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s | am working my way through the excellent articles
commissioned for this issue of Artwork, | am also
evaluating my three years at CCDNSW, in preparation for
a fresh challenge at Sydney Olympic Park. From the Big
Picture perspective, | can see an unqualified success — | was
hired to rebuild a relevant, sustainable and effective organisation in
place of one that had been closed down, and | have certainly done
that. We have systems which collect all sorts of data and measure
our activities and their achievements against our strategic plan,
against last year’s performance, and qualitative material provided
by our clients and partners. The full minutiae of any organisational
performance are, however, much more difficult to capture and
assess, and | find, with a heavily stacked in-tray and a fast
approaching departure deadline, that they will not be taken into
consideration.

This is a close match with the experience reported by many ccd
artsworkers as a project draws to a close. Getting the show ready in
time for the opening, acquitting the grant, and finding the next gig
are all competing pressures as the time and money start to run out
at the end of a project. Anecdotally, evaluation is the first casualty
of reduced funding or time pressures.

Even the most conscientious of evaluators finds their path strewn
with obstacles. So often we find that we can easily and accurately
collect the views of our participants and other key stakeholders
about how our activity has impacted upon them and their
community, about whether or not we have achieved our stated
aims, and about the quality of their experience and the artistic
outcome. Much harder is the measuring of the impacts outside our
direct contacts, in the medium and longer term, and the
unexpected results we did not plan to collect. We build our
evaluation mechanisms into the project design, only to find that the
project design changes along the way, or the funding body has
implemented a new system of collecting data which means our
original mechanisms are redundant before we have even filled them
with information, and historical comparisons will be impossible.

An even bigger issue is one of definition. If, as a field, we do not
wish to set out a single way of engaging in our practice, then it will
be equally difficult to set up transferable evaluation systems. Do we
need to design each evaluation as individually as we design our
projects? Can we even agree on what ccd is supposed to achieve?
If we argue our case based on the Fourth Pillar theory, how do we
prove that our activity has contributed to that bottom line? How

can we measure

impacts where no data

exists to compare our

material to? What are the

different options that can be

taken into consideration? Where is

the evidence that ccd really works as a

tool for community development, addressing
social issues and providing a means of achieving
social justice objectives?

Our writers have been asked to consider these and many other
questions, and provide some potentially useful insights, examples,
tips, tools and techniques in evaluation practice to assist the
measurement of ccd activity.

In March of this year | attended a discussion forum with statisticians
from the Australian Bureau of Statistic’s National Centre for Culture
and Recreation. | made the point that the ABS-provided statistics
are almost completely useless to us, as our sector is virtually invisible
in the national statistics. This is largely because we are not
identified in either their industry or occupation classifiers. There is,
for instance, no classifier for ‘facilitator’ in the arts. Similarly, culture
is absent from ABS research into social capital. As a result, large-
scale evaluation of national, economic, employment, social,
audience and participation trends involving ccd is not really
possible. Hopefully the excellent indicators provided in the new Art
and Wellbeing publication* may enable some national standards of
measurement which may overcome this, for the ccd/health sub
sector at least!

At a conference in Wollongong last year, Associate Professor Susan
Kenny, Director of the Centre for Citizenship and Human Rights at
Deakin University, related her experiences in Russia where a human
rights activist related this story:

On a dark night a man was walking down a street. He came across
another man searching the ground on his hands and knees. ‘Can |
help you?’ says the first man. ‘Indeed yes’, comes the reply. ‘I have
lost my keys’. The second man also gets down on his hands and
knees and searches for them. After about five minutes they still
have not found anything. ‘Where do you think you dropped them?’
asks the second man. ‘Over there’ says the first man. ‘Then why are
you looking here?’ asks the first man. ‘Because’ says the second
man, ‘this is where the light is.
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The point being that monitoring and evaluation are Western preoccu-
pations focusing only on ‘where the light is’.

Anotherasked her:

Why do you Westerners always want to measure things? Don’t you
trust people to do the best with what they get? And why do you
increasingly pay exorbitant amounts to experts to do evaluation?
Don’t you come from community development, where people
themselves know what is best for them? Just think of all the time,
resources and energy you waste when you run around evaluating all
the time?

Susan then asked ‘Could | be sure that setting up a rigorous
methodology for monitoring and evaluating a community project
would really ensure a better outcome than if | posted out $10,000
each to randomly selected community organisations all over Australia,
with no more of a proviso than that they should spend the money
where they think it is most needed?’? Believe it or not, she is an
advocate of evaluation and | recommend her article as providing a
very strong answer to this question.

Inside this issue you will find many valid reasons for undertaking
robust evaluations, and methodologies and tools to assist you in
doing so. To get you started, consider these conclusions about
measuring the impacts of cultural activities that were reached by
American practitioners at a Princeton University/Rockefeller
Foundation event in 2002:

1. It is important to be clear in identifying and measuring both artistic
‘inputs’ and community-level or individual-level outcomes, for
overly broad categories will obscure real effects that may exist. In
particular, studies of the impact of the arts on communities should
be based on intuitions about the actual processes by which the arts
influence communities and the people in them — and measurement
should be geared specifically to our understanding of those
processes.

2. Communities are complex systems. Complex systems are charac-
terized by relationships among their parts that are (a) nonlinear and
(b) complexly interactive. What this means is that the relationship
between the amount of some kind of arts activity, on the one
hand, and some kind of valued community outcome on the other
may change direction (so that a little may be good but a lot may
actually be bad or vice versa) or may only be detectable within a
relatively narrow range (so that artistic activity enhances social
outcomes only after one reaches some threshold of the former).
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The observation about complex interactions means that artistic
activities may be tied to valued community outcomes only under
particular conditions, so that attempts to generalize across a wide
range of communities may fail to recognize strong effects that are
peculiar only to some communities.

. Without the right theoretical insights, important effects will remain

invisible. There are strong complementarities between statistical
methods that enable us to model effects properly, and
ethnographic and other qualitative studies that enable us to
understand the actual processes that lead to valued outcomes.

. Students of cultural policy should take advantage of a full range of

analytic tools — not just ordinary linear regression, but also hierar-
chical models, demographic models, and network models — to
articulate and test for the impact of the arts on communities.

. Arts policy makers, funders, and advocates sometimes have

unrealistic expectations about what we can expect arts programs
to achieve, and therefore unwittingly stoke unrealistic standards
against which to evaluate the success of such programs. Policy
analysts in any field rarely — if ever — find strong, across-the-board
effects of small interventions on large and complex systems. One is
doing well to achieve incremental positive effects on those persons
or communities who are equipped to benefit. Research should aim
at identifying such effects rather than finding huge impacts that
are unlikely to occur. Advocates should learn how to articulate the
importance of such incremental and targeted impacts, and policy
makers should use research to identify ways of replicating such
impacts across communities. Moreover, many participants
emphasized the intrinsic value of artistic and cultural development
even when it is not linked to instrumental outcomes.

6. Research fields emerge when there are one or two exemplary

studies that focus attention and attract resources. The study of the
impact of the arts on communities needs such studies — work
comparable to Robert Putnam’s first study of declining social
capital, which galvanized a research field — to demonstrate its value
and encourage further development of usable knowledge.?
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SCOTT O’HARA AND VANDANA RAM

Documentation and Evaluation:
A Primer

There is n@ great mystery to the
process of evaluating our day-to-
day activities. We do it all the time!
If you have ever prepared a meal,
eaten it, shared it and altered the

recipe for next time you make it,

then you have collected evaluative
information, documented the

findings, and planned to alter your

practices to make use of what you

Documentation processes can provide developmental opportunities for participants. Vanna Seang volunteered to
have learnt. film the entire process of the U Turn Canoe project at Miller Youth Centre over a twelve month period. Six

months later he has his own video production company. Photo courtesy South West Youth Peer Education

valuating your ccd work is obviously considerably more Three simple models
complex than this, but at its best, evaluation should
follow those basic principles. Elsewhere in this issue you a Discrepancy Evaluation
will find detailed articles looking at specific evaluative
methodologies, and practical applications of evaluations This is an evaluation model which does build on the idea of using a
in the field. This article focuses on introducing some of the grant acquittal, via a comparison between what should have happened
key concepts and ideas, and some practical elements to get and what did happen (i.e. finding the discrepancies between the two).
started in evaluation. Assuming that your project had clear goals of what it hoped to
achieve, and clearly articulated ideas of how its processes operated,
Key Concepts then this is a fairly simple but effective framework for evaluating a
one-off or short-term ccd project. More often, it is used as a
It is very important to recognise the difference between documen- management tool to measure progress and remain focused during a
tation and evaluation. project, and is simply converted to an evaluation at the end.
You can identify discrepancies by examining up to three types of
Simply recording what you have done is not evaluation. It is documen- content within the stages of each project: input or needs; process; and
tation. It is, however, vitally important to document your project, and output or goals. Then compare them with your original plan. Where a
preferably to have your evaluative processes planned when you decide benchmark has been identified, you can also compare to that.
what to document. That will ensure that you are documenting things
that will actually help you. Don’t forget, however, that there are other The four common project stages identified for this process are:
reasons to document your project — you might need attractive images
to accompany an Artwork magazine article in the future, for instance! = definition or the design and nature of the project: Was it well
designed? Were processes and goals clear? Were needs accurately
Grant acquittals are also generally NOT appropriate evaluations. They identified? Did they address the needs appropriately? Were the
largly evaluate whether or not you did what you said you were going nominated goals suitable?
to do in your original application. Description of the activity is a = installation: Was the design well implemented? Were needs
documentary process and not, by itself, an evaluative process. addressed, processes followed and goals kept in mind?
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= process: Were the processes effective and appropriate? Were the
stated processes followed?

= product: Were the goals achieved? Were the planned outputs
created? Did the product meet the original intent?

It is important to acknowledge that while a useful introduction to
evaluation, this is a very limited framework which does not allow for
unexpected outcomes, alternate processes and midstream changes in
project intent and design — all common features of an interactive and
collaborative process such as ccd.

e Four stages of evaluation

Whatever style or model you adopt for your evaluation, the following
four evaluation stages will almost certainly apply:

= plan: Work out what you are going to measure, how, what
resources are available/needed, and who is going to do what.
Ensure your research processes suit the processes and ethics of your
original project.

document: Collect data, involve participants.

analyse: Make sense of your data and relate it back to your original
objectives. What was achieved? What changed? How did partic-
ipants feel about the project? It is a good idea to involve partic-
ipants in this process too.

report: Compile your results (including documentation of the
methods used to find them out) into a form appropriate to the
intended audience, and distribute it.

e The Lean, Mean Evaluation Machine

If you have no money and even less time to invest in your evaluation,
you might at least be able to consider these four questions in the light
of both your project processes and its outcomes:

1. What do you (i.e. all those involved in the project) value?
2. What will you try to achieve through your activity?

3. What can you measure?

4. What can you afford to measure?
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Presenting your projects at conferences can be a great way to share what you
learnt through your evaluation processes with your peers. Photo by Scott O’Hara

Items appearing on all four lists are obviously both at the heart of
your project and within the available resources to measure. If you can
evaluate the effectiveness of the project in addressing/achieving those
items, you will have a legitimate, if minimal, evaluation plan.

Approaches to evaluation

Most evaluation approaches can be classified as either formative or
summative. A formative evaluation is used to assess ongoing project
activities, while a summative evaluation assesses its impact.

Methodologies can also be characterized as either quantitative or
gualitative. One focuses on statistical numbers (quantitative) and the
other on more word or experientially based assessments (qualitative).
There are differing implications for data collection and analysis for
each approach. Each has different strengths and weaknesses, and the
approaches are suited to answering different kinds of questions. If
you want to investigate people’s thoughts, feelings and individual
personal views on a project, a qualitative approach will be needed.
Quantitative measures are a good way to measure trends, shared
opinions, numbers of participants in different project components,
changes over time, and differences between groups. Most detailed
evaluations will use a combination of both approaches.

Checklists

10 important points to consider when

planning your DOCUMENTATION

There are several perspectives to consider when planning your
documentation: How will it be used by the agency running the
project; the artist(s); the community participants; the funding
agencies; project evaluators; after the project?

By considering the following questions, documentation can become a
vital and important part of your ccd project.



o Why do you want to document your project?

Will it be used as:

= a record of the processes involved

= a record for the artist’s portfolio

= part of the acquittal for the funding body

= a tangible product for the community participants

= an educational tool to be utilised beyond the life of the project e.g.

for other community groups

How will the audience use the documentation?
= for publicity and promotion

= for research

= for the historical record

What skills and resources are required and/or available?

Recording resources:

= types of camera/photographic media
(still/video/digital/film/disposable)

= sound equipment

= transcription

Distribution resources:

= community publications

= organisation’s website/or potential to include documentation in
other relevant websites (e.g. www.ccd.net)

= process diary to record weekly comments from participants

= local media - radio interviews and newspaper articles

People with appropriate skills:

= skills to operate equipment and produce professional results

= printing or digital publishing of images

= media release preparation

Consider the most appropriate form/s for your project — perhaps
utilise a combination of these mediums.

= costs of video and audio tapes, cds
= processing of photographs, scanning
= printing costs e.g. of catalogue, posters

Who is responsible for the creation, organisation and approval of the
documentation?

= the project coordinator

= the artist

= the host organisation

= another designated party e.g. CCDNSW; local arts council
= the steering committee or reference group

How will the documentation be stored, distributed and made
accessible to all those involved and for wider distribution?

= for internal use and acquittal purposes only

= to be available at the local library

= copies for all participants

Who is responsible for the costs of maintaining, distributing and
storing the documentation?
e.g. the host organisation, the community group, the local library?

Have you considered the issues of ethics, copyright and moral rights?

= Verbal and sometimes written permission may need to be sought,
especially with oral histories and photographic or video documen-
tation

How may the documentation be used in future projects and/or
promotion of:

= the artist

= the host organisation

= the funding body

= the producers of the documentation

(A written agreement is recommended.)

e The timing of documentation is important and can occur:
= at the beginning of the project
= when the project culminates
= continuously throughout the project
= at key points in the project

o What are the key elements that need to be documented?
= the issue/s and how the project addresses them
= the involvement of all key players — the community partic- P .

L IW.‘;\'.‘

ipants/the artists/the host organisation

the geographical and social context

audience size and their demographics

communications (posters, flyers, emails, letters)

media coverage

management and decision making processes (meeting
minutes and agendas)

the outcome or product where appropriate (this is partic-
ularly important in projects which involve
dance/theatre/performance, which do not have ‘permanency’)

LI O T
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Items to include in the budget for your documentation:

= hire/purchase of equipment e.g. video/digital camera; sound
equipment

= wages for camera operator

= hire of editing facilities

Evaluation processes were built in to the community consultation undertaken at the
Redfern Community Centre by CCDNSW in 2004. Photo by Scott O’Hara
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B 1L important points to consider when

planning an EVALUATION

Evaluation is an important tool to be utilised for assessing all aspects
of your project and to assist in planning for future projects and
partnerships. The following questions may assist in developing your
evaluation approach:

o What is the purpose of your evaluation?
= for acquittal of the funding
= for the organisation’s board of management to measure progress
= to provide feedback to participants
= to learn from your successes and your mistakes
= to plan for future activity

e Have you allocated time and resources to do the evaluation?

= Do you have sufficient equipment, financial support and skills
available?

= Are you utilising other documentation in the evaluation e.g. process
diaries?

= Have you considered involving an external evaluator or other
potential assistance e.g. social work students or local community
organisations interested in community based evaluation?

e Are the objectives of your project well defined and understood by:
= the community participants
= the host organisation
= the artist/s
= third party evaluators

o Have you built the evaluation into your project design?

= Have you clearly defined your expectations of the project?

= Do they reflect community expectations?

= Have you determined what you will measure, and how it relates to
the intention of the project?

= Have you allocated sufficient time and resources?

= Have you ensured that you are collecting the information you will
need?

= Have you built evaluation tasks into job descriptions?

= Have you established ways of engaging with the participants on
evaluation?

Scott O’Hara took up the new position of Director,
Arts Development at Sydney Olympic Park in August 2004. Prior to
that, Scott was the Foundation Chief Executive Officer of Community

Cultural Development NSW. Previous positions included managing the

Suzuki Talent Education Association, teaching at Macquarie University

and five years working for the Community Cultural Development Board of

the Australia Council. He has been published as a songwriter, poet,
ancient historian and arts management theorist.
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e The short answer — what does success look like?

= How will you know that your project has been successful?

= Do the different stakeholders have different expectations?

= What is your target number of participants? Audience size? Number
of activities? Number and type of works created?

= What will change as a result of your project? Can you establish a
‘snapshot’ of the situation now to compare the situation after your
project?

= What changes should be evident during the project?

= What outcomes will there be immediately after the project?

= What will the longer term impact be?

e What indicators can you use to assess that the objectives have been

achieved from all these perspectives?

= Establish some measurable indicators that are both qualitative and
guantitative e.g. the number of participants who started the project
and stayed to its completion; the proportion of participants who felt
involved in the decision making process; the skills developed; other
social outcomes.

= Are you evaluating process, social impact and/or artistic outcomes?
Do your choices relate to the original intent of the project?

0 What will become of your evaluation?

= How will it be presented/published?

= Who will receive copies?

= Will it appear on a website? For how long? In what form?

= Will it be provided to the local library?

= How will you ensure future projects with the same community will
be able to access it?

= Can actions be identified and implemented to improve the
outcomes or legacy of the project?

= How will it be used to inform your practice, e.g. your next project
design? m

To download this infosheet go to
http://www.ccdnsw.org/ccdnsw/infosheets/

Vandana Ram is currently in

India on a six month Asialink

scholarship, and is the Cultural Diversity

Program Manager at CCDNSW. She has over 15
years experience in community development, arts
management and practice; including eight years in

Community Arts Board/Community Cultural Development
Fund at the Australia Council, and the last seven years

as facilitator/artist in ccd projects in Western Sydney.
Vandana has a particular focus on

multicultural and cross-cultural issues

and training.



How the Arts Impact Communities

An introduction to the literature on arts impact studies

This article is an edited extract from background paper prepared for the

‘Taking the Measure of Culture Conference’ at Princeton University in

June, 2002.

Introduction

rts advocates and researchers have
made a variety of ambitious
claims about how the arts

impact communities. These

claims, however, are made

problematic by the many

complications involved in

studying the arts. Just consider
the possible definitions of the
phrase, ‘the arts impact
communities’. When speaking of

‘the arts’, do we refer to individual partici-
pation (as audience member or direct
involvement?), to the presence of arts
organisations (non-profit and for-profit?) or
to art/cultural districts, festivals or
community arts? When speaking of
‘impact’, do we refer to economic, cultural
or social impact; do we refer exclusively to
direct community-level effects or do we also
include individual- and organisational-level
ones? By ‘communities’ do we mean
regions, cities, neighbourhoods, schools or
ethnic groups?

Of course, there are no authoritative
answers to these questions, since different
research questions require different
definitions. And as one might expect, arts
impact studies employ these heterogeneous
definitions in a variety of combinations.
Given this array of definitions, how would
we go about measuring the impact of the
arts on communities? One problem is that
researchers and arts advocates rarely seem
to consider such complications when
making claims about the broader impact of
the arts, and seldom discuss the implications
of making particular theoretical and
methodological choices.

In this paper, | will lay out some of the
issues that need to be addressed when
thinking about and studying how the arts
impact communities, in addition to
providing an introduction to the literature
on arts impact studies. | begin discussing the
mechanisms through which the arts are said
to have an impact. Following this is a
discussion of key theoretical and method-
ological issues involved in studying the
impact of the arts. | conclude by suggesting
areas for further research and reflecting on
the limitations of past research.

Mechanisms

The arts have been heralded as a panacea
for all kinds of problems. Arts-integrated
school curricula supposedly improve
academic performance and student
discipline (Fiske 1999; Remer 1990). The arts
revitalize neighbourhoods and promote
economic prosperity (Costello 1998;
SCDCAC 2001; Stanziola 1999; Walesh
2001). Participation in the arts improves
physical and psychological well-being
(Baklien 2000; Ball and Keating 2002;
Bygren, Konlaan and Johansson 1996;
Turner and Senior 2000). The arts provide a
catalyst for the creation of social capital and
the attainment of important community
goals (Goss 2000; Matarasso 1997; Williams
1995).

Given these claims, the question arises of
how to elaborate the causal mechanisms
through which the arts have an impact (i.e.
the intervening factors that connect a
particular arts activity with a specific
outcome). On the next page is a grid that
lays out two dimensions that will help in
thinking about this. The rows represent

JOSHUA GUETZKOW

three aspects of the arts typically
highlighted in the literature: direct
involvement in arts organisations, especially
that which entails personal engagement in
some form of creative activity (most often
associated with community arts programs
and the use of the arts in education); partici-
pation in the arts as an audience member
(mostly associated with cognitive ability,
cultural capital and health improvement
arguments, as well as economic impact
studies of the arts); and the presence of arts
organisations in a community (mostly
associated with economic impact studies
and social capital arguments).

The columns represent types of impact and
are divided into individual and community
levels. Individual-level effects are relevant for
the purposes of community impact studies
to the extent that the impact of the arts on
individuals aggregates to the community.
(For example, some individual-level impacts,
such as ‘personal enjoyment,” may not have
any consequences on community life.) The
three types of individual impacts are
material (mainly health), cognitive/psycho-
logical and interpersonal. Types of
community-level effects, which are roughly
homologous to individual-level ones, are
economic, cultural and social. The cells of
the table contain, where relevant, specific
impacts claimed in the literature.

The grid helps to assess how different levels
and types of artistic inputs are related to
different types of outputs. It can be taken as
axiomatic that, other things being equal, the
more widespread and/or intense the partici-
pation of community members (who are not
involved as professionals), the greater the
impact the arts will have on cultural and
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Table 1: Mechanisms of Arts Impact*

Individual Community
Material/Health Cogpnitive/Psych. Interpersonal Economic Cultural Social
Direct Builds inter-personal Increases sense of Builds individual Wages to paid Increases sense Builds social capital
Involvement ties and promotes individual efficacy social networks. employees. of collective identity by getting people
volunteering, which and self-esteem. and efficacy. involved by
improves health. Enhances ability to connecting organi-
Improves individuals’ work with others and sations to each other
Increases sense of belonging or communicate ideas. and by giving partic-
opportunities for attachment to a ipants experience in
self-expression community. organising and
and enjoyment. working with local
Improves human government and
Reduces delinquency capital: skills and nonprofits.
in high-risk youth. creative abilities.
Audience Increases Increases cultural Increases tolerance of People (esp. Builds community People come together
Participation opportunities for capital. others. tourists/visitors) identity and pride. who might not
enjoyment. spend money otherwise come into

Relieves stress.

Enhances visuo-
spatial reasoning
(Mozart effect).

Improves school
performance.

on attending the
arts and on local
businesses.

Further, local
spending by these
arts venues and
patronized businesses
has indirect multiplier
effects.

Leads to positive
community norms,
such as diversity,
tolerance and

free expression.

contact with each
other.

Presence of Artists
and Arts
Organisations &
Institutions

Increases individual
opportunity and
propensity to be
involved in the
arts.

Increases propensity
of community
members to
participate in the arts.

Improves community
image & increases
attractiveness of area
to tourists,
businesses, people
(esp. high-skill
workers) and
investments.

Fosters a ‘creative
milieu’ that spurs
economic growth in
creative industries.

Greater likelihood of
revitalization.

Improves community
image and status.

Promotes
neighbourhood
cultural diversity.

Reduces
neighbourhood crime
and delinquency.

*This grid further develops a typology proposed by Kevin McCarthy (2002)

social factors. However, direct involvement is
more intense than audience participation,
whereas audience participation is more
widespread than direct involvement. (To the
extent that community arts programs are
geared towards producing some kind of
public ‘show’ [e.g. art show, play, reading,
festival], they will tend to optimize both
dimensions of participation.) Greater concen-
trations of artists and arts-related organi-
sations lead to higher degrees of arts partici-
pation among residents, directly and as
audience members (Stern and Seifert 2000).
There is also often a trade-off between
different types of arts activities in the kinds of
benefits they are most likely to produce. For
example, a well-respected theatre employing
a professional staff is more likely to draw
visitors and tourists from outside the
community than is a local community arts
project exhibition, and hence it will have a
greater economic impact. But, since the level
of participation among community members
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lacks intensity in the case of the theatre, it
has less potential for building social capital
and a sense of collective efficacy. Both the
theatre and the community arts project may
enhance community pride and self-image.

The arts increase social capital and
community cohesion

Virtually all studies that make this claim
examine the effects of community arts
programs on the participants and organi-
sations involved. Although quite varied,
community arts programs are grassroots
organisations that attempt to use the arts as
a tool for human or material development
(Costello 1998). Community arts programs
almost universally involve community
members in a creative activity leading to a
public performance or exhibit. As defined by
the Ontario Arts Council (2002), ‘Community
Arts is an art process that involves profes-
sional artists and community members in a

collaborative creative process resulting in
collective experience and public expression. It
provides a way for communities to express
themselves; enables artists, through financial
or other supports, to engage in creative
activity with communities; and is collabo-
rative — the creative process is equally
important as the artistic outcome’.
Community arts programs often involve
people who are disadvantaged in some way
(at-risk youth, ethnic minorities, people in a
poor neighbourhood) and are designed in
the context of some larger goal, such as
neighborhood improvement (typically
aesthetic) or learning and teaching about
diverse cultures (multiculturalism). These
goals are usually the basis for claims about
the politically transformative potential of
community arts projects (e.g. see Williams
1997). Regardless of the ultimate purpose(s)
to which social capital is to be put,
community arts programs are said to build
social capital by boosting individuals’ ability




and motivation to be civically engaged, as
well as building organisational capacity for
effective action. This is specifically
accomplished by:

= Creating a venue that draws people
together who would otherwise not be
engaged in constructive social activity.
Fostering trust between participants and
thereby increasing their generalized trust of
others.

Providing an experience of collective
efficacy and civic engagement, which spurs
participants to further collective action.
Arts events [which] may be a source of
pride for residents (participants and non-
participants alike) in their community,
increasing their sense of connection to that
community.

Providing an experience for participants to
learn technical and interpersonal skills
important for collective organizing.
Increasing the scope of individuals’ social
networks.

Providing an experience for the organi-
sations involved to enhance their capacities.
Much of this comes when organisations
establish ties and learn how to work,
consult and coordinate with other organi-
sations and government bodies in order to
accomplish their goals.

Theoretical and Methodological
Issues

Definitions

The phrase ‘arts impact communities’ admits
of many possible definitions. Specifying these
definitions is an important task that
researchers often ignore. Here, | briefly
sketch some dimensions along which these
terms can be defined.

‘The arts’ — Different research projects rarely
define "the arts’ in the same way, and often
the same study will include diverse activities
and organisations, including professional
opera companies, neighbourhood cultural
centres, community arts programs and in
some cases even major league sports. There
are several dimensions along which
definitions of the arts might be specified:
genre or art-form (whether the activity is
painting, singing or acting for example);
sector (whether the organisation involved is
non-profit, commercial or governmental);
time (duration of the arts activity or
involvement); place (where does the
activity/performance take place); group
participation (whether the activity is done

alone, in small groups or in large groups);
medium (whether the arts is live, recorded or
Web-based); and mode of participation
(whether involvement is active art-making,
organisational volunteering or audience
participation).

This last dimension provides a distinction
useful for classifying prior studies. Some
studies look at the effect of participation in
the arts on those who are directly involved,
especially when they are engaged in art-
making. Such studies often examine the
impact of community arts programs, usually
on the participants themselves but
sometimes on the local community. It is
crucial to define precisely what are ‘the arts’
that one is studying, because different arts
activities are likely to lead to a different set of
outcomes. Furthermore, the use of vague
and diverse definitions of the ‘arts’ makes
comparability and accumulation across
studies very difficult.

‘Impact - whether the impact is on
individuals, institutions/organisations,
communities or the economy; whether it is
direct or indirect (e.g. does it indirectly affect
communities by affecting individuals?);
whether the impact is short-term or long-
term; whether impacts are greater for some
groups and individuals than for others; and
whether the impact is social, cultural, psycho-
logical, economic, and so on. These
dimensions are often under-specified, and as
a result findings can be easily inflated or over
generalized (e.g. a small, short-term impact
on a subgroup of people might be viewed as
an enduring impact on a broader class of
residents). Furthermore, as Cwi (1987) notes,
the policy relevance of most arts program
evaluations studies is limited, because of their
failure to adequately specify the impact that
the program is intended to have.

’Community’ — Community can be defined in
a variety of ways: as a geographic region,
municipality, neighbourhood (itself open to a
variety of definitions), or ethnic group. [Or a
community of common interest. Ed.]) In
general, researchers will either define
‘community’ by people’s proximity to one
another and study things like
neighbourhoods, schools, or cities; or by
group membership, categorizing people on
the basis of race/ethnicity, national origin,
gender, sexual orientation, occupation and
so forth. It is important to consider whether
or not the notion of community is being
imposed by the researcher.

The problem of aggregation

One of the more vexing issues confronting
anyone wishing to understand the impact of
the arts on communities is the question of
how to link micro-level effects on individuals
to the more macro level of the community.
Except for economic impact studies, virtually
every arts impact study examines how the
arts affect individuals (though see Stern
1999; 2001), whether by improving their
health (Bygren, Konlaan and Johansson
1996; Costello 1998), their self-esteem
(Weitz 1996), their skills, talents and
knowledge (Fiske 1999; Winner and Hetland
2000), or their tolerance of other cultures
(Matarasso 1997; Williams 1995). In some
cases, researchers have also argued that the
creation of arts programs (usually made
possible by government or private grants)
increases the capacities of arts organisations,
for example by enhancing their ability to
work with local government agencies (Stern
and Seifert 2002; Williams 1997). In this
case, the problem becomes one of
aggregating organisations rather than
individuals.

Selection problems

As with much social research, arts impact
studies typically suffer from selection bias
problems, which make it difficult to identify
clearly the causal role of the arts. This
problem is usually expressed by the truism
that ‘correlation is not causation’. For
example, research indicates that people who
participate in the arts are healthier and
happier (Bygren, Konlaan and Johansson
1996; Costello 1998; Thoits and Hewitt
2001). But, does this mean that arts
involvement makes people healthier and
happier, or that such people are more likely
to get involved in the arts? Do arts programs
build social capital, or are communities with
higher social capital more likely to initiate arts
programs? Usually, the answer to such
questions is ‘both’. On average, healthier
people are more likely to volunteer in arts
programs, but that activity likely improves
their health as well (Thoits and Hewitt 2001).
Communities with greater social capital are
more likely to initiate arts programs, but
those programs may further promote the
building of social capital. Most likely, health
or social capital would not have improved in
the same way and to the same degree had
the arts programs been absent. When seen
from this perspective, selection issues — when
recognized and handled appropriately —
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arguably do not present an intractable
problem to arts impact studies.

Lack of appropriate comparisons

From a policy perspective, however, the issue
is no longer whether the existence of the arts
has a beneficial impact, but whether money
spent on arts programs will have more of an
impact than other programs. Indeed, one
flaw with the literature on arts impact is the
lack of studies that compare the arts with
other programs or industries. The key
guestion for policy-makers (or grant-givers) is
this: given some pre-defined goal (e.g.
improving the economy, attracting tourism,
improving education, reforming at-risk
adolescents), how can that goal be most
effectively reached? Thus, the issue changes
from ‘did this program work at all’ to ‘did
this program work better than another?’

Negative externalities

Those who investigate the impact of the arts
need to be more aware of potential negative
as well as positive impacts. For example,
given the broad definition of the ‘arts’ found
in many studies, the negative impact of such
events as raves or rock concerts — for
example noise pollution and delinquency —
largely goes ignored. Or, if an arts program
builds social solidarity among some ethnic
group, could this lead to greater
balkanization of the community? To the
extent that studies do examine failed
programs, they tend to focus on the causes
of failure rather than its consequences
(Matarasso 1997; Williams 1997).

Lack of adequate data

Most arts impact studies are based on cross-
sectional data, making inferences about
selection and the causal role of the arts
exceedingly difficult. The lack of over-time
data also makes it impossible to see how
long the effects of an arts program persist.
Furthermore, the sample sizes of many
studies are too small for making proper
statistical inferences. In many instances,
researchers employ multiple or comparative
case study approaches, for example by
studying several different community arts
programs. Despite the strengths of this type
of analysis for describing in detail the
supposed consequences of particular arts
programs on particular individuals, they tend
to rely exclusively on the subjective accounts
of people involved in the art programs or
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audience members in order to support their
claims — in short, they tend to be anecdote-
rich and evidence-poor. The general problem
with in-depth case studies is that they are
rarely representative of the overall
population.

Specification of context effects and
intervening factors

Researchers studying the impact of the arts
are rarely sensitive to contextual or
intervening factors that influence the
outcomes they find. This is important for
generalizing from the findings of a specific
study. To take a simple example, many
studies claim that the arts have a beneficial
economic impact. However, it is likely that
this impact varies depending on the size of
the community under discussion and the size
and density of arts organisations/events.
Local community arts projects are likely to
have little economic impact. Arts impact
researchers need to begin to think more
seriously about the conditions under which
their results do — or do not — generalize.

Conclusion

Research on the how the arts impact
communities is a burgeoning and wide-
ranging field of research. Despite the variety
of research subjects and methodologies alive
and well in the field, there are a number of
avenues this literature has yet to explore. For
example, researchers study formal groups
and organisations to the exclusion of more
informal groups, such as local
neighbourhood knitting groups and the like.
Case studies tend to focus on arts programs
developed for marginal populations (like at-
risk children); it would be interesting to see
what could be learned from comparing these
programs to ones where most of the
participants are middle- or
upper-middle class. Also,
researchers often study
community arts programs
that have some kind of
political or social goal:
what might be

learned by

comparing these
organisations to

those that have no

such goal? And in

terms of

determining their

relative economic

impact, we need to

knowledge.

know whether arts organisations tend to
spend more money in the local economy and
on locally-produced goods than do other
organisations/ businesses. These examples
point to a larger problem with the research in
this field, especially those that use multiple,
in-depth case studies: the cases are generally
not chosen in such a way as to gain much
empirical ‘leverage’ from the comparison.
Cases appear to be selected on the basis of
capturing the widest diversity of programs
possible — sometimes with an implication that
this will ensure representativeness. The most
that comes from this sort of comparison is a
list of some factors that appear to affect the
relative success of the programs. Researchers
need to think more about the logic driving
their case selection, so that they can get
more from their comparisons.

The criticisms that | have enumerated in this
paper could apply to most bodies of social
research. But, the field of cultural policy
studies is young and resources are scarce.
Therefore, it is perhaps more important than
in other fields that small investments in
research yield strong results that can be
leveraged to advance public policy and
private philanthropy. As a result, it is
especially incumbent upon arts researchers to
carefully specify their definitions and think
critically about the theoretical and empirical
issues confronting them when attempting to
take the measure of culture m
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few years ago, | undertook a Masters by
Research thesis. | look dreamingly
back on it now for it was a time of
pure exploration. It is easy to
forget the computer eyes, the
headaches, the agonizing over
the meaning of a single word
and the daunting feelings that it
would never end. It is hard but
important for me to remember the
pure joy of researching. | was lucky that
quite early in the process | found my
methodology. | was a novice, a practitioner
who had a BA in visual art and 20 years of
experience but the whole academic writing
caper was totally foreign to me. To make
matters worse | was an artist in the business
school (my research Masters is in business
management). It was tough at the start —
| was the classic fish out of water but then
| found Participatory Action Research. | know
| am sounding like a zealot or at least a
convert but for me it was quite revelational.
| had been struggling with my research
proposal, reading methodology and finding
what | new | didn’t want to do. And then
there it was, something that made utter
sense. The arts practitioner in me recognized
it, as did the facilitator and the manager.
What | was reading described a process that
translated what | had been exploring and
practicing all those years, into a language that
was recognized with in the hallowed walls of
academia.

So what is this Participatory Action Research
(PAR)? To have a look at PAR we first need to
look at Action Research. Dick (1993) describes
action research as both action and research.
Action to make change and research to add to
the collective knowledge bank. This builds on
daily problem solving and creative activity, as
there is an analytical research component. It is
the study of a problem through a systematic
approach using action research cycles and
then the integration of what has been learnt
back into the process that makes action
research not just activity but research.

In An Overview of the Methodological
Approach of Action Research, O’Brien (1998)
uses the terms Praxis and Theoria when he
writes that Praxis,

... Is the art of acting upon the conditions
one faces in order to change them. It
deals with the disciplines and activities
predominant in the ethical and political
lives of people. Aristotle contrasted this
with Theoria — those sciences and
activities that are concerned with
knowing for its own sake. Both are
equally needed he thought.

The cyclic nature of Action Research also
acknowledges both these elements as
important features of seeking knowledge and
making change.

There are many versions of action research
cycles. Most follow a simple format similar to
the plan-act&observe-reflect suggested by
Kemmis and McTaggart (1988).

Action research has not developed along one

Action Research Cycles. Graphic: Lisa Philip-Harbutt.
Based on the work of Kemmis & McTaggart (1988)

LISA PHILIP-HARBUTT

path. It is responsive in nature and therefore
spreads out in a number of different areas of
practice and number of different methods of
working. Consequently there are a number of
methodologies that are often called action
research. In, You want to do an action
research thesis? Bob Dick (1993) arranges the
diverse approaches to action research into
four basic categories:
Participatory Action Research (PAR): which
links to the emancipatory work undertaken
by activists. In Australia it is also linked with
the work of Kemmis, Mc Taggart and Carr.
Action Science: which looks at the
interaction of behavior in groups and
organisational settings, and is linked to the
work of Argyris.
Soft systems methodology: as described by
Checkland is often used in organisations in
the analysis of information systems.
And a loose grouping of Evaluation
Methodologies: Guba and Lincoln, Patton
and Scriven give a range of possibilities in
this area.

Participatory Action Research (PAR) is an
approach that embraces activism by
encouraging participants in their quest to
make a change in their situation. PAR is
‘learning by doing’ (Wadsworth 1998). It
requires a group of people, (which includes
the researcher as participant) to identify a
problem. They then move through a series of
learning cycles that use a plan-act-observe-
reflect format with the aim of improving the
problem. PAR can be seen as a more holistic
approach to problem-solving or making
change, rather than a single method for
collecting and analyzing data (O’Brien 1998).
PAR is consequently often seen as a collective
learning and evaluation process. It is an
effective method for evaluating both activity
and projects. It allows projects to be built
around their own ongoing evaluation.

PAR encourages the actual experience of

taking responsibility for attempting to initiate
change. It is combining academic knowledge
with practitioner’s experience and know-how.
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Fals-Borda (1995) writes: ‘The study of society
is not worth the trouble if it does not help its
members to grasp the meaning of their lives
and to move to action for progress, peace and
prosperity for all.’

A challenge for all participatory action
researchers is to design a process, which can
result in maximum creativity and imagination
(Wadsworth 1998) and yet maintain the
balance between research methods and
research process. In Participatory Research:
Whose roles, whose responsibilities? Dockery
(2000) suggests that with participatory
research ‘... the concern about research
methods is secondary, whereas concern for the
research process is dominant...’. Stringer
(1996) also emphasizes the importance of the
process when he writes:

Community-based action research seeks
to change the social and personal
dynamics of the research situation so that
it is non-competitive and non-exploitative
and enhances the lives of all those who
participate.

| found it was important to realize that PAR is
in fact a multi-cyclic process and not just a
checklist. It may be necessary to return to the
‘plan’ stage a number of times during any
given cycle of the project. Action research
could be described as cycles within cycles. So
the image that forms for me is a complex set
of spirals within spirals.

Complex Action Research Cycles. Graphic: Lisa Philip-Harbutt.

The Participatory Action Research process
encourages a very close relationship between
researcher and the other participants. Stringer
(1996) recognizes that community-based
research has multiple outcomes and takes into
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account the need to enact ways of working
that protect or enhance the dignity and
identities of all people involved. The welfare
and safety of the participants involved in
research was discussed and maintained within
each of the groups | worked with. In
community cultural development (ccd) we are
aware that there are risks involved when
undertaking group work and that the collabo-
rative nature that generates exciting input
could also increase the possibilities for miscom-
munication. Developing and maintaining
protocols for good group work is essential. |
discovered that sharing PAR was fun — it
wasn’t just me who found it useful. When the
lights went on for participants and they
realized that this research process wasn’t going
to be tedious (even if it was challenging), and
that it was going to be useful in an ongoing
way, | was over the moon.

PAR is fundamentally research — we do it to
learn something. It is therefore an interesting
way of evaluating both activity and projects. Its
form however sometimes feels a bit soft
because of its qualitative nature. In a lot of
research which fits the positivist paradigm, the
researcher is an outsider who acts as a neutral
observer. They control the context of the
research in order to prove or disprove
something. In this type of research, validity is
achieved through the elimination of bias and
therefore the objectivity of the researcher is an
issue. In contrast to this, the role of the
researcher within a PAR approach could be
described as one of active involvement, not
detached observation. Decision-making
influenced by this more egalitarian approach
could attempt consensus, rather than a hierar-
chical decision-making structure and the
political natures of the participants and context
could be embraced rather than attempting to
maintain a neutral environment. This would be
inappropriate in many research projects but
can lead to the empowerment of participants
within an action research project.

| believe that the validity of PAR lies with the
usefulness of the process to the arts and
cultural sectors. In my research it was the
participants who determined the validity of the
findings by what sense we choose to make
from the data and analyses. The action
research cycle of Plan-Act-Observe-Reflect
(PAOR) requires immediate ‘in-house’ data
analysis as part of the process. Each of my
participants used the reflective phase of the
action research cycle in his or her own personal
analysis, before undertaking group discussions.

| also used focus groups which provided a
means for people to explore the issues in
greater depth by giving access to a range of
views and allowing a supportive environment
for the development of the participants’ own
ideas. The groups undertook their own PAOR
cycles allowing both data collection and
analysis. In this situation evaluation is an
ongoing part of the process. When
Stufflebeam & Shinkfield (1985) wrote ‘The
most important purpose of evaluation is not to
prove but to improve’, they could have been
talking about the PAR process we had
undertaken.

Many people talk about finding the ‘value’ in
evaluation. | think my quest was to find a
methodology that was valuable to the arts and
cultural sectors. PAR certainly gave me a
flexible format and a set of guidelines and
many examples that were definitely useful and
therefore valuable. PAR is definitely not a
check list. It is an adaptable process and it
requires those involved to customize it to suit
the context and the participants. But through
the process | recognized many of my existing
modes of working and identified areas that |
could improve. And now as the sweet
memories of researching for my thesis start to
fade, | am finding that PAR hasn’t faded. | can
identify how and when | use it in my day to
day work and although there never seems
enough hours in the day, | try to remind my
self that ‘reflect’ is a quarter of the action
research cycle and it is important that | build
enough reflection time into my day-to-day
practice
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Dot’s Visual Reminder or
Evaluation as a Political Endeavour

CELINA McEWEN

An evaluator

reflects on her own

processes in evaluating two
projects, The Longest Night and
Re-lIgniting Community, and

considers the multiple roles of the

evaluator: shadow, reflector, translator and

The Longest Night performers workshoping with local young people, The Parks Community

Centre, January 2002. Photo courtesy of Sophia Koutroulis, Community Development/

Youth Worker, Adelaide Central Community Health Services, Parks, Dept. of Human

Services, Government of South Australia

ot and | are on our way to a meeting
with staff from a partner organi-
sation and funding body. We
take advantage of the walk
to catch up on what’s been
happening throughout this
community cultural
development (ccd) project. It’s
been going for a short while
now and there’s a lot to think
about.

Dot’s been working hard at establishing
meaningful relationships with all parties
involved. She is thinking about how to make
this a true partnership and how to introduce
the creative component of the project. I've
been with Dot for most parts of the project,
shadowing her and giving a hand when
necessary and appropriate. As we walk, Dot is
feeding me information as to how she thinks
it’s going. Suddenly, she tells me how having
me on board as an evaluator is like a
permanent visual reminder to systematically
assess what’s happening but also to reflect
critically on her practice. That’s what | think

evaluation is about. Generally speaking, the
purpose of evaluating ccd activities is to better
understand this kind of practice and in turn be
a tool for reflection, planning and advocacy.

Measuring engagement

In practice as well as a concept ccd is
problematic. Reviewing the literature, we find
that there is little agreement as to what ccd is,
does, or can achieve beyond the fact that it is
a collaborative creative practice that brings
about some level of change for participants.
The term is used to cover a variety of practices
ranging from resistance art or art for social
change to site-specific art via community arts.
At best ccd has the potential to free partic-
ipants from their assumed limited options and
at least it can be a fun and engaging activity.
However disparate the definitions, purposes
and benefits, most historical reviews of this
kind of practice (Kirby, 1991; Binns, 1991;
Hawkins, 1991 and Clifford 1997) attest that
it began to be recognised in Australia in the
1970s with the alliance of sometimes-radical
art practitioners with the federal government

tool for planning, advocacy and development.

arts body and its funding schemes. There is
also agreement on the focus of this kind of
practice on processes of engagement rather
than on the production of artistic outcomes.

This diversity in ccd practice is also reflected in
the frameworks used to evaluate ccd projects.
Often evaluation is thought of as a purely
quantitative activity where evidence is
presented in statistical forms, for example
attendance figures or demographics. Yet most
practitioners agree that participants’ stories
are one of the most important indications of
success or failure. Though there is a need to
go beyond the anecdotal evidence in
evaluation, it is important for practitioners to
claim these narratives (observations;
stakeholders’ accounts of the project; stories
from other similar projects).

Allowing for the unexpected

Researchers at the Centre for Popular
Education, UTS, [University of Technology
Sydney] believe in the merits of a participatory
and qualitative approach to evaluation. The
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kind of evaluation the Centre undertakes aims to measure or
assess changes in the social and cultural spheres as well as foster
greater reflection for all project participants. This kind of
evaluation therefore requires that we seek out subjective
accounts about what people do and how they feel. The use of a
mixture of directed evaluation and self-reflection tools ensures
the gathering of rich and deep data. It enables the evaluation to
not only report on and measure outcomes, but also allows for
the unexpected to be revealed and discussed. Also, participatory
and qualitative evaluation fosters greater reflection thereby
increasing the impact of the project on the participants and

workers.

Examples of such an evaluative approach include the evaluation
of ‘Re-Igniting Community’ and ‘The Longest Night’ projects. In
2002, The Torch Project, a Melbourne based company, worked
with communities from East Gippsland and South West Victoria
on a project called Re-Igniting Community. This community
building initiative used arts as a catalyst to inspire Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal people to join together to grapple with issues of
history, culture, identity and belonging. Using an intensive cultural
development process based around The Torch Project staff’s facili-
tation skills and expertise, members of the local community focused
on issues of community and race relations as well as justice and a
future for Aboriginal people. Over a four-month period structured
Poster of The Torch designed by young school consultation and cultural development processes were put in place to
o i create a theatre piece called The Torch (Flowers & McEwen, 2003).
The Longest Night was a ccd project commissioned by the 2002
Adelaide Festival of the Arts. Over a nine-month period, young people
from diverse backgrounds living in the Parks area and/or accessing the
Parks Community Centre in Adelaide, local community workers and
Urban Theatre Projects (a Sydney based theatre company), worked
together in devising a performance entitled The Longest Night to be
shown at the 2002 Adelaide Festival. The project focused on young
people’s views and opinions on issues of change to devise a story around
young people’s experiences when setting up their first home in public

... most practitioners
agree that participants’ housing.

stories are one of the )
Tools and methodologies

most important

indications of success Rick Flowers and | were co-evaluators on the Re-Igniting Community project,
while | was the sole evaluator on The Longest Night project. Both evaluations were
of a qualitative nature. The data and insights were collected from participants and
practitioners. The methodologies included extensive fieldwork requiring us to
shadow practitioners and sometimes take on the role of a workshop facilitator. Our
role was therefore at times participatory and at others non-participatory. The tools used
included one-on-one interviews, focus group interview sessions, observation of staff
meetings, rehearsals and consultation/workshop sessions to gather information about
events and moods and movements, audience surveys, review of the art product, facilitated
self-reflection workshops and exercises, and finally literature reviews of published material as

or failure.

well as company records.

For each project, numerous interviews were conducted to collect individual subjective data. These
interviews were held with participating and non-participating staff/workers, local community

members and residents. Interviews were conducted face-to-face with individuals as well as groups of

up to 12 people. Interviews lasted between 30 minutes and two hours and usually had notes taken to
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record answers. Some long interviews were taped and later
transcribed. The interviews were formal and informal semi-structured.
Questions were asked at the beginning, middle and end of the
projects. To some extend these questions are what dictate the
evaluation methodology. In both cases the questions related to an
evaluation framework initially designed by Rick Flowers of the Centre
for Popular Education (2002-4).

The more conventional audience survey tool was used to gather data
from audience members on the impact of the performance. It was
distributed to audience members to ascertain the demographics and
socio-economic situation of the audience as well as to gauge their
connection, overall experience, and potential action following the
performance and what they thought of it as a strategy for community
building. The data analysis of the audience survey included a thematic
content analysis using a question-oriented matrix. This matrix enabled
the comparison of all answers across questions and demographic
information.

Self-reflection workshops were only used with the evaluation of the
Re-Igniting Community project. Three sets of workshops were
conducted in each region between 2002 and 2003 to assist with
further reflection and help with planning. At each workshop Re-
igniting Community steering committee members and local
community capacity builders were present. The purpose of the first
series of workshops was to introduce the evaluation project to the Re-
igniting Community steering committee members, establish the
progress of the project so far and get a sense of the bigger picture
(history, leaders) of community development and capacity building in
the respective regions. The second series of workshops was planned
and devised to develop Re-igniting Community steering committee
members and other project participants’ own ideas and tools to
advocate for ccd. The last series of workshops was planned and
delivered to present the Centre’s preliminary findings and get local
feedback.

At times our evaluation practice is intrusive because we not only seek
personal accounts but also push for greater reflection and seek to
challenge assumptions held by practitioners and participants. At other
times our evaluation practice might appear to have more affinities
with the arts than with science since in our practice key elements
include creativity, flexibility and inspiration.

The difficulty in evaluating is not in the gathering of evidence or data,
but in the reporting of this evidence beyond the anecdotal.
Generating and gathering evaluative data can be done in many
creative ways. It doesn’t need to be done using a questionnaire. It can
be done through a conversation, but it can also be done through a
game or a performance. Similarly, the analysis of the data can be
done by an individual using sophisticated technology and software or
with a group of people through a brainstorming session using games
and butcher’s paper. Recording this information can be done by
taking notes on paper or by using a tape or video recorder. The
presentation and dissemination of this information is, however, what
requires a framework of indicators and conventional reporting
techniques.

For The Longest Night project the framework was constructed around
five major categories:

= Goals and Concepts

= Engagement & Participation

= Community Building

= Learning & Change

= Creating

For the Re-Igniting Community project the framework was developed

further to include seven major categories:

= Community engagement — community-wide and with community
groups who experience social exclusion

= Community participation, collaboration and ownership

= Social capital — bonding and bridging

= Cultural identity and pride

= Learning and change — instrumental, interpretive and emancipatory

= Community leadership and initiatives

= Artistic creation and quality

... participatory and qualitative evaluation

fosters greater reflection thereby

increasing the impact of the project on the

participants and workers.

A creative and negotiated activity such as ccd makes for
unpredictable outcomes and the evaluation of this practice should
highlight that and be able to report on it too. In Re-Igniting
Community and The Longest Night, unexpected outcomes were
numerous. For The Longest Night | was surprised to find great clarity
in some of the young participants in regards to the aims of the
project as a whole, beyond the simple understanding of their needs.
This, for me, highlights the fact that in these kinds of projects often
participants become engaged because they see a potential to further
their own needs; they can see that they can get something out of it
by using other stakeholders to achieve their stated, hidden or implicit
goals. But how do you report this unexpected evidence? The
framework above allows for this by reporting on all parties’ goals as
well as the different types of learning and change that occurred
during the project.

And then there’s the long-term outcomes
Another issue though is how do you report on the longer-term
impact of such a practice? Change can be difficult to measure.

Change needs to be looked at in relation to what we imagine might
have happened had the project not occurred. How can the change
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observed or reported be directly and solely attributed to the
project? How do you quantify prevention? Most studies only
report anecdotal evidence of individual changes. How do you
translate personal change into collective change? How do you
assess the effects of connectedness and solidarity? Though a great
deal of the literature focuses on measuring the impact this kind of
practice has on its participants there is still little evidence
indicating what, how and why it is, or has potential as, an
empowering practice. To date there has been an absence of
studies providing evidence that ccd practices are actually effective If ccd is considered to be a
in bringing about change and addressing issues of social equity
within the communities its practitioners engage with.

political endeavour, that is to

say an emancipatory practice

Indicators need to be appropriate to the level of change being
measured and its relevancy to the issues at hand or the level and
complexity of risks participants are experiencing. Therefore there participatory democracy, then so
is a need to provide a different evaluation package for each
project according to its aims, as well as for each stakeholder of a
project according to their expectations of what the project is
meant to achieve. The evaluation framework, which depends on
the evaluator’s perspective, can, however, be the same from
project to project but the leading questions, the interview
questions and the kind of data gathered change according to the
project evaluated.

that instils notions of choice and

is its evaluation.

Many practitioners and funding bodies have expressed the need for
further research focusing on longitudinal studies to establish the
evidence to support a statement that ccd has a positive impact on
communities. | intend to go back to the site of The Longest Night,
three years after the initial study, to conduct interviews with the
main participants and the staff of the community centre and observe
the events at the centre to identify change, or the lack of it. | want to
ask about people’s lives, what has happened since the project. What
they think happened because of the project. What changed and what
didn’t. Did it make things worse? | want to assess the individual
changes, but also the collective changes around the Parks area, the
community and the various services which work out of the Parks
Community Centre.

Celina McEwen is a Research Fellow
and Lecturer with the Centre for Popular
Education at the University of Technology,
Sydney, which fosters and undertakes
research in education and social justice,
including the field of community

If ccd is considered to be a political endeavour, that is to say an emanci-
cultural development.

patory practice that instils notions of choice and participatory democracy,

then so is its evaluation. We need to be strategic in our evaluation of this

field of practice. We need to go beyond an evaluation that simply witnesses.
Our evaluation can help practitioners and funding bodies strengthen their
understanding of what happens, how and why. It can help us reflect on the
artistic, social and political intent and outcomes. Through systematic evaluation
we can provide evidence that advances the knowledge of what this practice
actually achieves as well as advocates for further funding to support a long-term
vision of social equity =
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MARILY CINTRA

Post Occupancy Evaluation and

Arts In Health

Research and evaluation
methodologies best suited to
community cultural development
programs\often add to the
outcomes by offering a further
dimension to the active
engagement of the initial
project. Here Marily Cintra
explores a methodology she has

found effective.

eople are often anxious about
evaluation and community cultural
development (ccd) workers are
not an exception: we fear failure,
we dislike being criticized, and
evaluation is, in the mind of most
of us, synonymous with finding
out what went wrong.

Evaluation is, however, an intrinsic part of
life. We would still be in the Stone Age if it
were not for our creative thinking (and acting)
and the evaluation that accompanies it. We
evaluate constantly in our lives, from crossing
a street, to taking decisions that change our
lives. Evaluation is part of surviving and being
human.

Evaluation in ccd is more than completing a
circle. It is a spiral. It should start at the
beginning of planning and throughout the
process of achieving our goals, not an
attachment at the end of the process.

It feeds forward to other projects of the same
kind; it has the capacity to further empower
the communities that were involved in the
processes; it has also the capacity of
supporting sustainability.

Learning from practice

| came to formal evaluation through the need
to reflect on my practice. To verify if what |
said | was doing was really happening.
Moreover, | wanted to improve, to challenge
myself in what needed to be modified and to
know what | was doing right so that it could
be strengthened.

| have been working in ccd since 1967 and
feel the need to relate ccd practice and
theory. | want to operate my organisation and
business within the same principles with
which we facilitate communities:
empowering, creating connections, providing
experience that allows for sustainability. In
other words, we are not outsiders in this
process, knowledge needs to be shared and
owned by our community. Research and
theory is not the exclusive realm of academics
and should be linked to practice.

When | started thinking about formal
evaluations, | could find no model for
evaluating public art programs that involved
local communities. The critical practice of
placemaking presumes an action, or partici-
patory, research. | wanted to use the same
principle of the placemaking projects,

Liverpoole Hospital Volunteers
Photo: Marily Cintra

involving the users in the process of
evaluation. | needed a methodology that
further developed the relationship of people
to their place as well as reviewing the plan
and implementation of the program. | found
in the Post Occupancy Evaluation (POE), a
methodology used in architecture and design,
the most appropriate model, and one with
few adaptations to be made.

Post Occupancy Evaluation and
the Arts

Post Occupancy Evaluation (POE) is a process
of evaluating buildings after they have been
built and occupied. POE centres on the
building’s effects on the occupant’s health,
safety, security, functional performance and
psychological and physical comfort: ‘POE’s
focus on the consequences of past design

Artwork Magazine - Issue 59 - September 2004



decisions and the resulting building
performance. This knowledge forms a sound
basis for creating better buildings in the
future.” (Preiser, Rabinowitz and White 1988)

POE can accomplish short and long term

outcomes:

= Immediate feedback and suggestions for the
correction of identified problems

= Medium-term feed-forward to
designers/planners of the same kind of
building so that they can take into consid-
eration the successes and failures of the
place that was evaluated

= Long-term feed-forward with possible
establishment of data bases, guidelines and
criteria literature

POE can be applied at three levels: indicative,
investigative and diagnostic. The difference
between the levels is the depth of the review
and the complexity of methods to measure
building performance, from a guided walk-
through tour, to more in-dept level of
Investigative and Diagnostic. (Preiser et al,
1988)

The first significant efforts at POEs, in the mid-
1960s, were a response to severe problems
observed in institutions such as mental
hospitals and prisons. POE research
incorporated the studies of human behaviour
and building design, and during the past 30
years, it became one of the most systematic
and effective feedback tools available in
environmental design (Preiser and Postell
1998).
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Pippa Robinson discusses
exhibition with visiting students,
John Hunter Hospital Arts for
Health. Photo: Marily Cintra

| chose the investigative level to evaluate
Liverpool Hospital Redevelopment Public Arts
Program because it used the same
methodology we used for designing the arts
and cultural planning: focused interviews,
surveys, observation of environmental
behaviour and physical traces.

Evaluation in this case was an after-thought.
However, we had an excellent plan (although
one not including evaluation ... ) which was
well documented; from the interviews and
surveys to reports and minutes of meetings.
This documentation gave a base line for
review and | included archival review in the
methodology.

The criteria used to evaluate the programs
were directly related to the objectives
established in the arts plans, what we said the
arts would do. It included:

Technical and Functional

= Quality and maintenance of the art works
commissioned during the program

= Adequacy of placement of works

= Creation of Landmarks

Behavioural

= Psychological comfort

= Strengthening the links between health
service and local community

= Adequacy of themes to date

= Users’ satisfaction with works

Cultural Development
= Development of new cultural resources
= Professional and economical development

= Support for diversity and tolerance
= Sustainability of innovative cultural activities
within the hospital

Our team has evaluated three large art
programs to date: Liverpool in 1999, two
years after the conclusion of the public art
program; John Hunter Hospital Arts for Health
Program; and Fairfield Health Service Arts for
Health Program in 2002, three years after the
arts planning for the two programs. We are at
the moment planning the evaluation of
Bankstown Health Service Arts and Cultural
Program, in its eighth year and six years after
the conclusion of the redevelopment public
art program. My aim is to build enough data
to support a diagnostic POE, comparing the
performance of five or more programs.

POE findings

All three programs showed impressive
achievements of the intended outcomes:
functional, behavioural and cultural
development. The POEs showed vibrant
programs that had significant support from
the users of the place (staff, patients, visitors)
and local communities.

The ‘side effect’ of the POE’s was a renewed
interest in the arts and cultural programs in
each place.

Liverpool Hospital Redevelopment
Arts Program

Art is good for the hospital: makes you feel
better, as well as doctors, nurses and staff

with big smiles and good manners (Patient
interview)

| love the flowers in the staff canteen,
especially the text: If | was to stand with my
feet in the ground, would my life bloom out in
the colours | was born with? Very clear
message of anti-racism and discrimination.
Good! We need more of it. (Staff survey)

Starting in 1993 with arts and cultural
planning, the program was linked to the
redevelopment of Liverpool Hospital, changing
from a 400 bed district hospital to a 700 bed,
major tertiary teaching hospital, to serve the
growing population of South Western Sydney.
The planning phase involved 300 people
including staff, patients, visitors and the local
community. Implementation of the plan was
done from 1994 to 1997.



Evaluation included 205 interviews with staff,
patients and visitors, individually or in small
groups. It also included 140 surveys. Of all
those, only five people mentioned that money
should not be spent on the arts.

Liverpool Health Service Arts and Cultural
Program established three galleries for
temporary exhibitions. From 1994 to 1997, it
commissioned 94 permanent public art
projects, employing 60 artists and 50
community groups. After the conclusion of
the public art program linked to the redevel-
opment we initiated an on-going program,
funded by Liverpool Health Service. In 1998
the program grew to include the whole
Liverpool Health Service. Grants, sponsorships
and commissions from the sale of temporary
exhibition works have contributed over $120
000 for cultural activities from 1997 to 2000.

Liverpool was running with a team of two
artsworkers and a group of 10 to 20 cultural
volunteers. The volunteers assist in the
maintenance of the permanent collection,
setting up temporary exhibitions, creating new
public artwork for the hospital and new
projects.

The POE suggested that the program continue
with the intense community involvement in
visual and performing arts, suggested minor
repairs in a couple of works and moving two
artworks, one to avoid sunlight damage, the
other because it was not appropriate to the
site. People also asked for more music perfor-
mances and projects.

Fairfield Health Service Arts for
Health Program

It allows you to show feeling and emotions.
(Patient survey)

| visit the hospital frequently and really enjoy
looking at the artworks. | always look forward
to new exhibitions. The work adds colour and
warmth to an otherwise very clinical setting. |
do not always like particular pieces of art or
particular exhibition but | always have the
feeling that there will be something in the
next exhibition that | like — this is part of the
appeal of the program for me — ie. people’s
taste varies and the community is so diverse
but regardless of personal taste the artworks
always brighten the hospital. It reminds me
that the community we serve is very colourful
and diverse (unlike the uniform, regimented

Liverpool exibition. Photo: Thao Nhi La

hospital environment) — the artworks are a bit
of a reality check! (Staff/visitor survey)

operating with shortage of funds. The lack of
proper funding is a real threat to the sustain-
ability and quality of the program.

Fairfield Hospital is a smaller hospital, servicing
a very culturally diverse community. The Arts
for Health Program started in early in 1999
with the commissioning of artworks for the
new Corella Detoxification Clinic and the
development of an arts and cultural plan for
the hospital. The plan involved over 500
people participating of interviews and surveys.

John Hunter Hospital Arts for
Health Program

Not only do the pictures give a ‘feeling’ but it
also gives people talking tools. When you are
exhausted and you still have to talk to your
child but have no more ideas: it gives people
who cannot cope with certain situations
something to talk about instead of the
weather. (Visitor survey)

There was no significant capital development
in place and the plan suggested the creation
of an on-going arts and cultural program.
John Hunter Hospital is a large 700 bed
tertiary teaching hospital serving people from
Newcastle, the Hunter and adjacent areas (up
to New England and Mid North Coast). The
Arts for Health Program started in early 1999
with the assistance of a CEAD grant
[Community, Environment, Arts and Design]
grant from the Australia Council. The planning
involved 500 people.

The POE was done in 2002-2003 and included
surveying 112 people. It showed that all
artworks (temporary or permanent) were well
respected and there had been no vandalism or
theft. People valued the art and only one
person of 112 was against the health service
having an arts program. In the new exhibition
space created by the program (200 linear
metres) there had been 21 exhibitions.

Fairfield has a group of cultural volunteers
that assist in the program’s activities. Some
volunteers come through the Commonwealth
Employment Service (CES) others through the
Cardio Rehabilitation or Mental Health
Services.

The program also developed partnerships
with 31 local community groups.

At the end of 2001, Fairfield Health Service
had to impose serious cuts to the program’s
funding and The Arts for Health Research
Centre had to financially support the program
to allow for the continuity of our artsworker’s
employment in Fairfield. The program is still
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POE of John Hunter Hospital Arts for Health
Program was undertaken three years after the
planning and it found a very active program
that had organised 42 exhibitions, commis-
sioned 29 public art/community cultural
development projects (producing 56
artworks). It raised over $6 000 from
exhibition sales and over $80 000 in grants,
sponsorships and partnerships. During those
three years there were 46 positive media
stories about the hospital, linked to the arts
program.

The POE involved surveying 77 people. Of
those, one person suggested that art was a
waste of resources.

The major lessons learned from
the POEs

Support for the arts

Whereas there is a belief that the average
person will not support spending funds for
cultural and arts activities in the area of
health, our research has persistently shown
that there is a huge support for those
activities if they have a connection to the
users of the place.

Our methodology ensured that random
surveys and interviews involved people from
various backgrounds, ages, professions, for
example, to minimise any bias.

Artwork Magazine - Issue 59 - September 2004

Artist Jelenko Butina and men’s group,
Valuable Time, Fairfield Hospital.
Photo: Martha Fernandez

eOngoing programs as a sustainable
model for placemaking

The use of ongoing programs for the
implementation of public art in health care
facilities should be considered in future
developments and in places where there are
no capital development projects. They provide
a sustainable and long-term view of cultural
activities within the place.

eProfessionaIism in ccd work and
significant participation of users

The success of the programs point to: good
planning, and participation by all kinds of
users in the programs’ planning and
implementation.

oEvaIuation should be part of public
art planning

POE should be a service offered by the planner
as part of her/his engagement in arts and
cultural programs in health.

Looking in retrospect, the evaluation actually
gave a boost of energy to the programs. It
significantly promoted their sustainability. It
reflected the clients’ (health services)

and our own accountability. It
also clarified community
support and

acceptance.

We are now in a phase of diagnostic POE,
being able to compare programs and
hopefully create a national benchmark. This
body of work will be published as a resource
for the ccd field and also for environmental
design and healthcare planning.

The practice of ccd is very diverse, so is
evaluation methodology. We must find the
one that is most suitable to the work we do
without losing the essential quality of ccd
work: participation.

It has benefited my practice immensely. We
are able to offer Post Occupancy Evaluation as
part of our placemaking services. Our
programs in health are recognised as best
practice; | had invitations to present the model
of planning and evaluation in many interna-
tional conferences including the 3rd
International Conference of Design and Health
in Canada in 2003 and as a key note speaker
for the American Society of Arts in Health in
2003 and the International Academy of Health
and Design in Montreal in 2003.

Above all, it has given me and my team the
opportunity to grow, to understand our work,
feel valued, and feed back into the programs
an energy that often wears out with the years.
It supports our practice to be sustainable and
accountable, in particular when working in
the area of health m
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Who Goes There — Friend or Foe?
Give me your password!

This is a simple relationship evaluation question — but a very loaded one!

SANDRA KREMPL

We ask it many times in different ways. Sometimes we take a dominant stance - especially if we are on our own

territory. At other times we can be relaxed and friendly about it. This occurs more on common ground or when

we are on somebody else’s turf. We often ask it intuitively and try to find answers through observing and

listening. The fact is we ask this question a lot more than we at first realise. It is more important than we realise

and it applies to our personal lives and in our professional worlds.

e may not like to admit it but
this question colours a lot of
our evaluations and our
decisions. It determines if we
can work well with our
partners, if we are welcomed, if
we belong or not.

How do you analyse the responses?

What if they have the passwords and all the
‘relevant knowledge’ — will you trust them
and let them in? Will you open all levels to
them? Are all friends equal? Is there truly an
open, transparent and democratic community
where we all participate on an equal basis? Or
will you use and rely on your intuitive
judgement? Can you trust your intuition? Do
you trust your intuition? Is it a combination of
processes that you will use?

What is your answer to the
question?

Are you a friend or a foe to community
wellbeing? Again a seemingly simple question
but the response is really very complex. Which
section of the community are we talking
about? What do you mean by wellbeing?
Who is asking the question and for what
purpose?

Does this mean that you and | could be either
a friend or a foe depending on our interpre-
tation and depending also on the interpre-
tation of the other party? Yes it does.

Does it mean that we could fudge the ‘facts’
depending on how we are interpreting the
question and how we think you are
interpreting the question and also on what
our intentions are? Yes it does.

So much for facts! So much for objectivity! It
may be all right for statistics but it could well
be that an answer as a string of words will not
tell you if the person is a friend or a foe at all!

We build dreams and create plans to make
our chosen dreams come true. All of this is
based on our own biases, which are locked
into our own worlds. There is no way we can
get away from this. Evaluations, feasibility
studies, research, the lot, are all run on the
intentions of the person in charge — the
leaders, the catalysts. It is the leaders who are
also charged with deciding who is a friend
and foe. So communities and organisations
that function well are usually made up of
‘friends’ of the leaders — even though for all
intents and purposes we have open and
transparent processes! This is the way that
leaders protect the dream that they are
charged with or that they have initiated.

We all are prone to say that what we want is
correct and the world has to change to suit
us. ‘Those people over there have always got
it wrong!” We have all heard it and said it
ourselves- and we will continue to say it! And
| believe that community cultural development
(ccd) is as big a culprit with this as any!

We are all at war with our perceived foes,
competing for resources and market share, yet
we are crying for others to achieve world

peace as though they are bad and we are
good. Despite all the best values, intentions
and principles we still exclude a lot of people.
Why? Because we are human and therefore
we are territorial creatures. Our community is
our territory and culture is our stamp on our
territory. By the very nature of belonging and
through seeking belonging, we are creating a
place where many will not belong. That is
how belonging works. We choose our
partners. We choose our friends. By the very
nature of seeking friends we create foes.

Can we change this?

We live in hope that the world is changing yet
we resist change.

| love this saying by Joyce Wycoff ‘The very
nature of change guarantees that at some
point you will need to completely rethink your
organization and move in a new direction™.

Our community

is our territory and

culture is our stamp on our
territory. By the very nature of

belonging and through seeking

belonging, we are creating a

place where many will

not belong.
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And | will add, ‘You will need to start with
self’. Rethink who you are and how you live
and work. Who your friends and foes are and
why? Where you belong and more
importantly where you don’t belong. And to
acknowledge that it is okay to be different —
which in many cases is to be a foe to many.

Are you ready to rethink your life and start in
a new direction? If you are not — how do you
expect others to change to fit the paradigms
of the world you want to create? Shouldn’t
you lead by example? If you expect others to
get out of their comfort zones are you
prepared to do the same and move into the
unknown?

When | ask,

‘Friend or foe?’ | am
asking what makes you
tick and where are you
going? | need to know if |

can resonate with your

thoughts and feelings

and priorities.

Friends, foes and belonging

Mum and Dad met and lived in a country far
away from their very different cultural origins.
| have lived in so many countries that there is
none that | call home. So where do | belong? |
belong where | feel valued. | work hard on
‘belonging’ because | feel | don’t belong
anywhere specifically. But in a strange way
because | do not have one place to belong
and because | have experienced many, | do
feel that | belong in many more places than
most. | also know well that feeling belonging
and getting permission to belong are two
different things.

So how do | get to belong? How do | know
that | am valued?

| don’t talk in terms of a fourth pillar in
connection with the Triple Bottom Line. A lot
of evaluations are focused on targets and
outcomes. The Triple Bottom Line is about
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social, environmental and economic
outcomes. But if it is about outcomes, what
feeds it? Where is the circle — the continuum?
How can it be sustainable if there isn’t a
circular flow? What does the Triple Bottom
Line depend on? | believe that the Triple
Bottom Line is the ‘outcome’ or ‘output’ half
of a circle. The other half must be the ‘input’
or nurturing half. For you to perform to your
potential and achieve your outcomes, you
need to belong. You need to be nurtured —
valued. You need friends that know your
passwords to enter your territories. And more
importantly — you need to know their
passwords — so that you can collaborate.

My passwords

My belonging does not link with place but
rather with the human spirit. When | ask,
‘Friend or foe?’ | am asking what makes you
tick and where are you going? | need to know
if | can resonate with your thoughts and
feelings and priorities.

Inspiration

| tell a story of how | learnt to overcome fear
of foes. This was as a child when my music
performance ability was greater than my
courage to perform in front of people. My
Dad told me a story about how his mother
took courage. Whenever she felt afraid, she
would play her music box that had a dancing
ballerina on top of it. Dad, a musician, played
me music that sounded like the music box and
it always made me extremely happy. It
inspired me. When | was inspired it felt as
though the whole world were friends and the
reality did not matter. When | needed to go
on stage, and was petrified, Dad would say,
‘think of the music box” and | would be
inspired and | would feel my whole spirit lift
and | would be able to go on stage and
perform well. | remember the feeling of
inspiration that has now expanded to include
many other ways of being inspired and of
inspiring others. When people inspire me or |
inspire them. This creates a feeling of linked
spirits — belonging. With inspiration many
things (outcomes) are made possible.

Belief

| remember many people in my life who
believed in me and | know this made me
believe in myself. And even though | am now
on the other side of 50 with a lot under my
belt, | still need to know that there is a belief
in me to be able to perform. | also know that |

need to believe in others. As soon as | have no
belief in them there is conflict and they
become as foes. And | am sure this is vice
versa. Believing in each other and our dreams
creates belonging and is the food that spurs
us on.

Belonging is an intangible state of being and
when we have it we need to relish in every
moment of it because it will pass — overtaken
by a multitude of things that we are slaves to.
But it needs to be found often. We need to
make time for it because it is what feeds our
spirit. There are other ways of belonging but
an important way to belong is to know who
your friends are and through valuing
friendship. And | believe friendship is at the
core of any successful family, project, organi-
sation and community. Friendship needs to be
a nurturing quality and an outcome measured
by the different levels and quality of friendship
we achieve and enjoy. And friendship needs
to be underpinned by protocols to test the
potential and to see if more bridges can be
built collaboratively. Then we have to start all
over again! All these new people! Who goes
there? Friend or foe? They may be friendlier
than the people on our side! You never
know! =
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MICHELLE EVANS

his issue of Artwork argues that
evaluation is the least
resourced, least
undertaken and least
understood component of
community cultural
development (ccd) activity.
Practitioners may counteract
this argument with many
examples and anecdotes of
praxis. Both sides of the debate
seldom meet. Academics are sneered
at for their adaptation of intellectual
property rights of
practitioners/projects, and
communities and practitioners are
deplored for their short sightedness
when it comes to documenting,
contextualising, and evaluating. What
common ground can policy makers,
practitioners, evaluators and
academics meet on?

If community cultural
development aims in
the long term to
effect social change,
what the sector needs
to articulate is how
our projects and
programs can
contribute to this
agenda. This article
aims to add to the
academic body of
work in the field of
ccd; creating new N .
In this article | will argue that we can
meet together on the common ground
that ccd is a potentially powerful tool
that ultimately aims to achieve social
change. Ccd is a process, a form of
social intervention, which uses cultural

tools to examine issues, identity and
community.

questions, ideas and
problems for further
research to build

upon.

Longitudinal research study

My Masters thesis explored the area of
community cultural development through
a longitudinal case study that featured the
ccd project — SAY IT OUT LOUD! - a
women’s writing and storytelling project in
the Hunter Valley. | postulated that the
potential long-term outcomes of a

CCD

A Policy for Social Change?

successful ccd process, including the creation of
communities and networks, as well as continuing
cultural development for the participants, are
frustrated by arts policy and funding. The analysis of
the case study is contextualised by an examination of
the history of ccd in Australia and the cultural policy
framework for the funding of ccd projects.

So what did my analysis uncover by addressing the
following question: Do the long-term outcomes — of
creating networks, creation of communities and
continued cultural development — succeed? | assert,
in harmony with Drew, Kasat and Sonn in their book
Conceptualising community cultural development,
that ccd can achieve social change through two
types of long-term outcomes: personal level
outcomes and community level outcomes.

Deidre Williams in her seminal work Creating Social
Capital, proposed that long-term benefits of ccd
work centered around four key impact areas: ‘... the
impact of the experiential learning; the impact of
defining or re-defining; the impact of finding a voice;
the impact of knowing how to take action.’
(Williams, 1995: 3). These impacts reverberate with
my research; ccd is about an intervention that
promotes active citizenship, and participants develop
their personal level outcomes that lead towards
community level outcomes and social change.

Australia’s cultural policy infrastructure

Ccd is a process underpinned by a social change
agenda. Community Cultural Development is an
Australia Council funding category, which was
developed in the late 1980s as an alternative to the
‘parochial’ community arts (Hawkins, 1993). Ccd is a
powerful way of working. The ‘process’ engages
practitioners, participants, community organisations,
government, and cultural artforms in consultation,
exploration and celebration of identity.
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This brings us to the core debate: what is achieved

through ccd? Understanding the nature and aims

of ccd is essential in order to recognise the

potential of the impacts and outcomes of ccd. It
is crucial for practitioners to be a part of the
search for ‘what works’, what can really
‘change’ things within a community.

Ccd is quite an oddity within the ‘arms-length’
governmental funding body, the Australia
Council. It is seen, traditionally as a radical

sister section of a more conservative funding
system (Hawkins, 1993). On the other hand,
the funding history and longevity of ccd
within the structures of government pose a
theory; that the continued existence of
community cultural development serves
some purpose within the confines of the
government. So what does this mean?
What are the policy makers trying to
achieve by persisting with ccd within a neo
liberal economic framework?

Serious debate Theoretical ignorance
and dialogue in Owen Kelly declares that the downfall of
Australia on community the community arts movement is that it
has failed to engage in the theoretical side

cultural development of the practice. Kelly reminisces,

practice remains a
From the beginning, the community

rarity. arts movement was reluctant to
engage in serious theoretical debate
of the sort needed to establish a
political framework and a resulting
practical strategy through which the
work of individual community arts
groups might achieve a cumulative
strength. This reluctance played into
the hands of the pragmatists in the
movement who regarded such
guestions as ‘academic’. They were
quick to dismiss any such debate as a
utopian soft option; a retreat from the
‘real battle’, which was perceived in
terms of short-term fights to obtain
money and resources, to pay decent
wages and to ‘achieve recognition’ for
community arts (1984: 26).

In an Australian context, David Watt details
the implications for ccd in Australia:

This historical and theoretical weakness is
the result of a number of factors, which
has seen the surrender of responsibility for
serious theorising to the CCDU [the
Community Cultural Development Unit of
the Australia Council] seems the easiest
course. Three factors, though, emerge most
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clearly. Firstly, the paucity of documentation
made history almost entirely memorial and
anecdotal. Secondly, the urgency to churn out
‘product’ in extraordinary haste, a result both
of project funding and the drive to keep work
relevant and immediate, placed much more
emphasis on doing than thinking about it.
Finally, the general indifference of the arbiters
of taste within our culture, from newspaper
reviewers to publishers and academics, has
denied the movement the possibility of an
intellectual forum beyond that which it can
muster itself with very limited resources and
less spare time (1992: 7).

This account explains the lack of formality in the
sector during the 90s, which has led to the void of
literature on current happenings in ccd. And as
Petersen states, ‘... without theoretically informed
practice, one can never be sure that one is “on the
right track™ towards effecting any change’

(1991: 7).

It is understandable, on the other hand, that ccd
practitioners and artsworkers don’t have the time
or the inclination to produce literature
documenting, exploring the issues of, and critically
examining their work and that of their peers.
Internal reflection and learning from your previous
experience is valid, though it seems that many
artsworkers believe that they and their work
innately embody Freire’s concept of praxis. How
does the sector move forward towards a critical
debate? Practitioners are starting to espouse the
same ideas as the academics. Graham Pitts asserts
the need for new debate: ‘The new critique must
enliven practice, open it up, be a sort of reciprocal
deal between theory and practice. Like an
argumentative marriage’ (Pitts in Foster, 2000: 66).

The sector has built momentum by critically
analysing and debating the process, artform and
politics of ccd. This includes engaging in national
projects, through web-based e-forums, through the
Artwork magazine, through sector conferencing
and individual academic pursuit. This articulate
advancement is inspiring for ccd researchers and
practitioners alike. Martin Thiele succinctly put the
dilemmas that ccd researchers have with the
current state of knowledge within the sector:
‘Serious debate and dialogue in Australia on
community cultural development practice remains a
rarity. And no one understands this point better
than a community cultural development researcher
hungry for reference material’ (Thiele, 2001: 8).
Responding to his own need for more reference
material, Martin Thiele and his colleague Sally
Marsden published a book entitled Engaging Art:
The Artful Dodgers Studio, A Theoretical Model of
Practice in 2003 through the Jesuit Social Services.



This book critically analyses and presents the potent
process of long-term ccd process engaged in an
arts program based at the Artful Dodgers studio in
Collingwood, Victoria.

... building an evidence base that demonstrates
cultural and social outcomes is crucial, not only
to the future development and growth of
community cultural development, but to its
survival ... Artists practitioners ... need to be
able to explain the effectiveness of their
practice ... they need to be able to do this
without compromising or overly simplifying
what is effectively a highly structured and
complex practice. (2003: 99)

Also commissioning writing on evaluating ccd
practice is VicHealth, the Victorian Health
Promotion body. They appointed consultant Claire
Keating in 2001, to develop an evaluative
framework for their funded community arts and
health projects and programs. Entitled Evaluating
Community Arts and Community Well Being, the
report asks project managers, artists and
communities to assess and evaluate their own
projects’ outcomes. ‘This guide has been developed
to work across all areas — from creative output, to
the creative journey, to the individuals and
communities involved.” (Keating, 2002: iv). It
proposes an evaluation matrix for analysis of
projects and programs that is very useful for the
funding body and the funded organisation. It
proves that certain parts of the sector are
expanding through the construction of our own
paradigm that is analytical, measurable as well as
embracing of quality anecdotal evidence. [See other
articles in this issue for more detail on these two
books. Ed]

Sustainability

It is well recognised that it is problematic to
evaluate the impact a project may have had on
participants in the long-term. The wheel of life
continues on for all the participants and creates
challenges, opportunities and times of doubt and
joy. How can a short-term project like the project |
analysed, SAY IT OUT LOUD!, claim these long-term
personal impacts? This question confronted the
core problem in proving the research question of
my thesis. It also raises the question articulated by
one of the women from the Cessnock Group
Interview. She said in her response to the
evaluation. ‘SAY IT OUT LOUD! was an enjoyable
and instructive event — but was a disappointment to
me because there was no follow up of any
description. What was the point of the exercise? |
do not mean to criticise because | enjoyed what |
did — but | had a let down feeling’ (Evans, Appendix
K, 2003: 253).

This revelation severely shocked me. Had SAY IT
OUT LOUD! created a sense of newness to the
community, which was quickly withdrawn, leaving
no cultural infrastructure for continued cultural
development? Was SAY IT OUT LOUD! the kind of
project that I, as a ccd practitioner and a
researcher, was arguing against? Was SAY IT

OUT LOUD!, for all its long-term positive

personal impact, unsuccessful because it left

one participant with a ‘let down feeling’? These
questions raise the primary concern for long-

term implementation and long-term outcomes

of ccd.

It is established through many sector case
studies, programs and projects that a short-
term ccd project can have a long-term impact
on participants. So, in the long run, how
responsible is it for ccd practitioners and
funders to implement short-term ccd projects
in a community, which does not host the
cultural infrastructure to continue the

cultural development?

This case study illuminates the argument
that the ccd sector needs refined evaluative
criteria to work with. Should the criteria be
different for each project and program?
Probably. Should there be an overarching
set of criteria for the field? Definitely —
though only if we can agree on the aim of
ccd.

Evaluation

Achieving long-term outcomes in ccd and
sustaining those outcomes within
community is by far the most important
challenge facing the ccd sector. The most
extensive investigation into this area was
Deidre Williams’ 1995 study Creating Social
Capital, she writes there is an ... urgent
need for an economic impact study and
recommend[s] that one be carried out which
looks at all the relevant aspects of the impact
of funding community-based arts work’
(1995: 3). That recommendation was written
eight years ago and the impact study has not
yet been commissioned. The sector must push
and advocate for more research, more
debates, or it remains the report of one of
only a few voices in a relatively thin academic
field.

In the interest of building social capital and
contributing to social change ccd practitioners
must engage in the theoretical and sometimes
academic debates. It requires coordination and
cooperation across the sector and with our
funding partners. This is what the ccd sector is in
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desperate need of. As Hawkes says, ‘Rhetoric is
an essential beginning for any program for
change.’ (2002: 4) The debate should engage
the sector in a ‘dialogue’ between practi-
tioners, communities, with our work and with
ourselves’ (Freire, 1972a). From this point of
praxis a genuine long-term vision is not only
viable but within reach!

Australia’s cultural policy framework for ccd
does not proactively support long-term
ccd. It is problematic on many levels:
funding, funding round timelines and turn
around, evaluation, and the infrastructure
support of ccd. There is urgent need for a
re-assessment of the way in which ccd is
supported in Australia (with attention
and activism around the Community
Cultural Development Board’s recent loss
of nearly $500 000 in funding support
for our field), and that this assessment
examine whether the sector is in fact
supportive of the aim of ccd: to effect

social change.
How can we

establish a national Conclusion

cultural infrastructure .
My thesis upheld the success of the

that actively supports three long-term outcomes highlighted
in the hypothesis — that ccd does create
new communities and networks with
What will the participants continuing their cultural
engagements. Through the analysis of
the case study and supporting primary
like? How will and secondary material, it is established
that ccd does successfully implement
beneficial long-term outcomes that can
lead to social change. These outcomes,
however, must be effectively planned
for and evaluated in a holistic
management approach to ccd.
Moreover, the management of ccd must
include linking projects with ccd regional
cultural infrastructure. This approach will
ensure a greater success for long-term
engagement by participants in the ccd
process.

ccd in the long term?

infrastructure look

it work?

This presents another challenge to the
sector and Australia Council. How can we
establish a national cultural infrastructure
that actively supports ccd in the long term?
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What will the infrastructure look like? How will it
work? Is there a skeleton of one that we can expand
on? This will require joint policy development, consul-
tation and perhaps, as suggested, its own ccd process.

The path to active citizenship within this country’s
communities can be built through ccd because it
inspires expression and articulates inner knowledge.
Developing cultural tools within participants is only the
first step. This first step, if left at that, only fosters
disappointment and inaction. If short-term ccd
projects can be supported by a regional cultural
infrastructure, participants can continue to engage
actively through other projects, programs and
ultimately the society in which they live. They can then
develop the tools for social change — democracy, social
justice, advocacy and social participation.

The role for long-term evaluation of continued and
sustained involvement in ccd is vitally important. This
culture of evaluation will track the progress of the
newly established approach to the establishment of a
cultural democracy. ‘... the fact that this work can only
be properly evaluated in the long-term should be
firmly argued, and the criterion of value for money
should be applied only in conjunction with other
stated goals when adequate resources have been
invested to sustain arts development programmes to
maturity’ (Clinton, 1993; 17) m

Bibliography
. Clinton, L., (1993). Community development and the arts, Community
Development Foundation, London.

. Drew, N. M., Kasat, P. & Sonn, C. C., (2002). Conceptualising community

cultural development: The role of cultural planning in community change,
Community Arts Network Western Australia, Perth.

« Evans, M., (2003). Community Cultural Development: A Policy for Social

Change?, (unpublished thesis), Melbourne.

. Freire, P., (1972). Cultural action for freedom, Penguin Education, Great

Britain.

. Foster, M., (2000). ‘Community/communitas: Renegotiating community

theatre today: An interview with Graham Pitts’ In Australasian Drama
Studies, 36, 57-72.

. Hawkes, J., (2002). ‘Creative engagement’ Keynote Address to

Groundswell, Regional Arts Australia National Conference 2002, Albury.

. Hawkins, G., (1993). From Nimbin to Mardi Gras, Allen & Unwin, Sydney.
. Keating, C., (2002). Evaluating community arts and community well being,

Effective Change Pty Ltd, Prepared for Arts Victoria, Darebin City Council,
City of Whittlesea and Vic Health, (unpublished guide), Melbourne.

. Kelly, O., (1984). Community art and the state: Storming the citadels,

Comedia Publishing Group, London.

. Petersen, A., (1991). ‘Community arts and cultural democracy’ Occasional

Paper #1, A kick Up the Arts series, Community Arts Network Western
Australia, Perth.

. Thiele, M., (2001). Product, pattern, potency and process: Starting CCD

evaluation Jesuit Social Services, Melbourne.

. Theile, M., & Marsden, S., (2003). Engaging Art: The Artful Dodgers Studio,

A Theoretical Model of Practice Jesuit Social Services, Melbourne.

. Watt, D., (1992). ‘Community Theatre: A Progress Report’ In Australasian

Drama Studies No.20 3-15.

. Williams, D., (1995). Creating social capital: A study of the long-term

benefits from community based arts funding, Community Arts Network
South Australia, Adelaide.

Michelle Evans is by trade a
community cultural development
practitioner, from the Hunter Valley in New South

Wales. Over the 20 past ten years, Michelle has worked

across the arts and cultural sector including being instrumental

in the establishment of the National Aboriginal and Torres Strait

Islander Student Network, Ngorekah Aboriginal Theatre, 3KND and the
Centre for Indigenous Arts and Cultural Development. Michelle holds a
Bachelor in Communications (Theatre/Media), a Graduate Diploma in Arts
Management and a Master of Creative Arts (Research).



MARTIN THIELE AND SALLY MARSDEN

Building an Evidence Base:

Dynamic observation in Community Cultural Development

In 1996 Jesuit Social Services [Melbourne] established The Artful Dodgers Studio as part of its Connexions

program - an innovative multidisciplinary program established to engage with and provide specialist services to

young men and women with complex needs, specifically, those with a dual diagnosis of substance use and mental

health issues. This article explores its outcomes through the eyes of those who are closest to many of these

young people.

ual diagnosis’ refers to
people who are experi-
encing concurrent
mental illness (including
depression, psychosis,
drug-induced psychosis,
bi-polar disorder and
schizophrenia) and substance
misuse (typically, amphetamines,
alcohol, heroin, marijuana and
prescription medications).

Typically, the Studio participants experience a
high incidence of homelessness and
disengagement from family, school and other
‘community” institutions. It is not unusual for
participants to exhibit high-risk behaviours
such as prostitution, offending, intravenous
drug use, needle sharing, suicide attempts,
and other forms of self-harm, including
unsafe sex and binge drinking.

Over time, the Studio has developed into a
fully functioning visual arts workspace,
designed around an open access studio
model. At any one time, as many as eleven
young people are working on individual art
pieces or group projects. Adjacent to the
Studio is a working kitchen where meals are
prepared on designated days by one of the
artist practitioners.

The long-term continuity of this program has
enabled the collection of information that
can now assist in developing understanding
not only about the artistic and cultural
benefits, but also the social benefits, of
community cultural development work in t
he Studio.

Our research relied on our own and other
artists’ observations of participants at the
Studio. We also undertook interviews and
discussions with participants and other allied
professionals, including counsellors, outreach
workers and therapists. Thus we were able to
map both the artistic and social trajectories
of participants through the program and gain
a comprehensive picture from which we
developed our theoretical model.

The aim of this work is to describe a model
of arts practice that we believe delivers broad
social change outcomes for marginalised
young people. Our model might be used by
other similar organisations to set up an arts
program in the welfare sector. In addition,
using our knowledge of what happens to
young people as they progress through the
Studio, the final chapter provides a
suggested evidentiary framework for artist
practitioners and researchers to begin their
own process of mapping the social and
cultural outcomes from such a program.

This is an exploratory work and we have not
yet used this framework comprehensively in
the Studio, nor have we studied in any statis-
tically verifiable way specific outcomes such
as reduction in substance use, improvement
in mental health or increased stability in
housing. Nevertheless, we know through
our work in the Studio that there are

many such outcomes for participants who
engage in our community cultural
development (ccd) model.

Furthermore, since the research for this
publication was completed, Jesuit Social
Services has looked at participant progress as
part of its ongoing evaluation of programs.

By examining Studio participation data over a
four-year period ending in 2001, the
following trends have been identified:

= Substance use — on entry to the program,
only 6% of participants reported not
misusing drugs and/or alcohol. This picture
changed drastically, with 36% of partic-
ipants reporting not using any substances
on exit from the program. Further, on entry
to the program 76% of participants
reported abusing depressants such as
alcohol, heroin and prescription drugs,
while on exit this figure had dropped to
37%.

= Mental health — there was an overall
reduction in reported levels of anxiety,
depression and self-harm, as well as a small
reduction in number of psychotic episodes
experienced by some participants.

= Education/employment — almost all of the
participants who came to the program had
disconnected from formal education and/or
employment; however, on exit 18% of
participants entered some form of
employment and 21% returned to formal
education (such as CAE, VCE, TAFE and

university).

The aim of this

work is to describe a model

of arts practice that we believe
delivers broad social change
outcomes for marginalised young

people. Our model might be used

by other similar organisations to

set up an arts program in the

welfare sector.
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These figures suggest that by engaging with
the program participants learn to manage
their mental health, substance use and other
problems. This enables them to begin to
develop significant relationships and engage
with the community, in particular, through
returning to education and/or employment,
thereby reducing their social exclusion.

There is a considerable and diverse history of
debate about approaches to the evaluation of
community cultural development, both in
Australia and overseas.

A significant proportion of evaluation debates
are designed to address funding imperatives
and either directly or indirectly consider the
effect of policy. While it is appropriate for
funding bodies to reflect on their own
effectiveness, it is important that consid-
eration is also given to the objectives or
requirements of artist practitioners and
outcomes for participants.

... building an

evidence base that
demonstrates cultural and
social outcomes is crucial, not

only to the future development

and growth of community

cultural development, but

to its survival.

Many believe that if ccd artist practitioners
prescribed explicit social outcomes, the
practice would effectively lose its integrity.
Rather than imposing specific outcomes on
participants, artist practitioners seek to
empower participants to grow intellectually,
socially, creatively and spiritually.

Nevertheless, building an evidence base that
demonstrates cultural and social outcomes is
crucial, not only to the future development
and growth of community cultural
development, but to its survival. Artist practi-
tioners working alongside other non-arts
professionals in fields such as criminal justice,
health or welfare need to be able to explain
the effectiveness of their practice to those
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other professionals. Furthermore, they need to
be able to do this without compromising or
overly simplifying what is effectively a highly
structured and complex practice.

Dynamic observation approach

This approach has not yet been tested in the
Studio. However, we believe it has potential as
a tool for collecting evidence which would
inform a rigorous evaluation. Evidence
collected using this method would increase
understanding about both the cultural and
social development outcomes of the practice,
and would also provide an objective reference
point for reviewing the effectiveness of
practice in key areas.

The dynamic observation method is tailored
especially for a long-term, sustained-
engagement model that works with margin-
alised young people. It is important to
remember that in this type of environment,
practitioners are likely to find that participants
may progress well at certain times, but also
occasionally ‘lapse’ into previous, more
familiar patterns of behaviour.

Based on our own observational research we
have learnt to recognise these development
cycles for what they are — the challenges
associated with developing new skills such as
critique, research, debating and planning.
Further, they represent the negotiation of
personal philosophies as participants
contemplate the relevance of self-discipline
and routine but also mull over their values,
obligations, connectedness, personal insecu-
rities and anxieties.

It has been challenging to develop a data
collection approach that monitors progression
or change gently and in a way that does not
prescribe an end result or benchmark.

Possibility

Possibility is reflected in positiveness which
naturally relates directly to the principle of
possibility. Positiveness can be demonstrated
in:

= language

= physical appearance and body image

= expressions of belief in the future

= the development of new hobbies or interests

= Whether the participant is meeting basic
needs (housing, food, income, clothing)

Language

American linguist Shirley Brice Heath
investigated the positive effect of arts partici-
pation on young people from marginalised
neighbourhoods. This report is significant
because it suggests that language modelling
based on linguistics is a culturally-based way
to observe and comment on changing
behaviour in participatory arts initiatives.*

Few ccd practitioners in Australia have
linguistics training. However, one does not
have to be a trained linguist to recognise that
participants will often change their speech
patterns as their participation builds. For
example, participants may progressively
increase the number of people they engage
with in the group or they may hold conver-
sations more articulately, with greater
confidence or self-assurance.

Physical appearance and body image
From a Studio perspective, changes in presen-
tation or body image can indicate the
development of a more positive outlook.
Naturally, different participants have different
levels of commitment to personal style or
fashion and certainly many would argue that
body image is a big part of adolescence for
any person.

However, we have noticed, particularly among
young men, that changes in attitude can be
reflected in a conscious effort to modify
personal appearance or address hygiene
issues. It is our experience that changes in
personal presentation mean different things
for different people. In some cases, it is a
conscious process of experimenting with body
jewellery, hair cuts/dying/braiding, new
tattoos and other urban styles. In other cases,
it may simply be a matter of buying new
clothes or getting a haircut.

Belief in the future

Artist practitioner Michael McLaughlin has
noticed that changes in the expression of
expectations can indicate the development of
positiveness.? He has used the example of
participants stating that the impetus to
participate came initially from a desire to
make new friends, but that later they
developed a desire to become more involved
in supporting other people in the community.

Young people at high risk who are often
experiencing despair or depression can feel
‘trapped’ in the moment and sometimes are



unable, or simply hesitate, to articulate longer-
term dreams or desires. How participants
(especially marginalised communities) express
future desires and ambition is likely to be
noticeably different as time goes on.

Developing new hobbies or interests
Participants often begin to broaden their
horizons and engage in new hobbies or
interests through the Studio program. Writers
become interested in the visual arts, painters
experiment with writing or performance, and
people who have never been introduced to
galleries, museums or live theatre start going
to these forums of their own accord.

Access to basic needs

Naturally, if participants are not meeting basic
needs such as accommodation, regular meals,
stability of income and clean clothing, it can
prove extremely difficult for an artist practi-
tioner to engage them in the program.
Resolving basic needs is the role of other
trained professionals, not artist practitioners,
although it is certainly appropriate to signal to
support agencies that participants need help.

Participants often continue to attend the
Studio even when their life circumstances are
chaotic. If participants are finding their
involvement fulfilling and beneficial, they are
likely to recognise a transient lifestyle as an
impediment to a fulfilling engagement with
the Studio program. As a consequence, partic-
ipants who may have avoided addressing such
issues in the past become more proactive in
seeking to have particular needs met.

Animation is reflected in demonstrations of
action and motivation and relates specifically
to the principles of respect and building
connectedness.

While respect and building connectedness are
principles of practice for all community cultural
development practice, the animation indicators
below are heavily biased towards programs
that deal with communities experiencing high
levels of social exclusion. At The Artful
Dodgers Studio it is not unusual for partic-
ipants to have significant motivational
problems as a consequence of their
experiences of mental illness or substance
misuse. Therefore, when monitoring animation
one might consider how it is demonstrated in:
time management and function

commitment to group process

commitment to appointments

self-directed approaches to art, work, family,
study and support structures

demonstrated ability to set tasks and
complete them

social contact with peers and staff

Time management and function

This refers to a participant’s capacity to
manage their time, such as whether they
complete tasks within appropriate time frames
and how consistent they are in their attention
to detail and outcome.

Commitment to group process

Not surprisingly, participants will need to
develop trusting relationships with the group
and also feel comfortable in allowing others to
rely on them. The relationship to group
objectives will evolve over time and at different
stages participants will demonstrate different
levels of confidence and commitment to these
objectives.

Participants are likely to change their level of
engagement with the group over the period of
their participation. Over time, we have noted
that participants may often become more
directive or demonstrate increased initiative in
group processes.

Commitment to appointments

Within the Studio, information on a
participant’s sense of reliability, particularly
regarding making appointments, keeping
them and then following through on the
outcomes is often fed back to artist practi-
tioners from other welfare professionals.

Self-directed approaches to art, work,
family, study and support structures

We have noted that participants’ commitment
to their artistic development can improve
significantly as time goes on. For example, in
the early days participants are likely to start
and finish artworks in the same day. Over
time, as they become more self-directed and
self-assured, they challenge themselves more,
perhaps by using new or previously unexplored
media and taking longer to complete
artworks.

During the period of transitional engagement,
this growing self-direction and self-assurance
can become increasingly obvious in terms of
how participants obtain and sustain
employment, perhaps re-engage with family,

identify and pursue further education and
develop a commitment to their continuing
well-being.

Demonstrated ability to set tasks and
complete them

If, and how, Studio participants set and
complete tasks can be a key indicator. The
setting and completing of tasks is often initially
reflected in an approach to art-making. As
participants improve their self-reliance and
motivation it is our experience that this will
also be evident in how participants complete
short courses, maintain employment and
eventually initiate, and maintain, connection
with a range of activities outside of the
program.

Social contact with peers and artist
practitioners

The Studio artist practitioners have recognised
that friendships and relationships often
develop gradually, but change substantially
during the engagement cycle. For example,
most participants form a relationship with the
Studio artists in the first instance. Then they
begin to build rapport and augment
friendships with peers in the Studio.
Participants then usually complement their
Studio friendships with others external to the
program, subsequently building on these
external friendships as they decrease
connection with the program.

Critical engagement is reflected in the
participant’s ability to challenge and negotiate
ideas and relates to the principles of exchange
of knowledge, building connectedness and
respect.

Unlike the indicators for animation, these
critical engagement indicators are likely to be
appropriate for a vast array of community
cultural development initiatives and are
demonstrated in the ability to:

negotiate rules and procedures

contribute to group discussions

clearly articulate a point of view

respond to one-on-one feedback regarding
art-making

contextualise and respond to criticism

Ability to negotiate rules and procedures
Negotiating obligation is a major part of
building connectedness for any community. In
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environments such as The Artful Dodgers
Studio, participants can have extremely
limited experience of social trust, mutual
respect or personal validation.

Logically, then, over an extended period of
time working closely with a group, it is likely
that participants will test the boundaries of
obligation and mutual respect to determine
what is appropriate ‘group’ behaviour. We
believe that adherence to, transgressions of
and contributions towards rules and
procedures can tell us a great deal about an
individual’s social development.

A community

cultural development
definition of knowledge is
both broad and generous,
where each individual can

be recognised as

knowledgeable.

Ability to contribute to group discussions
Highly marginalised participants, such as
those at The Artful Dodgers Studio, can
experience group dynamics as confronting
and even threatening.

The capacity a person has to engage with
group discussions is vitally important to their
sense of social connectedness. Similarly
important is how a person evolves
consciousness about group, rather than
individual, objectives and whether partic-
ipants are prepared to listen to, or engage
with, other points of view.

Ability to clearly articulate a point of
view

A community cultural development definition
of knowledge is both broad and generous,
where each individual can be recognised as
knowledgeable. It is normal for participants
to take time to build trust and develop
confidence in preparation for contributing
their knowledge to the group.
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Ability to respond to one-on-one
feedback regarding art-making

How participants respond to one-on-one
feedback is related to, and reflective of, the
participant—practitioner relationship and the
mutual experience of being artists. The
Studio artist practitioners have noted that it is
not unusual for participants to initially fear
judgement. In this context, then, the
acceptance of critical feedback can indicate
the development of trust.

Ability to contextualise and respond

to criticism

As a collaborative enterprise ccd is inherently
a critical process involving the negotiation of
ideas, knowledge, belief and skills in the
creation of art. On another level, how partic-
ipants respond to community feedback and
criticism to the finished artworks is also
reflective of the participant-community
relationship.

How participants negotiate and respond to
criticism from each other, but also that from
external sources, can provide significant
insight into their capacity to be both resilient
and proactive in the face of a range of
challenges.

Imagination

Imagination refers to a person’s ability to
create or produce something that isn’t
present in one’s own experience. It is often
associated with a person’s creative mental
capacity. Imagination can be reflected in the
participant’s ability to self-generate ideas and
approaches to perceived obstacles. In
community cultural development,
imagination relates to the principles of artistic
function and outcome, possibility and
exchange of knowledge and can be
demonstrated in:

= ability to conceptualise cultural, social or
environmental ‘problems’

= ability to devise an approach to a ‘problem’

= ability to articulate future challenges

= working towards an exit point

Ability to conceptualise cultural, social or
environmental ‘problems’

We believe that how problems are
constructed and constituted is an integral
part of seeking out or sourcing a solution to
them. A ccd framework provides an
opportunity for a participant to explore

creative problem-solving using artistic media,
and also contributing towards the
development of projects. Within The Artful
Dodgers Studio, as participants become more
comfortable they will raise artistic, cultural,
social and environmental problems for
discussion or debate. How participants
construct problems and frame the limitations,
constraints and challenges on the one hand,
but also the possibilities or opportunities on
the other, can be a powerful indicator of self-
assuredness and social preparedness.

Ability to devise an approach to a
‘problem’

As participants build connectedness with the
group, how they solicit assistance or
approach problem-solving is likely to change
dramatically. As the relationship with the
artist practitioners and the group builds,
participants are likely to begin to develop
more sophisticated approaches to problem-
solving. Such approaches may include using
feedback from the artist practitioner, seeking
feedback from peers or undertaking
independent research.

In this context, how participants formulate
the problem and then implement an
approach to it invariably become more
complex over time.

Ability to articulate future challenges
Artist practitioners would agree that as a
critical, collaborative practice, ccd is about
debate and discussion. Raging debates in the
Studio are sometimes, but not always, specif-
ically focused on making art. The Studio
environment becomes a safe environment to
share experiences, make critical observations
and explore concepts and ideas.

As part of this, the artist practitioners and
other participants often function as a
sounding board for participants considering
possibilities for the future.

Working towards an exit point

Having acquired new ‘action oriented’ skills,
The Artful Dodgers Studio participants
gradually position themselves to leave the
program. While participants may initially
request close mentoring from artist practi-
tioners, generally they will become
increasingly self-directive and self-
determining in the way they identify the next
major challenge. For example, if a participant
wants to go to art school, then researching



and selecting a suitable school for his or her requirements,
identifying the requirements of a portfolio and beginning to
develop a body of work are components of this exiting process.

The series of ‘snap-shots’

This observational framework uses indicators that are
sympathetic and appropriate to ccd. We believe that the dynamic
observation approach outlined above could provide significant
insight into a Studio participant’s development trajectory.

If an artist practitioner or researcher compiled an observational
report every two to three months, a documented history of
participant development could be captured in a series of ‘snap-
shots’. These snap-shots would provide the evaluator or
researcher with a detailed account of each participant’s develop-
mental journey through the program.

By contrasting successive observational ‘snap-shots’, artist practi-
tioners would also be able to monitor the strengths and
weaknesses of their own working methods and reflect on the
potency of their community cultural development approach, in
terms of the key indicators.

Conclusion

Any research method for monitoring change in high-risk
communities is, and should be, subject to ethical scrutiny. All
organisations should have in place protocols and procedures for
protecting participants’ privacy and confidentiality. Before
undertaking any evaluation, including observational evaluation, the
artist practitioner or researcher needs to understand the ethical
procedures and protocols required to collect information about
participants. If artists are working independently they will still need
to seek advice about standards required for evaluation processes in
order to respect the rights of the participants. Since the dynamic
observation approach is limited to observation within a strictly defined
cultural framework, we believe it is an extremely transparent method
for collecting information.

It has been argued that observational research approaches are subjective.

However, no data collection method is infallible and this approach

attempts to gather developmental information without prescribing

detailed outcomes from the outset. Indeed practitioners may use their

observational ‘snap-shots’, not only as a tool to highlight positive changes

for participants, but also as a reference point that can be used to frame

specific challenges for participants =
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Guns for Hire:
Commercial Evaluation Systems

on the Web

The other night | heard the tail end of an interview with musician James Morrison, in which he talked about the

concept of love as a universal value. ‘I suspect,’ he said, ‘that the harder it is to prove something, the more

important it probably is.” In that case, | thought, community cultural development must be very, very important.

The thought was timely as | set out to investigate two methodologies - called HIPSYS and AVI - and look at how

they might inform evaluation in our field of practice.

espite agreeing to write this
article for Artwork, a couple of
little things keep nagging at
me: | think this practice is
about each of us individually,
and as part of our
communities, consciously and
creatively interacting with our
culture/s. | think this often has a
community development outcome,
but | don’t think community cultural
development (ccd) is a tool for community
development. | think that in evaluating ccd
work sometimes grandiose and inappropriate
claims about outcomes are made and | think
some funding bodies are, at the very least,
complicit in this.

I’m sick of bureaucrats assuming their
knowledge - claiming they have a handle on a
practice that is always in contention, while at
the same time ‘managing’ culture as a
business and it’s nurturing as a strategy.
Culture is about human lived experience. It is
the way we navigate our pitiful little lives in
the vast expanse of time! It’s how we make
sense of the world and our place in it.
Performance indicators? Give me a break!

That said (and perhaps paradoxically) | do
think that evaluation is part of good practice.

Essentially, ccd is about the experience of
those who invite us into their space. At the
very least, we hope no damage has been
done. At best, lives will be left a little richer.
We’d better be able to tell where our work
has left them on that spectrum.

Holistic Image Profiling

HIPSYS is a primary tool for Dave Christie,
who tested the system as part of his PhD in
Management. It has been described as an
‘holistic image profile system’, and was
singled out for accolades when it was
presented at the International Federation of
Scholarly Associations of Management World
Congress in 2002.

Now retired, Dave showed me how this
system — available on the web - can be used.

Dave runs 10 kilometres five times per week,
lifts wights and is the epitome of the healthy
grandfather. But he doesn’t think his system
can move mountains. In fact, he stresses that
it’s only a tool, albeit one that can be tailored
to suit the situation. It has been used by the
Department of the Premier and Cabinet in
Queensland, as well as corporations and
businesses.

Dave describes the HIPSYS process as a
consulting methodology that generates an
action plan. Ideally, the process is repeated
within a period of time, and the compiled
results from each process are compared to
measure changes. It can also be used to
evaluate processes.

The beauty of it is that HIPSYS is based on the
engagement of the participants with the
generation of questions and their analysis.
Essentially, it provides a simple structure for
people to give considered feedback and to
recommend changes, and to measure their
success.

How could this be applied to a cultural
development project or program? | gave Dave
the hypothetical of an artsworker doing a
project in partnership with a domestic violence
service supporting women from differing
cultural backgrounds. How would you use
HIPSYS in that context? Dave went to the
whiteboard.

‘... the harder it is to prove

something, the more

important it probably is.’

James Morrison
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Dave says the process has a number of steps:

= Describe the situation — identify stakeholders
and group them according to potentially
different responses e.g. you might group
those in our hypothetical as: project
workers, participants according to cultural
background, participants according to
whether they are parents

Draw out the issues — develop ‘facets’ or
relevant categories that refer to what
information you are looking for e.g. social
isolation/connection; sense of identity;
relevance of project; developing positive
relationships

Develop questions — the questions build a
profile of how people feel according to
where they stand e.g. as participants or
project workers.

Validate or invalidate responses — the
answers to the questions are re-visited: Why
do you say this? What does that mean?
Develop an action plan - ‘you don’t ask
guestions that you’re not prepared to do
anything about’.

Provide summaries — the entire program is
web-based. The material is presented in
diagrams so that literacy is not a barrier

= Repeat the process

‘HIPSYS gives you better information,’ says
Dave. ‘It facilitates qualitative information
really well, and yet it’s easy to understand.’
‘It’s action research,’ | said.

‘Yes it is,” said Dave.

It was comforting ... being
given a whole set of values
that you live by: this is how

you behave. It’s not like

that anymore.

Some observations about HIPSYS in
relation to ccd:

= It could be used as an on-going evaluation
process in ccd projects (if it’s not already!).

= While it gathers perspectives from all
concerned, it independently analyses the
information gathered, meaning funding
bodies might be interested in a participant-
based but also independent evaluation
process.
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= HIPSYS can be tailored to incorporate
reflective analysis from everyone involved:
participants, project workers and other
stakeholders. It’s not answer-focussed, it’s
learning-focussed.

= It can assist in the evaluation of both
practice and outcomes if it is incorporated
throughout the life of a project or program.

= It relies on a skilled practitioner.

= It requires that the data be run through the
HIPSYS system, which costs money.

More information and an introduction to the
process is available from www.hipsys.com

A values inventory

Paul Chippendale is a Director with the
Minessence Group, whose by line is ‘unfolding
meaning through values’. This seemed
relevant because of the role that values play in
the cycles of culture.

Paul Chippendale took up the theme in our
conversation. ‘When John Howard said that
state schools are providing values-free
education, (he was illustrating) an old mode of
thinking. It was comforting going to Sunday
school, and being given a whole set of values
to live by: (as in) this is how you behave. It’s
not like that anymore.

‘That’s why the rates of suicide have been so
high. We haven’t helped people go through
the transition, (to know) what you do when
that’s not there. We should have a sense of
meaning in our lives, (asking) Why am | here?
What's life about? There’s no education in any
school ... to help people understand what it
means to be human.’

The Minessence Group offers training, written
materials, workshops and other tools to assist
people to know and understand themselves
through their values. They have developed AVI
(A Values Inventory), which assists people to
explore what is important to them, using an
established and systematic methodology.

AVI is available online or through workshops,
and is a mediated process asking questions
concerning your values. Your responses are
collated and processed by a trained person.

To be honest with you, whenever | hear things
like this my mind instantly leaps to the self-
help section of the local bookstore. | get
cringey, not only because it feels like a sales

pitch, but because I’'m always wary of anyone
who has all the answers. | don’t trust people’s
blind faith in themselves, because | think it
actually blinds them.

For this reason, I’'m not a fan of the absolute.
So | try not to respond ‘absolutely’. | look for
something that resonates with me, even when
I’m not entirely comfortable with it. And once
| allowed myself to connect with it, there was
resonance.

AVI helps people find what Chippendale refers
to as their True North through taking an
inventory of their values. ‘True North’, says
Chippendale ‘is your sense of direction and
where you intend to go in your life. True
North is what you’re passionate about, and
it’s a journey, not a destination. Each person
has their own unique True North, their own

“unique place in the scheme of things”.

Paul’s definition of dialogue is critical. In this
context, dialogue goes beyond discussion, in
order to gain insights beyond those possible in
isolation. ‘A group explores complex difficult
issues ... the result ... brings to the surface the
full depth of people’s experience and thought,
and yet can move beyond their individual
views.

‘The True North process is one of moving to a
deep level through dialogue to discover why
we see the world the way we do, and to
guestion the assumptions we have made
unconsciously about the “nature of things”

— what we know to be so may not actually
be so.’

| asked Paul how his approach sits with having
a social change agenda (an agenda which is,
of course, values-laden).

‘I’'m all for social change through life-skills

education,” he said. ‘For adults, this life-skills

education would include dialogue around:

= the values on which we currently make key
decisions in our society

= why we hold these values (i.e. explore the
beliefs, assumptions and myths on which
they are based)

= an exploration of alternative ways of viewing
the world (for example, what type of society
would we create if we viewed the world
holograptically, rather than mechanistically?

‘Our model says that in our society there’s one
group that’s keen on maintaining the status



quo. They love certainty and stability and structure. We wouldn’t have the
material things that we enjoy without people like that; they’re the crafts-
people and so on. Then you’ve got another group which is hell bent on
changing things - they believe things are broken, they could be better
and so on. The model that we use, says that it’s only through a dialogue
between these two groups that a new tacit reality can emerge.

The first group live in a tacit reality; they’re not even aware that they live
within a constructed world-view. The second group, because their brains
work differently, they’re hell bent on changing that tacit worldview.

‘There’s no education in any

That can only change when there’s a real dialogue going on between school ... to help people
the two groups. The values of one group - if they can convince the
other group they’re worthwhile — can become part of a new tacit

world view.’ be human.’

understand what it means to

So the western world runs on a kind of social tension that uses our
ingrained predisposition to be stirrers or stayers? | guess | could interpret
this as seeing dialogue as the goal rather than the means to achieving
the goal.

Whatever the interpretation it was clear that philosophy of this organi-
sation was based upon respecting existing values rather than ‘interfering’
with them, and working to create a harmony that allows people to
co-exist.

As for policy-makers within government departments, Paul was adamant
that a desire to work with values must come from the organisation itself.
‘Buckminster Fuller said don’t bash your head against a brick wall trying to
make something go where it’s not ready to go. Build something alternative
and people will be attracted to that if it’s the right thing to go with. Our
network is not trying to change what'’s there, but live according to what we
believe.’

That said, the idea that politicians and people in policy making and funding
positions have a conscious and personal relationship with their values, based
on collective dialogue from which emerge wisdoms greater than those reached
alone, is a radical proposition that could shake the foundations of government
as we know it!

Dee Martin has worked in arts and
cultural development for over 20 years. She is

now happy to be working as a freelancer: in
cultural projects, for various arts organisations
looking at planning and development
processes, and as a trainer, facilitator,

Ironic, isn’t it? and writer.

Some observations about AVI in relation to ccd:

= AVl is more a parallel and complementary practice than an evaluation process

= It advocates that the ultimate human goal is well-being

= It facilitates a process in which our values and the choices that they inform are
conscious, enabling you to evaluate how the activities you undertake stack up against
those values

= It has the potential to open up spaces for dialogue in a community context

= It’s a framework for personal development that could support practice

= It raises questions about the integrity and consistency of how values are made visible and
incorporated into social change and ccd work

= It could support the development of consistent practice and its evaluation against outcomes

= It has the potential to inform the funding practices of government and their alignment with

policy.

More information about AVI is available from www.minessence.net m
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INterview

WHO EVALUATES THOSE EVALUATING US?

Big hART’s founder and national artistic director Scott Rankin talks to Oryana

Kaufman about what he expects of community cultural development (ccd)

evaluations and his aversion to desk-driven, paper-bound evaluations.

ig hART is a multi-award
winning, non-profit organi-
sation, which pilots arts
based projects for margin-
alised young people to re-
engage them in their
community. Scott established
the organisaton with John Bakes
in 1992. Their goal was to provide
advocacy and mentorship to achieve
behavioural change and increased options for
people experiencing multiple disadvantages,
while producing profound art from the
experience of disadvantage and presenting it
in national forums.

In the past six years Big hART has been
awarded four National Violence Prevention
awards, and receives strong support from
across a wide range of government portfolios.
There is a strong focus on addressing social
issues and attracting funding from non-arts
sources. These factors have combined to
make them of considerable interest to
external evaluators.

Prior to conducting the interview with Scott,
there was a public reading of a play he’s been
working on with other artists titled Light on
the Hill directed by Neil Armfeild at the Belvoir
Street Theatre, in Sydney. After the reading
the audience was invited to comment on the
reading. Debate was open and Scott seemed
to thrive on the audience’s evaluation as a
means to better the play.
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OK: What makes a good evaluation?

SR: Evaluations must involve site visits rather
than be desk motivated. Ultimately it comes
down to whether the evaluator is open and
willing to enter into a relationship with the
people and community involved in the
particular project.

A good evaluation of ccd isn’t literature
based,; it should be interactive to get the best
results. This is vital as many of the people we
deal with are not active in the literate world.
The demographics generally respond better to
interactive activities. There needs to be a sense
of equality and acceptance of anecdotal
methods as a way of judging the project.

Most importantly an evaluation must benefit
the people we deal with. If the marginalised
groups that we work with are not benefiting
from the evaluation, then the balance is
completely wrong.

OK: What makes a good evaluator?

SR: A good evaluator needs to have a
collection of skills. Just as a good ccd artist
needs to strive to be virtuosic, so does is a
good evaluator.

There needs to be a high level of
independence and entrepreneurial skills in
order to determine how to take the evaluation
on to a place where it can be most useful for

Scott Rankin

ORYANA KAUFMAN

developing policy rather than justifying
projects. Evaluators need to look at the project
being effective in the long term. It shouldn’t
be just about evaluating certain projects,
rather it should be aiming at the cultural
decision making forums. A good evaluator
understands these needs and making use of
interaction, works on maintaining longer
relationships for the study both with decision
makers and people and projects being
evaluated.

Unfortunately it is rare to get people who
evaluate the evaluators. If there isn’t anyone
to keep them on their toes, a sense of
complacency develops. Realistically, unless the
evaluator is exceptional, often they just don’t
care too much about the project and they
want to get the job done as soon as possible,
knowing it’ll get shelved.

An evaluation must
benefit the people we

deal with. If the marginalised

groups that we work with are not

benefiting from the evaluation,
then the balance is

completely wrong.



OK: It sounds like there is a sense of
bitterness towards many of the
evaluators whom you have encountered.
What makes a particularly bad
evaluation?

SR: Suit-driven academic empires that work in
dot-point and who already have their
conclusions made. In those instances it’s often
not an evaluation, it’s an insurance against
criticism by someone higher up the food
chain.

There is a lack of corporate memory. In poorer
evaluations there is an attitude of move on,
get to next funding round and get out of this
one alive. This creates a legitimate fear of
evaluators — often evaluators using very
professional methodology are not looking at
the project itself.

OK: What are the key issues Big hART
looks at when being evaluated by an
external body?

SR: It is essential that culture driven
community development uses a particular
unigue language and sees itself as the centre
of the universe. Large government agencies
often don’t understand what we’re saying and
as we won'’t change the way we’re saying it,
there is often little crossover between the two
sides. Independent evaluations can open the
door between the two for the good of long-
term policy.

OK: What kind of internal evaluations
does Big hART conduct, and how often
are they conducted?

SR: For the past 18 months Kim McConville
has been working with John Welch to
evaluate five communities. In the past we

have adopted a more seat-of-your-pants way
of evaluating. Kim and John’s work defining
the internal evaluations may help us move
forward from program to program with the
potential to define the shape that the next
project will take.

Having done this work for a long time | can
trace people from years ago. When | meet
someone from a project we did 12 or 13 years
ago, | also see that as a perfectly legitimate
method of evaluating the impact of that
particular project. It’s just not much use to
anyone else.

While in Wagga Wagga last month | was
introduced to a young man we can call
Stephen. He was over six foot tall, attractive
and articulate, with a touch of Marilyn
Manson in him. He shakes my hand and asks
if | know who he is.

It turns out we did a series of self harm
projects in Wagga Wagga between 1994 and
2000 and he had participated in some of
them. | could hardly tell that the man who
stood before me used to be a rogue-tongued,
disturbed young man. | recalled he had to be
taken out of school and issued with 24-hour
care so he wouldn’t harm himself. As I'm
talking to this responsive, engaging man | see
it as a form of positive evaluation of the
project tracked over time. In terms of internal
evaluation | personally don’t need much more
than that on the one hand, and the public
reaction to the quality of the art on the other.

There are also a lot of other factors to take
into consideration. It’s hard to judge our
particular component in a young person’s
personal development; we weren’t the only

Leah Purcell (centre left), Kerry Armstrong (centre right) and girls at Hazelhurst Regional Gallery
earlier this year as part of the RU&eye@1 Project with young people from the Sutherland Shire Area.

ones who worked with Stephen. Perhaps he
was a statistic waiting to happen and we were
only one contributing factor that brought him
to where he now stands. So to evaluate our
work in isolation may not be that useful.

OK: How do you prepare for an
evaluation?

SR: A large part of the conflict is that we are
dealing with multi-layered needs. People that
we work with often want their lives to go
down hill. If a suit-clad evaluator waltzes in
from the world of academia, the alarm bells
immediately go off. | think ‘yes come and
evaluate, but we’re going to haul you over hot
coals to make sure there is innovation and an
appropriate strategy in your evaluation’. As a
ccd organisation we shouldn’t be scared to
say f*** off if the evaluators come in and
contribute to the problem by their language
and culture and agenda.

If the evaluator understands that what we do
is hard to evaluate and they come in open to
ideas, fluid and willing to change, there is a
greater chance the evaluation will be
successful. Regardless of whether the results
are positive or negative.

OK: How often does Big hART get
evaluated by the big agencies such as
within government?

SR: Less often now, but it used to be every
project. If you look at the community cultural
development sector over the years there has
been a lot of good ccd work done by a lot of
people. Big hART has also had some excellent
results. But then you find only a few years
later the same funding body is trying to

As a ccd organisation we
shouldn’t be scared to say
f*** off if the evaluators

come in and contribute to the

problem by their language

and culture and agenda.



Chris Callow from the West Coast of Tasmania, who was a part of a long-term project addressing issues including domestic violence,
depression and drug and alcohol misuse. This was once of the images used in the AFl award winning film, HURT.

reinvent the wheel, you can see that the project hasn’t impacted on
government. Very few government agencies and non-government
agencies have taken ccd up. Government policy cycle is about seven
to 10 years and their corporate memory, with cost cutting and staff
turnover, is very short.

Often projects are not evaluated at the government end, and on the
other side of things there is a fear of self-evaluation and a fear of
failure from within community cultural development. So ccd stays in
its backwater, irrelevant to government. There’s a myth that says: ‘If
we just get enough data, then government would take up ccd.’ It
may make a small difference, but there is already plenty of data. If the
same money was spent networking the entrepreneurial bureaucrats
and building attachment to people going through the issues, and
strategies that they can see working, there would be more long-term
effect.

There’s a myth that says: ‘If
we just get enough data, then

government would take up

ccd.’” It may make a small

difference, but there is

already plenty of data.

OK: Who evaluates the evaluators?

SR: In our case the young people who we work with should be
evaluating the evaluators. For example they should verify that
evaluators have the skills and are willing to do the job. Not only is it
important to keep the evaluators on their toes, but it should also
engage the young people. It would be a very good indicator of the
people’s engagement with the community, and of their education
and literacy.

In my 20 years in the industry rarely have | encountered a senior
policy person who doesn’t want their work to make a difference. But
there are a lot of pressures, especially in Canberra, where culture has
changed from one of service to survival. There is a pressure to cut to
the chase and avoid litigation or a glitch in your career path.

OK: So what do you see as the real point of evaluations?

SR: Big hART’s main obligation is to put marginalised people in front
of policy makers and get evaluators alongside them. A street kid
going over and kissing a senior government minister on the cheek is
worth a thousand checkpoints and a pile of paper. But sometimes it
might also mean putting things into a dot point form, which focuses
on long-term policy that can be read in 15 minutes and draws a clear
conclusion.

The focus seems to be more on the middle section of this process.
How are we going to evaluate? It’s not just about evaluation, but
more about the way it fits appropriately within the culture of the
project and then how it is put into the policy making forum.
Centrelink invited the Big hART show Knot@Home to Canberra to
perform at a Centrelink awards night earlier this year. They performed
in front of the people who work behind Centrelink counters. In a way
it was like the young people were performing for their enemies, but it
created a great moment and it was a beautiful show. The secretary of
Family and Community Services was deeply moved. In years of policy
making the Minister or a departmental secretary would rarely
encounter a moment of deep empathy with the people who are

Young people with Kaye Patterson receiving
certificates for their performance of
kNOT@home at the Centrelink Award night-
Youth Awards 2004



under the thumb of their policy. That was
more effective than 10 years worth of
evaluation, yet the methodology wouldn’t
stand up academically. It’s about who’s
running the evaluation and what they are
trying to achieve in the long run. The
problem is that this emotive approach may
get results for our project, but tends to
contribute to policy on the run.

OK: Can you tell me about the best
evaluation Big hART has had?

SR: A Victorian-based company called
Strategic Partnerships probably conducted
the best evaluation we’ve had. They
evaluated two projects, which we were
working on under the Partnerships Against
Domestic Violence coming out of the Office
for the Status of Women. The projects
looked at young people, isolation and
domestic violence and young people who'd
witnessed extreme violence.

The evaluator Russel Jaffe was very site-

driven. He gave equal credence to anecdotal
methods as well as the written questionnaire-
based end of things and statistical evaluation.

In this project we had a very talented artist
painting portraits of the young people. Russel
would validate the expressions captured on the
portraits. He also spent time talking to the
young people and took their comments about
the project as essential to the evaluation of the
project. Many of the people involved in those
projects aren’t literate or even if they were, their
experience with education required them to be as
uninteresting as possible in the written word.

Russel stayed on the west coast of Tasmania and

visited the shows, experienced what it was and

interacted with the young people. He didn’t just take

it at face value. During the 26 weeks he was evaluating

the project, he made two or three site visits and stayed

a few days each time. It might not sound very much, yet
[compare it to] the general model of evaluation [which] is
for a consultant organisation to try to deliver these
evaluations with the least amount of work and eliminate as
much cost as possible.

Some years ago the Department of Education Employment and
Youth Affairs conducted an evaluation of a round of projects
that were distinctively positive. Our project was working with
young offenders using narrative and performance as a means to

re-engage people in the community. When people started the

Big hART’s projects are about story. If you know someone’s story it is
much harder to hurt them. People who live on the margins are easily and
frequently hurt. Knowing someone’s story creates attachment. Most of
the evaluation methodology and language that I’'ve seen in action strives
for detachment. In fact, most of our social policy which contributes to the
marginalisation of the people we deal with, is based on a foundation of
detachment. | am most interested in harnessing sophisticated, multi-
layered, balanced evaluations that are not just obsessed with information
and its detached analysis, which is designed to prevent the government
from taking risks. I'm interested in evaluations that promote worthwhile
risk taking for the sake of those experiencing the effects of marginali-
sation, through creating and encouraging attachment.

Scott Rankin

Some of the community involved in a big hART project
on the west coast of Tasmania.



Josh and Minister Kaye Patterson, during rehearsals of KNOT@home Canberra 2004
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program there was one offence a week
from the group; at the end of the project
there was only one offence in 10 months.

When they looked at our project and all
the others being run including the
governance of the organisations, the way
gender issues were dealt with,
engagement process, government brief
and planning; the thing that made the
successful projects work well came down
to integrity of the relationship between
the youth arts worker and the young
people. | have never seen an integrity box
on a grant. You often see budgets and
milestones but it’s rare to see quality or the
relationship between the key workers and
the young people.

OK: What has been one of the worst
evaluations you have encountered?

SR: One of our esteemed Universities looking
at a project at the Riverina working with
young people at risk of self-harm. The project

started in the community and then continued
in schools. The program was set up as a
theatre-in-education piece (a series of
narratives) looking at self-harming behaviours.
We toured 50 schools in the Riverina, but the
evaluator didn’t come out once for a site
inspection and never saw the work. There was no
point of call and it was all paper-driven.

I’'m not against evaluations for ccd projects, but I'm
against poor quality evaluations. | think they play a
small role in bringing about long-term change. At
best they can drive the project forward, tell us what
we can’t see and create evidence in the language of
policy makers. At worst they create detachment from
the person experiencing an issue, and they’re only useful
in case someone asks the question, ‘have you been
evaluated?’... and | guess they pay someone’s mortgage =

Oryana Kaufman
writes about a wide range of topics and has
worked as a freelance journalist in the Middle East, Europe,
Asia and Australia. Her work has appeared in publications
including: Jerusalem Post, Israel News Agency, Australian
Natural Health Review, Big Issue and Cosmopolitan.



DEBORAH MILLS

Evaluating Community Arts and Wellbeing — An Evaluation Guide for Community Arts Practitioners

Why has it taken so

long to produce this very

useful publication? Why are

there so few published works
evaluating community arts
activity? The answers to these
questions are probably to do with
the nature of community arts
activity, the beliefs of its
practitioners and the policies

and practice of arts

funding bodies.

rts funding bodies have shown no

serious commitment to the evaluation
of community arts activity. The Victorian
Health Promotion Foundation (VicHealth), the
main instigator of this publication, has been
the exception to this rule. The sporadic, one-
off nature of much community arts activity
has inhibited the development of opportu-
nities for sustained practice and the critical
reflection and review which is part of any
serious artistic process. In addition, artists and
other kinds of facilitators who work in the
community are often suspicious of, if not
overtly hostile towards, attempts to evaluate
their processes and their products...and rightly
so! An American social planning guru of the
1980s once said to me: ‘I have a piece of
advice for social activists: never evaluate. You
don’t see those bastards in charge of the
military industrial complex being asked to
evaluate what they do, do you?’

Evaluation is almost entirely about values. So
often these are difficult to define or, in their
implicit application, tyrannical in their effect.
Take, for instance, the form of evaluation with
which artists are most familiar, the critic’s
review. As the art theorist John Berger has
observed, the ideal critic must be able to
simultaneously stand outside their own time
and culture, having the historical perspective
necessary to evaluate the artist’s vision and be
open to the artist’s imagination. These two
things are impossible to achieve simulta-
neously, and to expect it is casting the critic in
the role of God (a role which Berger notes is
one most critics are happy with). Berger’s
point is that the specific meaning of a work of
art changes depending on who is looking at it
and when.*

The suspicion with which many community
arts practitioners view evaluation is due in part
to their understanding of the subjectivity of
the process, a recognition of the very unequal
power relations which are often involved and
a scepticism concerning the motives behind
the demand for evaluation in the first place.
As cultural researcher Frangois Matarasso
points out: ‘Evaluation has only two
organisational purposes — to improve the
organisation’s ability to meet its objectives
effectively, efficiently and economically, and
to demonstrate the organisation’s value to its
stakeholders.” 2

How value is defined, and the hegemony in
the public sphere of some values over others,
is at the heart of the reluctance of many
community arts practitioners to tackle
evaluation. It is interesting to note that the
Victorian Minister for the Arts, in her
introduction to this evaluation guide, suggests
that the role of art, and thus, by implication,
the values against which all art should be
measured, is to ‘reflect and shape our sense of
community and help build social cohesion’.®
Now these are values with which many artists
| know would disagree.

This helpful evaluation guide sets out a
methodology for evaluation which can be
applied and adapted to many situations. Its
strengths lie in its clear, step-by-step approach
and the inclusion of a number of tools to keep
the application of this methodology from
overwhelming the evaluator. It is written from
the perspective of the arts worker who, it is
assumed, will be driving the evaluation. The
guide’s pragmatic approach recognises that
organisations or individuals may not have the
resources to evaluate all aspects of a project. It
encourages the evaluator to consider the
reasons for the evaluation — and the audience
for the evaluation report — when deciding
which aspect of the project to focus on for the
evaluation.

The author of this guide, Clare Keating, has a
background in human resources and research.
She is also the author of Creative Connections:
Promoting Mental Health and Wellbeing
through Community Arts Participation, a
VicHealth publication. This publication, like
the evaluation guide, is available from
VicHealth (www.vichealth.vic.gov.au) and
documents findings from an evaluation of the
Community Arts Participation Scheme (CAP
Scheme) which was established in 1999 as
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part of VicHealth’s Mental Health Promotion
Plan. Taken together, the two publications
make a good resource kit for anyone wishing
to undertake the evaluation of community arts
activity.

A valuable aspect of the evaluation guide is
the section on ethics and the exhortation to
ensure that discussions with project partic-
ipants assert their power in relation to the
evaluation and that evaluators abide by
negotiated protocols concerning, for example,
confidentiality. A useful reading list is included
in the publication. One of the references is to
Matarasso’s article on evaluation (ibid), a large
section of which is devoted to a discussion of
the ethical issues involved in the implemen-
tation and evaluation of community arts
activities. His criticism — that the intended
beneficiaries of community arts projects are
rarely involved in determining objectives or
success criteria — is well founded. This
evaluation guide, if adhered to, should do
much to change this practice which is, after
all, inimical to the objectives of individual and
community empowerment to which so much
community arts activity ascribes.

For all of its clarity, this evaluation guide does
not dumb down community arts practice and
recognises that the process of art-making is as
important as the final outcome. It also
recognises that various stakeholders may have
different expectations and assign different
values to the impact and outcomes of a
project. With these issues in mind, the guide
has developed a useful matrix to assist in

aed Artwork Magazine - Issue 59 - September 2004

framing the evaluation and in determining
which aspects of the project or activity to
focus on, if resources do not allow for a
comprehensive evaluation. This matrix consists
of six elements or dimensions. The first three
are to do with the stakeholders in the project;
the participants, the organisation delivering
the project and the community. The second
group of elements refer to:

the process — how people were involved and
how the project was managed

the impact — what happens throughout the
project and what happens as a result

the outcome of the project — the longer
term impact. *

This matrix should do much to help overcome
the reliance of much so-called evaluation on a
description of what happened rather than an
analysis, backed up with evidence, of how
what happened relates to the project’s
original objectives. Something which could,
perhaps, have been more strongly emphasised
concerning outcomes is the fact that a longer
time may be necessary to gain a more reliable
picture of the outcomes of a project. For
instance, if an outcome for participants is
enhanced social connectedness, then for how
long after the cessation of the project were
these benefits be experienced by participants?

The evaluation methodology in this guide may
encourage a more explicit enunciation of the
values underpinning community arts practice.
This will be a good thing as some of my more
recent work has led me to observe a shift in
the values informing some practice.
Depending on your point of view, this may
not be a bad thing in itself. This shift has
apparently gone unnoticed as evidenced by
the lack of any explicit commentary as far as |
can determine. The shift | am referring to is
the move to locate community arts practice in
the realm of welfare.

The word social has come to mean welfare —
concerned with the provision of services to
poor and marginalised groups and individuals,
rather than the means by which people
become allied around mutual ties or interests.
Nowhere is this more evident than in the
social plans produced by many local councils.
You will search long and hard to find any
objectives or strategies in these plans which
are to do with social organisation and
mutuality. The social planning disciplines

which emerged in the 1970s with a vision of
community empowerment and institutional
reform have become coopted into the
dominant residual welfare paradigm. In the
same way community arts activity, which
evolved from an access and equity perspective
in the 1970s to one of cultural pluralism and
institutional reform in the 1980s, now appears
to be in danger of being captured by the same
paradigm.

It is not this guide’s aim or responsibility to
illuminate these shifts in strategic intent.
Nevertheless, if the application of these and
other evaluation methodologies makes us
more aware of the values we, and others,
assign to our work, then it may provoke more
debate around these issues
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Footnote

Evaluating Community Arts and Wellbeing —
an evaluation guide for community arts practi-
tioners and Creative Connections: Promoting
Mental Health and Wellbeing through
Community Arts Participation, are both
VicHealth publications and are available from
(www.vichealth.vic.gov.au)

Deborah Mills’ commitment to
community cultural
development has been applied
in a variety of settings including
the community sector, local and
State governments and as the

Director of the Community
Cultural Development Board of
the Australia Council for the
Arts. Currently a consultant, she
is happiest when working on
cultural policy.
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