the New so that it could save the historical progression of the 

field. My attempt is to question the very premise of art educational thought that 

understands all breaks in the continuity of Now only in future tense, as 

actualizations of the New.  

 

Visual Culture: The New in the Now 

 

For Visual Culture in Art Education in the US, the entwinement of the Now and 

the New was constituted mostly in the late 1990s and early 2000s, in part 

through the growing discourse of visual studies outside the field of art 

education, transdisciplinary programs of visual culture in the academy, the 

changing role and demands of contemporary art and technologies, and the 

defunding of DBAE from the Getty Education Institute for the Arts (including 

workshops, videos, books, curriculum planning, doctoral dissertation support, 

etc.). These and other factors seemed to offer a growing number of North 

American art educators the possibility for staking a claim for something New—

what was then seen as the next ‘big movement’ in the field—over the next 

decade. Many advocates for VCAE offered something New in the Now, 

although there was no consensus on the name for this New movement, nor a 

collective tactic. Most of the supporters argued what was needed in the Now 

was a challenge to the canonicity of art, opening the content of study to a broad 

range of images and objects, and raising political and pedagogical questions 

around visuality most often connected to politics, social justice, and critical 

meaning making.  in almost all cases,  art educators positioned themselves in 
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the contested site between the Now and the New, where responding to the 

needs of the Now in a right way secured students’ educational development, 

and subsequently, the historical progression of so-called common culture and 

art education’s core. 

 

During the first decade of the twenty-first century, VCAE, it seems, was 

becoming a part of the very core of US art education. For example, there were 

two themed issues on visual culture in Art Education, one in Studies in Art 

Education, and two in Visual Arts Research. Around the same time, some art 

education programs and courses changed their names to reflect the Now (the 

University of Arizona’s Division of Art & Visual Culture Education, for example), 

and the multi-media, online journal, Visual Culture & Gender, was established. 

Moreover, in the first few years of the twenty-first century it was relatively easy 

to find presentations at the NAEA National Convention where teachers would 

discuss visual culture. In general, there seemed to be acceptance of the 

entanglement of the Now and the New in VCAE, offering a space for students 

to learn to see critically and use a critical language of visual studies to frame 

existing and imagined ways of seeing. 

 

Over the last ten years (2008-2018), the Now of VCAE, as something New in 

North American art education, seems to have faded out of the dominant 

discourse. In their analysis of the NAEA National Convention programs from 

2000 to 2015, Castro and Funk (2016) argued: 

The theme of visual culture, one that was pervasive throughout academic 

publications in the first decade of the twenty-first century … drops off 

much like the term ‘aesthetic’. This does not necessarily mean that 

presenters lost interest in visual culture. … Perhaps the use of visual and 

material culture has become so ubiquitous in academia and at the NAEA 

conventions that it is discussed in more precise and nuanced ways. (pp. 

182-183) 

What seems to remain of VCAE is the struggle with the Now that asks, what 

knowledge and skills students presently need to be agents of the New when 

facing the challenge of change. While VCAE has offered modes of critique that 

have helped art educators to tackle and perpetuate social change for two 
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decades, today they seem to be facing a shadowy milieu between the Now and 

the New where the desire for the New is increasingly marked by a sense of an 

afterness—an end of an era. 

 

It is important to ask how VCAE, in its search for the New in the Now, might 

have both affirmed and complicated the entwinement of the Now and the New, 

and perhaps made it easier to understand the Now as a post-condition where 

the New it ought to actualize is simply an aftereffect, a continuity of what once 

was. This presents a challenge to how change itself, whether historical or 

educational, is understood. Rather than being seen as a motor of 

chronologically progressing time between the past and the future, change does 

not seem to lead anywhere specific. However, in the midst of the seeming 

continuity of the Now, something has happened.  In order to further theorize 

what the entanglement of the Now and the New in these post-conditions might 

mean for art education, I next turn to one of the latest New post-conditions of 

the contemporary art world: post-internet art. 

 

Post-Internet Art: It’s All Over 

 

Within the last decade, post-internet has become the signifier attached to 

artworks, artists, exhibitions, and biennales that deal with the relationship 

between online and offline, digital and non-digital, as well as material and 

immaterial. Olson (2012) first raised the concept of post-internet art after 

reflecting on her own art that seemed to transcended media, time, and 

conditions:  

I felt what I was making was ‘art after the internet.’ Pressed for an 

explanation … I said that both my online and offline work was after the 

internet in the sense that ‘after’ can mean both ‘in the style of’ and 

‘following.’ (p. 36)  

Others have described post-internet art as climates, connections, cuts, 

interruptions, and ruptures manifested through rhizomatic assemblages of 

popular and mainstream, and random readymade and found imagery from the 

endless slipstreams of online and offline material. Vierkant (2010), for example, 
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defined post-internet art as the collapse of “physical space in networked culture 

and the infinite reproducibility and mutability of digital materials” (p. 3).  

 

Similar to all forms of art, post-internet art is after something, as Olson stated, 

but perhaps that something is the entanglement of the Now and the New 

without any easily identifiable New to offer. According to Vierkant, (2010), in 

post-internet art 

nothing is in a fixed state: i.e., everything is anything else, whether 

because any object is capable of becoming another type of object or 

because an object already exists in flux between multiple instantiations … 

it is assumed that the work of art lies equally in the version of the object 

one would encounter at a gallery or museum, the images and other 

representations disseminated through the Internet and print publications, 

bootleg images of the object or its representations, and variations on any 

of these as edited and recontextualized … for objects after the Internet 

there can be no ‘original’ copy. (pp. 4-5) 

 

What Vierkant (2010) referred to is not the death of the original, as postmodern 

art and VCAE once championed through endless reproduction, but instead, the 

non-existence of a reproduction itself. In other words, the postmodern language 

of representation, and all of its self-referential critique, seems inadequate in the 

entanglement between the Now and New, where there is no New to find. In 

addition, post-internet art seems to entangle the Now of the internet as culture 

as opposed to a separate internet-culture, or visual culture. 

 

Going back to Olson’s characterization of art after the internet, it is worth asking 

whether post-internet art should be reduced to the work of an individual subject 

(e.g., artist or art student) whose actions in the Now secure either historical 

progress or preservation; or, could it also help to dismantle the centrality of such 

subjects? While gallery capitalism arguably champions post-internet artists as 

New visionaries of the Now, the artworks themselves may resist this reading. 

For example, Ryan Trecartin, one of the artists often related to post-internet art, 

described his collaborative video works with Lizzie Fitch in the following way:  
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We started focusing more on context as being the main character of the 

movie, rather than on individual personalities. And we used different 

characters and their behaviors as tools and utensils for the free will of the 

context rather than of the individual. (Lehrer-Graiwer, 2016, para. 47) 

 

In terms of art education taking seriously the temporality of post-conditions, I 

see this shift from the individual free will to the free will of the context opening 

up a Now that cannot be conflated with a singular moment, where the subject 

actualizes its agency and turns the Now into the New. The Now is not solely in 

the hands of people (offline) or technology (online), but forms through the 

interplay between different actors (human, non-human, artificial, etc.) and the 

different temporalities of their actions (movement, repetition, frames/kilobytes 

per second). Simultaneously offline and online, the Now becomes a moment of 

action where it is not clear whether the effects of these actions are virtual or 

real, or both or neither. In order to mobilize this indeterminacy (to move in it 

rather than with it), it becomes crucial to explore not only the (im)material 

conditions of agency (e.g. online or offline), but also what kind of times these 

actions occupy.  

 

When watching Trecartin’s work it seems to offer a fragmentary narrative of an 

algorithmic future without humans, and one cannot help but question whether 

it is the New, not the Now, that vanishes in post-internet art, thus forcing a 

reevaluation of the relationship between time and agency. Like a 53-minute-

long digital glitch, his work, CENTER JENNY, unfolds a constellation of 

interconnected loops of time and activity without a specific direction. 

Nevertheless, something happens (quite a lot in fact). It seems that the work is 

clearly about the Now, but this Now seems to constitute neither a kind of 

common culture (as in VCAE), nor a biography of a creative bourgeois subject 

that fluidly conflates the online and offline (albeit it is intimately linked to both). 

Rather than leading the viewer out from the imbricated loops of the Now into 

the New–either via affirmation or negation of communities or subject positions–

CENTER JENNY performs the very break that the Now already is: an 

entanglement of agencies that are always after something. 
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Conclusion 

 

In this presentation, I have attempted to problematize temporal arrangements 

of the Now to challenge how the historicity of art education’s present practices 

are understood along with the very ontology of educational thought. The aim of 

this presentation was not to present this challenge as something New that might 

save the future of art or education, nor did I aim to suggest the end of an 

imagining of things yet to come. Instead, I attempted to sketch one possible 

approach to art education in the Now that pays close attention to the temporal 

dynamics embedded in the prefix post. To think of post-conditions only in terms 

of historical causality (e.g. postmodernity following modernity; post-humanism 

following humanism; post-truth following truth) neglects the challenge that the 

prefix post poses not only to the concept they point to (e.g. modernity, 

humanism, truth), but also to chronologically progressive time and, 

subsequently, developmental narratives in education.  

 

My attempt also has been to question the very desire for the New in visual 

culture and ask what it means to approach the temporality of change differently. 

Post-internet art, as a contested condition of discourses, art practices, and 

politics, might offer one possible avenue for such reflection on the promise of 

the New by the way it entangles different times and agencies. To trouble the 

seduction of the promised historical changes in art education and visual culture 

is to first understand these as historical activities aside from the chronological 

and universalized narrative of change that establishes a shared New. Instead 

of asking what comes next for visual culture, or what is the next great paradigm 

or important movement in art education, we might, as the Smith’s song asks, 

How soon is Now? The answer is all-over. 
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