New Audiences – A constructivist approach? 
· Summer 2001 CMPG conducted independent evaluation of G1 & 2 of NAP

· NAP created in 1998 (£5 million) Designed to bring new audiences to the arts

Additional 15 million extended programme to 2002

· Programmed aimed to:

Gather evidence which can be used to inform policy and advocacy initiatives

Develop and test appropriate methodologies for evaluating arts initiatives

Develop measures of success which can be used to evaluate a broad range of initiatives (sustainability)

· 5 Gateways in all for final two years

· The research requested us to amongst other things:

Identify approaches that did and did not work

Assess impact on users and organisations

· Other elements such as

Lit review

Establish over-arching evaluation framework for all projects against an agreed set of key indicators

Evaluate whether organisations have achieved their aims against these indicators

(baseline forms had been sent out by ACE to funded orgs)

· No point was there to be an evaluation of the NAP itself.  Not in the remit.  Issues such as cultural diversity based on old colonial lines or corporate multiculturalism were not for interrogation
· Research finished Autumn 2003

· Aims of my Gateway 1 were:

Developing community practice

Partnerships with the mainstream

Often difficult to distinguish between the two

· 26 case studies (how selected?) across all the old Arts Boards regions  130 organisations in total if you include partners.  

· Ranged from Arts Ambassadors/Incubation models/ Outreach/Co-production/Consultancy and Marketing/Hub and Node to Advocacy within programming networks

· We adopted a constructivist approach based on the work of Guba and Lincoln (4th generation evaluation)

· Emphasis on being independent evaluators.  (Certainly not ACE spies).

· What are some of the characteristics of constructivism?

Most importantly :

· Evaluation is a joint, collaborative process based on consensus.

· It’s a mutually educative process

· Views are neither right or wrong (positivism) – but different

· In other words it acknowledges that the evaluator comes with their own set of experiences, knowledge and judgements and that these should not be imposed on the project

· Eg Imposing categories straight away within which projects must address their aims such as 5p’s is immediately controlling, convenient, but undemocratic.

· It recognises the tacit knowledge of the projects.  Their intuition, values, beliefs.  And perhaps our own.

· That was the theory.

· What made us choose this approach?

· A desire as we saw it to produce a radical piece of research which didn’t just join up the dots for the funders

· A desire to be ethical in all we did

· A reflection of our own backgrounds not as academics or researchers for that matter but as people who ourselves had delivered arts projects and were aware of the challenges faced by those working at the grass roots.  Thought it was important to produce something that they would recognise as reflecting their concerns with the practices and processes of the funding system.

· What was our methodology?

· Designed to work at a micro (project aims), macro (Gateway aims) meta level (New Audiences aims) level

· (Show OHP of methodology)
· Inevitable difficulties:

Organisations hadn’t filled in  baseline forms

Had started or even finished projects before returning them

Had identified performance indicators but hadn’t calibrated them

Non-interventionist approach (however some had Partnerships for Learning workshops)

“Refuseniks” – evaluation fatigue

· Was it successful?  What were our “performance indicators”? 

· Arguably our approach was at odds with the brief from the start.

· For example : Identify approaches that did and did not work.

· A constructivist approach would argue a relativist position – irrelevant to talk about projects that did or did not work.  Only projects that learnt from what happened either in terms of knowing what went wrong or knowing what went right.  In those terms a project could ‘fail’ in terms of not achieving its targets or performance indicators but still be successful.   Importance of process rather than product?

· Killer Facts

· DCMS has a need for statistics to inform policy but also to establish the efficacy of its distribution of money. (Efficiency and effectiveness debate)  And ACE has to supply this.  So already there’s a tension.

· See  SELWOOD (Beyond statistics? For PSI  And Measuring Culture for Spiked) and COMEDIA  (The Social Impact of Arts Programmes) for articles.

· Impact of ACE deadlines and our policing role
· So what do these killer facts look like?  For Gateway 1 for example:

· 17 case studies programmed 1,709 events

· 12 case studies attracted 96,083 participants

· Total funding was £462,000

· 8 case studies levered additional funds totalling £159,911

· Should we measure a project in terms of cost benefit ratios?

· 26 organisations worked with 104 partners : 67 of these were completely new relationships

· But what do they tell you about issues such as relationships between partners, sustainability, quality of the work, experience of those who did attend?

· Gateway 1 however is not all doom and gloom : There were a number of excellent projects

· Characteristics of these:

Good leaders

Projects organically grown (not just conveniently chasing the money)

Embraced issues of aesthetics as opposed to purely instrumental

Part of a regional strategy

Impact can be analysed as follows:

· Impact on mainstream projects - changed their working processes

· Impact on users – change in self-perception

· Evidence of funding system being flexible in approach to orgs coming onto the scheme

· However one still has the feeling of being complicit in the need for outputs without looking at outcomes

(Trying to measure something that isn’t measurable?).

· So what are some of the dilemmas in terms of adopting a constructivist approach in this instance?

· Baseline forms: 

Definition of art forms

Definition of arts organisations

· Endline forms:

Ethical difficulties around monitoring the ethnicity of audiences 

· Participatory arts disadvantaged – practice of orature blurs boundaries

· New Audiences as a term (and mainstream which is detrimental to an equal relationship)

· Longitudinal studies

· Recognition of my own tacit knowledge within the research team 

(Not unique to cultural diversity per se but acknowledges the comparative lack of resources and experience of these emerging orgs as a significant factor)  

· Dissemination - would the case studies see the final report?

· Sustainability

· Little evidence – future initiatives based on RALP/Grants for the Arts applications

· Sense of arts orgs delivering purely because of the availability of funds

· Issue of New Audiences being used to seed fund emerging c.d. arts organisations

· Relocation of New Audiences within the strategies of the funding system as a whole is a way forward

· Interesting initiative taking place beyond the ACE website and published documents

· Arts Council Publication commissioned to support arts orgs in developing engagement with Black, Asian and other minority ethnic groups.  A practical handbook but not a ‘how-to’ check list incorporating the latest data and research from related fields as well as initiatives such as Decibel.  Chapters will be delivered by a range of contributors on topics such as ‘the commodification of subcultures’, ‘tensions between heritage, ethnicity and cultural identity, approaches from other sectors’ and so on.

· Ultimately we feel that we delivered according to the brief but there’s another document that needs to be written which addresses the meta level – the New Audiences programme itself.  However that’s unlikely to be commissioned by ACE and if it is to be written by us then issues of copyright and intellectual property need to be resolved.

· At present left with the feeling that there are two reports.  One consists of documents that are in the public realm and the other which contains some of the reflections on wider policy implications.  Without seeming arrogant it will be interesting how much of those filter through and are taken on board.  At the risk of using a much maligned word, then our approach in the long term may be seen to have been ‘effective’.  
