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FOREWORD

JANE STEELE
DIRECTOR, EVIDENCE AND LEARNING,
PAUL HAMLYN FOUNDATION

As an organisation, Paul Hamlyn Foundation (PHF) is
committed to gathering evidence, learning from it and
making changes on the basis of what we have learnt. We
believe this works best as a collective effort so we share
our findings and support our grantees to collect and use
evidence, test new approaches and evaluate and improve
their ways of working.

Tate is one of very many organisations known to PHF that
do the sort of fascinating and complex work that brings
particular evaluation challenges. Their work is often
experimental, involves many different collaborators and
aims for the types of change that can seem intangible.

For all these reasons, we are pleased that Tate Exchange is

sharing its experience of using evaluation to shape its work.

In our experience, the challenges are not only to do with
data collection and analysis but to do with integrating that
evidence into an organisation’s thinking and planning.

In this report Tate Exchange shares what it has learnt
about these challenges. We hope that others will find
their reflections of use, as they too encounter some of the
challenges described here.

ANNA CUTLER
DIRECTOR OF LEARNING, TATE

Tate Exchange is an open experiment that seeks

to illuminate the value of art in society. It includes
international artists, contributors from different fields,
the public, and over 80 Associates (organisations and
individuals) who work within and beyond the arts on
trialling new participatory programmes, workshops,
activities and debates. In its first year this activity took
place at Tate Modern and Tate Liverpool.

Over the last decade we have seen significant shifts in the
UK’s cultural landscape with changes in artistic practices
and developments in wider forms of engagement. This
can also be seen on a global platform and has led to much
discussion and new forms of experiments in practice,
including those of the museum. Much focus has been
given to how institutions may develop a new and closer
relationship with a wider public. What does this look like
and what does this mean for participants, for practice and
for the museum itself? Tate Exchange set out to explore
these questions.

As an open experiment, it was vital to lay out our ambitions
for Tate Exchange and test the results against previous
research findings (what we thought we knew), educated
guesses (what we thought this might mean) and some
speculative programming (what we imagined we might trial
in light of these). With such a wide range of potential

o assess — with new Associates, new spaces, new processes
and a new platform for public engagement — it was clear
that part of the evaluation had to be finding out what
aspects were required for evaluation itself, with a frame
that maximised understanding.

In light of this an evaluation framework was devised

that gave perspectives from the public, the institution
and the Associates: a deliberate triangulation that would
help expose what had taken place for each. In this we
were then able to assess what, if anything, had changed.
We measured change relative to the broad aims of
creating a new social and civic space for debate and a
deeper relationship with art for a broader public (with

a specific focus on work for young people). We also looked
to see if this prompted an emergence of new networks
and practices.

Although much to cover, looking across the entirety to
recognise and flag key areas for further exploration and
evaluation was invaluable. We have found out a huge
amount both as an intellectual experiment and as a
pragmatic one. This report outlines how evaluation enabled
these findings, (the evaluation report ' itself reveals the
detail) but in summary it is fair to say that we have already
changed many processes. We have recalibrated what we
thought we knew. We are able to make better-educated and
less speculative guesses about ‘what next?’. We can point
to the kinds of practice that yield high value for all involved
(and why). Enough was discovered to make a significant
number of recommendations and put them into practice.
This occurred both as a form of on-going critique as the
programme unfolded (and this was essential reflection for
those involved, who commented that it was one of the most
important aspects of the process in being able to adapt and
learn in-situ) as well as in response to summative findings.

Without evaluation one has work that happened. With
evaluation one has an understanding of how it happened
and what this means. In only one of these cases can we
learn from what we do and aspire to do better!

! This will be available at:
www.tate.org.uk/research/research-centres/learning-research

Bedfellows: Sex Re-Education, Tate Exchange 2016

In 2016/17, Tate Exchange comprised three phases:

* Phase 1: Framing the Annual Provocation — September to December 2016
Tate Learning teams worked with a range of artists, theorists, facilitators and the public to
explore the idea of exchange.

* Phase 2: Expanding the Annual Provocation — January to April 2017
The programme continued through collaborations with external organisations [Tate
Exchange Associates) who sit beyond the arts but who also work closely with the public in
areas such as health and education.

* Phase 3: Reflection and Dissemination - May to July 2017
The year culminated with opportunities to reflect further and share findings from the Tate
Exchange Research and Evaluation Programme (TEREP).

Hannah Wilmot outlines the three phases of Tate Exchange
in Tate Exchange 2016-2017 Year 1 Evaluation Report 3



INTRODUCTION

EMILY PRINGLE, HEAD OF LEARNING
PRACTICE AND RESEARCH, TATE

Associates brainstorming on evaluation methods, Associates day, Tate Exchange, 2017

Conversations about the evaluation of Tate Exchange began
about the same time as the planning for the initiative. This
is not surprising as the imperative for the Tate Exchange
Research and Evaluation Programme (TEREP) came from the
nature of the programme itself. We recognised early on that
a programme as experimental, complicated and potentially
challenging for the organisation and collaborators as

Tate Exchange made it essential that we captured and
understood what was happening from the very beginning.

TEREP built on and developed out of the research-led,
values-based approach to programming and evaluation
that Tate Learning have worked with for the last seven
years. Documented as the Transforming Tate Learning
programme (http://www.tate.org.uk/download/file/
fid/30243), this way of working involves the Learning team
framing their activities through the lens of research. In
doing so they foreground questioning and reflection and
build their and others’ knowledge through a process akin
to action research and experiential model of learning. This
follows a cyclical process of doing, reviewing, learning and
then applying that learning. We were keen to continue
using these principles in our work in Tate Exchange.

We also wanted to work alongside the Tate Exchange
Associates, not least because these Associates include
arts, health and community organisations and universities,
all of whom bring their own expertise, approaches and
priorities regarding research and evaluation. TEREP thus
provided an opportunity for us to share our knowledge and,
importantly, to learn from others.

Year 1 of Tate Exchange was a pilot year that would shape
the project as it developed in subsequent years. This and
the framing of Tate Exchange as ‘an experiment in practice’
gifted us the opportunity to interrogate how an explicitly
research-based and largely untried programme develops
over time. We needed to examine what challenges and
opportunities it posed for the organisation, collaborators
and participants. It was important that we gathered
evidence of what changes an initiative of this scale brings
about at an individual, institutional and potentially societal
level. Indeed, Tate Exchange’s stated ambition ‘to explore
the role of art in society’ could not be achieved without a
thorough investigation of how the programme operated
and how visitors and collaborators responded to it.

Alongside others across the sector we have been seeking

to find methods and approaches that capture the
experience of those participating in creative and cultural
experiences and the value of those experiences (Cultural
Value report?). We want to know what changes for someone
when they take part in a creative and/or discursive event

in the art museum. Is that experience richer and deeper
if it involves collaboration and hands-on participation?
Do some forms of participation work ‘better’ than others
and if so why, and for whom? Who feels unwelcome and
less able to join in, while others feel confident? What can
we do to change this? What does it mean for the museum
and for artists and Associates to work together in this new
way? These are some of the very many questions that we
grappled with and which underpin TEREP, shaping the
methods we adopted and the systems and processes we
put in place.

From the start we committed to a developmental approach
to the evaluation, understanding that its purpose was

to help Tate and others to understand the programme as

it unfolded, so as to inform its (and hopefully the sector’s)
future development in positive and productive ways.
However, we acknowledged that the evaluation would

also need to have an accountability function. It would

be required to explain, to a range of key stakeholders
within and beyond the museum, what had taken place

and the extent to which the programme had achieved

its aims and objectives. The evaluation also aspired to
support the values and ambitions of Tate Exchange through
empowering participants and Associates to examine,
review and account for their experiences for themselves
and to actively contribute to all our learning and to the
programme’s ongoing development. Referencing the

Tate Exchange aims and objectives and working within

the parameters of the evaluation framework drawn up

by the Tate Exchange Evaluator, we undertook formative
evaluation. This involved working with Tate staff, Associates
and participants to gather, analyse and reflect on data from
the start of the project in September 2016. This process
continued throughout the nine months and three phases
of Tate Exchange and culminated in a phase of summative
evaluation to capture what had taken place in the first year.

As with the programme itself, TEREP has also been an
experiment in practice. We recognised that because of
Tate Exchange’s scale and complexity it would be useful
to trial and adapt different methods. Accordingly, we
revised as we went along, when we recognised that

we were not getting the data we needed, or that
unexpected insights were to be gained from focusing on
a particular area in a way we had not and could not have
predicted. This no doubt lays TEREP open to criticism that
the process has not been sufficiently ‘rigorous’. However,
our ambition was not to prove or test a hypothesis, nor
to determine the extent to which one group benefitted
more than another from taking part. Instead we sought
to understand more deeply and clearly how and why an



intervention such as Tate Exchange operates in the museum
and society and what changes it brings about for all those
taking part. For us, therefore, the ‘rigour’ of the evaluation
was determined by criteria that include the authenticity,
trustworthiness and utility of the findings, rather than the
extent to which the evaluation corresponds to a specific
‘scientific’ approach to research. In other words, do the
findings (even those that are uncomfortable) ring true?

Do we trust them to be an accurate representation of
people’s experiences? Are they useful to us and others?
This is what mattered to us.

So what have we learnt? We know now that the process

of evaluating a new, large-scale, multi-stranded and
multi-partnered initiative is difficult, complicated,
time-consuming, at times frustrating and potentially
overwhelming. It requires patience, commitment, tenacity,
creativity and curiosity. It is helped enormously by being
imbued with a spirit of generosity, goodwill and humour.
We understand better how to collect, analyse and reflect
on various forms of data and can see what that data can
and cannot tell us.

We recognise how and why evaluation can have

a significant and positive impact on the quality of

a programme. TEREP has shown us how evaluation

can enable challenges to be addressed and resolved and
how good practice can be built on so that those involved,
from programme organisers to participants, can learn
and grow. It has helped make explicit the causal
relationships between decisions made by programme
developers and the resultant experience of participants,
while revealing the connections between visitors’
motivations for taking part and the value they ascribe

to that participation. It has enabled us to be clearer about
how to manage relationships with organisations and
individuals. Evidence derived from different sources -

be it observations, questionnaire responses, stories, direct
feedback from Associates or comments from visitors —
has moved us beyond our hunches and preconceptions
to provide insights that can improve our practice and
communicate what we do to others.

But this process takes time, a degree of confidence and
skills and a commitment to honest appraisal. There is great
temptation to use evaluation as a form of validation, but
this is ultimately unhelpful if not actively damaging. Relying
on what Hannah Wilmot, the Tate Exchange Evaluator, refers
to as ‘the warm glow’ of affirmative feedback, or choosing
only to consider and report on the positives, prohibits
learning. This is not evaluation, but merely advocacy.
Effective evaluation is skilful and there is a need for more
professional development across the sector to support
practitioners to undertake it well. Funders can also play
their part by working in partnership with organisations

to ensure that the relationship allows for programme
findings to be reported honestly and authentically.

We have been privileged to have been able to work with
the Paul Hamlyn Foundation on TEREP, benefitting
enormously from their commitment to investigating and
improving evaluation practices. We hope that this work
will be of value to the sector more widely. We certainly

do not have all the answers, but in the words of the arts
evaluator Saville Kushner? evaluation is as tricky as the
practice it seeks to represent and all evaluators can ever
do is their best. What we hope to communicate in this
publication is all of us involved doing our best.

2G. Crossick and P. Kaszynska, ‘Understanding the Value of Arts & Culture’,
The AHRC Cultural Value Project, Swindon, AHRC, 2016, http://www.ahrc.
ac.uk/documents/publications/cultural-value-project-final-report/,
accessed 26 October 2017.

3S. Kushner, Personalising Evaluation, London, Sage, 2000.

‘THIS IS

FAR TOO
DIFFICULT
FOR ARSY
ATTITUDESY

Quote from a staff member during an evaluation forum



HOW DID WE
UNDERTAKE THE
EVALUATION?

At the start of September 2016 we were awarded a grant
from the Paul Hamlyn Foundation to undertake a research
and evaluation programme for the first year of Tate
Exchange. The Tate Exchange Research and Evaluation
Programme (TEREP) that we committed to involved:

¢ The development and sharing of an evaluation framework

¢ The provision of ongoing support for Associates and
Tate staff as they evaluated their projects and developed
Practice as Research projects

¢ The detailed investigation of six case studies drawn from
Phases 1 and 2 of Tate Exchange

® Research events to bring together a wider group of
experts at key moments

e The dissemination of findings through reports and a
final event

As the Tate Exchange programme started on 1 October
2016 we had to move quickly. Our first step was to appoint
Hannah Wilmot to be the evaluator. Hannah drafted the
evaluation framework, which was shared with staff and
Associates in October. From then on the process involved
Hannah working with staff and Associates to plan their
evaluation, gather data and analyse and share findings
through reflective evaluation forums. At the same time
Helena Hunter, Learning Research Assistant Curator, was
working with a number of staff and Associates on a series
of Practice as Research projects and the Experiments in
Practice research event, which took place on 5 June 2017.
Concurrently at Tate Liverpool Jessica Fairclough oversaw
a programme of data collection and analysis with the Tate
Liverpool Tate Exchange Associates. Additional evidence
came via specific research projects, three of which we
commissioned and two that were instigated by researchers
who were keen to work with us. The final phase of Tate
Exchange, which took place from May 18 to June 11, was
framed in its entirety as an evaluative exercise: an invitation
to the public to reflect on the value of art in society and
share their thoughts publicly. At the culmination of all

this work Hannah brought the evidence together and
summarised her findings in an Evaluation Report.

This publication details our experience of this process,

with reflections from those involved. It does not outline the
evaluation findings (for those, go to the Evaluation Report),
but rather tries to make visible how we set about gathering
and analysing data, what each of these approaches gave
us and what we learnt (a lot!). We would like to think that
the information provided here is helpful to anyone thinking
about or doing evaluation. Not all of it will be relevant or
possible, but it is here to be used, critiqued, improved,
changed and expanded. We are still learning and have
already applied some of what we found out through TEREP
to other projects, making adaptations according to what
resources we have available. We see this publication as

a resource and hope that you might too.

TEREP Internal planning doc.

In this first twelve months TEREP brings
together Tate staff and Associates who
are working on Tate Exchange in a process
of evaluation and knowledge sharing.
Specifically the programme includes:

* The development and sharing of an
evaluation framework

e The provision of ongoing support for
Associates and Tate staff as they
evaluate their work and develop practice
as research projects

e Detailed investigation of six case
studies drawn from Phases 1 and 2 of Tate
Exchange

* Research events to bring together a
wider group of experts at key moments to
share the experience to date and draw on
a wider body of knowledge to inform the
programme going forward

e The bringing together and sharing of
provisional findings in June 2017 via a
report and conference.

Details of the TEREP programme taken from an internal planning document

o How the people taking part change

EPF outlined aspects of the project:
Tate has proposed to the Paul Hamlyn Foundation (PHF) that we will look at

6 case studies for Year | (3 in Phase | programmed by Tate Learning® and 3

in Phase 2 programmed by Tex Associates). We can be provocative, bhut we
should be honest and acknowledge any difficulties and the reported
learnings must be backed up with evidence.

We and PHF are particularly interested in looking at the following!

a How the institution changes as a result of the project

" - ! : ; . i b
o ls it even possible to evaluate a project of this scale? Pl
o What methoedeologies will be used? 4 lona

The following 3 strands for the research and evaluation project have been

. } g
y How evaluation processes can be improved. (PR Y

agreed:

o Evaluation: capturing experience of the participants & institutional
changes. Teams and associates to self-evaluate & analyse, with additional
case studies (led by HW)

 Practice as research: team and associates reflect on their practices
(lead by HH)

v Research will be hosting discursive symposium event days discussing
particular issues, the outcomes of which will be made publie. The learnings
from these events will help to inform Year 2

Minutes from the TEREP Steering group, 24 October, outlining the rational
and priorities for the evaluation



REFLECTIONS
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
HANNAH WILMOT, TATE EXCHANGE EVALUATOR

lintroduced the evaluation framework to Associates at

a meeting in October 2016. Emily outlined the overall
approach and | reinforced this holistic approach through

a model of a swimming duck. I've attached a photo of

my annotations on the image below. The idea behind the
model is to start talking about the duck (representing your
project or a participant) and the aim is to get it from A to

B across the pond. Looking above the water —it's about
outcomes - does it make it? But, we need to look below
the water too, to understand how and why it did or did not
make it. Maybe its legs are tangled in weeds efc.

The model hooked people in and after the break, Anna
Cutler said she'd had conversations with people about
ducks that refused to swim, turned around or appeared
to be swimming around in circles!
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The Evaluation Duck, Kieron Kirkland from the Nominet
Trust with handwritten notes by Hannah Wilmot

Evidence was gathered through observation (including participant cbservation], interviews and
conversations, surveys, written feedback and online comment, participative evaluation at events
and facilitated reflection sessions. The main sources of data included:

Six case studies undertaken by the evaluator with additional notes on events and meetings
throughout the year.

Reflection sessions with Learning teams, Associates and the Tate Exchange team.

Event reports on 19 Phase 1 events (from a total of 21) and 23 Phase 2 events (from a
total of 39).

Digital analytic reports and Tate Exchange Online R&D report from Tate Exchange Digital
Producer.

Daily reports written and circulated by the Visitor Experience staff seconded to Tate
Exchange.

An analysis of 77 Daily reports undertaken by consultant, Nicki Setterfield.
Maonitoring and statistical data gathered by the Tate Exchange team.

Tate Exchange Cualitative & Quantitative Research by Sphere Insights based on 593
surveys completed by randomly recruited audiences at six events and 40 follow-up
telephone interviews.

Two sets of interviews undertaken by Nicki Setterfield with a small sample of Assoclates to
chart their experiences with Tate Exchange.

Interviews undertaken with senior leaders at Tate Modern as part of research undertaken
for Tate Exchange by Clore Fellow, Maurice Carlin.

A case study on Complaints Department Operated by Guerrilla Girls undertaken by PhD
student, Hollie MacKenzie.

An evaluation report on Tate Exchange Liverpool written by the Tate Exchange
Coordinator, Jessica Fairclough and drawing on evaluation undertaken by and with
Assoclates in Liverpool.

Extract from The Tate Exchange Year 1 Evaluation Report that lists all the
sources of data we gathered during the evaluation process 11



FIVE ACTIONS
WE THINK
WORKED WELL

1. Framing Tate Exchange as an ‘experiment in practice’
and foregrounding reflection and the importance of
evaluation throughout. Although this proved challenging
for some, it made clear the expectation that all involved
would commit to evaluation, while opening up a space
for experimentation, risk-taking and rich, thoughtful
practice.

2. Undertaking formative evaluation from the start of the
programme. Gathering data from day one enabled us to
capture what was happening and adjust the programme
according to what was working well or proving difficult.

3. Implementing reflective meetings with staff and
evaluation forums with staff and Associates. These
meetings gave people the opportunity to come together,
step back from the intensity of programming, reflect
on issues, identify problems and successes, and raise
questions. Having Hannah record these sessions and
feed them back to us also helped staff and Associates
identify how their learning fitted into the bigger picture
of the evaluation process.

4. Meeting with the TEREP Steering Group. This allowed us
to test ideas with a group of expert colleagues, including
some Associates and Jane Steele from PHF. The open,
honest conversations in the meetings helped refine our
ideas and sharpen our thinking.

5. Involving Associates and Tate staff in the process of
gathering and analysing evaluation data. This was
essential with a programme of the size and complexity of
Tate Exchange. Some found it very hard to carve out the
time and/or appeared not to have the confidence or skills
to undertake it, but overall the evidence and insights
provided by programmers, Visitor Experience staff and
others has been invaluable.

12

FIVE THINGS
WE WISH WE
HAD KNOWN
BEFORE WE
STARTED

1. The timeframe for putting the evaluation framework
together was too short. Ideally there would have been
more consultation with the users, but this was not
possible.

2. Enabling those involved with the programming to step
back and evaluate was difficult at times. This was mainly
due to time constraints, but it was also about people
being able to shift their focus from delivery to reflection.

3. Unless people see the value of evaluation and
understand how it can inform and improve their own
work, it is unlikely to happen in an honest, rigorous and
comprehensive way.

4. Without more focused research it is hard to gather
evidence of the longer-term impact of the Tate Exchange
programme on those who took part — whether as invited
participants in a programme or as visitors dropping into
the Tate Exchange space. We have some indications, but
need to follow up and do further work on this.

5. Guidance and support needs to be provided to those
who are lacking in skills and confidence in relation to
evaluation. This is an area where many feel ill-equipped
and therefore resistant.

Phase 2 Emerging Findings — TEx Digital

Twitter:

Stronger sense of ownership of TEx digital spaces

by Associates

Associates are mentioning each others” programmes,
responding to each other and involving the public
There's a greater sense of TEx being a bigger thing’
Highly diverse Associate-generated content: photos,
quotes, GIFs, artist-led video tours, audio snippets
and more

Content tells a story of what's going on in the space
as it's happening

Engagement tripled in Phase 2 vs Phase 1 in ferms of
likes, shares and reposts

There were times when over 100 Twitter notifications
came in per day

Multiple voices are being acknowledged and made
visible by @TateExchange, which is otherwise not
possible via @Tate

e _‘..I".-

Extract from the ‘Phase 2 Emerging Findings’ document produced by
Tate Digital illustrating the type of information that was shared with
staff and Associates as the programme developed

Luggage tag feedback exercise with Associates on the Tate Exchange values

13



THE TATE EXCHANGE RESEARCH ~ owimims e
SM noted that we should consider the rele of the Steering group, which is

to support the Evaluation team in telling the story of the fournoy of how

A N D E VA L U AT I O N P R O G R A M M E the organisation is attempting to do something different, how this is being
schieved, and what it is that we are trying to measure.
EP comsented that we are trying to gain a greater understanding of the
( T E R E P) S T E E R l N G G R O U P effect the programes has on the institution, associate organisations and
the members of the public who take part (either purposefully or by chance).
; The emphasis should be on the learnings and developing practice. These

should alse feed into the TEx walues: openness, goneorosity and risk, rather
than accountability.
M asked how we will be handling the learmings for the institution amd

shether the Iramework is achievable in year 1.

We took our learning from the Transforming Tate Learning * Reviewing the evaluation framework S R G hi e pa— i
project (www.tate.org.uk/download/file/fid/30243) and the * Reviewing and advising on evaluation T Sl SN A b'Mt.““h that the Stuysing icoioncan zefioct.on;
value of having expert colleagues to meet with. We set up methods Is it possible to do all the things we are setting out to do? We are

the TEREP Steering group at the start of the programme. e Assessing evaluation data testing out the process and will need the Learning teams and the associates
The group met four times over the course of the year and + Locating Tate Exchange within wider to fesdback on whether our approach has worked, and if it is something that

interrogated aspects of the programme at key moments. theoretical and practice contexts

They also provided advice on, for example, the form and * Advising on research events we should continue with. We cen then better understand how we choose to use
content of the evaluation framework and the content of the * Reviewing findings from TEREP the framework and it may prompt a Series of guestions we wouldn't’ t have
( Experiments in Practice research event. Each meeting was + Making recommendations for the ongoing considered. There may be evidence that makes the case for nmot having a
minuted and issues were followed up in-between meetings development of TEREP framework,
when needed. * Advising on the dissemination of TEREP HH added that it was explicit that the TEx evaluation is an experiment and
findings it iz part of the enguiry. We need to see how the teams are completing the

cvaluation decuments, but we do also need! wo explore how to make the values
The group will meet three times between zore explicit.

TEREP Steerin roup:
99 P September 2016 and July 2017.

Terms of Reference doc.

J The TEREP Steering group is made up of
arts and education experts drawn from a Extract from the TEREP Steering group Terms of Reference document,
range of disciplines who are committed detailing the makeup and purpose of the Group

to examining and improving the quality

of current practice. Members of the group

are: Emily Pringle (Head of Learning TENT x Tate, feedback wall, Tate Exchange 2016

Practice and Research, Tate (Chair),

Fiona Kingsman (Head of Tate Exchange),
Helena Hunter (Learning Research,
Assistant Curator), Helen Nicholson
(Professor of Theatre and Performance,
Royal Holloway), Chrissie Tiller (Creative
Consultant and Practitioner), Helen
O’Donoghue (Senior Curator, Head of
Education and Community Programmes, IMMA),

Minutes from the TEREP Steering group meeting, 24 October 2016

L:'Lndsey Fryer (Head (.)f Learning, Tate f( Roflexive and Croative Approwch of TEx Evalustion:
Liverpool), Hannah Wilmot (Tate Exchange 3 J5! PHF interested in what we' re learning, but alse very interested in
Evaluator), Steve Moffitt (Chief Executive how

Officer, A New Direction), Jasmine Wilson
(Director of Learning, Random Dance),
Eileen Carnell (Freelance Arts Education

we leorn and shot we' re lesrming about evalustion methods as well as

s S— T

helping people in the institution.
| O EP: Experisental mature of TEX prograsme is reflected in evaluation. For

—
.

Specialist), Jane Steele (Director, ¥ the evaluation to authentically respond too 8 progromme like TEx, the
Evidence and Learning PHF), Becky Swain process of gathering all these impressions, becomes creative in itself.
(Learning and Partici;ation’ Officer, Arvon). !; Eﬁm > Sk pLcotmL i Sn sl of cx;.-:-rir:eu-'.al.”
O HH: Not monitoring exercise, it s about finding lenpuage o nusnce
l this,
This is a Steering group for the research | ) HW: Hove been suggesting woys evaluation is embedded in

and evaluation programme, not for Tate
Exchange itself. As such, the purpose of
the group is to assess and advise on TEREP
by:

programaing. Has been useful far Public Progromse Curators to
integrate ovalustion in thelr planning. TEx affords them a differcont
approach to public. nommally working on ticketing / marketing model.

Minutes from the TEREP Steering group meeting, 13 April 2016

14



THE EVALUATION

FRAMEWORK

The evaluation framework was developed by Hannah
Wilmot, Tate Exchange Evaluator. It set out the generic
indicators of success for each objective, described
methods that we would use to collect evidence and
assigned responsibilities and timings for data collection.
As well as the programme-level evaluation framework,
Hannah also developed edited versions that highlighted
areas of relevance for Associates-and Tate staff. In the
accompanying guidance sheet that Hannah prepared she
stressed that the framework was a working document and
urged users to take ownership by adding to the indicators
of success and evaluation methods. We also recognised that
Associates and staff might have their own areas of enquiry
and left space for users to add their own objectives.

The evaluation framework was used in different ways —
some found it helpful in planning their events, others used
it to structure their evaluation activities. Some paid little
attention to it. As well as the written guidance, Hannah
also provided one-to-one planning sessions for some staff
and Associates. Although time consuming, this was seen
to be extremely helpful and resulted in more detailed

and effective data collection. However, feedback from

the Associates at the final evaluation forum revealed that
they found the Tate Exchange objectives as detailed in the
framework too complex. We will be revising these and the
framework itself for the Tate Exchange Year 2 programme.

EXTRACT FROM HANNAH WILMOT
EVALUATION GUIDANCE NOTES THAT
ACCOMPANIED THE EVALUATION
FRAMEWORK AND WERE SHARED WITH
STAFF AND ASSOCIATES

UNDERTAKING YOUR EVALUATION

The focus for your evaluation is two-fold:

e Evaluating participants' experiences and outcomes. (How
is art making a difference to people's lives and society?)

 Reflecting on your own/your organisation’s experience
of Tate Exchange and outcomes that accrue.
(What is TEx enabling you to do that is new?)

You may have established evaluation protocols that you
can adapt for Tate Exchange. If not, we suggest the
following steps:

e WHY ARE WE DOING THIS? - Discuss and agree with
all partners the overall aim of your activity.

e DEFINING SUCCESS - Review the Tate Exchange
evaluation framework and customise it to reflect your
activity. Decide which indicators of success are relevant
to your activity and modify these so they describe what
success will look like for your participants taking part in
your activity. We don't expect each event to address all
objectives and indicators.

Having evaluation front and centre in the Associates programme planning for Year 1 was
for many Associates deeply rewarding. With over 50 Associate partners to anchor and to
ensure a quality threshold was met, being guided by the evaluation framework was a
practical tool that cut fast to the objectives and ambition of each programme in the planning
stages. We were able to use the guiding questions to support early production meetings and
the sharp focus on audience and public participation may have suffered from creep if this
wasn't 5o present in these measures to be met early on. Some Associates were using the
rigour of a framework like this for the first time and it was clear they would be using the

methodology in their own programmes in the future.

Quote from Erin Barnes, Tate Exchange Associate Producer
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Extract from Hannah Wilmot
Evaluation Guidance Notes,
that accompanied the valuation
framework and were shared
with staff and Associates.
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This is the version of the evaluation framework that was shared with
Learning staff that includes the prompts for specific Indicators of Success
specific fo their events.
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fTate Exchange: Evaluation Framework - Tate Leamning Staff
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Customised evaluation framework
notes by the Learning curator of
Emergent Landscapes, with Rob St
John, Tate Exchange 2016

Feedback from the group on evaluation documencs:
N & J¥ brought up the potential issue of the frameworks restricting the
practice in terms

of the indicators of success. HN questioned some of the language in the
iIIII ii:lt'lin'ﬂ ﬂr

success, specifically the use of
be problemstic as

art doez not need to engender positivity, She suggested that the aims may
need to be

clearer, e g making the following explicit:

o What are the big ideas?

o What iz the exercise?

o How is it engaging people?

o Do the TEx values need to be made clearer?

J¥ added that we need to consider whether these frameworks will cause the
curators shape their events sround the criteria.

BS commented that due to the scale of the project, the expectation of
thought and conplexity are very high. The outcomes need to be addressing
what questions se should be asking.

EP commented that there is a difference between research and evaluation and
that we have & responsibility to examine and account for experience in
relacion to Tate Exchange aims and objectives. She suggested that the
evaluation documents be left as they are for now, but HW will add an intro
paragraph to the Event Report to reinforce messaging that the guidelines
are not prerequisites and can be used and adapted as necessary 1o suit the
individual events. We will revisit and review the documents in Phase 3.
HN suggested that in vesr 2 we could/should include the criteria from l:he:i" c
evaluation documents in the invites for prospective associates.

‘positive outcomes’ . She felt this could

Minutes from TEREP Steering
roup meeting, 24 October 2016,
tailing their views on an early
ft of the evaluation framework

Email from Hannah ]
Wilmot outlining
her approach to
supporting Learning
staff and Associates
to adapt and embed
the evaluation

Ernail from MW 1o RE sboul customising. jpg Dpen with Prasigw t
[ Rita
1 had meetings with all the caratons asshtant curators and asociates 1o talk about thel event and customiee the evaluation framework
wilth thet i} Deasing cut their spedfic objectives in relation 1o [he TEx objecives ard repeating my manirs of "o wihat does that ok ke ™ 1o
gt them 1o think sbout ndicaton of fucoeis,

lannotated the framewaork, wrote it up [induding sny outstanding questions ), shared this draft and the event lead made final
amendments. This doecument informeed my interview questions and obsernvation prompts when | was on the fioor for the ewent.

These conversations were invaluable for me but also seemed to be really useful for the assodates and curators. | remember Joseph
(Emergent Landscapes) describing the evaluation framework as “alien” at the beginning of owr meeting but we had a realy in depth
discussion and when we resched the end of our hour and | asked i he needed 1o stop [we hadn't finshed the framework) he saad "no, I'm
realy @ njoying this™]

Best winhes, Hannsh




THE EVENT REPORTS

The Tate Exchange evaluation programme relied to a great
extent on staff and Associates undertaking data collection
and analysis for themselves and reporting their findings

to the evaluator and the Tate Exchange team. The event
reports were key to this, providing a series of prompts and
a suggested format to structure evaluations on individual
events and programmes. The quality of the submitted
event reports varied. Some focused mainly on the logistics;
some read essentially as advocacy documents with little or
no critical analysis; others provided detailed evidence and
analysis of the creative learning that took place and the
nature of engagement by participants and visitors to the
floor, with recommendations for future practice.

For a multitude of reasons and despite good intentions not
everyone completed an event report. This variability was
indicative of the time, capacity, confidence and experience
of the organisations and individuals with regard to
evaluation. However, in nearly all cases, we gained insights
into the staff and Associates’ experiences that informed the
ongoing development of the programme.

TATE EXCHANGE: EVENT REPORT

Tate Exchange event report

pro forma. Developed by the
Tate Exchange team and Hannah
Wilmot and sent to staff and
Associates

This form sets out a suggested structure for your Tate Exchange evaluation report. Depending on the nature of your event, some questions may
seem more relevant than others and we expect that people will provide varying levels of evidence and analysis in differing areas - that's fine. You
may also want to use the headings and questions in this document as prompts for your reflection at team meetings, debriefs with artists etc. Our
aim is to open up reflective conversations so please view the questions on this form as a starting point, not a definitive list.

1. Event title

2. Lead artist(s), partners and coordinators

3. Event aim: What's the big idea?

4. TEx context: e.g. What exchanges are taking place? What was new about this work for the artist/Tate/associate? Did this new
element/approach introduce risks or concerns? How does this project relate to TEx in the digital sphere?
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5. Event description: Briefly outline what happened including any challenges and if/fhow these were overcome; plus details of if, how and why
the project's objectives, structure etc changed during planning.

6. Target audience

7. Numbers involved in putting the work together

8. Attendance numbers: In the space and online.

9. Comments on the space: How it worked and why (or why not).

10. Evaluation of participant experience, planned and unplanned outcomes: How has the project made a difference to people's lives? Refer
back to your Evaluation Framework (provide evidence to show how you know what you know)

11. Outcomes for you: e.g. What did TEx enable you to explore? What have you learnt? Will this support or change how you work in the future?

12. Outcomes for the Artist(s): e.g. How did public participation influence the art? What, if anything, has changed about the artist's approaches
to/interest in socially engaged practice?

13. What was problematic and why? What would you do differently?

14. Project documentation, archiving and legacy: e.g. Does the project have a future life? Has it been a catalyst? Is work being archived? Will
you share findings with others?

15. Key learnings for TEx: e.g. about the role of art; about the space, about approaches to engagement etc).
What worked well (3-5 points)
What didn't work (3-5 points)

16. Identify 3 key photographs: Please supply direct hyperlinks for each image from your event’s image folder on T Drive.

17. Identify 3 key social media posts: Please copy and paste the direct links.

18. Details of online content produced for the project

19. Any new questions the event has provoked
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o8 Reminder emall fo Assoc from AC ipg Opran with Prarciaw

A reminder then of why evaluation is important. TEX is founded on reflective practice that informs
all our ways of working together. In this open experiment, evaluation is fundamental to us
understandingwhat's happened, why, and how this can influence the future success of the
programme. Observations, no matter how big or small are important to us. We hope that you have
found the evaluation framework to be valuable in terms of planning and shaping your awn
avaluation and in helping with the completion of your event report. Wa know that it often feals like
more to do, but the event reports from Phase 1 fuelled the interim findings which supported Phasze 2
and in an evolving programme all your feedback, thoughts, reflection and comment are essential to
growth, understanding and strengthening what we do.

Attached again here is the short event report doc to complete once your programme is over in this
Phase. We'd ask that you diarise sendingit to us no later than 2 weeks post pregramme - time for
the dust to settle, to draw breath, but while the experience and what you have learned and have to
say is still fresh| Bullet points and brevity is absolutely fine, we know how busy everyone s, but the
more you can share, the better. This exercise should be a chance for decompression, reflection and
frank appraisal.

With enormous thanks in advance then, looking forward to all the programme still te follew and to
sharingand celebrating on 9th May.

Best wishas
Anna

Email prompt from Anna Cutler, Director of Learning, Tate, to Associates
encouraging them to complete the event reports

A continued challenge with working with so many partners is how to ensure a sense of
uniform approach that all 50+ organisations play into but avoiding a framework that risks
looking hike form-filling. Flexibility was offered throughout and reports were reduced to
key pointers, prompts and simple framing, but work could be done here to offer a broader
spread of routes into reporting and we'll continue to explore together with them as to what
this could look like in future years.

Quote from Erin Barnes, Tate Exchange Associate Producer




EVALUATION
FORUMS

At the end of Phase 1 we brought Tate staff together for

a two-hour session facilitated by Hannah Wilmot to reflect
on Tate Exchange and the evaluation programme at that
moment. The session also provided an opportunity for
Hannah to gather further insights through a storytelling
exercise (see STORYTELLING chapter). We repeated the
exercise with staff in April 2017 to gather more data,
particularly in terms of staff perceptions of Phase 2.

We had extremely positive feedback on these meetings.

These reflective comments from Fiona Kingsman,
Head of Tate Exchange, give a sense of their value for
the Tate Exchange team at Tate:

-

REFLECTIONS -

EVALUATION FORUMS WITH STAFF AND
ASSOCIATES

FIONA KINGSMAN, HEAD OF TATE EXCHANGE

I have found the evaluation forums with staff and
Associates to be really beneficial. The first one, held during
Phase 1 with the Learning team, felf like an important
moment when we collectively shared our experiences.

I thought the ‘storytelling” method that Hannah used

was appropriate to this type of programming. It allowed
people to capture observations of the ways that they had
seen or heard the audience respond fo the programme,
and to allow them to make their own analysis of what

they thought was happening. It was also an important
moment for me as Head of Tate Exchange, as it allowed me
to see how the different team members saw the ways in
which the Tate Exchange team and their own programme
teams were working together, and the different roles and
responsibilities that we were taking on.

The second evaluation forum with Tate staff, when we
asked them to reflect on the Associates phase of the
programme, was interesting as it revealed more of an
appetite for future collaboration with Associates than | had
been previously aware of. This was partly out of a sense of
disconnectedness from their programme, which may have
felt strange for staff who had previous relationships with
Associates. | think Hannah managed to push us further

to unpack what steps we thought were needed to further
embed, collaborate and integrate the programme within
the Institution. Upon reflection, we could be quite critical
of ourselves and the programme. We acknowledged that
while much progress had been made in Year 1 there was
still a very long way to go to fully realise the aims and
objectives we had set ourselves.
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Phase 2 Learning team evaluation forum

B . TWAS Nﬂ,ﬂ.k\

Email from Emily Pringle to the Learning team summarising the Phase 1
Learning team evaluation forum

(it T Pt

In the first instance the evaluation is already impacting on the shaping of the
programme for Year 2 and is helping to shape the programming for Phase 3 of Tate
Exchange. The evaluation findings are also informing conversations with colleagues
across Tate and affecting change more widely across the organisation. We are also
using the findings in our reporting to external funders (ACE) and to the PHF who are
funding the evaluation programme. We are carefully considering the suggestions
made in terms of what we should do differently and will, for example, be reviewing
the evaluation framework at the end of this first year.

Very many thanks to everyone and do come back to me, Helena and/er Hannah if you
have any guestions.

Best wishes
Emily

Feedback Post-it from Phase 1
Learning team evaluation forum

-
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STORYTELLING Th momenta the o h pofrmancby e B nd S Lighwhen he

flute player burstinto tears. It felt like more than one person's emotional response to the event; it
symbolised a collective feeling that we'd all been part of something extraordinary - the artists, the

At the Tate Exchange evaluation forum with Tate staff in deeply on aspects of the programme, on participants’ musicians, Tate staff and the audience who had walked up 5 flights of stairs in the Switch House
JaTEarzzl?17, Hfinnah infro?ju;ig a stor;;;el!ri?gteerrc;se to e;(perienliesl, and on tg$ cgndiﬂons Tr;a: Tsuplp;ort p(:;itiye following and creating a procession. The tears acknowledged that this was a project that had spoken
gather data on the perceived difference that Tate Exchange change. It also proved to be a powerful tool for gathering with urgency and eloquance to a wide range of i :

was making to participants. The exercise involved staff qualitative evidence and Hannah repeated the exercise at (2,4,5 ’_’ ;’g 10, 11, 13, 14, 15). nge of people and it felt like something vital was at stake.
telling a story via text and/or images and then coding a TEREP Steering group meeting. The concept of ‘telling a e Y ) i) R

their story according fo a set of criteria that Hannah had story’ also informed the You are Welcome project in the final s

developed with Tate Exchange’s aims and objectives in Phase 3 of Tate Exchange (see TATE EXCHANGE PHASE 3 — -

mind. Both the telling and the coding enabled staff to reflect YOU ARE WELCOME chapter). Oly relayed by a member of Tate

staff, Phase 1 Learning team forum

1. Having fun and feeling welcome

2. Active participation/making e
3. Having a chance to try and learn something new
4. Intergenerational exchange and learning
3

B.

People feeling their ideas, views and contributions are valued
Conversations oy
7. Engaging withart ﬁ —
8. Engagingwithana .
9, Engaging with ideas . e
0. Being surprised 3

11. Engaging with and debating societal issues ;
\ 12. Seeing things differently

3. Exchange

y Aluminium with Rashida Bumbray = e . RS i TLT e — T e S R 1T, o
14. Feeling solidarity .=+ and Simone Leigh, performance B r i e kgl 40Ty e T - . L
& T atTate Exchange 2016, photo sttt e '

15. Empowerment
16. A shift in atmosphere/body language

GO Tt &
IwﬁrﬁunnﬂuﬂwmnﬂmuMMﬂuﬁnmyufﬂunEpmngﬂum
starting to tape up the space - there was some tape already criss-crossing level 5. A family camein
{father, mother and yowng boy - probably about 8 years old).

I didn't see the boy start connecting up the blue tape, but when | returned, he was already
completely invehved - adding pieces of tape between the pillar and the wall. | watched him for about
15-20 minustes and for all of that time he was utterly engaged - at one point, he taped himself into
the webwithout realising and then spent some time carcfully extricating himself before carmying on
| couald see him making careful creative decisions - he was not randomly adding tape. He had a clear
ambition and was intent en realising it. He seemed oblivious to what else was happening in the
room and would not stop even through at one stage his father urged him to do so, as they wanted te
leave the room, Then, at a key moment, he had cbviously realised his design and stood up. Having
shown it to his parents, he left. (1, 2, 3, 7, 9).

All the elements featured in at least two stories.

Our stories provide evidence of the conditions that support change. The most commo
stories about making a difference to people lives were people feeling their ideas, views a
contributions are valued and active participation/making. (Both featuring in 10 of the 14 stofies).
Close behind (featuring in 9 stories) were conversations, being surprised and engoging with art a
artists.

Extract from ‘Phase 1 Interim Report’ by Hannah Wilmot, X
summarising what the stories revealed

Story relayed by a member of Tate
staff, Phase 1 Learning team forum
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TEx Evaluation Iihrum —Monday 16 January 2017

Brief introduction re. Event Reports — really valuable learning on e.g.

challenges faced, use of space etc. and not going over the same ground in this

session. (5 min) J
Storytelling (10+10 min) L

* Think about the events you worked on last term and the time you
spent on the floor, observing, helping and talking to people who
participated. Tell me a story about a time when Tate Exchange
made a difference to someone who came to an event. !

/—-~

» Coding —Is your story about...? -
Extract from ihe ‘Phase 1 Learning team evaluation forum schedule’,
— — - the ‘storytelling’ exercise, drafted by Hannah Wilmot
%
% &
% S
08 HW ta RE on stenfieling.jpg Open with Preview ™

| wish I'd taken photos of people writing their stories during the first evaluation forum as this
was significant for me - | used storytelling as I'd indentified a gap in the event reports from
Phase 1 relating to outcomes for participants. | knew Learning staff had 'anecdotes' and |
wanted to gather these and also through analysis of these stories, show how qualitative and
anecdotal evidence can be powerful if gathered in quantity. The exercise resonated with
people and the stories we collected were diverse, revealing and often moving. | was
delighted when Sarah Carne picked up on the idea of "Tell me a story about..." when | shared
the method with her. The public have responded enthusiastically to Sarah's invitation and
given a great deal of time and thought to their responses.

— B v e, T T S S LI
L " oy F r_ " v'rq'lc ¥ ‘.“- ...‘_.;I
Hannah Wilmot's reflections on the storytelling process i
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EVALUATION
FORUMS (2)

At the culmination of Phase 2 Hannah Wilmot led an
evaluation session with Associates. Over the course of
the morning, people worked in groups and individually,
responding fo a series of questions and exercises devised
by Hannah. This event provided a discursive space where
Associates could share experiences, learn from others
and look back on their first year. It also enabled us to dig
deeper into what had worked more or less well (with the
programme and the evaluation) and to gather additional
data relating to the difference that Associates’ events had
made fo participants.

3 TEx learning and change (10 mins)

From you experience (your own event and other events you participat

has TEx achieved its objectives so far?

» For each objective
o Write a score out of 10 on a luggage tag

o What could you/we/Tate do to increase that score? (on reverse of tag)
o Pinthe tag onto the line for each objective (each done large-scale on a board)

Bg.

To engender a deeper relationshlp with art for a broader public through new partnerships
and approaches to engagement with art, ideas and through new soclal opportunities.

-Juerey avonsicy foe Azt PAETRIERD

| IR AATER ]

Hioggar
~ [ 73]
AL AT FRdpt) T) ML S enlTT
- TeRchinl soheesy Berdprel e T edleni
= foccey Bop  GuerTiows T
PAETIC W AT T

= A Convanrationt  aid

dal ey o '
Feedback fram Associates day

to what extent

1

Extract from ‘Evaluation Schedule for the Associates day’ outlining one
of the evaluative exercises, drafted by Hannah Wilmot
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Associates day evaluative exercise

4. Update on Associates Day (HW)

® Associates Day:

- 64 attendees

- Morning was about reflecting and evaluating year 1

- Afternoon was about year 2

- Was an opportunity to gather more feedback to fill in gaps
of reports numbers (so far 16 reports for 45 ish events)
and content was very varied (some overly positive/not
evaluations, others very rigorous).

Minutes from the TEREP Steering group meeting, 13 June 2017,
giving an update on Associates day by Hannah Wilmot

ﬂ HStavropoulau Polom

Alternative #evaluation methods as part of

@TateExchange's

#TExAssociatesReflectionDay @CounterArts
@WhoaAreWe 2017

REFLECTIONS
THE ASSOCIATES DAY EVALUATION FORUM
FIONA KINGSMAN, HEAD OF TATE EXCHANGE

The evaluation forum with Associates | also found really
useful, as with such a wide and diverse group of people

| think it was important that people felt that they could
be honest in their responses, and could be critical of their
experience. This is all healthy and chimed with some of
the reservations we may also have had about some of
the programme or how it was supported within Tate.

s e @O HIGOWC
Tweet from Associates day

Feedback from the Associates
day as part of an exercise
devised by Hannah Wilmot that

¥ ] invited Associates fo reflect on

the difference their event made

to participants and detail the
evidence they had to support this.
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COMMENT
CARDS AND
WRITTEN
FEEDBACK
FROM
AUDIENCES

Throughout the three phases of Tate Exchange we were
very keen to encourage visitors to share their experiences
and feedback, either verbally or by completing a comment
card. By posing the question ‘what did you think?’ on

the cards we invited and received a variety of responses
that ranged from the superficially affirmative - ‘we had a
great time’ for example — to more detailed and thoughtful
articulations. A number of Associates also installed their
own feedback walls prompting visitors to fell us about their
experiences and their views on specific issues that were
being addressed within the event. On its own, this feedback
could not provide sufficiently detailed or critical evidence,
but when triangulated with other data it helped inform our
findings on audience experience.

Comments Report from Phase 3 You Are Welcome showing how the
comment cards are logged at Tate
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Written audience feedback for Chain Reaction: How Are You?

Tate Exchange 2016

Detail of feedback wall for Who Are We? With Counterpoints Arts,
Loughborough University, the Open University, University of Warwick.
Tate Exchange 2017




THE DAILY
REPORTS

The daily reports, written at the end of each day by Visitor
Experience staff working on the Tate Exchange floor,
proved to be one of the most useful records of what was
happening and how visitors were responding. Each report
provided rich and detailed insights and because they were
completed by a number of people we were able to see the
programme from a range of perspectives. Having these
daily updates enabled the Tate Exchange team to respond

Huall

quickly, for example by picking up on social media links

or adapting the layout of the space. Over time the reports
revealed trends in visitor behaviour and at the culmination
of the programme we commissioned a researcher to
analyse all 77 of the daily reports. This analysis contributed
to our understanding of key issues, including visitor dwell
times and the extent to which intergenerational learning
was taking place.
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Ask Me Anything About Ageing, Heena
Tate Exchange 2016 l
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Tate Exchange 2016

4 a ' . S Db - i : Extract from Nicki Setterfield’s analysis of all 77 daily reports

7 daly reports read
Crwall Times
{a) longer than 30min :
6§ mxamples.
2 N with :i:
{b) over one hour 10 yoar oid boy parmicipateg with par :
23 examping AG.mmmmmowﬂugubblthmMngmWiw
unmissables :
Evidence of intergenerational learning _—F" Huge range of sges and sbities ,
15 sxamples o Group of sudents jored by 8 man 0 twenties
Wuunud\SywddF:w
New gements | other people space Group wane mied sge (B-54)
‘“::a.' o ik Tmm,muwmmmmw-mmmmm

with her this time as her own children los it 8o much

Changed parceptions of Tats
1 sxamgla - ‘Bloody beiliant An unexpectsd reat which my children love.”

Energy levels/atmosphere N
{a) busy or "buzzy’ p—
15 sxampies
(b} quiet and contemplative
H) axampes
Typas of activity
(a) making
32 exampes
{b) talking Guidance on Writing the daily reports:
W ummpies Jane Wells, Tate Exchange Programme Manager
{c) listening p . )
T sxamples . The TEx daily reports are a combination
() ot of personal observations, quotes, images,
44 pxamples comment cards and total numbers of visitors
- 16 have found s = on the floor.
{a) stumbled across it .
18 examples They are written by staff who manage and
(b) came for a specific event welcome on the floor.
17 axarmpies
(e} other A range of people cover this role: Tate
B axamples Exchange Programme Co-ordinator, the Head
Multinational of Tate Exchange, the Producers and the Tate
34 samples Exchange Assistants.
Incluslvity
30 scamgles We send these daily reports to Anna Cutler,
Challenges Hannah Wilmot (hannahwilmot@talktalk.net),
oy, T SXETES i Fiona Kingsman, Emily Pringle, Jane Wells,
L R e 1Y =] o
e Helena Hunter and Rita Evans.

It is best to include in these reports:

- The general feel of the day: Was it busy,
exciting, calm, gquiet, reflective?

- What types of visitors came: Adults,
families, school groups, young people?

- What types of conversations did we witness?
- Direct quotes.

- Pictures taken with the iPad on the day:
these need to record the type of visitors,
the atmosphere of the day, some of the work
created on the day, any feedback which might
have been left in the space (such as guotes

These guidance notes were provided by Jane Wells, Tate Exchange on blackboards).
Programme Manager, for colleagues from Visitor Experience, who were

working on the Tate Exchange floor at Tate Modern and who were tasked
with writing the daily reports left on the day.

- Scans of the most interesting comments cards
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REFLECTIONS
THE EXPERIENCE OF WRITING THE DAILY REPORTS

LAURENCE VAN DER NOORDAA,
TATE EXCHANGE ASSISTANT

| felt the daily reports were challenging as they were written
at the end of a long day, at closure time, when my energy
was at its lowest.

The other challenge was the need to fulfil several roles
at the same while on the floor:

- One of the roles is that of welcoming and starting
conversations with visitors. This requires you to be
receptive to people’s needs. Sometimes this is obvious
and you can go straight to the point and help people
pretty quickly (confident visitors ask direct questions
and know what they want from you). With other visitors
it takes more time; a longer conversation with the
visitor might be needed, a bit of guesswork might be
unavoidable. Some visitors want to be left on their own at
first — they want to discover things at their own pace - and
will then come back to you to fill in the gaps. This asks for
a constant level of receptiveness and energy, which you
then pour into this one-to-one relationship.

The other role is that of the active-observer. This means
that while you are helping visitors you also need to
purposely record what you are saying and what the
visitor is saying at the same time. Quotes need to be
written down as soon as you have a moment away from
the visitor. It also means sitting as a silent observer, a
bit similar to the work of a spy, so you can hear genuine
conversations. It is easier fo take notes during those
sessions.

Other times you are one of the participants, taking part
in the workshop, activity and conversation in the same
way the visitor might. It is a great way of understanding
what is truly happening on the floor, how the activity
might be managed, what is working and what isn‘t. It

is also an efficient way to encourage visitors fo take part
in the activity, especially if it is a quiet day.

The other is more practical: recording visitor numbers
means you need fo always be aware of who is walking
through the door. To catch a great picture you need

to be ready with the iPad without interrupting a great
conversation you might be having. Being aware of people
who might be leaving means you can catch them and
convince them to leave feedback.
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With time | relished writing the daily reports and they

did become easier; those different roles become more
second nature and automatic. It is just a great way of being
extremely self-aware of how you are doing your job: using

a critical eye but also observing what you do very well. It is
a great way of challenging yourself to do things you thought
you were incapable of doing, because you want to tell a
good story in your daily report.

It is also a great tool to go back to. There is so much going
on at Tate Exchange, days can merge into each other and
you forget what the programmes were. With the updates
you can go back to a day you worked and remember it all,
as you might with a diary of your life.

It is also a great way of informing others of what you did
when they were absent. It reinforces relationships in the
team, keeping them informed of your challenges as well
as the rewards you experienced. The reports are briefs
for staff coming info a new programme so they know
what to expect. This means these members of staff,
being acquainted with the programme, are more efficient
on the floor.

It also means visitors get the most of you. You become

so aware of what works and what doesn’t work with visitors
that you get better further down the line. You become more
confident, keener.

All of these aspects of the role contribute to the
development of Tate Exchange. The essence of the
programme is about how visitors are welcomed; how
visitors get fo communicate with you, Associates, artists
and other visitors; and how repeat visitors become Tate
Exchange visitors because they liked how they were
treated and then come back for more. When they refurn
they come with the knowledge, the tools and readiness
needed to participate better. They have new energy
because they have reserved their energy for use in the

Tate Exchange space. They automatically use Tate Exchange
values, they take risks, they trust us and the programme,
they are generous with their contributions and feedback,
they are incredibly open (revealing aspects of themselves
and their experiences which you might think were reserved
for close friends) and they are very curious about other
people.
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= Tim Etchelis repont 18 Junijpg i with Privisw

Hi all,

We've started off very quiet and litthe by little the tables started to get busy and buzzy. Many visitors
joined the tables and stayed forlongerthan an hourone lady stayed four hours. Many people as
Jane pointed out just walked around and outthe room leaving through the other door, others love the
idea straight away and join instantly and some preferred to take one of the Ten Purposes awayand
leave quickly. whatcaught my attention today was seeing two groups of three who came together,
after participating for quite a leng period, two decided to go leaving the third one behind, who just
happily decided that the chatwas more interestthan their fnends, this alse happened with a couple of
friends, where one left earier leaving the second one at the table.

On Souheil’s table (ephamaral things) they had many different talks from a bit of history of Lebanon to
the different religions found in the country and the ephemeral political aliances during the Lebanon
civilwar. They alsotalked about different cultures mixedin one country and how each personis
influenced by their own background cultures and that affects theiridentity. One participantwas a
young Germanguy with Arabic, Jewish and German background, he was saying that it is impossible
to connectto just one culture, and he wouldn'tbe able to pick up cne, he is a mix of all of them

There was a nice dynamic between the tables when one was loud and full of laughs the otherwas
quiet and very serious.

A young lady who came on her own, told me that herflightwas delayed leaving at 18.00 instead of
midday so she decided to come and spentherlasts hours in London at Tate, she stayed for more
than two hours chatting with Season aboutwerk and Money. They talked about whatthey do if they
hit a jackpot and looked at the possibilities if they would quit their jobs completely or not.

Deborah's table was very animated at most imes, talking aboutlong distance relationships, jealousy
and the nature of lies. One ofthe paricipants said he was incapable of lying, his reason was that he
is diagnosed with Asperger's so he doesn'icare about other people’s feelings and he thinks that that
is the mostcommon reason forlying, it is usually about protecting someone or curselves.

Total: 103

Best

Debora

Daily report, 18 June 2017, for Tim Etchells Three Tables, Tate Exchange 2017

Laurence Van Der Noordaa
observing a session during Emma
Smith with Art on the Underground
Communications Department, Tate
Exchange 2017
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In addition to supporting Tate staff and Associates,
Hannah Wilmot undertook six detailed case studies:
three from Phase 1 and three from Phase 2. With such

a large and varied programme, it was impossible for her
to attend all events. With the case studies, however, she
had the opportunity to gain in depth knowledge and
experience of selected events, which provided a frame
of reference for understanding wider reflections on the
programme. Working through the evaluation framework
with Hannah helped staff and Associates clarify what the
programme was aiming to achieve and how they would
recognise success. The additional focus on evaluation

also inspired some to become more ambitious in their
evaluation plans. One Associate, for example, introduced
young evaluators as a result. Unlike the programmers

who were coordinating events, the evaluator could focus
exclusively on gathering evidence while ‘on the floor". She
designed observation and interview schedules that aligned
with the agreed evaluation framework and focused her data
collection. Hannah also had time to enter into extended
conversations with participants, pushing them beyond their
initial 'warm glow' response to explore the ‘why?' and the
'how?" of their reaction, thus gaining greater insight into the
impact of Tate Exchange.
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QUANTITATIVE
RESEARCH

Tate Exchange had a number of numerical Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)
attached to the programme’s aims and objectives. For example, a key aim
was to attract a higher percentage of diverse and younger audiences within
the overall target visitor numbers. It was vital therefore that we counted

the number of visitors, both online and in the Tate Exchange spaces. Our
budget did not stretch to conducting research at every event.

However, we commissioned Sphere Insights, an independent market
research consultancy, to undertake research at six events at Tate Modern |
and monitored visitor numbers on a daily basis. The findings from the q"_
commissioned research were valuable in that they corresponded with other .
data on the types of audiences attending. However, we were cautious not
to make assumptions based on this evidence alone given the limited
number of events and the occasionally small sample size.

We drew on other quantitative data, including digital analytics, to build
up a picture of who was visiting. Some Associates also trialled experimental
approaches to gathering quantitative data on their audience’s experiences,

with variable results.
Complaints Department Operated by Guerrilla Girls, Tate Exchange 2016

I.Iyn.thhm drop in public

Methods used were both qualitative and quanti

+ Ohbservation: obsarvation sheets on whatwas on a day-by-day basis
(thase could be used by any of the teams working

+ Content analysis: parsonal statements were part of the content that participants
contributed

. wm“lmnymmmum:mhndmt
into a jar in response to given
-] Hmﬂhhhﬂ“fﬂﬂﬂﬂm
I ¥ youhad an sexpensnce that you wouldn t normally expect o have in an art

gellery —add 8 WHITE sweel

I K youhad a conversation or an exchange with someone you've nof met
bafore thet was stimulating — add a BLACK sweet
. I your expanence hare wasn f parficulary inferesting — add ANY OTHER
COLOURED sweet
+ NB The idea was good but the method was flawed: more sweets were taken and
eaten than used and we had no control to know how many people responded (over
Sunday the countwas j = 79; ii = 38; iii = 13

Extract from ‘Tasty and Smelly
student report’, University of
Westminster, Tate Exchange 2017
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Research Methodology

Quantitative results are based on 593 surveys completed by members of the audiences of
the following events:

Comphaints Department Operated by The Guerrilla Girls 4 - § Cctober “16
Future Medina 16 - |9 Movember 16

Christmas Family Programme 23 December '16 - 8 January '17

This is an Art School 9- |5 January "|7

Paossible Futures 4,10,11 Fabruary, 10,11 March '17

Who are Wel 14 - 19 March "I7

Respondents were randomly recruited on their way out of Tate Exchange. The small base
for the Christmas Family pregramme should be taken into consideration when interpreting
the data for this event

oy .
"T—:i

How old are you?

14 ar Feumger ‘-:. ]; ...... =

L)
pevasase 4%

1525 o o

26-19 The

Tate Exchange

3034 mAl
audience was
= B The Guerrilla Girls signiﬁcanﬂy
" & Future Medina rﬂun'ger tha,l'l tI'I'E
4 45-54
N  Fumily Chrtotrass Tate Modern
visitors, with 39%
5564 B Thiz iz an Art School
being below 25
£E.74 B Possible Futures years old and
i ai B'Whe Are Wel 74% younger than
am 35 years of age
LN
BS+
= %
- %
Frefer mot to anower B
D% 10% 200 30% 0% S0% EO%

Base: All 593, Guerrilla Girls |84, Future Medina 74. Family Christrnas 32, This is an Are School 122,
Passible Futures 76, VWhe Are Vel 101

Extract from Sphere Insights ‘Tate Exchange Qualitative and Quantitative
Research 2016/2017'
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THE PRACTICE
'AS RESEARCH
PROGRAMME

s M

TATE RESEARCH CENTRE: LEARNING

Tate Learning is committed to examining how learning
practice can be framed as a form of research and exploring
how staff can locate themselves as practitioner-researchers.
The Practice as Research programme for Tate Exchange
built on existing work with assistant curators in the Learning
team, but expanded this to focus on how to make visible
and shareable the knowledge and methods generated from
doing practice as research. Led by Helena Hunter, Learning
Research Assistant Curator, the programme evolved

from a series of conversations to culminate in a series of
filmed performative interviews with assistant curators and
Associates. The films were shown in the Tate Exchange
space during Phase 3.

REFLECTIONS
PRACTICE AS RESEARCH

HELENA HUNTER, ASSISTANT CURATOR,
LEARNING RESEARCH, TATE

The Practice as Research Programme 2016-2017 included
the following researchers: Rachel Noel (Assistant Curator,
Young People’s Programmes, Learning, Tate), Adrian

Shaw (Late at Tate Programmer, Learning, Tate), Chris
Follows (Digital Learning Manager, Learning, Teaching

& Enhancement, Camberwell, Chelsea & Wimbledon,
University of the Arts London [Tate Exchange Associate]),
Alex Schady (Fine Art Programme Leader, Central Saint
Martins, University of the Arts London [Tate Exchange
Associate]), Emily Stone (Assistant Curator, Public
Programmes, Learning, Tate), Jo Addison (Course Leader,
BA Fine Art, Kingston School of Art, Kingston University
[Tate Exchange Associate]), Natasha Kidd (Course Leader, BA
Fine Art, Bath School of Art and Design, Bath Spa University
[Tate Exchange Associate]) and Jessie MclLaughlin (Assistant
Curator, Early Years & Family, Learning, Tate).

Initially the idea was to conduct a series of interviews with
researchers to ask them about how research and practice
operate differently within their work, and to produce a
publication or toolkit from these interviews. However, it
seemed more appropriate to incorporate the embodied
presence of the researcher into the final outcome in order to
capture the fluidity of the discursive face-to-face meetings.

| became preoccupied with how we could register tone of
voice and expression and develop a more haptic form of
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knowledge sharing. In order to do this it was important
to break with the ‘to and fro’ format of an inferview and
develop a less formal mode of language that was open
to improvisation and a sense of play. Here, | drew upon
my own practice as an artist and previous experience of
working with performance, film and exhibiting process-
based materials in a gallery setting. | developed the idea
of staging the interview to create a performative space
within which researchers could situate and reflect upon
their practice.

Through the process of making these films | developed

an understanding of the value of research and reflective
practice for curators, artists and researchers working
within a museum context. It is interesting to note that since
working with the researchers, three members of staff that
took part in the Practice as Research programme have
developed from assistant curators into curator positions.

I'also acknowledged the challenges of this kind of research,
in terms of making time and resources available to engage
in the depth of process and thinking required, and the
time to put learning into practice. Research and reflective
practice require a different kind of temporality, a mode

of attention that can seem at odds with the fast pace of
production and outcome based programming. | became
aware of how the researchers would feedback learnings

into their projects, modifying as they developed their work.

There was a sense of continual learning: testing, adapting
and improving the quality and intention of each project.
The opportunity to discuss and share methods for research
and practice and to try and find a language for

this proved rewarding; it developed an understanding of
each individual’s practice, the values they cultivated and
the specific methods that they could articulate and share.

The final films, each 10 minutes long and filmed by Gordon
Beswick, invite the viewer into the researchers’ process

as they reveal what influenced their thinking and approach
to their work. The researchers share stories, objects and
documentation and reflect upon what it meant to actively
explore how art makes a difference to society through the
Tate Exchange programme. The films were screened as
part of Tate Exchange from 18 May — 11 June 2017 and

will be available to watch on the Tate Research Centre:
Learning website (www.tate.org.uk/research/research-
centres/learning-research).

Extract from ‘Practice as Research
interview schedule and questions’,
Helena Hunter 2017

The making of the Practice
as Research films

rinl WAERN

"
i S |
= M

ds Questions
Tate Excharge Talking Hed v
Interviewees arrive )‘Y

» Beief inbroductions )
o Setup space (15 mies)- speedy and no taliking
= Tea and Coffee = just before interview beging

Introduction
1. Canyou please say your name, your Fol
2. Canyou say the title of the preject you
About the project .
1, ‘What were your initial mothvations o quastions with this

inypire and achieve?
4. Did you collabarate with anyone,

le, wihere you work?
dilfl as part of Tate Exchange and tell us about R?

project, what did you hope 10
what was the nature of the collaboration?

About the process

5. Looking at the obpects and materiats you have brought with you oy, can you N!:!I' l:l o
three and describe how they iformed your work and why they wisre a0 EMpOrtant pa
your progess? {methad)

6. Raferring to the map you have hfo :
rvestigation and approach to This pl?peﬂ?.

7. How would you define both ‘practice and
your practice?

wght with you today, can you ralk though your process of

research’ and what role does research play in

Extra Questions: N - N
1. Can you identify a moment in your process that was significant or IMPortant in serms of

development of your project?
3. Canyou describe a method you used as part of your process? -
3, Looking back at your initial motivations did you schigve what you hup;; A
-l; Did you have any way of tracking, documaenting or evaluation your pr 3

dird you use?
5 wWhat key learaing have you taken away

t methods

fromn this process?
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REFLECTIONS

. THE PRACTICE AS RESEARCH FILMS
mﬁf ﬁhﬂﬂf#ﬂrfﬂﬁuﬂmf#ﬁy;mf@fjfpnﬂﬂ; lowh bita for LOHA &F Fodg ™
. To g Mea jEnerag G pp FIONA KINGSMAN, HEAD OF TATE EXCHANGE

To "’“"f‘*‘?m W-—'}QWJM & “&,_,p.l;} h,;j...qhdlp.l MWEM.
I'thought that the Practice as Research films produced
by Helena Hunter were a very useful way of ‘digging
deeper’into the programmes that were featured, and
] there is probably further rich learning to be gleaned from
e =3 e = e the footage that wasn't included in the final films. I think
i that this.conversational approach probably helped the
participants to reflect on their practice in a different.way
to a written report, especially those who'were in
-f:; Eﬂ A‘E":ﬂ:. conversation withra colleague. This may haye prompted
the partners to go further in their reflections'than an
individual writing their report alone.
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THE RESEARCH EVENT -
EXPERIMENTS IN PRACTICE

This research event provided an opportunity for Associates,
" artists and colleagues with an interest in and commitment
to art and social change to come together, hear
presentations and engage in smaller group discussions.
Experiments in Practice was curated by Helena Hunter,
Learning Research Assistant Curator at Tate. Here are her
reflections on the day: '

REFLECTIONS
THE RESEARCH EVENT — EXPERIMENTS IN PRACTICE

HELENA HUNTER, ASSISTANT CURATOR,
LEARNING RESEARCH, TATE

| curated Experiments in Practice: Museums, Art Institutions
and Social Change, a research event that was part of the
Tate Exchange Research, Reflective Practice and Evaluation
programme that took place on 5 June 2017 at Tate
Modern. Over 80 curators, artists, academics, educators
and museum professionals, who work within the UK and
internationally, attended the event. The aim of the event
was to address issues relating to social change within the
art museum, by drawing on a variety of experiences and
creating an open space to share experiments in practice,
forms of social and institutional change and challenges-
and responses to this. This event focused on knowledge
sharing and generation. It was a discursive event with
speakers giving short provocations that were further
explored through smaller working group sessions. The
overarching questions that the event addressed were: What
can museums and art institutions do in the 21st century to
address issues of social change and how can they be most
effective? What are the limits of what they can do and what
can they meaningfully take on? How are they responding to
and experimenting with the social, political and economic
challenges of the times?

In terms of curatorial perspectives, participants emphasised
the importance of shifting to a continuity model rather than
a pop-up model, identifying a need for longer durational
projects that can be more effective and better evaluated

in terms of registering change. Those working with sectors
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beyond the arts emphasised the need for transparency
and openness about processes, time, labour and budgets
in order to nurture healthy relationships between artists,
cultural organisations, local authority and other strategic
bodies. The value of thinking differently about how success
is measured was discussed, for example by ensuring focus

is on people not projects and allowing individuals to decide,

what positive change looks like. There were concerns abfbut
institutionalised terms such as ‘diversity” and ‘inclusion’
and a call for more critical perspectives that move beyond
forms of recognition and acknowledgement. Questions
were raised about how to create alternative identities that

are not prescribed by the state. Cultural democracy and,, g

social justice were foregrounded. There was critiefsfi about
art that engages in social work bu#oftén overlooks the
knowledge base.ofthiswork, and there was concern about
Tikere expertise fit in.

On reflection, somuch groUnd wa$ covered during the
event that it was challenging to collectively id'é'mify pext
steps. What became clear was the value of having this Kifidg
of open critical forum to share knowledge, experience

and learnings. To build on this it would be beneficial to
establish a small working group and a series of follow-up
events focusing in on specific issues that arose during the
day. It was clear that there were benefits in connecting
individuals across organisations and sectors, building an
ecology of knowledge and expertise that can be shared.
This connectivity could extend to international colleagues
in terms of learning from and exchanging practices in
different contexts, particularly when borders seem to be
closing down. Tate Research Centre: Learning will build on
this research event and develop further research activity
and follow up events in the 2017-2018 programme.

Experiments in Practice panel discussion with Anna Cutler, Melanie Keen,
Marjike Steedman, Miguel Amado, chaired by Emily Pringle
A

-
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Minutes from the TEREP Steering group meeting, 13 June 2017, Extract of papers from Experiments in Practice working groups
detailing the Experiments in Practice event
g "‘ —
il Update on Experiments in Practice Event (HH) 13 6L 1% TEder STeemail ip

+ The event happened just after the incident in London Bridge over the
weeakend, it felt even more urgent and pertinent given the circumstances,

+  Some speakers referred to the attacks in their presentations, Emily gave a
spectal mention in her welcoma and numbers remained high at 80 approx.
attending.

» There was a mixture of people from leaming, curatorial, arts and beyond arts

seclor, musaumns and arts institutions, community based practices, young

pecple, health or research.

Fairly diverse in terms of ethnicity but could have been better

There was a mix of London based and regional

International reach next time important as boarders close down.

Event focused on knowledge sharing and generation, methods and strategies.

Speakers gave short provocations that were further explored as groups in the

afternoon.
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YOU ARE
WELCOM
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Phase 3 of Tate Exchange gave us an opportunity fo
reflect on the value of art in society in collaboration

with our visitors. We wanted to invite people in to share
their stories with us of how art can make a difference
and to spend Tf‘mr responses together. We
invited the artist Sarah Carne to develop a participatory
intervention that would enable direct engagement but did
not require intensive facilitation. You are Welcome existed
in the space from May 18 until June 11 2017, was visited
by approximately 3,000 visitors and generated over 500
individual stories.

REFLECTIONS
PHASE 3 - YOU ARE WELCOME
SARAH CARNE, ARTIST DEVISOR

| determined to adhere to two principle aims: to clarify
and amplify the central message of Tate Exchange "How
can art make a difference to people’s lives and society?’
bypassing the need for staff to hold expert knowledge
about individual activities, and to create an invitation that
required only personal experience and allowed for varying
degrees of response. It was also vital this contribution
would be visibly valued as a gathering of first hand
evidence.

e

k"“

accumulative display, with the steadily increasing array of
sheets serving to indicate to those who arrived that this was
an achievable activity that people had invested in. For those
who preferred not to contribute, moving physically through
the space reading stories was absorbing and rewarding, a
role that was itself participatory. The accumulated body of
responses provided insight into the multiple ways people
feel art is a catalyst for transformation.

I am, however, conscious that owing to a number of factors
there was a lack of diversity in the contributors and any
reflection on the accumulated content must acknowledge
this. Each level of enquiry needs to be considered in the
context of the circumstances that have created it and its
construction in an attempt to redress any imbalance in who

Q

Tate Exchange Tweet from Phase 3 You Are Welcome
devised by artist Sarah Carne, 2017

11 Tals Ecthangs Raiwiited
Jareh Wl riaceimens - Ly 24
STEmEnhange vislons see 1eng us SI00eS atout when A made a dffenence
o T 5 - B TVl Tram 5 S ahandabe i s amesdr This

FIONA KINGSMAN, HEAD OF TATE EXCHANGE.

The whole of Phase 3 | found fascinating and I think it
presented us with lots more learning opportunities. Firstly,
I had to re-evaluate what I meant by ‘success’. | think in the
more ‘full-on’ participatory programmes ‘success’ looked
like lots of different types of people taking part and
getting actively involved. This often looked like a*

mass participatory event’ and | would question on
reflection how deep the engagement always was. This

is not a criticism of these programmes; | think people
were engaging with the ideas that were being presented,
and were having a fantastic time as they were doing so,
completely challenging their perception of what a museum
is or could be.

But Phase 3 immediately presented us with a different
tone and offer. As there were no Associates, artists or
‘facilitators’ on the floor the invitation to come in and

take part had to be made in other ways. So even though
we did not get the high numbers of people that we had
experienced before, the quality of conversation and
engagement in the various activities presented — from the
Schools and Teachers programme to Sarah Carne’s You
are Welcome and through the frameworks, invitations and
instructions provided — did not seem a barrier to some
very deep engagement. We as a team experienced this in
the quality of conversations we had with visitors, and the
insight they shared by the comments and 3D creations that
they left behind.

This Phase enabled the floor fo become a reflective and
engaging space, with people staying for long periods of
time, often in family groups. Not having the artist/facilitator
present did not seem a hindrance to people’s engagement
once they had made the decision to come on to the floor.

g T e TG T

Signagelin the galleries, on maps, Iiﬁs‘a.nd foilet dgor;, can confribute. What was important for me was identifying
along WITh, postcards handed out by VIS,”OT Hosts, invited that you cannot evaluate a programme or an idea in
people o ‘come and tell us what you think’. The welcome & isolation and though what was learnt is fascinating it can

®

T

sign that greeted people on stepping over the threshold

of Tate Exchange was translated into over 40 languages

by Tate staff from across all sites and the invitation then
extended was ‘Can you tell us a story about a time when art
made a difference to your life?”

The responses we received are glorious in their range
from the deeply personal to the light of touch. As such
the framing of the question was successful. A number of
contributions stated that being asked the question, in

only ever be partial.

In conclusion, You are Welcome might be understood as a
process of evaluation in action that successfully asked for
and made visible a range of reflections on the value of art
in society. But, for myself, acknowledging and attempting
to redress the gaps in the voices that contributed is as
important as the sum of what has been said. The most
useful learning that happened as a result of the project |
feel lies primarily in what wasn’t captured or made visible

Tate Exchange Retweet from Phase 3 You Are Welcome
devised by artist Sarah Carne, 2017

Tate Modern, had itself made a difference to their sense
of being valued as an active contributor to debate around
art. Equally effective was the invitation to share through an

but was discovered through the wider conversations that
happened during the process. This might help, in part, to
contribute towards redressing this imbalance in the future.
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ADDITIONAL RESEARCH

The evaluation benefitted from a number of bespoke

research projects, some of which we commissioned

and some of which developed in consultation with

researchers who were keen to focus on specific elements

of Tate Exchange. For example, Hollie Mackenzie, a PhD

student at the University of Kent, undertook a detailed

study on Complaints Department Operated by Guerrilla

Girls, while Maurice Carlin, a Clore Fellow, interrogated

the changing perceptions of Tate Exchange held by Tate

senior management. In addition, we commissioned the
researcher Nicki Setterfield to conduct interviews with
Associates to better understand what benefits, if any, Tate
Exchange was bringing them in terms of, amongst other

things, developing networks and leveraging funding. The

Tate Digital team, working with Rebecca Sinker, Convenor,

Digital Learning at Tate, also conducted a series of ‘deeper

dive’ research projects with Associates to better understand
how to promote deeper engagement with Ta’re_jxchange

digital audiences. At Tate.Liverpool, Jessica- Fairclough, TaTe‘ e
Exchange Co- ordrnator brought together the evidence

collected qyer the life of the programme at Tate Liverpool in

an overarching report. These different perspectives brought
richness and a more granular understanding of key issues. /
The only challenge was ensuring that the findings found L .

their way baek to staff and Associates to ensure all could ol AT A

draw on the learfiing from thems - iun:

This project sought to foster a commoen digital space to support
discussion around social and cultural issues, to build relationships with
partners new to Tate, to make the work of TEx accessible to diverse
publics and young people, and to give participants opportunities to
confribute their own words and ideas.

Working closely together, the Tate Exchange Producer and an external
Digital Project Consultant delivered an R&D project testing how to
support TEx digital activity by: investigating how to promote deeper
engagement with Tate Exchange digital audiences, amplifying
conversations about social and other issues in relation to art, as well as
surfacing and linking to existing conversations on other platforms, and
gathering evidence for approaches to this.
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Extract detailing the ambitions
for the Digital ‘deeper dive’
research project, from ‘Tate
Exchange Online R&D’, Camille
Gajewski, Tate Exchange Digital
Producer, Livvy Adjei, Digital
Project Consultant and Rebecca
Sinker, Convenor, Digital Learning

2. Plan of work
Camille Gajewski (Tate Exchange Producer) and Livvy Adjei (Digital Project Consultant) worked
together for 21 days from December 2016 to April 2017, meeting once weekly in the Taylor Digital

Studio or conferencing remotely as neaded. The project was overseen by Digital Leaming Convener
Rebecca Sinker,

Objectives: Investigating how to promote deeper engagement with Tate Exchange digital audiences,
amplifying conversations about social and other issues in relaticn to art, as well as surfacing and
linking to existing conversations on other platforms, and gathering evidence for approaches to this.
Timeline: December 2016 — April 2017, meeting on Fridays f

Project budget: Production budget is £2,500.

Planning resources: Shared Trello board, content calendar, Google calendar.

Tt

Extract outlining the plan of work for the ‘deeper dive’ research projects,
from ‘Tate Exchange Online R&D’, Camille Gajewski, Tate Exchange Digital
Producer, Livvy Adjei, Digital Project Consultant and Rebecca Sinker,
Convenor, Digital Learning

Tate Exchange af Tate Liverpool
Year 1 Evaluation

Contribution and Dissemination of Leaming

Laaming from T

ExL has contribuied to the discussions arcund art's contribution to people’s live and
socisty af TL. Ifs pr nciples and framework has informed how we work v

vith pariners and questcoried

ooty cwar curatonial leams from both Lesming and Exhibitons can work together 1o deliver public

pIOgrarmime

We continua 1o ke from both our curstorial and Associste programmae and hoe we can engage with

e public thraugh new parspectives.

This opanness, trust snd willingness 1o kearn troughout what

Wi lefTh 8% an open-experiment. is what gives us the freedom o sdapt and change tha instibule o

benafit our publics

Extract from the ‘Tate Exchange Liverpool Evaluation Report’, Jessica

Fairclough, Tate Exchange Co-ordinator, Tate Liverpool. From the section
on Key Achievements and Unexpected Outcomes .
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Martial ART with Edge Hill University and Wirral Judo Club, Tate Exchange
Liverpool 2017. Photo Jessica Fairclough



WHAT WE-._
HAVE LEARNT

Based on our experience of evaluating Tate Exchange,

if you are undertaking an evaluation of a participatory
arts programme, with or without multiple stakeholders,
you might like to consider the following:

WORK WITH AN EXPERIENCED CRITICAL
FRIEND/EVALUATOR WHO WILL OVERSEE THE
PROGRAMME, PROVIDE SUPPORT AND ADVICE
AND BRING CRITICAL DISTANCE AND AN
OVERARCHING PERSPECTIVE TO THE ANALYSIS
OF ALL THE VARIED DATA

The entire evaluation process benefitted enormously from
Hannah Wilmot’s contribution. Her role encompassed

that of critical friend, facilitator, coach and mentor, while
she also undertook ‘conventional’ evaluation tasks such

as researching the case studies and bringing all the data
together to write the final evaluation report. She was
sufficiently detached from Tate Exchange to provide a
critical perspective but close enough to support and inform
the development of the programme throughout. If you
only have a limited budget it is worth investing a significant
amount of it hiring someone who can take on this hybrid
role of critical friend/evaluator to collaborate with you

on the evaluation — providing support, professional
development and an external perspective — without
delegating the whole process to them. This way, you learn
through the process of evaluating and can embed it within
your work.

ENSURE ALL THOSE WHO WILL BE INVOLVED

IN GATHERING AND ANALYSING DATA AS PART
OF THE EVALUATION FULLY UNDERSTAND AND
COMMIT TO A REFLECTIVE AND DEVELOPMENTAL
PROCESS AS EARLY AS POSSIBLE AND MAINTAIN
THAT COMMITMENT THROUGHOUT

We recognised early on that it was very important that we
stressed to staff and Associates the value and importance
of evaluation as a reflective and analytical process
intended to improve practice and act as an accountability
mechanism. We were committed to an evaluation process
that would help all of us learn and develop and saw it

as integral to maintaining a practice that was of quality.
We worked hard with all partners and programmers o
communicate this and could see how beneficial it was when
people committed to this process. Clarifying what and
who the evaluation is for and how it can have a positive
impact on how we work and the experience of those
taking part helps to avoid the ‘evaluation as advocacy trap’
and contributes to rich and thoughtful practice. But it is
important to remember that this process also provides
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valuable evidence that can be used to account for what
has taken place to external stakeholders and for advocacy
purposes.

FACTOR IN REGULAR OPPORTUNITIES FOR GROUP
REFLECTION AT EVERY STAGE AND WITH ALL
STAKEHOLDERS. ASK (REPEATEDLY, IF'NEEDS
BE) '"WHAT ARE WE TRYING TO ACHIEVE AND
CHANGE?' AND '"WHAT WILL SUCCESS LOOK LIKE?'

To support this reflective and developmental process
we found it incredibly helpful fo provide time and

opportunities for staff and Associates o come together and

reflect on progress. Having a structure to these sessions is
necessary. Creative exercises also help. We also learnt tha

it is important to feedback formative learning throughout,“+

to inform ongoing development and so that everyone
knows that their contributions to the evaluation are being
read, analysed and valued.

EMPLOY MULTIPLE METHODS OF DATA
COLLECTION TO CAPTURE THE COMPLEXITY
OF THE EXPERIENCE AND.TO“BE ABLE TO
TRIANGULATE FINDINGS

Tate Exchange made abundantly clear to us how complex,
multi-faceted, unstable and emergent any art practice
that involves people participating really is. It was a
challenge to find data collection methods that captured
this authentically. Having observations, interviews, stories,
quantitative data, films, photographs and audience
feedback gave us a variety of perspectives that allowed

us build up a rich picture of what was happening and how
people were responding.

RECOGNISE THAT THERE MAY BE A NEED
TO PROVIDE CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT (CPD) AND GUIDANCE TO
THOSE UNFAMILIAR WITH AND/OR WHO
LACK CONFIDENCE IN UNDERTAKING
RIGOROUS EVALUATION

Without question the evaluation process we have worked
through in this first year of Tate Exchange has been time-
consuming and daunting at times. We have tried to provide
support for those who were unfamiliar or unconfident with
the approach we were advocating, but we recognise that
there is more to be done. However, we have witnessed
how transformative it has been for some practitioners who
acknowledge that their practice changed as a result of the
help and advice they received and the opportunity they had
to share and resolve problems with colleagues along the way.

Emily Pringle, Head of Learning Practice and Research, Tate

Feedback on the Tate Exchange
evaluation and objectives,
Associates day 2017

B etorinebeodore:  Abundantly clear throughout the Associates planning and delivery was that this rigour was
newfound to some and harder to play out in practice. It took hand-holding, encouragement
and nudging of Associates through the process where for some, evaluation was an added
layer of planning and reporting that was time consuming particularly to smaller
organisations and those with limited time. In supporting Associates through such a rigorous
evaluation process Tate Exchange opened up so much dialogue between them of how to
creatively use programming to capture data, the fundamental questions about why and what
date was important, and how to best embed evaluation into public activity. There were some
Y exciling moments in planning with Associates - eurcka moments that put evaluation at the

heart of public experience.

Extract from ‘Year 1 Tate Exchange
Evaluation Report’, Hannah Wilmot
The Tate Exchange team continually reflected on learning, in effect, working through an action 2017
resaarch cycle (plan, act, cbsarve, reflact) to explore and refine the best use of the Tate Exchange
space and share this learning with others. Tate Learning staff, the TEx team and Associstes identified

challenges in meatings, debriefs and svent reports.

experiments in practice __l
group discussions "




Extract from “Year 1 Tate Exchange
Evaluation Report’, Hannah Wilmot

2017

In brief, this repert is in part a meta-analysis of data and reports produced by » wide range of people
and is therefore relisnt on the skills, confidence and axperience of those individusls in relation to

evaluation. For sxample, the evalustive content of the daily reports incressed as VE staff gained
staff. Ideally, this would have bsen developed through a more consultative process with a wider

framework and this was therefore drafted by the evalustor with input from a limited numbsr of Tate
rangs of stakaholders.

reporting. loining Tate Exchange shortly before its launch gave an urgency to designing an evaluation

axparience and confidence in their role and the Tats Exchenge team identified key slements for

engagement with art, ideas and
through new social opportunities.

To engender a deeper relationship with
art for a broader public through new
partnerships and approaches to

To create a common space [acfual and

virtual) for local, national and
diverse voices and views generate new

ideas and perspectives that contribute
to cultural and sociefal issues of our

international public debate in which
fime.
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Luggage tag exercise, Associates day 2017. Associates’ feedback on how
they rated their event against the Tate Exchange objectives and values.

What's Been Useful?

® A tailored approach,

* Conversations with evaluator and digital
producer to identify critical questions
and evidence.

# This meeting has been really usefull

* Debrief sessions with team and artists,

* Useful to have conversations and share
experiences.

& ‘Feedback narrative’ aka conversations.

# Forced reflection. Taking time to stop
and reflect, rather than moving straight
onto thie next thing.

& Dedicated time.

#« Useful to know that the event reports
are being read and used and will make a
difference.

& Having the shared GDrive to see other
teams evaluation feedback.

& Seeing how different teams value
evaluation [or not).

# Hearing evaluation about others’
projects,

s« Immediate, post event debriefs and
reflaction with project team and
externals.

* Participating as much as programming.

\”ﬂmﬁ.iﬁ! Forum - Feedback on the evaluation protocols for Tate Exchange from Tate Learning Teams

‘What's Been Challenging?

& Lengthy terms and event reports, time
CONSUMIng.

* We don't have a shared / central
document yet |or do wa?)

# Finding the time to write up event
report.

# The rapidity of the programme made
gathering info, collating it and sharing it
in a tmely manner has been
challenging, info held by different
teams/people.

& Time to digest all the data.

*  Fully evaluating one project while
delivering others.

s Feeling silenced by certain colleagues.

+ Capturing ‘moments’ or spontaneity.

& Not all categories relevant/applicable to
all events but feeling a pressure to fill
them in anyway - often duplicating
material.

* ‘Who dictates the discussion around a
project?

* Who dictates how things/projects are
reported?

* Time commitments.

* Sometimes it's not always clear why
we're doing this and how it will impact
the future.

Extract from ‘Summary Report of Associates Feedback on the Evaluation Process’, Hannah Wilmot 2017

What Could We Do Differently?

Let us know from the start how our
findings will impact the future
programme.
Still time to ‘interview the participants’.
Ability to debrief after visiting the space
- maybe online via TEx webpage?
Having opportunity to share logistical
knowledge from projects across the
departments to make processes
smoother/more efficient.
More/different kind of
team/departmental collaboration.
In depth case studies, shared in forums?
Maore ongaing sharing of reports.
Exposing fallures and learning fram
tham, what would we do differently
next time.
How we join up / share with other
teams as part of the process iLe.
marketing, VE, AV
De-briefing sessions with the artist,
members of the public and other teams
= AV and VE.
More breathing space within the
programme {and thinking).
Tate Exchange across-team Away Day.
Involve external parspectives on TEx
aims and success/failure of these,
Differentiate internal evaluation from
audience evaluation (where possible).
Updating the framework post year 1.
More one-on-ane reflection,
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REFLECTIONS
MY APPROACH TO GATHERING THE MATERIALS
RITA EVANS, LEARNING RESEARCH ADMINISTRATOR

The evaluation materials for Tate Exchange were
multidisciplinary and numerous. My task was o gather and
collate these as well as investigate connections between
them along the way. In my creative process as an artist |
often find myself working with many different media and
materials towards one piece. When developing a new work
that is site specific, | will use research images, maquettes
and drawings as talking points with a community of
people local to the project, inviting them into the process
and connecting it to their knowledge. This way, an image
emerges that embodies their particular personal place
and time. | also think about movement, how a structure
formulated of all these images and thoughts might change
physically over tfime - a live architecture. What excites

me about this way of working is that although it is about
relationships, it feels sculptural in the sense that it is
malleable and hands-on.

/

All the Tate Exchange evaluation materials, Rita Evans, 2017.
Photo © Rita Evans

To find my way through the Tate Exchange eyéhjaﬁon
materials, my first thought was how to maké an overall
image of what an evolving process Iike'jhé Tate Exchange
evaluation might look like. | came up with several strategies
to help navigate the quantity and type of materials. One
strategy was to ask members of the Tate Exchange team
their memories of working on Tate Exchange during Year 1,
fo use these as starting points for ways into the materials.
|'initially spoke to the staff who were observing on the floor,
but this was also reflected in the writings, notes, TEREP
Steering Group meeting minutes and archived emails that
Tate Exchange staff contributed to each chapter. These
threads took me on a journey | may not have taken on my
own and allowed me to find overlooked materials along the
way, bringing them info consideration.

To organise this I made a colour coded diagram with links
to all the materials and made annotated notes directly on
these. This kept a record of the whole collecting process
within the chapters given by Emily Pringle and enabled me
to note where all the materials were filed so we could refurn
to them later if necessary, making it a malleable process.

I also assembled the papers in different configurations

to make non-linear connections and trails (see image).
These materials were reviewed by Emily and her annotated
notes added a further layer back into the constellation

of pathways, perspectives and materials to create a
sketchbook - messy, expansive and emergent.







