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The Culture Capital Exchange 

 

TCCE (The Culture Capital Exchange) is a network of Higher Education institutions 

established in 2005 with Higher Education Innovation Fund (HEIF) funding and initially 

known as LCACE (London Centre for Arts and Cultural Exchange). It was the first university-

led network to focus specifically on knowledge exchange, collaboration and wider 

engagement between the research base and the arts, cultural and creative sectors in the 

capital and continues to pioneer developments in this field. 

TCCE runs a wide range of programmes, initiatives and events designed to support our 

core members on the following types of activity: Research Collaborations, Public 

Engagement, Conferences and Networking; ECR Development and identifying Grand 

Challenges and Hot Topics for future research. 

 

Fossbox CIC 
 
Fossbox is a social enterprise and network of researchers and technologists interested in 

the human dimensions of emerging technologies. We work to promote awareness of the 

issues surrounding technology in society and economy and for more democratic 

accountability. We collaborate with universities, arts organisations, non-profits, 

representative bodies, and governments using human-centred design processes to engage 

the public in research and policy and to capture impacts collaboratively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Gemma Burford & Paula Graham Gazzard 

FOSSBOX CIC | www.fossbox.org.uk 

2017 
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Executive summary 

 The National Academics and Creatives Exchange (‘The Exchange’) was funded by 

Arts Council England (ACE) and the Higher Education Funding Council for England 

(HEFCE) from 2015-2017 with the aim of establishing a national network to promote 

collaborative research between early career researchers (ECRs) and small and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the cultural and creative sector.   

 The project was led by The Culture Capital Exchange (TCCE).  This evaluation, along 

with some of the training and remote collaboration aspects of the project, was 

conducted by Fossbox Community Interest Company (Fossbox CIC). 

 Project objectives included building a national network of engaged ECRs and 

creatives, establishing long-term research partnerships, enhancing research 

training (especially around collaboration and partnership-building skills), promoting 

the importance of academic research in enhancing business resilience and growth, 

and empowering creative and cultural SMEs to bid for larger grants. 

 The project established a Collaborative Research Awards funding scheme and 

supported 26 small-scale research projects (mini-projects) with a budget of £5,000 

and a timeline of approximately 3 months, each of them a collaboration between 

at least one early career researcher (ECR) and at least one partner from a creative 

and/or cultural SME.  

 Research partners were strongly encouraged to reflect on their individual and 

shared values and apply to these insights effectively to their project design, 

thinking not only about the actions that they planned to take together, but also 

how they intended to collaborate.   

 The success of this approach was evidenced by the fact that all but one of the 

research partnerships submitted a ‘Principles of Collaboration’ statement, and the 

majority of these statements were clearly quality-oriented and values-centred.   

 Partners learned how to overcome challenges and barriers to collaboration.  

 The 26 mini-projects generated a diverse range of legacies - from concrete outputs 

such as books, films, artworks, conference papers and draft journal articles, at the 

most tangible end of the legacy spectrum, through works-in-progress, skill 

development, professional relationships and networks on various scales, to less 

tangible legacies such as new understandings, self-esteem and confidence.   

 The project’s focus on the ‘how-to’ of collaboration has important implications for 

a variety of stakeholders within higher education and the creative and cultural 

industries, including funders and policy-makers as well as ECRs and artists. 
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1. Introduction 

Both the UK research landscape and the UK arts sector are rapidly changing. In April 2018, 

Research England will replace HEFCE in managing research in England, UKRI will replace 

the Research Councils whilst Innovate UK will be rolled into the new UKRI. Dual funding 

will continue, but there will be a markedly increased emphasis on productivity in UK 

creative research. The AHRC is establishing a policy and evidence observatory and a new 

round of funding through creative clusters for research led by industry.  

The inclusion of the creative industries as a high-value sector in the Industrial Strategy is 

further tending towards an approach to funding creative research that resembles the STEM 

research funding -- leading to fresh discussion of what STEAM might mean in practice, and 

on the specificities and diversity of engaged creative research and its processes. Criteria 

for practice-based art and design research excellence are now valued within the Research 

Excellence Framework, whilst the weighting of impact and public engagement in research 

excellence is steadily increasing.  

The Arts Councils have long advocated the building of partnerships for the benefit and 

development of arts organisations, with Higher Education being one of the main proposed 

areas. The Culture Capital Exchange’s previous work in knowledge exchange has, however, 

encountered perceived barriers to working with Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) for 

creative organisations. These include the scale of HEIs and their complex bureaucratic 

systems, differing praxis and language, and the challenge of finding research partners.   

Early career researchers (ECRs) share the problem of identifying appropriate creative 

organisations to work with, and finding the support within their HEIs to develop 

collaborative research skills. They also face a rapidly changing, increasingly demanding 

and competitive research environment. Academic traditions have tended to favour the 

‘lone’ researcher and the monograph, whilst Research Councils now face increasing 

pressure for their outputs and outcomes to contribute to regional and national economies. 

Many ECRs are also developing ‘portfolio’ careers which resemble those of creatives, 

because of increasing precarity in academic employment. Creative research is very often 

practice-based, but the criteria for excellence in such research are often poorly 

understood by researchers and research managers. All this presents a difficult, and 

sometimes baffling, set of pressures for ECRs.  

In order for creative research to flourish for the future, it is vital that ECRs develop an 

early understanding of what constitutes excellence in practice-based research, and in the 

processes, methods, and ethical frameworks underpinning collaborative research. A clear 

need therefore emerges for building networks bringing together ECRs and creatives into 

mutually beneficial partnerships.  The National Academics and Creatives Exchange (‘The 

Exchange’) was jointly funded by HEFCE and Arts Council England and implemented by 

TCCE from 2015-2017 in order to respond to this need. 
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1.1. The need for a National Academics and Creatives Exchange 

The Culture Capital Exchange (TCCE) has been working at the intersection of Universities 

and the creative and cultural industries for ten years, and has built up a wealth of 

expertise in negotiating this area of work, including a recent very successful ACE 

supported conference entitled ‘Building a New Grand Partnership’. TCCE has also 

developed strands of work, some supported by an Arts and Humanities Research Council 

(AHRC) grant as one of the four national Knowledge Exchange Hubs for the Creative and 

Cultural Industries, Creativeworks London, in which they have been able to test out 

models of collaboration.  

Through programmes such as the AHRC’s Knowledge Hubs and Connected Communities 

programme, researchers in the UK are amassing a wealth of experience of what does and 

doesn’t work in knowledge exchange and creative research, and a skill-set is emerging. In 

the high-pressured schedules of contemporary academia, however, there may be limited 

dissemination and access to these skills. As such, there is a need to build relationships 

between creative SMEs and academics, in which both partners can develop their skills 

through designing, pitching and implementing collaborative research projects.  This can 

aid the development of small creative businesses and also help them to establish longer-

term collaborations with HEIs, to mutual benefit.   

It has been recognised that the development of relevant skills is not the only factor that 

has historically hindered collaboration between ECRs and SMEs, and that there are a 

number of other challenges and barriers.  Key issues include a lack of appropriate support 

and development opportunities for ECRs wishing to undertake collaborative research with 

the SME sector, or to work in cross-disciplinary ways; the absence of a shared language 

between academia and SMEs; a limited understanding within SMEs about what academic 

research, and particularly collaborative research, can offer them; differing approaches, 

timescale imperatives, priorities, etc. within research collaborations; and logistical 

barriers that can prevent SMEs from accessing relevant academic research, such as 

bureaucratic processes and a lack of clear contact routes.  Due to time pressures, there 

is often little space for inspiration, exploration and reflection, either within creative 

enterprises and organisations, or for ECRs within HEI; yet these spaces are vital to creative 

research. 

With these issues in mind, TCCE developed the proposal for The Exchange as a national to 

share examples of best practice, to avoid duplication, open up opportunities for learning 

and collaboration and support the career development of ECRs - particularly those unable 

to find permanent employment within the academy, or choosing to work in a more 

“portfolio” way.  It was considered crucial that NACE’s limited resources should be used 

to provide as many diverse project spaces as possible in which to ‘seed’ research ideas, 

and to nurture and develop nascent partnerships into viable collaborative research 

projects and networks.  
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1.2. Developing `The Exchange’ as a pilot project 

The National Centre for Academic and Creative Exchange (‘The Exchange’) was a pilot to 

explore and exchange best practices on effective research collaboration.  The Exchange 

was intended to bring together the agendas of Creative SMEs, artists, and HEIs – with 

particular reference to ECR support and development. ECRs are defined for the purposes 

of this project as researchers eight years or less from their PhD or six years from their first 

academic appointment, but this definition was treated flexibly as a guideline. 

The project was jointly funded by Arts Council England (ACE) and the Higher Education 

Funding Council for England (HEFCE) with the longer-term aim of a permanent network in 

England, and possibly beyond, to support ECRs and facilitate and develop collaborative 

research between academics and Creative SMEs. It initially facilitated ECR-SME 

collaboration by providing seed funding to 26 projects (up to £5,000 each) over three 

different funding rounds.  Crucially, the network was intended to act as a genuine 

opportunity to showcase best practice from all partners, and to share learning, case 

studies and methodologies.  The idea was to engage with participants throughout the 

exchange process with hands-on design and delivery of collaborative research projects 

and networking events.   

Aims and objectives of the pilot  

The aims of The Exchange included: 

 Extending access to a wide range of knowledge 

 Broadening and deepening connections between the creative industries and higher 

education, and identifying areas where partnerships can inspire new thinking 

 Strengthening research impact, including practice-based and action research      

 Supporting the development of Early Career Researchers, especially in respect of 

the acquisition of collaborative research skills  

 Supporting the development of creative and cultural SMEs. 

These broad aims were associated with the following specific objectives: 

 To develop a national network of HEIs and creatives to share best practice, lessons 

learned from individual initiatives and avoid duplication in this developing area 

 To build long-term partnerships between individual ECRs and specific SMEs 

 To enhance research training for ECRs and creative and cultural SMEs alike, in 

particular around research collaboration and partnership building, in order to build 

excellent and sustainable capacity to tackle new fields of enquiry which require a 

cross disciplinary and collaborative approach 
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 To promote the importance of academic research in building business resilience 

and growth within creative and cultural SMEs, as this is not yet adopted as standard 

business practice 

 To help creative and cultural SMEs to bid successfully for larger grants, with the 

benefit of rigorous research data, the professional credibility associated with 

universities, and the project design and partnership-building skills developed and 

honed in these small-scale collaborations. 

Partners  

Sixteen higher education institutions participated in The Exchange.  The numbers of grant 

applications that were received in each funding round, disaggregated by institution, are 

shown below in Table 1.    

Table 1. Applications received from each project partner in the three funding rounds 

HEI Round 1 

(Total 33) 
Round 2 

(Total 28) 
Round 3 

(Total 43) 
Total per HEI 

(Grand total 104) 

Birmingham City University 2 3 3 8 

Canterbury Christ Church Uni. 2 2 1 5 

De Montfort University - 3 2 5 

Falmouth University 2 1 1 4 

Lancaster University 1 - - 1 

Liverpool John Moores Uni. 3 3 2 8 

Loughborough University - 1 2 3 

Manchester Metropolitan Uni. 2 2 3 7 

Plymouth University 4 2 5 11 

University of Surrey - 1 1 2 

University of East Anglia - 1 1 2 

University of Exeter 5 6 6 17 

University of Kent 1 - 3 4 

Northumbria University - - 3  
(1 was ineligible) 

3 

University of Leeds 7 1 8 16 

University of Oxford 4 2 2 

(both ineligible) 
8 
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The inclusion of so many project partners from outside London represented a significant 

evolution for TCCE, which – following its initial establishment as the London Centre for 

Arts and Cultural Exchange, and its development as a knowledge exchange hub for 

Creativeworks London – had maintained its primary focus in the London area.   

 

Designing the pilot 

The Exchange established itself within TCCE’s wider networks through online circulation 

of information and case studies, in conjunction with local events feeding into the 

subsequent regional and national meetings.  

The pilot began with an open strategy workshop facilitated by Fossbox CIC to design the 

pilot process collaboratively with participating HEIs. This workshop used a blend of human-

centred design and creative techniques to explore the expectations and agendas of the 

key stakeholders and to establish a delivery plan with full stakeholder buy-in from the 

start. The following key considerations emerged: 

 Benefits for both Creatives and ECRs needed to be articulated very clearly as the 

pilot was offering an innovative approach 

 Local knowledge, networks, and expertise in this area needed to be mobilised in 

order to maximise reach beyond academia. 

 Mentoring for ECRs was considered important in order to ensure that participation 

in the project was clearly aligned with individual ECR career paths and that ECRs 

were supported in developing the necessary skills. ECR champions were recruited 

from participating HEIs. 

 Cross-disciplinary approaches were strongly welcomed, but individual HEIs needed 

freedom to tailor the distribution of information to their own research agendas 

It was also recognised at an early stage of project design that there should be a strong 

focus on improving the quality of collaboration between the partners, and on giving them 

the time and ̀ head space’ to experiment and take creative risks in ways that would usually 

be impossible.  One of the most innovative and distinctive features of this project was its 

focus on training the newly constituted research teams, at the pre-application stage, to 

reflect on their individual and shared values and translate these into the project design.  

Each project team was asked to identify three ‘Principles of Collaboration’ that would 

define how they intended to work together, and what benefits they hoped to gain from 

collaborating in that way.   

Remote collaboration was unfamiliar to almost all participants and so Fossbox CIC, who 

are specialists in remote collaboration, were commissioned to provide platform support 

for the project blended with quarterly face-to-face stakeholder meetings hosted 

regionally by HEIs.  To this end, Fossbox built a collaborative research training and self-
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evaluation platform structured to support ECRs and creatives through the process, and to 

capture reflections and impacts as they emerged rather than attempting to recall them 

after the event.  

Networking events 

The Exchange facilitated 12 regional networking events to bring together ECRs and SMEs 

in the creative and cultural sectors who were interested in collaborative projects but did 

not yet have a research partner.   At these events, facilitators from TCCE used a series of 

workshop exercises to encourage participates to reflect on their values (by thinking about 

past collaborative activities that they had found valuable, meaningful and worthwhile, 

and then visualise the type of collaboration that they would like to have in the future).  

These values were written on ‘Post-it’ sticky notes and displayed on a large wall (see cover 

image) and served as a starting point, along with thematic interests, for identifying 

potential partners and initiating conversations.   

The 12 events were attended by a total of 564 people, of whom 90 went on to make a 

submission to The Exchange Collaborative Research Awards scheme.  A total of 26 grants 

were awarded. 

Table 2. Locations and attendance statistics for networking events 

Date Location ROUND ECRs attending 

 (311 total) 
Creatives attending 

(253 total) 
Attendees   

making  
Submissions  

(90 in total) 

20/ 01/ 2016 Plymouth 1 25 35 14 (23%) 

03/ 02 /2016 Leeds 1 26 35 15 (24%) 

17/ 02 /2016 London 1 24 37 15 (24%) 

24/ 02 /2016 Birmingham 1 22 45 14 (20%) 

16/ 03 /2016 Liverpool 2 6 7 1 (7%) 

06/ 05 /2016 Manchester 2 6 11 2 (11%) 

13/ 05 /2016 London 2 9 25 4 (11%) 

04/ 05 /2016 Exeter 2 10 13 6 (26%) 

27/ 04 /2016 Leicester 2 21 5 6 (23%) 

13/ 12 /2016 Loughborough 3 15 17 7 (22%) 

07/ 12 /2016 London 3 3 11 3 (21%) 

23/ 11 /2016 Penryn 3 9 12 3 (14%) 
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Funding rounds 

In order to maximise participation, seed funds were made available to cover the costs of 

establishing an initial research collaboration. These collaborations were intended not only 

to develop research outputs, but also the collaborative skills of participating ECRs.  The 

following principles were agreed in relation to the grant scheme, referred to as The 

Exchange Collaborative Research Awards: 

• Seed funds of £5,000 each (in three rounds) with SME’s as fundholders to be 

apportioned by agreement between the collaborators and a budget submitted 

with their application. 

• FEC should not be applied to these small seed funds 

• Creatives / SMEs should not be expected to sign away IP rights 

• Participating artists (with precarious income) would have full expenses 

reimbursed 

• Networking sessions, to enable ECRs who did not have any pre-existing 

engagement with the creative industries to meet potential research partners 

• Pre-application workshops, delivered in person and online, to support newly 

formed partnerships in exploring their shared values and developing their own 

‘Principles of Collaboration’ (PoC) statements.  While agreeing on principles of 

collaboration was not an essential requirement for the application, it was made 

clear to applicants that all successful project teams would be required to submit 

a PoC statement before the first instalment of funding could be released. 

• Assessment of the applications to include consideration of the long term benefits 

for all participants (Academics and Creatives). Panels were convened to review 

the applications drawn from participating HEIs and make the 30 awards. 

• ECR development events (see below) in parallel with the grant scheme. 

The research collaborations 

A total of 26 collaborations received seed funding from the Exchange pilot – ten each in 

the first two rounds, and six in the third.  For the purposes of analysis and ease of 

reference in this report, the three seed funding rounds were labelled R1, R2 and R3 

respectively, with the individual collaborative projects that were funded in each round 

designated as R1-01, R2-01, etc.   

For the avoidance of confusion, we have used the term ‘mini-projects’ throughout this 

report to refer to the research collaborations that were supported by the £5000 grants, 

and ‘expanded projects’ to refer to the larger initiatives that grew from these seeds.   
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ECR development events 

Alongside the funding rounds, The Exchange also supported a number of development 

events aimed specifically at ECRs.  These were aimed at building skills and covered a 

variety of topics.  A list of events and attendance statistics is given in Table 3. 

Following the success of the `Hack-a-demia’ conference, and feedback received via a 

Google survey of attendees, the project team took the decision to organise a follow-up 

conference (‘Hack-a-demia 2.0’) that would be open to creative partners as well as ECRs.  

This was intended to showcase best practice from the Collaborative Research Awards and 

provide a networking opportunity for grantees, funders and interested contacts.   

Table 3. The Exchange’s ECR development events (note that ‘Hack-a-demia 2.0’ also included creatives)  

Event Number  
of  
Attendees 

How To get Your First Academic Job (London) 39 

How To Write for Non-specialist Audiences  (Penryn) 11 

How To Write for Non-specialist Audiences  (London) 13 

Hack-a-demia - future proofing your academic career (London) 134 

Hack-a-demia 2.0 - Building strong collaborations in challenging times 
(London) 

117 

Inside Out Festival - Connecting Higher Education with the Arts, Cultural 
and Creative Industries (London) 

Not known 

Art and Human Rights Network Day (Kent) 25 

A Pause for Thought – Participation (Leeds) 35 

Burlesque in the North: spatial politics and sexual citizenship (Leeds) 
 

Not known 

Performing Light Networking – for researchers and artists working with 
light (Leeds) 

22 

 

Training in collaborative research skills 

Prior to the funding rounds, The Exchange (in collaboration with Fossbox) organised 5 live 

workshops and 6 webinars to train participants in collaborative research skills.  These 

were aimed at teams of at least one ECR and one creative, although in practice, many 

people attended as individuals and discussed the material with research partners later.  
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1.3. About this evaluation 

Evaluating creative research impacts often presents a challenge, as these are usually far 

less tangible than the impacts for more empirical areas of research such as STEM. Fossbox 

CIC was a partner in the Starting from Values: Evaluating Intangible Legacies project, 

which was part of the AHRC `Connected Communities: Creating Living Knowledge’ 

Programme. This approach does not treat the theories and concepts that are being 

developed as being detached from the conditions of their production. This is a praxis 

knowledge that connects lived experience on the ground with the wider body of national 

and international critical knowledge. Fossbox was therefore commissioned to conduct this 

evaluation of The Exchange using a similar values-centred approach to legacy.   

Starting from Values: Evaluating Intangible Legacies was one of seven projects funded in 

a call for developing different ways of investigating the legacy of Arts and Humanities 

Research Council (AHRC) Connected Communities projects. It brought together partners 

from two Connected Communities project: The Authority Research Network and Scaling-

Up Co-Design as well as special advisors from the Universities of Sheffield Hallam and 

Northumbria. Fossbox CIC’s Director, Dr Paula Graham-Gazzard, was a Community Co-

Investigator, while Gemma Burford was a research assistant to the Principal Investigator, 

Professor Marie Harder (based in the Values and Sustainability Research Group at the 

University of Brighton, which had pioneered the concepts of values-focused evaluation 

and values-based indicator design through an earlier EU-funded project).   

The aim of Starting from Values: Evaluating Intangible Legacies was to co-develop 

creative ways of identifying, evaluating and enhancing intangible, values-related aspects 

of project legacies. This learning was then brought to a further six AHRC Connected 

Communities projects. 

The project has led to new ways of defining 'legacy', lending legitimacy and authority to 

previously unheard or less ‘tangible’ legacies of Connected Communities projects - such 

as confidence-building, morale-boosting, skills development, shared understandings, and 

changes in world-views and priorities -, and contributes to wider questions on shared 

values, authority and legacies in collaborative research projects. 

Fossbox CIC has integrated the Intangible Legacies methodology with platform support for 

research collaboration in a way which has allowed us to promote a deeper collaborative 

process.  Awareness of the potential for wider research impact (from both academic and 

creative perspectives)s has been embedded within into the collaborative process itself, 

and a two-stage continuous collection of impact data (at the mid-term review and the 

final evaluation stages) has been built embedded into the collaboration platform. It was 

expected that this level of impact awareness would improve the balance between 

research outputs and impacts. 

 

http://connected-communities.org/
http://connected-communities.org/
http://www.authorityresearch.net/
http://scalingup-codesign.weebly.com/
http://scalingup-codesign.weebly.com/
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Theoretical framing: multilevel values-focused evaluation 

The evaluation of The Exchange was underpinned by the principles of multilevel values-

focused evaluation.  Values-focused evaluation, which arose out of the Starting from 

Values: Evaluating Intangible Legacies project and its precursors (e.g. Burford et al., 2013, 

2016a, 2016b; Podger et al., 2016; Hoover et al., 2015; Harder et al., 2016) proposes that 

concepts such as ‘impact’ and ‘legacy’ are subjective.  Thus, a project outcome is only 

considered to be an impact or legacy if someone notices it and values it.   

Different stakeholders always have different values, which in turn lead to different 

expectations and priorities, even within a collaborative project with mutually agreed and 

shared objectives.  This means that any evaluation will look different, depending on 

whether it is grounded in the values of project funders, front-line implementers, 

beneficiaries, external stakeholders such as local authorities, or all of the above. 

Multilevel VFE is a way of assessing the impact of complex programs by explicitly 

examining them from different values perspectives, or `values lenses’ – respectively 

looking for outcomes that are valued by funders, implementers and beneficiaries.  The 

term ‘values lens’ is used to emphasise that each of these perspectives offers a different 

way of seeing the project, and introduces its own biases and distortions which render 

some project outcomes more visible and others less visible – like viewing the world through 

spectacles with different coloured lenses.   

Combining values perspectives, whether as a single framework (as in this case) or as 

separate strands of an evaluation, does not eliminate bias; but it can provide a richer and 

more comprehensive understanding of the project.  Multilevel VFE can often highlight 

‘intangible’ or less tangible impacts, which would typically be missed in an evaluation 

conducted solely from a funder’s perspective.  In this evaluation, we used three values 

lenses, which were integrated into a single process of data collection and analysis: 

1. Funders’ values - we derived an understanding of the outcomes that were 

important to project funders from initial conversations around the project, the bid 

documents, and an examination of evaluation forms used by ACE in other contexts; 

2. Implementers’ values - these were obtained from the original co-design workshop 

conducted by Fossbox CIC with the project steering group; 

3. Beneficiaries’ values - these were determined from the ‘Principles of 

Collaboration’ statements that successful grant applicants were required to 

complete at the outset of the project, before their funding could be released.   

By combining these three different values perspectives, we designed a mid-term review 

form and final self-evaluation form for completion by the grantees. 
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How the findings are organised 

The findings of the evaluation are presented in five sections, as follows: 

- In Section 1, we evaluate the extent to which The Exchange met its distinctive and 
innovative brief of training participants in how to collaborate – a process-centred 
approach, rather than an output-centred one. This is achieved through an 
exploration of four specific questions: 

o Did participants succeed in planning how they wanted to collaborate? 

o Did their chosen ‘Principles of Collaboration’ have any common themes? 

o Did teams gain the benefits they expected from following their ‘Principles’? 

o Did following the ‘Principles’ yield any unexpected benefits? 

- Section 2 explores the ways in which participants were able to overcome challenges 
and barriers to collaboration – another key objective of The Exchange. 

- In Section 3, we present a systematic meta-analysis of the large dataset relating to 
the legacies of the 26 individual mini-projects.  This is organised under the headings 
that were used in the self-evaluation form, namely Publications, Physical Artefacts, 
Digital Artefacts, Ongoing Performances and Installations, Other Tangible Legacies, 
Less Tangible Legacies, Personal Legacies (for the creative and academic partners 
respectively), Skills Development, and Legacies for Wider Society.     

- Section 4 offers three case studies of specific mini-projects, chosen for their 
breadth and depth of legacies as well as to showcase the diversity of the work 
supported by The Exchange. 

- Finally, Section 5 zooms out from the individual mini-projects to give a ‘bird’s eye 
view’ of The Exchange as a pilot project.  

After presenting these findings, we comment briefly on their wider implications in the 

Discussion section, and then conclude with recommendations. 

To avoid confusion, it is important to note that we have used the term ‘academic partner’ 

throughout this report to refer to an ECR who is employed by a university, and ‘creative 

partner’ to refer to someone who is working (typically, although not necessarily, self-

employed) in an SME in the cultural and creative sector.  In practice, this distinction is not 

always so clearly defined, as there was an overlap between the `academic’ and `creative’ 

categories.  Several of the people involved in the project were already boundary-spanners 

– people who worked in academia but were also engaged in creative practice of their own, 

or who were primarily freelance artists but had already been involved in some way with 

higher education institutions.  In designating one partner in each collaboration as the 

‘academic partner’ and the other(s) as the creative partner(s), we have followed the lead 

of the mini-project teams themselves.   
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2. Learning how to collaborate 

The Exchange was innovative in requiring and empowering participants to reflect together 

from the outset on how they wanted to collaborate, rather than specifying only which 

outputs they hoped to produce, or what sort of impact or legacy they were aiming to 

achieve.  This distinction has been conceptualised by Cox et al. (2008) as the difference 

between implementation processes and intervention processes, respectively representing 

the ‘how’ and the ‘what’ of project design.  This novel brief had the twofold objective of 

(a) improving the quality of collaboration in the mini-projects themselves, and (b) training 

artists and ECRs, in a broader sense, to design effective collaborations. 

Fossbox CIC’s training course on ‘Designing Collaborative Research – A Values-Based 

Approach’, delivered as webinars and live workshops, was created to support participants 

in co-designing their mini-projects in accordance with this brief.  We have referred to this 

approach as ‘project design from the inside out’ because it focuses initially on encouraging 

each individual to explore their own inner landscape of values and world-views (in the 

sense of thinking about past experiences of collaboration that they have found valuable, 

meaningful or worthwhile, and developing their own ‘best case scenarios’ for their 

proposed project) before initiating a focused discussion with their prospective 

collaborator(s).   

Analysis of the ‘Principles of Collaboration’ statements that were co-created by 

participants can provide insight into the outcomes of The Exchange in three distinct ways: 

 Firstly, by looking at the general nature of the Principles across all 25 projects that 

submitted PoC statements, we can gain an understanding of the extent to which 

the participants had understood the novel brief of The Exchange’s Researcher-in-

Residence scheme and successfully met its objective of planning how they wanted 

to collaborate, in order to co-create quality collaborative experiences.   

 Secondly, by examining the common themes of the Principles of Collaboration we 

can gain a sense of the knowledge that was created by participants about how to 

design and build effective collaborative research projects.   

 Thirdly, by reviewing the extent to which following the ̀ Principles of Collaboration’ 

generated both expected and unexpected benefits, we can evaluate The Exchange 

through the lens of what matters to its immediate beneficiaries – the mini-project 

teams themselves.   

The findings from the data analysis relating to these questions are given in Sections 2.1 

(general nature of Principles), 2.2 (common themes) 2.3 (whether expectations were 

met), and 2.4 (unexpected benefits), respectively.    
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2.1. Did participants succeed in planning ways to collaborate? 

To answer this question, we conducted a thematic analysis of the 25 submitted ‘Principles 

of Collaboration’ (POC) documents, which comprised a total of 3 x 25 = 75 formal 

`principles’.  Some of these were very short and simple, such as ‘Share our expertise’ or 

‘Work with online collaborative tools’.  Others were complex, as in this example of 

Principle 2 from Crowd Formation (R1-08): 

Partners will share ideas in both formal and informal environments and adopt an 

agile and reflective approach at each stage of the project... Less emails and more 

collaborative sessions! 

This specific example was broken down into four principles for the purposes of the 

analysis: 

 Share ideas in both formal and informal environments 

 Adopt an agile approach 

 Adopt a reflective approach at each stage of the project  

 Less e-mails and more collaborative sessions  

In this way, the 25 mini-projects yielded a total of 114 separate principles, with an average 

of 4.56 statements per mini-project.  A thematic analysis of these 114 statements yielded 

a total of 30 basic themes and three higher-level categories (second order themes).  The 

higher-level categories were as follows: 

 Processes of collaborating – what the partners wanted to do, specifically with a 

view to building a successful collaboration (e.g. listening, questioning, negotiating) 

 Attributes of successful collaborative researchers – how the partners wanted to be 

in their interactions with each other (e.g. respectful, playful, brave) 

 ‘Traditional’ objectives – statements that were not about the collaboration as 

such, but simply outlined the goals of the mini-project in a more conventional way.  

These have not been discussed in further detail in this section of the analysis. 

Of the 25 mini-project teams that returned a self-evaluation form, 15 submitted Principles 

of Collaboration (PoC) statements that were based on both ‘processes’ and ‘attributes’, 

while 7 submitted PoC statements based on ‘processes’ only.  The remainder (n=3) 

consisted of one team that had submitted one ‘attribute’-based statement and some 

traditional objectives, and two that had submitted only traditional objectives.   

We can conclude that at least 23 of the 25 mini-project teams achieved a good 

understanding of The Exchange’s innovative brief and met the objective of `reflecting 

together on how to collaborate, not just what to do’.  This was evidenced by the fact that 

they produced POC statements which referred specifically to processes of collaborating, 
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or a mixture of processes of collaborating and attributes of successful collaborative 

researchers.  In the case of the two mini-projects that included only `traditional’ 

objectives in their POC statements, and for the mini-project that did not submit a POC or 

final self-evaluation report at all, the objective was not fully met and there was not 

enough evidence to assess whether or not the teams in question had understood the brief. 

It is difficult to determine conclusively whether it was because of the training course in 

‘Designing Collaborative Research’ that the 23 mini-project teams who successfully 

produced relevant POC statements were able to understand the project brief.  This is 

because some participants may already have been experienced in designing collaborative 

projects, and some teams may have produced the POC statements spontaneously without 

recourse to the training materials.  In order to evaluate this aspect in a future project, it 

would be helpful to ask participants about their prior experience of working 

collaboratively and/or to ask them directly whether they had drawn on the training 

materials in creating their POC statements.    

 

2.2. Did the `Principles of Collaboration’ have any common themes? 

Across all of the 25 mini-projects that submitted a self-evaluation form, a total of 30 basic 

themes were identified from the ‘Principles of Collaboration’ statements.  Some of these 

themes were represented only by a single principle, while others were common to as many 

as 7-10 different mini-projects.    

Care should be taken to avoid attaching too much significance to the numbers themselves, 

particularly because the themes are not clearly distinguished from one another and 

several of them overlap.  However, it is nonetheless interesting to reflect on the four 

Processes themes that recurred in seven or more of the 26 mini-projects.  These were, 

respectively: 

- ‘Time and Space’ (in the sense of making enough time and space for activities that 

are not explicitly output-driven, such as discussing, enjoying the project, 

understanding each other’s worlds and expressing ideas);  

- ‘Goals’ (in the sense of articulating and negotiating both those project goals that 

are shared between partners, and those that are unique to one or other partner, 

with their associated objectives and methods);  

- Unsurprisingly, the rather vague theme of ‘Sharing’ knowledge, skills, perspectives, 

expertise, perspectives and experiences;  

- ‘Strengths and limitations’ (in the sense of recognising one another’s strengths and 

limitations from the outset and designing the mini-project around those.    

None of the Attributes themes recurred in more than five mini-projects, but the most 

popular attributes were ‘Flexible’ (n=5) and ‘Informal’ (n=3).   
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The findings of the analysis for Processes (16 themes) and Attributes (14 themes) 

respectively are shown in Table 4a and Table 4b below.   

 
Table 4a: Themes relating to `processes’ of collaborating, in descending order of the number of 

mini-projects in which the given theme was featured in the Principles of Collaboration 

Theme Number of 
mini-

projects 

Number of 
separate 
principles 

Time and space: making time and space to discuss, enjoy, 
express ideas, visit and understand each other’s worlds and 
(in one case) the project landscape, etc. 

10 11 

Goals: articulating and negotiating shared and individual 
goals, with their associated objectives and/or research 
questions, and identifying methods for achieving them 

8 12 

Sharing knowledge, skills, expertise, perspectives and 
experiences 

7 7 

Strengths and limitations: recognising and using each 
other’s strengths and (in one case) limitations 

7 7 

Reviewing priorities and goals collaboratively 6 6 

Questioning and challenging each other regularly 5 6 

Learning about each other’s `worlds’ 5 5 

Listening to each other and/or to a wider audience 5 5 

Meeting face to face, not just digitally 5 5 

Future: considering the mini-project’s legacies and 
fostering long-term collaborations 

4 5 

Co-Design: planning, developing and delivering project 
activities together 

3 4 

Tools: using online tools e.g. Basecamp and Skype to 
support the collaboration 

2 3 

Facilitation: allowing different team members to facilitate 
sessions 

1 2 

Experimenting with ideas and technologies 1 1 

Language: creating a shared language 1 1 

Quality: working together to refine an understanding of 
‘quality’ in collaborative research 

1 1 
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Table 4b: Themes relating to `attributes’ of successful collaborative researchers 
  

Theme Number 
of mini-
projects 

Number of 
separate  
principles 

Flexible: learning from the unexpected, responding to change 
in an agile and iterative way 

5 6 

Informal in tone, for some or all project meetings 3 4 

Brave: exploring in brave and uninhibited ways 2 2 

Open and transparent about what each partner hopes to gain 2 2 

Playful and exploratory 2 2 

Respectful of different ideas, perspectives and expertise 2 2 

Ambitious in relation to personal and intellectual outcomes 1 1 

Encouraging and enabling everyone to contribute 1 1 

Equitable: ensuring that all voices are heard 1 1 

Mutual: being ready both to lead and to be led 1 1 

Recoverist, not careerist [a term created by one of the 
participants, and referring to a focus on facilitating people’s 
recovery from addiction rather than building people’s careers] 

1 1 

Responsible: taking collective responsibility for achieving the 
project objectives 

1 1 

Rigorous in analysis, and based on detailed discussions 1 1 

Unbiased: free from political or institutional bias 1 1 

 
Figure 1: Themes represented in three or more mini-projects  
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2.3. Did teams gain the benefits they expected? 

The original version of the evaluation form invited participants to reflect on the benefits 

that they had expected to gain by following their self-defined ‘Principles of 

Collaboration’, comment on the extent to which they were met, and identify any 

unexpected benefits.   

Many teams simply repeated their original statements of benefits and then added new 

ones, implying but not explicitly stating that the original benefits had been achieved in 

the ways that they hoped.  Some, however, did elaborate. This quote from a Round 2 

project, based on the principle ‘We will each play to our strengths in developing the 

project’, explains how the expected benefits manifested themselves in practice: 

`We most definitely played to our strengths.  Simply the process of asking “who is 

best placed to do this?” provided simple opportunities for self-reflection, enabled 

us to support each other and provided robustness.  We feel we understand each 

other’s strengths and also ambitions and passions for similar work in the future.’ 

(R2-05, Granby Winter Garden)   

A team from Round 1 reported on a benefit that had exceeded their initial expectations, 

based on the principle of ‘regular outcome-based review of work’:   

“This [outcome-based review] proved extremely helpful. In particular our 

extensive discussion following the reading of our translation resulted in a very 

precise sense of the aspects of the play that worked well and those that required 

more thought. These were not necessarily as we’d anticipated.  This reinforced 

our impression that the reading with professional actors was of great importance 

to the project. It also shows how regular recalibration is a good idea that can result 

in a more finely tuned end product.”  (R1-02, The Earl of Essex) 

One mini-project team from Round 1 also gave specific examples of new insights that were 

gained when things did not go as hoped – based on the principle ‘We will listen to each 

other’s institutional visions, aims and goals with regard to visitor engagement, reaching 

new audiences and interpreting historical collections’, which originally had the expected 

benefit of sharing audiences.  These insights fed into the development of a much larger 

project: 

“Although we did not ultimately share audiences to the extent that we had 

expected, the ECR and Creative both saw how this could have been facilitated 

more effectively and will be able to benefit from this as part of the larger AHRC 

bid, for which we intend to share audiences between Harewood and the University, 

for example though the use of cross-promotional materials at both venues and co-

ordinated social media campaigns.”  (R1-09, Harewood’s Electricity Story) 
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In the latter phase of the evaluation, i.e. towards the end of the data collection phase for 

Round 2, we refined the evaluation methodology to allow participants to assign a 

numerical score to rate the extent to which their expectations of benefit had been met, 

using a four-point rating scale of 0 (not at all), 1 (to some extent), 2 (met), or 3 

(exceeded).  This enabled the collection of richer data.    

Of the six mini-projects (one in Round 2 and five in Round 3) that completed this improved 

version of the evaluation form, none of them reported any expectations that had not been 

met at all.  The six projects had specified a total of 33 expected benefits, with five 

projects each defining six expected benefits (two per principle) as per instructions, and 

the sixth project defining only three. For 27 of these 33 expected benefits across all six 

mini-projects, the teams’ original expectations were either `met’ (n=16) or `exceeded’ 

(n=11).  There were four benefits for which the expectations were met ‘to some extent’, 

and two that were not rated.  These findings are illustrated in Figure 2 below.   

Figure 2 also shows that at the level of individual projects, four out of the six teams felt 

that two or more of the benefits of following their Principles of Collaboration had 

exceeded their expectations. This indicates that the participants generally felt that 

following their Principles of Collaboration had brought them the benefits that they hoped 

for - and often more.   

 

Figure 2: Extent to which expectations were `exceeded’, ‘met’, or ‘met to some extent’ in six individual 

mini-projects (#6 in Round 2 and all except #1 in Round 3) and across all six of these mini-projects 
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Table 5a: Details of the benefits of collaboration that were rated by their mini-project 

teams as `exceeding expectations’ 

 

Mini-
Project 

Principle(s) Benefit(s) 

Artists in 
Tech Cities 
(R2-06) 

Face to face contact with 
same person in organisations 
throughout project 

Develop relationship 

Research free from political or 
institutional bias 

Create new and valuable research on 
important issue for London 

Enable researchers to fully use their 
research capacity    

Draw from both partners’ 
worlds, mixing desktop 
research and live research 

Contextualise project 

Dissecting 
Principles  

(R3-02) 

Explore in brave uninhibited 
but practical ways and engage 
in detailed discussions and 
rigorous analysis 

Development of choreographic and 
dance teaching practices 

Development of a wider circle of 
stakeholders 

Staying Vital 
(R3-05) 

Develop and deliver sessions 
together 

Develop trust with participants 

Open to question each other – 
To understand, To avoid 
dictation, To develop 

Flexibility and willingness for evolution 
of ideas 

At the Table 
(R3-06) 

Keep asking questions of each 
other and of stakeholders and 
participants 

Partners are constantly improving and 
refining ideas 

Allow space to learn from the 
unexpected 

Experiments can help us to break down 
common assumptions about what works 

Communicate well so that we 
can be flexible if changes 
happen 

The project can evolve to incorporate 
findings, methods, or issues that we 
didn’t expect 
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Table 5b: Details of the benefits of collaboration rated by their teams as met ‘to some 

extent’ 

 

Mini-
Project 

Principle(s) Benefit(s) 

Dissecting 
Principles  

(R3-02) 

Share perspectives and 
experiences 

Space and time made available for 
generating ideas and creativity 

Mapping the 
Future (R3-
04) 

Develop strong methodologies 
for collaboration with Young 
People 

Not stated – the rating ‘To some extent’ 
was applied to the principles 
themselves, which are in the form of 
traditional objectives.   Only one benefit 
was listed under each of these, which 
was rated as ‘met’. 

Create new joint research and 
evaluation methodologies 

At the Table 
(R3-06) 

Communicate well so that we 
can be flexible if changes 
happen 

Partners can feel in touch with one-
another, even if other demands take 
over for a time. 

 

While it is difficult to draw firm conclusions from these small samples, it seems that on 

the whole, the areas in which the project teams’ expectations of benefit were exceeded 

often tended to focus on the evolution of ideas, practices and relationships.  These arose 

from Principles of Collaboration around themes such as brave exploration, questioning, 

co-design, face-to-face meeting and, of course, sharing.  Areas that felt more problematic 

tended to be time-related, a theme that will be picked up in Section 3 when we discuss 

challenges and barriers to collaboration.   

 

2.4. Did following the ‘Principles’ yield any unexpected benefits? 

We allowed space in the evaluation form for mini-project teams to report on any 

unexpected benefits that they had gained from collaborating in the ways that they 

described in their Principles of Collaboration statements.  Of the 25 teams that submitted 

self-evaluation forms, 21 (80.7%) reported that they had gained at least one unexpected 

benefit, 19 teams (73%) obtained two or more, and six teams (23%) reported obtaining 

five or more unexpected benefits. 

We carried out a rough thematic coding of these data, according to the main `Principles 

of Collaboration’ themes with which the unexpected benefits were associated.  We did 

not quantify the findings of this analysis for two reasons: first, because many of the 

Principles that yielded unexpected benefits were coded with more than one theme, and 

second, because there is a substantial overlap between several of the themes.   
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However, the analysis does highlight several Principles of Collaboration that led to a large 

number of unexpected benefits, as follows: 

Articulating and negotiating individual and shared goals 

Comments from the teams highlighted that allowing space for each partner to have their 

own individual goals, rather than insisting that all goals had to be shared, was particularly 

powerful.  Benefits included new contacts and resources, a sense of freedom for the artist, 

recognition of each other’s complementary strengths and approaches, proposals for new 

collaborative projects, and wider conversations within the arts sector.  Importantly, one 

of the teams commented that it had an impact on the way in which both partners engaged 

in collaborative practice in other contexts: 

“This has helped both to approach other collaborations with greater sensitivity to 

the complementary and sometimes competing objectives and priorities of her [sic] 

partners… to approach other projects in a more ‘holistic’ way…” (R2-09, Resonant 

Spaces)  

Regularly reviewing the project together 

Academic and creative partners gained a deeper appreciation of reflexivity and self-

evaluation, which in one case highlighted the importance of considering issues of “group 

dynamics, value and power” in the research.  In another, joint reflection kept the project 

focused, allowing for goals to be flexible but also allow both collaborators to “push 

forward with new energy”.  Regular reviews helped partners to respond creatively to time 

constraints, sometimes substantially revising their original plans in order to deliver the 

project effectively within the context of time pressures that had a greater impact than 

they envisaged.  This theme will be taken up further in Section 3. 

Making time to understand each other’s ‘worlds’  

For many teams, The Exchange’s focus on `learning how to collaborate’ resulted in a 

strong emphasis on spending time together in person, especially at the outset of the 

project, and committing to achieving a deeper understanding of their partner’s lived 

reality.  

Several ECRs said that they learned a great deal from their excursions into their creative 

partner’s `world’.  These are just two of the many examples that were supplied: 

 “The Academic attended both occasions when the Mulliontide walk occurred, as a 

“participant observer”, so was able to experience at first hand the emotional and 

physical impact of the work, which resulted in a detailed and lengthy conversation 

with the Creative immediately afterwards, an exchange of greater extent than 

could have been anticipated.” (R2-01, Mulliontide) 
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“We gained a better understanding of each other’s disciplines / field of work both 

conceptually but perhaps less expectedly – practically too. For example, visiting 

London Book Fair with [the creative partner] provided a vehicle for [the academic] 

to understand the publishing industry through the eyes of a practitioner.” (R2-08, 

And The Memory Fills All Space) 

For the artists, there was great value in having dedicated and funded time to explore what 

academic research might mean for them and how it can enhance their practice.  There 

was often a sense that The Exchange’s funding had facilitated something that they had 

been longing to do, which would otherwise have been difficult or impossible because of 

the financial pressures of self-employment.   

This quote sums up sentiments that were expressed, both in the evaluation forms and at 

the second Hack-a-demia conference, by several of the participating artists: 

“The Exchange funding we received…allowed us – very importantly – the time and 

the space to collaborate calmly and efficiently. Things would have been quite 

different if we’d attempted this work in the snatches of time usually available to 

us and based in coffee shops or messy kitchens at home.” (R2-01, Mulliontide) 

 

2.5. Discussion: The value of learning how to collaborate 

An important insight emerging from this evaluation is the crucial importance of achieving 

a balance between the outward-facing, output-led approach that characterises most 

conventional research projects, and a more inward-facing, process-led approach that is 

centred on improving the experience of collaboration for both partners.  The Exchange 

did not attempt to predefine desired impacts, legacies or outcomes, or even require that 

the research project should generate any creative output at all (although, in practice, 

most of them did – see Section 4).  Rather, the emphasis was placed on learning how to 

collaborate and building strong relationships which in turn would seed larger projects.    

At a conceptual level, we can understand this as a first small step towards redressing the 

balance between ‘doing’ and ‘being’ in academia.  In most higher education institutions, 

as in many other fields of human endeavour, the question of ‘what we need to do’ in the 

name of research has traditionally been given much greater emphasis than ‘how we need 

to be’ (or ‘who we need to be’) in the project context.  People working in the creative 

industries, and especially micro-businesses and solopreneurs, may be more accustomed to 

thinking about the attributes and personal qualities required to produce transformational 

outputs.  This hints at a step change in the conceptualisation of research and research 

design processes, which will serve the academy well at this challenging time in its 

evolution.  We will return to this theme in Section 6, where we report on larger projects 

seeded by The Exchange. 

 



 

28 

 

A model of research design comprising the processes (‘doing’ elements) and attributes 

(‘being’ elements) mentioned by two or more mini-project teams is shown in Figure 3 

below.  These have been organised on to a timeline that covers the early, middle and late 

phases of the project.  In The Exchange, these corresponded roughly to the three 

milestones of submitting a PoC statement, a Mid-Term Review, and a Final Self-Evaluation 

Report. 
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Figure 3.  A model of the processes and attributes suggested by two or more mini-project teams to be 

important for building effective collaborations, based on an analysis of ‘Principles of Collaboration’ 

statements.  Processes are shown as boxes, and attributes as clouds.  Note that this model is an over-

simplification and that most of these processes and attributes are important throughout the duration of the 

project, but for clarity they are shown in the project phases with which they are primarily associated.    
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EARLY PHASE ………………………… MIDDLE PHASE……….……………LATE PHASE 

………………..……………………… LATE PHASE 

Articulating and 

negotiating individual and 

shared GOALS and 

objectives 

SHARING knowledge, skills, expertise, perspectives and experiences 

LISTENING to each other and to a wider audience 

 

LEARNING about each other’s 

worlds 

Making TIME AND SPACE to keep discussing, expressing ideas, enjoying the project and 

participating in each other’s worlds – focusing on experiences, not outputs 

 

REVIEWING priorities and goals together throughout the project 

QUESTIONING and challenging each other regularly 

MEETING face to face, but also using online TOOLS to support collaboration 

 

FLEXIBLE 

Identifying and using each other’s STRENGTHS 

CO-DESIGNING methods and project activities 

 

FUTURE: considering project legacies,  

fostering long-term collaborations 

 

RESPECTFUL 

INFORMAL OPEN PLAYFUL 

BRAVE 
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3. Overcoming challenges and barriers to collaboration 

The Exchange was very successful in meeting its objective of helping both artists and ECRs 

to overcome challenges and barriers to collaboration.  One of the ways in which it 

achieved this was by providing dedicated funding that freed up the creative partners’ time 

and released them temporarily from the pressure of having to find new paid commissions, 

which has already been discussed in section 2.4 above.  The program also addressed the 

practical issue of identifying suitable collaborators, by helping ECRs and creatives to 

identify potential research partners through a series of networking meetings.   

In addition to supporting ECRs and creatives in overcoming the challenges and barriers 

that had previously prevented them from establishing collaborative working relationships 

in the first place, The Exchange also worked on this issue within the collaborative projects 

once they were established.  This was achieved by using a formal process of Mid-Term 

Review to push project teams to think more deeply about the challenges and barriers that 

they were encountering in their collaboration and what, if anything, they needed to 

change in order to overcome these.  This learning was cemented by a question in the Final 

Self-Evaluation about how the challenges and barriers had been overcome.   

Overcoming challenges and barriers represented an important dimension of ‘upskilling’, 

above and beyond the acquisition of the general categories of skills that are discussed in 

Section 4.  

In the sections that follow, we discuss the three main categories of challenges and 

barriers, each of which was raised as an issue by three or more mini-project teams.  There 

were several others, mainly logistical and practical in nature, that were mentioned by 

only one team, but for the purpose of brevity we have omitted these. 

3.1. Time and distance  

An overwhelming majority of the mini-project teams felt that their collaboration was 

significantly challenged by time, distance, or both.  Of the 25 teams who submitted self-

evaluation reports, 17 (68%) reported that they had issues with time pressure, competing 

priorities or scheduling difficulties, and 5 (20%) said that they were affected by issues 

relating to geographical distance between team members.   Two projects reported that 

they had difficulties with both time and distance. 

The time issues were not at all unexpected, as the original vision for The Exchange was 

that the mini-projects would last for three months and all the work should be completed 

within this time frame.  Many of the teams appreciated this short timescale, as it forced 

them to be focused and productive.   

However, it was especially challenging for those mini-projects that had ambitious goals of 

generating benefits for a wider audience, beyond the project team itself.  As one of the 

teams explained it: 
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“The main issue that arose was the short period of the project (3 months). While 
[the academic partner] was used to working to fairly tight deadlines in an academic 
context, [the artists] are used to taking longer over projects. This is for good 
reason. It takes time to generate public interest and to build trust.” (R1-03, 
Mapping Exeter’s Tree Tales) 

 

The specific timing of the funding rounds was problematic for some teams.  Round 3, in 

particular, was scheduled to coincide with the end of the academic year, but participants 

in the other rounds sometimes commented that mini-projects coincided with times of 

particularly heavy workload – especially for the academic partners.  On another note, a 

mini-project targeting football fans (R1-08, Crowd Formation) was hindered by the 

absence of professional football during the project timeframe. 

The nature of The Exchange’s strategy for building collaborations, which was rooted in 

identifying common values and interests rather than focusing on convenience or proximity, 

meant that geographical distance was much more of an issue in this program than in 

traditional academic-creative collaboration initiatives.  In the most extreme case, the 

researcher was based in Lancaster while the creative partner was in Cornwall!    

Another mini-project was affected by the ECR changing jobs and moving to a new area, 

which meant that work allocation had to be revised and the creative partner had to take 

on a larger role in the fieldwork than anticipated.  This brought challenges of its own: 

“…because of the move [the creative] had to carry out research roles such as 
interviewing which meant learning on her feet. This was particularly important 
because we were working with a group whose responses might include sensitive 
information…. Because of the limited time that we had, [the ECR] did not always 
have time to explain everything to [the creative] so trust had to be developed 
between us when it came to the final performance.” (R3-06, At the Table) 

 

All of the projects that experienced time- and distance-related challenges felt that they 

were successful in overcoming them.   One way in which this was achieved was through 

creative scheduling solutions, which highlighted the importance of finding the right 

balance between forward-planning and flexibility. The patience of The Exchange’s 

secretariat in allowing teams to change timescales or extend their mini-projects well 

beyond the three-month deadline was crucial in this regard, as was the willingness of some 

teams to meet at ‘odd hours’, such as early mornings or evenings.  Another strategy 

employed by some of the teams was to ensure that their planning of face-to-face meetings 

was driven by quality rather than quantity – choosing, for example, to engage in a longer 

and more intensive period of work instead of several short ones, or to sharpen their focus.   

For several teams, the use of online tools and platforms such as Google Drive, Skype and 

The Exchange’s own WizIQ platform – as well as phone and e-mail – was crucial for 

sustaining collaboration in the face of time and distance constraints.  
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These approaches sometimes created new challenges of their own, however, and could 

not fully replace face-to-face meetings, as one project team explained: 

“We have got better at using online tools for collaboration (for example The 
Exchange system, google docs for planning and Skype for conversations) However, 
we felt that the opportunities to meet up in person were much more productive, 
partly for practical reasons (Google docs once failed to save some changes one 
partner had made to the document/ Skype sometimes failed) and also because 
being able to read body language/ facial expressions etc helps to facilitate 
conversations. We took a mixed-methods approach with some activity that took 
place face-to-face and some that used online tools.” (R2-10, Who Takes The Rap?) 

 

3.2. Managing unrealistic expectations 

Due to their inexperience in collaborative research, and their relative unfamiliarity with 

each other’s ‘worlds’, many of the teams designed their mini-projects with highly 

unrealistic expectations of what could be achieved in a three-month timeframe with a 

£5,000 budget.  One of the teams referred to this challenge as “the balance between what 

is desired and what is achievable”.  

Participants’ expectations were unrealistic, not only in the sense that there was not 

enough time or money to do everything that they had initially planned, but also in other 

respects.  These included the willingness of members of the public to attend events or 

engage online, the technical capabilities of platforms, the ability of other people to do 

what was expected of them, or their own ability to master new skills quickly.   

The Exchange’s emphasis that these grants should be regarded as seed funding, or as 

opportunities to pilot ideas that might be seen as too risky by traditional funders, meant 

that no shame or stigma was associated with ‘failure’ to achieve a particular objective or 

complete a specific deliverable (or, indeed, any deliverables at all).  Instead, the 

recognition that a mini-project had been based on unrealistic expectations often served 

as a catalyst for creative thinking.   

The predominant way in which project teams responded to this challenge was to design a 

new project, with a much longer timeframe and larger budget, and seek funding from Arts 

Council England or other funders to support it – exactly as the designers of The Exchange 

had hoped that they would.  We profile some of these expanded projects in Section 5.   
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3.3. Conceptual differences 

Some of the mini-project teams reported that conceptual differences between the 

partners had initially been challenging for them.  Academics and creative partners had 

very different ways of working, and the collaboration had pushed one or both of the team 

members out of their comfort zones, albeit in a productive way.   

One of the creative partners, for example, described their different epistemologies 

(beliefs about what `knowledge’ is, and how it can be generated) in this way:  

“As an artist my methods is always to try things out, and that you cannot form any 
new knowledge until you have physically tried out the idea. For an academic the 
notion of trying things out in an off-hand way is unusual. It is usual to make a lot 
of preparations and justification beforehand… To overcome this challenge the 
artist prepared all the performance experiments so they didn’t need to be slowed 
down or pressurised by an academic context.” (R1-01, The Singer and the Listener). 

 

Another team encountered conceptual differences around the meaning and purpose of 

documentation, which they realised only after reviewing video footage during a debriefing 

meeting: 

“For J. who works in a cultural business context, documentation is geared towards 
making publicity material, but for F. working in an academic context, 
documentation is for the purposes of reviewing activity and for analysis… We gave 
[the videographers] a clearer brief during our next meeting explaining that the 
footage needed to be used both for academic and publicity purposes and this 
resolved the issue. The filming was appropriate from then on.” (R3-02, Dissecting 
Principles)  
 

Mini-project teams reporting these challenges tended to resolve them by talking through 

the issues, reflecting on their respective practices and finding a mutually agreeable 

solution.  It was usually the academic partner who made the larger adjustment. 
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4. Legacies of the mini-projects  

Following the Starting from Values: Evaluating Intangible Legacies project (University of 

Brighton Values and Sustainability Research Group, 2015), we adopted a broad definition 

of ‘legacy’ to refer to anything created during a project that continues beyond the lifetime 

of the project itself.  The concept of legacy is subjective and covers a wide spectrum, 

from what would traditionally be referred to as ‘outputs’, through ‘outcomes’ and 

‘impacts’, to personal benefits obtained from projects (such as confidence, self-esteem 

or professional credibility) that would not normally be picked up by traditional self-

evaluation methods.  Figure 4 illustrates several different types of project legacies. 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Continuum from `least tangible’ to `most tangible’ legacies.  Note that in practice, the five 

categories represented by the text boxes may themselves blur into one another rather than being discrete. 

 

In the self-evaluation form, participants had the opportunity to report on several different 

types of legacies. These were publications, physical artefacts (including artworks and 

objects), digital artefacts (including websites), ongoing performances or installations, 

‘other tangible legacies’, ‘less tangible legacies’, personal legacies for the creative 

partner, personal legacies for the academic partner, and legacies for wider society.  The 

guidelines for completing the form, which were made available to participants via The 

Exchange’s evaluation and training platform, included the figure above and a variety of 

examples for each category.   

The number of mini-project teams reporting legacies of each type (out of a total of 25 

that returned a self-evaluation form) is illustrated in Figure 5. 

In sections 4.1 to 4.11 below, we will give a brief overview of the legacies in each category.   
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Figure 5. Types of legacies reported by mini-project teams.  Note that ‘ongoing performances’ includes 

installations, and ‘publications’ includes some that are still in preparation or have not yet been accepted.  

 

4.1. Publications  

We were inclusive in our definition of publications, not specifying that contributions had 

to be peer-reviewed, produced in print form, or already published.  As a result, of the 25 

mini-project teams that submitted reports, 19 (76%) reported that they were either 

working on or had already completed some kind of publication.  Four books have already 

been published, or are in press, as direct outputs from mini-projects funded by The 

Exchange grants: 

a. Tree Tales: A Celebration of Exeter’s Trees, collected and published by Common 

Ground and edited by Luke Thompson, Jos Smith and Rose Ferraby, who also created 

the tree map of Exeter included in this book:  

 https://www.commonground.org.uk/shop/tree-tales-celebration-exeters-trees/.  

The map and book were launched in early December 2016 at the Phoenix Arts 

Centre, Exeter, at the end of National Tree Week. The event included a talk by Rose 

Ferraby about making the map, readings from the book, poetry by Elena Koslova, 

and a new song about the trees of Exeter written by folk musician Jim Causley. 

b.  ‘Artists Rethinking the Blockchain’ has generated two books – see below. 

c. A new translation of Antonio Coello’s play The Earl of Essex (R1-02)  will be 

published by Aris & Phillips with the title in Spanish and English: El conde de Sex / 

The Earl of Essex. It will appear alongside an edited Spanish text, a study of the 

play and critical apparatus by Roy and is expected to be published in 2018 or 2019. 
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One project, The Lost Hope Book Club, had the explicit am of establishing a spin-off 

company to publish multiple books and pamphlets.  This had, encountered challenges in 

obtaining the necessary support from the academic partner’s university and, despite a 

promising start, had not yet been launched in the way that participants hoped at the time 

of the Hack-a-demia 2.0 conference.  This highlights the importance of higher-level 

institutional support in ensuring that the projects initiated with Exchange seed funding 

are given room to grow. 

Of the other projects that reported on publications, two said that they had already 

submitted a paper to a peer-reviewed academic journal at the time of completing their 

self-evaluation. The named journals were Renaissance Studies (R1-01, The Singer and the 

Listener) and a 2018 special issue of History of Retailing and Consumption focusing on 

rural energy consumption (R1-09, Harewood’s Electricity Story).  Three others had papers 

accepted for presentation at conferences and hoped to publish them in the conference 

proceedings or a specific linked journal.   

The remaining publications were at a variety of different stages and included non-peer-

reviewed journals and magazines (including Drink and Drugs News, the magazine for the 

substance misuse field), online journals such as Arts Professional, reports that had been 

self-published by the creative partners, and a pamphlet providing guidance on business 

practice for the arts-based creative industries. 

4.2. Physical artefacts - objects and artworks  

The Exchange grants generated a wide range of physical objects and artefacts, with 10 

mini-projects reporting legacies in this category.  A particularly creative example was the 

‘At the Table’ project (R3-06), which invited people to talk about their eating-related 

anxieties and ways in which they can be alleviated by creatively redesigning the 

experience of eating at the table.  Participants designed their own range of tableware or 

eating formats, which the research team then converted into real-life prototypes that 

were used in a meal attended by healthcare professionals at the Wellspring Healthy Living 

Centre in Bristol.   

Other physical artefacts included a map to accompany the Tree Tales book; a ‘walking 

pack’ containing photographs and information to be used by walkers (R2-01 Mulliontide); 

four Rummikub sets and one Scrabble that will be used for future creative networking in 

Farnham, as well a map, peg people, and creative challenge cards (R2-10 Our Neck of the 

Woods); and maps and drawings created by young people (R3-04 Mapping the Future).   

There were also various `art works and installations’ that were not described in detail in 

the self-evaluation forms. 
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4.3. Digital artefacts 

Sixteen of the 25 mini-projects reported creating one or more digital artefacts. Most of 

these were either project websites, blogs, and/or new social media accounts dedicated 

to their projects.  However, there were also some more innovative and transformational 

digital legacies.   

It may not be an exaggeration to say that one of the mini-projects has succeeded in 

creating a new art form: the world’s first ̀ Open Online Theatre’, which the team describes 

as “a space where audiences can interact with artists to create performances together, 

no matter where they are in the world” (R1-05 Developing Sensography or Triple 

Choreography).  As the OOT explains on its own website, which can be found at 

www.openonlinetheatre.org: 

“The Open Online Theatre is connected to Twitter, Facebook, Instagram, and 

Pinterest, so that people can interact with art through the online platforms that 

they are already using. Users can also watch social streams, comment and co-create 

within the platform itself.” 

The OOT has continued beyond the end of the funded project and is evolving over time as 

users interact with it.  It has given rise to a new hashtag, #OOTmakers, and a developing 

community of practice.  New work is still being created, a showcase event was held in 

London in November 2017, and the project has received extensive media coverage within 

the arts sector.  

The Crowd Formation project (R1-08) provides another example of a ground-breaking 

digital artefact with the potential to effect significant change.  It has developed a 

platform, which is also still live and operational, through which fans of Exeter City Football 

Club can select their preferred line-up for the next match in a fluid way.  As the research 

partners explained it in their self-evaluation: 

“By fluid we mean that, unlike traditional squad building apps, users are not tied 

to a rigid formation… Something that is more in-keeping with the evolving nature 

of football tactics in the modern era (see Pep Guardiola).”    

The team has a white label framework for a basic platform, including coding script for a 

touch swipe function, which will enable them to spin out the platform for other teams in 

the future.  There is also a clear plan for the platform’s future development, including 

“additional functionality to make it more game-like, such as movement animations – much 

like an animated tactics board”.  An evaluation of the platform has begun to generate 

quantifiable data that can generate a more informed discussion around match days in 

Exeter - replacing the traditional negative comments about ‘what the manager is doing 

wrong’ with a more informed discussion illustrating the diversity of opinions among fans, 

and stimulating conversations about the changing nature of the football fan in relation to 

old and new media.  Even the football club itself has become involved, asking fans for 

http://www.openonlinetheatre.org/
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their opinions (although not to the extent of picking the actual team on match days!) and 

helping them to feel part of the club that they support. 

Other creative outputs listed in the Digital Artefacts section were: 

 A digital archive of early modern ballads, which included recordings made during 

the project (R1-01 The Singer and the Listener);  

 A game narrative in Twine by Abigail Parry, accompanied by a collection of 3D scans 

of objects made by young people at a workshop at  Exeter University Digital 

Humanities Hub, and two other games that are still under development (R3-03 The 

Archaeology of Sexting);  

 A film that has been used in numerous ways to support the Merseyside Dance 

Initiative in its work of promoting healthy creative activity for older people, 

including fundraising, lobbying and advocating dance as a transformative tool (R3-

05 Staying Vital).   

4.4. Ongoing performances and installations 

Thirteen of the mini-projects had an ongoing performance or installation at the time of 

submitting their self-evaluation forms, or were planning for one that was expected to take 

place in the future.  With the exception of the Harewood House electrification displays, 

discussed in the case study below, the majority of these were short-term events rather 

than long-term legacies.   

One of the mini-projects that did not produce any concrete outputs in the form of 

publications, physical objects or digital artefacts (as its bid to secure further funding was 

rejected) described its success in creating a subsequent performance as follows: 

“…the collaboration has influenced our practise. After the collaboration, Mind the 

Gap artists has taken the learning and developed a short interactive theatre piece 

to investigate quality of LD [learning disability] arts. The piece was presented in 

Creative Minds North Conference at HOME Manchester in June 2017, where our 

artists invited fellow LD artists to interrogate the topic together.” (R1-04 

Evaluating Quality of Learning Disability Performance) 

In addition to those profiled in case studies below, several other teams said that they were 

continuing to develop performances and installations.  The ‘Earl of Essex’ team was 

working towards future performances of the play.  The Jotta team responsible for the ‘And 

the Memory Fills All Space’ mini-project (R2-08), a virtual reality project exploring grief 

and loss, reported that their work would be reinstalled into the South Kiosk gallery in 

Peckham, London, and had been submitted for the Great Exhibition of the North.  The ‘At 

The Table’ team was continuing to develop performances to engage key groups of 

healthcare professionals that work with people suffering from food-related anxieties.   
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4.5. Other tangible legacies 

Sixteen mini-projects reported legacies in this section in their self-evaluation forms, 

although for the purposes of this meta-evaluation we have reclassified some of them as 

either ‘digital artefacts’ or ‘ongoing performances or installations’ (suggesting that the 

categories on the form may have been confusing for some teams, and/or that they had 

not read the guidelines).    

Several mini-project teams used this section to report on the further development of their 

collaborations, with increased roles for the creative partners in academia, engagement of 

the academic partners in creative work, or inclusion of new partners.  There were also 

wider benefits for the creative partners beyond the collaborations themselves, which 

included increased recruitment for performances, expansion of professional networks, and 

ongoing relationships with schools.   

Three mini-projects that were particularly successful in bringing the learning from their 

projects into teaching within their respective universities, all from Round 2, were ‘Granby 

Winter Garden’ (R2-05), ‘And The Memory Fills All Space’ (R2-08) and ‘Our Neck of the 

Woods’ (R2-10): 

The Granby Winter Garden mini-project brought two of its participants to teach on a 

Masters programme at the participating university: 

I’ve brought [the creative partner’s] skills and [an organisation’s] knowledge to 
benefit my students on the Masters in Culture, Creativity and City. M. is assisting 
with assessing case study design and F. from [the organisation] is delivering a 
session on the Granby project as part of the Creative Communities module. 
 

‘And the Memory Fills All Space’ (R2-08) has led to an ongoing academic partnership in 

which the creative and academic partners teach together on a BA Graphic Design 

programme, briefing students to respond to the mini-project’s theme of how digital 

technologies can be used to challenge people’s understanding of loss and grief.  As the 

team reported, this has had a much wider impact - giving rise to a follow-up workshop 

and multiple student projects, and evolving into a significant strand of research at the 

university: 

“Kicking off with a day-long workshop, over 30 students proposed digital products 
and services that might change our understanding of grief, a process we will all go 
through in our lifetimes. These projects counted as part of the students’ final year 
assessment. Alongside, the project has fed into a research project within the 
University entitled MOTH, a project exploring design and death.” 
 

Outside of academia, the ‘And the Memory Fills All Space’ mini-project partners have also 

spoken around these themes at major events, including the London Book Fair, which have 

expanded their network to include additional researchers and practitioners.  The 

participating studio has also strengthened ties with local education institutions including 
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Camberwell College of Art and Chelsea College of Art, handing out two new prizes at the 

colleges. 

‘Our Neck of the Woods’ (R2-10), which explored the idea of being a ‘producer-in-

residence’ of a whole town rather than a venue, treating people as neighbours rather than 

audiences or participants, and encouraging discussions around creativity, reported its 

‘other tangible legacies’ in relation to academic collaboration as follows:  

“[The creative partner] has been teaching a module on the Theatre and 
Performance course at the University of Surrey as a result of this partnership, her 
first experience of teaching in Higher Education…[and] has successfully bid for 
funding from the Live Art Development Agency to run a small artist development 
project exploring the idea of being ‘in-Residence’ in the place you live, using the 
idea of creative mapping in collaboration with other residents as a starting point, 
following on from the ideas in Our Neck of the Woods.”  
 

Another mini-project reporting a number of legacies in this section was ‘Rearrangements’ 

(R2-04), which opened up a site of exchange between a theatre-maker who experiments 

with form in her work and an academic specialising in l’écriture feminine, which explores 

alternative linguistic structures, narratives and forms to create ‘other’ languages, 

reported that in addition to the workshop itself it had generated two performance papers 

(including audio, powerpoint & scroll), a workshop methodology, images, a map of 

findings, and recordings of interviews.   

4.6. Less tangible legacies 

Eighteen of the 25 mini-projects used their self-evaluation forms to report on ‘less 

tangible legacies’ – project impacts that would be easily missed by traditional top-down 

evaluations.  Collections of data for future academic papers were frequently reported in 

this category, as were ideas or material for future creative work, such as new 

performances.      

Another key theme under ‘less tangible legacies’ was the emergence of networks of people 

that were continuing to work together or to stay in contact with each other, in loose and 

unstructured ways, on the basis of a general interest in the themes raised by the mini-

projects.   Several teams reported that the Exchange funding had raised their own profile, 

or the profile of their specific research question or area, or helped them to make new 

connections or participate more fully in existing networks (e.g. by understanding and 

communicating their own values and mission more clearly).  One team stated that a 

`secret’ Facebook group had been created as a peer support network for LGBT people who 

were in recovery from addictions (R2-03, Reveal: Coming Out Visually).   

This network-building outcome, which mirrored the larger purpose of The Exchange, was 

framed by the ‘At the Table’ (R3-06) team in terms of trust-building, as follows: 
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“Strengthened trust and support between artist and academic. Lots of new 
relationships with healthcare professionals, academics, activists, participants. 
Local activists and health practitioners have begun to trust us and have asked us 
to keep in touch with them as our ideas develop.” 
 

Some teams reported that members of the public who had been engaged with their mini-

project had expressed their appreciation, or were continuing to contact them to discuss 

experiences.  As the ‘Mulliontide’ (R2-01) team explained it, for example: 

 

“Some local participants expressed gratitude for being shown another way of 
experiencing a well-known walk, it also arguably builds community resilience by 
helping to connect community members together in a positive creative process over 
a divisive and difficult issue of potential climate change and cultural heritage loss.” 
 

Other ̀ less tangible’ legacies reported by project participants included confidence in each 

other’s languages, or in the value of taking time for collaborative research; new thinking 

about how art is enjoyed or received; new understandings of the topic, of each other, 

and/or of themselves; an increased appreciation of the value of particular strategies, 

including collaborative research itself; and widened horizons.  In the words of the 

‘Mapping the Future’ (R3-04) team: 

“We are developing a better understanding of our respective practice/skillsets and 
how we can apply these most effectively in face to face sessions and workshops. 
This in turn is giving us a clearer understanding of how we best meet the needs 
and interests of different groups of young people, so that we can plan our aims 
and activities accordingly.”   
 

4.7. Personal legacies for the creative partners 

The questions about `personal legacies’ experienced directly by individual partners were 

the ones that resonated most strongly with participants, in comparison to the other legacy 

categories, as evidenced by the fact that 22 creatives and 22 academics (out of 25) 

responded to these questions.   

Many of the creative partners used this section to discuss the experience that they had 

gained, e.g. in expanding their existing practice into new areas, facilitating workshops, 

reflecting critically on their practice, experimenting with a new specialism, or working in 

partnership with other organisations.  In parallel with practical skills, which will be 

explored further in section 4.9, partners also reported on the knowledge and 

understanding that they had acquired - not only in relation to academia in general or their 

research partner’s particular area of specialism, but also in relation to their own art form, 

how to collaborate (which included collaborations with other performers, as well as with 

academic researchers), how to engage with the public more effectively and what potential 

service users might need from them, and what facilities are available to them.  Some 
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stated that their mini-project had enhanced their professional reputations, built their 

profile, or helped them to build up new and potentially marketable areas of expertise.  

This section also included extensive discussions of new ideas that the creative partners 

had for continuing their collaborations beyond the end of the grant period, many of which 

are discussed in Section 6.  There were several references to creative outputs that were 

still in the early stages of development – a book, a film, and publications. This quote from 

the Granby Winter Garden mini-project (R2-05) illustrates how the outcomes of 

knowledge/understanding, artistic development and the further evolution of the 

collaborations were often closely interrelated, and difficult to disentangle from one 

another: 

“I have a much better understanding of what academic research actually entails 
and how this can complement, challenge and develop artistically or socially driven 
creative practices. Discussion with [the academic partner] has brought to light 
various other shared areas of concern or interest that are highly relevant to the 
city in which we both live and work and we think there is scope for some future 
collaboration exploring these themes.” 
 

Another prominent category of personal legacies could be summarised under the heading 

of ‘morale-boosting’, or positive affective states.  Confidence was mentioned by several 

creatives, but others included excitement, a reiteration of the theme of trust-building, 

and affirmation of the importance of their work for communities and individuals.   

Several creative partners described outcomes that related to the development of their 

practice as a business.   In addition to the high-profile outcomes of a spin-off company 

and new funding (which will be discussed in Sections 5 and 6 respectively), these included 

a shift in business strategy away from commercial briefs towards public tenders and 

research-based projects; the empowerment of small and medium-sized performing 

companies to be present on digital platforms; and the recognition that this mini-project 

could become a model or case study for the creative partner’s future activities in related 

areas.   

Three partners commented on the way in which the mini-projects had improved the 

quality of their artistic practice, as follows: 

“This would help the creative partner to further pursue and raise the quality of 
disability arts.” (R1-04, Evaluating Quality of Learning Disability Performance) 
 
“The opportunity to refine and further focus her practice has had immediate 
benefits for the Creative’s future projects.” (R2-01, Mulliontide) 
 
“By gaining more feedback and experiences from participants in this creative way, 
we are able to consider future provision and gaps in our practice.” (R3-05, Staying 
Vital) 
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Finally, nine of the creative partners reported that their mini-project had an impact in 

respect of connections, relationships, and/or networks.  As might be expected, several of 

these said that their professional relationship with their research partner(s) had been 

strengthened.  However, they also described a very wide range of new connections that 

were forged during the projects – with other academic researchers or institutions, with 

university technical staff, with creatives working in different art forms, with service 

providers who were interested in applying the learning from the project, and with new 

performance venues.   

4.8. Personal legacies for the academic partners 

The academic partners’ responses to the question about personal legacies were often 

centred on similar themes to those of the creatives – new knowledge and understandings, 

experience, morale-boosting, quality-related outcomes, relationships and networks, 

specific outputs such as publications, and the continuation of the collaborations.  

However, they were usually framed somewhat differently, as discussed below.   

‘Impact’ emerged as a new theme in the category of personal legacies for academics, with 

four participants referring to this element.   The academic partner on the ‘Granby Winter 

Garden’ project (R2-05) for example, explained it as follows: 

“The exchange element of this project has been a wonderful opportunity for 
discussion and reflection. This is not always possible at [our institute] as we take 
on a lot of commercial work which is conducted at speed and with a rigid 
framework. This grant has enabled a process where you can truly understand the 
baseline of a research project and understand how research can have public impact 
which is now an essential element of research council funding, which is where I 
would like to take this project in the future.” 
 

Specific dimensions of ‘experience’ named by the academic partners were working with 

performers; engaging with the public, or specifically with young people; co-leading 

workshops with multiple collaborators; working outside their usual practice and methods; 

encountering new disciplines; and planning and implementing an integrated social media 

strategy comprising Instagram, Twitter and a blog. 

In the category of knowledge and understanding, there was understandably a strong focus 

on the arts sector – from knowledge of specific practices and how they related to academic 

theory, to an enhanced understanding of practice-as-research in a more general sense, 

and how different artists might approach a particular research subject.   As might have 

been expected, many academics also felt that they had gained deeper insights into a 

specific dimension of their research area or that they had begun to understand it in new 

ways, through their explorations with less familiar disciplines or new categories of 

beneficiaries.  One was happy to have discovered “new, alternative forms and languages 

and modes of dissemination for research and research findings” (R2-04, Rearrangements).   



 

43 

 

Four academic partners who stated directly that the project had given them a greater 

knowledge and understanding of how to collaborate – an outcome that was mentioned by 

only one of the creative partners, presumably because reflection on the ‘how-to’ of 

collaboration is more widespread in the creative sector than in academia.   One mini-

project (R1-10, Who Takes The Rap?) had deliberately invested time and effort in exploring 

this important theme, which resonated strongly with the creative partner’s established 

practice as well as having a strong overlap with the ‘impact’ dialogue discussed above.  

The academic partner felt that they had enhanced their understanding of group dynamics 

in a way that would improve their own practice going forward, as discussed below. 

  
Aspects of morale-boosting for the academics included confidence – as for creative 

partners – but also enthusiasm, willingness to take a risk, and the personal satisfaction of 

taking an idea from the concept stage through to implementation.    

 

A personal legacy: learning about the politics and dynamics of collaboration 

The challenges or barriers to collaboration was a subject that we were interested 

in and recognised from the beginning. Therefore identifying and discussing these 

challenges became a focus point for the project and something that we will explore 

in our on-going work together.  

We were interested in what it means to work together as a group, in workshop 

settings, particularly in the arts when ‘group participation’ is often part of the 

engagement strategies of galleries. We were also interested in collaboration as a 

feminist strategy that has a long and important history and the potential of, for 

example, consciousness-raising groups as ways of addressing the power relations 

implicit within groups.  

We talked a lot in our meetings about group dynamics – for example, the way in 

which leaders are sought and appointed within a group, often unconsciously – and 

the relationship of group dynamics to questions of race and gender. The theories of 

Wilfred Bion was of particular interest to us.  

We recognised, through having an opportunity to reflect on the politics of 

collaborative working, that while being honest about experiences of groups is 

difficult – requiring a certain amount of vulnerability – that it leads to better 

working relations and for power dynamics to be acknowledged. We found such self-

reflection challenging at times, but that ultimately it made for better working.  

(R1-10, Who Takes The Rap?) 
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There was a strong thematic overlap between academics and creatives in terms of the 

strengthening of existing professional relationships with research partners, the 

development of new connections with diverse artists and with service providers who might 

be interested in the research findings, and participation in new networks.   A related 

theme that emerged was the establishment of connections with other academics working 

in different disciplines.    

The quality of practice was also mentioned in an academic context: 

“…collaborating with [the creative partner] resulted in a vastly superior text to 
the one I’d have been able to produce alone. Her sense of what a performance text 
needs to include (in terms of lighting prompts, to give just one example) and her 
great creativity in the manipulation of English, were priceless.” (R1-02, The Earl 
of Essex) 

 

Eight academics used the Personal Legacies section of the form to communicate their 

ideas about continuing their collaborations, while two also referred to new collaborations 

or new research questions that had arisen for them as a result of The Exchange.    

Finally, there were also numerous references to datasets that would lead to conference 

papers and/or publications, and one mini-project had reportedly generated a framework 

for a teaching methodology. 

4.9. Development of employability skills for both partners 

While many of the mini-project partners referred to skills in their respective Personal 

Legacies sections of the self-evaluation form, we also included a separate section in the 

form to explore the development of specific skills for employability and professional 

practice in more detail, using a Likert scale to distinguish between ‘greatly improved’, 

‘somewhat improved’, ‘did not improve’ and ‘not applicable (I was already proficient in 

this area)’.    

The findings of this survey are as shown below.  The key finding is that for both beneficiary 

groups, the greatest impact on skills development was in the areas of ‘Understanding of 

my partner’s world’ and ‘Understanding of how to work collaboratively and what makes 

an effective collaboration’, in which all but one of the participants reported at least some 

improvement.   

These figures are portrayed graphically in Figure 6.   
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Table 6: Skills development for academic and creative partners.  Note that two of the academic partners 

did not complete this section, presumably because the form was filled out by the creative partner alone, 

and some of the other participants missed out individual questions; therefore, not all of the row totals add 

up to 25 in each case. 

 CREATIVE PARTNER ACADEMIC PARTNER  
Greatly 

improved 
Somewhat 
improved 

Did not 
improve, 
but I wish 

it had 

Not 
applicable  

Greatly 
improved 

Somewhat 
improved 

Did not 
improve, 
but I wish 

it had 

Not 
applicable  

Writing successful 
funding proposals 

3 13 2 5 2 13 1 5 

Understanding of 
how to work 
collaboratively and 
what makes an 
effective 
collaboration 

6 13 0 4 9 11 0 1 

Understanding of 
my partner’s 
‘world’ 

14 9 0 0 13 10 1 0 

Project design and 
planning skills 

4 12 2 6 2 12 1 6 

Project 
management skills 

3 10 0 10 2 11 1 7 

Writing for 
publication  

0 10 8 2 1 5 3 11 

Reflective practice 
and self-evaluation  

5 15 2 0 5 14 0 2 

 
Figure 6a: Impact of the project on the development of employability skills for creative partners 
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Figure 6b Impact of the project on the development of employability skills for academic partners 

 

 
 

4.10. Legacies for wider society 

The final ‘legacies’ section of the self-evaluation form sought to explore whether the mini-

projects had any impact on other people, organisations or places, beyond the participants 

themselves - and if so, how many people had benefitted and in which age groups and 

categories.   A total of 21 mini-project teams submitted responses in this category, making 

it the second most widely used category (after Personal Legacies). 

The range of legacies was extremely wide, reflecting the diversity of projects.  The term 

‘wider society’ was broadly interpreted to mean anything from people who participated 

directly in the mini-projects, to communities of practice or even UK society as a whole.   

In this section, we have glossed over those mini-projects that are already profiled in the 

case studies in Section 5.   

The experience of participation in the arts was often listed in this section.  Even where it 

was not explicitly mentioned by the teams, it could be argued that active involvement in 

most or all of the mini-projects would have challenged participants to see themselves, 

other people and their communities in new ways; to do, and/or to become, something 

that they had not previously imagined; and to think differently about particular issues or 

questions.  While they are arguably not `legacies’ in the sense of something specific that 

endures after the completion of the project, or ‘impacts’ that can be measured directly 

using traditional evaluative approaches, these ways of participating and engaging might 

translate into a very wide range of intangible legacies which fall towards the left-hand 
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end of the spectrum that we have illustrated in Figure 4 above.  These could include, for 

example, shifts in people’s latent values (things that are important to them but below the 

level of conscious awareness) or tacit knowledges (things that they know but cannot 

articulate in words) - as well as a wide range of half-formed ideas, perceptions, insights 

or changes in mood, which in principle could have been articulated, but in practice were 

not, and subtle but powerful shifts in the ways in which people interact.  We will return 

to this question of intangible legacies in Section 6.   

A good example of this type of mini-project, where benefits were felt by many different 

individuals and businesses as well as at the level of the whole community, is R1-02, 

Mulliontide.  It provided a resource pack that inspired local residents, including those 

experiencing social exclusion as a result of living in a residential care home, to interact 

in new ways with each other as they participated in a familiar coastal walk.  It engendered 

a deeper sense of belonging to a community and a landscape: 

“The residents and staff at the local care home were enthusiastic about the 
benefits they achieved by participating in the project. One of them has become 
the inspiration for a new walking project by the Creative. Some local residents 
expressed an intention to develop links with the care home.  Dialogue [was] 
established between some collaborators who had not previously been 
communicating.  Use of local businesses – florist, cafe, bakery – had direct 
economic benefit.  [There was a] sense of recognition and importance for the local 
choir and WI craft group…” 
 

‘The Granby Winter Garden’ (R2-05) also reported on a similar type of effect, building 

community and sparking a number of intangible legacies for those who participated: 

“…[Artist-led] performative dinners created a relaxed, sociable, convivial and 
egalitarian space for discussion. These events were particularly useful for creating 
social relationships and trust between different groups within the community and 
for new local residents to become engaged in the process and get to know their 
new neighbours, and crucially brought [an organisation] into the dialogue about 
the content of the Winter Garden in a way in which they felt comfortable.”   
 

As might be expected for such small-scale initiatives, many of the projected `legacies for 

wider society’ lay in the future.  Some partners tried to predict how their mini-projects 

might influence conversations about particular topics – e.g. contributing to discussions 

about how the nation’s narrative has been constructed in respect of important historical 

figures, in this case Queen Elizabeth I (R1-02, The Earl of Essex); the importance of tree 

conservation (R1-03, Mapping Exeter’s Tree Tales); the effects of climate change and 

coastal erosion (R1-02, Mulliontide); recovery from substance addiction, especially among 

LGBTQ+ people, ethnic minorities and people with a dual diagnosis (R2-03, Reveal: Coming 

Out Visually); or online safety for young people (R3-03, The Archaeology of Sex).  
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Others reported on research data that was already being supplied to stakeholders and had 

the potential to be translated into impact, e.g. R1-08 (Crowd Formation) which was 

providing Exeter City Football Club with data on fans’ opinions, or R3-06 (At the Table), 

which was giving service providers information about how people with eating-related 

anxieties might be supported by changes in the design of tableware and place settings.   

Other mini-projects, as reported by their respective teams, had direct impacts for 

participants or for vulnerable service users in other contexts.  These are examples, rather 

than a comprehensive list: 

 The Open Online Theatre is connecting wider audiences who might otherwise not 

have a chance to participate in the arts (R1-04, Developing Sensography) 

 Two interns who participated in R1-06 (The Lost Hope Book Club), one of whom was 

from an underprivileged background and had multiple health problems, received 

valuable opportunities, connections and resources relating to working in the 

publishing industry. 

 Meeting Point Leeds have established a cinema club as an ongoing part of their 

activity for refugees/asylum seekers, recognising art as an important tool for 

engagement and empowerment (R1-10, Who Takes The Rap)  

 Participant ABCIs (arts-based creative industries) have been supported through a 

self-reflective learning exercise on business practice, and a presentation and 

workshop have been developed to support new sets of ABCIs (R2-07, The Creative 

Business) 

 The school and the teachers involved were able to explore new ways of engaging 

young people with issues around online safety.  Sexual health practitioners from 

Brook and the clinic in Exeter who attended events as part of the project were also 

able to explore new ways of engaging young people with issues around online safety.  

The young people involved learned new skills in history, 3D technology, and critical 

thinking around online sharing cultures. (R3-03, The Archaeology of Sex) 

 Young people with an interest in Architecture and Urban Planning learned about the 

courses and offer at Northumbria University, and are continuing to be supported in 

their individual achievement goals and career progression (R3-04, Mapping the 

Future)  

 Participants in R3-06 IAt the Table) reported that the project was valuable to them 

as it enabled them to have their voice heard. They also reported engaging with 

food in new, positive ways. For example, one participant who is in recovery from 

an eating disorder told the mini-project team, ‘I’m going to host dinner parties 

now’, something which she had not done before. The showcase event connected a 

range of previously disparate organisations which link to food and anxiety. 
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In addition to the open question about the legacies of the mini-projects for wider society, 

discussed below, we adapted some of the tables from Arts Council England’s ‘Grants for 

the Arts’ project evaluation form to collect additional data (some of it quantitative) on 

project beneficiaries.   A full account of all the funded mini-projects (with the exception 

of R3-01, The Rhythm Resilience Project, which did not submit a self-evaluation form in 

spite of repeated efforts on the part of the secretariat to elicit one) and their respective 

beneficiary numbers is shown below in Table 7.    

In interpreting this dataset, it is important to note that we did not provide the participants 

with a specific definition of `beneficiaries’.  Different project teams may therefore have 

understood the term differently.  Accordingly, direct comparisons between projects on the 

basis of beneficiary numbers (implying, for example, that one was more ‘successful’ than 

another because it reached a greater number of people) would clearly be inappropriate.  

Some projects, such as R1-06 and R3-01, did not have any intention of engaging with the 

public and were designed as exploratory projects that benefitted only the research teams.  

However, we feel that this dataset still offers a useful approximation of the reach of The 

Exchange and its cumulative impact on different age groups.   

It can be assumed that these numbers are largely (if not entirely) intended to represent 

direct beneficiaries rather than including, for example, the numbers of people who 

engaged with creative outputs online.  This was a particular challenge in the case of 

projects such as the Open Online Theatre (R1-05, Developing Sensography or Triple 

Choreography) where tables such as these provide no indication whatsoever of the real 

impact of the project.   

 
Figure 7: An overview of the total number of beneficiaries for each age group  
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Table 7. Number of beneficiaries for each mini-project, disaggregated by age group.  Blank spaces indicate 

that the project in question had no beneficiaries in the respective age group(s). 

 Mini-project 
Estimated total number of beneficiaries by age group 

TOTAL 
0-4 5-11 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-64 65+ 

R1-01 The Singer and the Listener     20 34  54 

R1-02 The Earl of Essex’      10  10 

R1-03 Mapping Exeter’s Tree Tales  3 5   50 8 66 

R1-04 Evaluating Quality of Learning 
Disability Performance 

   3 10 40  53 

R1-05 Developing Sensography or 
Triple Choreography 

     3  3 

R1-06 The Lost Hope Book Club     2   2 

R1-07 Artists Rethinking the 
Blockchain 

     31  31 

R1-08 Crowd Formation   5 18 16 33 4 76 

R1-09 Harewood’s Electricity Story  80 5 25  50 15 175 

R1-10 Who Takes The Rap? 1 6 1  30 150 12 200 

R2-01 Mulliontide    1  75 25 101 

R2-02 The Museum of Us: Archiving 
Community Dance 

     3  3 

R2-03 Reveal: Coming Out Visually      13  13 

R2-04 Rearrangements     80 90  170 

R2-05 Granby Winter Garden  3 3  6 30 3 45 

R2-06 Artists in Tech Cities      28  28 

R2-07 The Creative Business     5 15  20 

R2-08 And the Memory Fills All 
Space 

    100 250  350 

R2-09 Resonant Spaces     30 40 2 72 

R2-10 Our Neck of the Woods 4 25 5 2 2 41 10 89 

R3-02 Dissecting Principles    3 10 20  33 

R3-03 The Archaeology of Sex   9     9 

R3-04 Mapping the Future    5 9 6  20 

R3-05 Staying Vital       50 50 

R3-06 At the Table     2 21  23 

TOTAL 5 117 33 57 322 1033 129 1696 
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In addition to the question of age, we also used Arts Council England’s evaluation tables 

to capture data on disadvantaged beneficiaries – women and girls, people with disabilities, 

people at risk of social exclusion, and ethnic minorities.   

As in the original ‘Grants for the Arts’ form, it was emphasised that this question was only 

applicable if the project was aimed at, or particularly relevant to, a specific 

disadvantaged group; therefore, not all of the mini-projects returned responses in this 

section.  Fourteen of the 26 mini-projects stated that they worked with disadvantaged 

beneficiaries in one or more of these three categories and provided details.  The findings 

are presented in Table 8 below. 

 
Table 8. Disadvantaged beneficiaries, as identified by mini-project teams 

 

Mini-project Disadvantaged beneficiaries 

R1-01 The Singer and the 
Listener 

3 women 

R1-02 Antonio Coelle’s 
`The Earl of Essex’ 

5 women 

R1-04 Evaluating Quality 
of Learning Disability 
Performance 

38 vulnerable adults with learning disabilities 

R1-07 Artists Rethinking 
the Blockchain 

5 Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) beneficiaries 

R1-09 Harewood’s 
Electricity Story 

25 at risk of social exclusion (socio-economic disadvantage) who were also 
BME  

R1-10 Who Takes The 
Rap? 

18 women; 40 at risk of social exclusion (refugees and asylum-seekers) who 
were also BME 
 

R2-01 Mulliontide, part of 
‘Miss You Already’ 

7 at risk of social exclusion (residents of a care home) 
 

R2-03 Reveal: Coming 
Out Visually 

2 women; 1 self-identified as disabled; all participants were in recovery and 
from diverse backgrounds; 8 self-identified as lesbian, gay, bisexual or 
transgender (LGBT); 4 self-identified as south Asian 

R2-08 And the Memory 
Fills All Space 

Our project explored issues to do with memory which we feel may be 
particularly pertinent to those suffering from certain mental health 
conditions 

R2-10 Our Neck of the 
Woods 

14 at risk of social exclusion (age, geographical isolation, socio-economic 
disadvantage) 

R3-02 Dissecting 
Principles 

20 from ethnic minorities (we were working with African dance forms which 
are of particular interest to dance practitioners who are of African and 
Caribbean heritage) 

R3-03 The Archaeology of 
Sex 

6 women; 1 BME person 
 

R3-04 Mapping the 
Future 

10 women/girls 
 

R3-05 Staying Vital 25 women (activity was surrounding a group of women aged 60 and over 
who attend a dance class regularly) 
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4.11. From mini-projects to expanded projects 

A key objective of The Exchange was to serve as a seed funding initiative that would 

catalyse the development of larger collaborative projects.  This has already been 

demonstrated to be very effective, in that several of the mini-project teams have co-

created and submitted funding bids for expanded projects.   

In addition to the projects profiled as case studies in Section 5 below, two other mini-

projects had already been successful in obtaining further funding at the time of submitting 

their self-evaluation forms – an impressive achievement, given that the mini-projects 

themselves were only three months in duration.  They were R1-10, Who Takes The Rap? 

and R2-04, Reveal: Coming Out Visually: 

- Who Takes The Rap? received a £4,000 ‘Grants for the Arts’ grant from Arts Council 

England, via Bradford University Gallery II, for Bad Practice: A Centre for Collective 

Action, an installation to transform the gallery into an Internet café that was used 

as a basis for skills-sharing workshops with local groups addressing questions of 

technology and visibility in relation to race and gender.   

- The research and development that took place during the Reveal: Coming Out 

Visually project provided the foundation for UNSEEN, a project that explores the 

challenges, viability & desire for LGBT, South Asian & Disabled people in addiction 

recovery for creative expression by working with three artists that embrace 

diversity of peoples, locations, art-form, practice & partnerships.  

The UNSEEN project has developed three new (non-gallery) responsive, site specific, 

digital and/or performance based artworks, with Dr Amanda Ravetz from Manchester 

Metropolitan University contributing to organisational development considering “how the 

arts can open up caring spaces of mutuality/trust for shared disclosure”.  This expanded 

project has secured a remarkable £47,000 in funding, comprising a £35,000 grant from the 

Arts Council England, £10,000 from Awards for All in partnership with the Dual Diagnosis 

Commission, and £2,000 from SUPERBIA.  UNSEEN has also given rise to an award-winning 

film by Dr Amanda Ravetz of Manchester Metropolitan University, entitled Wonderland: 

The Art of Being Human, which documents the artist Cristina Nunez’s use of self-

portraiture with a group of people in long-term recovery. Quoted on the AHRC’s website, 

project director Mark Prest, who identifies as a gay man in recovery, discusses it as follows: 

“What I was particularly interested in is the way that a lot of the magic of art is 

lost when it is presented to the public, and I wanted to put that back.  I also 

wanted to show how art can support the recovery dialogue: about how people talk 

about themselves beyond the label of ‘addict’… Taking part brought with it a sense 

of normalisation, or re-normalisation.  I felt vulnerable and exposed.  But it was 

also a very freeing process and it really underlined the transformative power of 

art.  On a simple level it increased my sense of self-esteem and confidence.”   
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Details of the Wonderland film can be found on the AHRC’s website: 

http://www.ahrc.ac.uk/research/readwatchlisten/features/wonderland-the-art-of-

being-human/ 

In addition to these early successes, five mini-project teams had submitted funding bids 

for expanded projects and were awaiting responses at the time of completing their self-

evaluation forms.  Brief details of these applications are as given in Table 9 below.  Two 

other teams (R1-05, Developing Sensography or Triple Choreography, and R1-06, The Lost 

Hope Book Club) stated that they were in the process of preparing applications to specific 

funders, while another five had a funder in mind and were planning to write an application 

but had not yet started.  Seven teams said that they were just starting to explore funding 

options together.   

In total, fourteen projects (some of which were in the process of preparing bids or had 

already submitted them) stated that they intended to continue their collaboration anyway 

using their own resources, regardless of whether or not they obtained new funding.   

Table 9. Mini-project teams that had submitted new funding applications for expanded projects, and were 

waiting for responses, at the time of completing their self-evaluation forms 

Mini-project Amount 
requested 

Funder Project 

R1-01 The 
Singer and the 
Listener 

£11,525 Arts Council 
England 

Research and development of ‘I’ll sing from where I’m 
sitting’, a performance on song and singing by Hannah 
Sullivan (to include studio time, creative partners and 
work-in-progress performances) 

R1-07 Artists 
Rethinking the 
Blockchain 

Initially 
£14,000, 
revised to 
£8,000 

Arts Council 
England 

See case study below 

R2-08 And the 
Memory Fills 
All Space 

£49,000 Great 
Exhibition of 
the North 

Details not given 

R3-04 
Mapping the 
Future 

£50,000 Great 
Exhibition of 
the North 

Proposal to the Great Exhibition of the North 
commission “open call” to develop and deliver a 
mapping programme across the “Northern 
Powerhouse” region of England to engage all schools 
and provide a digital platform for schools and 
communities of young people to create and submit 
maps relating to their locality and to exchange ideas 
and resources with others 

R3-06 At the 
Table 

£492,000 Wellcome 
Trust Hub 
Award 
(Expression of 
Interest) 

Food as a Medium, a programme to build awareness 
of eating disorders and food anxieties through public 
events, alongside a healthcare pilot programme to be 
used by NHS service and organisations supporting 
people with food anxities and eating disorders 

 

http://www.ahrc.ac.uk/research/readwatchlisten/features/wonderland-the-art-of-being-human/
http://www.ahrc.ac.uk/research/readwatchlisten/features/wonderland-the-art-of-being-human/
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5. Case studies  

For some of the mini-projects funded by The Exchange, the legacies were so diverse and 

extensive that a thematic analysis cannot do them justice and they deserve separate case 

studies of their own. 

While there were several candidate projects which fell into this category, we have 

selected one case study from Round 1 and two from Round 2 that collectively illustrate 

both the breadth and depth of legacies, as well as giving an indication of the diversity of 

activities supported by The Exchange.  We intended to profile one mini-project from each 

round, but realised that those funded in Round 3 had not yet had sufficient time to develop 

their outputs or follow-up projects to the same extent and would therefore not give an 

equivalent representation of what can be achieved.    

These case studies have been compiled, and decisions have been taken about the choice 

of case studies, primarily on the basis of information that was supplied in the self-

evaluation forms - which in some cases were submitted more than a year ago.  The choice 

of these three specific projects as case studies should not be taken as implying that other 

projects were less `successful’, or had less transformative impact.  Furthermore, it is 

important to note that these case studies may not take account of recent developments 

in the respective projects. 

5.1. Artists Rethinking the Blockchain (R1-07) 

This expanded project by Furtherfield and Manchester Metropolitan University focused on 

the social, ethical and artistic implications of emerging blockchain technologies (digital 

exchanges of assets), and explored the potential for the blockchain to transform the arts 

sector and vice-versa.  The initial Exchange grant supported a one-day workshop for ten 

artists that explored blockchain in broad terms (resulting in an increase in shared 

interdisciplinary knowledge about blockchain-related concepts, latest developments in 

applications and markets, and possible societal impacts) and two subsequent workshops 

focusing on context and literature review, which provided an understanding of new 

opportunities for publishing processes attached to the blockchain.    

An early output from these workshops was Bad Shibe, an illustrated cryptofutures novella 

written by Rob Myers, illustrated by Lina Theodorou and published by Furtherfield 

(https://robmyers.org/bad-shibe/).   This can be viewed as the prequel to Artists 

Re:Thinking the Blockchain (see below) 

As part of this workshop process, the team issued an open call for contributions to a book, 

and launched a successful crowdfunder to raise £560 in match funding for a ‘Grants for 

the Arts’ (GftA) application to Arts Council England.  A further £650 contribution was 

received from FACT Liverpool and the GftA bid for £6,000 was successful.  

 

https://robmyers.org/bad-shibe/
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The book, Artists Re:Thinking the Blockchain, edited by Ruth Catlow, Marc Garrett, 

Nathan Jones, and Sam Skinner, is now available for purchase, with the UK paperback 

edition published by Liverpool University Press in September 2017 and a US edition to be 

published in 2018 (already available for pre-order).  Launch events were held in London, 

Liverpool and Edinburgh, and the book was mentioned in an op-ed in Art Review.  The first 

print run sold out and 750 additional copies were printed. 

https://liverpooluniversitypress.co.uk/products/100826 

 The book includes documentation of artistic projects, theorisation, and new poetry, 

illustration and speculative fiction.  There is a proto-blockchain artwork by Prof Chris 

Speed and the Design Informatics Department at Edinburgh University embedded 

throughout the book (using machine/app readable matrix barcode for print version) 

enabling readers to 'like' different parts of the book, sub-linked to a financial trading 

algorithm, and build their own financial portfolio.  There is also a ‘Finbook’ interface 

where readers and bots can trade on the value of chapters included in the book.  

 

Figure 8: Artists Re:Thinking the Blockchain on the Liverpool University Press website 

 

 

https://liverpooluniversitypress.co.uk/products/100826
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In collaboration with the Digital Catapult Centre, the team also created a seven-minute 

film, Blockchain: Change Everything Forever, about the social implications of Blockchain.  

It is available on YouTube (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Zp37zarSQ) and has been 

viewed almost 14,000 times as at the date of writing this report.  A member of the project 

team was told by a South American arts and technology activist that the film was 

“circulating the web as THE film to watch about the future impact of Blockchain”.  

The film was discussed by Dr Catherine Mulligan, Research Fellow and Co-Director of the 

Imperial College Centre for Cryptocurrency Research and Engineering, as “a deeper dive 

into the real implications of blockchain on the economy, society and life” and “an 

excellent and much needed exploration of the technology – one that did not take a 

technological, deterministic perspective.”  Dr Mulligan’s full blog post can be found here: 

https://www.digitalcatapultcentre.org.uk/blockchain-changing-social-contract/  

Another activity that took place as part of the expanded project, which would not have 

been possible without the initial seed funding from The Exchange, was a Live Action Role 

Play event entitled ‘The Road to Budgetary Blockchain Bliss’.  This was run by Ruth Catlow 

(Furtherfield) and Ben Vickers (Serpentine Galleries) for 35+ participants in the Moneylab 

Conference and Symposium at the Institute of Network Cultures.  A blog post about the 

event can be found on the Institute’s website: 

http://networkcultures.org/moneylab/2016/12/06/role-play-your-way-to-budgetary-

blockchain-bliss/   

 

Figure 9: Furtherfield’s Live Action Role Play event at the Moneylab Conference and Symposium 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Zp37zarSQ
https://www.digitalcatapultcentre.org.uk/blockchain-changing-social-contract/
http://networkcultures.org/moneylab/2016/12/06/role-play-your-way-to-budgetary-blockchain-bliss/
http://networkcultures.org/moneylab/2016/12/06/role-play-your-way-to-budgetary-blockchain-bliss/
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The Exchange also fed into the thinking for the DAOWO Blockchain Laboratory and Debate 

Series for Reinventing the Arts, which “brings together artists, musicians, technologists, 

engineers and theorists to join forces in the interrogation and production of new 

blockchain technologies… to understand how blockchain might be used to enable a critical, 

sustainable and empowered culture, that transcends the emerging hazards and limitations 

of pure market speculation of cryptoeconomics” (http://www.daowo.org).  Two events 

have taken place and four more are scheduled for 2018.  

Project partner Nathan Jones, based in Liverpool, submitted a funding application to ACE 

for a Grants for the Arts award for £14,000.  This was unfortunately rejected (with 

feedback that the application was of a good standard, but on this occasion other 

applications were preferred).  Another partner, Sam Skinner, is currently writing a new 

application to ACE for a Grants for the Arts to be submitted to the London office for a 

substantially revised project. This focuses more on delivering a successful publication and 

series of launch events, and the amount requested has been reduced to £8,000. 

At a meta-level, the workshops, film, book and DAOWO programme represent the 

formation of an interdisciplinary and cross-sector hub of people and organisations 

dedicated to thinking through and implementing more critical approaches, drawing on 

artistic methods and processes, for considering the social impacts and implications of this 

new technology.   Furtherfield has drawn on the learning to devise workshops and labs as 

part of the Creative Europe network, and an exhibition at Furtherfield Gallery in May-June 

2017 which will tour to Aksioma Institute of Contemporary Art in Ljubljana, Slovenia, and 

Drugo More in Rijeka, Croatia.   The network is likely to expand further in the future, 

representing a significant contribution to discourse and practice at the interface of 

technology, economics, ethics and the arts.  

 

5.2. Harewood’s Electricity Story (R1-09) 

This project, co-designed by Ann Sumner of Harewood House Trust and Dr Michael Kay of 

the University of Leeds, investigated stories and artefacts associated with the history of 

electricity at Harewood House and developed workshops, resources and exhibitions.  It 

highlighted the important role of Princess Mary, 6th Countess of Harewood, in electrifying 

the house, and fed into discussions about the wider role of women in bringing electricity 

to English country houses in the early part of the twentieth century. 

The Harewood mini-project team responded enthusiastically to The Exchange’s distinctive 

brief of reflecting together on how to collaborate, as evidenced by a blog post on the 

Electrifying the Country House website which described the process in detail.  An excerpt 

is given below.  The full post can be found at this address: 

http://www.electrifyingthecountryhouse.org/harewoods-electricity-story-building-an-

effective-collaboration/  

http://www.daowo.org/
http://www.electrifyingthecountryhouse.org/harewoods-electricity-story-building-an-effective-collaboration/
http://www.electrifyingthecountryhouse.org/harewoods-electricity-story-building-an-effective-collaboration/
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Harewood’s Electricity Story: building an effective collaboration 

In funding new collaborative projects, a key focus of the Exchange is not just on the 

project outcomes, but on the ways the partners think about collaborating in order 

to deliver these outcomes. The idea that effective collaborations can be designed 

from the beginning of a project is something which partners are encouraged to 

explore together, and so early on in our project I sat down with Ann Sumner, Historic 

Collections Advisor at Harewood, Zoe White, Education Manager and Rebecca 

Burton, Collections Assistant, to think about how best we could collaborate, and 

what the benefits for all of us would be. 

For this the Exchange provided a framework to help us think about how to formulate 

three ‘principles of collaboration‘ which would help us to plan how we would work 

together, and against which we would measure our success as we moved through 

the project. Each principle was to entail one or two expected benefits for one or 

both partners. The framework encouraged us to consider the values which we held 

in common and the ways in which we hoped to benefit from the collaboration – not 

just from the project itself – and to turn these into commitments to guide our work 

on the project.  

For our first principle of collaboration, we thought that it was important to be able 

to understand each other’s respective work environments, and in particular to 

understand each other’s heritage collections and what we do with them. As well as 

Harewood’s extensive collections of art, artefacts, and archival resources, the 

University also has collections, such as the collections of the Museum of the History 

of Science, Technology and Medicine, which include old electrical artefacts many 

of which were used in local Yorkshire schools to teach physics around the turn of 

the twentieth century… 
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Following an initial phase of collaborative historical research at Harewood House and the 

West Yorkshire Archive Service, the team developed a comprehensive research document 

that is available for download from the Electrifying the Country House project website, 

thus making it accessible to a broader audience interested in the history of electricity. 

The academic partner is using this as the basis of a peer-reviewed journal article, with 

the title ‘From self-sufficiency to central supply: Harewood House and the normalisation 

of domestic electricity in Britain, 1900-1940’.  This will appear in a 2018 special edition 

of the journal History of Retailing and Consumption entitled ‘Energy in the Countryside, 

1860-1960: Social and Material Practices of Rural Energy Consumption.’ 

The mini-project team used the research findings to create various lighting displays and 

exhibitions of artefacts in different rooms, information sheets to accompany them, 

training notes for volunteers, and a ‘Below Stairs’ trail to reinterpret and enhance an 

existing display for visitors.  A script was developed for a live drama performance and 

related Below Stairs activities at Harewood itself in August 2016, with three costumed 

actors – Mrs Merton the housekeeper, Mr Symes the electrician, and Betty the maid - who 

also moved round the house and interacted with visitors.  This proved very popular with 

visitors, giving the creative partner a greater appreciation of the role that such 

interpretive approaches could play in Harewood’s public-facing work and creating a 

potential programming focus for 2019.   

Figure 10: Photographs from the performance  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Video recordings and photographs were taken, and blog posts were created on both the 

Harewood House Trust and ‘Electrifying the Country House’ websites throughout the 

project.   Instagram and Twitter accounts were also created, giving the academic partner 

experience in planning and implementing an integrated social media strategy.  

In addition to the work at the house itself, workshops were also conducted with 

IntoUniversity (an organisation that works to inspire underprivileged children and young 

people to aspire to higher education) and the University of Leeds Heritage Open Day.  

Feedback from IntoUniversity was very positive, and the organisation reported that the 25 

participating young people (who were all Black and Minority Ethnic and came from 
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backgrounds of socio-economic disadvantage) gained a lot from interacting with the 

performers and working with the museum objects. In the words of an IntoUniversity staff 

member:  

“The students really enjoyed handling the old electrical items. It sparked some 

interesting thoughts as to what life would have been like in the past, which they 

might not have been aware of or appreciated before.  The performance was an 

excellent way to engage the children and communicate the changes of the country 

house. […] It was a really well planned event, delivered with great enthusiasm…” 

The mini-project team commented in their self-evaluation that they had learnt better 

ways of conducting the session for next time, including things which worked well, such as 

the object handling, and points for improvement, such as the way in which they set out 

the objects beforehand and ran the Q&A session.   It also gave both partners a confidence 

boost, particularly as this was new territory for the Creative partner. 

A workshop was also developed for the Heritage Open Day at the University of Leeds, but 

this was poorly attended.  The research team reported on their learning in relation to the 

difficulties of running an event at the University on a weekend outside of term time, 

stating that in future they would try to avoid this, and either do more to promote the 

University event at Harewood House or focus solely on running an event for a specific 

booked group. 

Reflecting on the project as a whole, the academic reported that they had increased their 

knowledge of the history of electricity at Harewood House and that it had been very 

beneficial to have the experience of collaborating with partners outside academia and 

invoicing as a freelancer.  The creative partner felt that the project had strengthened 

their existing relationship with the University of Leeds, and that it had been useful for 

them to discover the Artemis object loans facility: what they have, procedures for 

borrowing objects, logistics, and costings. Both partners stated that they had gained 

experience and confidence in working with performers. The research has been a 

springboard for a new £300,000 funding bid to the Arts and Humanities Research Council, 

co-designed by both partners.  

 

5.3. Resonant Spaces (R2-09) 

The ‘Resonant Spaces’ project was a collaboration between glass artist Shelley James and 

composer Scott McLaughlin, as well as a physicist, a musicologist and a photographer.   

The project partners began by discussing their ‘Principles of Collaboration’ at length and 

co-creating them as a beautiful PowerPoint presentation, from which some images are 

shared in Figure 11 below: 
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Figure 11: Slides from ‘Principles of Collaboration’ presentation by Shelley James and Scott McLaughlin (R2-

09 Resonant Spaces) 
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The ‘Resonant Spaces’ project explored relationships between rays and waves in light and 

sound, in collaboration with concert pianolist Rex Lawson, physicist Sir Michael Berry and 

glass artist Sonja Klingler. It drew on the coded language of pianola rolls to construct a 

visual score and a collection of original glass artworks for use in musical performances.  A 

new technique for casting glass from 3D printed moulds was devised in order to represent 

the pianola roll structure in glass. In the glassblowing session itself, Scott and Sila — an 

intern working with Shelley — had their first experience of working directly with hot glass. 

The involvement of the photographer was critical for refining the team’s understanding of 

phenomena created by different types of glass, leading to a detailed brief for the creation 

of the new art works. They explored different approaches to photography and video 

capture of the process and visual score, and tested a new technique for taking photographs 

of complex scenes (including projections and multi-layered glass objects) in low light.   

 

Figure 12: One of the photographs from the project (from www.shelleyjames.co.uk) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The creation of the glass artworks was followed by two improvisation sessions.  The first 

of these explored different options for interpreting projected scores, introduced the 

experimental approach to two music students with very different backgrounds, and 

created a video of the collaboration.  The second, an improvised performance in an 

‘underground’ music venue, engaged young musicians and music students in a 

collaborative workshop that introduced a new audience to new approaches to composition 

and improvisation.  Some of these participants remained engaged with the research area, 

with new working relationships going forward. This session also provided an opportunity 

for Shelley’s intern to develop video editing skills, and tested and refined the photographic 

techniques developed to date.    

 

http://www.shelleyjames.co.uk/
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The mini-project team devised and hosted a Continuing Professional Development 

workshop combining drawing and voice at Hoot, a community arts centre.  At the time of 

completing the self-evaluation, they had also organised other community arts workshops 

in the Huddersfield/Leeds area using glass artworks and light, and two further 

performances entitled Reciprocal Structures: Conversations in Light and Sound in London 

and Guildford.  In addition, the team members were invited to participate in an event in 

Leeds that resulted in a new relationship with the experimental theatre team at UCL.   

The academic partner reported that in addition to strengthening his existing friendship 

with the creative partner and leading to new working relationships with the musicians, 

the project had also given him new connections and experience with glass-making and the 

physics of optics. He had developed a more sophisticated understanding of Practice-as-

Research (in music and other art forms) and collaborative partnerships, both of which have 

since become very important in his research, and presented a conference paper and 

performance at an AHRC Network conference on collaboration in music composition.  The 

team also commented that the project had given them renewed confidence in the value 

of taking time for collaborative research, experience of working in new environments, 

inspiration for future projects, and widened horizons – “outside the glass bubble”, as they 

put it.   

For the creative partner, the project served as a foundation for the creation of new glass 

artworks, supported by Arts Council England and the Crafts Council, which grew out of a 

Residency in the Faculty of Mathematics and Natural Sciences at King’s College, London in 

2016. It extends Shelley’s fascination with five-fold symmetry and research into a new 

generation of molecular structures that respond to light. Each module is cast from a 3d 

print in an adaptation of the traditional ‘lost wax’ process and assembled to create a 

stellated dodecahedron. Some of the modules are cast from a glass that turns green in 

response to the UV light given out by fluorescent bulbs inside the plinth. The project was 

supported by Arts Council England and the Crafts Council and was installed for the first 

time at Collect at the Saatchi Gallery in February 2017.  More details and images can be 

found at http://www.shelleyjames.co.uk/galleries/.  

Another significant legacy was the evolution of Shelley’s artistic career in a new direction.  

Having spent time experimenting with lighting effects through this project, she decided 

to learn more about lighting and electricity, took City and Guilds qualifications in 

Electrical Installations and In-Service Inspection of Electrical Equipment, and set up a new 

company called 'Doctor Shock'. She is currently working with an immersive performance 

company to create a lighting installation for a touring show, and collaborating with 

craftspeople on lighting for pop-up shows. 

 

 

http://www.shelleyjames.co.uk/galleries/
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6. Zooming out: reflecting on The Exchange as a pilot  

The final piece of the evaluation ‘jigsaw’ focuses on viewing The Exchange at the meta- 

level as a pilot project, rather than thinking specifically about the legacies of the 26 

individual mini-projects that were funded through The Exchange Collaborative Research 

Awards.  It would be a mistake to regard The Exchange as merely a funding scheme, in 

that the project also included a variety of networking and training events for ECRs, and 

had the broader objective of establishing a national network of ECRs and Creatives.    

6.1. Grantees’ perspectives 

The grantees themselves were invited to provide their feedback on The Exchange as a 

pilot project, and as might be expected, the overall tone of this feedback was extremely 

positive.  Participants had greatly appreciated the opportunity to engage with one 

another’s worlds more deeply than usual, and to have dedicated time and space to explore 

the ‘how-to’ of collaboration as well as the usual strategic planning of ways to achieve 

creative and academic outputs.  The following are a few of the many positive comments 

that were received on these themes: 

“As a research grant, this project had an immense impact of the situation of my 
practice for 3 months. Rather than panicking to arrange performances to provide 
financial support for myself, I could focus fully on opening and interrogating a 
subject I knew I was compelled by. This was then held within the structure of 
collaboration, giving me a partner to keep things mobile, motivated and different 
to anything I would achieve by myself. This also meant that the time period didn’t 
feel solo, lonely or misguided - which solo performance making can be sometimes.” 
(R1-01, The Singer and the Listener) 
 
“We have been very grateful to have been involved in the Exchange Pilot project 
and have been particluarly pleased in the format, not least in the sense that we 
were given the freedom to work, whilst feeling support was available if needed. 
The evaluations have provided good markers in the project, and have also 
instigated reflection and awareness that may have otherwise been overlooked.” 
(R1-08, Crowd Formation) 
 
“It’s been a fantastic opportunity to delve deeply into big questions around what 
the point of art is and how we engage with it – these big, naïve questions are often 
hard to ask within more traditional research models.” (R2-04, Rearrangements) 
 
“We both found the explicit focus on collaboration to be very useful in focussing 
our thoughts for the project, and in reflecting on the process of collaboration: 
we’ve grown a lot through the collaborative aspects as well as the practice itself.  
It was wonderful to have such an open-ended brief – to simply have the support to 
spend time together and see where the conversation would take us…The results 
are so much richer and deeper than we could have predicted.  (R2-08, Resonant 
Spaces) 
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Once I gave myself ‘permission’ to take time out from delivery-focused activity I 
started to reflect much more about our different perspectives on how/ why we 
work with young people and gained a much stronger insight into the philosophies 
underpinning the academic research practice. This in turn led to us having deeper 
and more meaningful conversations about the work and what we want to achieve 
in the longer term, rather than just focusing on practical arrangements and session 
planning. (R3-04, Mapping the Future) 

 

Many grantees were surprised by the extent of the differences in working styles and 

practices between academics and creatives, and the adjustments that were required to 

their normal ways of working in order to accommodate these.  Some also said that they 

were surprised by the directions that their projects had taken, and the outcomes that had 

been achieved.   

The initial networking meetings were praised by all those who mentioned them, with one 

of the participants commenting that it was the first time they had ever succeeded in 

finding a research partner through this type of ‘sandpit’ event.   

Online platform 

The online platform for training and evaluation was an aspect of The Exchange that several 

grantees identified as requiring improvement.  Due to the time and budget constraints, it 

was not possible to design, build and maintain a bespoke platform that would combine 

`social-media-type’ functionality, online training, and data input for the evaluation.  

Instead the project made use of WizIQ, a teaching and learning platform with ‘Virtual 

Classroom’ functionality in which webinar participants could interact with the facilitator 

tutor in real time – providing their feedback and suggestions either orally or in text 

messaging format – and subsequently download webinar recordings and the associated 

workbooks.  Participants were also required to download three forms as MS Word 

document templates (Principles of Collaboration, Mid-Term Review, and Final Self-

Evaluation), complete them offline, and upload the completed versions to the platform 

for review and feedback by the evaluator.  This was a time-consuming and sometimes 

frustrating process, in comparison to a bespoke platform that would have allowed 

participants to input data directly via text boxes and save incomplete submissions to 

return to them later. 

Feedback on the training and evaluation processes themselves was mixed, although on 

balance, generally positive overall.  The user experience may have varied from one 

funding round to another, with those who applied during particularly busy periods of the 

year experiencing challenges with delays in communication, and others reporting that 

their queries had been handled quickly and efficiently and that the Exchange team was 

supportive, responsive and helpful – in one case “incredibly responsive”.  Several 

participants said that they were pleased that “the administrative burden was relatively 

light” and appreciated the “light-touch” evaluation. 
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Some participants reported that they had found the workshops and webinars very useful, 

with one stating that “the Online tutorials were a great process to experience to develop 

project planning”, although another qualified this with “although useful they were a little 

too long and slightly over-explained”, and another objected to what they described as 

‘corny ice-breakers’ in the workshop.  Longer comments on the training and evaluation 

were as follows: 

“Perhaps one piece of feedback would be the relative inflexibility of the questions 

we’re expected to answer in the forms. While we understand the project is about 

collaboration, it’s actually quite hard to speak about that outside of the context 

of the broader project which is what we’ve sometimes been asked to do.” (R2-08, 

And the Memory Fills All Space) 

“I found the values based evaluation framework really interesting and helpful and 

would be interested to try something similar with the other collaborative projects 

that I am working on. If it had been possible, I would have preferred to have been 

able to attend a group session to carry out the values elicitation exercises as the 

webinar was not as engaging as I would imagine a workshop session where we were 

all present would have been.” (R3-06, At The Table) 

Funding model 

The Exchange’s funding model was distinctive in its insistence on disbursing grants 

exclusively to creative partners, requiring the academic partners to submit invoices to the 

creatives in order to receive their payments.  This model was invaluable for many creative 

partners who were sole traders, as it enabled them to proceed immediately with their 

projects without waiting for invoices to be processed by the university administration.  

However, it caused frustration for some academics who were not used to working in this 

way.   

One project (R1-03, Mapping Exeter’s Tree Tales) stated that they struggled with The 

Exchange’s condition that the final instalment of payment would not be released until 

after the self-evaluation report had been approved, because the funding was needed in 

order to print the books.  They had found a way around this and succeeded in meeting 

their objectives, but it had been a significant challenge. 

The unmet need for interaction between teams 

A key theme of the grantees’ feedback was their desire for more interaction and 

collaboration between the different mini-project teams – sharing experiences, celebrating 

each other’s success stories, supporting each other in funding applications, and discussing 

how they were handling challenges or overcoming barriers. This could be viewed as an 

oversight in the project design phase, especially in the light of The Exchange’s wider remit 

of trying to establish a national network.  
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The Hack-a-demia 2.0 conference organised by The Exchange team was designed for the 

specific purpose of encouraging grantees to meet each other and share their stories, but  

was arguably ‘too little, too late’.  It was a short event (only half a day) and the majority 

of the programming was top-down - plenary panel sessions by funders, project leads and 

the evaluator, followed by workshops that focused on presentations by grantees with 

relatively little time allowed for questions and answers.   

More to the point, the Hack-a-demia 2.0 conference took place after most of the mini-

projects in Rounds 1 and 2 had already been completed (with the exception of those that 

continued on into expanded projects). This made it difficult for the grantees to implement 

the learning that they had gained from this meta-level `exchange’. With the benefit of 

hindsight, a focus on organising events for the purpose of discussion and communication 

between the different mini-project teams might have been a more efficient and beneficial 

use of the project funds than the provision of career development workshops for ECRs, 

which were sometimes poorly attended.    

6.2. Implementers’ perspectives 

In addition to the meta-analysis of self-evaluation forms submitted by the participants, 

the evaluator also conducted two interviews with members of the core team responsible 

for implementing the project.  They felt that, on the whole, the pilot had been extremely 

successful and enjoyable; that they had learned a great deal; and that the project had 

served its intended purpose of allowing them to test different approaches to the 

facilitation, funding, training and evaluation of collaborative research, in order to explore 

what worked well and what needed improvement.   

In relation to the network itself, implementers commented that it was taking longer to 

establish a well-functioning national network than had originally been envisaged. It was 

originally intended that the network should be self-sustaining through subscriptions paid 

by the HEI members, echoing the model that had been adopted by LCACE and then TCCE 

itself.  However, in practice, this proved to be unworkable.  The unanticipated upheavals 

in policy, funding and governance within the higher education sector in general, and 

research in particular – combined with the wider impact of Brexit, and the consequent 

uncertainty over the future of British universities – had made it difficult for HEIs to commit 

to a new initiative that involved an annual subscription.  Two institutions have already 

made this commitment, and there is an indication that others may be in the process of 

approving it; but the take-up has been much lower than anticipated, and does not come 

close to a level that would make the network self-sustaining. 

On a related issue, the project implementers commented that the overwhelming 

commitment, energy and motivation for supporting The Exchange had come from the ECRs 

and creatives themselves. In addition to the networking events and the grants scheme, 

several ECRs and creatives (including those who had not ultimately been awarded a 

Collaborative Research Award) had shown enthusiasm for the online database that enabled 
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potential research partners to find one another, which is still being maintained, and could 

be expanded in the future.  At the higher levels of university research administration, 

however, staff workloads (and, in some cases, staffing changes) had limited the extent to 

which active involvement with The Exchange was possible.  It was recognised that the 

project designers had underestimated the time that it would take to achieve full buy-in 

at an institutional level.    

While several Steering Group members had participated thoughtfully and enthusiastically 

in the in-person meetings, there were many others who were unable to attend, and remote 

communication had sometimes proven challenging due to internet connectivity problems. 

There was relatively low engagement by the Steering Group with the e-mail trail that 

sought to establish a values framework for the evaluation through the lens of the university 

partners. 

Notwithstanding the challenges of establishing a network on a membership subscription 

basis, the project implementers reported on some exciting developments in terms of 

emerging institutional relationships, especially in respect of collaborations between 

network members on new funding bids.  Two of the Exchange pilot partners, City University 

London and Manchester Metropolitan University, have been working together with TCCE 

on a £500,000 Arts Council bid for a program to deliver executive education to arts 

leaders.   

Two other large collaborative bids have also been developed, one of them to the HEFCE 

Connecting Capability Fund (bringing Manchester Metropolitan University together with 

some of the London members) and the other to the AHRC Creative Clusters call as a 

collaboration between TCCE, the University of Kent and the University of Oxford.   

In addition to these three specific proposals, The Exchange has also served as a catalyst 

for the development of other strategic relationships between TCCE’s core London 

membership and regional pilot partners with mutual or complementary areas of expertise.  

One example is an emerging conversation between Manchester Metropolitan University 

and London South Bank University about immersive technology and national screen-based 

industries, which came about through their meeting at Exchange networking events. 

One of the implementers highlighted a particular event that had not worked out as 

planned – an ECR development event in Leeds that focused on helping early career 

academics to engage with broadcast media, e.g. as panellists on radio shows or 

researchers for documentaries.  This activity had been very successful when it was initially 

offered by TCCE to its core audience in London, but for The Exchange, the take-up was so 

low that the event had to be cancelled.  It was felt that the project design had been 

slightly off target in this regard, and that developing ‘niche’ skills such as engaging with 

the media was not a priority for the participating ECRs. 

 



 

69 

 

Hack-a-demia Conferences 

The first ‘Hack-a-demia’ conference was held in October 2016 and was pitched specifically 

to ECRs, focusing on ‘survival skills’ that would help them navigate their academic careers.  

The success of this event prompted the organisers to create a Google survey to enquire 

about the prospects for a follow-up event – what the participants wanted to see, and what 

‘survival skills’ they felt were needed in their respective areas.   

 

The findings from the survey directly informed the design of Hack-a-demia 2.0, which was 

felt by the implementers to be a very successful and exciting event that left participants 

feeling energised and inspired.  Talking to grantees in person had conveyed, in a much 

more immediate and powerful way than the self-evaluation forms, both the success stories 

and the substantial challenges of co-creating expanded projects.  Participants from two 

mini-project teams revealed that they had been keen to expand and continue their 

collaborations by seeking additional funding, but had lacked the institutional support that 

they needed, and received responses from their respective universities that were along 

the lines of “we have to move on”.   

 

7. Conclusions  

As a pilot project, The Exchange has achieved an impact which has surpassed expectations 

in many respects.  It has supported 26 mini-projects that have collectively given rise, as 

this evaluation report has illustrated, to a vast diversity of legacies – from concrete 

outputs such as books, films, artworks, conference papers and draft journal articles at the 

most tangible end of the legacy spectrum, through works-in-progress, skill development 

and the evolution of professional relationships and networks on various scales, to new 

understandings, insights and affective outcomes such as self-esteem and confidence.   

At the time of completing their self-evaluation forms, nine of the mini-projects (35%) had 

either already obtained a grant for an expanded project or submitted an application, and 

several others were either preparing or considering an application to a specific, named 

funder.  This is a powerful testament to the ability of academic-creative partnerships to 

work together effectively to co-create and implement shared visions, even in the face of 

multiple challenges and barriers relating to factors such as time, distance, conceptual 

differences, and the management of expectations that were initially unrealistic.  It 

confirms the initial belief that specific, directed investment in collaborative research at 

the level of micro-projects and one-to-one partnerships can provide a substantial return.  

In the absence of a control group receiving the types of input that might be associated 

with a ‘traditional’ funding scheme, it is impossible to determine how much of the impact 

of The Exchange was attributable to its innovative brief of pushing participants to focus 

on the ‘how-to’ of collaboration.  Nonetheless, the quotes from participants – particularly 
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in the case studies – do demonstrate that there were teams which engaged thoughtfully 

and enthusiastically in the threefold task of defining their own Principles of Collaboration 

in the light of their individual and shared values, undertaking a Mid-Term Review to assess 

their project against the criteria that they had set for themselves, and reflecting on the 

benefits of collaborating in this way in the Final Self-Evaluation.  We would envisage that 

this experience might, in itself, have a lasting impact on many of the participants, and 

could potentially enhance the future development of their careers in far-reaching ways 

that are difficult to predict at this point.  It is not unreasonable to imagine, for example, 

that the experience of ‘dipping a toe’ into the cultural and creative sector might inspire 

some of the ECRs to develop an artistic practice of their own, or that creative partners 

might use these mini-projects as a springboard for exploring new media or new strands of 

practice – as, indeed, Shelley James of Resonant Spaces (R2-09) is already doing. 

On a similar theme, one of the most significant achievements of this pilot was the 

development of skills, for both academics and creatives, in the two interrelated areas of 

`Understanding of my partner’s world’ and ‘Understanding of how to work collaboratively 

and what makes an effective collaboration’. It is noteworthy that only one of the academic 

partners who answered these questions, and none of the creatives, claimed to have been 

proficient in either of these skill areas before the launch of the project.  Whereas it is 

perhaps unsurprising that neither set of partners had prior insight into their research 

partner’s specific areas of knowledge and practice, and that the academics had not 

previously been taught how to collaborate with each other, the lack of prior expertise 

within the arts sector – where one might expect collaborative working to be standard 

practice for many – presents both a concern and an opportunity.  This highlights the 

strategic value of projects such as The Exchange for building these neglected, yet crucial, 

co-working skills.  

The figures submitted by participants suggest that the mini-projects supported by The 

Exchange’s grants had around 1,700 direct beneficiaries.  This figure does not include any 

data on beneficiaries of the 26th project (R3-01, The Rhythm Resilience Project), for which 

it was not possible to obtain a completed self-evaluation form.   

Approximately half of the funded mini-projects reported that they had delivered benefit 

to people who could be described as ‘disadvantaged’ according to one or more of the ACE 

categories – women and girls, people at risk of social exclusion, and ethnic minorities.  In 

future activities of the network, and/or similar initiatives that might be funded in the 

future, it might be possible to increase this proportion by including a requirement or 

recommendation in the guidelines that the work should benefit one or more target groups 

from this list.  However, this may be a mixed blessing, as one of the distinctive features 

of The Exchange was its flexibility and willingness to fund work that was not necessarily 

directed towards ‘outputs’ or even ‘impact’.  A narrow focus on helping disadvantaged 

groups would risk excluding project teams who wanted to explore a research question in 

a more speculative, open-ended way, as a precursor to co-developing an application for 
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an expanded project.  

The resources available for this evaluation did not allow us to engage in the extended one-

to-one communication with mini-project teams that would enable us to capture statistics 

on estimated visitors to blogs, websites and online platforms, or audiences attending 

performances or installations after the completion of the project period.  It is also 

important to note that these figures represent a ‘snapshot in time’ – the number of people 

who had benefitted from the projects at the time of completing the form, which varied 

according to the funding round (with most projects submitting their forms immediately 

after the completion of the project, but a minority of them taking several months to do 

so and requiring several prompts, notwithstanding the requirement for the completed self-

evaluation to be approved before they could receive their final payment).  Some self-

evaluation forms were received over a year ago.   

It is also important to note that this evaluation has not captured legacies at the ‘least 

tangible’ end of the spectrum – the left-hand edge of Figure 4 above.  Evaluating such 

legacies is extremely difficult in both conceptual and practical terms, and can never be 

‘objective’, because latent values and tacit knowledges will themselves be influenced and 

transformed by any attempt to capture them in writing.  Even impacts such as lasting 

improvements in mental health, self-esteem or confidence are highly vulnerable to social 

desirability response bias (saying what one believes the questioner wants to hear) unless 

they are tracked from the baseline with a specific evaluation tool, such as a standardised 

and validated survey questionnaire.     

 7.1. Recommendations 

 It is strongly recommended that funding is sourced to support further exchange 

opportunities between the teams that were responsible for designing and delivering 

the 26 mini-projects, ideally through an in-person event (e.g. ‘Hack-a-demia 3.0’, as 

this has shown promise as an emerging brand).   

o Such an event could include some presentations, but should also ensure that 

plenty of time is allocated for facilitated networking, with a view to ensuring 

that teams with common interests have the opportunity to meet each other.  

This could be done on the grounds of a commonality of art form (e.g. R1-04 

Developing Sensography, R2-02 The Museum of Us and R3-05 Staying Vital all 

focused on dance), or on a thematic basis (e.g. R1-03 Mapping Exeter’s Tree 

Tales and R2-01 Mulliontide have a shared interest in environmental issues, 

and several mini-projects, especially in Round 1, revolved around the 

preservation of intangible cultural heritage). 

o In addition to deliberately connecting up teams that are already known to 

have shared interests, space should also be allowed for ‘wild card’ 

networking, where synergies between teams are not immediately obvious.  
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o In some cases, a third party may be able to provide the missing link between 

two otherwise unrelated mini-projects.  To give a concrete example which is 

hypothetical at this point but not ungrounded in reality, the involvement of 

a lyricist with an interest in developing a folk singing tradition that 

celebrates nature and the seasons could provide a plausible bridge between 

R1-01, The Singer and the Listener, and R1-03, Mapping Exeter’s Tree Tales, 

in building a new collaboration.  This, in turn, could potentially be connected 

to the context of recovery from addiction (R2-03, Reveal: Coming Out 

Visually) and/or to the expansion of audiences, environments and 

communities of practice that is possible via the medium of the Open Online 

Theatre (R1-04, Developing Sensography).  This is just one specific focal 

point, but the possibilities for creative engagements of this type – catalysed 

by new artists or by the mini-project teams themselves – are almost limitless.    

 The initial assumption that a self-sustaining national network could be created and 

funded entirely through membership subscriptions has proven to be unrealistic, or at 

least premature.  It Is recommended, therefore, that alternative funding models 

should be explored, as this evaluation has clearly shown the potential value of such a 

network for early career researchers and for the cultural and creative sector.   

o The development of new collaborative funding bids between Exchange pilot 

partners, separate from the expanded projects that have grown directly 

from mini-projects, has raised the possibility of building up the national 

network through the external funding of specific projects with budget lines 

allocated for network development, at least in the first instance.   

o It might be possible, in the future, to advance the national ‘Academics and 

Creatives Networking Agenda’ in a more sustainable way by focusing on 

developing projects that are commercially successful (e.g. leading to spin-

off companies, as in the example of R2-09 ‘Resonant Spaces’, or marketable 

outputs, such as the Blockchain book) on the understanding that a small 

proportion of the profits will be re-invested in the network itself.   

 To strengthen the business case for the network, it would be valuable to engage in 

impact tracking – following up individuals or teams through telephone or Skype 

interviews to ask for progress updates, and explore whether any additional legacies 

had been achieved since the end of the project – for some or all of the mini-projects, 

and especially the expanded projects.  Such studies could be qualitative, quantitative, 

or both, and could potentially feed into the universities’ ongoing attempts to track and 

report project impact within their submissions to the revised 2020 Research Excellence 

Framework and funder-driven platforms such as Researchfish. 
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 It is recommended that the lessons learned from this project, and specifically from 

this evaluation and any future impact tracking, are developed into outputs that target 

specific audiences and have the clear intention of bringing about societal and economic 

impact, in the sense in which it is understood by the UK Research Councils: changes in 

policy and practice, economic growth or community resilience, creative outputs, 

improvements in human well-being, and the establishment of new networks and 

partnerships.  These could include, but need not be limited to, the following: 

o Resources to support academics and creatives who are interested in 

collaborative research but do not know where to start.  These could 

include, for example, online platforms (e.g. e-courses) and printed resources 

(e.g. an edited volume, an illustrated handbook, or a PDF guidelines 

document).  From a marketing perspective, such resources could be targeted 

to an academic audience, a creative and cultural sector audience, or both.  

This may be a promising avenue for future commercial development and, in 

the medium to long term, a potential income stream that might support the 

network. 

o Resources to convince academics and creatives of the benefits of 

collaborative research, e.g. as a strategy for expanding the reach of a 

commercial initiative to train ECRs and creatives in collaboration skills – 

broadening the market from those who are already interested. 

o Resources for higher education institutions, e.g. at the level of Research 

Offices, explaining the benefits of collaborative research in terms of the REF 

impact agenda and offering guidance on ways in which HEIs can support 

nascent collaborations (instead of hindering them, as was unfortunately the 

case for two mini-project teams who were unsuccessful in their attempts to 

expand). 

o  Resources for funders who are already offering grants to academic 

researchers, creative SMEs or both - to inspire them with a vision of what 

can be achieved through collaborative research, to encourage them to 

facilitate such `exchanges’ among past and present grantees, and to open 

their eyes to the possibility of introducing new funding schemes along the 

lines of The Exchange or adapting their existing schemes to promote the 

development of new partnerships or of collaborative research skills. 

o Resources for policy-makers in the arts and higher education, to alert them 

to the substantial potential of collaborative research - to further the UK’s 

innovation agenda, to  and promote resilience within the HE sector at one of 

the most challenging times in its history.  
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