The Truant Curriculum:
An Investigation of the Place of Critical
Studies in Secondary Art Education

Nicholas John Addison

PhD thesis
2004

Supervisors: Dr Pam Meecham and Anton Franks
Institute of Education, University of London



ACHiS: Student Installation, De Souza’s Residency

As the author of this thesis totalling 86,146 words (including footnotes) I hereby certify that
it is entirely my own work.



Abstract

This research is motivated by two central questions:

1) Why has the place of critical studies in secondary art and design been diagnosed
as ‘fragile’?
2) Can practitioners from related fields inform a critical curriculum through

interventionist strategies?

To place the thesis in context, the National Curriculum is examined to indicate the place of
critical studies within official art educational discourse. This analysis reveals a disjunction
between official rhetoric and practice, one that stimulated the interdisciplinary, action
research project, Art Critics and Art Historians in Schools. The researchers aimed to
understand, inform and change the acritical practices of school art by instigating critical
residencies drawing on the investigative and interpretative methods of (new) art history and
the practices of critical pedagogy. Employing Bernstein’s theory of pedagogic codes,
qualitative data drawn from the project is analysed to understand the insularity of the subject
and the asymmetry in power relations between art education and the other professional

discourses that dominate it.

These disjunctions are the starting point for a genealogy that traces the development of
modernist art education using Bourdieu’s concepts of ‘capital’, ‘habitus’ and ‘field’ to
navigate its complexities. The unfolding narrative reveals the dialectical philosophies that
produced modernist art education and made an acritical model in secondary education
tenable, an acriticality that sits uncomfortably beside the critical discourses of modernist art.
Related fields are examined to understand the social and cultural conditions that have
succeeded in producing a critical education. The critical traditions for the interpretation of
art (including art history and visual semiotics) are examined and assessed as potential critical
resources. Evidence emerges of art teachers’ mistrust towards the role of writing in critical
studies which has led to the current resistance. In response, the interventionist strategies of

critical pedagogy and cultural studies are advocated as a means to overcome such resistance.
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0. Intentions

1. This thesis is an examination of the place of critical studies in the secondary art and design
curriculum, a place predicated on almost half a century of advocacy, debate and legislation
(Coldstream 1960; Field 1970; Allison 1972; Eisner 1972; Taylor 1986; Thistlewood 1989;
DfE 1991; Giroux 1992; DfE 1995; Dawtrey et al 1996; Hughes 1999; Swift and Steers
1999; Dalton 2001). That this place has been diagnosed as a ‘fragile’ one (Davies 1995)
may therefore come as something of a surprise. In 1998 I initiated a two-year action
research project, Art Critics and Art Historians in Schools (ACHiS) in order to understand
not only this fragility but also the reasons for a certain resistance to critical study. The aims
of the project centred on the possibility that the changes to the investigative and
interpretative methods of the developing discipline of art history (sometimes called the ‘New
Art History’: Rees and Borzello 1986; Harris 2001) might inform critical studies in
secondary art and design. The model developed was adapted from the familiar artists’
residency (Burgess 1995) and was thus interventionist and short term; but, in place of artists,
art critics and art historians were invited to apply for the position of participant researcher.
Despite their interventionist status, each critic/historian planned a residency in collaboration
with an art teacher, each of whom (with one exception) was at the time working in PGCE
partnership with the Institute of Education, University of London (IoE). The collaborative
orientation of the partnership was seen as crucial to its success and therefore the teachers
took on the status of co-researchers. The ten ACHIiS residencies took place in London and
Bristol secondary schools between 1999-2001 and were recorded and evaluated in ways that
provided quantitative and qualitative data for analysis. An examination and evaluation of

ACHIS forms the principle section of Part One of my thesis.

2. ACHIiS provides evidence for making recommendations to consolidate the place of critical
studies as a significant component of secondary art and design, but these recommendations
are framed by a knowledge of the distrust felt by art teachers and students about the role of
language, and, more specifically, writing within critical studies. In Part Two, in order to
understand this resistance to writing, I consider the philosophical positions that underpin the
development of modernist, mass art education in secondary schooling, positions that can be
designated expressionist/creative and perceptualist. These traditions helped to forge an
insular, if popular, school subject situated somewhere off-centre within the logocentrism of
the English secondary school curriculum (Addison 2003). Critical studies emerged after
World War II in response to the failure of a liberal, laissez-faire art curriculum to recognise
the vitality and complexity of the visual culture that was developing outside and around it.

This emerging visual culture is not however the focus of Part Two, rather I concentrate on



the trajectory of twentieth century art education focusing on what was said and done and
what was not said and done in secondary art departments about a particular and privileged
type of cultural production known as art. I do so because, during the twentieth century, art
educationalists manufactured a secondary curriculum based on fine-art practices rather than
those of craft or design.! Today, art, as the privileged signifier, is still the preferred locus of
investigation in secondary schools. But art today is manifest in forms and through
technologies and practices that would baffle the founders of secondary art education in the
Victorian era. The increasing ambiguity and undecidability of art (Elkins 2000) invites not
only aesthetic apprehension, (a phenomenon called ‘appreciation’ within traditional,
reproductive pedagogies, Osborne 1972) but linguistic exploration. As such art has the
potential to become a potent source for critical interpretation in schools, just as it has within
the academic disciplines of art history and visual studies. However, this potential is at odds
with the way in which art tends to be referenced in school art departments where, in the form
of reproductions, it is deployed as a source for mechanical transcription and acritical
pastiche, a dominant orthodoxy much criticised in recent years (Hughes 1989; Steers 2003:
24). The critical turn in the developing field of visual studies, acknowledged in the National
Curriculum (DFE 1991; 1995; DfEE 1999) and examination syllabuses, is largely absent in
the ways the school subject is taught, an absence that gives rise to the title of this inquiry.

Iconoscepticism

3. It is my contention that some of the reasons for the antipathy held by art teachers and
students to a critical model have long historical sources that precede the introduction of art
education to the secondary curriculum (Addison 2003). Within the history of education the
visual, and the image in particular, has been subject to criticism and/or neglect. For
example, within the seven, Roman, liberal arts, supposedly the foundation of the western
curriculum, the image (other than in the abstractions of geometry) is nowhere to be found.
This is not surprising given that Judaic, Platonic, Christian and Islamic iconophobia has
cumulatively produced a legacy of proscription and scepticism that, in combination with the
more recent critique of western ocularcentric science (Kuhn 1977; Jay 1993), resurfaces
throughout the education system to problematise the status of the visual arts within the
curriculum. The conceptual assumptions that underpin iconoscepticism return throughout
the inquiry, particularly the notion that the image and, through extension, art, bypass the
intellect by materialising belief (Eliot in Eagleton 1983: 23). To the iconosceptic the image
is perceived as an attractive medium by which to manipulate others; a major tool for
dissembling (Barthes 1957). Ido not prescribe to this belief, rather I view the image, and by

extension art, from a position in which it is theorised as one type of representational object

' Art is the generic term that many staff, students and parents continue to use when designating the subject art and
design.



among many; the image, in the form of art, is a conventional and institutional ‘constellation’
of practices produced within and for different social contexts, and may, like language, be
used within these, or applied to others, in either ethical or manipulative ways. For me, this
understanding developed following my induction into semiotic theory, particularly social
semiotics (Hodge and Kress 1988) in which the making of meaning, its articulation and
communication, is a form of social and cultural production capable of both positive and
negative effects, but neither intrinsically one or the other. To put it differently, the signs that
the meaning maker produces may be interpreted (made to carry meaning) in ways that
depend on who the interpreter is and in what context the communication takes place
(Halliday 1978). This theory might be seen to contest a crude Marxist model, one that
presupposes good (revolutionary) and bad (bourgeois) practices (e.g. Klingender 1947).
However, a primary educational aim of social semioticians® is to formulate analytical
systems that enable people to see through attempts to deceive them and thus ‘empower’ them
to contribute, in this instance, to visual and material culture. In this sense a critical art
curriculum in schools (secured, or not, through the pedagogic device [Bernstein 2000: 28] of
critical studies) serves neither the interests of a subject centred on creative and instrumental
philosophies nor an iconsceptic field of education that doubts the value of the visual, and

specifically images.

Art in Education

4. In the introductory chapter ‘Art in Education’, I take as given that art educationalists have
supported the move towards critical models of art education in secondary schools since the
1960s. Rather than retread familiar ground I look at the National Curriculum to investigate
whether a critical approach to the art curriculum is signalled as a potential pedagogic route
within legislation and therefore the degree to which art teachers are encouraged to adopt
critical strategies in their teaching. Although the National Curriculum Order referred to here
(DfEE 1999) predates the design of ACHiS, it was in place during the period of the
residencies themselves, so it provides a sense of the type of pedagogic culture to which

ACHiS was responding.

Part One: Art Critics and Art Historians in Schools (ACHiS)

5. The secondary art and design classroom in England is a site where institutional and
demotic values meet, values that are played out within the parallel and intertwined fields and
discourses discussed in Part Two. This analysis of discourses is complemented in Part One

by discussion of applied research in the form of ACHiS, a project designed from within the

2 The term social has been dropped by some of the founders of this tendency since semiotics, always interactive,
must always be social.
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field of art education to explore and intervene in these discourses.” Chapters 3 and 4 are
dedicated to an analysis and evaluation of the project in practice, however, to do justice to
the action research methodology I have also found it necessary to examine the interpretative
processes that informed both the ACHiS project at its inception and the development of this
thesis as a whole. The first section of Chapter 2 ‘Hermeneutics’, is a reflection on the
philosophical ‘position’, phenomenological hermeneutics, I took up at the beginning of
ACHIS but by and large abandoned towards its end. In effect, this section charts the reasons
for my disenchantment with an approach that nonetheless informed the applied research and
is thus a necessary prelude to the rest of the chapter where I examine the action research

project, as a process and event, for its methodological felicities and insecurities.

6. Chapters 3 and 4 draw on the research emanating from the ACHiS project and are
primarily an analysis of art educational discourse and its relationship to those other
professional discourses by which it is dominated. Such an analysis has inevitably to contend
with power relations in the sense that schools are arenas in which different discourses,
professional and popular, institutional and demotic, are contested. I use Basil Bernstein’s
theory of pedagogic codes and their modalities of practice (2000) to examine the
relationships between these discourses.* The secondary school is also a site where, for a
variety of purposes, art is produced and the art of others referenced. These purposes are one
of the objects of this inquiry, but they are often unspoken and untheorised in action (despite
the plethora of legislative and advisory texts that provide an official rationale). In these
chapters reference is therefore made to data gleaned from a survey of art departments in
partnership with the Institute of Education’s PGCE art and design course in an attempt both
to identify and quantify practice and to invite teachers to voice purpose; ‘purpose in practice’
that may be at odds with an official ‘rhetorics of purpose’, the modalities of elaborated codes
(Bernstein 2000: 15-16).

Part Two: The Truant Curriculum

7. ACHiS, like much educational research, provides more questions than resolutions, so in
the Part Two, I turn my attention to the past in order to understand why these questions
remain unanswered. Because the secondary subject art and design is practised in relation to
wider cultural fields, I examine the way art is produced and received in contexts outside of
schooling and the interrelationships between the institutions and agents whose practices
produce the interpretative communities within which art circulates. It should be taken into

consideration, however, that the secondary school is perceived by many higher education

3 ACHIS was a three year research project (1999-2001) funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Board, (£53,612) with
support from the Association of Art Historians (£5,000). In 2002, the AHRB ‘assessment of end of award reports’ gave the
project a ‘satisfactory’ rating out of the possible trio: satisfactory, unsatisfactory, problematic.

4 Bernstein would call this a pedagogic practice, although, for me, the distinction between discourse and practice is a blurred
one.
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institutions as entirely ‘other’, therefore the ways in which institutional discourses permeate
and position art education in secondary schools are of equal significance for my inquiry. In
this partly historical exercise I have drawn on the example of Michel Foucault (1972) and his
method of genealogy, not in any programmatic way but in so much as I have attempted ‘to
document the contingency of historical constructions of truth and identity through the
construction of alternative truths and the explication of “subjugated knowledges™’ (Bailey
1993: 103). It remains un-Foucauldian in the sense that I attempt to offer solutions to a
perceived problem; I do this by proposing particular pedagogic strategies with which to
counter acritical art practice in secondary schools. I also make reference to Pierre
Bourdieu’s critique of Emmanuel Kant and his theory of the social and historical
construction of taste in Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste (1984), a
book that I ultimately found dispiriting for its cynicism. More recently I have had recourse
to other structural concepts established by Bourdieu (1993), specifically his use of the terms
‘field’ and ‘habitus’; the former, because it asks the analyst to consider cultural production
as a system in which competitive agents struggle for positions within a hierarchy, and the
latter, because it encapsulates my developing understanding of the way individual agents are
both limited and empowered by their social and historical specificity. Additionally,
Bourdieu’s extended notion of ‘capital’, beyond the economic towards cultural and symbolic
forms, provides a framework through which to understand pedagogic social reproduction and
exchange, ‘cultural’ and ‘symbolic’ being terms that are entirely appropriate for the practices
of art in secondary schools today where the subject no longer serves the instrumental and

vocational functions that it held in the nineteenth century (MacDonald 1970; Dalton 2001).

8. In Chapter 5, I look back in an attempt to map the trajectory of English art education in
relation to modernism. I look at this relationship by paying particular attention to the ways
art education was forged through different and, at times, dialectical philosophies to create
both tension and some surprising alliances. I argue that the critical turn characteristic of the
avant-garde (supposedly the originating force of modernism, see Foster 1996) is absent in
school art education (itself a product of modernism, Dalton 2001) and that the development
of cultural studies, and, more recently, visual culture open up possibilities for which the
secondary school subject art and design, in its present state, is ill-prepared. In Chapter 6,
‘On interpretation’ I explore the critical traditions and resources used in practice, uncovering
traditions that question the role of interpretation in schooling despite the fact that
interpretation is probably a less threatening concept for the secondary art teacher than the
overtly political procedures of much of cultural studies. In Chapter 7, I summarise the ways
in which each strand in this history affects and is in turn affected by pedagogy in art
education. Throughout Part Two I outline and analyse a succession of historical

constructions that continue to condition the ways in which art is defined and thus contribute
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to professional and popular discourses on art and their respective claims to truth. These
chapters are in effect a series of biopsies extracted from a range of fields and discourses,
focusing on the apparatus by and through which institutions produce and organise values,

what Bourdieu refers to as ‘beliefs’ (1993e).

Part Three: The Critical Curriculum

9. In Part Three, I move towards a model of art education that draws on the example of
critical pedagogy. The critical turn in art education is intimately bound to the development
of this field, one that in the 1960s found an early home in departments of complementary
study within art colleges. In the last chapter, I undertake what I believe to be a necessary
exploration of the immediate and historical contexts in which interpretation as a radical
enterprise might take place. I unapologetically foreground the term ‘critical pedagogy’ as
the most likely pedagogic position from which, within the context of a democratic society,
the interpretative enterprise is at all feasible. This position is undoubtedly a contested one

(Ellsworth 1997) but in Chapters 5 and 6 the rationale for it is already made.

Post-intentional preamble

10. If T have offered interpretation within the framework of a ‘critical pedagogy’ as a viable
solution to an acritical subject area in secondary schools the accusation of ‘vested interests’
might seem a legitimate one for it is within a critical tradition that I would loosely place my
own recent art critical, historical and education teaching. It has not, however, greatly
influenced my own practice as a painter, rather, in the past, critique inhibited it by exposing
both its pretensions and limitations. Within this inquiry, phenomenological hermeneutics
was, at first, a questioning guide assisting me to avoid the temptations and satisfactions of
seeking right and absolute solutions, a sceptical approach somewhat different to the
strategies of looking ‘at your sources with fresh eyes’ and ‘modesty’ employed in discourse
analysis (Rose 2001: 158).

11. If the application of discourse analysis has been mostly retrospective in respect to
ACHIS, I do not wish to propose a retrospective critical interpretation as the ideal method for
changing pedagogy; this can be an inhibitor to creative action. Rather I wish to propose
critical interpretation for and in practice. Thus, in the field of educational research, I
conclude my preference for spanning the boundaries between historical, social and
theoretical investigation and philosophical speculation. As David Smith asserts: ‘the mark
of good interpretative research is not in the degree to which it follows a specified
methodological agenda, but in the degree to which it can show understanding of what it is
that is being investigated’ (1999: 41). However, my pragmatism, an approach gained from

my experience of teaching in schools, leads me to suppose that some solutions are right for a
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given moment, this history, a specific context, a particular person, and that solutions can

only be sought through a process of critical reflection and can only be practised reflexively.

12. A large part of my thesis is historical in orientation and there are some who would assert
that anything that happened prior to the 1970s is a form of antiquity and that scrabbling
around in the past is a way to stop anything happening in the present. But, as Terry Eagleton
(1990) claims:

This leap from history to modernity has a long history. The discourses of reason,
truth, freedom and subjectivity, as we have inherited them, indeed require profound
transformation; but it is unlikely that a politics which does not take these traditional
topics with full seriousness will prove resourceful and resilient enough to oppose the
arrogance of power.

(p. 415)

This research makes a particular contribution to an understanding of critical pedagogy and to
the debate about the status and function of art in society, specifically within the ‘truth’ of the
education system of contemporary England which may be characterised as part of a post-
industrial, post-colonial (intercultural), ‘mature’-capitalist democracy. This context will
prescribe some of the emphases, the political trajectory of my choices, but always within the
further holding form of education at secondary level where it might be supposed that art, and

by extension the image, holds a privileged status.
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1. Introduction: Art in Education

Introduction

1) This chapter is an investigation into the situated role of secondary art and design within an
English education system that is profoundly logosceptic (Addison 2003). Through an
analysis of key documents I look at the way the authors of the various curricula for art and
design advise a critical engagement with art, a task I undertake in relation to the avowed turn
toward critical models that has been pursued by art educationalists over a number of years.'
By examining sections of the current National Curriculum Order for Art and design (DfEE
1999) I intend to determine the ‘pedigree’ of the model promoted by legislation. Because
the subject in secondary schools has at least a nominal relationship to art and design in wider
fields I also consider the ways in which art practices have coalesced into a particular form of
institutional discourse in contemporary society and the way this discourse enters into and

circulates around other discourses, demotic, educational and political.

ii) Pierre Bourdieu and Jean Passerson (1970) believe that education serves the modern
nation state as a means to reproduce the values of the dominant order. It does so by means
of a bureaucratic and disciplinary apparatus that administers normative standards and
homogenising proscriptions; in this way the state does ‘symbolic violence’ to an otherwise
heterogeneous population. In later work, Bourdieu (1984) suggests that it is within the field
of culture that the values of the dominant order are most fiercely defended, and for him it is
the ‘aesthetic disposition’ that is ‘the most rigorously demanded of all the terms of entry

which the world of legitimate culture (always tacitly) imposes’ (p. 28). This aesthetic

! This legislation has been informed by years of advice starting with Coldstream (1960) who promoted art history
as an academic complement to studio practice; his report began the move to accredit post-school art and design
qualifications with degree status; Field (1970) attacked the expressivist, laissez-faire attitudes embedded in the
secondary art curriculum advising moves toward more cognitive modes of learning in art; Allison (1972)
advocated the need for school students to develop a specialist art language and discussed the need for
multicultural education; Eisner (1972), in the USA, helped to define Discipline Based Art Education in which
studio practice formed just one part of a quartet of studies the others being aesthetics, criticism and history;
Berger (1972) extolled Marxist analysis and an exposition of art as a social and hierarchical practice; Taylor
(1986) shifted attention away from critical studies as an academic complement towards a model in which it was
integral to studio practice and informed by artists working in schools and galleries; Thistlewood (1989) suggested
the heresy that critical studies would never be taken seriously until it was a separate subject standing to practical
work in the way that literature stands alongside language in the English curriculum; the first National Curriculum
(DfE 1991) picked up on the term ‘visual literacy’ acknowledging the historical and contemporary function of art
as a form of communication equivalent to the word; Giroux (1992) argued that art could only be studied critically
(a necessity in a democracy) if it was placed in the context of visual culture (particularly popular forms of
culture) and, drawing on the Frankfurt school, provided critical studies with theoretical credibility; Dawtrey et al
(1996) provided a round up of developing thinking including feminist and multicultural perspectives; Hughes
(1999) pointed out that the moribund, acritical art curriculum was unlikely to survive the new century unless it
was radically reformed and Swift and Steers (1999) recognised that the pluralist and inclusive discourses of
postmodern theory should inform such change. Dalton (2001) recounts the patriarchal bias of art education in
schools and, quoting Julia Kristeva, asks for attention to be given to the ‘unsatisfied, repressed, new, eccentric,
incomprehensible, disturbing to the status quo’ (p.153).
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disposition presupposes an engagement with form and thus a denial of the discursive
potential of art beyond its ‘internal logic’ (Marcuse 1978). In schools, any critical dimension
for art functions from within the criteria established for and by the field (here the curriculum
subject art and design) and is thus non-threatening and self-sustaining; as Bourdieu asserts:
“This structural inertia, deriving from [education’s] function of cultural conservation, is
pushed to the limit by the logic which allows it to wield a monopoly over its own
reproduction’ (1993c: 123). Within education, cultural reproduction is practised as
‘inculcation’ (ibid) a process that makes visible for the population at large the values of the
dominant class. The canon, as the consecrated body of exemplars, is an all-pervasive
measure by which these values are made concrete and through which, in the form of taste,
the dominant class parades its superiority and sustains its hold on power (Bourdieu 1984;
Gretton 2003). Because works of art are the locus around which an aesthetic disposition can
be performed, the significance of art within the English system of schooling is largely
reproductive and celebratory. Indeed, the critical potential of art® is antithetical to its
canonical function, where, through the acquired competency of appreciation, it is celebrated
as all that is ‘best’ in a culture. As will be seen, the National Curriculum does pursue a
critical component, but it is framed in such a way that certain dominant, modernist beliefs
can be reproduced and reinforced (the aesthetic disposition) so as to undermine the criticality

it has elsewhere applauded.

Art in England

1. In England it is the ‘fine’ or ‘high’ (brow) arts that tend to constitute most people’s
definition of Art with a capital ‘A’ (Bourdieu’s ‘field of restricted production’ 1993).
Raymond Williams (1988: 41) argues that this usage was not general until the nineteenth-
century although it had already been established institutionally with the foundation of the
Royal Academy of Arts in 1768. What differentiated the fine artist from the skilled artesan
was the ability of the former to work with imagination and from within a tradition of
representation that was afforded intellectual credibility. Together these faculties came to
constitute ‘creative’ work which, in the proselytising hands of the Romantic poets (Williams
1965: 27-29) was extended to include literary and musical as well as visual work; thus the
concept of the arts. Although similar distinctions between the ‘ars mechanica’ and the ‘ars
intellectualis’ had been formulated since the Middle Ages and from the sixteenth century had
been institutionalised in Renaissance Italy (Pevsner 1940), Williams (1988) associates the

distinction in England with the process of industrialisation in the eighteenth and nineteenth-

? For example, where art is explored as a form of representation through which a school student might come to
understand social history and the formation of modern identities; Hall (1997).
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centuries. In the context of ‘capitalist commodity production’ the hierarchical necessity to
redefine the ‘purposes of the exercise of skill’ (p. 42) was a prerequisite for the maintenance
of developing power relations between the bourgeoisie (owners) and the aristocracy, and the
bourgeoisie (professionals) and the emergent urban working class. Williams argues that

because capitalism reduces ‘use values to exchange values’:

There was a consequent defensive specialization of certain skills and purposes to the
arts or the hAumanities where forms of general use and intention which were not
determined by immediate exchange could be at least conceptually abstracted. This is
the formal basis of the distinction between art and industry, and between fine arts and
useful arts (the latter eventually acquiring a new specialized term, in Technology

(q.v.).
(ibid)
2. Williams draws on the definition of aesthetic practice provided by Karl Marx (1818-1883)
in his Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts (1844) where a rationale for the separation
of art from the utilitarian can be found. Marx suggests that a satisfying and complete life can

only be achieved through the cultivation of the aesthetic faculties:

For not only the five senses, but also the so-called spiritual senses, the practical senses
(will, love, etc,), in a word the human sense, the humanity of senses all these come
into being only through the existence of their objects, through humanised nature. The
cultivation of the five senses is the work of all previous history. Sense which is a
prisoner of crude practical need has only a restricted sense.

(1975: 353)

The uses and intentions that Williams identifies remain current. Therefore, objects whose
primary function is representational and/or symbolic (e.g. traditional painting, sculpture: in
utilitarian terms those objects that are ‘useless’) and other objects produced by a group of
professionals calling themselves artists, are contrasted with two other classes of objects.
First, objects manufactured for utility purposes; those produced by a) designers (mass-
produced and dependent on industrial technologies) and b) craftspeople (dependent on pre-
and post-industrial technologies) and second, those produced within the mass multimedia
tradition: advertising, cinema, television, Internet, (of which the visual component is often
dependent on photographic imagery). Given that these uses gained common currency in the
nineteenth-century, it is not surprising that today traditional forms of fine art are set in
opposition to the work of contemporary artists. Much contemporary practice takes the form
of explicitly multimodal texts (it is frequently lens- or screen-based and often produced and
disseminated in relation to the mass media tradition e.g. employing its technologies,
Pijnappel 1994). Additionally, many contemporary artists question the hierarchical
structures on which the mythology of traditional art and artists is maintained (in particular
the western, bourgeois notion of individual and originary creativity embodied in the self-

expressive realisations of male genius, Parker and Pollock 1981: 1-14) but whose work still
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signifies as different because it has symbolic, discursive and reflexive rather than explicitly
utilitarian functions (Hapgood 1994; Weintraub 1996; Jones 2003). The perpetual challenge
to traditional modes, conventions and institutions that these practices signal sits
uncomfortably in an education system that aims to acculturate young people within dominant
social and cultural practices where art tends to serve celebratory and/or recreational

functions.

Art in the school curriculum

3. Despite the fact that the National Curriculum Order for Art and design (DfEE 1999)
includes ‘design’ and ‘craft’ it is the traditional forms of fine art that dominate historical and
professional exemplars in secondary art and design and help to determine the types of
activity practised by students (QCA 1998). Nonetheless, multimedia digital technology is
gradually insinuating a place in the curriculum through the government drive for computer
literacy (DfEE 1997) as downloading from the Internet becomes a ubiquitous means of
‘research’. In terms of ‘making’, digital technologies are mostly used to replicate existing
practices so that efficiency or the acquisition of transferable skills is the only notable
addition (National Council for Educational Technology 1998; Meecham 2000: 224-225).2
Designed and crafted objects may be introduced as objects of study: perceptual, as in the still
life, historical, as in a critical studies diary (e.g. investigating the architecture of Antonio
Gaudi) and such examples are often resourced to provide a ‘multicultural gloss’ to the
proceedings. However, the designed product is felt more properly to be the property of
design and technology where making for a utility purpose is the legitimate and valorised
function of the curriculum: pupils ‘must look for needs, wants and opportunities and respond
to them by developing a range of ideas and making products and systems... all pupils can
become discriminating users of products’ (DfEE 1999a). The place of the craft object is less
certain. Since the 1980s the demise of specialist rooms, e.g. for ceramics, the reduction in
staff and budgets (due to the local management of schools, LMS) and the notional critical
dimension of the curriculum, have reduced the place of traditional craft making. Not only
have the expertise and facilities gone but the desire to teach it has also dissipated, largely
because craft’s status as ‘unthinking’ is seen to add credibility to the popular notion of art
and design as a recreational and/or feminine subject (see respectively Greenhalgh 1997;
Dalton 2001: 49-52). With the emphasis on traditional fine art practice, assessment criteria

tend to be based loosely on the ability of students to ‘record’ from observation and

? Photography is not widely available and where it is, tends to be limited to sixth form use. It could be argued
that with the arrival of digital technologies traditional darkroom practice becomes something of a craft activity.

* Specialist teachers and provision do exist in pockets and at ‘A’ Level there are specialist endorsed options that
include, ceramics, graphics, textiles etc.
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experience through the supposedly objective criterion of accuracy (Atkinson 2002: 102-103,
130) and the subjective notion of aesthetic ‘quality’ (although the latter is no longer
acknowledged in the four GCSE assessment objectives, for example see the specification for
the examination board Edexcel 2000). In summarising current practice in art and design to
establish a generic profile, Hughes’ NSEAD Presidential Address from 1997 can stand as a

condensed, representative summary of the critical positions of many art educationalists:

We are still delivering art curricula in our schools predicated largely upon procedures
and practices which reach back to the nineteenth century — procedures and practices
which cling to a comfortable and uncontentious view of art and its purposes. As a
result, secondary art and design education in England and Wales is, in general, static,
safe and predictable... It is a curriculum developed in almost total isolation from
thinking on art and design in other parts of our educational system, let alone current
professional practice. A hybrid, divorced from contemporary ideas in the spheres of
art practice, critical theory, art history or museology.

(1998: 41)

4. If then, notions of art and the practice of art, craft and design in schools are predicated on
outmoded paradigms, paradigms that do not fit squarely into people’s experience of the
dominant visual culture, why is art given a place in the curriculum? In many traditional
cultures’ art is a differentiated practice, just as it is in contemporary England and other
industrial societies although, unlike its status in the ‘museum world,’® it may be a more
integrated component of social exchange.” Walter Benjamin (1892 1940) supposed that
before the modern period art was intimately related to the sacred: ‘We know that the earliest
art works originated in the service of ritual first magical, then the religious kind. It is
significant that the existence of the work of art with reference to its aura is never entirely
separated from its ritual function’ (1936: 301). For Benjamin this association provided the
work of art with an ‘aura’, a mystical essence that was transmuted into the ‘cult of beauty’
from the Renaissance onwards and even in the age of mechanical/electronic reproduction the

aura has been a (fictive?) phenomenon that modernists have been loathe to relinquish.®

5 T use the term “traditional’ to signal a status unaffected by, or in opposition to, the hegemonic imperatives of
western modernity, and ‘culture’ to indicate the practices of groups of people who identify themselves as different
to others but who are not synonymous with the nation state itself. In conjunction the terms signal
peoples/practices who live within and may move between modern nation states and who may be appropriated by
a state as a trace of its own ancestry, a living archaeology. The Kenyan government’s appropriation of the Massai
is a case in point.

S T use the term ‘museum world’ because it identifies the cultural apparatus, the conceptual and physical space of
the museum, used by industrial/post-industrial societies to indicate their modernity. This is achieved by the
perpetual juxtaposition of past with present in some progressive continuum. Art in these societies is hardly ever
of the present because, once it is perceived significant, it enters the discourse of cultural representation (identity)
in the museum/gallery and becomes a sign of that culture, a process that is the primary function of art for the
modern nation state (see Preziosi 1998: 513-515).

’ For many anthropologists/ethnographers this integration within the social has led western commentators to
suppose that traditional peoples have no concept of art, so that, although they make it, they never talk about it.
But as Geertz (2000) corrects: ‘What is meant is that they don’t talk about it the way the observer talks about it —
or would like them to  in terms of its formal properties, its symbolic content, its affective values, or its stylistic
features... (p. 97). Yet even in this context art is usually marked off from the mundane, it is making special
(Dissanayake 1992).

8 With ‘honourable’ exceptions such as Duchamp, Broodhaers etc. see Meecham and Sheldon 2000: 3 and 205).
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Therefore, not only does art signal a ‘spiritual’ and ‘creative’ dimension within the
curriculum, a prerequisite for the development of ‘cultured’ and ‘rounded’ citizens, it also
serves to reproduce tradition by preserving what is ‘best’ in a culture; the Victorian ideal is

reproduced in perpetuam:

This is the social idea; and the men [sic] of culture are the true apostles of equality.
The great men of culture are those who have had a passion for diffusing, for making
prevail, for carrying from one end of society to the other, the best knowledge, the best
ideas of their time; who have laboured to divest knowledge of all that was harsh,
uncouth, difficult, abstract, professional, exclusive, to humanize it, to make it efficient
outside the clique of the cultivated and learned, yet still remaining the best knowledge
and the thought of the time, and a true source therefore, of sweetness and light.
(Armold 1869, reproduced in Golby 1986: 210)

5. In 1997 Nicholas Tate, then Head of SCAA (now QCA), the government agency
responsible for the school curriculum in England and Wales, argued for a secure position for
the arts in schools as a means for the reproduction of the dominant culture (although he
didn’t use these precise words preferring a more Arnoldian rhetoric). Within his definition
of culture he recognised the multicultural context of schooling and the need to acknowledge
cultural diversity, but deemed that such recognition should only be valued within a
hierarchical framework privileging an ‘English’ identity: ‘because identities are multiple,
this [national identity] involves a sense of how they [students] locate themselves within a
variety of cultural traditions: above all those of England, Britain and Europe, but also the
traditions of those parts of the world with which this country has close and long-established
links’ (Tate 1997: 13). In an article for the Times Educational Supplement (1997a) Tate
made it clear just what he considered best in the English tradition and surprisingly extolled
the virtues of classicism epitomised by Frederick Leighton, the epicentre of high art for late
Victorian England (a year after the centenary of Leighton’s death). In the earlier paper, Tate
made evident his distaste for, indeed his fear of, contemporary critical forces and the

undermining effect they could wreck on national unity; he warned against:

a pervasive cultural egalitarianism which refuses to recognise that cultures (especially
majority ones) are very special to those who belong to them and need to be nurtured
and transmitted through careful attention and special treatment. It is in part a result of
the prevailing postmodernist intellectual climate with its emphasis on fictions and
constructions and its sense that nothing is sufficiently substantial or objective for it to
be worth passing on.

(1997: 12)

6. What is worth passing on has been subject to a series of changes as the first and second
National Curriculum ‘Art Orders’ (DfE 1991; 1995) have given way to the revised
curriculum 2000 enshrined as the ‘Order for Art and design’ (DfEE 1999). In it teachers are
provided with a generalised programme of study through which ‘pupils’ develop the ability

to practice a range of practical and conceptual skills, for example at Key Stage 3, including
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the ability to: ‘record and analyse first-hand observation, to select from experience and
imagination... discuss and question critically ...develop ideas for independent work...
investigate, combine and manipulate materials and images, taking account of purpose and
audience. .. analyse and evaluate their own and others’ work...” (p. 20). In the section
devoted to the critical and contextual, the verb employed elsewhere to indicate the active
participation of students, ‘pupils should be taught t0’ (my italics) shifts into passive mode
‘pupils should be taught about:” (ibid). There follows a list (much revised after earlier
criticism of the Eurocentrism of the 1995 version when Tate was the directing force)’ that
guides teachers to the historical periods and cultures that might form the basis of what pupils
should be taught about: ‘differences in the roles and functions of art in contemporary life,
medieval, Renaissance and post-Renaissance periods in Western Europe, and in different
cultures such as Aboriginal, African, Islamic and Native American’ (ibid). Having first
acknowledged ‘contemporary’ culture as outside history but a part of ‘life’ notice how QCA
represents ‘Western Europe’ on the one hand, as an ordered succession of periods/styles with
the Renaissance as the pivot (antiquity is no longer represented as it was under Tate) and, on
the other, how it represents ‘different cultures’ from the ‘wider world’ by identifying a
quartet of terms, listed in alphabetical order, in which the two framing labels just happen to
denote the historically and culturally diverse cultures of indigenous peoples from two of
Britain’s former colonies (outside the contemporary but historical in as much as they relate
to Britain’s own history). The central duo comprise cultures equally under the purview of
British colonial rule, one, an entire continent, indicating that great homogenised ‘other’,
‘African culture’ and the second, a faith, that great historical and contemporary ‘terror’,
‘Islamic culture’. Western Europe has history, the rest of the world only homogenised
difference, whether determined by ethnicity, geography or faith. In the context of an
intercultural, post-colonial society these choices are disingenuous at best, but whatever the
motivation, their effects are insidious and possibly malicious. Rather than enable knowledge
of ‘ethnic’ diversity (the ambition of tolerant liberals) what these examples do is to identify
cultures that can be put in historical opposition to western and specifically British culture, in
other words they identify specific ethnic and religious groups that constitute the minority
cultures of Britain’s diasporic communities. An indigenous ‘ethnic’ people become a
minority culture through colonial or internecine acts of violence, dispersal and assimilation,
a process by which a people are positioned in a subservient relationship to a dominant
culture. Within their supposed celebration of difference the examples from the National
Curriculum hide a history of violation and even genocide and in their ahistoricism perpetuate

stereotypical notions of difference (elsewhere I have discussed the necessity of developing

® This list provides the sort of examples that had proliferated in the 1991 version (in this first incarnation including

contemporary female and diasporic artists). However, after much debate, they were excised from the second for being too
prescriptive, but possibly too radical.
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an intercultural curriculum and acknowledging anti-racist strategies for art and design in
secondary schools: Addison with Dash 2000; Addison 1999; Addison 2001).

7. If SCAA/QCA was the result of the restructuring of secondary education during the
Thatcher years such constraints on democratic thinking were not peculiar to England (and
Wales). In conversation with David Trend (an editor and critic) Henry Giroux (1992)

recounts a similar retrenchment in the USA:

G. But the conservative argument goes even further and says that probably the place in
which traditions are most dangerously undermined is within the discourse of
democracy.

T. Turning democracy on its head.

G. Yes, invoking the famous Trilateral Commission Study of 1965, the one that said
we should limit the excesses of democracy, control social criticism, and police the
universities. Bloom [a Right wing commentator] offers no apology at all. He argues
that the nation is engaged in a cultural politics in which democracy becomes
subversive, criticism becomes dangerous, and intellectuals who do not take up the
mantle of tradition should not teach in the university... What Bloom [et al] did was
really help us rethink schooling as a form of cultural politics as opposed to simply
thinking schooling as a form of cultural domination.

(p. 153)

During the Thatcher/Reagan era the rekindling of the trans-Atlantic ‘special relationship’
was double-edged as Right and Left engaged in conversation. However, Giroux
acknowledges few fellow travellers in Britain citing Basil Bernstein, Geoff Whitty and Paul
Willis as the only contributors to the debate in pedagogy and it is notable that of the three
only Willis is concerned with cultural production in the sense that art might be seen as a site
of political resistance. Willis’s Common Culture (1990a) provides an alternative spin on the
notion of ‘majority culture’ as he extols the virtues of a working class, grass roots tradition.
However, if the ‘best’ of the ‘majority culture’ is at the core of the reproductive curriculum,
art and design, as already mentioned, also finds a place in the school timetable because it

signals production, production of a highly valorised kind.

Creative production

8. In its liberal and open way, the Order for Art and design (DfEE 1999) does posit the
possibility of a critical approach (as do the examination syllabuses at GCSE, AS and A2 and
AVCE) but it also signals acritical approaches. Each subject order contains a ‘statement of
importance’ outlining the particular contributions of each subject to the curriculum as a
whole. For Art and design the statement begins: ‘Art and design stimulates creativity and
imagination. It provides visual, tactile and sensory experiences and a unique way of
understanding and responding to the world’ (DfEE 1999: 14). The hierarchy is evident,
generative processes before sensory understanding (or at a pinch it could be read, generation
by means of sensory understanding). However there follows a list of the formal elements

which are seen to underpin the communicative potential of art, a phenomenon assessed

22



through the critical processes of ‘informed value judgements and aesthetic and practical
decisions’ (ibid). The inclusion of ‘communication’ and a little later ‘becoming actively
involved in shaping environments’ suggests a social role in which the student is given
agency through the subject. There is thus a recognition that the practice of art, craft and
design not only produces the world people inhabit, but that it also shapes knowledge about
that world and needs to be investigated alongside other more educationally privileged
epistemological modes such as texts and, more recently, documentary film. However, the
short statement ends: ‘understanding, appreciation and enjoyment of the visual arts have the
power to enrich our personal and public lives’. Therefore, despite the critical and
transformative role attributed to art and design, a role through which ‘pupils’ may also come
to ‘understand’ the world, this central section is framed in terms that signal art’s
mythological status. ‘Creativity’ and ‘imagination’ lead as the symbolic sentinels of a
distinctiveness rooted in Romantic and modernist claims to cultural separation (Williams
1965). The central sentences do little to explain explicitly what these opening phenomena
might be. The final sentence, by placing the subject in the domain of ‘enrichment’,
diminishes all that has gone before designating the subject as an additional but not an

essential practice within the curriculum.

9. The opening sentiments of the statement of importance for ‘Art and design’ are a rehearsal
of an official document (quoted below) produced by the then Ministry of Education,
Pamphlet No 6 Art Education (1944) the year in which the Education Act established

mandatory education for all between the ages of 6 and 14:

Art has ceased to be simply a frill, and holds its place as an essential element, in some
form or other, in a sound general education. The art and craft subjects provide an
outlet for creative ability, stimulate the imagination, develop discrimination in design
and the sense of craftsmanship... [The report goes on] It is probable, however, that
special methods will have to be adopted in order to help the pupil relate the
experiences gained in his [sic] art and craft lessons to his environment. (my italics)

(in Field 1970: 56)

Although it is true that the centrality of craft in this document is different to the three
National Curriculum Orders, where its status is peripheral, it would seem, as the cautionary
comment at the close of the extract identifies, that the kinds of knowledge acquired through
the practice of art were even then perceived as difficult to reconcile with the world outside
the art room. This separation between expression (an ‘outlet’) and critical processes
(‘discrimination’ and relating to the environment) has been achieved by the privileging of
psychologically inflected terms such as ‘creativity” and ‘imagination’ which valorise
processes that tend to be interpreted as personal and internal, in other words processes that
are deemed asocial. I would contend that notwithstanding the government report on

creativity All Our Futures (NACCCE 1999) which discusses notions of social purpose, this
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privileging has still to be resolved in the contemporary context. Critical studies is the
avowed vehicle for the inculcation of analytical and investigative processes but it is at odds
with the reproductive and ‘creative’ approaches that remain the dominant forces in the

subject.

10. The statement of importance from the current National Curriculum (DfEE 1999: 14) does
not however produce its messages through linguistic means alone and I intend to apply types
of semiotic analysis to uncover further layers of meaning. This will demonstrate the way in
which discourses are produced using a range of modalities that work together to produce
meaning; a multimodal process (Kress and Leeuwen 2001). Here my focus is on the way
that linguistic meaning may be reinforced by spatial context: layout, scale, relation to other
juxtaposed texts and images, or vice versa, for in this type of analysis (one indebted to the
work of Kress and Leeuwen 1996) the significance of a document can be assessed beyond

the solely lexical.

Plate 1: NC Art and design

11. The statement of importance is printed small (approximately font 10) at the bottom right
hand comer of the left hand page in the double spread. Above it are four statements by
‘notables’ in the art world, printed in a much larger font (c.18). The first is worth quoting in
full: “Art and design is the freedom of the individual, the freedom of expression and the
freedom to fail without retort (Simon Waterfall, Creative Director, Deepend)’. Freedom and
self-expression may not appear in the statement of importance, but the latter could easily be
overlooked, a mere footnote to the exhortations above. Admittedly, the fonts and the layout
belong to a house style, Art and design is not peculiar in this sense, and in all subjects the

page of quotations is juxtaposed with a page of images. These images are photographs of
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students engaged in the types of activity indicative of the discipline, although in many
instances there is text as well. It could be said, however, that in these instances the texts are
‘images’ because the photographs are mostly of students’ handwriting, they are visual

evidence of student production: see below).

Plate 2: NC English Plate 3: NC Design and technology

In the Art and design Order, the right hand page presents two student ‘outcomes’, two pieces
of school art (Plate 1); there is no representation of students engaged in production. The top
and most prominent photograph shows a cupboard that students have customised through the
dual process of painting and ‘appropriation’, the former in the form of an eclectic mix of
colourful pattern, the latter by pasting an array of memorabilia all over its surfaces. They
have also negated the utility of the cupboard (possibly designating it sculpture) by
suspending natural forms from its internal spaces in such a way that each locker functions as
a unit of display rather than as a place for storage. The lower reproduction presents a detail
from a gestural and richly layered ‘abstract’ painting. I imagine the locker is a collaborative
although highly directed piece by a group of KS3 students and that the painting is the work
of a KS1 child, but neither is credited. Evidently authorship is not important, together they
signal school art (which is not characterised by the process of production but by outcome)
and in their singularity each piece speaks for itself, exemplifications of ‘the freedom of

expression’.

Purposes

12. In legislative advice then, art and design serves different instrumental purposes: to
reproduce a high definition of Art, to ensure cultured citizens (Arnold in Golby 1986 and
Tate 1997) (or an abasement to those who are cultured, Bourdieu 1984) and to produce a

skilled population ensuring creative competence for a competitive, technological, global
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market (Blair in DfEE 1997). But the legislators also hold on to non-instrumental tenets,
they retain the ambition that the subject can enrich each individual, can provide a place for
the imagination and thus a complement to the mechanistic and instrumental dangers of an
information-led curriculum; what could be termed intrinsic purposes. As the influential
Gulbenkian Report of 1982 puts it:

Society needs and values more than academic abilities. Children and young people
have much more to offer. The arts exemplify some of these other capacities
intuition, creativity, sensibility, and practical skills. We maintain that an education in
these is quite as important for all children as an education of the more academic kind
and that not to have this is to stunt and distort their growth as intelligent, feeling and
capable individuals.

(Robinson 1989: 5)

This well-meaning statement rehearses the fictional binary between the academic and
creative fields. Here, in essence, art and design helps each student to become a fully
‘rounded human being’. In the introduction to the later edition (1989) Ken Robinson
retrospectively asserts: ‘some arts practice in schools was locked into a limited conception of
individual development through creative self-expression that ignored or marginalised the
equal importance of developing critical and technical skills in the arts and a growing
understanding of other people’s work’ (ibid: xiii); in this way, for Robinson, the liberal
humanist, school students can become appreciative consumers of art as well as creative

producers.

Conclusion

13. For Bourdieu (1984) art is the ultimate instrument of distinction, a key tool in the
‘symbolic violence’ meted out by the modern nation state on its citizens/subjects. In his
interpretation, art becomes one key hegemonic tool by which the bourgeois state reinforces
the hierarchical structures required in the maintenance of the status quo; schooling
participates in this ‘violence’ through a process of cultural reproduction. Knowledge of the
field of art is particularly desirable in order to obtain the cultural capital required to succeed
in dominant social circles because its discourses, aesthetics, criticism, history, are
particularly exclusive and provide evidence of a sensibility that transcends utility and the
‘necessary choices’ of the masses. Bourdieu therefore realises that, ‘the work of art
considered as a symbolic good... only exists as such for a person who has the means to
appropriate it, or in other words, to decipher it’ (1993a: 220). The school subject art and
design does little in practice to enable such interpretation, indeed in valorising a creative
and/or perceptualist tradition it disables the critical skills necessary for decipherment.
Dalton (2001) adds to the litany of sins that art education has perpetuated by locating its
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dominant pedagogies within forcefully patriarchal discourses and I have already
demonstrated the continuing Eurocentrism of the curriculum. However, Dalton also

acknowledges that:

Discourses are not in themselves inherently liberating or essentially oppressive.

Some, like the paternal discourses of the law, responsibility, repression and rationality,
are more powerful, but they are not necessarily pernicious: they can be borrowed,
recombined and redeployed to support and legitimate any emergent new strategic
aims, including those of feminism or education.

(.- 22)

As this thesis develops I intend to draw on this hopeful claim so that the pessimism I deduce
from Bourdieu’s analysis does not completely overwhelm the potential of art and design in
schools to contribute to a critically engaged curriculum, one that can resist the world of
snobbery that Bourdieu transcribes. By exposing the mythologies of art, visual practice in
schools might move beyond the reproductive towards a model in which students really can
become ‘actively involved in shaping environments’ (DfEE 1999: 14). In this way, school
art, whether symbolic or utilitarian, would be able to function at the local level in the way

that critical artists do in wider society.
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Part One: Art Critics and Art Historians in Schools

2. Action Research Methodology

Introduction

1) The three parts of this thesis are intimately connected yet methodologically different. If
Part One is an analysis of the research project Art Critics and Art Historians in Schools
(ACHiS) then Part Two is an analysis of the discourses and practices within the field of art
and art in education that have brought the secondary school subject art and design to its
present position. In Part Three, I engage with critical pedagogy, a current educational
tradition, in order to consider a possible set of practices by which secondary art teachers
might develop the sort of critical, discursive environment that ACHiS intimated, but that

remains elusive in the broader field; this final part is methodologically evaluative.

if) I recognise that all parts of this thesis are hermeneutic in orientation in the sense that my
search for meaning within the practice of secondary art education is an interpretative act
determined by my own situated history within and without this sector. The collection and
choice of data are themselves interpretive acts that condition the way as an investigator, I
am always in what I am investigating, just as what I am investigating is somehow already in
me even before I begin’ (Smith 1999: 46). Iam also aware that each part has informed the
others and that, as the research has progressed, the historical inquiry has been changed as a
result of ACHiS and vice versa and that critical pedagogy undoubtedly informed ACHiS in
practice. This recognition acknowledges a phenomenological approach which ‘views events
as mutually shaped. Multidirectional relationships can be discovered within situations.
Causes are not a prime focus’ (Maykut and Morehouse 1994: 13). However, it must be said
that the whole thesis is something of a hybrid, that some of my approaches correspond more
readily to a positivist paradigm in the sense that in order to change a phenomenon, here a
problematic aspect of art education, I, along with others, have deduced various events and
practices that can be interpreted as causes. It follows (adopting this model’s linearity of
thought) that changing behaviours and evaluating the effects of such change can rectify the
‘problem’. ACHIiS was developed in the belief that certain forms of critical intervention can
inform the art curriculum and challenge its insularity. This is evident in the aims as they

were initially outlined in the research proposal:

a) to test and evaluate the significance of art critical/historical methods to:
*  inform modes of investigation in art and design, and history [later omitted]
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»  provide reflective tools for the evaluation and contextualisation of student
practice in studio-based art and design education

*  demonstrate vehicles for the critical examination of student misconceptions

* develop interdisciplinary, cross-curricular initiatives

*  contribute to intercultural and pluralist syllabuses (this aim addresses the
relationship of art history to critical, historical and contextual studies)

b) to question perceived divisions between theory and practice, understanding and
making, consumption and production. ..

c) to encourage professionals in the field to engage with education at Secondary
level (this aim addresses the issue of continuity and progression through
partnership).

(Addison 1998)

Whether these aims were realised is the concern of the research team in the Synoptic Report
(Addison et al 2003). Here it is more important to ask the question ‘what sort of research
was ACHiS?’

iii) The first sections of this chapter, ‘Developing research’, ‘Methodological positioning’,
‘Critical practice and collaboration’ and ‘Interventions’ provide an extended definition of
ACHIS (partly descriptive of events, partly reflective and evaluative and partly an attempt to
position the project in relation to other models of action research). In the closing sections
‘ACHiS as a prototype’ and ‘Evaluation’, I consider whether the methodology of ACHIS, as
it unfolded, took the forms it did in response to the situations outlined in Part Two, situations
within which the ACHiS research team was deeply immersed. Before considering the modes
of action research employed to carry the project through I look at the hermeneutic tradition
as it pertains to educational research. I do so because the use of methodologies derived from

phenomenological hermeneutics informed the initial stages of ACHiS.

Hermeneutics

1. The hermeneutic object/subject of this inquiry is acts of semiosis, the making-sense of
experience through the creative act of sign production and sign reception (both interpretative
processes of meaning making). The fundamental position of interpretation given here rests
on the idea that the making of signs is a process in which the sign-maker selects, or indeed
creates, from available cultural resources,'® metaphors/analogies that most forcibly (not
necessarily most clearly)'' represent/embody experience (Kress and Leeuwen 1996). The
selective process of production is, in effect, an interpretative act and, following the theories
19 Natural phenomenon become cultural once they signify on the level of language/symbol — a tree bearing fruit
may be independent of culture but when it is husbanded to the economy or when it is used to signify
bountifulness it is appropriated by that culture and joins its conception of the real.

' These metaphors reference the affective as a way of understanding the world, a way that does not pretend to the
‘objectivity’ of rational/logical modes of representation.
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of Charles Sanders Peirce (1839-1914), the reception of the produced sign is also an act of
interpretation (1966). The form this interpretation takes is a further sign (for Peirce the
interpretant) which is the recipient’s response (whether that response takes the form of a
thought or an action). The evidence for critical agency lies in the actions of students
themselves, whether these actions are the making of utterances, images, gestures or the use
of any other semiotic modes. However, because such phenomena, historical acts of
consciousness, are immeasurably complex constellations of desires, reasonings, determinants
and so on, no scientific method could conceivably pin them down. Thus my rationale for
taking into consideration hermeneutic phenomenology, which, despite its theological
pedigree, has become an attempt to strip present consciousness of accumulated
misinterpretations, a culturally and historically conscious way to get at possibilities (Hans-
Georg Gadamer 1977). In the dialogic paradigm of phenomenological hermeneutics the
continuous to and fro of sign-making (the circularity of hermeneutics) constitutes a
continuous process of becoming (Heidegger in Gadamer 1977) a process of possibility that
for many poststructuralists (for example see Derrida 1976) signals the elusiveness or perhaps
promiscuity of meaning; not a ‘becoming’ rather a never getting there. The production and
reception of art are just such processes, the one an interpretative act representing/embodying
experience, the other an interpretative act that aims at understanding (itself a representation).
Such understanding may in turn lead to a further embodiment, even if this embodiment has
no pretence to permanence (for example a gesture)'” and so round again. Throughout this
thesis I am concerned with processes of reception and understanding, processes that tend to
be mediated through language. But, through ACHIS, I shall also consider the extent to
which systematic, linguistic interpretation might better encourage critically informed acts of
making/selecting objects/events, multimodal constructions (‘texts’) in which the visual,
material and symbolic are foregrounded, in other words how language might lubricate rather

than clog the cyclic process."

The hermeneutic tradition

2. The subjective/objective, qualitative/quantitative dichotomy of research methodologies
bears similarities to the image/word, appearance/reality oppositions discussed in
‘Iconoscepticism’ (Addison 2003). But, just as words mediate understandings of the
imaged/artefactual world so they mediate understandings of lived experience (in one form or
another, a key function of research within the social sciences, although its purpose may also

be to propose alternative ways in which life might be experienced). In the earliest

12 However, it could be argued that any sign has an in built permanence if one agrees that a definition of the sign
is when a signifier/signified attains a repeatable relationship to a referent (object).

B See Appendix 1 for a working definition of art (from a chapter since abandoned) that I formulated to assist me
in defining this elusive and contested category which is, nonetheless, central to the concerns of this thesis.
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formulations of this inquiry my emphasis on epistemological questions such as, ‘what
methods of interpretation have efficacy’? is evidence of my traditional pedagogic training.
This is indicative of a desire for ‘right’ solutions (‘albethey’ democratically distributed) a
desire to look, judge and control. David Smith (1999) calls this the ‘tradition of
consciousness’ one that ‘shapes curriculum decision-making as fundamentally a form of
arbitration over the correctness or appropriateness of ideas, that is a judgement of the degree
to which they “re-present” reality’ (p. 36). The agreed truthfulness of these representations,
their authority, depends on their conformity to various norms; Smith suggests that the most
pervasive representations today are science and common sense. The hermeneutic tradition
questions any such authority and by so doing immediately raises questions about relative
positions, multiple answers, of the ‘plurilog’ (Shohat and Stam 1995). Calling on Gadamer,
Richard Rorty (1980) makes clear the distinction between hermeneutics and epistemology:

‘the hermeneutic phenomenon is basically not a problem of method at all’ rather,
Gadamer is asking, roughly, [Truth and Method (1975)] what conclusions might be
drawn from the fact that we have to practise hermeneutics - from the ‘hermeneutic
phenomenon’ as a fact about people which the epistemological tradition has tried to
shunt aside. ‘The hermeneutics developed here’ he says, ‘is not ... a methodology of
the human sciences but an attempt to understand what the human sciences truly are,
beyond their methodological self-consciousness, and what connects them with the
totality of our experience of the world’. (my italics)

(pp. 357-358)

Rorty precedes this commentary by stating:

In the interpretation I shall be offering, ‘hermeneutics’ is not the name for a discipline,
nor for a method of achieving the sort of results which epistemology failed to achieve,
nor for a programme of research. On the contrary, hermeneutics is an expression of
hope that the cultural space left by the demise of epistemology will not be filled - that
our culture should become one in which the demand for constraint and confrontation
is no longer felt.

(p. 315)

This hope is a necessary one for the project of empowerment, for the practice of pluralism:
‘Hermeneutics sees the relations between various discourses as those of strands in a possible
conversation, a conversation which presupposes no disciplinary matrix which unites the
speakers, but where the hope of agreement is never lost so long as the conversation lasts’
(ibid: 318). In Chapter 8, on critical pedagogy, I shall return to this position and discuss the
assumed neutrality of conversational procedures and the potential asymmetry of its power
relations. But I intend to neglect this assumption for the moment so that this “hope’ can be

viewed from the hermeneutic position.

3. Conversation is entirely at odds with the tradition of consciousness for which disciplinary

argument is a primary, methodological tool. Across disciplines, validity is determined in
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terms of objectivity (empirical data) and or abstraction (number). Once an argument is won
the ‘truth’ can be agreed. In this tradition, pedagogy takes on the role of transmission and
cultural reproduction. For Welsch (1998), a critic of Rorty, conversational enquiry appears
to be an abnegation of responsibility; argument has been central to the philosophical
tradition although, as Welsch concedes, Rorty does not abandon argument he merely points
out that it should not take place across different ‘types’: argument across paradigms that
share a common basis is, on the contrary, desirable. So, for example, it is fruitless to argue
positions of truthfulness between a way of life based on revelation and one based on
empiricism. However, different ‘types’ may coexist, even within the same person.
Therefore, although these ‘types’ may be mutually contradictory they indicate something of
the way a person’s identity can be split conceptually so that their sense of their own
historicity is severely skewed; the way a person lives rarely conforms to logical constraints.
Although Rorty’s caution serves as a continuous reminder, in his rejoinder Welsch proposes
that different “types’ have points of intersection and that these do not preclude argument:
‘Interconceptual detail-arguments however arguments relating to singular assumptions or

constituents of a conception - are most certainly possible’ (section 5a).

4. For Gadamer the hermeneutic tradition is based on an ontological condition; the need to
‘understand’. This ontological condition could be caricatured as ‘to be is to interpret’.'* His
teacher Martin Heidegger (1889-1976) expressed this as fundamental: “The phenomenology
of Being (Dasein) is a hermeneutic in the primordial signification of this word, where it
designates this business of interpreting’ (in Smith 1999: 32). The very practices of the arts,
both productive and receptive, could be argued as products of this condition. As such the
laws that govern and limit these practices are historically and culturally specific.”* However,
comfortingly, Rorty (1980) claims: ‘From the educational, as opposed to the epistemological
or the technological, point of view, the way things are said is more important than the
possession of truths’ (p. 359). Much of this inquiry is concerned with what is said in striving
for, rather than arriving at, truth.

5. Gadamer insists that knowledge is not the goal of thinking, rather it is Bildung (education,
self-formation). This is evidently a never-ending process, the hermeneutic condition, from
which there is no escape, especially in the epistemological chimera of fixed truths. Rorty

suggests that Gadamer’s terminology is not helpful to an English speaking audience:

Since ‘education’ sounds a bit too flat, and Bildung a bit too foreign, I shall use
‘edification’ to stand for this project of finding new, better, more interesting, more

' This notion has much in common with the post-structuralist idea that nothing exists outside of language or
discourse.

'3 My attempt to assess the educational efficacy of current practice and make recommendations as to its
methodological validity, is just that, culturally and historically specific.
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fruitful ways of speaking. The attempt to edify (ourselves or others) may consist in
the hermeneutic activity of making connections between our own culture and some
exotic culture [sic] or historical period, or between our own discipline and another
discipline which seems to pursue incommensurable aims in an incommensurable
vocabulary. (my italics)

(ibid: 360)

Rorty identifies the two educational approaches that I feel are necessary for this historical

moment, intercultural and interdisciplinary investigation.'®

6. Smith too identifies attributes of the hermeneutic tradition that appeal because they offer
an antidote to the deeply earnest rhetoric of educational writing. He reminds readers that
Hermes (etymologically the root of hermeneutic) was not only the messenger of the Greek

gods but was in addition:

known for a number of other qualities such as eternal youthfulness, friendliness,
prophetic power and fertility... There is one further aspect of Hermes that may be
worth noting, namely his impudence... Modern students of hermeneutics should be
mindful that their interpretations could lead them into trouble with ‘authorities’.
(1999: 27)

One implication of this reminder is that interpretation may question, indeed confound,
naturalised understandings and thus the authority of those who would repeat, reinforce and
make others rehearse them. There is for Smith a sense that acts of interpretation may be
playful, possibly disrespectful; those deploying tried and tested methods had better be wary.
If the tradition of consciousness desires stability, hermeneutics is its enemy; if the critical
tradition desires change, it only does so to establish a new order and thus a new stability;
hermeneutics, once the new order is won, is not its friend. Such an admission is both
delightful and worrying. Supposing, through this inquiry, that I wished to inform
interpretative practice in the art classroom, not by evaluating different methodological
approaches through critique, but by getting inside the thought processes of one student in the
act of ‘impudent’ interpretation, impudence founded on a mistrust of systematic method. In
this instance my hermeneutic task would be worrying, for it would be impossible to probe
the intricacies of the student’s interpretative act so that its full paradigmatic significance, its
relation to their lived experience and possible futures would be given justice. And yet the
description of one such act, one particular way of speaking, so insignificant to the makers of
policy (the assessed scheme of things), would be a task to relish, a creative and playful (if

intrusive) act of interpretation in itself. I leave such delights to the more adventurous."’

1 Rorty’s language suggests very real gulfs in the cultural field (‘exotic’ is hardly equivalent to, for example,
Raymond William’s use of ‘other’ (1965) see chapter 8: note 78.

17" Since writing this chapter I have attempted something like this see Addison (2003a).
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7. The breadth of the task I have set myself is both more limiting and crude because survey
and generalisation (the literature search and critique of current practice) do violence to the
particular, to the ways people actually live. The neatness of generalisation, the absolute
metanarratives of the traditions of consciousness and critique: theological, dialectical,
spiritual or material, this tidying-up of loose ends militates against a truly hermeneutic
enquiry which has the potential to reinvest educational research with the detail and
messiness of experience. It appears then that I am addressing the processes of
phenomenological hermeneutics as a check against the tendency of positivist research to
select the evidence to fit the theory, it has for me the function of an ethical restraint, of
keeping doubt alive. Simultaneously it enables me to be honest about the sequential point in
time that a particular view is formed and then expressed; it enables me to say: ‘I think this
now even though I did not think this before’: ‘any study carried on in the name of
hermeneutics should provide a report of the researcher’s own transformations undergone in

the process of inquiry’ (Smith 1999: 38).

8. At one point in his brief survey of the western hermeneutic tradition Smith proffers two

alternatives of validity, he asks:

whether the authority for the meaning of a given text resides within a traditional
interpretative community such as the Church (or now the State), or whether a text has
its own internal meaning and integrity which can be recovered by any well-intended
individual possessed of the right skills.

(1999: 29)

In this statement Smith retains the notion (hope?) that there might be a definite, originating
message, and therefore that a ‘faithful” interpreter must develop ‘creative’ skills of
translation. If Smith’s model is not exactly one of transmission, for the message may be
received and its meaning for a particular recipient ‘negotiated’, then it still privileges
intentionality; any agency is in the hands of the ‘originator’ rather than the interpreter or
recipient. Indeed Smith invokes the spirit of Scheiermacher to talk of divination (p. 30). For
Smith, the argument seems to be one of possession: who owns the authority to interpret?
Implicit in such an argument is the notion that the second of his interpreters, the well-
intentioned one, must keep some critical distance from the object of interpretation. This
interpreter must possess both the requisite skills and, through merit rather than authority and
a recognition of potential audiences, must possess integrity themselves if the integrity of the
original is to be represented in translation. Questions that arise from his proposition are: can
the interpreter rid their interpretation of traces of self? Can the individual rid themselves of
the prejudices that Smith infers of the institution? These questions are often avoided in acts
of interpretation (Elkins 2000). However, within the critical tradition, the act of self-

positioning whereby a writer states her/his ‘ideological position’ at least foregrounds the

34



perspective from which the writer understands the object/subject of study, encouraging the
reader to assess the author’s ‘critical distance’ for themselves (see Gramsci 1971; Said
1980).

9. The emphasis here on personal traces is intimately linked with the notion of historical
traces. ‘According to Heidegger, human experience of the world takes place within a
horizon of past, present and future’ (Smith 1999: 33). Therefore any new thing is initially
interpreted in relation to the structures and patterns of past experience even if, as a result,
those structures and patterns are subsequently altered. But this indicates that the now is
experienced both as a part of a continuum and a potential, thus interpretation can be both
historically informed and creatively transformative, contingent on past and future. However,
this is not to suggest some priority for innocent (read uninformed) reception. Rorty reminds

the hermeneut that:

Education has to start from acculturation... We must see ourselves as en-soi  as
described by those statements which are objectively true in the judgement of our peers

before there is any point in seeing ourselves pour-soi. Similarly, we cannot be
educated without finding out a lot about descriptions of the world offered by our
culture (e.g. by learning the results of the natural sciences). Later perhaps we may put
less value on ‘being in touch with reality’ but we can afford that only after having
passed through stages of implicit, and then explicit and self-conscious, conformity to
the norms of the discourses going on around us

(1980: 365)

10. For Smith (1999) a prerequisite of hermeneutics is attentiveness to language: ‘Every
hermeneutic scholar should have a good etymological dictionary at her or his side... Itis
important to gain a sense of the etymological traces carried in words to see what they point
to historically... [language] is reflective of our desires, our regrets and our dreams; in its
silences it even tells us of what we would forget’ (p. 39): just so in the case of art. For
example, if the codes and conventions of a work of art fall outside the common knowledge
of an interpretative community, its common history, any interpretation would only project
the community’s own values unless historical and contextual information were provided or
sought. But the current habit of some art historians to assert context as something that can

determine interpretation is questioned in the habits of semiotics:

The idea of ‘context’ as that which will, in a legislative sense, determine the contours
of the work in question is therefore different from the ‘context’ that semiotics
proposes: what the latter points to is, on the one hand, the unarrestable mobility of the
signifier, and on the other, the construction of the work of art within always specific
contexts of viewing.

(Bal and Bryson 1991: 246)

11. These contexts of viewing not only include the artwork’s often decontextualised site but

the expectations, assumptions and insights of the viewer. For the educator this poses
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problems because if they admit only ‘knowledgeable’ responses they inhibit the student
interpreter in their attempt to relate the work to their own past, their lived experience. But
without knowledge misunderstanding is the result. The point at which interpretation takes
place is in the intersections, the places where histories meet; this means that teachers need to
be aware of the histories of their students as well as their ‘subject’ of study. Gadamer (1977)
states:

According to its original definition, hermeneutics is the art of clarifying and mediating
by our own effort of interpretation what is said by persons we encounter in tradition.
Hermeneutics operates wherever what is said is not immediately intelligible... since
the time of this original definition, the growing historical consciousness has made us
aware of the misunderstanding and the possible unintelligibility of all tradition...
since the time of the German romantics, therefore, the task of hermeneutics has been
defined as avoiding misunderstanding. With this definition, hermeneutics acquires a
domain that in principle reaches as far as the expression of meaning as such.

(my italics)

(p- 98)

The avoidance of misunderstanding is a cry familiar to critical pedagogues, although the
avoidance of misunderstanding, as engineered by those who would have you misunderstand,
better summarises their position. Terry Eagleton (1983) is wary and suspicious of the claim
of hermeneutics to develop understanding. He points out that ‘tradition’ for Gadamer, as for
T.S. Eliot, is quite specific; respectively German classicism and the Great European
Tradition. Only certain understandings are worth having and only certain people are worth
engaging in dialogue. The prejudices that a person from tradition brings to bear on a cultural
phenomenon are not negative because they are ‘pre-understandings’ flowing from the

tradition itself. Eagleton interprets Gadamer’s method:

Creative prejudices, as against ephemeral and distorting ones, are those which arise
from the tradition and bring us into contact with it. The authority of the tradition
itself, linked with our own strenuous self-reflection, will sort out which of our
preconceptions are legitimate and which are not — just as historical distance between
ourselves and a work of the past, far from creating an obstacle to true understanding,
actually aids such recognition by stripping the work of all that was of merely passing
significance about it.

(1983: 72)

With this Gadamer takes the hermeneut right back to transcendental essences, to the sense of
right which underpins the policy statements of officials such as Nicholas Tate
(see Chapter 1: 5).

12. Although the hermeneutic check has been a part of the process of developing my
research (and I shall have recourse to it again in those chapters that describe and evaluate its
applied aspects) given Eagleton’s interpretation, the exclusivity of Gadamer’s hermeneutics

clearly cannot be part of the answer in the specific context of art education in secondary
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schools at the beginning of the twenty first century. Rather than ally myself'to a tradition
that hierarchises difference I nonetheless wish to stress the hermeneutic endeavour at the
centre of this thesis and of my developing hermeneutic interest in the visual and multimodal

productions of students following courses in art and design."®

Developing research

Instead of being encouraged to use language to form and communicate sensitive and
revealing observations which have grown out of real experience, there is a tendency to
‘reduce knowledge to a set of principles which allow no escape’ and which appear to
have little relevance to personal viewpoint.

(Swift and Steers 1999: 282)

13. Initially, ACHiS was designed as a training rather than a research programme and its
aims were therefore far from hermeneutic. In its incipient incarnation ACHiS was an
intervention within the Artists in Schools course (AiS), a cross arts training programme run
by the London Arts Board and validated by the Institute of Education, University of London
(IoE) which trained artists, dancers, musicians, poets etc, to plan, carry out and evaluate
residencies in primary and secondary schools. In 1997, through an advertisement in the
Association of Art Historians’ newsletter ‘Bulletin’, art critics and art historians were invited
to apply for a place on the AiS course and an art historian was accepted. Her residency and
report were to act retrospectively as a pilot (ACHiS archive, IoE) and in this way the ACHiS
research project was designed by appropriating the model of the artists’ residency. This
model has often been used since the 1970s as an interventionist strategy through which the
subject knowledge of teachers and students alike is developed and enriched but which has
been subsequently assessed as pandering to a deficit model where teachers’ professionalism
is questioned (Burgess 1995). Despite this negative interpretation, it was during the art
historian’s school placement that [ began to formulate a research programme that utilised the
residency model. This was partly in response to the way the art historian brought different
agencies together to produce cross-disciplinary partnerships; here she organised a triangular
partnership between a school (a co-educational comprehensive), a gallery (Tate Britain, then
the Tate Gallery) and a university. After the pilot, and before enlarging ACHiS to run as a
parallel training programme alongside the AiS, it was important to canvas the secondary

18 Since embarking on this thesis I have increasingly gravitated to a form of educational research that starts with
the actions of students and teachers rather than one that attempts to illustrate a theoretical or political position by
exemplifying it in terms of particular instances of action (choosing an action to fit the theory) (see Addison and
Burgess 2003; Addison 2003a). In this move I have been profoundly influenced by the interpretative practices of
the London Semiotic Circle which met to debate the work that Gunther Kress and Theo Van Lecuwen were
generating in the field of education and visual education in particular (1996). It is also important to recognise art
educationalists producing critical work that acknowledges semiotics as a necessary analytical method for the
interpretation of student production and agency and I am thinking specifically of the work of Dennis Atkinson
(2002) who identifies his work as a hermeneutic process.
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schools in partnership with the art and design PGCE at the IoE for their interest, and a
majority declared a desire to participate. Despite this positive result there was nothing
similar from art critics and historians who, by and large, imagined work in schools as a kind
of last, desperate resort.”” Nonetheless, in agreement with colleagues at the IoE, I persisted
in my belief that the critical residency might be a way to effect change in the art curriculum
and therefore had to reconsider the means by which to gain support. As the training
programme had not gained the anticipated interest it became clear that my developing
research proposal would be a more attractive vehicle for art critics and art historians and a
timely one because of the paucity of school-based research in this area. In shifting from a
training- to a research-based activity the methodological principles of the project required

fundamental review, although training was to remain a key component.

Reconsidering ACHiS as action research

14. This shift in intentions initially seemed more like a shift in emphasis. As the research
proposer, I began modifying the specifications for the training programme in an attempt to
conjure a research proposal. Because the residency model was already set up and was
attractive to schools, the only type of educational research that could be readily and
appropriately grafted onto it was action research. Action research is a methodology often
called upon when there is a perceived ‘problem’, a lack or a need, but in those instances
where the causes of the ‘problem’ are not known or where the ways in which it can be met
are unclear.” It is thought that through careful participant observation a ‘problem’ can be
identified and, subsequently, strategies for its amelioration formulated. These are then
applied and evaluated. Adams et al (1997) suggest four characteristic elements of action

research:

a strong interest...in helping practitioners deal with problems of practice; a broad
methodological interest in interpretative methods; a growth of collaborative work in
curriculum development and evaluation; an explicit ideological commitment to
addressing social and political problems of education through participatory research
carried out by practitioners.

(p. 89)

1 Opinions based on responses to advertising placed in the AAH newsletter Bulletin, the AAH website and
conversations with the AAH Student Subcommittee Chair.

The origins and history of action research are variously presented. Kemmis (1988) amongst others, proposes
its origin in a theory formulated in the 1940s by the American psychologist Kurt Lewin who, inspired by the
American philosopher John Dewey, defined action research as ‘proceeding in a spiral of steps, each of which is
composed of planning, action and the evaluation of the result of action’ (p.8). McKeman (1991) would go back
further insisting on the positivist genealogy of action research by claiming that it developed from the late
nineteenth century Science in Education movement (p.8). A history of its origins is also explained differently
depending on the cultural and geographical location of the historian, for example McTaggart (1991: 2) cites
Moreno’s research on Viennese prostitutes in 1913. Whatever the origin, all these examples share emancipatory
goals and participatory methodologies. It is therefore not surprising to realise that the forms of action research
employed in UK education today have specific and transparently political origins.
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Elliot would concur:

What distinguishes action research from other forms of educational enquiry are its
transformative intentions and the methodological principles (not methods) such
intentions imply. The methodology of educational action research might be briefly
summarized as follows:

1  itis directed towards the realization of an educational ideal, e.g. as represented by
a pedagogical aim;

2 it focuses on changing practice to make it more consistent with the ideal;

it gathers evidence of the extent to which the practice is consistent/inconsistent

with the ideal and seeks explanations for inconsistencies by gathering evidence

about the operation of contextual factors;

4 it problematizes some of the tacit theories which underpin and shape practice,
i.e., taken-for-granted beliefs and norms;
it involves practitioners in generating and testing action hypotheses about how to
effect worthwhile educational change.

w

(1997: 25)

15. Action research has tended to suggest research involving insider rather than outsider
observers/participants, i.e. practising teachers (ibid: 23-24); ACHiS, in attracting practising
critics/historians as ‘interventionists’ (albeit in partnership with teachers), can be seen as
something of a hybrid. Nonetheless, the diverse activities of the ACHIiS research team
correspond very closely to Elliot’s methodology in the following ways: the educational ideal
of ACHIS is the development of a critical and socially engaged curriculum in art and design
and current practice has been identified as falling short of this ideal (Davies 1995), in other
words practice can be characterised as acritical, formalist/expressive and hermetic. During
the planning stage, the action researchers were to spend time in conversation with their
teacher/collaborator observing learning and teaching in the context of their host department.
It must be remembered that specialist subject classrooms develop very particular cultures
presenting a ritualised space that needs to be ‘navigated’ by students who are themselves
socially situated in different ways, never mind the interventionist researcher. ACHiS, asa
critical and discursive intervention, questioned the emphasis on making in a non-discursive
art, craft and design environment and therefore challenged particular theories of
expressivism in which talking is a hindrance to free expression (see Chapter 6: 1.10). But
because ACHiS was conceived as a collaborative intervention (planned and implemented in
partnership with art teachers) it also questions the logocentric tradition, a tradition that
invites teachers in secondary schools to privilege language as a means to report and explain
phenomenon rather than as a means to support visual and somatic processes (Addison 2003).
Finally, the planning and evaluative procedures for ACHiS involved all participants
(although to different degrees, degrees that at times proved asymmetrical). There are further
dimensions to the ACHIiS project that have much to do with the different subject positions of
the various participants. It is worth examining briefly the historical trajectory of action

research as it will illuminate some of the motivations of the key participants.
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16. During the 1960s staff from innovative secondary modern schools, frustrated, indeed
exasperated by the structure of failure inherent in the 11-plus system, were motivated to

reconceptualise the curriculum to meet the needs of their students (Holt 1984):

These schools attempted to change the curriculum to make it more relevant to the
experience of everyday living in contemporary society. Such attempts involved:

restructuring the content of the curriculum around life themes rather than
subjects;
representing content as resources for thinking about the problems and issues of
everyday living rather than simply information to be learned;

+ transforming the teaching-learning process from the systematic transmission of
information to a discussion-based inquiry;
collaboration between teachers across subject specialisms.

(Elliot 1997: 18)

The motivations of those academics who instigated and or encouraged the ACHiS research,
(including myself and at least two of the action researchers) were related to these strategies,
strategies that go some way to fulfil the principles of an education for social equity (Trowell
2001). ACHIS was therefore rooted in a project seeking interdisciplinary collaboration,
ongoing, if interrupted, from the 1960s. In relation to these strategies the ACHiS team
correspondingly assumed that the skills and knowledge required to implement the ‘critical’
dimensions of the National Curriculum and examination syllabuses were not necessarily
possessed by all who teach at secondary level. There was already convincing advocacy to
suggest that critical and historical skills and knowledge are empowering for teachers and
students helping them to develop visual literacy to inform both academic and social practice
(Raney 1997). If visual literacy was to be a key aim for art and design (DfE 1995) an
emphasis on methods of inquiry rather than content would challenge subject-specific
assumptions and orthodoxies, particularly the culture of ‘making’ that can militate against
inquiry and discursive practices. The research team also believed in the reciprocity of
interdisciplinary collaboration, in this instance, recognising that teachers’ knowledge of
studio practice could inform critical and historical practice. This last point is particularly
significant as the expertise of teachers is often overlooked in collaborative work between
universities and schools.”’ In the case of art and design the practical orientation of teachers’
knowledge is twofold, in other words both their pedagogy and subject knowledge within the
field are ‘practical’ and thus within a logocentric culture, suspect. Art historians and critics,
however, come with all the baggage of the logocentric; it was therefore always a danger
within ACHIiS that the hierarchised status of the interventionist action researchers might
skew the equitable power-relations needed for the collaborative dimension of the project to

succeed. At a point in March 2000, just before the ACHiS research reports were due, 1

%! The skewed power relations in this relationship replicates the way in which a pioneering research project of the
1960s/70s, The Humanities and Research Project, was heavily criticised (Kemmis 1989).
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decided to return to methodological considerations and examine in more detail where ACHiS
could be positioned in relation to a typology of research. I thought that such investigation
w ould better enable the team to evaluate findings and would enable me to consider their

significance for this thesis.

Methodological positioning

17. It is generally accepted that positivism, the dominant twentieth century epistemological
paradigm, and the favoured tool of positivists, quantitative research, is an inadequate mode
of inquiry for understanding plurality; the diversity of subject positions and contexts and the
role of agency within a project of empowerment: ‘The speech patterns and behavior [sic] of
actors or agents and the specific context in which these behaviors occur are what the
qualitative researcher is trying to understand. The purpose of qualitative research is to get at
the world of the agent or subject’ (Maykut and Morehouse 1994: 20). This reorientation has
produced qualitative paradigms that explicitly critique the aims of positivist research, both
established and emerging alternatives, especially phenomenological (ibid) and feminist
(Reinharz 1992). Robert Stake, a pioneer of qualitative research in the social sciences,
identifies the positivist model by a different term: ‘Many evaluation plans are more
“preordinate”, emphasising (1) statement of goals (2) use of objective tests, (3) standards
held by program personnel, and (4) research type reports” (in Shadish et al 1991: 275). He
contrasts ‘preordinate’ to ‘responsive evaluation’, one that performs a service. ACHiS
conforms to his ‘preordinate’ typology except in respect of (2) ‘use of objective tests’ (this
would be a major flaw in the eyes of a positivist evaluator even though the director’s and the
research reports draw on quantitative data gleaned from questionnaires and semi-structured
interviews, see Addison et al 2002). However, if the aims of ACHiS are related to Jurgen
Habermas’ epistemological paradigms (1973) they have a further dimension. He proposes:
1) the Empirical-Analytic (identified above as positivist) 2) the Interpretive-Hermeneutic
(above as phenomenological) and 3) the Critical-Theoretic. At its most ambitious level,
ACHIS relates to this third paradigm for the ACHiS team hoped to inform critical practice ir
secondary art education so that it could (however modestly) contribute to a transformative
education (see Chapter 8, Critical Pedagogy). I say, ‘at its most ambitious’ because ACHiS
can in no way be said to possess purist pretensions, it is no more a solely critical-theoretic
study than it is a phenomenological-hermeneutic one. ACHiS was a pragmatic alliance
between different methods that are often perceived as conflicting and I intend to explain my
choices briefly and suggest that perceived contradictions are more like paradoxes, an

essential ingredient of the dialectical process.
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18. For Stake (in Shadish et al 1991: 270-314) those researchers who take on an attitude or
posture of judgement, those who critique existing practice and offer well-intentioned
recommendations for change, are deeply suspect. Such an attitude smacks of paternalism
and is unlikely to recognise or accommodate others’ values. For Stake description as
opposed to judgement allows readers to decide for themselves. This descriptive, non-
judgemental approach has its disciples in art education, for example it is proudly employed
in Angela Rogers and Dave Allen’s ‘What’s Happening to Photography?’ (1997). But such
choices are sometimes as much strategic as philosophical, intended to counter hierarchically-
based recommendations in the belief that intended audiences will be more receptive to an
egalitarian, open mode, one grounded in developments in ethnography (Hammersley 1992:
43-56). The qualitative approaches adopted by myself and the ACHiS team rejected a purely
descriptive function, recognising a basic premise of hermeneutics, namely that meaning is
something produced through an act of interpretation, it is not something that can be reported

because it does not pre-exist the act:

This distinguishes the hermeneutic effort from, say, ethnographic and grounded theory
formulations wherein the task is to try to give an account of people’s thoughts and
actions strictly from their own point of view. Hermeneutically we understand how
impossible such a task is, given that I always interpret others from within the frame of
our common language and experience so that whatever I say about you is also a saying
about myself.

(Smith 1999: 42)

This latter observation requires of the researcher a self-consciousness, in which,
paradoxically, they achieve a certain critical distance from themselves. Therefore, in
understanding how their actions, interventions and conversations informed the developing

action research, the ACHiS team acknowledged that:

Knowing is critical knowing which aims to render transparent tacit and hidden
assumptions by initiating a process of transformation designed to liberate and, to use a
favourite term of this paradigm, empower people. Since people act upon their world
in order to transform it, a central notion is that of praxis, the reciprocity of thought and
action.

(Pearse 1992: 244-252)

Feminist researchers have much to say on issues of empowerment and the ethics of scrutiny,
(for example on the closeness/distance dichotomy, Reinharz 1992: 69-71) especially when
research aims to liberate marginal and oppressed groups of people. The ACHiS team, in
being wholeheartedly participatory (in some instances close to the point of immersion),
anticipated that if the action researchers hoped to attain a degree of objectivity (distance)
(without which research is unlikely to have any impact save for the participants) then the
main ‘object’ of study would have to be the researchers themselves and their relationship

with others. However, because in its first year ACHiS had been designed by a director,
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modified by a research team, implemented in schools as a directed but collaborative
intervention, and only evaluated by all participants once the residencies were over, it
portrays only trace elements of the fluid, organic models of action research favoured by

many feminists (Smail et al quoted in Reinharz 1992: 180; Lather 1988: 43-48).

19. Researchers who identify with one or more of these alternative paradigms favour
qualitative approaches largely because they avoid the fixed postulates of positivism, its a
priori assumptions voiced as hypotheses, tested (and ‘proved’) through scientific experiment
and deductive processes. Qualitative methods invite the researcher to form hypothesis only
after observation and or engagement, a process of discovery akin to induction. However, the
emphasis here is on immersion rather than distance, ‘perspectival’ism not objectivity
(Maykut and Morehouse 1994: 16) ‘groundedness’ not abstraction, empathy not sympathy,
concepts that have deep cultural and gendered resonances in addition to their academic and
professional oppositions. The degree to which ACHiS can be identified with any one side of

these oppositions will be discussed.

The ‘posture’ of the ACHiS researchers

20. The ‘posture’ (Maykut and Morehouse 1994: 25-40) of the ACHiS researchers in the
complex phenomenon of a school and classroom environment was multiple: collaborator,
interventionist, participant observer and evaluator. Such complexities and multiple roles
correspond to what Maykut and Morehouse describe as ‘indwelling’ (a term appropriated
from Polanyi through Heidegger): ‘A qualitative researcher learns about significant aspects
of reality by indwelling in these complexities. These complexities ... cannot be understood
by one-dimensional reductionist approaches; they demand the human-as-instrument; they
demand indwelling’ (ibid: 27). Of significance here is the issue of time. It is notable that
‘indwelling’ can only be said to have characterised the approach, attitudes and evaluative
procedures of the two researchers who already had experience of teaching in secondary
schools (they both had an art and design PGCE); it was only they who were able to
acclimatise themselves to the specific culture of their respective schools because they were
already acclimatised to the culture of schooling (see Finnan and Levin 2000). One flaw of
the research was therefore the limited amount of time allocated to planning and diagnosis,
the period in which researchers and teachers had an opportunity to build professional and
potentially empathetic relationships. Although there were very real instances of professional
conduct, mutual respect and cooperation, out of a total of ten researcher/teacher partnerships,
four relationships were profoundly antagonistic (two in each year). Limited time, therefore,
problematised the collaborative dimension of the project and determined its interventionist

emphasis. (The various professional backgrounds and research interests of the researchers
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and teachers and the types of school in which the residencies were placed are outlined in the

Synoptic Report; Addison et al 2003, and are reproduced in Appendix 2.)

Critical practice and collaboration

An assumption

21. Many art educators believe that knowledge of art history and its practices are a necessary
part of a critical art education. As director of ACHiS, I assumed, perhaps unwisely, that art
critics and art historians would believe the inverse of this equation. One aim of ACHiS was
to elaborate a model of practice in which critical thinking and making are interdependent,
indivisible parts of studio practice. But this aim was not necessarily pursued by all
researchers (although it was discussed on numerous occasions with both researchers and
teachers). At least one residency in the first year might be characterised as a discipline-
based, art historical project running parallel to studio practice. In another, the discursive
environment encouraged by the researcher was one in which the art teacher refused to
participate, in effect rejecting the model in a very public and divisive way and thus militating
against the principle of collaboration. During the first year, the degree to which the
researchers managed to build a collaborative model was in any case limited due to a range of

contextual factors. Nonetheless, the following generalisations can be deduced:

1) teachers need to be involved in most if not all the planning sessions, not two half
days as arranged;

2) teachers should attend all teaching sessions in school (in one instance a teacher
was having to teach two classes simultaneously; in other instances the teacher
was rarely present);

3) teachers should negotiate clear classroom roles with researchers to lessen the

possibility of duplication and/or contradiction.

ACHIS and power relations

22. After the experience of the first year, and with the second fast approaching, money was
vired from project expenses that had been overestimated (travel) to support the collaborative
element of the research (particularly at the planning stage). What occurred was a substantial
shift in power relations which meant that the critical/historical intervention was, in the case
of four of the five residencies, secondary and subservient to the existing schemes of work
already planned by the collaborating teachers. As a precursor to ACHiS, The Humanities

Curriculum Project, instigated under the auspices of Stenhouse (1975) was university-led



and thus structurally different from early action research in schools. However, Stenhouse

and his teacher/researchers held a common belief that:

The subject matter of the humanities was not to be regarded as a source of objective
knowledge accessed by learners on the basis of an authority relation with experts
through a process of instruction. Regarding it as a resource for reflecting about their
experience rather than be questioned about it, and to have opportunities for free and
open discussion about the issues they raise. Such a learning process implied giving
learners space in which to express the individuality and creativity of their thinking.
(Elliot 1997: 21)

One result of the project was to involve classroom teachers in the implementation of new
curriculum materials and pedagogic methods (although the majority believed that such
prescription of pedagogic method infringed their autonomy). However, as some of the
project was devised in collaboration with university academics (who had access to recent
theoretical models and the legitimation to give credibility to findings) the more ‘critical and
sceptical’ teachers participated (Elliot 1997: 22). ACHiS too was a partnership between
school teachers and university researchers. These participants held in common a sense that a
critical and discursive environment could help students develop their making. However, the
weighting of this dimension and the role of writing within the process remained contentious

to the end.

Emerging relationships within action research

23. The question of definition, what type of research was ACHiS?, can be more
appropriately answered by shifting from historical relationships to emerging ones. The
overarching definition provided by Cohen and Manion (1994) (the text used by the team
during the planning sessions) more readily accommodates ACHiS as it unfolded. For them

action research is:

situational - it is concerned with diagnosing a problem in a specific context and
attempting to solve it in that context; it is usually (though not inevitably) collaborative
- teams of researchers and practitioners work together on a project; it is participatory -
team members themselves take part directly or indirectly in implementing research;
and it is self-evaluative - modifications are continuously evaluated within the ongoing
situation, the ultimate objective being to improve practice in some way or other.

(p. 186)

When examining this definition in an attempt to tighten the aims and trajectory of the project

the team discussed the following.

1)  The ontological question: what is or can be known? (director’s notes, IoE 1999)
The situation:

A ‘problem’ had been identified as a necessary condition for research prior to the team

meeting and as an integral part of the project proposal; namely:
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Rapid social and technological change suggests that the ability to understand and
communicate visually will be an increasingly important element of secondary
education (Kress & Leeuwen, 1996: 15-16). It is through the agency of visual literacy
(Raney, 1997) a term coined to complement the “core skills” of literacy, numeracy
and communication, that this objective can be most effectively realised. The research
team believes that the methods of art history and criticism offer particularly significant
tools for its development (Fernie, 1995). The radical and positive changes within the
discipline over recent years have largely bypassed schools; this project will enable
teachers to observe the new and interdisciplinary approaches of art history in action, in
the classroom. . .

The need for a sustained contribution by art critics/historians in the classroom has
emerged because of rapid changes in the National Curriculum, in particular the
development of critical and contextual studies as a core component in all Key Stages
in art and design and as a significant objective in GCSE, GNVQ and A level
syllabuses. Currently not all teachers possess the requisite skills an art critic/historian
can bring to help integrate the practical with the theoretical... This action research
project will provide the opportunity to investigate and evaluate how their particular
skills can help teachers develop aspects of the curriculum they sometimes find
problematic.

(Addison 1998: 1)

It has been recognised that:

Many teachers are finding it difficult to manage Attainment Target 2 of the NC art
Order [DFE 1995], (Knowledge and Understanding), interpreting its recommendations
as a form of prescriptive art historical instruction for which they feel ill-prepared both
in terms of resources and, in many instances, their own training. Similarly, provision
for the teaching of critical and contextual studies after KS3 is variable and in many
schools is all too often: ‘an extremely fragile dimension of the art and design

curriculum, largely underdeveloped and predominantly poorly resourced’ (Davies,
1995: 8).

(ibid: 2)

In addition to Davies’ ‘fragile dimension’, other critics including Abbs (1987), Hughes
(1989), Willis (1990), Binch and Robertson (1994), Dawtrey et al (1996) and Dalton (2001)
have noted the unwillingness of secondary art and design teachers to engage with a critical
and investigative curriculum. The QCA survey of the historical resources used in art and
design (1998) identified a limited ‘modernist’ canon dominating reference materials at
nearly all levels of primary and secondary art education. The ACHiS teacher questionnaire,
sent out before the residencies began to collect data on current practice (ACHiS archive,
IoE) suggests a predominantly laissez-faire and/or untheorised and apedagogical approach to

critical, historical and contextual resources and teaching (see Chapter 4: 5, Table 1).

24. Would the team’s initial findings support the literature? (see Chapter 3: 15, Findings:
first year). Four of the five participating schools in the first year were selected because the
named teacher had shown sustained commitment to partnership through membership of the
art and design PGCE working party. They were also ready to admit that they would

appreciate assistance in developing a critical curriculum. This appeared to be a very positive
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beginning for ACHiS. But because the degree of collaboration was limited in the first year
partnership teachers were left with the sense that their opinions were little valued and that
the university researchers considered teachers’ time to be indefinitely open to plunder
(although I believe this was due to a lack of foresight on my part rather than indicative of the
researchers’ actions). This was therefore a problem intrinsic to the internal structure of the
ACHIS project. However, the ‘problem’ in the classroom was going to be difficult to assess
without the input of teachers, or rather, such assessment was going to depend on the

observational and evaluative skills of the researcher.

Interventions

The diagnostic period

25. At an early point in the project the research team (without teachers) discussed how the
action researchers might diagnose the ‘problem’ by noting the uses and role of critical
studies in the specific context of their host department. I suggested that they adopt/adapt the
following observation tasks: ‘In the context of studio-based art and design education in
schools and in relation to both the reception and production of art, craft and design, consider
the role of the critical/historical methods (‘traditional’ & ‘interdisciplinary) used for the
investigation, interpretation and presentation of art and the mediation of language (written
and oral) for the description, analysis, interpretation, evaluation and making of art’ (ACHiS
archive, IoE). As has been mentioned, time militated against a rigorous diagnostic period so
that the researchers’ assessments of practice in their host department were episodic,
impressionistic and partial. Epistemological doubts therefore surfaced: how is the team to
know what learning takes place and how it takes place? At a meeting in December 1999
before the first year residencies had taken place I suggested that after initial contact with the
partnership teacher/school the team reconsider why we were embarking on this research by
revisiting and perhaps modifying the aims of the project to take cognisance of the different

contexts/situations in which they were to be applied.

26. In addition to the research aims reproduced at the beginning of this chapter the proposal

went on to claim that ACHiS would:

enable the research team to question orthodoxies, broaden the curriculum, underline
its cross-curricular links and examine the complementary possibilities of new and old
methods. In order to explore the value of these aims we propose to establish a series
of professional residencies by art critics/historians in the form of action research. Art
historical methods will be used and evaluated with pupils, initially in two areas, art
and design, and History, subjects chosen both because of their immediate links with
the discipline and the mutual benefits to be gained from collaborating in
methodological experiment. The project aims to determine the contribution of art
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criticism and history for developing visual literacy and will recommend critical
methods, teaching strategies and resources for use by teachers. The research team
anticipate that in the future such residencies could contribute to other areas of the
curriculum.

(Addison 1998)

By the time ACHiS was in place it had already been decided by the coordinators that it
would be over ambitious in the first instance to attempt the project in more than one subject
area, the expertise of the participants suggested art and design alone. During the planning
phase the term ‘visual literacy’ was contested by researchers (specifically because as a
metaphor it foregrounds the way in which an understanding of the visual is predicated on
linguistic models) and by the time they had visited schools and identified specific needs, the
idealistic and somewhat abstract aims of the proposal were being modified to take specific

needs into account.

Situated variables

27. In addition to the school-based observation tasks researchers had been asked to:

1) Examine the aims of the courses taken by the students you will be working with;
these will be one of the following: National Curriculum KS3, GCSE Textiles
EDEXCEL, AS art and design OCR (pilot), ‘A’ Level art and design EDEXCEL.

2) Look for differences and commonalities between the course aims and those of
ACHiS.

3) Negotiate these sets of aims so that points of convergence appear: alternatively, at
points of opposition, contradiction or tangency, argue a case for the inclusion of
the ACHiS aims.

4) Consider any convergent/oppositional aims and their possible contribution to the
curriculum in relation to both content and method.

5) Consider the relationship between the content and method of your prospective

residency and the extent to which they are complementary and/or compatible?

With these situated questions in mind the team would be better able to re-examine the
ACHIS aims and defend the role of critical practice to meet the educational and the political
‘needs’ of students. The educational needs were divided into two types, the extrinsic: e.g.
National Curriculum, public examinations, critical literacy for participation in democracy
(i.e. the context of State education in the UK) (see also Gretton 2003: 186, for cognitive
skills and art history) and the intrinsic: e.g. interpersonal skills (communication) and
intrapersonal skills (self-reflection). The political aims included: critical skills as a
prerequisite of empowerment (Freire 1990; hooks 1994; Giroux 1992; Trowell 2001) and
critical skills (particularly historical) as a route to the visibility and the understanding of
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others, towards social and cultural justice. The extent to which the researchers took these
needs into constderation depended on the symmetry between the needs as stated above and
their own political convictions and experience of secondary education. For example, two
researchers had found that in their own schooling a traditional academic education had
served their aspirations; for one, upward class mobility, for the other, a refuge for a shy
adolescent. As such they were very suspicious of progressive, student-centred pedagogy

(although they thought it appropriate to the context of a post-colonial Britain).

Interventionist knowledge and collaboration

28. The team agreed that there was an abundance of evidence to support the fundamental
need for the development of critical studies in secondary art and design, professing their
respect for the validity of the surveys and critiques cited at the opening of this thesis
(Intentions, paragraph 1).>> In this way the ACHiS team can be seen to have accepted the
acritical dimension of secondary art and design as a given rather than as a perception to be
questioned (indeed the aims too are evidence of this assumption, albeit that they were written
in response to research; Davies 1995, QCA 1998). The researchers also agreed that a more
critical, critical studies could only be achieved by intervening in the curriculum as it stood
(ACHiS would be just one part of a wider set of interventions, see Meecham and Carnell
2002 and Robins and Woollard 2001). However, few of the earlier surveys had included
teachers’ perceptions or asked them to reflect on the situation in any way; none appear to
have asked how and why the need had arisen, or what teachers felt about it. It was hoped
that ACHiS, in working in partnership with teachers, would address this lack, albeit within
the limitations of a maximum of ten residencies over two academic years. The team

recapped on the methods and processes to be employed:

*  The researchers would diagnose a specific ‘problem’ in a specific situation. The
diagnosis would be supported by student/teacher dialogue as well as observation.

*  The researchers would attempt to ‘solve’ the problem in partnership with a
teacher through the process of planning and implementing a critical/historical
residency.

*  The researchers would encourage full collaboration (participation) by involving
students in the development of the project through reciprocal evaluation: enabling

the possibility for continuous modification of practice.

22 These critiques correspond strongly to the historical and social evidence that I have since collated in Part Two,
in particular, from amongst the citations, the critique of practice written by Pam Meecham (in Dawtrey et al
1996) a paper that I re-read towards the close of writing this thesis, only to realise that Parts Two and Three of
my thesis are in effect an elaboration of many of the points she raises.



29. An often-cited aim of action research is ‘improving practice’. If this was an implicit aim
of ACHIiS it is important to outline the specific interventionist practices the team was hoping

to introduce. They can be identified as follows:

*  historical and cultural awareness: making visible [once] marginalised and
repressed histories/traditions e.g. women artists in modernist Russia (yr 1), design
history (yrs. 1 & 2), contemporary art, (yrs. 1 & 2), French art post-1945 (yr. 2);

*  critical awareness: challenging the beliefs and values inherent in art and design
by looking at historical instances in relation to the naturalised codes employed in
the art classroom,; asking whether beliefs and values can be considered natural in
an a priori sense or as cultural constructs;
critical skills: teaching and demonstrating methods for the description, analysis
and interpretation of art, craft and design;

*  communication skills: developing oral, written, visual and multimodal
presentational skills;

s transferable skills: applying the above ‘critical’ skills within socially engaged

contexts.

As will be seen, one of these ‘necessary’ skills, the proposition to challenge ‘the beliefs and
values inherent in art and design’, led some teachers to take up defensive positions. In a few
instances their initial enthusiasm was dissipated; an honest declaration of a defensible aim
became a fraught and, in retrospect, possibly disingenuous way to build a collaborative

partnership within the power structures of the ACHiS matrix.

ACHIS as a prototype

30. Although the collaborative dimension of ACHiS was riddled with structural and
interpersonal difficulties and the interventionist dimension was characterised by diverging
subject positions and political affiliations. Nonetheless, the residencies were perceived to be
a worthwhile experience by most of the participants: action researchers, external observers,
funding bodies, students and teachers. Stenhouse’s definition of Action Research (1975)
proposes a diagnostic stage, as recounted above, to be followed by an analysis of the
‘problems’. From this analysis a hypothesis is developed and a ‘consciously directed change
experiment’ devised to test it. In the second year all but one of the residencies were pre-
planned and adapted to fit an existing, teacher-determined situation rather than formulated in
partnership as a response to the situation as experienced. By shifting attention toward the

readymade of the school art curriculum, the interventionist presence of the researchers was
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diluted and with it the strong sense of difference and or innovation that had characterised the
first year residencies. In relation to the second part of Stenhouse’s methodology none of the
researchers were prepared or able to set up a pseudo-scientific, experimental model using
control groups or the like. The team took on board that if they were to contribute to practice
and a theory of education accessible to others the general applicability of their findings
would likely be contested. Applied research rather than action research is seen as a more
viable method for generalisation. Criticism of action research can be found in Travers
(1969) from whose litany of failings Cohen and Manion (1994) extract the following non-
scientific credentials: ‘the aims of action research are situational and specific; its sample is
restricted and unrepresentative; there is little or no control over independent variables;
findings are not generalizable’ (p. 193). It was agreed that the project director should
investigate the possibility of the generalisation of findings and leave the individual

researchers to concentrate on the specificities of their situation.

31. In recapping on the purposes of action research as proposed by Cohen and Manion

(1994) further possibilities (my italics) were suggested. Action research:

1. is a means of remedying problems diagnosed in specific situations, or of
improving in some way a given set of circumstances

is a means of in-service training, thereby equipping teachers with new skills and
methods, sharpening their analytical powers and heightening their self-
awareness of their relationship to the curriculum;

2. is ameans of injecting additional or innovatory approaches to teaching and
learning into an ongoing system which normally inhibits innovation and change

is a means of improving the normally poor communications between the
practising teacher and the academic researcher, and of remedying the failure of
traditional research to give clear prescriptions;

3. although lacking the rigour of true scientific research, it is a means of providing a
preferable alternative to the more subjective, impressionistic approach to problem
solving in the classroom.

(pp. 188-189)

32. Research on action research suggests that ‘success’ is only possible when there is co-

operation; when the process is transparent and symmetrical. The team therefore agreed that

there was a need to:

identify and describe the specific situation (researchers);
*  make some claims to generalisation taking into account the context-bound
processes and outcomes of each residency (i.e. inner-city comprehensive, inner-

city selective; KS3, ‘A’ Level etc) (director);
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realise that if they chose to follow an engaged residency then the situated
variables (e.g. students’ gender, social and ethnic origins, or special educational
needs) would become central to their programme and would need to be dialogical
(researchers);

* argue that each residency is a test case whose processes/outcomes would need to
be interpreted/transformed to other (comparable) situations, i.e. for students
working within the syllabuses and criteria of ‘standardised’ courses (director);

situate/position themselves - own interests, motivation, background (researchers).

The ACHIS team considered that the validity of the project could also be supported by
relating it to Cohen and Manion’s five functions of action research as well as their

‘purposes’:

1. teaching methods - replacing a traditional method by a discovery method;

2. learning strategies - adopting an integrated approach to learning in preference to a
single-subject style of teaching and learning;

3. evaluative procedures - improving one’s methods of continuous assessment;

4. attitudes and values - encouraging more positive attitudes to work, or modifying
pupils’ value systems with regard to some aspect of life;

5. in-service development of teachers - improving teaching skills, developing new
methods of learning, increasing powers of analysis, of heightening self-
awareness.

(1994: 194)

Many of the researchers’ individual reports (Addison et al 2002) engage with points 1, 2 and
4 of these functions. As a way of concluding this methodological chapter I address point 3,
evaluative procedures, before turning my attention to an analysis of some of the data

collected during the ACHIiS project.

Evaluation

33. In terms of evaluative procedures the ACHiS team aligned itself to the ‘new evaluation’
which:

rejected what became known as the ‘agricultural botany’ paradigm (Parlett and
Hamilton: 1981) in which the gross yields of a programme were determined by
comparing measurements of students’ performance before and after the
implementation of the curriculum. The latter assumed that a curriculum innovation
operated in the same way regardless of the context of its implementation, and
therefore that the aggregated scores measured the effectiveness of the programme
generally. The ‘new evaluators’ on the other hand observed that innovations shaped

52



up differently in practice, and that their effects varied according to context. Hence,
evaluators needed to study cases in order to understand the complex transactions
which constituted the innovation in process.

(Elliot 1997: 23)

Unlike a positivist or behaviourist piece of research in which findings are validated using
controlled experiments and other forms of testing (see Simons 1987) ACHiS was partly a
‘naturalistic inquiry’. Much naturalistic or ethnographic inquiry purports to be descriptive,
its concerns are more like portrayal than evaluation, although researchers do ‘not see it as
their responsibility to judge the merits of an innovation but to portray it in a form which
enabled a variety of “stakeholders” to judge it for themselves in the light of their interests
and evaluative strands’ (ibid: 23). Recording was quite central to the ACHiS project (see
Miles and Huberman 1984). The ACHiS team kept continuous written records of the
planning process, ongoing perceptions, teaching materials, project outcomes and evaluations;
including: contextual diagnosis (students and school, generic and specific/individual
educational needs); aims and the relationship between ACHiS and course aims; activities and
their relationship to learning objectives (conceptual, critical, productive, social); time-table;
changes in activity (temporal/simultaneous); sequence and continuity; differentiation;
assessment (informal/formal: formative, summative, ipsative). They also kept records in the
form of audio and video recordings, especially of discussions and presentations. These
records have been collated as a data bank (the ACHiS archive, IoE) an identifiable resource
which is already being used to provide research evidence for students on PGCE and MA
courses. It could well prove an accessible source of information to enable others to instigate
curriculum change as it provides step-by-step guides. Nonetheless, the ACHiS team were

wary of exemplification and its tendency to inhibit critical approaches.

34. The evaluative procedures of ACHiS were, however, still like the old evaluation in that
judgement characterised one strand in its methods. MacDonald suggests a tripartite typology

for evaluation: autocratic, bureaucratic, democratic (in Elliot 1997: 23).

Both paradigms [democratic evaluation and action research] have employed
qualitative case study methods to meet the information needs of stakeholders and
practitioners respectively, e.g., methods such as unstructured and semi-structured
interviewing, participant observation, the use of logs, journals, diaries, audio/video
recordings and photography, to record situations and events, the gathering of
biographical data from key participants, and the depiction of events and situations
from a number of different perspectives (triangulation).

(ibid: 24)

The ACHiS project increased the number of types of participant and thus the number of
evaluative perspectives: external observers, researchers, students, teachers. Because ACHiS
was evaluated by all participants it corresponds to a democratic model. The researchers

agreed to make transparent the positions from which they were evaluating practice in schools
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by providing biographical information; thus their evaluation was framed by self-positioning.
Although the criteria for evaluation were negotiated by the team (researchers, director and
teachers) the researchers also attempted to involve students in developing the terms of their
evaluation, although, again for reasons of time, student perceptions and evaluations were not
systematically analysed by the research team and do not appear in any of the published

documentation.

35. The following list identifies the agreed criteria for action researcher, external observer,

teacher reports (2000 residencies) (in alphabetical order):

addressing external criteria, e.g. National Curriculum, examination syllabuses;
continuity and coherence;
enabling critical/historical inquiry;
engagement and ownership - students, teachers, researchers;
interdisciplinary value;
recording and evaluating - self and others;
communication, interactions, relationships - self and others;
resources;
»  additional areas/criteria peculiar to the residency;

*  please comment on the research question(s).

In the event, collaborating teachers looked mainly for positive features, neglecting or
disavowing difficulties. Constructive, positive criticism is ingrained in the new approach to
assessment in schools, an approach that foregrounds strengths and setting targets rather than
exposing weaknesses (Spours and Hodgson 1999) (a practice that unfortunately falls outside
the formal tests and examinations that dominate government thinking, the only outcomes
that employers, press and public appear to take seriously). It had been intended that each
collaborating teacher would take on the role of participant observer, a person who, in a very
profound sense, was embedded (whether consensually or complicitly) in a specific
educational culture. Indeed, because teachers’ experience and knowledge of schools is deep,
their evaluations have been likened to a form of connoisseurial evaluation (‘expertise-
oriented’ evaluation, Worthen and White 1987: 106). However, in contradistinction I felt
that because most of the teachers involved in ACHiS had taught in only one or two schools,
their experience was limited and thus lacked the breadth of experience necessary for
‘connoisseurship’. The connoisseur has an awareness ‘of the complexities in educational
settings and possesses refined perceptual capabilities that makes the appreciation of such
complexity possible’ (Eisner 1976: 135-150). However, although collaborating teachers

participated in the writing of the evaluation criteria, I felt it unlikely that they could avoid
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evaluating the residencies in relation to standard expectations, norms of behaviour and
outcome, because they were conditioned by the normative standards expected for external
examination, standards that would also have been drilled into their students and were thus all
pervasive. The quality of connoisseurship, analogous for Eisner not to the scientist but the
art critic, was in the ACHiS project more the role of the external observer. Each residency
was allocated an experienced observer who advised the researcher and collaborating teacher
in the planning stage, observed the residency on two occasions and provided a written
evaluation, a role as much formative as summative.”> The external observers’ and
collaborating teachers’ evaluative reports therefore exist as independent entities and were
available as evidence during the writing of the researchers’ residency reports (they are
housed in the ACHiS archive, IoE). Unfortunately, the researchers’ criteria-led evaluations
were not produced as discrete documents as I had intended, rather they were incorporated
into each residency report and in my estimation are situated somewhere on a continuum
between the honest and the defensive. I made the director’s report available to each of the
researchers for comment and one contested my interpretation of events. After a meeting
with this researcher I radically modified those parts that referred to her residency; I believe
her criticisms were valid in each instance and I became very aware of the inadequacies of
using written reports alone as data to evaluate complex activities. In the form of a
compendium (Addison et al 2002) the complexity and density of the reports constitutes a
document far too large for any but the most dedicated reader.** It was therefore my
responsibility in the final report for the Arts and Humanities Research Board to generalise
the team’s findings for wider dissemination; but the allocated space was so minimal that the
results were dangerously reductive. The research team therefore agreed to commission a
further researcher to produce a synoptic report by drawing on and interpreting the findings as
outlined in the compendium. In retrospect it would have been far better to have involved
this person from the outset, as the agenda they pursued was not entirely in sympathy with all
members of the team and required further interventions from myself as someone with a

participant’s overview. The result is now published (Addison et al 2003).

2 In the context of action research the role of the external observer might be seen as a signal of mistrust by the
planners for participant observation, indeed it was essentially a legacy of the origins of the project in the Artists
in Schools course which was a training rather than research programme and thus partly competency based.

% The first year reports were written in relation to research questions formed by the researchers only after
observation of the art curriculum in practice in each partnership school. As such the first year reports were
context-specific in a way that the second year reports were not. The research team decided to employ a common
research question in the second year phrased in direct relation to the project aims and therefore providing a focus
that would potentially make comparison and generalisation more plausible.
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3. Contested Discourses: Art Critics and Art Historians in Schools

Introduction

To help me analyse the ways in which the Art Critics and Art Historians in Schools research
project (ACHiS) worked as an intervention within the secondary art curriculum I have
deployed the conceptual frameworks formulated by Basil Bernstein in his last book
Pedagogy, Symbolic Control and Identity (2000). Ihave chosen his model rather than one
based on the work of Foucault or Bourdieu (both of whom might seem appropriate sources)

because as Bernstein points out:

The major theories of cultural reproduction which we have, essentially of the Parisian
version, are limited by their assumptions and focus, and so are unable to provide
strong principles of description of pedagogic agencies, of their discourses, of their
pedagogic practices. This, I suggest, is because theories of cultural reproduction view
education as a carrier of power relations external to education... It is a matter of great
interest that the actual structure which enables power to be relayed, power to be
carried, is itself not subject to analysis.

(-4

Bernstein’s theory of classification and framing allows the analyst to consider an elusive but
highly generative site of cultural reproduction, those uncertain spaces in between the varying
discourses and practices. These spaces fluctuate over time as they are defined by shifting
boundaries, boundaries that are being continuously eroded, shored up and reconstituted.
Such movement destabilises the means of control whereby power is maintained, in this case
the power invested in curriculum subjects. In analysing these spaces it becomes apparent
that the ‘in between’ is a place where the relationship between control and power, the
dependence of the latter on the former, is most vulnerable. It might be said that the school is
a notable instance of social and cultural in betweeness, a peculiar microcosm in which the in
between of discourses is regulated and maintained. What became evident as ACHiS
developed was that art and design is a subject where very different discourses meet, confront
one another and are contested. Inevitably these discourses are multiple and each is layered
by interdependencies and contradictions, but three discourses (which here includes practices)
dominated the ACHiS dynamic: two professional; art criticism/history and secondary art and
design education, the third demotic, popular assumptions about the nature of art and art
education. As will be seen none of these three has absolute boundaries but the second, that
is pedagogical practice in the subject art and design, sits uneasily between the extremes of
the first and last and is thus a fascinating site for the analysis of the production and

reproduction of cultural consciousness.
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Classification

Singularities

1. Art and art history self-evidently have a strong symbiotic relationship. In Europe since
the late Renaissance that relationship, or particularly that between fine art and art history, has
been one of sibling dependency: both have relied on the other for their favoured status in the
eyes of their Humanitas parent and only hand-in-hand have they secured a place in the
academy. Today, in higher education institutions teaching art and design, the fine art and art
history departments are often inextricably related, art history staff teaching on the practical
art and design courses. Although design history is emerging as a parallel discipline the
relationship of craft to art history is somewhat different and one of the ACHiS researchers
made this problematic relationship the focus of her report (Georgaki in Addison et al 2002).
In order to stay relevant, art history, or history of art, has rapidly formed alliances with
alternative disciplinary positions and/or invaded their territories, an interdisciplinarity that
has become increasingly theoretical in orientation. Art history’s expansion towards, or
subsumation within, cultural studies, rather than within say history or philosophy, is partly
determined by its geographical location within the art college, the theoretical wing of the
theory/practice continuum that characterises the academic profile of these institutions.
Almost everywhere and at all levels, legislative and institutional, the filial pact between
theory and practice is assumed (Peters 2001).

2. In secondary schools the history of art appears as an autonomous subject only at ‘A’ Level
(AS/A2) where it is taken almost exclusively by students from the independent sector; it has
always been and remains a minority subject. However, all practical courses in art and design
have a contextual, critical and historical dimension (critical studies) written into their
syllabuses. How this is to be managed has been a topic of heated debate particularly since
the advent of the National Curriculum (the first for ‘Art’ in 1991 [DFE]) (Hulks 1996;
Meecham 1996). Some have argued for a parallel, complementary course (Thistlewood
1989) others for an integrated model, but, whatever way the pact is delivered, research has
shown that such study is a fragile dimension of the curriculum (Davies 1995). This fragility
(with isolated exceptions) is determined by a sense that such study sits uncomfortably
alongside the production of art, craft and design, and, from the point of view of the

participants, such study seems entirely other. Why should this be so?

3. Art and design in schools is what Bernstein (2000) would call a ‘singular’, that is:

a discourse which has appropriated a space to give itself a unique name. So for
example physics, chemistry, sociology, psychology are, for me, singulars. And the
structure of knowledge in the nineteenth century was, in fact, the birth and
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development of singulars. These singulars produced a discourse that was about
themselves.

(®.9)

The traditional subjects of the school curriculum are a typical example of such ‘singularity’.
It must be remembered that despite calls to reconceptualise the school curriculum throughout
the second half of the twentieth century, but especially during the development of the
National Curriculum, the resulting cluster of subjects was largely predicated on a nineteenth
century model, although technology took the place of the gendered crafts: i.e. cookery, wood
and metal work became home economics and design and technology. During this time each
singular was constructed by developing a set of principles and practices made peculiar to

itself by a process of negative differentiation.

4. For Bemnstein a central concept for the understanding of pedagogic practice is the
principle of classification, a principle that enables the analyst to focus on the spaces between
categories (ibid: 5-11). It is this space, a space Bernstein calls a ‘region of silence’, that
preserves the ‘insulation’ and ‘dislocations’ that determine a singular’s particular rules and
specialised voice. So, for example, art and design is regulated by a regime of ‘making’, thus
art-specific discussion is usually front- and or end-loaded leaving as much time within the
limited time available for what is deemed ‘productive’ work (Addison et al 2002). It is not
that student discussion does not take place within the classroom, only that it tends to be
characterised by anything other than the external content (the contexts) that relate to the
subject art and design (there have been notable exceptions, see Taylor 1986: 2-8). At those
points where the teacher is in contact with the students, one-to-one or in small groups,
attention, of course, is given to the internal content, to the matter in hand, but the students
can be very protective of the socialising ‘chatter’ which the ‘liberal’ environment of the art
room makes available. Quite when this habit was established is uncertain but it was
probably a product of the 1950s’ and 60s’ self-expressive school (Field 1970) which
encouraged behaviour as unfettered as possible from ‘petty school rules’. The tradition of
talking about art is the tradition of art history; within a culture of exemplification and

instruction, discussion of art is singularly what art and design is not.

Recontextualisation

5. The second half of the twentieth century was a time of paradigmatic change which, for the
purposes of neatness, is often mapped out as a shift from modernism to postmodernism;
metanarratives of progress to ‘plurilogs’ of difference (Foster 1983; Shohat and Stam 1995;
Harris 2001). In relation to the construction of knowledge within this same time frame,
Bernstein notices cracks and fissures appearing in the boundaries of singulars which, he

suggests, were produced by new alliances formed to answer developing social needs:
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what we now have, I may suggest, is a regionalisation of knowledge. By that I mean
the following: a region is created by a recontextualising of singulars. So, for example,
in medicine, architecture, engineering, information science, we can see the
development of the regionalisation of knowledge...
Singulars are intrinsic to the production of knowledge in the intellectual field.
Regions are the interface between the field of production of knowledge and any field
of practice...

(2000: 9)

Art and design in the school curriculum

6. The National Curriculum subject name, ‘Art and design’, is in itself indicative of one such
recontextualisation. In the past the singular ‘Art’ subsumed art, craft and design as tacit
components of its remit, a remit that was nearly always interpreted as a visual education
based on fine art practices so that craft and design were in any case notably absent (an
exception would be the Basic Design movement of the 1960s, Thistlewood: 1992). The way
that the term, ‘Art and design’ could be understood today can be formulated in the following
equation: Art — product, design process (the lower-case making this reading quite
feasible). In this way the subject’s singularity is maintained in practice. Yet, despite the
nineteenth century foundation of subjects, the school has not been totally immune to
regionalisations. Art and design has now to contend with design and technology from Key
Stage 1, 2 and 3 and media studies at KS4. At best, both subjects are characterised by their
‘interface’, the former meeting changing social and environmental needs, the latter focusing
on mass communications and thus explicitly the relationship between power and control in
contemporary society. If the first subject is ‘productive’, the latter is critical’. Art and
design, however, must preserve its singularity if it is to maintain its power: quite where that
power is located is a question for which the ACHiS project was able to provide some
pointers. Nonetheless, the basis of its power is elusive and it is easier to define what is other
to its cultural practices and remit. For example, any incursion of commercial interests would
be condemned as market-led and prescriptive, a contamination of the ‘freedom’ of art.
Likewise, the new communication technologies so favoured by government, could be
critiqued as determinist and contingent, of global but not ‘universal’ significance. Moreover,
in sharp contrast to media studies, art and design is not in thrall to the popular culture
prescribed by the mass media. However, as will become clear, popularity is the key to the
power of art and design, to its insularity, for a strong principle of classification ensures that

its boundaries are not breached. As Bernstein insists:

If that insulation is broken, then a category is in danger of losing its identity...
Whatever maintains the strengths of the insulation, maintains the relations between the
categories and their distinct voices. Thus, the principles of the relations between
categories, discourses that is, the principles of their social division of labour isa
function of the degree of insulation between the categories of the set we are
considering. If this insulation changes its strength, then the principles of the social
division of labour that is, its classification changes.

(2000: 6)
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What ACHiS has indicated is that the existing power of art and design does not reside in talk
of art and certainly not talk of craft and design. Art and design teachers, by retaining the
singularity of the subject, indeed by defending its singularity in classroom practice if not in
public discourse, have ensured the subject a profile that retains its purity perhaps at its peril.
I say at its peril because this is an age when the interface between pedagogic and wider
social and cultural institutions is determining government policy. In 1998 the BBC reported
on the introduction of the new education zones by the then Education Secretary, David
Blunkett, who said: ‘the business community will be represented in all of the zones, taking
the lead in some places, such as the Halifax bank in the Halifax action zone, and acting as a
joint partner in others, such as Kellogg’s in Salford and American Express in Brighton,’
(news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/education/ 1998) what might be termed a ‘regionalisation of knowledge
through partnership’.

Art History

7. If the regionalisation of art and design is meeting resistance, the same cannot be said of
the regionalisation of art history, or rather, as has already been indicated in the mention of
interdisciplinarity, any such resistance is largely a matter for history (Harris 2001; see
Chapter 4). As suggested the singularity of the discipline was forged by means of an
academic alliance between theory and practice during the early modern period resulting in a
canon of exemplars, a theory of practice and thus a notion of quality. Such regulation
resulted in a set of ‘objective’ criteria (underpinned by the principles of Enlightenment
classification) by which the quality of an artwork might be assessed but which served the
hegemonic needs of the patriarchal state (Chadwick 1989). The development of a fine art
market served only to reinforce the centrality of the academic canon by perpetuating a
hierarchy in which genre, the most abundant and popular form of painting (the dominant
medium), was positioned below portraiture and way below History. The development of
philosophical aesthetics in the eighteenth century questioned the authority of the academy by
positing subjective criteria for the judgement of taste. However, despite the implications of
these theories, ‘good’ taste was highly retrospective and remained firmly rooted in the
classical, academic tradition (see Bourdieu 1984; Kant/Hegel in Eagleton 1990 and Preziosi
1998). However, artists themselves began to produce work that threatened the stability of
these criteria and which responded to the massive political, social and demographic changes
taking place as a result of urbanisation, industrialisation, and colonialism (Hauser 1951).
Already in the eighteenth century art criticism had developed as the voice of an emerging
and victorious bourgeoisie whose contemporaneous image was not reflected in the academic
canon (Crow 1985). Art history, as distinct from art criticism, re-emerged as a major

discourse under the wing of Hegelian idealism where historians such as Jacob Burckhardt

(1818-97) developed a form of cultural history, a metanarrative in which art and
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architecture became the most telling signifiers of human (“man’s”) consciousness and, after

Charles Darwin (1809 —1882), a sign of a culture’s position on an evolutionary scale of
development (see Chapter 5: 2.7). Soon after, a positivist alternative provided art history
with more empirical methods, although, because it was allied to a gentlemanly tradition of
connoisseurship, it retained a language at odds with its scientific credentials. As Fernie
(1995) argues these two approaches dominated art historical practice in Britain throughout
the twentieth century until, rather belatedly, the discipline was jolted into ‘regionalisation’
by a new alliance in the 1970s, that between Marxism and feminism, and, subsequently,
other liberatory positions: post-colonialism, queer theory and so on. The principle of

classification, the strength of the disciplinary boundaries, was clearly under threat.

Where we have strong classification the rule is: things must be kept apart. Where we
have weak classification, the rule is: things must be brought together. But we have to
ask, in whose interest is the apartness of things, and in whose interest is the new
togetherness and the new integration?

(Bernstein 2000: 11)

Marxist historians have inevitably focused on art as an ideological construct, a privileged
discourse that has historically supported the hegemonic control of the aristocratic and
subsequently bourgeois state; for feminists both products of patriarchy, for post-colonialists
both products of western imperialism (Owens 1992). Feminism has been characterised by its
methodological openness, its willingness to cross the boundaries established by patriarchal
institutions, and by an openness that is qualitative in orientation (Reinharz 1992; Deepwell
1995). Therefore, echoing De Beauvoir (1949), feminist historians frequently reject
positivist methodologies because they are based on the ‘disinterested’ ruminations of a
highly specific subject position, that of the white, heterosexual, middle-class male (Pollock
1988).”° The significance of this somewhat reductive genealogy is not only to point out that
the classificatory principle of art history was regionalised in the 1970s but also that this
regionalisation was posited on critique. If the metanarratives of classical art history, despite
the universalist rhetoric, are predicated on the assumption of cultural superiority and thus
exclusionary celebration, the revisions of the new art history are predicated on critique and
deconstruction. However, in those instances where revision expands the field, visibility
might be argued as a type of inclusionary celebration (see Chapter 8: 14). Neverthelesss,
such inclusion is accompanied by a condemnation of classical metanarratives and the
exposure of their normative rather than universal criteria, their strategies of ‘othering’
(Pinder 2002).

%% Given this, it is ironic that since the 1980s Freudian psychoanalytical method has become a favoured tool
aithough it is tempered by Kleinian and Lacanian developments.
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8. The import of this genealogy for ACHIiS is primarily at the level of intervention, although
it also had an impact at the level of collaboration. Critique is what the researchers were
concerned with, both as art critics/historians and as educational researchers. However,
because the research project took the form of action research, the critique was directed as
much towards the researchers’ own actions as to practice in schools. Nonetheless, both the
researchers and myself assumed that this critical interventionist position was likely to create
some tension within the research team. Ever since the introduction of regulating bodies and
their regimes of scrutiny and accountability (QCA, OFSTED) teachers have tended to take
up defensive rather than reflective positions (Gewirtz 2001). There is also much evidence to
suggest that schooling in the modern nation state is primarily concerned with cultural
reproduction rather than cultural critique (Bourdieu and Passerson 1970). By cultural
reproduction I mean, in this instance, the maintenance and replication of a dominant cultural
identity predicated on the cohesive and unifying effect of a humanist, universalist, yet
nationalist rhetoric, (this is evidently much closer to the aims of classical art history than to
the new). Thus, practice in schools, despite the democratic aims, remains predominantly
celebratory rather than critical. In this respect, art teachers neglect to examine the ways in
which visual culture is itself productive of the dominant culture, the very culture that
schooling reproduces. ACHiS was an attempt to find ways of integrating social and cultural
critique within the art and design curriculum. It is this aim which probably constitutes the
‘hidden agenda’ noted by Hulks (Addison et al 2002), its political credentials stated more
clearly here than in the ACHiS proposal (Appendix 3). Nonetheless, art and design in its
singularity avoids overt critique other than that based on formalist criticism. Art
criticism/history is not art and design education, this is a strong classificatory principle; the
power of each is based on seemingly antithetical oppositions: objectivity/subjectivity,
fact/feeling, structure/appearance, the list, albeit a caricature, could go on. In describing the
ways in which each discipline regulates and maintains its classification it is necessary to

introduce a further concept of Bernstein’s that of ‘framing’.

Framing

The principle of classification provides us with the limits of any discourse, whereas
framing provides us with the form of realisation of that discourse; that is, framing
regulates the realisation rules for the production of the discourse. Classification refers
to what, framing is concerned with Aow meanings are to be put together, the forms by
which they are to be made public, and the nature of the social relationships that go
with it.

(2000: 12)

9. To reiterate: ACHiS was an attempt to find ways of integrating social and cultural critique

within the art and design curriculum; the interventionist critical residency was the form of its
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realisation, collaboration the mode of its social relations. For at least one of the researchers,
Jane Trowell, the principle of collaboration also characterised her relationship with students.
Drawing on the theory of engaged pedagogy (hooks 1994) she was determined that her
residency would not be a pre-formed, non-negotiated intervention. Rather she sought to
develop a project in dialogue with students, albeit in relation to a perceived problem within
the realisation of the ‘A’ Level course. I wish to refer to her report at some length in order to
examine further the concept of ‘framing’ as it relates to the ACHiS project. In addition I

shall tentatively extrapolate general principles from the specificity of her residency.

Residencies: specificities and generalisations

10. The major aim of Trowell’s residency was to investigate the possibilities of the ‘critical
studies diary’, one ‘realisation rule’ by which students can provide evidence of critical
thinking in the Edexcel ‘A’ Level for the year 2000. The dialogic tenor of her residency
might be seen to constitute a prolongation of the diagnostic period of all the residencies, two
half days in conversation with the collaborating teacher and at least one day’s observation
with them in the department. For various reasons, in her first year residency, Trowell was
able to spend significant time alone with the students (co-educational sixth formers sited in
an inner-city girls comprehensive). She believes this elicited more open responses to
questions because the usual hierarchical relationships between teacher and students was less
rigid. This had the effect of encouraging dialogue rather than limiting discussion to
predetermined and routine exchanges. Bernstein refers to these power relations as the ‘social
order’; censorship is employed by the student, Bernstein’s ‘acquirer’, because:’ an acquirer
can be seen as a potential for labels. Which labels are selected is a function of framing
(2000: 13). Through such interchanges and the extent to which a student can accommodate
themselves to the ‘regulative discourse’, that is the extent to which s/he behaves
appropriately within the codes of the discourse and its ‘distributive rules’, the student can
develop an understanding of ¢ recognition rules’ the means by which they are able to
regulate their own behaviours to determine which labels a teacher chooses: ‘conscientious,
attentive, industrious, careful, receptive’ or that s/he is seen to struggle ‘to be creative, to be
interactive, to attempt to make his or her mark’ (ibid). Trowell made it clear to students that
her research role was not judgemental and that anything students said or wrote in the
formative discussions would not be subject to any formal assessment. The section quoted
presents the perceptions and assumptions of students about the function of criticism and
particularly the role of writing within this process. Evidently the framing of the critical
studies diary is ‘weak’, because there was uncertainty from all involved (the exam board, the
teacher and the students) about exactly what this object should be. In analysing the
‘framing’, attention is focused on the way the function and constitution of a realisation rule

(the critical studies diary) is negotiated through pedagogic interaction. Usually realisation
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rules are clearly defined as pre-determined products, for example, the concise examination
essay or the still life painting accompanied by ‘preparatory’ studies. However, in the
instance of the diary, no clear prototype is available. It might be said that from the point of
view of a ‘creative curriculum’, as opposed to a critical or reproductive one, herein lies the

potential of the diary, its strength.

Critical studies: perceived meanings

‘Critical’, ‘critic’, ‘critical studies’

If the art theorists and art education profession are having difficulties in establishing
what the parameters and theory underpinning ‘Critical Studies’ should be, then it is
very likely that their doubts could be transmitted to students and pupils. Reflecting on
the experience at the secondary girls comprehensive (co-ed in the sixth form) where
my residency took place, there were two broad aspects of the ‘Critical Studies Diary’
that did not seem to be challenging to the students (although perhaps they should be),
and two that clearly were.

Collecting material ‘evidence’ (photographs, postcards, reviews, programmes, etc)
reassuringly seemed to follow on from experiences of the scrap-book, although this
mstinctive collecting needs examination in the light of ‘Critical Studies’; also, the
concept of a drawing as ‘record’ was well within their experience right across the
curriculum, even if the nature of a ‘critical’ drawing could and should be debated and
extended.

On the other hand, the word ‘Diary’ of course, instantly evokes a personal, even secret
object, which, as shall be seen, caused some strains and stresses by contrast with the
reality of it as an examinable item. Students perceived this term to contain a
contradiction at the very least, and an act of pretence at its worst. Finally, and perhaps
most importantly, it was the nature and content of their ‘critical evaluations’ and
‘analysis’ through verbal language that formed the main issue for the students.

A basic exercise was to check their assumptions and understandings about meanings
(all evidence from Video session 11.2.00 unless otherwise stated). It transpired that
the word ‘critical’ and its cognates were broadly interpreted by most students as
either:

a) negative judgement (i.e. the popular meaning of the verb ‘to criticize’  ‘to pass
Jjudgement on; to censure’;
b) judging quality - what’s ‘good’ and ‘bad’.

When asked for their associations with the word ‘critical’, students brainstormed
‘pessimism’ (H), ‘something wrong’ (S), ‘tell you what’s bad about it’ (C). Pushed
further, H said ‘I don’t think you can be critical in a good way’. H and N expressed
great discomfort about ‘being critical’: it’s ‘rude to criticize’ (H - diagnostic session);
‘imposing 