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Executive Summary 
 “ArtBridges is a survivor!  They help us all feel good about our work.  They help us all feel that 

what we do matters.  Pretty amazing stuff…” – Community Partner 

Introduction 
Founded in 2008, ArtBridges is a hub and forum for connection for anyone interested in or active in 

community-engaged arts and arts for social change in Canada. ArtBridges informs people about and 

connects them with community-engaged arts initiatives. ArtBridges aims to improve access to arts 

and art-making for Canadians. 

In December 2013, ArtBridges received a 3-year grant from the J.W. McConnell Family Foundation.  Part 
of the grant funding was designated to conducting a comprehensive evaluation of ArtBridges.  An 
external evaluator was contracted to conduct an evaluation in the summer of 2014. This report provides 
the results of the evaluation in Year Two, including recommendations for further actions that ArtBridges 
can explore. 
 

ArtBridges’s Key Activities & Intended Impact 

At present, ArtBridges is guided by a theory of change that was developed in 2014.  That theory of change 

outlines ArtBridges key activities, outcomes, intended and ultimate impact.  Key activities include raising 

awareness; gathering resources; sharing resources; making connections and highlighting what’s going on.  

A number of integrated and evolving activities fall out from each of the five key areas as stated above.  

Their intended impact is that “If ArtBridges raises awareness, makes connections, gathers resources, 

shares resources and highlights what’s going on with community-engaged arts and arts for social change 

initiatives (as well as people interested in, involved with and committed to community-engaged arts and 

arts for social change) in Canada, the direct results (our intended impact) will be greater connections, 

knowledge and inspiration for these initiatives and the community arts and arts for social change field will 

be more connected and having a higher profile.”   

Purpose of Evaluation 

The purpose of the evaluation is to identify: 

 The extent to which ArtBridges results in greater connections, knowledge and inspiration for 
identified initiatives and if community arts and arts for social change field is more connected 
and has a higher profile; 

 The extent to which processes used contribute to the success of the initiative, including whether 
approaches taken are effective in terms of achieving intended results. 

 
Data was gathered using a non-experimental post-test only mixed methods design. Data was gathered 
through output tracking, electronic surveys and qualitative data gathering.  Data was analyzed using 
primarily exploratory approaches.  Important limits to the evaluation are outlined in the body of the 
report.  Data is not generalizable to all ArtBridges community partners or stakeholders.   
 

Results 

The ArtBridges website was launched in September 2013.  In 2016, the numbers of users, sessions and 

page views has essentially stayed steady.  That means that the discrete users and the amount of time 
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they continue to look at content is the same as when the website was first launched.  In terms of 

evaluation participants, more of them are finding the website through a google search than last year, 

while staff remain the #1 driver to the website for users.  The number #1 reason for visiting the website 

and subscribing to the e-newsletter among evaluation participants was to learn more about the 

community-engaged arts field and practice in Canada, whereas last year it was to find and share 

information about learning opportunities, resources and community arts funding. The website’s bounce 

rate has remained steady for the past 3 years (roughly 69%).  This may mean that, as a resource-based 

website, users come on the site for a specific resource and once found, do not have a need or desire to 

stay on the website for more time.   

Both the website and e-newsletter receive generally high marks in terms of content and visual appeal, as 

well as raising awareness/learning about community-engaged arts and arts for social change.  Some 

qualitative data from community partners indicate that the website is dense and could use a “refresh”.      

ArtBridges online community is now significant1.  In addition to 1,003 e-newsletter subscribers, in 2016, 
ArtBridges, had 1041 Twitter followers and 102 blog followers.  ArtBridges tweets and blogs daily, 
meaning 1,143 people had the potential to see some sort of post from ArtBridges every day (not 
including web activity, First Nations Metis, Inuit [FNMI] Facebook activity or e-newsletter activity).  As 
well, in Year 2, ArtBridges significantly increased its Facebook activity, increasing from an average of 35 
Facebook posts per month to 79 per month (created and shared).  By the end of 2016, ArtBridges had 
472 Facebook followers and 102 FNMI followers.  It posted 21 blog posts per month (i.e., daily).  Notable 
retweeters include Melody McKiver, Art for Social Change, Ontario Arts Council, Calgary Arts 
Development, Manitoba Arts Council, Lorraine C. Ladish, Michelle Jean Foundation, Neighbourhood Arts 
Network, Clay and Paper Theatre, Susan Aglukark, ImagineNative, McConnell Foundation and Parthi 
Kandavel. 
 
In terms of community partners, staff initiating engagement remains the key way to spark those 

relationships.  And while ongoing personal engagement of community partners is not the norm, 

community partners nonetheless felt very well–supported by ArtBridges staff.  In particular, something 

about their energy level and approach feels meaningful: 

“The [Executive Director] emailed and she visited.  We have spoken a few times and caught up.  
She is supportive, enthusiastic and wants to help.” – Community Partner  

 
Further, in 2016, important increases in activity can be seen in terms of engagement of policy makers 
(37 in Year 1 and 45 in Year 2) and in site visits (48 in Year 1 and 91 in Year 2).   100% of staff indicated 
the site visits as one of the biggest successes for their work in Year 2, and of critically important value as 
a way to better connect people and groups, better understand the realities on the ground, better 
mentor and support, etc. Site visits took place in Calgary, Montreal, Ottawa, Sudbury, Toronto and 
Vamcouver in 2016.  Community partners interviewed for the evaluation indicated their appreciation for 
the site visit, especially as they felt encouraged and well-listened to in terms of their assets and their 
needs. 
 
In Year 2, ArtBridges increased the number of google hangouts they facilitated – five were conducted 

from January 2016 – December 2016.  These online chats provide an opportunity for cross-country 

                                                           
1 As of December 2016 
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gathering and sharing of information and best practices.  These forums have been welcomed by 

community partners and staff.   

A continuing theme from Year 1 is that staff engaged for the evaluation (6 of 7 program staff and one 
contract staff) do not know what becomes of the connections they make, as having sustained 
engagement with most community partners is difficult due to lack of time for ArtBridges staff and 
community partners both.   Related to this point is the result that 100% of the seven community 
partners interviewed for the second time for the evaluation indicated that they had had very little direct 
contact with ArtBridges in the year prior to be interviewed (note that all returning community partners 
had been interviewed approximately 12 months prior).  Most stated that when they had time, they 
scanned the e-newsletter, blog or website.  As well, any other groups that they were connected to 
through ArtBridges also was relatively time-limited; most of those connections did not result in 
something longer-term (and perhaps not all of them were meant to do so).  Mostly, when ArtBridges is 
connecting to groups or connecting groups to each other, the evaluation indicates that the connections 
feel somewhat more short lived, or specific to a particular activity. The initial connection does not 
typically spark a longer term relationship.  This may be very acceptable for ArtBridges given where it is 
going and wants to go on the future, and is an area for exploration. 
 

Of perhaps anything that ArtBridges does, the work it has done around sharing resources is felt to have 

had the most direct impact on the work of community partners.  Year 2 has allowed ArtBridges to fully 

develop the resources and information it can offer online to community partners and others, in addition 

to the gathering and sharing of resources done via “Artbridging”- the service aspect of the work.  

Community partners deeply appreciate this aspect of ArtBridge’s work, and had further suggestions for 

more resource-related work (e.g., creating ArtBridges-specific resources, learning about how to measure 

the impact of artmaking on broader community outcomes such as poverty and having relevant statistics 

at the ready for when people write grants). 

The work with FNMI communities and Francophone communities has continued to build in Year 2 of the 

evaluation.   A new grant from Heritage Canada allowed for ArtBridges to substantially expand French 

content and translated material on the website.  Today, ArtBridge’s work of connecting and engaging 

community partners in the Francophone communities and FNMI communities accounts for roughly 20 – 

30% of their work that is being tracked.  In terms of FNMI communities, there has been remarkable 

growth in engagement, especially in the number of site visits and the number of connections facilitated 

(which includes google hangouts).  Specifically, site visits (including attending a conference in Quebec 

that allowed engagement of Francophone community arts groups) and the FNMI –focused google 

hangouts provided a focused way to engage and deepen the conversation with those communities.  

There continues to be a desire from both staff and community partners for a more intersectional 

approach that better considers engagement of groups that work with and/or serve artists with 

disabilities, racialized artists, the queer artist community, etc. 

All 25 of the community partners interviewed (100%) stated that they want ArtBridges to continue to 
support them to connect to others.  An emerging theme in the data was a desire for face-to-face 
meetings, in recognition of the fact that there is something powerful about meeting in person that 
nothing can replace in terms of forging relationships.  There is also a desire for ArtBridges to take its 
work to the “next level” and to define what that will be (e.g., engaging more policy makers and funders, 
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continuing to engage in research, supporting organizations to build their capacity to partner across 
sectors and continuing to use social media as a platform to support connections). 
 

Analysis  
In this second year of evaluation of ArtBridges, the initiative has matured in some important and 

exciting ways.  Its stakeholders continue to have high regard for the staff, and give them high marks in 

terms of how they have approached their work to date.   

The two main grants that ArtBridges received in the last three years (i.e., the J.W. McConnell grant and 
the Ontario Trillium Foundation grant) have fundamentally changed ArtBridges capacity to drive towards 
its theory of change.  The initiative has been able to build a meaningful virtual hub, develop a deep and 
rich resource database and engage community partners across the country.  The staff have learned a 
great deal about the assets and needs of their community partners on the ground, which has 
strengthened their efforts to provide support.  The initiative is role modeling survival in the sector and 
its staying power is valued by community partners.   
 
The website as the virtual hub for ArtBridges continues to be a well-accessed resource. More people are 
finding out about the website through google searches, which may mean that more people are hearing 
about ArtBridges in the course of their daily work.  Staff and their engagement efforts remain critical for 
getting the word out about the initiative.   The main reason people come to the website – to learn more 
about the sector overall – remains the same over both years. This may mean that stakeholders are 
understanding that ArtBridges does have that hub function, and is a place where groups virtually gather, 
even if it is a passive engagement (e.g., users do send ArtBridges staff information to upload, but 
typically do not actively loading information about classifieds or events on to the website themselves).  
Twitter activity has essentially remained steady, as has blog activity.  However, Twitter followers have 
grown, as have Facebook followers (both general and for the FNMI communities) and e-newsletter 
subscribers.   
 
The staff team have used their time somewhat differently in Year 2 than they did in Year 1.  An increased 
focus on site visits as a way to connect to community partners has been an important shift.  Google 
hangouts have also been used with some success as a way to connect community partners with each 
other across populations, mediums and geographies. Not only has this meant that ArtBridges has more 
community partners (now numbering 411), it has meant that they have successfully deepened 
relationships with some of those community partners.  It is important to note that these activities have 
taken a great deal of program staff time.  Other key activities of the initiative have mostly stayed steady 
(i.e., Twitter Facebook, community engagement, attending of conferences, resource development, 
“ArtBridging” on the ground between community partners, providing support and advice to emerging 
groups, mentoring etc.), with the exception of an increase of FNMI and Francophone community 
engagement.  That means that the core work of the initiative has kept occurring while adding a 
significant amount of new work to the very small staff team.  There is a sense among all surveyed 
stakeholders that ArtBridges has been successful in its “basic grounding” activities.  Its evolving 
approach has paid off.     

 

The evaluation shows that once initial connections with or between community partners are made, they 
are not necessarily sustaining over time.  That means that groups that have some sort of first (or second 
or even third contact) with ArtBridges often do not have more personal contact.  ArtBridges staff have 
not had the time to maintain those relationships.  Importantly, the community partners engaged for the 
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evaluation are not reaching out either, to ArtBridges or to other community partners that ArtBridges 
puts them in touch with. Most indicate that they appreciate the connections, the resources and the 
website, but don’t always find the time to circle back or to look through everything that is online, even if 
they know it might help them in their work.  This raises some important questions for ArtBridges.  Is 
there a need to keep ongoing connection with community partners and to what end?  How should 
ArtBridges think about the connecting work it is doing?  Who should they connect with, and why?  Is the 
approach of widespread connecting still the right one, or is it time to consider fewer connections, that 
go deeper, for an identified purpose?   

 

There are implications that, once these questions are answered, the website may need a 
refresh/redesign so that different groups are more easily taken to the resources/points of connection 
they need (e.g., archived information, curatorial links, resources for emerging groups, advocacy toolkits 
for larger organizations, etc.).  It also has implications for how ArtBridges connects groups beyond the 
virtual hub.  It may be that ArtBridges is ready to move on from its initial generative phase to something 
that drives towards more strategic connecting of stakeholders within and across sectors.  Stakeholders 
clearly want in-person engagement, conferences and roundtables with policy makers and funders.  This 
means ArtBridges changing its primary focus but also differently engaging in its own partnerships in new 
and different ways, including existing arts advocacy groups, research institutes, academic institutions, 
funders, the media and other networks and hubs.  A review of the organizational structure and strategic 
planning (including a partnership strategy) may be in order now.  Application of network theory may 
help address the complex space that is community based arts and arts for social change.  This will 
support ArtBridges to reflect on what it is meant to be going forward, what kinds of skills it requires 
within its own walls, who it want to engage with and why. 

 

Areas of Focus Going Forward 

The evaluation offer the following questions to guide a strategic planning process for ArtBridges: 

1. What are the core activities for ArtBridges going forward?  What is it time to let go of and what 
is needed? 

2. What kind of connecting is the right kind for ArtBridges?  What do different stakeholders need 
(across size of organization, geographic location, focus, target population, sectors)?  Is there a 
need to engage people more than one time?  Can ArtBridges target certain groups or 
populations and “go deeper” and what would that look like?   What is the community 
engagement strategy for ArtBridges? 

3. What should ArtBridges highlight in terms of the sector and to whom?  Is there policy work 
ArtBridges should support? 

4. Who are ArtBridges key partners both within and beyond the sector to achieve strategic goals?  
What is ArtBridges’ role with other hubs or networks (e.g., Neighbourhood Arts Network)? Is 
ArtBridges meant to be a meta-connector?   

5. Can ArtBridges revisit its theory of change now that it has a better understanding of its work, its 
value and what its community partners want it to do? 

6. Is it time for ArtBridges to explore its organizational structure along with its theory of change 
and strategic planning (e.g., where the team should be located, regional offices, local 
champions, etc.) 

7. Should ArtBridges have a focus on certain priority populations or is an intersectional analysis 
better for the future? 
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Introduction 
 
Founded in 2008, ArtBridges is a hub and forum for connection for stakeholders of community-

engaged arts and arts for social change in Canada. ArtBridges informs people about and connects 

them to community-engaged arts initiatives. ArtBridges aims to improve access to art and art-making 

for Canadians.  It consists of diverse communities of all sizes and geographic locations across Canada.2  

About eighty percent of the core ArtBridges community is community-engaged arts and arts for 

social change initiatives across Canada. The other 20% are those in Canada interested in, involved 

with or committed to community-engaged arts and arts for social change (e.g., researchers, funders, 

etc.).  A key focus for ArtBridges is those communities that are under-resourced or under-served.3 

In December 2013, ArtBridges received a 3-year grant from the J.W. McConnell Family Foundation.  Part 
of the grant funding was designated to conducting a comprehensive evaluation of ArtBridges.  This fits 
well with ArtBridges’ commitment to ongoing learning and reflection, and its desire to ground future 
planning and sustainability activities in the fullest understanding of both the successes it has achieved to 
date and areas for improvement. As such, an external evaluator was contracted to conduct a 3-year 
evaluation in the summer of 2014. This report provides the results of the evaluation in Year Two, 
building from the results in Year One. It also includes recommended areas of focus/questions that 
ArtBridges can explore going forward. 

ArtBridges’s Key Activities 
 
In the spring and summer of 2014, ArtBridges went through an intensive theory of change development 

process with Innoweave4.  As a result of that process, a theory of change was articulated, which outlines 

ArtBridges key activities, outcomes, intended and ultimate impact:  

Key Activities 

 Raising awareness;  

 Gathering resources;  

 Sharing resources; 

 Making connections;  

 Highlighting what’s going on. 

A number of integrated and evolving activities fall out from each of the key areas as stated above.   

Intended Impact 

 
If ArtBridges raises awareness, makes connections, gathers resources, shares resources and highlights 
what’s going on with community-engaged arts and arts for social change initiatives (as well as people 
interested in, involved with and committed to community-engaged arts and arts for social change) in 
Canada, the direct results (intended impact) will be greater connections, knowledge and inspiration for 
these initiatives and the community arts and arts for social change field will be more connected and 
having a higher profile. 

                                                           
2 See Appendix A for ArtBridges definitions of community 
3 Ibid.  
4 An evaluation and planning capacity building initiative of the J.W.McConnell Family Foundation. 
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Intermediate Impact 

Because the field will have a higher profile and people in the field will be more connected, there will be 

more awareness about the benefits of community-engaged arts and the role of arts in community 

development and community health and resilience.  This will attract more people as well as provisions 

and exchanges of resources (supplies, materials and space) to the field as well as additional funding 

supports and resources from government, individuals, foundations and businesses. More people 

engaged in the work and more resources supporting the work means more community-engaged arts 

initiatives being started and sustained as well as more promising practices, principles and standards. 

Ultimate Impact 

More opportunities and access for Canadians to engage and participate in arts within their communities 

and communities in Canada are healthier and more resilient! 

The theory of change guides ArtBridges in everything it does.  As such, the evaluation plan is informed 

by and builds off of the theory of change.  Please see Appendix A for ArtBridge’s definition of different 

communities and its full theory of change.       

Purpose of Evaluation 
 
The purpose of the evaluation is to identify: 

 The extent to which ArtBridges results in greater connections, knowledge and inspiration for 
identified initiatives and if community arts and arts for social change field is more connected 
and has a higher profile; 

 The extent to which the processes used as part of ArtBridges contributes to the success of the 
initiative, including whether approaches taken are effective in terms of achieving the intended 
results. 

 
The evaluation is guided by an evaluation plan developed for ArtBridges in 2014 by the external 
evaluator.  The evaluation plan states key evaluation questions and data collection strategies to answer 
them relative to ArtBridges five key activity areas.  In Year 2, the evaluation continues to focus on 
implementation of key activities, as well as measurement of changes in connections, knowledge, action, 
profile, opportunities and access.  The audiences for this report are ArtBridges’s staff, key ArtBridges 
partners, funders and other identified stakeholders. 
 
Please see Appendix B for the full evaluation plan. 

Methodology 
 

The methodology for the evaluation is the same for Year 2 as it was for Year 1, with minor changes. 
 
The evaluation used a non-experimental post-test only mixed methods design. This meant that there 
was no control group from which to develop quasi-experimental or experimental designs. The design 
was primarily informed by constraints on time and the evaluation budget. As such, the data should be 
considered post-intervention and descriptive. 
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Data sources included: 

 ArtBridges staff (7 program and 1 contract staff) and Advisory Committee (AC) members (9 
participants); 

 ArtBridges community partners (25 participants; 18 new and 7 from Year 1); 

 Users of ArtBridges website and subscribers to ArtBridges e-newsletter (99 over Years 1 and 2; 
57 in Year 2); 

 Users of ArtBridges blog and Twitter feeds (9 over Years 1 and 2, not applicable in Year 1); 

 ArtBridges funder (1 participant). 
 
Data was gathered using two key methods: 

 Electronic surveys about the website and e-newsletters; 

 Qualitative data gathering with: 
o Staff (i.e., one-on-one interviews and bimonthly journals) 
o Advisory Committee members (i.e., one-on-one interviews) 
o Community partners (i.e., one-on-one interviews) 
o Funders (i.e., one-on-one interviews). 

 
Data gathering for the Year 2 evaluation ran from January, 2016 until end of December, 2016.   

Electronic Surveys – Website and E-newsletter5 

A confidential electronic survey was designed to gather data from ArtBridges website users and the 

recipients of all newsletters in 2016. The survey started with questions about the e-newsletter, and then 

asked users if they had ever visited the ArtBridges website.  If they indicated yes, they were taken to a 

series of questions about the website and if they answered no, they were exited out of the survey.  The 

survey probed for initial reasons for signing up to the e-newsletter/looking up the website, usability and 

design, and content and/or topics of interest in the future.   Two survey links (one in English and one in 

French) went out each time an ArtBridges newsletter was disseminated, namely: 

January 22, 2016 
May 5, 2016 
June 3, 2016 
September 13, 2016 
December 14, 2016 
 
All e-newsletter subscribers had access to the link as part of the e-newsletter they received.  The link 

stayed open throughout 2016 to increase response rate.  The response rate for the survey for 2016 was 

47 respondents (85 total over two years) and 10 French respondents (14 total respondents over two 

years).   

Staff Engagement 

                                                           
5 Please see Year One report for examples of all data gathering tools used. 
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A mixed method of engaging staff was used for the evaluation, in order to capture data over time and at 

set points.  Data gathering methods included: 

 A journal filled out by staff that explored key successes, challenges, learnings and ideas for the 
work of ArtBridges going forward, meant to provide an opportunity for ArtBridges’ staff to begin 
to integrate evaluation data into their work as it evolved.  While the journal started out as 
monthly, the method was changed to every two months in May 2015 with fewer questions in 
order to reduce workload burden on staff.  In total, there were 41 separate journal entries made 
by staff over the course of the data gathering period in Year 2 (total of 66 separate data journal 
entries over two years); 

 Qualitative one-on-one interviews with eight program staff and one AC member (who is also the 
co-founder of ArtBridges) were used to gather more in-depth information on their experiences 
with the initiative. Three of the staff interviews took place at in late summer, 2016, due to the 
fact that those staff were leaving their employment with ArtBridges. The remaining five staff 
interviews and interview with the AC member took place in early December, 2016.  Interviews 
were designed to be semi-structured and up to 30 minutes in length.  All interviews took place 
on the phone.  Staff were sent the questions beforehand, along with a reminder for the 
interview date and time. At the start of the telephone call, the interviewer went through the 
goals of the evaluation and outlined how the data would be used, the confidentiality and data 
management protocols, and how results of the evaluation would be disseminated. Protocols to 
stop the interview at any time or decline to answer any given question were also reviewed. 
Verbal consent to participate was secured.   
 

Qualitative Interviews – Community Partners 

Qualitative telephone interviews were used with community partners to gather more information on 

their experiences with ArtBridges to date, and what has happened as a result of engagement with 

ArtBridges. Interviews took place in November - December 2016.  A purposive sample was used.  Staff at 

ArtBridges were asked to identify community partners that could speak meaningfully to the work of the 

initiative – i.e., had more than one engagement with a staff person or had participated in a service or 

activity.  Staff were also asked to consider a range of community partners relative to location in Canada 

and diverse communities served.  In total, the names of 27 community partners were provided.  All 27 

were contacted, with the goal of reaching 100%.   In addition, all 14 interviewees from 2015 were also 

contacted to participate in a Year 2 telephone interview. 

Interviews were designed to be semi-structured and up to 30 minutes in length. All interviews were 

conducted by the evaluator. All Francophone partners were offered the opportunity to be interviewed 

in French with an interpreter on the phone call.  A contact protocol was outlined consisting of an email 

to each potential interviewee requesting an interview followed by two telephone calls. If these contact 

attempts were unsuccessful, the name was dropped from the list. Interviewees were sent the questions 

beforehand, along with a reminder for the interview date and time. At the start of the telephone call, 

the interviewer went through the goals of the evaluation and outlined how the data would be used, the 

confidentiality and data management protocols, and how results of the evaluation would be 

disseminated. Protocols to stop the interview at any time or decline to answer any given question were 

also reviewed. Verbal consent to participate was secured. Two community partner interviews were 

conducted in French.  In total, 25 qualitative interviews were conducted:  
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Year 2 Evaluation – First time Interviewees (18) 

Number of years arts 
organization/group in existence  

0 – 5 years - 6 
6 – 10 years - 3 
11 – 15 years - 5 
16 – 20 years - 1 
20+ years – 3 

Type of partner Arts Program - 7 
Arts organization – 10 
Art Network – 0 
Research, Evaluation & Learning Hub – 1 
 

Location Montreal - 3 
St. Sault Marie – 1 
Vancouver - 4 
Toronto – 5 
Winnipeg – 1 
Ottawa – 1 
Saskatoon – 1 
Smith Falls – 1 
Halifax - 1 

 

Year 2 – Second time interviewees (7) 

Number of years arts 
organization/group in existence  

0 – 5 years - 0 
6 – 10 years - 2 
11 – 15 years - 3 
16 – 20 years - 0 
20+ years – 2 

Type of partner Arts Program – 2 
Arts organization – 5 
Art Network – 0 
Research, Evaluation & Learning Hub – 0 
 

Location Calgary – 1 
Halifax – 1 
Montreal -2  
St. Sault Marie – 1 
Toronto – 2 

 

Data Analysis 
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Data collected from the survey was analyzed using basic descriptive statistics, including frequencies and 

averages. Data from the qualitative interviews produced over 150 pages of data. The data was analyzed 

using a basic thematic coding and analysis process. The data was initially analyzed to identify obvious 

and/or overarching themes. These themes were documented as a first layer of analysis. Categories 

based on broad concepts of community-engagement, arts for social change, sustainability of the arts, 

and virtual supports for arts organizations/groups were then created to further group the data. Data 

was reviewed against the categories to identify additional themes and/or connections to previously 

identified broader themes. Next, data was reviewed line by line for fit with categories. As the process 

unfolded, sub-categories were created. Once the data was categorized in this manner, it was again 

reviewed to assess cross-category relevance, integration and further connections between themes. This 

helped refine patterns and relationships within the data. Data is aggregated unless there is a sub-theme 

with a certain group of interviewees to highlight. 

Limits to Evaluation 
 
It is important to note certain limits to the evaluation: 

 ArtBridges can be characterized as an initiative that is organic and evolving. It was founded on 
theory, strong research and broad-based key activity areas. As well, the staff team brings many 
years of expertise in the arts sector and community engagement. Regardless, the kind of work 
that is being done is breaking new ground in Toronto (and even Canada). As such, the staff team 
purposefully took an approach that was characterized by a great deal of fluidity. In essence, 
activities were tried and if they did not yield results in the shorter-term (or results that could be 
leveraged), then other approaches were sought out. In addition, the initiative was highly 
opportunistic – that is, when strategic chances to further the work presented themselves, they 
were taken whenever resources would allow. Aside from somewhat standard activities seen 
throughout, namely building content on the website, other social media engagements (i.e., e-
newsletter, blog, Facebook and Twitter), developing the Profile Map, reaching and connecting to 
community partners, certain activities also evolved and built momentum as more community 
partners were engaged (e.g., the development of the ArtBridges video that describes 
community-engaged arts and arts for social change, google hangouts). As there were insufficient 
resources to have a developmental approach to the evaluation, the evaluation focused on 
certain aspects of the work and was further limited to providing descriptive data only. This 
means that the data cannot be generalized to all stakeholders in ArtBridges, and caution must 
be exercised when using the results to describe the total impact of the initiative; 
 

 Also in relation to the fluid nature of ArtBridges, the evaluation also developed organically, 
especially in Year 1.  Certain data gathering strategies/tools were explored and then dropped 
because of variables such as low response, lack of useable data, lack of applicability to the 
evaluation plan. For example, a survey to be used with any community partners receiving 
“service” from ArtBridges was explored,  but dropped as the concept of “service” for ArtBridges 
developed as something broad and far reaching, and it was determined that it would not have 
be meaningfully attributable to stated outputs and outcomes; 
 

 In particular, the meaningful evaluation of websites and social media is an emerging field, one 
with fewer best practices to draw from.  Some evaluation tools were explored relative to the 
website as the engine of ArtBridges but were not pursued due to low response rate, including: 
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o Surveys related to Twitter, the blog and Facebook 
o A pop-up survey on the website; 

 
Community partners were asked about their experiences with the website as a way to gather 
data on this key tool for ArtBridges (as part of the survey sent out with the e-newsletter); 
 

 The purposive sampling strategy used for the qualitative interviews with community partners 
was valuable in terms of accessing interviewees that had sufficient involvement with ArtBridges. 
This strategy was required given the key evaluation questions (e.g., questions about the 
effectiveness of ArtBridges activities and reasons for initial engagement) but meant that the 
sample represented community partners who were more engaged.  The strategy does not 
represent all community partners with profiles on the website (which currently number 411) 
such as those who may have had less involvement with ArtBridges due to dissatisfaction with it 
or feeling like the initiative was not their priority; 
 

 The frequency of qualitative responses was not generally noted. As well, the strength or 
weakness of certain statements is difficult to ascertain. As such, the analysis should not be 
considered generalizable to the experience of all stakeholders, but instead, should indicate 
broader trends and issues for consideration by ArtBridges; 
 

 The response to the electronic e-newsletter/website survey continued to be lower than 
anticipated in Year 2. The reasons for this are unknown, but may include the possibility of 
volume of online content that respondents could potentially access (i.e., websites to visit, 
surveys to complete, etc.).  Again, low response rates indicates that results cannot be 
considered generalizable, but instead point to themes to be further explored in the evaluation; 
 

 The theory of change for ArtBridges defines five key areas that form the work of ArtBridges.  In 
practice, these areas heavily intersect with each other.  As such, the evaluation plan explores 
certain activities within one of the five broader areas.  Recognizing the intersection of the 
activities ArtBridges does is important to understanding the complexity of the initiative. 

Results 
 

“We need art more than ever to understand multiple narratives, and to support inclusion in our 

communities.  There is nothing like art to build the world we want.  Nothing.” – Community Partner 

Raising Awareness 
 
ArtBridges engages in the following key activity areas to raise awareness: 
 

 Inform and educate the general public about community-engaged arts and arts for social change 
(website)6;  

 Raise awareness about what’s going on in the field across Canada; 

                                                           
6 Please note that the ArtBridges website can also be referred to as the hub or forum. 
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 Make the case through gathering and sharing of research, evaluation reports, project 
documentation and case-studies that demonstrate how community-engaged arts make a 
difference; 

 Stand up for community-engaged arts initiatives in Canada. Be at the table and join the 
discussions. Boldly tell and share the stories. Give voice to the power of arts in community-
building and community health and resilience. 

 

The evaluation focuses on the following key questions relative to these activities: 

 How do people find out about the ArtBridges website? E-newsletter?  

 Why do people go on to the website/social media? What influences uptake? 

 Was the website/e-newsletter information engaging?  Accessible?  Were there any gaps in 
people’s experience of using the website/social media? 

 What would improve the website/social media experience for people? 

 What influences what issues ArtBridges gets involved in? 

 How is ArtBridges seen to be making the case and validating the benefits and impacts of 
community-engaged arts initiatives in Canada? What could ArtBridges be doing more of? 

 
The ArtBridges website was launched in September 2013.  In that time, it has experienced trends as 

follows: 

Table 1. Number of website sessions, page views and users. 

Sept 17 2013 - Sept 17 2014  Sept 17 2014 - Sept 17 2015 Sept 2015 – Sept 2016 
10,077 users 14,065 users 13,920 users 

14,447 sessions 19,074 sessions 18,685 sessions 

36,402 page views 46,721 page views 46,188 page views 

 
Table 1 above indicates essential stability in the number of users (i.e., discrete users of the site), sessions 

(users who are returning for another visit, no matter how long they stay on the site) and page views (i.e., 

the number of total pages viewed over the time frame).  

Also of note in 2017 is that roughly 7 % of website users are French speaking, while 83% are English 

speaking, with 10% speaking another language as their first language (this may compare to roughly 22% 

of Canadians speaking French as their first language).  

Table 2 below provides more website analytic information from November 2015 – December 2016.  The 

details of the trends of users, sessions and page views can be seen.  The average number of pages 

viewed per session (by a given user), session duration and bounce rate (i.e., how many users leave the 

website after looking at only one page) have stayed steady.  The data indicates that there are slightly 

fewer people looking at the website, but that those who do look are staying and looking at content as 

when the website was first launched.  Re: bounce rate (rounding up, ArtBridges average is 69%), while 

there is no determined best practice, emerging best practices indicate that 70% may be an opportunity 

to review the usability or ease of navigation of a website.   However, for ArtBridges, this has been the 

bounce rate for the last 3 years.  In addition, as a resource-based website, it may be that users come on 

the site for a specific resource and once found, do not have a need or desire to stay on the website for 
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more time.  This is further supported by Table 5 below, which indicates that people are primarily seeking 

information on the website, as opposed to engaging other website users in some way.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2. ArtBridges Website Analytics 
  Nov 

2015 
Dec 
2015 

Jan 
2016 

Feb 
2016 

Mar 
2016 

Apr 
2016 

May 
2016 

Jun 
2016 

Jul 
2016 

Aug 
2016 

Sep 
2016 

Oct 
2016 

Nov 
2016 

Dec 
2016 

SESSIONS 1,416 1,029 1,621 1,416 1,391 1,404 1,628 1,499 964 1,066 1,107 1,065 1,051 834 

USERS 1,120 827 1,231 1,099 1,131 1,116 1,259 1,214 781 855 891 868 834 678 

PAGE 
VIEWS 

3,722 3,329 4,493 3,429 3,251 3,556 5,461 3,584 2,269 2,409 2,345 2,930 2,587 1,969 

PAGES 
VIEWED 

PER 
SESSION 

2.63 3.24 2.77 2.42 2.34 2.53 3.35 2.39 2.35 2.26 2.12 2.75 2.46 2.36 

AVG. 
SESSION 

DURATION 
0:02:52 

0:02:5
9 

0:03:1
0 

0:02:2
9 

0:02:1
6 

0:02:2
9 

0:03:13 
0:02:0

6 
0:01:5

6 
0:02:1

9 
0:01:40 

0:02:
36 

0:02:2
2 

0:01:36 

BOUNCE 
RATE 

64.97 66.67 68.41 68.64 69.66 69.16 69.1 74.18 70.54 67.92 68.74 65.63 66.98 
68.94 

 

 
In terms of how people find out about the website, in 2016 most people that responded to the website 

survey stated that they heard about it through an ArtBridges staff person (36.9%), or through a google 

web search (15.2%, for a total of 52.1%).   This compares to Year 1, when 42.3% of website visitors 

found out about it through a staff person, while only 7.6% found out about it through a google search.  

Table 3.  How people found out about the website (Years 1 and 2) 
How did you find out about the ArtBridges/ToilesdesArts website (please check the one that BEST 
applies)? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Count 

Google/web search 15.2% 7 

Through an ArtBridges staff person 36.9% 17 

Through a friend or colleague 17.3% 8 

Through an art initiative 10.8% 5 

Through social media (Facebook/Twitter, etc.) 0.0% 0 

Through word of mouth 0.2% 1 

Don’t Know 0.6% 3 

Other (please specify) 10.8% 5 
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answered question 467 

 
As of December, 2016, ArtBridges has 1,003 e-newsletter subscribers.  Most people that responded to 

the survey found out about the e-newsletter through an ArtBridges staff person, or through a friend 

(49.0%, as compared to 52.8% in Year 1).   The website, Facebook and Twitter were also indicated as the 

way that respondents found out about the e-newsletter by 10 survey respondents (17.5%, essentially 

the same rate as found in Year 1).   This means that for those engaged in the survey, the key vehicles for 

driving people to the website have remained the same over the time of the evaluation and that the staff 

and the website itself remain critical engagement and communication vehicles.  The key vehicles for 

driving people to the website that did not participate in the evaluation is unknown, but best practice 

research indicates that web searches, advertisements, promotional materials seen offline, etc. are 

common reasons people visit websites. 

Table 4. How people found out about the e-newsletter (Years 1 and 2). 

1. How did you find out about the ArtBridges E-Newsletter (please check the one that BEST applies)? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Count 

Through search engines online 8.7% 5 

Through an ArtBridges staff person 28.0% 16 

Through a friend or colleague 21.0% 12 

Through an arts initiative 3.0% 2 

Through ArtBridges' website, Facebook or Twitter 17.5% 10 

Don’t Know 10.5% 6 

Other (please specify) 8.7% 5 

answered question 57 

 
The most cited reason for visiting the website is to learn more about the community-engaged arts field 

and practice in Canada (67.3%, versus 61.5% in Year 1), followed by finding/sharing information about 

learning opportunities, resources and community arts funding (58.6%, versus 76.9% in Year 1) followed 

by getting ideas about a project I can do (43.4% versus 7.6% in Year 1) and using the community-

engaged arts profile directory and map (43.4% versus 26.9% in Year 1).  In Year 1, 42.3% visited the site 

to learn about ArtBridges, compared to 21.1% in Year 2.   

Table 5.  Why people visit the website (Years 1 and 2). 

8. I visit the ArtBridges/ToilesdesArts website to… (please check ALL that apply) 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Count 

Learn more about what community engaged arts is 41.3% 19 

Find out about accessible community-engaged arts in my area 28.2% 13 

Learn more about the community-engaged arts field and practice in Canada 67.3% 31 

Get ideas about a project I can do in my community 43.4% 20 

Connect with other community-engaged arts initiatives and/or artists 41.3% 19 

                                                           
7 The total n for the survey in 2016 was 47 (EN) and 10 (FR) = 57 and for those that had visited the website, the n was 41 (EN) 
and 9 (FR) = 50.  However, with all the tables presented in the report, note that not all respondents answered every question in 
the survey. 
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Use the community-engaged arts profile directory and map 43.4% 20 

Find/share information about learning opportunities, resources and 
community arts funding 

58.6% 27 

Find/share events 41.3% 19 

Find/share opportunities in the classified section 15.2% 7 

Sign up to become a member or sponsor 4.3% 2 

Sign up for the e-newsletter 23.9% 11 

Read the community blog 21.7% 10 

Learn more about ArtBridges 23.9% 11 

No specific reason; I just want to look around! 23.9% 11 

Other (please specify) 4.3% 2 

answered question 46 

 
These results mirror the result for the e-newsletter, where 77.1% get the e-newsletter to learn about 

current community-engaged arts activities, opportunities, resources information and trends, and 68.4% 

get it to either learn about community-engaged arts projects, organizations and/or programs and 70.1% 

receive the e-newsletter to be inspired by community-engaged arts and arts for social change in Canada.  

The results also closely reflect Year 1 findings. 

Table 6.  Why people receive the e-newsletter (Years 1 and 2). 

I receive the e-newsletter in order to (please check ALL that apply)? 

Answer Options 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Count 

Learn about current community-engaged arts activities, opportunities, 
resources information and trends 

77.1% 44 

Learn about community-engaged arts projects, organizations and/or 
programs 

68.4% 39 

Learn more about what ArtBridges is up to 45.6% 26 

Be inspired by community-engaged arts and arts for social change in 
Canada 

70.1% 40 

Other (please specify) 7.0% 4 

answered question 57 

 
Both the website and e-newsletter receive generally high marks in terms of content and visual appeal 

and raising awareness/learning about community-engaged arts and arts for social change.   

Table 7. Feedback on content and appeal of website (Years 1 and 2).  

Please rate the following statements, where 1 is Strongly Disagree and 5 is Strongly Agree 

Answer Options 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Not 
sure 

Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

Rating 
Average  

Response 
Count 

The website has 
relevant content 
for me 

0 0 3 34 1 3.40 44 

The website is 
easy to navigate 

0 3 3 27 11 4.02 
44 

 
 
The website is 
visually appealing 

0 2 4 27 11 4.07 44 
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I have 
experienced 
technical issues 
when I have 
visited the 
website or 
uploaded forms 
on to the website  

9 24 7 4 0 2.22 44 

I learned 
something about 
community-
engaged arts 
from the website 

0 1 5 29 9 4.04 44 

Answered Question 44 

 
Technical issues that arose with the launching of the website remain steady (2.22 in Year 2 versus 2.30 
in Year 1) as per user experience.  
  
Table 8. Feedback on content and appeal of e-newsletter (Years 1 and 2).  

Please rate the following statements, where 1 is Strongly Disagree and 5 is Strongly Agree 

Answer Options 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Not 
sure 

Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 

Rating 
Average 

Response 
Count 

The e-newsletter 
has relevant 
content for me 

0 2 3 40 12 4.26 57 

The e-newsletter 
is easy to read 

0 1 1 36 19 4.28 57 

The e-newsletter 
is visually 
appealing 

0 1 7 33 16 4.12 57 

The e-newsletter 
raises awareness 
about community-
engaged arts 

0 1 7 22 27 4.32 57 

I connected with 
other arts 
initiatives or 
people because 
of the e-
newsletter 

2 16 22 11 5 3.01 56 

Answered Question 57 

 
The e-newsletters do not act strongly as vehicles for engagement and/or connection to other arts 

initiatives. 

Several improvements and new topics were suggested for the website and/or e-newsletter.  Suggestions 

provided are seen below: 

Table 9. Improvements and/or new topics for website and e-newsletter. 

Website E-newsletter 
Improvements 

Design 
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Website E-newsletter 
The website is very busy – needs less clutter and 
needs to be easier to navigate (3)  

Less clutter, less text, more pictures (5) 
 

Test new templates to draw attention to 
different parts of the website, especially updated 
sections.  

Downloadable version 

I would make the video an image link instead of 
text- it doesn't stand out enough!  

Qu'il y ait moins d'information sur la page 
d'accueil, qu'elle soit plus claire.  

Content  

I love the learning resources, and would love to 
see more! 

Make it quicker to see what location (city) the 
item concerns 

More information about arts education initiatives More ways to learn about ways to get involved in 
community based arts projects/events (2) 

The website is great. If I had to offer something I 
think I would like more clarity about how 
ArtBridges is making themselves more visible 
both online and in communities to promote what 
they offer. 

Include more music projects 

Une section de documents (capsules) facilement 
transférables qui serviraient par des exemples 
probants à faire la promotion de la pratique 
auprès d'un plus grand publique. Advocacy 
section A video message from your director! 

 Continuing to work closely with Community Arts 
orgs to get their takes on the work they do and 
how their communities are benefiting overall. 

 

I love that each one is thematic and that it 
features groups from across the country I 
wouldn't have otherwise known. I can't think of 
any way to improve on that, but if I do, I'll chip in! 

 More job postings 

Great as it is (1) Great as it is (2) 

New topics 

No additional topics suggested  Companies and other groups doing 
community-engaged arts work or arts for 
social change (3) 

 Sources of funding (3) 

 Youth engagement (1) 

 Mental health (2) 

 Aboriginal arts (1) 

 Offer courses (1) 

 Integration of newcomers (immigrant and 
refugee communities) in to the arts (1) 

 Workshops by region (1) 
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Website E-newsletter 
 Profile of some of the artists and their work 

(1) 

 Activities and profiles from organizers, 
facilitators and coordinators to talk about 
their work, the trends that take place and the 
learning that is emerging in their 
communities (1) 

 Intersecting communities (1) 

 Community Music in Canada (1) 

 Technology and community arts (1) 

 Labour issues in the arts (1) 

 Nouvelles politiques (Fédéral et Provincial) 
ayant un impact sur les organismes qui 
oeuvrent dans le domaine de l'art 
communautaire (1) 

 Des exemples populaires d'événements de 
masse ou de documents vidéos facilement 
transférables (afin de faire la promotion de la 
pratique de l'art pour le changement social) 
(1) 

 

About the website:  “I do think the website could benefit from a visual make over (that's the 

artist speaking) and that the organization/project individual pages could have more photo, 

video, and text content to better present the initiatives...” – Survey respondent 

About e-newsletter: “I'm newer to the community-engaged arts field and love the regular 

communication via e-newsletter. I follow those links to your website or other projects/resources, 

which often lead me to interesting and relevant information!” – Survey respondent 

About e-newsletter: “I'm not sure if it’s feasible but it would be helpful to have advocacy-access-

info-support- and so on, to help small and emerging community engaged art practices get 

funding. I would love to see more sharing of resources, I know every arts org. says it's a challenge 

but I'm not sure well established arts organizations are making room for new small groups to 

access $$. I know about Platform A grants in Toronto but beyond that.” – Survey respondent 

About e-newsletter: “As every cultural organisation receive a punch [sic] of newsletters a week, I 

would suggest that you make your shorter and more straight to the point. For exemple [sic], 

every subject would be resumed by a title making the content clear in order for us to see right 

away the information and clic [sic] only on the titles we find interesting.” – Survey respondent 

As another way to gather data on the website, all community partners interviewed for the evaluation 

were asked about their experience with website.  All 25 community partners interviewed (100%) 

indicated that the website was a useful resource for their work and for the larger community-based arts 

field.  All 25 interviewees (100%) also indicated that they do not go on the site regularly, but instead 

check it when they have time or when they think there might be something specific they can access on 
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it, most often a resource on a given topic (priority topics searched for are funding and building human 

resources capacity).   

While those completing the online survey about the website indicated that it was easy to navigate, 10 of 

25 qualitative interviewees (40%) indicated that the website can be overwhelming in terms of amount of 

content: 

“It is not easy to take a ‘first dip’ into that website.”  It needs extra love as the main way that 

ArtBridges connects.” – Community Partner 

The website is clunky.  It could use a refresh and to be more user friendly and more accessible.  

There is a lot of information there.  Where do I go?  Here or there?  There is lots of good 

information but they need a better search tool.” – Community Partner 

Beyond the basic website analytics and the e-newsletter evaluated for this report, the tracking of social 
media statistics for ArtBridges indicates that in regard to Twitter, the while the number of Twitter 
followers has remained stable, and there has been a very gradual decrease in ArtBridges Twitter activity 
over 2016.  This slight decrease occurred within the context of two staff who engaged in significant 
tweeting leaving their roles in the course of 2016, and declines correspond to their departure.  Notable 
retweeters include Melody McKiver, Art for Social Change, Ontario Arts Council, Calgary Arts 
Development, Manitoba Arts Council, Lorraine C. Ladish, Michelle Jean Foundation, Neighbourhood Arts 
Network, Clay and Paper Theatre, Susan Aglukark, ImagineNative, McConnell Foundation and Parthi 
Kandavel. 
 
Table 10.  ArtBridges Twitter Activity – 2016 

2016 

# OF AB 
TWEETS 
THAT AB 
CREATES 

 

# OF 
TWEETS 
WE’VE 

RETWEETED 
FROM 
OTHER 
ORGS 

 

# OF AB 
TWEETS 

FAVORITED 
BY OTHERS 

 

# OF 
RE-

TWEETS 
OF AB’S 
TWEETS 

BY 
OTHERS 

# TIMES WE’RE 
MENTIONED 

(@ARTBRIDGES) 
BY OTHER ORGS 

IN TWEETS 

 

# OF POTENTIAL 
AUDIENCES (OF AB 

TWEETS/RETWEETS) 

 

# OF 
IMPRESSIONS 

(FROM AB 
TWEETS) 

 

# OF 
NEW 

TWITTER 
FOLLOWS 

 

Jan 107 0 57 35 16 33873 14400 31 

Feb 70 0 45 44 20 174563 16400 34 

Mar 100 58 55 46 8 38930 18400 28 

Apr 106 51 60 37 7 59094 16700 20 

May 61 73 53 24 7 31546 19300 31 

Jun 130 75 93 34 7 39023 17300 28 

Jul 63 25 61 24 15 80943 14100 14 

Aug 81 46 73 37 13 481674 14100 15 

Sept 22 14 19 11 3 19162 6500 7 
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Oct 29 72 36 20 15 24695 5900 10 

Nov 25 23 19 6 4 8663 4400 10 

Dec 17 4 10 3 5 8751 4300 4 

TOTAL 811 441 581 321 120 1000917 151800 232 

 

In 2016, ArtBridges, had 1,041 Twitter followers and 102 blog followers. This means that it is known that 

1,153 people had the potential to see some sort of post from ArtBridges everyday (not including web 

activity, First Nations, Metis and Inuit [FNMI] Facebook activity or e-newsletter activity).  As well, in Year 

2, ArtBridges significantly increased its Facebook activity, increasing from an average of 35 Facebook 

posts per month to 79 per month (created and shared).  By the end of 2016, ArtBridges had 472 

Facebook followers and 102 FNMI followers.  It posted 21 blog posts per month (i.e., daily).  The number 

of daily blog subscribers stayed steady from Year 1 at 102. 

Qualitative data gathered from staff indicated that one of the strategies to drive people to the website 

in 2016 was to post on social media, although it was not the only reason to post on social media (i.e., 

posting had value as a tool for engagement in and of itself).   Website statistics as indicated in this 

section do not show an increase.  Twenty-two of 25 community partners (88%) indicated that the main 

factors preventing them from accessing the website more was lack of time and web-based information 

overload generally speaking: 

“There is just always so much to look through.  Maybe some sort of summary reminders would 

help me to go in and look?  Otherwise it just slips my mind.” – Community Partner     

ArtBridges staff questioned this as a strategy, both from the point of view of their workload and 

potential effectiveness.  Staff did feel, however, that driving people to the website is important going 

forward: 

“We need to be growing more, to building more connections, to add people to our map.  For the 

first few years we focused on content and resources but now the website is great.  Now we need 

to get connected so more people visit the site.” – Staff  

Making Connections 
ArtBridges engage in the following key activity areas to make connections: 
 

 Facilitate connections, discussions and mentorships. Set up telephone or video conferences, 
facilitate mentor circles and working groups; 

 Reach out and ask our community partners what supports or resources they need & what they 
could provide or share with another community-engaged arts initiative; 

 Connect people who ask for help or mentorship with those who may have expertise, support or 
resources to share; connect people to community-engaged arts and arts for social change 
initiatives; 

 Visit and meet people working and participating in the field. Connect in-person, not just online 
or on the phone; 
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 Connect and engage policy-makers, funders, decision-makers and people from other sectors 
with this field. 

 

The evaluation focuses on the following key questions relative to these activities: 

 What brings people to ArtBridges? 

 What do the targeted stakeholders understand about ArtBridges at first?   

 Why do people want to get connected?   

 What happens when connections are made (anticipated and unanticipated)? 

 Are there needs from the connections that are not being met? 

 How does engaging the targeted stakeholder change their understanding of community-
engaged arts and arts for social change? 

 What are the new learnings that come from making site visits? 

 How does meeting in-person change the experience?   

 
All 18 community partners interviewed for the first time in Year 2 (100%; hereafter called “new 

community partners” when referred to separately) indicated that they heard about ArtBridges because 

an ArtBridges staff reached out to them in some way (i.e., phone call, email, sent them some other 

communique); staff initiating engagement remains the key way to spark relationships with future 

community partners.  Community partners felt very well–supported by ArtBridges staff.  In particular, 

something about their energy level and approach feels meaningful: 

“The [Executive Director] emailed and she visited.  We have spoken a few times and caught up.  
She is supportive, enthusiastic and wants to help.” – Community Partner  

 
Staff find this ongoing feedback “very encouraging”, and it seems to fuel their commitment and 
dedication to the work. “We definitely help the community and the field in its growth”.  Staff journals 
mention that the organization’s role is “very precious”. This is an important point because staff also feel 
that much of the work they do “is difficult to measure because it doesn’t always lead to specific 
outcomes or results”. 

 
The community engagement tracking sheet (Appendix C under separate cover) shows that engagement 
with community partners (in English) has stayed steady or slightly declined in Year 2.  Funder 
engagement has also declined (65 in Year 1 and 27 in Year 2).  In their journals, staff indicted that 
making community connections takes time and patience, and that a combination of “online and face to 
face contact and connections is essential. One or the other is not enough”.  Through the entries, staff 
indicated that “ArtBridging” mostly is about building and facilitating connections: 
 

“It [ArtBridging] is like a matrix, the more you dig the more you find things are really connected.  
“It is needed, it is valuable, it makes a difference and people don’t always have the connections 
that they need”. - Staff 

 

Important increases in activity can be seen in terms of engagement of policy makers (37 in Year 1 and 45 
in Year 2) and especially in site visits ( 48 in Year 1 and 91 in Year 2).   The increase in site visits was a 
planned activity by the ArtBridges staff team, and 100% of staff engaged for the evaluation indicated it 
as one of the biggest successes for their work in Year 2, and of critically important value throughout 
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2016 as a way to better connect people and groups, better understand the realities on the ground, 
better mentor and support, etc. Site visits took place in Calgary, Montreal, Ottawa, Sudbury, Toronto 
and Vancouver in 2016.  Site visits were often described as an effective way to share knowledge, build 
relationships and connections, and raise awareness about the field and value of the work:  
 

“The site visits were really so great, to get out of the office and have that face-to-face 
connection.  There is nothing like it.  To really understand what is going on on the ground in a 
different way that I didn’t understand before.  It was so energetic.  It was just great for us.” – 
Staff 

Table 11. ArtBridges staff community engagement statistics – 2016 

 
 

“In the two hours we met, [I] learned more than I could have possibly learned from email 
exchanges or even on the phone from the office. The travel and taking time to visit a community 
partner is worth it.” – Staff 
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100% of staff further indicated that being able to meet community partners in the field meant that they 

could better connect them to others partners and to resources because they had a deeper 
understanding of their needs.  Community partners interviewed for the evaluation indicated their 
appreciation for the site visit, especially as they felt encouraged and well-listened to in terms of their 
assets and their needs. 
 
In Year 2, ArtBridges increased the number of google hangouts they facilitated – five were conducted 

from January 2016 – December 2016.  These online chats provide an opportunity for cross-country 

gathering and sharing of information and best practices.  These particular forums have been welcomed 

by community partners and staff: 

“The google hangout was helpful.  We shared our work, connected to others doing the same 

thing.  It laid groundwork for future collaboration.  We talked about the challenge of reaching 

out past our community.” – Community Partner 

                                                           
8 Important to note is that informal mentoring and building of connections is also made during site visits. 

2016 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 

# OF COALITIONS/NETWORK 
MEETINGS 

ATTENDED/PARTICIPATED IN 
BY STAFF (E.G.: UMBRELLA 

ORGS, OR MEETINGS/GROUPS 
– THAT ARE NOT SITE VISITS) 

0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 2 2 1 10 

# OF 
CONFERENCES/WORKSHOPS/E

VENTS/SYMPOSIUMS 
ATTENDED (BY STAFF) 

0 3 3 2 1 2 0 0 1 1 3 1 17 

# OF TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCES, HANGOUTS, IN-

PERSON MEETINGS BTW 
COMMUNITY PARTNERS 
(SUPPORTED BY STAFF) 

2 6 3 4 8 4 1 2 2 4 23 4 43 

# OF MENTOR-MENTEE 
RELATIONSHIPS CARRIED OUT 

(ARTBRIDGING) 
3 4 1 1 3 4 1 2 2 4 5 5 35 

# OF CONNECTIONS 
FACILITATED (BTW 

COMMUNITY PARTNERS, OR A 
COMMUNITY PARTNER AND 

ANOTHER GROUP/INDIVIDUAL) 
(ARTBRIDGING, E.G. PIANO) 

16 10 5 5 4 26 0 6 7 10 29 16 134 

# OF SITE-VISITS TO 
COMMUNITY PARTNERS MADE 

BY STAFF8 
2 2 1 1 28 27 2 1 1 2 23 1 91 

# OF ARTS POLICY-MAKERS 
ENGAGED (E.G. GOVERNMENT 

OFFICIALS, ARTS COUNCILS) 
3 2 13 4 0 2 1 1 3 3 13 0 45 

# OF FUNDERS ENGAGED 
(MEMBERS, SPONSORS, 

FOUNDATIONS, GOVERNMENT, 
INDIVIDUALS) 

0 3 3 1 4 5 0 3 3 2 2 1 27 

Total 26 31 30 19 48 71 6 15 19 28 99 29  
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In the journals, one staff noted in July, 2016 that they had their most successful Google Hangout in 
February because it had the highest attendance – eight participants representing six organizations. In 
addition, the staff noted that “conversation flowed freely and easily with participants sharing issues”.  
 
Another staff referenced a very successful first cross-country Google Hangout in May/June 2016, with 
three provinces represented by ten participants speaking both English and French with simultaneous 
translation provided by ArtBridges. Success was attributed to the fact that “all the participants were 
connecting and talking about future collaboration”.  
 
At the same time there were challenges with Google Hangouts that were not necessarily unique to 
connecting online, but simply part of the work. For example, one staff talked about issues around 
identity that came up: “Working out how to frame our Google Hangout with Northern FNMI community 
partners and non-Indigenous people working on/ bringing art into reserves. Brought some issues around 
language and identity up.” 
 
Another staff talked about challenges related to lack of consistent participation from one meeting to 
another, planning and facilitation. “We had a whole new group of participants compared to the first 
session in October. This was a challenge because we had planned the second meeting as a follow-up to 
some of the issues discussed in the first meeting, which didn’t really make sense given the new group of 
people”.  Google hangouts were put on hold in the summer of 2016 in order to look at how to re-tool 
them to generate more interest.  Staff indicated that the format of google hangouts could be revised 
going forward to strengthen them: 

“The google hangouts need to incorporate both sharing and professional development to 
maximize people’s time.  And we may not always need to take some shared action, especially at 
first.  That might feel like too much work for people.” – Staff 

“I attended a hangout that had people that work in the same medium as I do.  It would also be 
nice to have one that cuts across diverse communities, so I can see how other cultural groups do 
things.” – Community Partner 

A continuing theme from Year 1 is that staff engaged for the evaluation (6 of 7 program staff and one 
contract staff) do not know what becomes of the connections they make, as having sustained 
engagement with most community partners is difficult due to lack of time for ArtBridges staff and 
community partners both.    Somewhat related to this is that in Year 2, staff expressed concern and 
some frustration that they had been unable to meet and share strategies with each other.  There was a 
sense of disconnection from each other, because all staff were very part-time and finding meeting dates 
was a challenge.  100% of staff indicated that this was a missed opportunity in terms of capitalizing on 
each other’s efforts and sharing strategies for the work.  Two program staff and one program consultant 
left, five program staff stayed on, and five new program, project and development consultants came on.   
These changes are primarily due to the J.W. McConnell Family Foundation grant ending in 2016.  As 
such, the staff departures do not necessarily reflect dissatisfaction with the workplace.  Some staff did 
reflect that, as grant activities wound down, they felt they had come to a natural “resting place” with 
their work, especially as the initiative is currently is structured and with its current focus.  
 
Related to this point is the result that of the seven community partners interviewed for the second time 

for the evaluation (hereafter called “returning community partners” when referred to separately), 100% 
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of them indicated that they had had very little direct contact with ArtBridges in the year prior to be 

interviewed (note that all returning community partners had been interviewed approximately 12 

months prior).  Most stated that when they had time, they scanned the e-newsletter, blog or website.  

As well, the connections they made with other groups through ArtBridges were mostly made one-time.  

That is, most of those connections did not result in something longer-term (and perhaps not all of them 

were meant to do so).  Mostly, when ArtBridges is connecting to groups or connecting groups to each 

other, the evaluation indicates that the connections feel somewhat more short lived, or specific to a 

particular activity. The initial connection does not typically spark a longer term relationship.  Again, 

perhaps not all connections are meant to be longer-term.   

All 25 of the community partners interviewed (100%) stated that they want ArtBridges to continue to 
support them to connect to others.  While the idea of doing this through technology appealed due to 
workload, an emerging theme in the data was a desire for face-to-face meetings, in recognition of the 
fact that there is something powerful about meeting in person that nothing can replace in terms of 
forging relationships:  
 

“Everything is so virtual.  I want less virtual.  I want a conference with interdisciplinary folks, with 
lectures, forums, and a chance to address sustainability and strengthening our work.” – 
Community Partner 

 
“I am not sure, I would like have easier access to community arts workers in my area. direct 

conversation would strengthen the message of ArtBridges. I am particularly interested in 

intergenerational projects that would welcome older people, and participate in overcoming 

"ageism". – Survey respondent 

An interesting themes with five of the larger9 community partners engaged (both new and returning 
community partners) is the fact they are being called upon to provide support to smaller, emerging 
groups, and also marginalized communities: 

 

“I have been in touch with communities [smaller ones] that want us to work with them.  They 
need a “scaled down” version of what we do.  We need to partner with them or help them in 
some way.  Hard to do but I also feel I need to do it.” – Community Partner 

 

These larger community partners expressed a desire for ArtBridges to facilitate the partnerships being 
requested of them through supporting assessment of what kind of partnership activities could occur, 
offering tools to build the capacity of smaller groups that larger groups can support them to use, etc. 

 
Another key result from the evaluation is that now, almost eight years into the life of ArtBridges, there is 

a sense, among staff in particular, that ArtBridges has reached a critical point in terms of needing to take 

its work to the “next level” and defining what that will be.  In terms of the key activity of Making 

Connections, the following themes emerged: 

                                                           
9 Defined for the purpose of the evaluation as organizations having multiple funding streams, at least 2 full-time staff and 
dedicated space for programming. 
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 Engaging people at a “meta-level” (i.e., policy makers and funders); and support something very 
fluid on the ground:  

 

“…maybe not as cumbersome as regional offices, but smaller meet-ups sponsored by local 
community partners?” – Staff 

 

 Supporting partnerships so that smaller, emerging groups can ground their work in a bricks-and-
mortar space that allows them to build programming versus simply running projects; 

 Supporting organizations to build their capacity to partner across sectors; 

 Continuing to try to use social media as a platform to support connections: 
 

“ArtBridges’ Facebook page feels very Toronto-based – nothing I can be part of.  Can 
Facebook be more of an ‘I need someone to fly supplies in’ kind of thing where we can 
access that kind of help?  Like help swapping? And then engage all kinds of people, not 
just art people?” – Community Partner 

 

Gathering and Sharing Resources 
 

“ArtBridges is like a relative in the new city that you move to that will help you get settled.” – 

Community Partner 

ArtBridges engage in the following key activities to gathering and sharing resources: 
 

 Seek out information, expertise, resources and opportunities from community-engaged arts 
initiatives, and those connected to the field in Canada; 

 Identify and gather resources, including toolkits, fundraising tips, policy manuals, templates, 
reflections, stories, photos, videos, best practices, upcoming educational and professional 
development opportunities, HR opportunities, awards, scholarships, and more; 

 Support and facilitate the sharing of information and expertise from those who have expertise, 
material or resources to those who need expertise, material or resources; 

 Maintain an accessible collection of free or affordable information resources for community-
engaged arts and arts for social change in Canada. Regularly update the collection to maintain 
the relevancy and currency of information; 

 Provide a listing about free, affordable and accessible community-engaged arts projects, 
programs, organizations and resources in Canada; 

 Feature stories, news, information, opportunities and resources on the ArtBridges hub. Highlight 
and promote work, opportunities and resources that are relevant, current, interesting and 
useful. 

 

The evaluation focuses on the following key questions relative to these activities: 

 What kind of supports and resources do community partners need?   

 What kind of supports and resources do community partners want to offer?  What support do 
they need from ArtBridges to offer it? 

 Are certain resources harder to gather than others?  Why? 

 Are the resources that are identified and gathered relevant?  How are they used? 

 Are there any gaps?  
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Of perhaps anything that ArtBridges does, the work it has done around sharing resources is felt to have 
had the most direct impact on the work of community partners.  Year 2 has allowed ArtBridges to fully 
develop the resources it can offer to community partners and others.  Table 11 shows a very slow 
downward trend in elements of resource development.  This statistic doesn’t capture the gathering and 
sharing of resources done via “Artbridging”- the service aspect of the work.  This trend is seen to have 
happened because ArtBridges has reached a critical mass in terms of the resource base, as opposed to 
the heavy development mode it was in in Year 1:  
 
Table 12: Educational Opportunities, Classified, Events and Learning and Resource section uploads - 2016  
 

2016 

# OF EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITIES 

UPLOADED ON AB 
SHORT-TERM + LONG-

TERM LEARNING 
 

2# OF OPPORTUNITIES 
UPLOADED AND 

ACCESSED ON 
CLASSIFIEDS 

 

2# OF EVENTS 
UPLOADED ON AB 

“EVENTS” PAGE 
(INCLUDES 

WORKSHOPS IN 
SHORT-TERM 

LEARNING) 
 

# OF RESOURCES 
UPLOADED ON 

ABS’ L&R SECTION 
 

Jan 2 20 10 1 

Feb 4 13 17 1 

Mar 5 17 20 15 

Apr 3 8 15 12 

May 8 15 16 19 

Jun 3 9 14 6 

jul 1 12 15 0 

Aug 2 7 18 9 

Sept 5 8 11 11 

Oct 11 3 3 12 

Nov 5 6 14 0 
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2016 

# OF EDUCATIONAL 
OPPORTUNITIES 

UPLOADED ON AB 
SHORT-TERM + LONG-

TERM LEARNING 
 

2# OF OPPORTUNITIES 
UPLOADED AND 

ACCESSED ON 
CLASSIFIEDS 

 

2# OF EVENTS 
UPLOADED ON AB 

“EVENTS” PAGE 
(INCLUDES 

WORKSHOPS IN 
SHORT-TERM 

LEARNING) 
 

# OF RESOURCES 
UPLOADED ON 

ABS’ L&R SECTION 
 

Dec 1 6 4 10 

TOTAL 50 (24 in Year 1) 124 (148 in Year 1) 157 (164 in Year 1) 96 (93 in Year 1) 

 

“We have developed good resources on the website.  There is a breadth to it.  We have our eye on 
the trends, we are seeing gaps, we are working with people we already know.”   - Staff 

 

“There is so much to look at, I can see what other projects have done, what they want to do.  It is a 
way for me to do my planning.” – Community Partner 

 

Twenty-four of 25 (96%) of community partners stated that securing adequate funding and other 
resources for the work they do is the main challenge they experience.  As such, community partners 
stated that they want more opportunity to connect, receive and share resources about funding and 
policy opportunities/supports in particular.  Further suggestions for more resources include: 

 

 Creating ArtBridges-specific resources; 

 More professional development tools;  

 Learning about how to measure the impact of artmaking on broader community outcomes such 
as building civic society, poverty, etc.; understanding how to connect art and community 
development;  

 Having relevant statistics at the ready for when people write grants; 

 Building case materials on what funding sustainable community-based arts involves for 
organization to use when applying for grants and/or engaging funders; 

 Case studies of successful projects. 

 

Again, as in Year 1, staff indicated that community partners remain relatively passive in terms of 

uploading resources on to the website and sharing available resources (i.e., through the classifieds and 

events sections).    Although there was a desire (especially in Year 1) for community partners to take the 

initiative to interact with each other through the website in this way, it has not come to pass.  This is not 

necessarily seen as a negative thing, and some staff indicate that those elements of the website can be 

potentially removed going forward. 

Highlighting What’s Going on 
 
ArtBridges engage in the following key activities to highlighting what’s going on: 
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 Highlight, illuminate and showcase current activities and new developments in community-
engaged arts and arts for social change in Canada, recognizing specific Canadian contexts (First 
Nations, Métis, Inuit, Francophone, multicultural, new Canadians, urban, rural, North, etc.); 

 Provide a forum, through the ArtBridges’ hub, for people working, connected, or involved in the 
field to be seen and heard. 

 

The evaluation focuses on the following key questions relative to these activities: 

 

 What is the experience of members of the First Nations/Metis/Inuit (FNMI) communities when 
it comes to ArtBridges?  What works?  Doesn’t?  What would make their experience more 
relevant to their assets and needs? 

 Who is the typical person or group listed on the hub? 

 What is the user experience of being “listed” on the hub?  Are there any gaps for users? 

 What happens after users are listed?  What do they do with the information? 

 What happens as a result of being listed?  What opportunities does it result in, if any? 

 

The work with FNMI communities and Francophone communities has continued to build in Year 2 of the 

evaluation.   A new grant from Heritage Canada allowed for ArtBridges to substantially expand French 

content and translated material on the website.  Today, ArtBridges work of connecting and engaging 

community partners in the Francophone communities and FNMI communities’ accounts for roughly 20 – 

30% of their work that is being tracked on the tracking sheet (See Appendix C under separate cover).  In 

terms of FNMI communities, there has been remarkable growth in engagement, especially in the 

number of site visits and the number of connections facilitated (which includes google hangouts) as per 

Table 13.  This may have had direct impact on the growth in the number of Facebook members on the 

ArtBridges FNMI page (Table 14): 
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Table 13.  Community Partner and Stakeholder Engagement, FNMI Communities - 2016 

2016 
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 

# OF 
COALITIONS/NETWOR

K MEETINGS 
ATTENDED/PARTICIP

ATED IN BY STAFF 
(E.G.: UMBRELLA 

ORGS, OR 
MEETINGS/GROUPS – 

THAT ARE NOT 
ABOUT SITE VISITS) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 4 

# OF 
CONFERENCES/WORK
SHOPS/EVENTS/SYMP

OSIUMS ATTENDED 
(BY STAFF) 

0 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 7 

# OF TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCES, 
HANGOUTS, IN-

PERSON MEETINGS 
BTW COMMUNITY 

PARTNERS 
(SUPPORTED BY 

STAFF) 

0 2 2 3 2 0 0 0 2 4 23 4 
42 (2 in 
Year 1) 

# OF MENTOR-
MENTEE 

RELATIONSHIPS 
CARRIED OUT 

(ARTBRIDGING) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 5 5 16 

# OF CONNECTIONS 
FACILITATED (BTW 

COMMUNITY 
PARTNERS, OR A 

COMMUNITY 
PARTNER AND 

ANOTHER 
GROUP/INDIVIDUAL) 
(ARTBRIDGING, E.G. 

PIANO) 

0 3 1 0 0 3 0 0 5 7 27 4 43 

# OF SITE-VISITS TO 
COMMUNITY 

PARTNERS MADE BY 
STAFF 

0 0 0 0 8 3 0 0 0 1 23 1 
36 (5 in 
Year 1) 

# OF ARTS POLICY-
MAKERS ENGAGED 
(E.G. GOVERNMENT 

OFFICIALS, ARTS 
COUNCILS) 

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 6 

# OF FUNDERS 
ENGAGED (MEMBERS, 

SPONSORS, 
FOUNDATIONS, 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 1 1 8 
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Table 14.  FNMI Engagement through website and Facebook – 2016 

2016 
# OF CURRENT FACEBOOK 

GROUP MEMBERS ON AB’S 
NEW FNMI PAGE 

# OF FACEBOOK POSTINGS 
THAT AB POSTS ON AB FNMI 

GROUP PAGE 

# OF FNMI INITIATIVES 
PROFILED AND UPLOADED 

ON ABS’ PROFILE DIRECTORY 

Jan 113 13 4 

Feb 116 11 0 

Mar 119 15 0 

Apr 119 12 1 

May 121 16 0 

Jun 123 15 0 

Jull 123 9 0 

Aug 122 5 0 

Sept 122 10 0 

Oct 122 4 0 

Nov 122 2 0 

Dec 122 5 0 

TOTAL 1444 (Year 1 = 107) 117 (Year 1  = 172) 5 (Year 1 = 2) 

 

A similar picture emerges in the Francophone community: 

 

GOVERNMENT, 
INDIVIDUALS) 

Total 2 5 3 5 11 7 0 4 12 20 140 17  
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Table 15.  Francophone community engagement – 2016 

 

2016 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Total 

# OF 
COALITIONS/NETWO

RK MEETINGS 
ATTENDED/PARTICIP

ATED IN BY STAFF 
(E.G.: UMBRELLA 

ORGS, OR 
MEETINGS/GROUPS – 

THAT ARE NOT 
ABOUT SITE VISITS) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

# OF 
CONFERENCES/WORK
SHOPS/EVENTS/SYM
POSIUMS ATTENDED 

(BY STAFF) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 

# OF TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCES, 
HANGOUTS, IN-

PERSON MEETINGS 
BTW COMMUNITY 

PARTNERS 
(SUPPORTED BY 

STAFF) 

0 2 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 

# OF MENTOR-
MENTEE 

RELATIONSHIPS 
CARRIED OUT 

(ARTBRIDGING) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

# OF CONNECTIONS 
FACILITATED (BTW 

COMMUNITY 
PARTNERS, OR A 

COMMUNITY 
PARTNER AND 

ANOTHER 
GROUP/INDIVIDUAL) 
(ARTBRIDGING, E.G. 

PIANO) 

4 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 1 2 
11 (12 in 
Year 1) 

# OF SITE-VISITS TO 
COMMUNITY 

PARTNERS MADE BY 
STAFF 

1 1 1 0 2 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 
22 (6 in 
Year 1) 

# OF ARTS POLICY-
MAKERS ENGAGED 
(E.G. GOVERNMENT 

OFFICIALS, ARTS 
COUNCILS) 

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 

# OF FUNDERS 
ENGAGED 

(MEMBERS, 
SPONSORS, 

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 5 
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Specifically, site visits (including attending a conference in Quebec that allowed engagement of 
Francophone community arts groups) and the FNMI–focused google hangouts provided a way to engage 
and deepen the conversation with those communities.  Learnings this year have included: 
 

 FNMI communities may not always need to have a project or shared activity to work towards; 
being able to talk together and share stories is powerful in and of itself; 

 Many community partners want to be more inclusive of FNMI communities, even though they 
may not specifically have that mandate or be run by FNMI community members.  This may be an 
opportunity for ArtBridges to more specifically explore how best to offer support to such 
organizations, in addition to its work with organizations that are run by and for FNMI peoples; 

 The Truth and Reconciliation Report came up repeatedly throughout the data gathering process 
for the Year 2 evaluation.  There is a strong desire to see ArtBridges and the wider community-
based arts sector respond to it: 

 

“The TRC [Truth and Reconciliation Report].  We have to share something. We have to 
contribute.” – Community Partner 

 

 ArtBridges has come to understand that Francophone communities outside of Quebec gather 
together around language and culture because of being in primarily Anglophone communities.  
For those community-based art groups in Quebec, there isn’t a need to gather around language 
in the same way, making the landscape there unique within the Francophone community and 
having important implications for partnership and collaboration; 

 Staff indicated that bridging Anglophone and Francophone groups and organizations is 
important: 
 

“There is not a lot of conversations happening between provinces and the language 
barrier is huge, yet Quebec hosts some of the most amazing community arts programs 
and projects in Canada. It is important to shed light to those on a national level and to 
push to communicate and collaborate cross-provinces and cross languages.” - Staff  

 

 There continues to be a desire from both staff and community partners for a more 
intersectional approach that better considers engagement of groups that work with and/or 
serve artists with disabilities, racialized artists, the queer artist community, etc. 

 

Again in Year 2, almost all staff and 21 of 25 community partners (84%) indicated that being able to 
meet in-person through some sort of conference or gathering would have value: 

 

FOUNDATIONS, 
GOVERNMENT, 
INDIVIDUALS) 

Total 5 5 1 0 4 20 0 7 2 0 5 2  
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“I would love to attend a conference for community arts.  Help us understand new legislation, 
share best practices, showcase or work and our partnerships, help us get the bigger story out to 
the powers-that-be.  This could help turn all of us into a network and we need that.  That 
connection that is bigger.  Believe it or not, doing this kind of conference would be so innovative! 
– Community Partner 

  

“Connecting organizations and individuals regionally. I know this is not for the newsletter 
however organizing a conference or mini local conferences to share research, best practices, 
ideas, please!” – Survey Respondent 

 

Conferences or gatherings would help us keep our momentum that we gained form the site 
visits.  Otherwise, I am worried it will be lost.” - Staff 

 
In Year 2, 23 of 25 community partners (92%) have indicated that they want ArtBridges to specifically 

play a role highlighting what is going on with policy makers and funders through: 

 Engaging in research that explores defining the level of resources are required to create a 
sustainable community-based arts sector (paying Executive Directors, paying artists fair wages); 

 Engaging in research on how community-based arts in terms of equitable community health and 
well-being outcomes for marginalized populations (e.g., FNMI communities, queer 
communities); 

 Supporting community partners to meet with funders and policy makers to share their story and 
the impact of their work, including supporting an understanding that stretches beyond “high 
art” to see the mastery in community-based art as well; 

 Meeting with provincial and national policy makers and funders to advocate for a sustainable 
and inclusive community-based arts and culture sector.   

 

“We have arrived at that moment in time when something has to happen to legitimize our sector 
and to recommend our role in building healthy communities, local thriving economies, 
connecting people to employment, etc.  To see our work as a community health and wellness 
strategy” – Community Partner 

 

“Community partners want ArtBridges to support their work on the ground through capacity 
building and research to tell their story, and to then further link them to others doing the work 
and supporting those large groups to build a national advocacy and sustainability strategy.  They 
also need help to evaluate the work to tell the story too.” - Staff 

 

While the idea of supporting advocacy and engaging funders and policymakers came up in Year 1, the 
idea of ArtBridges engaging in research emerged as a newer theme in Year 2.  In 2016, ArtBridges did 
collaborate with the ASC! Project10 on a research study entitled “State of the Art:  Art for Social Change 
in Canada”.  This experience was seen as positive by staff, and one that should be built on going 

                                                           
10 The ASC! Project is a 5 year national research project of Simon Fraser University funded by the Social  

Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada.    
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forward, supporting the results that community partners are also wanting ArtBridges to play this kind of 
role in the sector.  

 

And again, as in Year 1, highlighting what is going on is felt to be needed beyond the arts sector.  Both 
community partners and staff expressed excitement at the idea of ArtBridges taking the story and 
message about the value of community engaged arts and arts for social change across sectors through 
vehicles such a symposiums, the website and online dialogue. 

 

ArtBridges’ Internal Capacity 

The evaluation in Year 2 indicates that as ArtBridges has grown, it has been stretched thin in terms of its 
internal processes and systems. The program staff team is small, and all described a great deal of 
dedication to the work – going “above and beyond” was a common commitment.  Four key themes 
emerged among staff in their journals and through interviews:   
 

 Workflow and team collaboration, including communication and coordination challenges, 
follow-up and follow through among staff and with stakeholders, and finding the right pace 
for the work to keep momentum going.  Documenting and sharing learning and new 
connections among staff was cited as inconsistent.  “Communication among the team and 
keeping up with what others are doing (and what we need to know) has been challenging”. 
Team work was also cited as a success, such as the time when ArtBridging got a donated 
piano moved to a community arts program for youth at risk. One staff commented that 
“team work is always the solution”; 

 Organizational structure, including the part-time nature of the staff complement. This 
included managing expectations, “this is the juggling act of the job – balancing the 
immediate needs of the service and email communication with managing the operations as 
well as long-term projects and activities of ArtBridges”.   This included the fact that in 2016, 
7 out of 16 project/program/development staff and consultants did not live in Toronto, 
meaning work was done by email, calls, google hangouts and scheduling meetings was a 
significant challenge.  
 
This also included the organization growing and changing, making the longer term grant 
deliverables “obsolete” and the need for flexible funder expectations from the start to meet 
the evolving nature and expansion of the work; 

 ArtBridges underwent a major audit initiated by Ontario Trillium Foundation during 2016, 
which placed significant strain on the staff team in terms of time and documentation 
requests; 

 Workload and team capacity, including managing very large volumes of emails (e.g., 2100 
after 2 ½ weeks of being away), struggling to follow through with partners in a timely way 
after establishing great links because, “there is so much to do and not enough time”, 
meeting the grant obligations while also managing expectations around new and evolving 
activities such as site visits.  
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Analysis  
 

“Community-based art addresses people’s need for community, belonging, productivity and 

expression.  We need help to really value the power of this work.  We need help to get the story 

out into the world in a different way, and we need each other to do that.” – Community Partner 

In this second year of evaluation of ArtBridges, the initiative has matured in some important and 

exciting ways.  Its stakeholders continue to have high regard for the staff, and give them high marks in 

terms of how they have approached their work to date.   

The two main grants that ArtBridges received in the last three years (i.e., the J.W. McConnell grant and 
the Ontario Trillium Foundation grant) have fundamentally changed ArtBridges capacity to drive towards 
its theory of change.  Thanks to the grants, the initiative has been able to build a meaningful virtual hub, 
develop a deep and rich resource database and engage community partners across the country.  The 
staff have learned a great deal about the assets and needs of their community partners on the ground, 
which has strengthened their efforts to provide support.  Staff have indicated they understand the field 
more than ever.  The initiative is role modeling survival in the sector and its staying power is valued by 
community partners.  All of this has resulted in the increasing credibility for ArtBridges. 
 
The website as the virtual hub for ArtBridges continues to be a well-accessed resource, and the kinks 
from Year 1 have been ironed out. More people are finding out about the website through google 
searches, which may mean that more people are hearing about ArtBridges in the course of their daily 
work.  However, most people surveyed still find out about it through staff, which means that staff and 
their engagement efforts remain critical for getting the word out about the initiative.   People are using 
the website for different reasons in Year 2 as well.  More people come to the site to learn about other 
projects and to see what other groups exist and what they do, as compared to coming to find out about 
ArtBridges and to access specific resources.  Having said this, the main reason – to learn more about the 
sector overall – remains the same over both years.  This may mean that stakeholders are understanding 
that ArtBridges does have that hub function, and is a place where groups virtually gather, even if it is a 
passive engagement (e.g., users do send ArtBridges staff information to upload, but typically do not 
actively loading information about classifieds or events on to the website themselves).  Twitter activity 
has essentially remained steady (with a very small decrease), as has blog activity.  However, Twitter 
followers have grown, as have Facebook followers (both general and for the FNMI communities) and e-
newsletter subscribers.  The use of these 2 social media platforms has not appeared to have a direct 
impact on website activity, despite notable re-tweets from some people with high profile in Canada.   
 
The staff team have used their time somewhat differently in Year 2 than they did in Year 1.  An increased 
focus on site visits as a way to connect to community partners has been an important shift.  Google 
hangouts have also been used with some success as a way to connect community partners with each 
other across populations, mediums and geographies. Not only has this meant that ArtBridges has more 
community partners (now numbering 411), it has meant that they have successfully deepened 
relationships with some of those community partners.  It is important to note that these activities have 
taken a great deal of program staff time.  Other key activities of the initiative have mostly seen slight 
downward trends or have stayed steady (i.e., Twitter Facebook, community engagement, attending of 
conferences, resource development, “ArtBridging” on the ground between community partners, 
providing support and advice to emerging groups, mentoring etc.), with the exception of an increase of 
FNMI community engagement).  That means that the core work of the initiative has kept occurring while 
adding a significant amount of new work to the very small staff team.  This kind of dedication is 
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important to note, and has been a critical piece in terms of ArtBridges being where it is today.  And 
between these new activities and the ongoing focus on core activities, there is a sense among all 
surveyed stakeholders that ArtBridges has been successful in what can be considered its “basic 
grounding” activities.  Its evolving approach has paid off.     

 

The evaluation shows that once initial connections with or between community partners are made, they 
are not necessarily sustaining over time.  That means that groups that have some sort of first (or second 
or even third contact) with ArtBridges often do not have more personal contact.  ArtBridges staff have 
not had the time to maintain those relationships.  Importantly, the community partners engaged for the 
evaluation are not reaching out either, to ArtBridges or to other community partners that ArtBridges 
puts them in touch with. Most indicate that they appreciate the connections, the resources and the 
website, but don’t always find the time to circle back or to look through everything that is online, even if 
they know it might help them in their work.  This raises some important questions for ArtBridges.  Is 
there a need to keep ongoing connection with community partners and to what end?  How should 
ArtBridges think about the connecting work it is doing?  Who should they connect with, and why?  Is the 
approach of widespread connecting still the right one, or is it time to consider fewer connections, that 
go deeper, for an identified purpose?  Part of answering these questions means reflecting on: 
 

 What smaller emerging groups might need from ArtBridges (e.g., mentoring support), what 
larger, more established organizations need from ArtBridges (e.g., research to build the case and 
to strengthen existing organizational systems) and what they might need from each other (e.g., 
access to targeted communities, profile, etc.); 

 What regional groups need from national groups and vice versa; 

 What kinds of needs target populations have that cut across geography, and how those needs 
might intersect with other populations’ needs. 

 

As one stakeholder put it: 

“Connecting feels good and helps people land their work somewhere but people do not always 
follow up with each other and it is hard to define exactly how they use the information and 
learning they get through ArtBridges.  Yes, we get inspired and a sense of community is formed 
in the moment.  Is that enough?” – Community Partner 

 

There are implications that, once these questions are answered, the website may need a 
refresh/redesign so that different groups are more easily taken to the resources/points of connection 
they need (e.g., archived information, curatorial links, resources for emerging groups, advocacy toolkits 
for larger organizations, etc.).  It also has implications for how ArtBridges connects groups beyond the 
virtual hub (see below). 

 

The sector, in the meantime, is undergoing rapid growth and change.  All stakeholders indicate that the 
sector needs support in the areas of: 

 Sharing best practices; 

 Access to resources to build capacity and sustainability; 

 Research to help build the case for community-based arts and arts for social change; 

 Advocacy with policymakers and funders. 
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It may be that ArtBridges is ready to move on from its initial generative phase to something that drives 
towards more strategic and meaningful connecting of stakeholders within and across sectors.  
Stakeholders clearly want in-person engagement, conferences [regional and national] and roundtables 
with policy makers and funders.  This means ArtBridges changing its primary focus but also differently 
engaging in its own partnerships in new and different ways, including existing arts advocacy groups, 
research institutes, academic institutions, funders, the media and other networks and hubs.  A strategic 
partnership strategy may be in order now.  Application of network theory is also warranted by 
ArtBridges at this time, in order to address the complex space that is community based arts and arts for 
social change. 

 
ArtBridges will be applying to be a “national arts service organization“ with Canada Revenue Agency in 

early 2017.  The implications of this are to be able to develop a fundraising structure that supports 

sustainability and to apply for more and diverse funding opportunities.  An opportunity to engage in 

strategic planning and a review of the organizational structure can come with this change as well.  This 

will help ArtBridges deeply what it is meant to be going forward, what kinds of skills it requires within its 

own walls, who it want to engage with and why. 

Areas of Focus Going Forward 
 

The evaluation offer the following questions to guide a strategic planning process for ArtBridges: 

1. What are the core activities for ArtBridges going forward?  What is it time to let go of and what 
is needed? 

2. What kind of connecting is the right kind for ArtBridges?  What do different stakeholders need 
(across size of organization, geographic location, focus, target population, sectors)?  Is there a 
need to engage people more than one time?  Can ArtBridges target certain groups or 
populations and “go deeper” and what would that look like?   What is the community 
engagement strategy for ArtBridges? 

3. What should ArtBridges highlight in terms of the sector and to whom?  Is there policy work 
ArtBridges should support? 

4. Who are ArtBridges key partners in the sector to achieve strategic goals?  Who should it engage 
outside of the sector and to what end? 

5. What is ArtBridges’ role with other hubs or networks (e.g., Neighbourhood Arts Network)? Is 
ArtBridges meant to be a meta-connector?   

6. Can ArtBridges revisit its theory of change now that it has a better understanding of its work, its 
value and what its community partners want it to do, in order to be really strategic with that 
document? 

7. Is it time for ArtBridges to explore its organizational structure along with its theory of change 
and strategic planning (e.g., where the team should be located, regional offices, local 
champions, etc.) 

8. Should ArtBridges have a focus on certain priority populations or is an intersectional analysis 
better for the future? 

 


