Chapter 8. From Art Appreciation to Pedagogies of Dissent: Critical Pedagogy and Equality in the Gallery
Esther Sayers
This chapter explores the pedagogy of the gallery, specifically the pedagogy of a youth learning programme for 15-23 year olds, Raw Canvas, at Tate Modern from 1999-2011 where young people were empowered to engage with and form their own opinions about contemporary art and culture. The programme aimed to disrupt the dominant discourse of the institution and create opportunities for new ideas about art to emerge. This programme was underpinned by critical pedagogic theory and emancipatory ideologies. Through the exploration in this chapter I use critical pedagogic theory, notions of equality and conceptualisation of new materialism to determine how the arts and pedagogy provide opportunities to resist dominant conservative attitudes to discourse and the mechanisms by which cultural value is ascribed. 

This research comes from my period of employment, at Tate Modern where I was an artist educator and a programme curator working in partnership with peer-leaders from 1999-2011. 
 Tate is a family of four art galleries housing the UK's collection of British art from 1500 and also international modern art. It is a group of galleries linked together within a single organisation. From 2000 to 2012, Tate’s priorities were to create a more stable financial position, to enhance the collection of artworks and to represent a greater number of international artists (Tate, 2011). Tate is funded in part by the UK government, trusts, foundations and private donations along with successful income generation from retail and leisure, shops and restaurants. 

Since its inception as a gallery for modern and contemporary art in 2000, and to this day, Tate Modern’s learning and interpretation strategies have been inclusive, enabling multiple voices to be heard talking about art (Walsh, 2008; Jacobs, 2000). Therefore, the pedagogical approach adopted by this specific gallery has been learner-centred and embracive. The traditional approach of appreciation where young people are taught to accept what they are served up in cultural organisations is not enough. Rather than engaging new audiences, as is the intention, such an approach is more likely to turn visitors away (discussed in Kockel, 2000; Moersch, 2007; Graham, 2010). This pedagogy of mere appreciation has been challenged in recent years and gallery educators have and are looking for new ways to pedagogically engage new audiences with the very materiality of modern and contemporary art. This engagement therefore aims to be discursive and enable multiple but also dissenting voices to emerge. 

CONTEXT: 
PEDAGOGY IN THE GALLERY

From my two decades of experience as an educator in a variety of contexts, I have found that learning in art galleries is unlike other educational situations. Schools, colleges and universities are bound by curricula, course outlines and assessments. The art gallery setting does not produce qualifications and therefore attainment is not measured in this way. It is the art that determines the subject matter for learning and the funding agendas that determine who learns and how. These factors impact the mode, aims and content of the teaching and learning that takes place. In addition, educators do not usually know who they are going to be working with in advance and learners are not all at the same level of attainment when they arrive. As a result, educators must be flexible and equipped to teach beginners and experts together. The goal of the learning is to provide catalysts for conversations in which learners share ideas, tackle assumptions and form opinions. ‘Education’ in the gallery is therefore aimed at building confidence, so that learners can unlock their own ideas about art. Learning or attainment in this context is not measured by the institution or by the government; instead a programmes success is measured by its popularity and the participant feedback, often gathered informally and conversationally during or after an event. Participants are usually seeking self-fulfillment and personal growth rather than qualifications (Falk and Dierking, 2000; Freire, 1970; Hooper-Greenhill, 2000a, b). 

As a result, the usual language used to describe educational activity is inadequate for this context. Words like; ‘teacher’, ‘learner’, ‘education’, ‘student’, ‘study’, ‘teaching’, usually speak of activity in the formal education sector, schools, further education colleges and universities. Fundamentally different to the gallery in a number of important ways, this sector is bound by curricula set by government through the national curriculum or by exam boards. Outcomes must be decided in advance and written into schemes of work or syllabi, and all activities lead in some way to an assessment where the progress of the student is measured. A context constrained by assessment, creates a particular relationality between teachers and students. Although inspiring examples of alternative knowledge relations do exist where educators subvert overriding ideologies (Fletcher, 2011; Rancière, 1991; hooks, 1994) predominantly, the system is designed to construct stereotypical relations between teachers and students in which teachers ‘know’ and students ‘learn’ from them. 


These conservative hermeneutic approaches are where fixed meanings are reproduced by experts on behalf of learners (Hirsch, 1965). However, the gallery pedagogies that I explore come from a moderate hermeneutic approach where meaning is negotiated with learners (Gadamer, 1960) and enables situations in which young people form their own ideas about art and therefore resist the above conservative attitudes to learning in which young people are filled with knowledge by an expert teacher (Freire, 1970). I have written previously about the tensions that exist at Tate where both of these hermeneutic approaches are employed and the ideological challenges that can occur because of such tension (Sayers, 2011) and that to understand such learner-centred approaches, pedagogy needs to be constructed from the perspective of the gallery educator but also that of the learner/s. 

Funding agreements often drive pedagogy in the gallery context and the curriculum is controlled by the agenda set by them. However, it is education curators, artists and gallery educators who decide what to do: what to teach and how to teach it. It is the programme curator who dictates the parameters, such as, whom the project or event is for, how many, how often and how much it will cost. Whilst there is a lot of autonomy in how the aims of such agreements are interpreted by the programme curator the activities are governed by the underlying value system of the gallery. At Tate Modern, this can be characterized as a progressive approach to learning that sits alongside a traditional, conservationist backdrop to the Tate Collection (Walsh, 2008). I will return to these themes throughout this chapter, as I explore the ways in which the constraints of the inclusion agenda attempt to construct a curriculum for gallery educators. Many choose to resist this by creating pedagogies for the gallery that enable dissent rather than using education as a tool by which a consensus of opinion is sought (Rancière, 2010). 

YOUTH PROGRAMME PEDAGOGY

Contemporary pedagogical approaches have been developed over the past 40 years in the UK, during which time there has been a shift in the way in which gallery professionals think about relations with the audience (Charman, 2009). In the past, attitudes to learning in the museum were more about information-based transmission models in which the public would be filled with facts about an object. In recent years there has been a shift of recognition towards the background and personal cultural history of the public as a vital part of the way in which they encounter works of art. These ideas fit within the social constructivist framework where the learner drives their own learning process as discussed in Claxton (1999), Falk and Dierking (2000), Hein (1998) and Hooper-Greenhill (2007). New materialism provides a useful counterpoint here in the fact that it argues for the agency matter, in this case the art object, and, rather than silencing matter as social constructivist theories might it enables new configurations within which the material and the discursive combine Barrett and Bolt (2013), (Haraway, 1991).
The shift in recognition of what the public bring to their interpretation/enjoymeny of an art work is permanently contested. The shift towards the audience’s reading of the work as socially and ideologically constituted is particularly pertinent to gallery youth programmes because in this context learning is voluntary, open-ended, learner-centred and loosely structured. It could be described as ‘informal’ learning although in using that term I would stress that ‘informal’ here relates to the nature of the learning and to the environment in which it takes place and does not simply describe the context as discussed in Hohenstein and King (2007). New pedagogies have been developed that are not didactic but conversational, peer-led and social. The peer-to-peer approach means that language that is familiar to young people is used and workshop activities are delivered informally.  For example one activity can flow into the next, the tasks are not separated and targets are not explained at the start but rather emerge through the process; young people enjoy the open-ended feeling that apparently ‘random’ activities provide. Such learner-centred and dialogic approaches have been attractive to new audiences as can be seen by the popularity of programmes like Raw Canvas whose audience grew from 500 young people a year to 10,000 per annum over a five year period. 

As the audiences’ role in meaning making evolved at the gallery, a number of pedagogical issues emerged from Raw Canvas activities. The most striking is the rejection of strategies that are strictly about the object and that could be associated with a didactic, canonical approach (Bal and Bryson, 2001). Instead, pedagogy of relations ‘between’ participants and ‘around’ art objects is emphasised (Rancière, 1991). This relational pedagogic approach is more in keeping with current trends in art practice in which the role of participant is transformed from viewer to collaborator (Graham in O’Neil and Wilson, 2010). By attending to the relations between participants and the art object, during workshops, the facilitators’ task is complex as looking at and talking about art is a social process where ideas are formed through interactions between people, and new meanings emerge in the intra-actions between participants, educators and artworks. This conceptualisation of relations follows Barad’s notion in which the ‘intra-action conceptualizes that it is the action between (and not in-between)’ (Dolphijn and Tuin, 2012, 14). The art work must remain in this exchange of ideas, some youth progs are entirely about relations and not about matter, this is problematic. One aspect of this pedagogic approach is to build meaning around an art work by harnessing the ideas of the group; conversely, yet equally important, is the decision to stand back and say nothing at times, allowing the relations between the art and the people to operate independently (such strategies are discussed by Moersch, 2007; Charman and Ross, 2006). The resulting negotiation regarding the interpretation and value of the art in question can take a material form through the fact that meaning is constructed and it then materializes through discourse. Bringing a new materialist framework to this exchange enables relations between art work and viewer to be more productive. By not mediating the work through constructivist scaffolding the art has the power of affect. I understand from Karen Barad the notion that the art work is not agential, it does not have its own individual agency. Barad’s reworking of the notion of agency is useful here and in particular her assertion that: ‘Agency is not held, it is not a property of persons or things; rather, agency is an enactment, a matter of possibilities for reconfiguring entanglements’ (Barad interviewed in Dolphijn and Van der Tuin, 2012, 54). In not ascribing the specific ownership of agency to art object or viewer it is possible to articulate a co-constructed meaning where artists and audiences work together in relational ontologies, each having ‘response-ability’ to the other (Barad, 2012, 55). 

 This meaning making is as much a product of those doing the looking, as it is a reaction to the art and as such the materialization emerges through what Braidotti (Dolphijn and Van der Tuin, 2012) refers to as the ‘complex materiality of bodies immersed in social relations of power’ (21).

PARTICIPATION

The aforementioned social relations are characteristic of the participatory nature of recent gallery youth programmes and informed the thinking that led to Young Tate and Raw Canvas where participants discover their own areas of interest in art and these personal points of interest are developed into events and activities. This creates an inclusive pedagogy where, rather than providing activities that are for young people the events programme is designed and delivered with young people (Freire, 1970). Therefore, the peer-leader must learn about the artistic and cultural interests of the young people that they are working with (Eglinton, 2008) resulting in peer-leaders and participants working together to construct an understanding rather than the ‘experts’ enlightening the ‘other’. 

This is in keeping with notions of new materialism (Braidotti, 1994) and the importance Barad (2012) places on the action between. The critical pedagogies and hermeneutic theory that I have used to explore gallery education pedagogy, where the actual relation between participants and educators can be interrogated, find form in the conceptualization of new materialism through which the relation between participant and art work can be better understoodBarad’s (2012) intra-action provides us with a model by which we can examine the process of creating locally produced meanings from artworks in the gallery. Merizow (1991) talks about the role of the educatorin the learners transformation and Clements (2011) talks about the educator as mediator,
‘The reduction of learner dependency on the teacher is a prerequisite for student self-determination and underpins creative participation and radical cultural activism which thereby enables transformation’ (Clements, 2011, 27).

And Clements (2011) asserts that,

‘The focus within participatory creative education is on inclusion and developing a sense of community which then becomes the ideal forum for decision-making, debate and identity construction. Here the educator is the mediator (rather than the determinant) of participants cultural needs and their creativity, facilitating individual and collective potential which can then be explored in a non-authoritarian manner’ (27).

Such mediation is critiqued in new materialist thought. Barad (2012) refers to ‘agential entanglements’ (56) where the human and non-human subjects are not seen as pre-existing entities but as intra-actions. Following Haraway’s ideas, the learner subjectivity cannot be constructed in advance and rather than mediating, which risks Othering the audience, connections and contingencies should be sought. As Haraway asserts, ‘there are no pre-constituted subjects and objects’ (Haraway, 2003, 6), ‘beings consitute each other and themselves… [they] do not preexist their relatings (ibid). By examining the engagement with art and with each other through Barad’s (2012) intra-action, the notion of inclusion takes on a new form, one in which inclusivity can be seen as a process, an action between people, rather than something that happens to individuals. Here, a shift in pedagogy is possible; from the desire to include the Other to an acknowledgment of the preexisting relatings and subjectivity of all beings. This creates the possibility of culture happening with people rather than to them.
Key features of successful pedagogic approaches in the gallery are: the extent to which young people gain ownership of the programmes that they attend, and are given the support needed to realize their ambitions. Along with the freedom to make decisions comes knowledge about the structure of the organisation where they learn about how to deal with the constraints and compromises associated with working in a national gallery. As Clements (2011) describes the educator is mediator, in this instance between the young person and their cultural experience. This describes a dialogic relation where the learning that takes place is negotiated and the educator strives to make the engagement authentic and meaningful for the learner. But in order to achieve this there must be opportunities for young people to express negative as well as positive opinions. By rejecting cultural inclusion strategies that seek to mediate and instead seek opportunities to connect and collaborate, we open up the possibilities of young people becoming ‘the products of their relating’ (Haraway, 2003, 7). So then they are developing skills as discerning consumers of culture, ‘cultural omnivores’ as Peterson (1992) describes. In enabling young people to form their own opinions about art, educators are attempting to challenge the existing hierarchies that control who can be heard speaking about art (Jacobs, 2000; Biesta, 2010). For this kind of learning to be authentic, it must NOT be focused around achieving a consensus of ideas about art works. Instead, opportunity for debate and disagreement must be created (Rancière, 2010; Mouffe, 2013) where young people are supported and encouraged to form their own opinions or to disagree with the authoritative voice of the gallery or the educator (Charman and Ross, 2006).
ENGAGEMENT
NEW AUDIENCES

That cultural organisations are now valuing the personal responses of their visitors and striving to make the gallery experience meaningful to all marks a significant departure from previous attitudes to cultural learning. However, regardless of this shift contemporary youth programmes do experience difficulties in engaging new audiences. This may stem from a historical construction where during the mid-nineteenth century museums and galleries were newly constructed as social places in which:

 ‘The working class – provided they dressed nicely and curbed any tendency towards unseemly conduct – might be exposed to the improving influence of the middle classes’ (Bennett, 1995, 28).

This hope of improvement through cultural inclusion still underpins cultural institutions, government and funding bodies where galleries and museums are encouraged, supported, and financed to engage new audiences from ‘hard to reach’ groups, who do not normally engage with such types of cultural activities, and encourage greater diversity in attendance. Because even though museums have been ‘open’ for 150 years, recent research suggests that they are still predominantly attended by the ‘highly educated’ middle class and the elite (Bennett, et al, 2009; DCMS, 2007). For governments this participation in culture is connected to the desire for people to engage in civic life, Chris Smith MP, UK Secretary of State for Culture (1997-2001) connected the arts with notions of a civilized society,

‘because [the arts] lead us, sometimes gently, sometimes forcibly, sometimes imperceptibly, to self-knowledge, they also inevitably help both to shape and to characterise a society. The arts are a civilising influence’ (Smith, 1999 in Wallinger and Warnoc 2000, 14). 

 The view that the arts make ‘better’ people is a popular one and one that has been widely critiqued (Selwood, et al., 1994; Bennett at al, 2009; Bourdieu, 1984). There is much interest in self-improvement through the arts but this is fundamentally different when the focus is to improve others. This constructs learning subjects who lack the necessary cultural attributes to engage with contemporary art on their own (Biesta, 2010). The private funding received by cultural organisations is a form of modern day philanthropy, the public funds are a benevolent gesture intended to include those who rarely participate in gallery activities. Attendance by certain ‘targeted’ individuals is essential to the funding agreements with government and private benefactors; it is therefore prized by the museum. The selection of these people is normally done by their demographic information and targets those who do not tend to visit the gallery independently. The encouragement for some groups to become involved, rather than being embracive, can be restrictive because newcomers must learn to abide by institutional rules and codes of conduct. As such, it is often the learner who is asked to develop as a result of this experience, whilst the museum remains largely unchanged (Walsh, 2008). Despite considerable effort to welcome a diversity of young people, the emerging pedagogy is often ambivalent towards the new audience as they are simultaneously welcomed and controlled (Sayers, 2011). 


In Foucauldian (1991) terms, ‘the instruments of government’ (48) in the 19th century were aimed at bringing about acceptable norms of conduct, not by corporal punishment but by manipulating behaviour through specifically built environments. In The Birth of the Museum (1995), Bennett describes museums as the kind of regulatory environment that Foucault (1973) talks about. In relation to pedagogy, the museum function could be described as a cultural governor of the populace that relies on attracting people from all walks of life. Introducing new audiences to the museum environment creates a problem: do you teach the newcomers how to behave ‘correctly’ or does the institution adjust its idea of appropriate conduct? The multitude of activities within galleries have insisted on correct behaviours being observed whilst others have attempted to influence cultural change within the institution so that notions of ‘appropriate conduct’ are adjusted. As a result, the institution can become pedagogically divergent by occupying elitist and populist positions simultaneously and therefore creating tension and ambivalence in the way that the gallery approaches the audience. The space of resistance between high and popular culture has enabled opportunities for remodeling existing ideologies, where the purpose and potential of the gallery is re-negotiated by participants with facilitators. 

YOUNG PEOPLE WITH ART

Engaging young audiences is considered to be an effective way to achieve cultural inclusion (Harland and Kinder, 1999). The conventional approach (pre-1985) to working with young people in a gallery was to provide specially designed activities, events and services, designed, that is, by adult specialist staff. Increasingly, organisations in the cultural sector have introduced planning and delivery processes that involve consulting with young people from the outset. The role of the staff in this approach is to facilitate the process whereby young people can voice their opinions and take charge of their own learning. Consultation, peer leadership and participation in planning and delivery have superseded traditional approaches in which gallery staff creates events for young people (Horlock, 2000). However, effective strategies to engage young people in art are ones where meaning is negotiated, in a moderate hermeneutical sense (Gallagher, 1992; Hooper-Greenhill, 2000a, b). This directly challenges the dominant ideology of the gallery as ‘expert’ and empowers visitors to formulate meaning based on their own life experiences rather than the traditions of art. This pedagogical approach is predicated by a number of projects including: Young Tate, Liverpool; Room 13; WACTAC, Walker Arts Center, Minneapolis; Tim Rollins and K.O.S., South Bronx, New York, USA. Raw Canvas is indebted to these groundbreaking initiatives.
The above mentioned, Young Tate programme originated from Tate Liverpool in 1994 where, from the galleries inception in 1988, new approaches towards the audience had been trialed, 
‘The inclusion of voices other than the authoritative voice of the museum was one of a series of projects in which we opened up the Gallery and its collections to critical debate’ (Jackson in Horlock, 2000, 24).

Jackson, who was Head of Education at Tate Liverpool at the time, cites the 1988 Surrealism display as a good indicator of the importance of the visitor to the gallery,

‘In 1936 Roland Penrose invited the public to exhibit their own ‘surreal’ objects; Tate Gallery Liverpool repeated this invitation, advertising in the local press and in the Gallery. Every surreal object was accepted – from young children’s to international artists’ submissions – and the results were displayed in the galleries and celebrated at a private view attended by participants, their friends and families’ (Jackson in Horlock, 2000, 24).

What is significant with this approach to exhibition making is that the invitation to contribute went out in the local press, therefore addressing a local and potentially non-art audience, as the larger national galleries rarely used local media for advertising at the time. To accept all of the work and display it in the hallowed halls of the gallery was unusual, as this space was usually reserved for professional and highly reputed artists.

Tate Liverpool pioneered a model in which education and exhibition curators worked together, collaboratively, in project teams akin to the ‘ecological museum structure’ described by Jung (2010; 2011).  Jung (2011) draws on Rancière (2010) when she presents an alternative to the traditional hierarchical model of museum structure in which the Director sits at the top and passes directives down to Exhibition Curators who then pass to the Education team. This illustrates the relatively low status of education in relation to curatorial and conservation activities. The low status of public engagement means that it has been unusual for galleries to ask for the public to contribute to the art on display. By inviting a contribution from the audience, the gallery refuses the usual hierarchy in which artist and public are separated. This creates a number of ethical issues to be negotiated by programme curators about the ownership of the work. Jung’s (2011) proposal is a less hierarchical model in which dialogue and exchange characterise the relations between gallery departments. Jung’s (2011) discussion is an attempt to refuse the hierarchical models that already exist in some museums and to reimagine some non-hierarchical structures through which learning and the public voice can be brought to the centre of the organisations’ activities.

‘By failing to embrace diverse perspectives, museums may limit their potential audiences, creating an intellectual hierarchy between them and their audience’ (Jung, 2010).

Tate Liverpool used a collaborative approach to programming again in the 1990s. Such collaboration is particularly interesting when considered in relation to discourses of new materialism (Bolt, 2013). Bolt (2013) describes the modernist notion of ‘truth to materials’ (4) that exists between and separates from the two dominant strands of Western philosophical discourse. She urges an acknowledgement of ‘the material facts of artistic practice’ (5). The collaborative artwork produced at Tate Liverpool has the potential to refuse the usual museum hierarchy and seek to create new intellectual material. Meskimmon (2003) talks about the recovery of the most eccentric and marginal meanings in even the most canonical work. The fact that feminist aesthetics has always operated resourcefully in the margins and across disciplines makes new materialism ideally configured to accept the refusal of dominant discourses in constructing pedagogies that enable new publics to engage creatively with modern and contemporary art (Hickey-Moody, 2014). Such engagement often takes material forms, in the following example through the creation of interpretive labels for the work.

‘The Gallery also attempted to show that modern art has many readings; using the ‘Modern British Sculpture’ display, young people were encouraged to research issues around ‘primitivism’ and the representation of women in twentieth-century art, and presented their findings in extended labels placed adjacent to selected sculptures’ (Jackson in Horlock, 2000, 24).

This pedagogical approach draws from ideas discussed by philosophical theorists: Barthes (1977), Derrida (1987) and Spivak (1976), in which meaning is not fixed. Derrida’s ideas about the frame in The Truth in Painting (1987) in which he famously asserts that ‘there is nothing outside of the text’ and Barthes Death of the Author (1977) in which he asserts that an image or text doesn’t possess an essential meaning; ‘to give a text an Author is to impose a limit on that text, to furnish it with a final signified, to close the writing’ (147). Although the artist/author has an intention, it is the reader or viewer who creates a proliferation of meanings around the work. The reader who reads the text brings to it other voices and reads into it textual material which transforms this area of meaning far beyond the author’s intention (Olsen, 1990) or as Spivak (1976) asserts, the text belongs to language and not to the sovereign and generating author. Therefore, what the viewer brings to the work will play a significant role in any readings that are made. It therefore, follows that if you introduce more people to art with a range of different backgrounds then you will get a plurality of readings. Hall (1980) elaborates on the theoretical context of audience studies, rejecting a linear model for the transmission of meaning from author to audience and posits the idea of two parallel processes working simultaneously, encoding and decoding,  

‘The moments of ‘encoding’ and ‘decoding’ though only ‘relatively autonomous’ in relation to the communicative process as a whole are determinate moments’ (129). 

This idea of plurality is an important precept for group work, in which participants are discussing meaning in art works. Different interpretations are made and with them an acknowledgement of different viewpoints; it is up to the facilitator to summarise by repeating the range of views back to the group. And in order to establish a pool of possibilities that are relevant to all the interpretive agents a peer-to-peer approach to discussion is particularly valuable. These ideas were important corner stones in the pedagogical approaches that I developed with Raw Canvas from 1999 - 2011.
CRITICAL PEDAGOGY AND THE PROBLEM WITH INCLUSION .
The theoretical framework of critical pedagogy (Freire, 1970; Duncan-Andrade and Mowell, 2008; Darder, et al., 2009) underpins Raw Canvas and other projects that are negotiated by participants with facilitators and enables an understanding of the barriers  that dis-able some young people from participating in culture. Educators must engage critically with the impact of an unequal society on young people from disenfranchised groups. Strategies that acknowledge the subjectivity of the learner contribute to positive outcomes where participants are empowered, conversely those requiring participants to develop new cultural tastes can be reductive (Sayers, 2014). In talking about the pedagogies employed by youth programmes I keep coming back to the difficulty of a pervading ideology of inclusion where the ‘Other’ is welcomed in but are expected to change/learn in order to appreciate the new culture that is on offer to them once inside the museum. I have termed this ‘ambivalence’ (Sayers, 2011, 420). Rancière (1991) makes a forceful intervention into this aforementioned ambivalence through the axiom of the equality of intelligence (Bingham and Biesta, 2010). Rancière (2010) distinguishes between the two aims of ‘inclusion’ and ‘equality’; he sees them as oppositional and not complementary. This opposition begins to explicate the tensions that I have experienced in my role as educator and programme curator where the dual purpose of the job has been to create learning programmes for young people and to build new audiences. This drive for inclusion has led to the creation of an inconsistent pedagogical approach that was, at times, in opposition to the aims of equality on which the programme was founded. 

Rancière’s (2010) ideas resonate strongly with the aims of Raw Canvas however, he illustrates a fundamental pitfall for pedagogies that attempt to be inclusive in that we should start with equality rather than aim towards it. With all good intentions, youth programmes at Tate were grounded on an idea of ‘equality’ where ‘young people can be heard speaking about art’ (Raw Canvas, 2001, marketing material): an aim which makes the visitor’s own experience, prior knowledge or schema into a contingent part of their learning. In this view everyone’s opinion is equal: ‘your opinion goes here’ (Raw Canvas publicity, 2003). This was effective in terms of group management and open discussion where equality between contributors was foregrounded and focusing on the potential for young people to have an equal relationship with the gallery was an effective way to encourage a new audience to get involved. Once Raw Canvas became more integrated into Tate as a whole, young people’s ideas and methods did begin to affect the activity and public programmes that were offered by the Tate. However, deep-seated knowledge hierarchies and powerful ideas remained unchanged. For example, Raw Canvas created a skate park in response to Futurism (an avant gardeart movement and major exhibition at the time). Although this was hugely successful in terms of attracting new audiences to the gallery, it was not seen to be core programming as the idea had not come from an established artist. To create collaborative opportunities like those at Tate Gallery Liverpool, curators have to go against the dominant ideology of the gallery which values conservation, display and scholarship around the cultural products of established artists. To provide space for young people’s cultural ideas is to resist the dominant ideology and to enable new cultural materialisations to take place, as Meskimmon (2011) asserts, art cannot ‘oblige us to act’ (8) but it does have the power to effect change:

‘By materializing concepts and meanings beyond the limits of narrow individualism, art enables us to encounter difference, imagine change that has yet to come, and make possible the new’ (Meskimmon, 2011, 8).


The reception of the skate park raised significant questions for me about who and what Tate was for. Was the opportunity, the equality of intelligence, offered to young people in creating the skate park ideological rather than practical? If so, it failed to achieve its emancipatory aims, as it did not afford greater power to young people in relation to the institution. 
In order to address thisproblem of inclusion I needed to develop a critical pedagogy for working with new audiences.  I considered that a critical pedagogic approach could empower young learners because of the emphasis on preparing the educator to teach by heightening their critical perceptions of the world and the inherent inequalities that are often taken for granted or left unseen by the educational establishment (Darder, et al., 2009; Dewey, 1938). I wondered: what is the purpose of learning programmes at the gallery when the aim is to encourage participation from communities who are not traditional gallery users? 

Youth programme curators in galleries have much in common with Duncan-Andrade and Morrell's (2008) definition of critical thinkers who believe ‘that any genuine pedagogical practice demands a commitment to social transformation in solidarity with subordinated and marginalised groups’ (23). For example, youth curators do not create activities for young people but instead work very closely with participants to devise programmes that are inclusive and that represent the views and ideas of the young people at whom they are aimed. This creates opportunities for learning with not delivering information to learners as described by Freire (1970). In this respect, peer-led work is similar to critical pedagogy because facilitators and participants are committed to the concept of ‘praxis’ where teacher and student are learning and teaching together.

Learner-led pedagogies aim to emancipate the learner and the teacher, freeing them from the inequality and restrictions that many have encountered enabling them to achieve what Rancière (1991) describes as an ‘equality of intelligences’ (87). Youth programmes in contemporary art galleries encourage young cultural consumers to critique the dominant cultural establishment, the ‘sensible’ in Rancière’s (2010) notion of the ‘distribution of the sensible’ (12). They do this as members of the young people’s advisory group and through the events that they organise which draw artists from street culture into the rarefied space of the gallery. At advisory group meetings, there is an on-going critique of the hegemonic processes at work in the gallery. Artists and curators who work with young people gently rock the status quo and seek out counter-hegemonic alternatives to gallery programming. Luis Moll (2000) refers to ‘funds of knowledge’ that ‘draw from the knowledge that students bring with them to school, knowledge that is often not in their textbooks but is acquired from the streets, family, cultural traditions, youth culture and the media’ (Duncan-Adrade and Morrell, 2008, 9).

Pedagogies that seek to establish productive relations between teacher and student encounter specific problems in the territory of a collection based gallery or museum. There exist some contentious ideas in relation to conservative attitudes towards cultural objects that are conserved in houses of high-culture. Hein (1991) takes the radical step of stating that ‘constructing meaning is learning; there is no other kind’ (1). This idea seems straightforward in contemporary gallery education but it has two major implications for how we think about learning. Traditional, conservative conceptions of learning posit the idea that ‘meaning’ exists outside of the learner, an object or art work is thought to contain it’s own unique ‘truth’ (Hirsch, 1965). In order to understand the intended meaning the learner is expected to break out of their historical situation in order to objectively connect with the ‘truth’ about the work. Hein’s (1991) view radically opposes such an idea and any suggestion that a learner can be given meaning rather than making it for themself. In his conception, the assertion that the learner constructs meaning in order to learn is key. 


These two concepts can then enable young people to bring their stories to the table, to take an active role and be valued as part of the discussion. The fixed nature of the gallery where pre-selected objects of cultural value are put on display for the public causes a problem for teaching and learning conceived in this way as the gallery and the art it contains are used as a resource for learning about art rather than as the subject in its own right. Hein (1991) supports this construction by asserting that knowledge is active and is created by the learner therefore, opposing traditional views of learning. Hooper-Greenhill (2007) also asserts that ‘learning always involves the use of what is known already, and this prior knowledge is used to make sense of new knowledge and to interpret new experiences’ (35). This then results in the pedagogy of youth programmes being in conflict with the pedagogy of display. 


In the past, and in some places still, a gallery had an authoritative voice, one that represented the institution, offering a single reading of a work or exhibition (Jacobs, 2000). This has been termed the ‘transmission model’ (Hooper-Greenhill, 2000a, 141). Pedagogically the methodology of the Raw Canvas programme contrasts with the transmission of culture model, as it is learner-centred. This approach can be said to be in tune with current developments where galleries have opened up interpretation to other voices and offer plural readings. This stems from the philosophy that meaning is unstable and that the viewer is capable of handling several, often unresolved, propositions (Bal and Bryson, 2001). Voices from other fields of knowledge, in addition to art history, feature in text, audio and multimedia interpretation. A learner-centred approach builds on this, placing the learner at the centre of an endeavor to understand a work of art through a range of approaches. Young people learn the tools to acquire and process information and knowledge (Hein, 1998; Hooper-Greenhill, 2000a, b; Falk and Dierking, 2000). 


To prepare them for the peer-led process young people have to engage with different kinds of knowledge. Artist educators introduce them to art historical knowledge initially accessed through Tate resources and research facilities but alternative points of view are also researched, some of which may be at odds with Tate’s view. These are often critical of the art museum, describing it as a commodifier of culture, a gatekeeper reflecting narrow values. It is important that young people come to know the critical landscapes that help to define the role of the museum. 


Meszaros (2006) provocatively discusses the tension between knowledge about the object and strategies for interpretation in her keynote address, Now THAT is evidence: tracking down the evil ‘whatever’ interpretation. She argues that moderate hermeneutic thinking leads us to ‘a persistent paradox: we can only see and find what we already recognise and know’ and that this paradox leads to an abundance of personal meaning making and a lack of received or cultural knowledge (Meszaros, 2006, 12). However, I disagree and assert that successful pedagogic practices are those that start with personal meaning making, and go on to enable people to become critical, which leads to empowerment where young people take action in the world. This is aligned with Rancière’s (1991) argument for ‘the capacity of anybody’ rather than Meszaros’s ‘whatever interpretation’ (Ruitenberg, 2011, 220). Although this is not an easy task, the conviction that each intelligence is equal opens the door for new knowledge to materialise and for learning to be acknowledged as embodied by the individual and not given to them by the institution. In this way we seek alternatives to reductive forms of cultural inclusion.


The Raw Canvas programme attempted to do this by enabling young people to plan events for their peers. The focus was the creation of an event by young people and to do this they have to be taught to take an alternative stance in relation to the ‘normal’ models of display and consumption of culture, to try something different. In relation to critical pedagogy, this turns around the conservative and more common model of interpretation where young people learn from their elders and take on existing ideas. Youth programme activities link with young people’s own cultural interests as a way to re-contextualise the work on display in the gallery and to encourage young people to experience the space. The importance of establishing a link between art and youth culture has implications for the pedagogy that is adopted. The knowledge that is produced about art needs to be open and negotiable so that the development of the programme can be steered by young advisors. Young people sometimes perceive traditional education to be restrictive. This is often when they feel that they are following a course of learning in which the teacher holds the knowledge, it is delivered in a predetermined way or they are expected to respond to it in ways that feel alien to them. When developing programmes for young people it is important that they are offered experiences that take them beyond the target driven parameters of attainment – where some have felt alienated.  

Formal education, in its more traditional didactic form, teaches young people to accede to the authority of experts. This conditioning is counterproductive when attempting to empower young people to make decisions and formulate their own opinions. The aim of peer-led pedagogies is to disrupt the hierarchies between teacher and pupil, the ‘expert’ and the ‘learner’ and create a self supporting learning community with a ‘shared history of learning’ (Wenger, 1998, 87) in which the group engage in a shared endeavor and form a community which can increase the confidence and engagement of all those in the group. Such an approach provides young people with the skills they need to take part in debate and to get their opinions heard.


Many young people have not been taught the critical skills required to take part in such debates. Although ‘consulting young people’ is a popular mantra in contemporary educational and cultural circles, the skills to take part in consultation are rarely developed (DCMS, 2003). As a result, some young people are comfortable to speak their minds whilst others have to learn and develop the ability to see the world critically and to share their views.


Foucault (1973) talks about social control as conducted through regulating environments that are the development of an alternative to corporeal systems of control involving physical confinement and restraint. The Frankfurt School focused on issues of how the subject is constituted and ‘how the spheres of culture and everyday life represented a new terrain of domination’ (Giroux, 2001, 11). Youth Programme Curators challenge existing hegemonic structures through the programmes they construct, the methods they adopt and the outcomes that young people and artists produce in the form of events.


In the gallery, learning activities employ pedagogic strategies which attempt to maintain equality between education curator, artist and peer-leader: the curator knows little about urban youth culture and the young people know little about modern and contemporary art, working with artists enables a sharing of knowledge in order to create successful events and activities. In contemporary Britain it goes without saying that public art galleries continually strive to engage the broadest number of people in looking at art. Since the establishment of CEMA (The Committee for Encouragement of Music and the Arts), in 1940 they have tried to be inclusive to everyone (Art Council papers, 1939-45). The slogan ‘arts for all’ sets out a mandate for change as a means to break down the exclusivity that has surrounded many arts and cultural venues. For many reasons, museums and in particular their learning departments have taken on the view held by the education sector that if more people were included in culture then society would become more equal. In this view, inclusion is a predetermined end point through which, it is hoped that equality can be achieved. 


Bingham and Biesta (2010) explore the distinction between ‘equality’ and ‘inclusion’ in Rancière’s ‘Ignorant Schoolmaster’ (1991). Inclusion exists as an institutional and governmental ideal and is seen as ‘the’ core value of democratic society. Conversely, striving for ‘equality’ is not about searching for an end result but is about establishing an equal starting point,  

‘[inclusion], in a sense, knows where it wants to go, [equality] only knows where it wants to start’ (Bingham and Biesta, 2010, 73) (my parentheses).

The emancipatory aims of the Raw Canvas programme are connected to ‘inclusion’ - to recruit and engage a diverse group of young people. The strategies that govern the approach to the learning and personal development of participants strives to create ‘equality’ between group leaders and young people so that the young people can learn in accordance with their own agenda. The two aims are interconnected but they are also in conflict. Consequently, there are tensions between the aims of the programme and the pedagogical approaches that I have described, 

‘Inclusion is not only the main point and purpose of democracy, it is also one of its main problems’ (Bingham and Biesta, 2010, 74).

There are some significant similarities between the governance of the gallery within the cultural sector and structures that exist in government within democratic society. In its drive to include the public in the shaping of programmes the gallery shares the democratic will to include the demos in the ruling of society (or the gallery itself) and ‘the insertion of those outside of the democratic order into democracy’ (Bingham and Biesta, 2010, 82). In this respect, the notion of ‘deliberative democracy or decision making by discussion among free and equal individuals’ (Elster, 1998, 1; Bingham and Biesta, 2010, 76) is an important consideration. 

However, Rancière (2010) would argue that this notion of ‘democracy and inclusion is actually about the creation of a particular police order and of the insertion of those outside of this order into the order’ (Bingham and Biesta, 2010, 82) Rancière’s (2010) notion of ‘police’ in relation to democracy is the idea of police equated with the ‘law’, law here means all those unwritten laws that define ‘modes of being, doing, making, and communicating’ (Rancière, 2010, 89). Rancière’s (2010) concern is that democracy conceived in this way becomes about numbers – those who are included and those who are not – and that this kind of democratisation is about extending the existing democratic order.  He reveals the limitations of this approach to democracy and urges us to adopt a less quantitative view of inclusion and instead to look to reconfigure the ‘distribution of the sensible’ in order to achieve equality (Rancière, 2010). ‘Rancière’s (2010) insistence on equality is precisely not a plea for inclusion if, that is, we think of inclusion as the insertion into an existing police order’ (Bingham and Biesta, 2010, 84). Rancière’s understanding of democracy is essentially a disruptive process where those with no voice acquire one.

CONCLUSION

This chapter throws light on the depth of work that youth programme curators and young people engage in as they continually rethink and reshape the cultural offer in order to engage new audiences in meaningful ways. The exploration of issues in this chapter is not intended to detract from the wealth of fabulous projects run at Tate and at other galleries. By conceptualising learning in galleries in terms of critical pedagogic thought and new materialism, I seek to identify new strategies for engaging with new audiences around modern and contemporary art that are creative and productive for those individuals. This therefore, requires careful thought about the situation of the learner and the outcomes of the learning to enable new narratives of both to emerge.


The context of youth programmes in art galleries requires pedagogical approaches that enable all the authority to speak and create conditions for empowering learners through participation. Pedagogies that emerge as a result of moderate hermeneutic practices are intrinsically dialogic and have the potential to be inclusive to all however, there are significant pedagogical complexities in running new programmes for new audiences in an ideologically laden institution. Critical pedagogy requires that educators learn with participants and, as I have highlighted, this can lead to complex relations and tensions. 

The issues that arise when engaging young people with art mean that care must be taken to avoid the construction of an ‘other’ through philanthropic gestures. To establish an approach in which an equality of intelligences can be achieved, learners must be empowered to construct their own identities as educational subjects. Following discourses of new materialism (Bolt, 2013; Braidotti, 1994; Barad, 2012) we can see that collaborative learning outcomes refuse many of the usual knowledge hierarchies and offer the potential to create new, locally negotiated intellectual material. For such outcomes to be achieved it is important to enable debate because art is a contentious subject. 

Pedagogies need to leave room for discussion and argument to take place; allowing for a range of ideas to be expressed, not just those that are in agreement with each other. Rancière’s ideas about ‘dissensus’ are useful here (Rancière, 2010) as they give us a framework in which disagreement is profitable. These ideas are extremely useful in the context of cultural learning where there is a marked difference between ‘community’ and ‘publics’ in which the former suggests harmony and the latter allows for individuals. What needs to be encouraged is a dissensual space within which publics ‘come together’ around issues, which are debated. This is close to Mouffe’s (2013) ideas about ‘agonism’ in which she demarcates the importance for disagreement in public relations. The cultural space is a place where representational practices or ‘ways of seeing’ can be challenged in order to open up new or modified ways of seeing: not for the purpose of conversion but to open up potentials and to question how and by whom value cultural value is ascribed. 


In recent years in London and in certain parts of the UK there has been a significant increase in the number of young people who come from racial and cultural backgrounds that are not reflected in the public institutions of the dominant culture. This predicates an urgent need to re-examine ‘culture’: what it means and for whom. Many people who work in museums and galleries are committed to opening the doors to everyone, but if programmes are to be for all then pedagogies need to reflect the diversity of starting points and enable the dominant culture to be altered by its new audiences. Methods of display, public-performance and participation are being reconceptualised by artists and arts organisations across the UK, how the arts and therefore arts education will evolve, remains to be seen.
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