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foreword

1

This review was commissioned by Arts Council
England to describe engagement with contem-
porary art and learning in a gallery context and
published by engage.The aim of the review is to
stimulate discussion and further questions about 
the processes and outcomes associated with 
contemporary gallery education rather than to 
provide a definitive statement.The proposed 
framework is a conceptual model which will be 
tested and modified by gallery educators, artists 
and teachers in the field and will evolve as 
practice develops.
In particular, the review is informing en-quire, a
research programme to explore and articulate the
special learning benefits and challenges of working
with contemporary art and the gallery space.
The programme aims to identify key success 
factors, building an evidence base to contribute to
policy development and good practice. en-quire is
managed by engage, in association with Arts Council
England, and is part of ongoing work looking at the 
distinctive contribution of contemporary arts 
practice within formal and informal learning.
There are 1,200 organisations in England that 
regularly show contemporary visual art and there 
is a strong commitment to education and outreach
work in the sector. It is a growing area of work; in
2002/3 activity rose by 75% from the previous year.
In order to professionalise the practice and build
capacity there is a need to develop a frame of 

reference which describes contemporary gallery
education, provides a means to develop practice,
and maps creative learning in a rigorous way.
The review recognises site specificity and the
impact of the institutional culture on the 
individual and the learning community.The 
proposed contemporary gallery education
framework has been developed primarily with
reference to contemporary arts practice and
galleries, but it is a model applicable across 
the cultural sector.The particular approach to 
learning is relevant in other contexts; it reflects
the process of making and of engaging with art
practice, and is a contemporary approach to
learning. It is learner centred and enables 
participants to develop their own ideas, ask
questions, experiment and take risks through an
open-ended process of learning.The analytical
skills and ability to engage critically with 
information developed through this approach are
transferable to other contexts and are essential
tools in the 21st century 
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Senior Visual Arts Officer  Arts Council England

Jane Sillis  
Director  engage

Barbara Taylor
Programme Director  en-quire

               



this text aims to elucidate
the scope and distinctiveness
of CGE practice and the nature
of the learning and teaching
experience within galleries

This review has a range of ambitions. Sections 1
and 2 introduce the text and outline the 
significant developments in theory, policy and 
creative practice that have informed one area of
gallery education practice, which is here referred
to as Contemporary Gallery Education (CGE).
Section 3 explores the nature of CGE practice and
identifies its provisional and emergent quality. Key
characteristics can be seen to differentiate it from
certain museum education practice. In particular,
the role occupied by the artist educator is pivotal.
These practitioners are seen to embody keys skills
and knowledge and engage in a specific pedagogy
that both informs and is made explicit through
CGE practice.
Section 4 surveys relevant models of learning
(instruction, construction and co-construction).
Co-construction, with its emphasis on dialogue,
the sharing of knowledge within a community of 
learners and experimental processes of learning, is
seen to be the most appropriate model for CGE.
The four rationales that underpin CGE practice 
are then described. Each of these rationales are
informed by an understanding of creative practice
that involves imaginative and intellectual problem
solving, as much as practical making.
In section 5 a range of learning frameworks are
explored in order to gain a sense of different
approaches to researching, assessing or mapping
the nature of the learning and teaching experience
in galleries and other sites.These frameworks are
grouped according to a perceived emphasis on 

different aspects of the learning experience –
‘where’, ‘when’ and ‘how’ – although it is 
recognised that there is considerable overlap
between these different criteria.
Each of these frameworks informs the CGE
learning framework, which is outlined in detail in
section 6. In the CGE model context, process and
outcomes are interrelated and learning is 
constructed as an ongoing and complex process.
It is envisaged that the CGE learning framework
will be useful in terms of:
> giving a broad overview of the nature of 

learning and teaching in the gallery,
> providing a development tool to aid gallery 

education practitioners who are setting up 
projects,

> providing an evaluation tool for mapping the 
CGE experience.

In section 7 a range of potential methodologies is
examined in order to address how the CGE
framework can be usefully applied to map gallery
education learning situations.
In addressing these different issues, this text aims
to elucidate the scope and distinctiveness of CGE
practice and the nature of the learning and 
teaching experience within galleries.The CGE
learning framework provides one way of exploring
and reviewing this practice. In this way it is hoped
that the framework will prove to be relevant and
useful for further developments in this area.

2 3
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introduction
Gallery education has been developing and
expanding rapidly in the last ten years. Galleries,
alongside museums and other cultural institutions,
have been encouraged, if not expected, by policy
makers and educationalists to widen and deepen
the range of education activities they offer to 
visitors.This recent intensification and 
interrogation of gallery education activities is due,
in part, to the perception by politicians and policy
makers during this period that galleries, through
their education and outreach activities, can have
beneficial impacts on social and educational 
scenarios. Coupled with this view has been a drive
to find methods for evaluating and measuring the
impact of these learning and teaching activities.
However, whilst there is a need to map and assess
gallery education, it is equally important that the
frameworks used to do this are appropriate for a
practice that is dynamic, complex and at present
under-researched.

Certain galleries within the UK have been 
consistently providing education activities for over 
twenty five years. During that period gallery 
education professionals have developed various
models of good practice, which are underpinned 
by particular theoretical understandings of:
> the nature of the art object,
> the role of the educator,
> the function of the gallery,
> the relationship of the visitor/spectator/learner

to all of these.
As the profession has matured, gallery education
professionals have reflected on their practice and
articulated the nature of the learning and teaching
experience in the gallery. However, within gallery
education ideas and innovations are generally 
disseminated through professional networks and
conferences.This is invaluable for those working
within the sector but has tended to limit the 
possibilities for debate in wider educational or 
policy contexts. More recently, practitioner-led
research has been initiated and supported by the
gallery sector1 in order to investigate and 
communicate the subtleties and complexities of
the practice. Equally, research programs, including
Arts Council England’s en-quire project 2 (which is
examining the conditions for maximising the 
transformative potential of gallery education) are
building an evidence base to contribute to good
practice and inform policy.

the art object  the educator  the gallery  the learner
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texts. Instead the selection of relevant writing on
the subject was made by the author and 
commissioner, in consultation with peers in the
field.The report was commissioned to inform the
ongoing work of the Arts Council and engage,
and to support longer-term strategies to develop
gallery education. In the spirit of the practice 
under investigation, the aim is to stimulate further 
questioning and debate, rather than provide 
conclusive answers.
outline of the review
This review looks broadly at gallery education but
is centred on a particular model that is practiced
most noticeably (but not exclusively) in 
contemporary art galleries in the UK and overseas.
For clarity, the specific model under discussion
here will be referred to as the Contemporary
Gallery Education (CGE) model.The model is 
characterised by experimental, open-ended,
collaborative teaching and learning, and draws on a
specific understanding of creative practice that can
be identified as ‘conceptual’.8 The following 
definition of conceptual art is useful, since it could
also describe the CGE approach: ‘Conceptual art is
concerned with intellectual speculation and with
the everyday. Conceptual art asks questions, not
only of the art object; ‘Why is this art? Who is the
artist? What is the context?’ – but also of the 
person who looks at it or reads about it: ‘Who are
you? What do you represent?’ It draws viewers’

attention to themselves’.9 As will emerge below,
scepticism and self-consciousness in relation to 
the negotiation of meaning are central to CGE
practice.
The CGE model can be seen to diverge in some
ways from the most traditional model that exists 
in certain museum education settings.Whereas 
museums have been identified as ‘tried-and-true
sources of understandable information, places one
can trust to provide reliable, authentic and 
comprehensible presentations of… objects and
ideas’,10 the model of gallery education explored
here questions many of those assumptions,
including ‘truth’, ‘authenticity’ and ‘reliability’.This
questioning stance is reflected in the content of
education sessions in the gallery and the form 
they take. Furthermore, recent research has found
that gallery education tends to involve one-off,
tailor-made projects involving artists, as opposed
to a more standard programme of activities 
facilitated by a museum educator.11

For these reasons the focus here is on galleries
wherever possible, although the boundaries are not
fixed. Also, some clarification is needed regarding
terminology, particularly because texts that 
originate outside the UK tend to use the term ‘art
museum’, or simply ‘museum’, to describe what is
commonly understood in this country to be an art
gallery. In this review the word ‘gallery’ relates to
art exhibition spaces within galleries, museums,
arts centres and artists’ studios.
Gallery education undoubtedly shares some of the
principles and pedagogic and social theories that
inform education in museums. But as will emerge
below, there are differences in the approaches
taken by gallery educators, in the nature of the
learning experience and the expected outcomes 
of the education activities.These elements provide
the focus for this text. However, it must be
stressed that it is not the intention to polarise 
galleries and museums, but rather to productively
identify the specific practice within galleries.
As suggested earlier, gallery education is a 
profession where historically ideas have tended to
be shared through more or less informal networks,
rather than through academic publications.
Consequently, this current undertaking has not
relied on formal searches of educational or other
databases. Previous searches conducted that way
by the author have failed to uncover certain key

this review – the brief
This review draws on UK and international
research and writing from within and beyond the
sector. Its purpose is to provide an overview of
the relevant thinking relating to learning and 
teaching in the gallery.This is in order to work
towards the development of an appropriate 
learning framework for application within 
gallery education.
The study has been prompted by recognition of
the need to collect information and ideas together
in order to gain a broader perspective on the 
current state of gallery-based education practice.
Although some surveys and bibliographic reviews
have been undertaken prior to this, they have not
tended to differentiate between museums and 
galleries.3 At present there is a relative wealth of
data on the museum sector and some museum
education practitioners themselves appear to
recognise the comparative lack of gallery-based
research.4 At the same time the learning frame-
works that are gaining prominence are based on
research predominantly conducted within 
museums.5 Within the gallery education sector,
practitioners have been arguing for some time that
the specifics of gallery (as distinct from museum)
based learning and teaching experiences need to
be clarified 6 – also the need for rigorous and
detailed analysis to substantiate the claims being
made for the work they do. 7

6 7

                          



introduction
Historically gallery education has its roots in the
nineteenth century belief in the power of art 
and culture to improve society. In their early 
formulation, galleries were in themselves under-
stood to be educational establishments whose
function was to enable individuals to educate and
thereby ‘improve’ themselves.12 Since then the
practice of learning and teaching in the gallery 
has been informed by a number of developments
in theory, policy and creative practice:
theoretical developments
>Ideas originating from the eighteenth century
Enlightenment shaped the perception that art has
the power to inspire and transform by enabling 
the viewer to transcend their everyday concerns
and emotions.13 In this way art is understood to 
be intellectually, emotionally and even ethically 
beneficial.This view has been challenged by 
developments in critical theory since the 1970’s,
which have questioned the sanctity and authority
of art and the gallery and challenged cultural 
institutions to address issues of cultural identity
and representation.14 These later theoretical 
developments have informed the drive to 
democratise gallery practice.
>In the early twentieth century the concept
emerged that viewing art represents a unique 
‘aesthetic experience’15 that is essentially visceral
and embodied rather than intellectual.

Thus the appropriate response to art is pre-
dominantly emotional, and appreciation of art is 
a gift, rather than an acquired ability.This view has
been challenged subsequently by, amongst other 
concepts, the identification that looking at art is
essentially a cognitive activity that is analogous to
deciphering a text.16

>  Meaning in an artwork has come to be 
understood, not as an unchanging entity put there
by the artist ,17 but as emerging through the active
interchange between the artwork and viewer.
Hence plural interpretations are equally valid 18

and the viewer is able to negotiate legitimate 
individual meanings.19

These differing, and at times contradictory,
theoretical positions inform CGE and are 
negotiated and made explicit through it.
the links to community arts practice
There is an historic connection between gallery
education and community arts practice in the UK
which dates from the 1970s.20

Community art has embraced a range of artists
and activities and is characterised by:
> a belief in empowerment through participation in

the creative process,
> a dislike of cultural hierarchies and a belief in the

creative potential of all,
> an understanding of creative practice as a means 

section 2
background

There is an historic connection between gallery education and community arts

practice in the UK which dates from the 1970s
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to enter into dialogue with those outside the art 
professions in order to address issues, challenge 
societal structures and bring about change,

> a positioning of the artist, not as isolated and 
apart, but as a facilitator and collaborator.21

The community art ethos, not so visible in 
museum education practice, has had a major 
influence on the development of GCE.
policy developments
Over the last 30 years social and policy 
developments have had a particular influence 
over the development of education activities 
within galleries.
>  Initiatives in the 1970s and 1980s, including the
reorganisation of local government, encouraged 
certain galleries to focus on their audiences and 
prioritise education to a greater degree than
before.22
>  In 1979 the Arts Council created an education
post in the visual art department and in 1983 
published its first policy statement on education.
These had an influence on the development of
education departments within galleries.
> In 1989 the National Association for Gallery
Education (originally NAGE and now engage) 
was established.
> Since it came to power in 1997, the present
Labour government has prioritised access and
learning in relation to the arts and identified the
potential for the arts to tackle social exclusion.23

There is concern, however, amongst some arts
practitioners, who question whether cultural 
institutions are best placed to address these 
issues.24 An opposing argument prioritises art for
itself and its ability to engage people and to ask 
difficult and challenging questions, rather than as 
a tool to address social issues.The CGE model
places the emphasis on creative and cultural
engagement, not the solving of social problems,
although the latter may well be alleviated in the
process.25

>  The present Labour government has also made 
a commitment to creative and cultural education,
most notably through the establishment of
Creative Partnerships.26 This initiative aims to
develop creativity in young people and creative
approaches to teaching in all aspects of the 
curriculum. Creative Partnerships brings cultural
institutions, creative practitioners and schools
together, since a fundamental principle of the 
programme is that these organisations and 
practitioners are uniquely placed to develop 
young people’s creativity.
> Arts Council England and the Museums, Libraries
and Archives Council (MLA) are also developing 
cultural hubs in order to explore models of 
cultural provision for children and young people.
Effective partnership working between local arts
organisations, museums, libraries, archives services
and schools is at the heart of this programme.

the practice of learning and

teaching in the gallery has 

been informed by a number of

developments in theory, policy

and creative practice
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Gallery education is a provisional, complex and still
emerging profession.The scope for learning and
teaching activities is broad, providing the focus for
those activities is engagement with art and its 
contexts. Gallery education works with a variety 
of audiences, including informal visitors, community
groups, and across the range of the education 
sector.The following activities are common 
practice within gallery education:
> informal visits to galleries by schools, families and 

community groups, supported by gallery learning 
resources (e.g. worksheets, handling objects),

> formal teaching sessions in the gallery, led by a 
gallery educator or artist,

> artist-led workshop sessions involving practical 
activities in the gallery,

> outreach projects taking place within the gallery 
and/or schools and community settings,

> continuing professional development (CPD) 
activities for teachers and community leaders.

The majority of CGE activities involve intense,
facilitated sessions, which can differ from museum-
based education activities since they characteristically:
> are led by freelance creative practitioners,
> involve smaller numbers of participants, working 

as part of a ‘learning community’27 (see section 4),
> frequently involve new and challenging ideas for 

participants,
> can be seen to effectively engage challenging or

‘needy’ participants.

These characteristics are indicative of and 
contribute to the particular CGE learning and
teaching scenario. For instance, although it is 
difficult to define what constitutes a ‘needy’ 
participant, the view that art can transform 
people emotionally is an important, if contentious,
issue.The central role of the artist as educator 
and the experimental nature of the teaching and
learning in the gallery are also key CGE issues.
The form and process of the sessions – smaller
numbers discussing and working in groups, rather
than lectures or guided tours – is significant, as it 
allows for ‘co-constructivist’ learning and teaching
(see section 4).
the role of the artist educator
The commitment to working with professional
artists is one of the defining characteristics of
CGE.This is not necessarily the case in museum
education.The position that artists occupy within
CGE is complex. Research into the nature of
artists’ engagement with participants in learning
scenarios has found that artists take a number of
different roles (educator, collaborator, role model,
social activist and researcher), requiring a broad
understanding of the term ‘educator’.28

section 3
current
gallery
education
practice

gallery education works with a variety of audiences, including informal 

visitors, community groups, and across the range of the education sector
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the model of creative practice
Within CGE artists are assumed to consider 
creative practice as ‘an imaginative process of
problem-solving’.29 How artists work within this
model of creative practice is particularly relevant 
in the context of CGE (see section 6).
> Artists have the ability to take risks and 

experiment and they feel comfortable with 
ambiguity and uncertainty.

> Artists engage in ‘reflective practice’,30 wherein 
they simultaneously engage in the manipulation 
of materials and processes whilst also critically 
appraising the work in order to progress it.
The creative process is thus seen as a dialogue 
between the artist and the work.

> Artists are involved in ‘experiential learning’31
which takes place through the connection of 
past experiences with new phenomena, and 
moves from reflection to active experimentation.

The process of action, reflection and 
experimentation which drives the making of art
suggests that, in a CGE learning framework, the
process of engagement must be recognised as
much as any outcome; it is during this time that
thinking takes place.

artists’ pedagogy
Within CGE the artists engage with participants 
primarily through discussion and the exchanging 
of ideas and experiences.The artist functions as a 
co-learner (see sections 4 & 5), rather than an infallible
expert and encourages participants to experiment
within the supportive environment of the learning
community.32 Artist educators have identified that,
as creative practitioners, they embody the 
approaches they wish to develop in the learner.
These include creative and analytical thinking, risk
taking and the development of self-knowledge.33
Likewise, research into the ways in which artists 
(as distinct from teachers) work with learners has
found that their particular approach is of critical
importance to pupils and affects the quality of 
their learning experience.34

The presence of the artist as educator is central 
to themes identified as being characteristic of CGE
that include:
> the focus on an analytical, reflective and 

experiential process as underpinning learning,
> the centrality of dialogue within the learning 

process,
> the importance of questioning and developing 

knowledge, rather than seeking conclusive
answers,

> the development of the learning community,
within which knowledge can be shared and tested.

Each of these themes needs to be represented 
within an appropriate CGE learning framework.

14 15
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A primary function of CGE is to enable learners to
engage with original works of art and with creative
practice. In order to facilitate this engagement, a
balance needs to be achieved between the teaching
of interpretive skills and art historical subject
knowledge and the nurturing and valuing of the
learner’s personal knowledge and experience. It is 
important, therefore, to have a clear understanding
of what is meant by ‘teaching’ and ‘learning’.
teaching
In recent years there has been a move away 
from understanding teaching as the delivery of 
knowledge by teacher to students. Instead, if 
learners are seen as active constructors of 
meaning, the teacher (or educator) takes a more
facilitative stance, engaging students in the 
processes of learning, sparking their curiosity,
improving the quality of their thinking and 
increasing their disposition to learn.35 In keeping
with this, the notion of ‘pedagogy’ adopted here is
not only about the science or art of teaching but
refers to ‘any conscious activity by one person
designed to enhance learning in another’.36

learning
Three models of learning have been identified.37
These are useful here, since they recognise the
complexity of learning and emphasise the social
and emergent nature of the process.
Learning is being taught (Instruction)
Here learners are given knowledge, skills, attitudes
and values by the expert teacher.This model 
identifies that the content of learning exists 
independently of the learner and is transferred to
them through a process of assimilation of facts,
information and experiences.
Learning is individual sense making
(Construction)
Here knowledge and the way it is obtained are
dependent on the mind of the learner. Learners
continually construct knowledge as they learn, by
building on what they already know, whilst 
reorganising their understanding in relation to the
world as they experience it. Learning essentially
involves individual sense-making, in this instance in
the context of the gallery.Teachers are positioned
as facilitators, although their relationship to the
learner is still one of expert to novice.
Learning is building knowledge as part of doing
something with others (Co-construction)
Knowledge is socially constructed and learning is
identified as a collaborative, social process.
Dialogue is central, as it provides opportunities for

learning is building knowledge as part of doing something with others learners engage in personal, intellectual and aesthetic investigations

16 17

learners to share and question knowledge and 
thus take risks and change. In this model the
teacher functions less as an ‘expert’ and more as 
a ‘co-learner’, instigating dialogues and voicing and
re-ordering their own knowledge in collaboration
with the learners. Learning develops from the
learner’s existing experience and knowledge (as
per the construction model), is driven by the 
learner’s intentions and choices, and is 
accomplished through a process of building and
sharing knowledge and experiences with others.
Hence the group, or ‘learning community’,38 is 
considered to be the most effective scenario for
facilitating change and enriching learning.The use 
of the term ‘community’ in this context is intended
to emphasize the importance of learning and 
development in all the constituents, which requires
that the members work and learn together.The
outcomes from this learning process must also,
therefore, be of benefit to all those involved, not
only in terms of their cognitive development but
also in the personal, social and cultural domain.
In most learning situations the three approaches
may be present simultaneously, but one is likely 
to be more dominant. In particular, aspects of the 
co-construction model are relevant to CGE:
> the importance of dialogue,
> the sharing, rather than transmission, of 

knowledge within a social and supportive 
environment – the learning community,

> the co-learning role played by the educator,
> the emphasis on an experimental and 

open-ended process of learning.
Although the range of activities undertaken within
CGE is varied and individual projects 
characteristically address specific issues, this model
of gallery education can be seen to aspire to:
> enable participants to engage with and gain 

greater understanding of original works of art  
and the exhibition context,

> develop participants’ analytical and reflective 
skills,

> encourage participants to engage with art and 
artistic practice in order to develop their own 
creativity and creative making skills,

> develop subject specific and cross-curricular 
learning.

Each of these goals are addressed in the following
section.

                   



Central to CGE is the idea that in order for 
individuals to engage with works of art, they need
to be encouraged to draw on their own lives and
experiences (which relates to the construction and
co-construction models identified in section 4).39

In addition to foregrounding the individual 
knowledge that learners bring, CGE also recognises
that artworks may no longer be associated with
stable or enduring meanings.The multiplicity and
instability of meaning precludes the possibility of
didactic teaching and learning, encouraging within
CGE modes of interpretation that are more 
questioning, collaborative and provisional.
However, although the CGE model does not
believe that there is one ‘right’ interpretation of 
a work, neither does it support the validation of
every response.This would appear to contradict
the notion outlined above that viewers must 
connect personally with the work. However, during
the learning process connections are made with
cultural discourses and ideas are continuously 
tested against the work itself. Meaning is 
negotiated over time, rather than being given or
immediately endorsed.Therefore, although multiple
interpretations are possible, the validity of those
interpretations has to be justified in terms of the
evidence that is visible in the artwork.40

In this way learners are encouraged to: 41

> look hard,
> form initial ideas,
> question their initial responses,
> take on board contextual, art historical and 

other relevant concepts,
> combine personal and external knowledge to 

develop their interpretations,
> reflect on their experiences and recall key 

points of learning.42

This takes place in an ongoing, dialogic process,
the purpose of which is to broaden and deepen
the experience of the work, not to provide 
definitive answers.
It is important to stress that within CGE the 
dialogic nature of the learning is twofold –
between the viewer and the artwork (as per the
construction model) and between all those
involved in developing the shared and individual
interpretations (as per the co-construction model).
The environment in which learning is taking place
and the social/cultural role that the gallery plays
are crucial. In order for gallery visits to avoid being
purely celebratory ‘the exploration of the politics
of site and curatorial practice’ must be essential
themes for students during visits to galleries.43

rationale 1: enabling participants to engage with, and gain greater 
understanding of original works of art and the exhibition context
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the centrality of interpretation
In the context of CGE, making and doing activities
are predominantly understood as a way of 
developing analytical thinking and meaning-making
in relation to the artwork, rather than part of
practical art classes.Working with techniques and
materials is one way that learners can interrogate
how artists use visual language to convey meaning.
In this way participants learn about contemporary
art practice through making, but a conceptual 
discourse is implicit throughout.49 This position
echoes the model of creative practice outlined
above. It also draws on the philosophical and 
ideological concepts adopted by the community
art movement (see section 1), wherein the desired
outcomes from participation in creative activities
are as much to do with personal and social 
learning and empowerment as aesthetic or 
technical prowess.50

the relationship with schools
Some tensions exist between the approach 
outlined above and the pedagogic aims, methods
and outcomes of the education sector.
> Schools tend to want to focus less on the 
discursive and more on practical ‘doing’ activities,
so as to develop the pupils’ making skills.
> School culture and hence school art practice
favours clarity of objectives and definable 
outcomes, whereas artists and galleries work with
uncertainty and experimentation.51
> Teachers see a successful gallery visit as one that
has directly assisted the development of the pupils’
coursework, whereas gallery educators identify
success in terms of how well the pupils have
engaged with the artworks and collections.52

Hence it cannot be assumed that teachers and
pupils will automatically feel comfortable with the
more conceptual, open-ended learning scenarios in
the gallery. Furthermore, if the education sector
looks to galleries to primarily provide practical 
sessions, there is a danger that both sectors will 
be disappointed by the experience.These tensions
have implications for what and how learning is
judged to have taken place in the gallery and the
nature of the framework employed to make that
assessment.

rationale 3: encouraging participants to engage with art and artistic practice
in order to develop their own creativity and creative making skills

20 21

holistic responses
CGE recognises that any encounter with artworks
is not purely intellectual and that learning is 
motivated and held together by emotion as well 
as intellect.44 Intense experiences and emotional
responses to art can lead to greater commitment
and encourage participants to embark on further
personal, intellectual and aesthetic investigations. 45 

Equally, engaging with art can generate pleasure,
happiness or satisfaction.46 However, alongside
these visceral and non-cognitive responses, CGE
recognises that much contemporary art has a
strong conceptual basis.
analytical thinking and the work of
art – the relationship to creative
practice
CGE encourages participants to engage in a
process of analytical thinking and reflection whilst
exploring works of art.This process can be seen 
to mirror a specific understanding of the creative
process itself.
CGE recognises that artists can have a particular
relationship to subject knowledge and the process
of creating a work that might differ from that of,
for example, an art historian (see section 3). Subject
knowledge about the field of contemporary art 
has been identified as being ‘as much to do with 
an attitude of questioning and focused looking, as 
it is concerned with the detail of individual artists,

movements and tendencies or with the art object
itself.’47 Also, although CGE recognises that artists
possess craft and technical skills, to varying
degrees artists approach these more as methods
to articulate their ideas, rather than as ends in
themselves, since their mode of operation is, to 
a greater or lesser extent, conceptual.48

CGE adopts aspects of this understanding of 
creative practice, particularly in relation to the
ways knowledge is negotiated in the process of
interpretation, the emphasis that is placed on
active questioning and the development of 
analytical and reflective thinking. Hence the 
educator, as co-learner, needs to make judicious
use of their knowledge, in order to suggest 
possibilities and guide the participants to their 
own individual interpretations, rather than provide 
conclusive answers, impose authority and close
down the conversation (again this echoes the 
co-construction model). Guidance is needed to
help learners but too much direction detracts
from their sense of ownership of the learning,
thereby dis-empowering them.
Through this learning process participants in 
CGE gain analytical and reflective skills that can be
applied more broadly beyond the gallery, since the
interpretation process itself engenders self-
knowledge and awareness (see section 8).

rationale 2: developing participants’ analytical and reflective skills 

                               



subject specific learning 
Within CGE art historical and other cultural 
discourses surrounding works of art are 
interrogated and contextualised.The gallery 
educator’s role is not to teach facts, but rather to
start with the work and articulate a number of
concerns that surround it.This is in order to reveal
the work’s complexity and enable each learner to
have a richer experience of it.Thus interpretation
can be undertaken from a number of theoretical 
positions rather than being determined by the art
historical canon.(Examples being feminism, post-
colonialism, formalism, the political and social,
semiotics and iconography).53

Galleries may take one of two approaches to 
subject specific learning:54
> the gallery as classroom resource: programmes 

are tailored to individual teacher’s requirements 
and the classroom topic being taught at the time 
of the visit,

> the gallery as ‘teacher’ about its own 
collection: programmes are more generic and 
focus on themes deriving from the works in the 
exhibition. (This is closer to the CGE model).

cross-curricular learning
The potential for cross-curricular learning in 
galleries derives from the nature of creative 
practice.‘Contemporary art is inherently cross-
curricular. Artists do not work in a vacuum.Their
work reflects their passions and preoccupations,
whether that is science, the environment,
architecture and space, people and relationships,
autobiography, etc.’55 Contemporary art addresses
both social and cultural issues and can be used 
as a springboard for exploring world views as well
as concerns in individuals’ lives.Within CGE the
focus is on enabling participants to gain analytical
and reflective skills that can make a difference to
their lives, whilst raising their awareness and 
empowering them to engage with issues.This
echoes the concerns of community art practice 
(see sections 1 & 7).
Despite the opportunities for contemporary art to
facilitate these forms of cross-curricular learning
schools do not appear to have fully exploited its
potential.This is perhaps due to school’s framing
art as essentially a practical rather than a 
conceptual discipline.56

rationale 4: developing subject specific and cross-curricular learning
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introduction
The previous sections have outlined the nature of
CGE practice.This next section explores a range 
of learning frameworks in order to gain a sense of
different approaches to researching, assessing or
mapping the nature of the learning and teaching
experience in galleries and other sites.
Although the term ‘learning framework’ is used
here not all the examples identified below describe
themselves this way. It is important to ask what a
learning framework is and how, for example, it may
differ from an evaluation framework or a 
conceptual learning model. Each may have been
developed for particular reasons and be attempting
to map or assess different aspects of learning. Most
notably, there can be differences between an 
evaluation framework that has been designed to
assess the outcomes of an arts project primarily
for an external partner such as a funding body, and
a conceptual learning model that seeks to 
investigate the nature, process and outcomes of
the practice in order to gain greater understanding
for all those involved.The emphasis here is on
exploring models of learning, however, evaluation
frameworks that can contribute usefully to the
development of the CGE learning framework have
also been included.
The purpose of the survey below is to gain a sense
of what models are current, to identify key issues
and potential difficulties in applying the models to

CGE, and to propose a specific learning framework
for use here.The frameworks have been grouped
around a perceived emphasis on different aspects
of the learning experience, although a certain
amount of overlap is inevitable.
frameworks that foreground context –
the ‘where’ and ‘how’ models
The Contextual Model of Learning 57
As the title suggests this model identifies that
learning has to be understood in relation to some
place and situation. Learning is ‘both a process and
a product, a verb and a noun’.58 Learning as a
whole, and museum-based learning specifically, is
seen as an ever-changing process of making 
meaning. In the museum (i.e. museums and 
galleries) learning is shaped by three key factors:
> personal context which includes motivation 

and experience, prior knowledge, interests and 
beliefs and choice and control,

> sociocultural context which includes mediation 
amongst group members and mediation 
facilitated by others,

> physical context which includes the design and 
orientation of the museum and reinforcing 
events and experiences outside the museum.

This model is intended to be more descriptive
than prescriptive. It does not provide methods for
assessing the outcomes of a pedagogic process or
guides for ensuring that learning takes place. Nor
does it describe what that learning might consist
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> clear connections are made to other areas 
of learning,

> motivation is fostered through example and 
respect.

Some of these points would need greater 
clarification in the CGE context. In particular 
the emphasis on clearly-defined objectives and 
outcomes could conflict with the open-ended,
experimental nature of CGE learning. However, the
focus on learner responsibility, ongoing review and
evaluation and the need to connect with broader
areas of learning are relevant here.
project MUSE (museums uniting with
schools in education)61

This project in the USA explored the idea that art
museums are vital places for education and that art
is integral to the curriculum.The project developed
specific educational resources including ‘The Entry
Point Quests’ (Questions for Understanding,
Exploring, Seeing and Thinking).These are under-
pinned by three principles:
> Inquiry posing open-ended questions that do 

not have right or wrong answers,
> Access accommodating the range of differences 

that exist among players across all ages and all 
experiences,

> Reflection providing a structure through which 
players can think about their own thinking,

The Entry Point approach is based on the ideas of
Howard Gardner regarding learning styles.62

Gardner has identified that there are five different
ways to learn about any subject.The Entry Point
Quests provide a series of ordered, open-ended
questions that are built around the five learning
styles.
> The Aesthetic Entry Point learners respond to 

formal or sensory aspects of a work,
> The Narrative Entry Point learners respond to 

the narrative aspects of a work,
> The Logical/Quantitative Entry Point learners 

respond to aspects of works of art that invite 
deductive reasoning or numerical consideration,

> The Foundational Entry Point related to the 
broader concepts or philosophical issues raised 
by a work of art,

> The Experiential Entry Point where learners 
respond to a subject by actually doing something.

The emphasis on inquiry, access and reflection is
useful in the CGE context. However, this approach
to engaging with artworks is arguably too rigid and
prescriptive as CGE emphasises flexibility and 
mutability as central to the learning process.
Also, it must be noted that recent research 63 has
questioned methods (which draw on Gardner’s
ideas) to identify pupil’s individual learning styles
and suggested that the evidence for learning styles
is inconsistent. For these reasons this model will
only be drawn on in the broadest sense for the
CGE learning framework.

of, in terms of generic outcomes. It is useful for its
recognition of the complexity and ongoing nature
of learning and for its emphasis on the situated
aspect of learning.The model also considers 
learning to be a personal and social activity, which
is relevant to the CGE context.
contextual learning in museums and
galleries59

The concepts outlined below appear in a text that
explores how gallery education contributes to 
children’s learning.The model is included here as it
usefully draws on the ‘Contextual Model of
Learning’ described above, but develops it by 
applying it specifically to the context of galleries.
Four factors are seen to shape learning through
engagement with original works of art in galleries:
> the capacity of the aesthetic experience to 

evoke curiosity and to generate an appetite for,
and deeper involvement in, art,

> the capacity of the original art works to operate 
as agencies of knowledge and to transmit 
meaning and information to the viewer,

> the interaction between the viewer’s prior 
knowledge and experience and new ideas and 
information conveyed in the artwork,

> the influence of personal, social and physical 
contexts during the museum experience.

As the last point makes clear, this model also
emphasises the importance of the social, personal
and physical context in developing learning.The

previous three points draw attention to the 
centrality of the artwork as a contributor to
meaning making, all of which is valuable in relation
to CGE.There are echoes here of ‘The Aesthetic
Understanding as Informed Experience’ model 
referenced earlier in this paper (see note 41).
These models contribute to our understanding of
the contexts in which learning can occur, and why
it occurs, but do not address what that learning is.
frameworks that foreground process –
the ‘how’ models
Active Learning Model 60
The following appears in a text that examines
aspects of learning outside of the classroom.
‘Active Learning’ is not defined in the text, but
appears to be characterised by self-determination,
innovation, engagement and participation.Active
learning is more likely to occur if:
> objectives are clearly defined and subscribed to 

by all the participants,
> participants have access to a continuum of 

relevant learning opportunities,
> responsibility is distributed amongst leaders and 

students,
> students can engage with issues, people and 

resources outside predefined organisational 
settings,

> defined outcomes and achievements are 
celebrated,

> regular review and evaluation takes place,
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Tate Modern ‘Ways of Looking’ Model 64
This model was developed originally at Tate
Liverpool by Catherine Orbach, Anna Morrison,
Jeff Adams and Pam Meecham.This is styled as a 
pedagogic approach, which is informed by a 
philosophy that is learner-centred and task-based.
The model combines a structured approach to
interpreting works, with an identification of what
issues should be explored during that 
interpretation.The different stages are as follows:
> a personal approach what do I bring? – 

develops from the idea that all responses to
works of art are conditioned by our personal
and social experiences.These need to be taken
into account when thinking about artworks.

> looking at the subject what is it about? –  
located in the argument that each artwork can 
be looked at in terms of what it is telling us – its  
content, message (i.e. what does it stand for or
symbolise), title, theme and type/genre.

> looking at the object what can I see? – 
what can be understood through looking at the
formal qualities of the work, i.e. colour, shape,
marks, surface, scale, space, materials, process,
composition.

> looking at the context what is the work’s 
relationship to the wider world? This challenges
the notion that reading a work in terms of the
artist’s biography or an assumption of what the
artist’s intentions were is not the only way of 
gaining meaning. It is therefore relevant to look 
at a work in the wider context of when and 

where it was made and to consider how the 
present climate informs our reading of a work.

(It is also important to take into account the
gallery and the information presented within it).
This is the nature of the learning that Tate 
considers possible and desirable within a gallery
education context.This model establishes the key
components that contribute to individual meaning-
making, but also gives insights into how meaning is
negotiated since it identifies the two-way nature of
the process between the learner and the 
artwork.
These three approaches – Active Learning, MUSE
and Tate Modern – indicate how learning can take
place in the gallery, although they might better be
described as teaching models since they are to a
greater or lesser extent directive.They do not
focus on the details of what is being learnt or the
specific outcomes of the pedagogic process.
frameworks that foreground outcomes –
the ‘what’ models
The Generic Learning Outcomes (GLOs) Model 65
This model, developed by the Research Centre for
Museums and Galleries (RCMG) at the University
of Leicester for the Museums, Libraries and
Archives Council (MLA), has been explicitly
designed to identify and assess learning outcomes
in museums. During the research phase (the
Learning Impact Research Project 66) five generic
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learning-centred perspective.Where this MoMA
model is useful is in its outline of the conceptual
and reflective skills that are characteristic of 
learning with and through works of art.
The NFER Pupil Effects Model 72
This model was developed by The National
Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) as
part of an analysis of the impact that arts 
interventions may have on young people.The
model is intended to be heuristic, in that it 
provides a conceptual framework that includes all
the potential outcomes from arts interventions.
Previous literature on artists working in schools
assisted in the identification of these potential 
outcomes, as did the findings from a specific piece
of research the NFER carried out into the ‘Arts
Education Interface’.73 The model identifies eleven
broad outcome categories:
1. affective outcomes
2. artform knowledge, appreciation and skills
3. social and cultural knowledge
4. knowledge, skills and appreciation beyond 

the arts
5. thinking skills
6. developments in creativity
7. communication and expressive skills
8. personal development
9. social development

10. changes in attitudes towards and involvement
in the artform

11. transfer beyond the artform

The New York Museum of Modern Art (MoMA)
Visual Thinking Model 70
This model was conceived as part of a three-year
research project at MoMA, which aimed to develop
students’ observational and interpretive skills.
The Visual Thinking Model identifies the following
knowledge and skills relevant to the learning 
experience of engaging with art.
> Observational Skills: practice in observing,

describing and interpreting visual information.
> Analytical Skills experience in contemplating 

various (and sometimes conflicting) data and 
weighing perceptions, facts and opinions in order 
to make informed judgments.

> Deductive Reasoning practice in gathering clues,
building evidence and framing conclusions.

> Creative Expression practice at expressing ones’ 
objective response to art works, which involves 
reasoning, yet is open-ended.

> Individual and Group Communication Skills
practice in articulating one’s ideas and opinions,
while also learning to listen and respond to others.

> Historical Knowledge acquisition of factual 
knowledge about art and how to use art as a 
primary source of information.

This model makes no apologies for its didactic tone,
since the emphasis within the research project was
on ‘instructing’ pupils how to appreciate works of
art,71 by developing their skills and knowledge.
This sets it apart from the CGE model, which
approaches learning from a more collaborative,

least because they appear to contradict the points
made above.The potential problems can be 
summarised as follows:
> the emphasis on learning outcomes suggests 

finality and makes it harder to accommodate the 
ongoing processes of learning,

> there is a danger that the categories become 
too fixed and prescriptive since they do not 
foreground the unexpected or emergent nature 
of meaning-making within CGE,

> the model is essentially passive in that it looks at 
what skills and knowledge learners have acquired,
rather than exploring the active processes they 
have engaged in,

> the generic nature of the model can encourage 
a simplistic approach to mapping learning that is 
at odds with the complexity of CGE,

> some of the GLO categories have been found 
to be inappropriate for the CGE context and 
cumbersome when utilised for research purposes.69

Despite these reservations, the GLO framework does
provide a starting point for examining 
learning outcomes and can be productively used as
part of a CGE framework that takes on board the
specific characteristics of learning and teaching in 
the gallery.

learning outcomes (GLOs) were developed and
tested in a number of pilot sites. These GLOs are
as follows:
> increase in knowledge and understanding,
> increase in skills,
> changes in attitudes and values,
> evidence of enjoyment, inspiration and creativity,
> evidence of activity, behaviour, progression.
It is worth highlighting two points about the GLOs
before suggesting their relevance to CGE. First, it is
important to note that the GLOs were conceived
as a starting point from which to develop more
detailed analysis of the scope of learning in cultural
organisations. At their most useful they can 
provide a structure upon which more detailed 
criteria can be added. (The model does make 
suggestions for what each category could 
encompass). Second, the GLOs have been 
developed from a constructivist and socio-cultural
perspective that sees learning as a complex and
ongoing process involving the construction of 
individual and collective meaning.67 The GLOs,
therefore, are intended to be flexible and 
learner-centred, allowing for the intricacy and
changeability of meaning-making to be represented.
The aim of the GLOs is to provide a simple 
conceptual framework that is not prescriptive and
enables ‘the gathering, analysis and interpretation
of the evidence of learning’.68 This is not in itself
problematic, but there are certain features of this
framework that sit uncomfortably within CGE, not
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This model differs from the other more outcome-
oriented models as it orders the categories
according to ‘the extent to which the broad 
outcomes may have the transferability to develop
from the immediate effects associated with the
learning moment into outcomes that are applied in
wider arenas’.74 The most immediate effects appear
at the top of the model, whereas those needing
greater degrees of transfer are lower down.
Although this ordering could conceivably become
restrictive, the wide range of outcomes reflects the
complexity of engaging with art and the impact this
experience can have on learners’ personal and
social as well as intellectual development.
The Engagement Matrix75

A version of this model is being used by Towner
Art Gallery in order to assess the effectiveness of
their work with young people.The model provides
a means to map the development of participants
according to broader criteria.
These criteria are:
> degree of engagement/disaffection
> degree of curiosity
> degree of involvement
> degree of acceptance
> degree of success.
Under each criteria are a number of behavioural
characteristics that can be charted to evaluate
progress and provide evidence of development.

For example, under ‘curiosity’ are the criteria
‘watch’ and ‘ask for instruction or demonstration’.
This model is interesting as it shifts away from 
prioritising knowledge and skills development in
order to map the degree of participants’ 
engagement or disaffection.The concept of 
‘engagement’ is worthy of further exploration here
because it suggests active participation rather than
passive reception. A focus on engagement also 
provides a way of discussing notions of self-esteem
or motivation (which tend to be assessed 
exclusively according to anecdotal evidence) within
the specific context of learning and teaching about
art. For example, this framework suggests that 
‘making negative comments’ is one criteria for
charting a participant’s degree of engagement. An
analysis of the nature of a participant’s comments
during a CGE session could provide useful evidence
to support a claim of increased motivation.
However, although the model indicates that 
evaluation needs to take place over time, it does
not explore how these engagement outcomes are
reached. Care would also need to be taken over
what criteria were used to judge progress and the
extent to which participants were encouraged to
reflect on their own development and assessment.
The Partnerships for Learning Model 76
This model forms part of a guide to evaluating arts
projects.The model proposes that art projects do

one or more of the following: increase knowledge
of the arts, develop arts skills and bring about
social and personal change. Perhaps because it is an 
evaluation framework it is concerned with 
identifying a number of ‘possible measures of 
success’, which can be applied to arts projects at
different stages (during the project, at the end of
the project and longer-term outcomes), rather than
exploring why and how these outcomes have
emerged.The criteria are:
> arts learning
> personal and social development
> other (which includes unexpected developments 

and benefits for those not participating directly).
Under each of these broad headings are different
criteria according to what stage in the project the
evaluation is taking place.
This model is useful as it advocates ongoing 
reflection and evaluation throughout a project.
It also acknowledges that participants may 
experience broader social and personal 
developments, some of which coincide with the
criteria identified in the ‘Engagement Matrix’ above.
The space reserved for the unexpected outcome is
also a welcome admission of the unpredictability of
learning in the gallery.

frameworks that combine process and
outcomes – the ‘how’ and ‘what’ models
Encounters with Artworks Model 77
As part of a research project that explored the
learning experience of school visitors to Tate
Modern, six characteristics of that learning 
experience were identified.These are interesting 
as they emerge from the researcher’s close 
involvement with CGE practice and hence exhibit 
a number of the features identified throughout 
this text.These six characteristics of the learning 
experience are as follows:
> looking as a skill emphasising the seminal 

importance of looking within CGE learning 
> learning as a social and dialogical process

recognising the social and situated aspects of 
learning

> the value of experimentation recognising the 
value of play, taking risks and thinking divergently

> interpretation as a creative act making links to 
creative practice as a process of problem solving 
and connecting creative and critical/reflective 
thinking

> engaged responses positioning the learner as an 
immersed, self-motivated discoverer of their 
own learning

> engagement with the artist educator
recognising the key role played by the educator 
as  the embodiment of dialogic, and reflective 
creative and pedagogic practice
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A number of these characteristics have appeared in
other models and are relevant to the development
of a CGE framework. Particularly interesting here 
is the absence of knowledge acquisition as a 
characteristic and the emphasis on looking, thinking
and reflective skills.The focus on open-ended,
learner-centred engagement is also pertinent.
Creative Partnerships Evaluation Model 178

This model has developed out of the work done 
by Creative Partnerships Kent. Creative
Partnerships is a creative education programme
developed jointly by the DfES and DCMS. It works
to give school children in disadvantaged areas of
England the opportunity to develop their potential,
ambition, creativity and imagination through 
sustainable relationships with creative organisations
and individuals. In order to clarify the process and 
outcomes occurring within CP projects and to aid
the effective evaluation Cutler has identified 
common features:
> The Input which she identifies as that which 

the cultural partner (i.e. the artist educator or 
organisation) takes into a school or learning 
environment 

> The Doing this relates to the experience of the 
project for the young people, practitioners and 
educationalists 

> The Showing this relates to how those involved 
reveal what they have learned through creative 
learning environments 

> Reflecting this relates to reflection on the
whole experience and also to meta-cognition:
understanding how we know what we know 
about the experience of creative learning 
through the programme of activity and applying 
this to the next round of evaluation

In this model learning is understood as a journey,
hence the movement between the four categories.
These four categories could be characterised as
input (which includes context), process (the doing),
outcomes (the showing) and reflection.
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This model is shown diagrammatically as a grid:
1. input 
(of practioner)
idea
language
environment
resources
qualities & values

4. reflection 

what has changed for:
school
young people
practitioners
from input to showing?
unexpected outcomes

3. showing

solving problems
new ideas
capacity to learn
engagement
confidence
new skills
valued outcome

2. doing

identifying problems
divergent thinking
co-learning
fascination
risk-taking
skills & qualities
refinement
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There are several aspects of this model that are
relevant to CGE:
> the model deliberately does not specify

measurable learning outcomes. Instead it 
provides useful guidance for mapping learning 
processes, whilst stressing that at the meta-
learning level learners are encouraged to 
determine outcomes for themselves,

> it emphasises the active nature of learning,
rather than the passive reception of skills and 
knowledge, and stresses the importance of 
learner responsibility,

> it recognises the social and collaborative nature 
of the learning process,

> the model introduces and highlights concepts 
that are worthwhile to consider for CGE.
These include the importance of trust and the 
centrality of reflecting on and making explicit 
the nature of individual and group learning.

The Effective Learning model does not, however,
address the specific role of the artist educator or
the nature of the dialogic exchange between the
learners and the artwork in a gallery context.
how have these models informed 
the development of a CGE learning
framework?
It is not possible in this short survey of approaches
to provide comprehensive details of each. Each
model includes relevant and valuable components

that can be drawn on to develop a CGE frame-
work.The CGE learning framework outlined in 
the next section has taken these components 
into account, in order to re-conceptualise 
existing practice.
In order to provide a useful conceptualisation of
CGE practice, the learning framework needs to:
> recognise creative practice as a dialogic and 

problem-solving process,
> acknowledge the centrality of the artwork and 

artists’ practice to the learning process,
> recognise the ongoing process of learning,
> take account of the personal, social and cultural 

context in which learning and teaching is 
occurring,

> conceptualise the development of analytical 
thinking skills supported by the acquisition of 
knowledge as aspects of making meaning,

> emphasise the importance of meta-learning as 
integral to the ongoing process,

> allow for the collaborative, dialogic nature of the 
process to be encouraged,

> allow for the open-ended, experimental nature 
of the practice,

> foreground complexity,
> recognise and value the contribution of the 

artist educators alongside the participants,
> acknowledge the individual’s and the group’s 

responsibility for learning.
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> Collaboration shared knowledge is generated 
through communicating effectively, providing 
mutual help, building trust, working on joint goals
and taking risks. It is important that learners are 
given specific support to do this and that the 
overall learning environment is supportive, so 
that individuals feel confident voicing their initial 
thoughts and challenging others.

> Responsibility learners are involved in the 
initiation, direction, control and evaluation of 
their own learning.

> Meta-learning learners reflect on and articulate 
their own learning, during and after the event.
This takes place at an individual and group level.

the learning cycle 82

do

apply

learn

review

Each of these concepts is helpful in relation to
CGE (as is the attention that is paid to the 
contribution of the artist educator).The model
also highlights aspects of learning (e.g. risk-taking,
co-learning, divergent thinking and reflection) that
correspond to CGE practice. It is interesting to
note that, as with Fuirer’s (2005) model the 
acquisition of knowledge is not present. Instead 
the focus here is on ‘capacity to learn’.
Effective Learning model 79

This model has been applied in the context of
research into teaching and learning in museums 
as part of the evaluation of the London HUB
Museums programme.80 In this model effective
learners are identified as being; ‘actively engaged in
creating their own meanings, see themselves as
responsible for their own learning, learn 
interdependently through dialogue and are able to
talk about their learning’.81 Effective learning
involves:
> Activity people act as researchers, participating 

directly in deciding how and what they learn.
Active learners are involved in an ongoing 
process of engaging in activities, reviewing and 
evaluating their involvement, making their 
learning explicit and planning their future 
activities.This process, which draws on Kolb’s 
(1984) theory of Experiential Learning identified 
earlier in this paper, can be shown 
diagrammatically as a Learning Cycle:

                      



introduction
This section will assemble the points identified in
the previous section into a learning framework for
CGE.The model seeks to highlight the complex,
interrelated nature of the learning and teaching
experience in the gallery, wherein context, process
and outcomes are mutually dependent.The 
framework is intended to be flexible enough to
accommodate the unexpected, but not too 
simplistic to be unhelpfully generic. It is not 
intended to be prescriptive and it is likely that
within different learning scenarios particular
aspects of the framework will be more or less
prominent.The framework can be shown 
diagrammatically. (see left)

Art practice informs and underpins each of the 
different aspects of the framework. Art practice
includes the content of the artwork and the 
particular nature of the processes involved in 
its creation, as described earlier in this paper.
The categories refer to the following.
Where the learning happens (context)
Personal the prior knowledge, experience and
motivation of the learner
Socio-cultural the nature of the community of
learners (group) and facilitation by the educator
Site-specific the nature of the learning 
environment, e.g. the history and geography of the
gallery or other site

How the learning develops (process)
Collaborating by valuing individual responses 
within a group, sharing learning, dialogue
Experimenting by engaging, revealing, risk-taking,
maintaining open-endedness 
Analysing & Reflecting by questioning,
contextualising, reconsidering 
Engaging holistically by responding on emotional
and physical as well as cognitive levels
What the learning involves (active outcomes)
Reflection increased analytical/ reflective thinking,
articulation of learning
Meaning using shared knowledge and skills
Engagement increased involvement, commitment,
passion/pleasure
Responsibility taking ownership of individual and
collaborative learning development and direction
Empowerment increased self and cultural 
awareness and confidence

how

(process)
collaborating
analysing 
& reflecting
experimenting
engaging holistically

art practice

where

(context)
personal 

socio-cultural 
site specific 

section 6
a proposal
for a 
contemporary 
gallery 
education

what
(outcomes)

reflection   meaning   engagement 
responsibility   empowerment
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introduction
It is envisaged that the CGE learning framework
will be useful in terms of:
> giving a broad overview of the nature of learning 

and teaching in the gallery,
> providing a development tool to aid gallery 

education practitioners who are setting up 
projects,

> providing an evaluation tool for mapping the 
CGE experience.

The purpose of this section is to identify some 
key considerations in the mapping of CGE learning
and examine some of the methodologies that 
have been used.
In the CGE learning framework learning is 
identified as an ongoing and complex process
involving individual and collaborative engagement,
meaning-making and reflection.This suggests that
the methods used to research and map the 
different facets of the learning experience must
themselves be flexible and inclusive, so as to avoid
partial or inaccurate representations emerging.
This is not a simple issue as previous researchers
have had difficulty documenting evidence of 
learning in museums, not because it does not 
happen but because until now there have not 
been adequate research methods for doing so.83

section 7
mapping
learning 
and 
teaching mapping or measuring?

The choice of the term ‘mapping’ is a deliberate
attempt to move away from the limiting practices
of measurement and assessment. In part this is
because CGE is concerned with issues such as
engagement and responsibility, which do not lend
themselves easily to measurement. Arguably it is
inappropriate to apply quantitative methods 
drawn from a scientific or positivist paradigm 
(one that identifies the world as being made up 
of observable and measurable facts)84 to situations
that are socially constructed, fluid and subjective.
Such situations, of which CGE is one, are more
easily accommodated within an interpretivist or
qualitative paradigm, where researchers tend to
seek understanding, rather than explanations and
predictions that can be generalised to other 
scenarios.85

This is not to say that quantitative analysis is
entirely redundant here, but rather that a 
variety of approaches need to be considered 
and combined. Some aspects of an event 
(e.g. demographic data about participants) can be
numerically calculated. Other aspects, such as the
learning processes involved, will be more easily
described or portrayed rather than measured,
using the perceptions of the participants.86
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More appropriate methods for examining the
learning processes include using videos, drawing 
or writing, as well as participant observation,
semi-structured interviews and ongoing review of
the process with the participants.87 This last point
is particularly significant since it highlights the
question of who is doing the mapping and who is
the process intended to inform or benefit.
participant involvement in the process
CGE positions the learner as an active, engaged
participant in an individual and collaborative
process of learning. CGE is concerned with
empowering the participant whilst encouraging
them to take responsibility for their own and
other’s learning.This has implications for how the
process is understood. Likewise, arts education
projects frequently aspire to promote cultural
inclusivity and individual empowerment.Those that
do must involve participants in establishing the 
criteria for evaluating the work if they are to be
truly culturally democratic.88 Participants need to
be actively involved in the mapping process, not
just the subjects of someone else’s investigations.
The inclusion of informed, process-based
approaches to evaluation in the form of ongoing
dialogue and the development of a collaborative
project diary are methods that support this
process.89

Action research embodies a similarly sympathetic
approach and is particularly relevant to CGE.
Central to this methodology are the principles of
collaboration and learning through doing that also
underpin the approach to learning and teaching
that is promoted in the gallery.90 There is an
important connection between the practice under
investigation and the methods used to research it,
since the research methods we choose ‘say 
something about our views on what counts as
valuable knowledge and our perspectives on the
nature of reality’.91 By selecting methods that
emphasise collaboration and active engagement
researchers can foreground the importance of
these to the process of CGE learning.
Relevant action research methods include the use
of ‘looking logs’92 in which participants can 
document thoughts, responses and issues as an
ongoing process. Other data collection techniques
can include entry and exit questionnaires and 
discussion groups at the start of each session.
Importantly, the emphasis is on process rather than
measurable outcomes and on entrusting the 
participants with the responsibility of charting their
learning, with a view to sharing those individual
learning journeys at certain points.

the focus on process – when does
learning stop?
The CGE framework sees learning as part of an
ongoing process. One of the difficulties associated
with evaluating gallery education projects is that
there can be a tendency to understand learning 
as having a finite beginning and end, which 
corresponds to the duration of the activity under
investigation.This can be compounded by the
exclusive use of tools such as entry and exit 
questionnaires to gather data. Equally, it can be 
difficult to map learning in the longer term,
particularly if the participants are informal visitors.
Adams et al (2003) explore ways of mapping the
ongoing process of learning.They draw on the 
construction model of learning (see section 4) in 
relation to ‘free-choice learning’ (i.e. self-directed)
in the museum.These authors emphasise that
learning occurs over time as a result of the 
interaction between a learner’s prior knowledge,
experience and motivations and the physical and
socio-cultural context. A research methodology
needs to:
> emphasise validity over reliability,
> allow for the visitors’ agendas to emerge,
> address the effect of time on learning,
> respect that learning is situated and 

contextualised,
> be open to a broad range of outcomes.

Each of these points is relevant here, in particular
the focus on the visitor or learner, and the 
emphasis on flexibility and the emergent nature 
of learning.
The writers advocate the use of ‘Personal Meaning
Mapping’ (PMM).This is designed to measure how a
specified learning experience uniquely affects each
individual’s understanding or meaning-making
process.The focus of PMM is both on the nature of
change and also the degree of change in learning.
What emerges from PMM is that the better the
quality of the experience for someone, the greater
the change in his or her learning.Therefore it is
important to identify not just what people have
learnt, but also the depth and breadth of that
learning.The focus needs to be on capturing the
complexity of learning, since there can be a danger
of simplifying the experience in order to make it
manageable for analysis.
PMM data is collected as follows.
> Participants write down any words, ideas or 

thoughts they may have relating to a particular 
image or concept prior to engaging in an 
education activity or visiting an exhibition.

> This is followed by a discussion with an 
interviewer who encourages the respondents 
to articulate their understandings and develop
them further.This is also written on the same
piece of paper.
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> After the event, the same process is repeated.
> The data is then analysed according to criteria 

relating to each research scenario. (For example,
one dimension could measure the extent of 
knowledge by examining the nature of the 
vocabulary used).

Although the authors do not suggest that this
method could be used at a later stage beyond the
completion of the project, they do not indicate that
it would be inappropriate.
PMM and the other approaches above are 
included here as they offer potential methods for
mapping and further exploring the practice of 
contemporary gallery education.Wherever possible
the ongoing and complex nature of CGE learning
needs to be acknowledged, even if it means the
methods for collecting data are labour-intensive 
and time-consuming.

> to what extent do the themes identified in the 
paper as being characteristic of contemporary 
gallery education practice reflect practice across 
the whole gallery sector?

> how can the CGE Learning Framework be most 
usefully employed?

> what methodologies could be utilised to map 
CGE practice?

The CGE framework is currently being explored
through the en-quire research project and the 
Dis- Assembly project at the Serpentine Gallery
London.We would welcome any suggestions for
other opportunities to ‘test’ the framework.
We also encourage readers to respond with 
further ideas or learning frameworks that can 
be considered in relation to the concepts 
outlined here.

section 8
future
developments

The aim of this paper is to collect together ideas
and information relating to learning and teaching in
galleries in order to gain a perspective on the 
current state of gallery education and to begin the
process of developing a framework that can 
usefully be applied to explore and develop this
practice further.The paper does not seek to draw
overarching conclusions but rather is positioned as
a work in progress – a prompt for further 
investigation and debate. In the light of the ongoing
nature of this project it seems appropriate to end
with some key questions:

what have we done? 
how have we done it? 
why have we done it?
where do we want to go from here?
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en-quire is a research programme to explore 
and articulate the special learning benefits and 
challenges of working with contemporary art 
and the gallery space, primarily focusing on young 
people.The programme aims to identify key 
success factors, building an evidence base to 
contribute to policy development and good 
practice.The research is being carried out by 
three ‘clusters’, or research teams in the North
East, London and South East, that comprise 
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and teachers.
Continuous professional development is 
fundamental to the programme as the research
teams develop their research methodologies and 
a critical and a reflective understanding of their
working practice.
The research will be reported in summer 2006 
and disseminated through engage events, annual 
conference and the publication of a final report.
Visit www.en-quire.org where research findings
and details of projects with young people 
are posted.
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with young people; and en-quire – researching 
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the UK – listed on the teachers’ database
www.galleryfinder.org – and a growing 
international membership. For more details,
including membership, visit www.engage.org
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to research and reflect on good practice and 
professionalism in the special contribution that the 
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