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ABSTRACT

The research used extensive literature reviews of the history of Design HE, Art and Design History, Creative and Cultural 
Industries, Cultural Heritage Studies, and Design Studies to rethink the history, concepts, and common teaching practices 
of Art, Design, and Cultural History within the Design HE curriculum, especially for the Visual Communication Design 
Undergraduate program as it contributed to almost all of the creative industries’ sub-sectors. It is discovered that since the 
Industrial Revolution, the Design HE, the art and cultural museum, and the economy actually shares a strong correlation 
that has long been rejected and mostly forgotten. Exploring this correlation helps to determine the role of cultural heritage in 
the creative economy and to position Indonesian cultural heritage as central in the design curriculum. On this account, Art, 
Design, and Cultural History subject(s) should encourage designers to create new designs as active efforts to preserve past 
cultural values that also function as creative and critical interventions towards the global creative economy phenomenon.
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INTRODUCTION

Art and design shape the world that people live in 
and the contemporary cultures that people practice. They 
live in a global cultural phenomenon in which heritage is 
omnipresent (Harrison, 2013). It is a period of retrophilia 
where designers have plundered the past and separate design 
from its history only to feed the population’s obsession with 
the past without a real understanding of its history (Hewitt, 
1990). Jameson (1991) has said that in this world greedy 
for the past, people condemn to seek history by way of their 
own pop images and simulacra (an image or representation 
of someone or something) of that history, which itself 
remains forever out of reach.

In the age of creative (and cultural) industries where 
the past is heavily commodified, the pendulum also swings 
to the urge to preserve the past and to resist the idea of 
the commodification of cultural heritage. It is the tension 
between the drive to create and to preserve. Hewison 
(1987) has said the past as a cultural resource where the 
ideas and values can be the inspiration for fresh creation. 
However, because people have abandoned the critical 
faculty for understanding the past, and have turned history 
into heritage, then they are no longer know what to do with 
it, except obsessively preserving it.

Jameson (1991) in Hewison’s (1987) critique towards 
the UK’s cultural industries along with Hewitt’s (1990) 
argument on Art and Design History have highlighted a 
common fault in abandoning critical thinking in the study 
of the past. The past is indeed a form of cultural resource for 
designers and artists to create anew; however, the problem 
lies with the critical faculty that have been marginalized in 
favor of economic values driven by market’s demands. It 
is a market that is created by the industries, nurtured and 
regulated by the government creative economy agencies, and 
educated by the creative and cultural learning institutions, 
such as the art and design school, and the museum.

They all take part in this global cultural phenomenon, 
but designers are the main actors. Designers are responsible 
for the artifacts, systems, and environments that make 
up the social world (Margolin, 2007). Consequently, the 
Design Higher Education (HE) must think and rethinks 
seriously the notion of ‘critical faculty’ mentioned here. The 
need to rethink the Design HE for the 21st century has been 
expressed by Findeli (2001) who has argued that the shared 
belief becomes the foundation of the design educational, 
political, technological, scientific, legal, and social systems 
that operate without ever being questioned, discussed, or 
challenged. Moreover, the question is whether it is also true 
with the Indonesian Design HE.


