
This is a double account and we trust it will not be seen as what industrial
strife in the rail industry used to debate as ‘over-manning on the footplate’.
engage encourages accounts that rely on theoretical and methodological
triangulation. The twin perspectives are from a core tutor on TAP who has
made a significant contribution to the history of the ideas and experiments
in arts education that led to TAP in the first place, and from the evaluator.
Both in leading up to TAP and as part of it, Anna Ledgard has held a number
of roles in a hybrid part-time contribution that has included master-minding
the funding applications, supporting the professional development of
teachers and artists through London International Festival of Theatre (LIFT)
and beyond, developing the TAP programme, and implementing its
distinctive pedagogy. Anna is an action researcher who realises that the test
of a curriculum innovation is the learning it produces and she is a careful and
thoughtful observer interested in evidence who passes these skills on to
others. Nevertheless, like many of her colleagues, she is unashamedly an
advocate of the programme. 

David Jenkins is, in the history of these initiatives, much more of a Johnny-
come-lately, with a background in teaching the arts in Higher Education and
developing a specialist interest in curriculum theory and qualitative research
methodology. TAP put in place an independent evaluation team with strong

1

For a large print version please contact the engage office:
info@engage.org

This PDF is an extract from engage publication:

• engage review 
Promoting greater understanding and enjoyment of the visual arts

•   Research
• Issue 18 – Winter 2006
• 72 pages
• ISSN 1365-9383 

The original publication is available from engage as below, subject to stocks.

This text is copyright, and is made available for personal/educational use
only, and may not be used commercially or published in any way, in print or
electronically, without the express permission of the copyright holders
engage. engage reiterates its gratitude to the authors and editors concerned,
many of whom work without fee. For more details of engage see end.

TAP: Teacher Artist Partnership
Anna Ledgard
Teacher and creative learning producer
David Jenkins
Visiting professor, University of Coventry, Director of PLEY

Word count: 3843 Pages: 9



theoretical interests precisely to engage a second perspective, and introduce
a functional scepticism, and through an interest in theorising TAP as a
cultural artefact as well as a vibrant Continuing Professional Development
programme for artists and teachers. It was deemed important to engage an
evaluation team with an arts background, a sympathetic view of what TAP is
trying to achieve, and a methodology sensitive to the idiom of the arts.

Shared professional development
Anna Ledgard
TAP core tutor

The profession of the artist educator has grown and diversified significantly
over the last decade. The pace of expansion looks set to continue, with
initiatives to encourage creativity and strategies to involve artists in
partnership with schools now written into government policy. Worryingly
there has not been a corresponding strategic growth in training
opportunities for artists and teachers, and there is still little theoretical or
pedagogical underpinning for arts practice in schools (Ross 2003). 1 However,
critical to the success and sustainability of this work is the preparation and
training of artists and teachers to make the most of working together in
schools. To this end, a consortium of organisations has come together in an
action research initiative called Teacher Artist Partnership (TAP), an
experimental part-time continuing professional development programme. It
is part of a three-year action research process which seeks to demonstrate
that jointly training artists and teachers can provide an exemplary model for
preparing a future generation of artist educators. The TAP programme is
rooted in the experience and expertise of the Consortium partners (Animarts,
Newham Sixth Form College, LEAParts, CAPE UK, the Guildhall School of
Music & Drama and PLEY) and in particular of the London International
Festival of Theatre (LIFT) Teacher Forum 1999 – 2004 and the Animarts Action
Research Programme 2003/4 (a partnership between LIFT, Animarts and
GSMD).

In 1999, motivated to involve schools more fully as partners in the devising
and commissioning of participatory performance projects with artists, LIFT set
up its first Teacher Forum. The Forum gave teachers and artists the
opportunity to investigate, through artistic exploration and sustained
dialogue, how they might together enhance opportunities for creative
learning in their classrooms. The LIFT Teacher Forum ran from 1999 to 2004
as a cycle of practice-based reflective learning over a period of a year. At a
time when school communities could be inclined to be inward-looking, it
enabled teachers to engage with a world outside, with artists from different
cultures and communities, as teacher Debra Coates reflected at the time: ‘to
look out from the sides of my ‘teacher-ness’ to remember what else is
outside’. It increased teacher confidence to experiment and reflect with
others on new approaches to teaching. It altered perceptions about the role
of the arts in shifting cultural values and understanding. Darren Chetty, then
a Yr 4 teacher on the Teacher Forum, offered the following insight: ‘the arts,
done well, go beyond just self-expression...there is the opportunity to
develop self-discipline and a sense of place in the world...the arts enable
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children to see themselves as (cultural) producers whilst all around they are
being groomed as customers.’ 

The Animarts investigation 2 suggested that the success of arts education
partnerships is based on a mutual understanding of the distinct and equally
valuable contribution of both teacher and artist to the partnership.
Furthermore the research showed the importance of artist and teacher
exploring differences and shared values by engaging together in a creative
process. Recent NFER research has also highlighted the importance of
‘mutuality’ in successful arts collaborations in schools, in effect, that teachers
and artists, as well as participants, are fully and equally engaged in the
learning processes. 3

The TAP programme started in London in April 2005, with twenty teachers
and artists representing a broad spectrum of arts disciplines and approaches
and teachers from nursery to Further Education including two special schools
and a hospital school. The programme is based on principles of collaborative
learning and is enriched by the diversity of experience represented within
the group. It includes a residential weekend induction, observations of
practice of teacher and artist in the workplace, an international visit and a
jointly planned action research project exploring an aspect of creativity and
learning. The TAP action research model is rooted in principles expounded by
Lawrence Stenhouse (1975) with pedagogy and values being scrutined and
tested in the classroom. 4 Reference is made to the work of John Elliot (of the
Cambridge Action Research Network) and Stephen Kennis (who with Robin
McTaggart complied the action research planner). 5 Research methods are
qualitative and interpretive and fieldwork-based. Tutors and consortium
members are also action researchers, contributing to a critical examination of
the TAP process. Participants, artists and teachers receive accreditation
towards the Advanced Diploma of Professional Studies from the Institute of
Education, University of London. 

The TAP tutor team consists of artists, academics, arts educators and teachers.
The programme aims to incorporate experiential and collaborative learning
processes with theoretical investigation. It is seeking to draw up a model
which can enable participants as action researchers to engage in a
predominantly practical process whilst relating this practice to a wider body
of theoretical knowledge.

To be successful, teachers and artists need to see their work as a process of
reflection, understanding and lifelong learning. It is through structured
reflection (both with the TAP group and individually) and reference to
theory that the practical experiences can be concretised. In the spirit of
collaborative learning, students are encouraged to post their reflections on
WebCT and to engage in online discussion.  

Below I draw on some examples of how this works in practice, including the
reflections of artists and teachers engaged in the programme. An early part
of the process involves teacher and artist in observing each other at work. In
reflecting on these observations three texts were proposed as reference
points. 6 The following extract is a response from artist April Nunes after
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observing teacher Clive Niall at work: ‘I think of Clive as an improviser. He
constantly thinks on his feet, keeps the activity of the game as an aim and
fields behavioural and emotional challenges that the students throw at
him.’ 

April then goes on to one of the set texts quoting from a passage in which
Adam Benjamin describes the process of improvisation as a dancer:
‘Unravelling problems and making new connections is not only central to
integration, it is also central to improvisation; the former presents us with
the problem of how different parts of a whole fit together, the latter insists
that if we come across a difficulty or an obstacle when we are dancing, then
we should consider ourselves not only part of that problem, but also, in some
way as yet unknown to us, part of the solution.’ 7 

April concludes: ‘As a dancer, I take Benjamin’s statement to heart having
experienced it in cases of movement improvisation which is central to my
work. However, in observing Clive interact with his students, I see little
separation between the act of movement improvisation and his approach to
teaching.’ Such observations, and the ensuing dialogue, enable artist and
teacher to gain insights into the subtleties and complexities of what they do
as well as what they have in common as creative professionals. 

Trinity Buoy Wharf
A recent TAP session entitled ‘There is No Empty Space – Nothing is Neutral’
took place at Trinity Buoy Wharf on the river Thames in East London. The
wharf building and its 19th century lighthouse sit at the water’s edge
opposite the Millennium Dome, under the City Airport flight path, looking
west to Canary Wharf and the ever-expanding City, and east towards
Beckton Creek where a lightship is moored. The past is everywhere in the
now defunct and rusting industrial components which are strewn about
the site. And the ever-changing present is everywhere too as wharfside
buildings are being converted into flats and studios, and a film unit drops
off its cargo opposite a sparkling chrome American diner at the entrance to
the wharf. Our aims were to explore through an arts process the historical
and contemporary resonances of this evocative site. 

Tutors Jenny Sealey (Director of Graeae Theatre Company) and Fabio
Santos (Director of Project Phakama) with the Curriculum team had
planned an exploration of the fabric, sounds and textures of the space.
Through speaking, writing, drawing, mining their own histories and
encountering the histories of others, the TAP group played with what they
found, drawing out new meanings and creating original and startlingly
different responses to the site. 

One group decided to focus their exploration on the discarded industrial
machinery and with string, wool, rope, chalk and pegs re-worked a rusting
giant drill bit into a self-contained installation. The piece made reference
to global industrialisation, the tensions of capitalism, the dehumanisation
of the machine. Unconsciously it seemed also to echo utopian models such
as Tatlin’s Monument to the Third International (1920, Moscow).
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Another group was drawn to the coils of rope and slippery stone steps
descending into the water at low tide. In their performative response a figure
was suspended by a single coil of rope and left dangling over the river in a
lonely and precarious dance. At the same time a clear female voice sang out a
slow chant of ‘Summertime’, recalling those for whom at another time or in
another place transport by water has meant enforced exodus.

After the session teachers and artists were asked to respond to a question:
Evocative places carry the footprints, if not the ghosts, of the past. How do
places and spaces impact on your work and practice?  The group are
referred to Richard Schechner’s Performance Studies Reader as they make
their responses. 8 Here is teacher Becky Powell’s response: 

‘Any definition of "education" must include reference to teaching, learning
and setting’ (Graeme Chalmers cited in Eisner, E. 2002 The Creation of Mind,
chapter 2). Organisation of the classroom is an essential part of my practice
every day. It needs to be planned and evaluated, having a huge impact on
the quality of teaching and learning for the children. The classroom is a
familiar space that we work and interact in every day [but} ...will the
children be engaged and challenged? Will they have fun? Will it support my
teaching? Is it safe? How will staff be deployed? Can it be adapted to meet
the needs and interests of all the children? All these "multiple perspectives
need to be integrated into a whole to ensure success." Although this is not
always possible every day, it is an important part of the observation,
planning and evaluation process.’

Reflecting on the session at Trinity Buoy Wharf some days later Becky
Powell began considering some of the above questions: 

‘I had been "playing" in a space in which I became connected with what I
could see, hear, smell and touch. My senses being heightened to what was
around me enabled me to become self-reflective and use these internal
feelings to make sense of the external world that was being presented.
Although the space was unfamiliar I was relying on my natural instincts,
past memories and imagination to envisage new perspectives and
alternatives, in the same way that a child does. A response to a place, space
or object is subjective and "the way it interacts with those who view it"
evokes "different reactions and meanings" and can therefore change its
meaning according to the individual (Schechner R, 2002, What is
Performance Studies?). This is exactly what happens in the classroom 
every day...’ 

‘So much can be gained if we look at the potential of a space and
opportunities that are available within it to explore and “play in”. Familiar
spaces can be made unfamiliar, unleashing or developing a child’s creativity
and imagination not only educationally but also emotionally.’

In order to undertake fruitful action research it is necessary first for the
researcher to examine his or her own position in relation to established
theoretical models. To put this in context, prior to the Trinity Buoy Wharf day
there had been an evening session which explored models and
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interpretations of the ‘curriculum’. The Trinity Buoy Wharf session continued
the preparation for the classroom action research, offering a further
opportunity for teacher and artist to investigate a particular pedagogical
approach and to analyse it in terms of the wider curriculum and their
practice in the classroom.

As TAP explores how arts educators can enrich the participation of young
people in illuminating and empowering experiences, participants will also
look at the practice of artists and educators in Italy, Portugal and Spain in
the first of a series of visits which it is hoped will become a regular feature in
TAP programmes. Such visits offer opportunities to learn from different
cultural perspectives, the unfamiliarity of which can bring into a sharper
focus questions surrounding our own value systems and traditions. 

Professor David Jenkins and Lesley Hutchison of PLEY are the TAP evaluators.
As well as opening up the project to critical appraisal, they are looking at the
extent to which the TAP model of teacher/artist CPD is robust and replicable.
Evaluators attend all TAP sessions and most programme and other meetings
as participant observers. David Jenkins writes below on TAP from the
perspective of the evaluation team.

An etiquette book for ghosts at banquets: 
the evaluation of TAP
David Jenkins (PLEY)

‘Fail not our feast’ Macbeth to Banquo [and he doesn’t] 

The first TAP cohort is only halfway through the programme, and has yet to
undertake either the overseas visit or the joint teacher/artist action research
project, so the evaluation team is still some way off producing its first
substantial report, although the evaluators attend all TAP Consortium
meetings and have been offering feedback on how we perceive the
programme and its effects. 

There are several features of the evaluation which perhaps make it
distinctive and open both to provisional endorsement and intelligent
criticism. The evaluation team shares to a large extent the values of the
innovation itself, allowing us to aspire to the role of honest friends, keeping
tabs on the relationship between assertion and evidence, operating in a way
not unlike a ‘technical assistance group’ (TAG) working alongside the
advocates who are driving the programme. One spin-off from this way of
thinking is that the entire TAP consortium have elected to be collaborators in
‘action research’ with the PLEY evaluation team offering an independent
documentary and critical role alongside those responsible for 
implementing it. 

Another central feature of the TAP evaluation is its determination to honour
the characteristic idioms of the arts and not get trapped in a methodology
more suited to the evaluation of instruction. This took us in the direction of

6



‘curriculum criticism,’ 9 a willingness to treat TAP itself as if it were principally
a ‘text’ or an ‘aesthetic monad’, a stance inspired to some extent by Jerome
Bruner’s historic renunciation of the ‘objectives model’ (then rampant in the
States) in Man: a cultural artefact and ideological apparatus. We are taking a
lot of interest in its attempts to politicise its brief and shift the discourse
around the arts and artists in educational settings. Discourse theory, which
deals with how language and text construct and configure social reality, will
obviously be of some value as we pursue this perspective further. The
evaluators are particularly interested in Ernest Bormann's 'fantasy theme
rhetorical criticism' which explores the mechanisms whereby small groups
(whether they be cults or curriculum development teams) converge around a
'world view.' 10

Viewing TAP as ‘text’ has also allowed us to take an interest in the TAP
hidden curriculum which echoes the text/subtext structure. It also suggests a
useful new vocabulary with concepts like rhetorical structure, authorial voice,
narrative, ambiguity, figures of speech and irony. Spotting irony depends on
realising that two standards are being deployed at once, and TAP has its
candidates for this kind of analysis. Evaluators are supposed to exhibit a kind
of trained watchfulness; although never mean-minded or grudging of success
they nevertheless have a well-developed taste for anomaly and a
predisposition to treat every proposition as an invitation to doubt.

In line with other recent PLEY evaluations, we will also be using video
documentary as a tool, both for the collection of process data and for
dissemination. The video brief, developed by Lesley Hutchison, is covering
key activities and participant perceptions, particularly of artistic idioms,
pedagogical processes and reflections, and will consist of documentary
footage of all types of TAP activity plus on-camera reflections. This evidence
triangulates with the participants’ own reflective journals (cameos, vignettes
and other anecdotal illustrative materials, ‘blogs’ and contributions to the
WebCT online discussion forum etc.).

The TAP programme has evolved into what both its students and the
evaluators regard as a remarkably stimulating and challenging programme – a
practice-based investigation – led by a very talented and widely experienced
curriculum team. The non-directive but deeply suggestive teaching of the core
tutors (Tony Fegan and Anna Ledgard) is perceived as inspirational and
thoughtful, valuing both reflection and playfulness and seeking to allow
students space to construct their own intuitive and analytical inquiries. TAP has
also assimilated into the delivery team experienced arts practitioners
(particularly Jenny Sealey and Fabio Santos) as guest artists to stimulate
creative exploration, particularly in movement and theatre idioms. At times the
aspiration to promote a ‘non-judgemental’ pedagogy has had its downside,
with the tutors seeming stronger role models in relation to creative processes
than in relation to critical argumentation. Non-directive pedagogies can adopt
a self-denying stance, whereby in order to become 'fellow learners' tutors
pretend to know less than they actually do. 'Transmissional teaching', in
general for good reasons, is perceived negatively, but to renounce instructional
teaching altogether is to slide into a situation that allows the baby (robust
argument which invites debate) to go out with the bath water.
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TAP has attracted support from an impressive range of funding agencies.
Bearing in mind their aggregate funding priorities, it is clear that TAP meets
pressing needs as identified in several strands of current thinking, particularly
concerning how the role of the arts might be reassessed in schooling and
how teachers and artists might benefit from collaborative professional
development. 

Excellence in both experimental arts practice and the teaching of the arts is
often subtle and nuanced, difficult to pin down and to an extent what
counts as ‘quality’ is only determined by reference to its context and setting.
But it is also necessary to distinguish between local effects (the ‘situational
truths’ of action research) and what might be offered by way of valid
generalisations that extend the inference span of the exercise and address
the robustness and transferability of the TAP model. This analytical task is
greatly assisted by the willingness of the entire consortium to become action
researchers and collect rich ethnographic data on an ongoing basis,
alongside the action research conducted by the teacher/artist pairs. In the
evaluators’ view there is a strong likelihood that the TAP initiative will be
seen as historically important, not only exploring the internal logic of the
underlying model but commenting in depth on the way in which its
principles might be realised in practice and the experience of the programme
documented and disseminated. 

In this task, the evaluators have two important roles. The first, made more
credible by the independence of the evaluation team, is simply to bear
witness. The second is an intellectual role, to ‘theorise’ TAP from a variety of
vantage points and portray it to its various audiences in some kind of
cognitive order. Among the theoretical frameworks we are finding useful is
the one offered by Malcolm Ross. This is a conceptual matrix specifically for
the analysis of educational initiatives involving artists working in schools. All
in all, TAP is an exciting, vibrant and worthwhile programme, although not
without some deep and interesting issues. In exploring these issues alongside
recognising achievement, the evaluators aspire to the double accolade of
being 'critical friends'. 

The next TAP programme will run from September 2006. For more
information, please contact tap.admin@leaparts.info. The TAP website is
www.leaparts/tap.

Notes
1 Ross, M (2003) ‘Evaluating Education Programmes in Arts Organisations’
Music Education Research, vol 5, 
no 1. 
2 Animarts first appeared in 1999 as a proposal drawn up by Christopher
Lucas (formerly Director of the RSA 1977 – 94). Animarts’ long-term aims
were:
-To increase the supply of and demand for trained animateurs
-To improve access to trained animateurs
-To enhance the professional standing of animateurs. 
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Animarts’ long-term mission is to enhance the professional standing of the
artist in education and the community. The report ‘The Art of the Animateur
– An investigation into the skills and insights required of artists to work
effectively in schools and communities’ was published in 2002.
3 Harland, J,. Lord. P., Stott, A., Kinder, K., Lamont, E., Ashworth, M. (2005)
‘The arts-education interface: 
a mutual learning triangle?’ NFER
4 Stenhouse, L. (1975) in Introduction to Curriculum Research and
Development, London, Heinemann
5 Carr, W and Kennis, S. (1986) Becoming Critical, London and Philadelphia,
Falmer Press
6 The texts are: Benjamin, A. (2002) Making an Entrance, Chapters 2 & 3 p. 7
–18. Salmon, P. (1995) ‘Experiential Learning’ in Prentice, R. (ed) Teaching
Arts and Design: Addressing Issues and Identifying Directions, London; Cassell
p.24. Wells, G. (2002) ‘Inquiry as an orientation for learning, teaching and
teacher education’ in Wells, G. and Claxton, G. Learning for Life in the 21st
Century, London, pp. 197 – 210.
7 Benjamin, A. op cit p.14.
8 Schechner, R. (2002) Performance Studies Reader, the introduction, pp.1 –
21.
9 George Willis (1978) Qualitative Evaluation: Concepts and Cases in
Curriculum Criticism (Berkeley McCutchen)
10 See 'Fantasy Theme Criticism', chapter 5 of Sonja Foss (1996) Rhetorical
Criticism, Exploration and Practice, 2nd edition, Waveland, Illinois.
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