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Part 1:  Introduction  

 

Our evaluation focus  

What is the legacy project and how has it conceptualised methodological ΨƭŜƎŀŎȅΩ? 

How might researchers approaŎƘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭŜƎŀŎȅ? 

What would an animative and iterative approach to legacy creation look like? 

How can we think about not just creating legacy but evaluating it? 
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1.  Introduction  

 

1.1  The òEvaluating L egacy ó proj ect  

Backg round  

Since 2011 the Arts and Humanities Research Council (AHRC) has funded nearly 300 community 

research projects through its Connected Communities programme.  The programme funds 

research that builds understanding of the changing nature of communities and their role in 

sustaining and enhancing our quality of life.  It has an interest not only in achieving new insights 

but also in new ways of Ψresearching communityΩ.1  In 2013 two teams, between them 

responsible for four of these projects, designed a follow-up joint project focused on the legacy 

of their original research - which had seen them evolve new ways of working based on 

animative and iterative methodologies.2  The project received AHRC funding in 2013 to look at 

ways of creating, enhancing and assessing the legacy of the four original projects. 

Defining impact and legacy  

When discussing the legacy of a project, notions of legacy and impact are often used 

interchangeably and there can be some confusion between the two.  The AHRC defines legacy 

as the outcomes, results and learning of projects, which is remarkably similar to definitions of 

outcomes and impact (also often used interchangeably) commonly adopted in the broader 

evaluation field ς eg, άoutcomes are the changes, benefits or learning that happen as a result of 

your workέ3 ƻǊ άƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛs the difference(s) made by an interventionέ.4  For this project we 

accept the close and potentially overlapping relationship between impact and legacy, but find it 

useful to make a distinction between the two so as to be clear about our focus on legacy. 

[ŜƎŀŎȅ ŜƴŎƻƳǇŀǎǎŜǎ ōƻǘƘ ΨǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƭŜŀǾŜ ōŜƘƛƴŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǿƘŀǘ ƭƛǾŜǎ ƻƴ ƻǊ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎΩ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŀ 

project or activity is completed.  It can be intended or unintended, tangible or intangible, 

positive or negative.  For the purposes of this project we have considered legacy as what the 

original research projects have left behind for others to use, learn from or otherwise benefit 

from, as distinct from project impacts (the differences made by the original four research 

projects).  This understanding builds on both popular understanding of the term and the 

literature as it relates to project legacy, which makes a link to notions of continuation and 

sustainability (as in the legacy narrative of large-scale projects and events such as the Olympics 

or Live Aid)5.  The latter importantly adds the idea that legacy is not simply what is left behind 

but is in fact what is left behind and being used, that is, still in some way ΨƭƛǾƛƴƎΩ. 
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Understanding impact and legacy in a resea rch context  

There is a growing interest in the idea that research impact matters and that as researchers we 

should seek to maximise the impact of our research wherever possible.6  Discussions about 

research impact most commonly focus on research use7 - the impact of findings, how our 

findings are used, what people learn from them, how they influence others in their thinking, 

decisions or actions ς so, what is left behind is primarily knowledge, insights, data, information.  

Some also consider the impact of participation in research as a core aspect of research impact 

as, for instance, in action research or participatory or empowerment research.  Research legacy 

is not as often discussed as research impact, but is a useful way to broaden out conversations 

about the value of research.  It enables us to consider and be more proactive about what else 

ǿŜ ƳƛƎƘǘ ΨƭŜŀǾŜ ōŜƘƛƴŘΩ ǘƘŀǘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ς for instance, tangible legacies such as 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻǳǘǇǳǘǎΣ ŀǎǎŜǘǎΣ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘǎΣ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ΨǊŜǳǎŀōƭŜΩΣ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ intangible legacies 

such as changes in attitudes or culture, new connections or working relationships, new 

approaches or ideas that others might build on or practices they might adopt. 

The legacy ômodelõ adopted by this project  

From the outset the project team was interested in considering three different dimensions of 

legacy ς legacies of knowledge; connections; and methodologies.  These are captured in Figure 1 

below. 

 

Figure 1 ð three dimensions of research legacy  

 

 

Knowledge ΨƭŜŦǘ ōŜƘƛƴŘΩ ς
findings or other knowledge 
about the research subject 

that can be used, drawn on or 
otherwise benefit others 

(these others might be the 
original research stakeholders 

or different, new 
stakeholders)

Connections , 
partnerships or networks 
created in the course of a 

research project that have a 
life after the research is 

completed.

Methodology -
methodological nsights and 
practices ςnew approaches, 
theories, methods, artefacts 
or ideas about methodology 
ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ΨǊŜ-ǳǎŜŘΩ ƛƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

settings 
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The three dimensions shaped the questions of interest for the legacy project as a whole: 

 Questions about knowledge legacies ς what interest has there been in the original 

research, who might be interested and how can they be engaged with the findings? 

 Questions about a legacy of connections and partnerships ς what legacy has working 

together across organisations and across disciplines left?  What has been the life or 

journey of partnerships and networks created during the original research that have 

continued and been added to through this project and beyond?  What has been the 

value of these connections and the learning that has taken place across disciplinary 

boundaries? 

 Questions about methodological legacies ς what has been the legacy of project 

methodologies and artefacts? What ΨƭƛŦŜΩ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǘƘŜ methods and the original artefacts 

have beyond the original research projects as other audiences engage with them, 

experience them, learn about them, consider how they could apply them in their 

practice, and ultimately put them into practice in different settings and with different 

ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩΚ 

This report is primarily concerned with just the last of these three dimensions - the 

methodological legacy of the project.  Other project partners have elsewhere reflected on 

legacy creation in relation to knowledge and connections, including mapping some of the new 

connections made and considering the impact of these on partners so in this report we only 

touch upon these other dimensions of legacy in those places where work to create or enhance 

methodological legacy overlaps with them.  

The original projects resulted in a number of methodologies and cultural artefacts the team felt 

ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ΨƭƛŦŜΩ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ŀǎ ŀ ŎƻǊŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ƭŜƎŀŎȅΦ  

Our remit at NCVO, as reflected in this report, was to try to capture and describe this 

methodological legacy and to assess the value of a different approach to enhancing that legacy 

ς ŀƴ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ΨǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜΩ approach. 
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1. 2 Understanding the projectsõ methodological legacy  

A legacy of approaches, methods and tools  

Animative methods.   Cultural animation is a community arts practice said to animate (or 

give life to) the underlying dynamic of a community.  There are a number of traditions of 

animation with different theoretical underpinnings and these inform different models of 

animative practice.  άCǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴƛƳŀǘŜǳǊǎέ for instance, ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŜƴƎŀƎŜment with art 

forms for enjoyment, self-expression, and learning whilst άǎƻŎƛƻ-ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴƛƳŀǘŜǳǊǎέ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ 

people and groups so they participate in and manage the communities in which they live (here 

ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƛǎ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛǾŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ŀƴŘ 

shape their communities).8  In the original Connected Communities projects the partnership 

ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ YŜŜƭŜ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ bŜǿ ±ƛŎ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜǾƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ άŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ 

ŀƴƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ ǘƘŀǘ ŘǊŀǿǎ ƻƴ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ to address research goals ς enabling 

self-expression, enjoyment and creativity for participants alongside opportunities for increasing 

self-awareness, a sense of personal and community agency.  It evolved as a method of co-

producing actionable knowledge through meaningful engagement with members of 

communities, specifically by using techniques that required participants to articulate ideas and 

experiences in actions and images rather than (or rather, as well as) the spoken word.  In the 

process participants created artistic and cultural artefacts ς puppets, songs, poems, dramas and 

performances around an identified research theme. 

Iterative  methods.   Iterative methods have been defined, at least in relation to data 

analysis, as άa set of reflexive processes that spark insight and help us develop meaningέ.9  In 

the Revisiting the Midpoint of British Community Studies project, iterative methods were 

variously used ς including semi-structured interviews built sequentially using mobile interviews 

for further moments of iteration as people made reference to locational material encountered 

on journeys to initiate, illustrate and refine interpretations. During the course of the project a 

board game called Glossopoly was produced which as well as functioning as an artefact to 

illustrate the outcome of research also then and subsequently functions as an iterative method 

for conducting community research and a mechanism for simulating debates about community.  

The iterative process of playing the game enables refining of views and helps generate new 

themes for discussion and analysis. 

Though these methods are distinctly different, they have several things in common in terms of 

their approach and value base: 

 They are highly participatory, group-based methods.  In common with other 

participatory research methods, the process (engagement of participants with the 

theme, activities, and, importantly, with each other) is valued alongside the output. 

 They are at heart creative, drawing on play, imagination, art and games as ways to 

energise people to articulate ideas and experiences in new and different ways. 

 In both methods (in their particular iteration as developed through the Connected 

Communities projects), objects, artefacts and creative tasks serve an important purpose 

as a way to stimulate imagination and conversation. 
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A legacy of cultural artefacts  

The four original projects resulted in the creation of four artefacts ς Ψŀ ƎŀƳŜΣ ŀ ǘǊŜŜΣ ŀ ōƻŀǘ ŀƴŘ 

ŀ ǇƭŀȅΩΦ  ¢ƘƻǳƎƘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜŀǎΣ 

ŀƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǘƻƻƭǎΩ ǘƻ ŜƴŀōƭŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜƴƎagement of people 

individually and collectively in telling their stories and talking about what matters to them; thus 

making them tools created through animation and iteration that were always intended in turn 

to enable further animation and iteration. 

Ga me  ï Glossopoly, created during the Revising the Midpoint of British Community Studies 

study, is a game-based 

method of engaging people 

to interact, reflect and 

discuss notions of 

community.  It is an 

instrument of iterative 

research - a game that 

involves players engaging 

ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ 

respond to cards and tasks 

that serve as discussion and 

activity prompts.  The comments and images on the cards and on the board on which the game 

is played come from original interview data, along with excerpts ŦǊƻƳ ǘǊŀƴǎŎǊƛǇǘǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

conversations or images created while playing the game.  The game is iterative in a number of 

ways, particularly as there are repeated movements between people's initial viewpoints and the 

views of others at the table or as represented in the game.  Originally created as a table-top 

board game, in the course of this legacy project a full-size floor mat version was also created. 

 

Tree  ï The Tree of Life was an installation and 

artefact created during a visit to Minami-sanriku, 

Japan following the 2011 Tsunami.  The highly 

symbolic tree ς a symbol of longevity and 

endurance in Japanese mythology - was given 

ōǊŀƴŎƘŜǎ ƻƴǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ΨƘŀƴƎΩ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

stories and their hopes for the future.  Like the 

boat described below, this was an installation that 

started life as being about lost worlds and 

reimagined new ones. 
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Boat ï The boat is an installation created through cultural animation as part of the Bridging 

the Gap project.  The boat is a seven-Ŧƻƻǘ ǿƻƻŘŜƴ ΨōŀǊƎŜΩ ƻƴ ǿƘŜŜƭǎ, with sails made out of 

images created in workshops focused on ƛŘŜŀǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ΨƴŜǿ ǿƻǊƭŘǎΩ ǘƻ ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǎǘ 

worlds of coal, steel and ceramics in Stoke-on-Trent.  In the original workshops the boat took 

participants on imaginary voyages of discovery, inviting them to make artefacts and write 

poems about the things that they or their communities might have lost, and to imagine a 

different future.  The boat was then displayed as part of an interactive audio-visual installation 

with sound waves (recordingǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎύΣ ŀƴd areas where people could record their 

own stories, make their own small boats, and write down their poems and stories (eg, adding 

more sails). 

 

Play  ï The play is an interactive documentary drama ƻŦ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƴ ƘƻǳǊΩǎ ƭŜƴƎǘƘ, created 

through the Untold Stories of Volunteering project and performed by real people and actors.  

This focused on the role of volunteering ς exploring volunteer journeys.  It was created using 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǘŜǎǘƛƳƻƴƛŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿǎΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴƛƳŀǘƛon workshops to weave those 

into a drama that also includes voice-over (interview clips), songs and poems written by original 

participants in the project. 
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1.3  Planned activities to create  and evaluate legacy  

An animative and  iterative approach to lega cy creation  

A key facet of both cultural animation and iterative approaches as developed in the initial 

Connected Communities projects is that knowledge is actively created.  The project team 

applied this notion in its thinking about how to understand legacy creation.  So, rather than seek 

to passively map the original projectsΩ legacy, it adopted an animated (active) and iterative, 

experiential approach.  This part of the project was to involve three types of activity: 

 Demonstrations and tasters:   performances, workshops and installations aimed 

at engaging new audiences in directly experiencing the methods and artefacts so as to 

raise awareness of and interest in them and improve understanding of their potential as 

tools for research and for engaging with communities. 

 Supported pilots: a small number of trials where the methods would be tried out by 

others (in partnership with the project team) to build their skills and confidence to use 

the methods in their work, as well as helping the team understand better where and 

how the methods work and what might support wider dissemination and use over time. 

 Evaluation of the tasters and pilots:   NCVO was tasked to provide evaluative 

feedback on these two legacy creation activities and methodological legacies more 

generally, to increase understanding about, and to provide useful feedback on: the 

elements of legacy; how methodological legacy can be created/enhanced; and the 

overall impact of the legacy activities. 

A pragmatic approach to legacy evaluation  

The original project proposal suggested that the evaluation would rely on animative and 

iterative methods alongside more formal approaches, but there was an early sense of mismatch 

between questions and suitable method; a low level of comfort and confidence of the evaluator 

in using animative and iterative approaches; and insufficient time available around workshops 

and activities for a highly creative or participatory evaluation input.  This led to a largely 

ǇǊŀƎƳŀǘƛŎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǊŜƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ƻƴ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ΨŦƻǊƳŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ light-touch methods ς particularly 

observation, use of simple feedback mechanisms (paper and online), and interviewing. 

 Workshop observations ς with an evaluator observing ŀƭƭ ΨǘŀǎǘŜǊΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƛƳŜŘ 

at showcasing and introducing the methods and artefacts, with, where possible, short 

reflective post-workshop conversations with facilitators and/or participants. 

 Feedback activities with participants at and after sessions gathering 

feedback from participants at all bar one session (one of the pilots) using group 

discussion, feedback forms, and online follow-up questionnaires as well as more 

informal methods where time or other constraints meant formal or more structured 

follow up was difficult (eg, one-to-one discussions or seeking email feedback). 

 Observatio ns and interviews with those trialling the methods pre- and 

post-workshop semi-structured telephone interviews with researchers, observations of 

their pilot/trial sessions and feedback activities with participants (as above).  
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Part 2:  Creating a methodolo gical legacy  

 

Our evaluation questions  

In this section we reflect on what the project has delivered, who engaged with project 
activities ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƭŜƎŀŎȅ-creating activities worked in practice.  We consider: 

 What has the project delivered and who has engaged with the legacy activities? 
 

 How did the different project activities work, how well did they work, and what part 
ŘƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ Ǉƭŀȅ ƛƴ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƭŜƎŀŎȅΚ 
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2. Activities to create or enhance legacy  

Our report focuses on the learning from and impact of a set of twelve proactive legacy creation 

activities.  Other activities took place under the project umbrella including meetings with policy-

makers and practitioners (eg, at the Department for Communities and Local Government) and a 

field trip to Canada involving showcasing the activities via talks and cultural animation 

workshops that reached almost 100 delegates (members of a non-profit network, a business 

school, local academics and members of local communities). However, our chief concern has 

been the UK-based showcase activities (delivered over five separate events) and the two 

supported pilots where researchers new to the methods tried them out in real research settings. 
 

 

2.1  Showcase and taster activiti es  

Figure 2.  Sharing findings and methods  

Session  Audience s 

A drama performance and 

workshop:  A performance of the Untold 
Stories play followed by a taster workshop 
to introduce the methods that went into 
creating the stories 

A mixed audience interested in volunteering 
and the original research findings [47] and a 
smaller group of volunteer managers, 
researchers and policy-makers [11] interested 
in findings and methods (cultural animation). 

Summer camp for Community 

Organisers:   Two taster workshops (boat 
and game) and an interactive installation 
(tree) during a summer camp for community 
activists10 

Community Organisers on their annual 
weekend Summer Camp [36] with an interest 
in the methods as potential tools to engage 
communities, as community development/ 
planning tools. 

National volunteering workshop :  a 
taster workshop in cultural animation 
organised by the National Association of 
Neighbourhood Management for people 
interested in engaging with volunteers in Big 
Local areas11 preceded by a presentation 
and Q&A on Untold Stories of Volunteering  

Residents of Big Local areas - volunteers and 
members of partnerships engaging their 
communities to improve local areas [20] with 
an interest in the findings of the research as 
well as in the methods as potential tools to 
engage with volunteers. 

Big Local learning events:   two short 
taster workshop in cultural animation with 
residents of Big Local areas preceded by a 
presentation and Q&A on Untold Stories of 
Volunteering and cultural animation 
methods 

Residents of Big Local areas - volunteers and 
members of partnerships engaging their 
communities to improve local areas [27].  
Interest in methods as tools to engage 
community members and/or to energise 
planning processes within local partnerships. 

Legacy project u pscaling event:   

Four intensive half-day tasters ς 2 x cultural 
animation and 2 x Glossopoly 

Mixed audience of academics/ practitioners to 
give in-depth experience of methods [35].  This 
audience was interested in the methods for 
engagement and research purposes. 
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Overall there were more showcase activities than planned as partners responded flexibly to 

growing interest in the methods.  In total more than 175 individuals were exposed to the 

methods and artefacts via these largely experiential workshops as outlined below. 
 

Showcasing  the ôUntold Storiesõ interactive drama 

Performance followed by cultural animation and evaluative workshop  

  

 

Overview .  A one-hour performance by actors and some of the original volunteers whose 

stories had informed the development of the drama followed by a short discussion giving the 

audience a chance to reflect on the drama and their own volunteering stories.  There were 

pre- (reflective) and post-performance (taster and evaluative) workshops for an invited 

smaller group to help them consider volunteer stories and how we capture and use them, and 

to help them understand (through direct experience) the cultural animation processes by 

which the drama had been created. 

Aims .  We had multiple purposes for the different audiences.  We were simultaneously: 

 showcasing the artefact/performance as a way of presenting research findings, offering 

ŀ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ άŦƛŎǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅέ όWƻƴŜǎ нлмоΥ млύ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǳŘƛŜƴŎŜΩǎ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

findings and to performance as a way of engaging people with them 

 conducting a research activity - introducing an iterative process so that people 

watching could discuss and add/reflect on their own volunteer stories ς becoming 

άǎǇŜŎǘŀŎǘƻǊǎέ ƴƻǘ ǎǇŜŎǘŀǘƻǊǎΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻǘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ (Boal 1993) 

 introducing cultural animation, explaining its contribution to Untold Stories and giving 

people the chance to experience the method focusing on the theme of volunteering 

and volunteering stories, then asking them to reflect on the methods and their 

experience of them and how they might use them in their own work. 

Results .  Though on the day the different elements did not quite relate to each other as 

strongly as they might (perhaps the result of an overambitious programme for the afternoon), 

nonetheless participants fully engaged with each element separately and feedback was highly 

positive.  Priority was given in the post-performance workshop to experiencing the methods, 

leaving less time than anticipated to explain their part in the research and the creation of the 

play, or for reflection on how and when participants might use them in their own work.  Our 

aims were therefore only partially met. 
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Showcasing iterative methods (the Glossopoly  game)  

Three experiential workshops (where the game was played)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Overview .  A 1.5-hour Glossopoly workshop at the annual Community Organisers camp.  

The game was set up around a table.  After the game was explained briefly, people started to 

play it with support from the members of the research team who had devised the game 

during the original project.  At the second set of workshops held at the New Vic Theatre a 

different approach was taken.  These were two one-hour workshops with a mixed group of 

academics and community practitioners and during the workshop the group was split into 

smaller groups with one playing the game on a table top board set, one doing some creative 

work (drawing) with an artist, and another small group ǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ŀ ΨƭƛŦŜ-ǎƛȊŜΩ ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎŀƳŜ 

where players move around the room instead of using a table-top board. 

Aims .  With each of these workshops the goal was to showcase the artefact (the game), and 

to give people the chance to experience the method in hopes of generating useful feedback 

about the experience but primarily to generate interest in the game and ideas from 

participants about how they could use it, or the idea of it, in their own work.  The New Vic 

workshops were more intensive and were part of a day more distinctly aimed at potential 

adopters of the methods and covering the range of both iterative and animative methods. 

Results .  The participants in each session engaged well with the game with a majority 

enthusiastic about it as a mechanism to get people to engage with views that are not their 

own, and to think about issues in depth from different standpoints.  Though participants were 

mainly positive about the game and its potential, the sessions also generated useful learning 

about what people found more challenging about the game as a research method.  Key 

reflections from those exposed to the game included concerns about the open-endedness of 

the activity, the difficulty of keeping people fully engaged if the game took a long time, and 

how participants might feel if it took a long time but did not then have a clear ending. 

άƧǳǎǘ great.  I really enjoyed the format.  The environment of structured play 

ƳŀŘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŜȄŎƛǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘƛƴƎΦέ 

άǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻƴƎ-winded Χ which means it would be hard to finish it. I 

wonder whether asking people to play a game which ends with no sense of 

ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ƳƛƎƘǘ ōŜ ŀ ōƛǘ ŘŜƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƴƎ ƛŦ ǿŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦέ 
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Showcasing  cultural animation methods and artefacts  

Five  experiential workshops and a stand -alone installation (the tree)  
 

Overview .  A 1.5-hour cultural animation/boat workshop with Community Organisers ς 

exploring issues of community and community resilience.  Following a warm-up activity 

(names and actions) and a game involving chairs and movement the workshop focused on an 

imaginative activity linked to the boat installation and the creation of new worlds.  During the 

same event the Tree of Life was installed in the summer camp reception area for Community 

Organisers to visit and engage with in a more ad hoc way over the weekend of the camp. 

A cultural animation workshop for local partnership members from Big Local areas showcased 

some of the methods used in the original research projects.  Big Local volunteers were also 

the target group for two similar workshops on methods held in Birmingham and in London.  

Here the activities included the same animative warm up name game, and an exercise with 

ŎƘŀƛǊǎΣ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŀ ΨǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ŦǊŀƳŜΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ŏƛƴǉǳains/poem-writing.  In each 

case the workshops were preceded by a separate presentation on findings about volunteering 

from the Untold Stories project giving the opportunity to explore both findings and methods. 

Two mixed-group ΨǎŎŀƭƛƴƎ ǳǇΩ ǘŀǎǘŜǊ workshops at the New Vic targeted potential adopters of 

cultural animation methods ς academics and practitioners ς and offered a more in-depth 

exposure to the methods.  These gave people the chance in small groups to try out activities 

with the boat and the tree, writing cinquains and an animative exercise with buttons. 

Aims .  With each workshop the purpose was to showcase the artefacts and methods from 

the original research so as to generate interest in trying them out in different settings.  Most 

of the exposure was to people hoping to learn about ways to engage others in their own 

community (eg, local residents or potential volunteers) rather than to researchers considering 

cultural animation as a research method.  However in the more intensive workshops held at 

the New Vic, academics were targeted as part of the audience. 

Results.  We found high levels of enjoyment and participation when people were given the 

opportunity to experience the methods, ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ŜŀŎƘ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ Ψƻƴ ŀ ƘƛƎƘΩ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ 

ideas about how they could use them in their research or at the very least a desire to find out 

more though some found the sessions too full or rushed.  We discuss broader learning from 

these workshops later in this report. 
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2.3   Pilots ð supporting others to use the methods  

The original idea was to try and attract four academics or practitioners interested in piloting 

animative and/or iterative methods and then to support them to use the methods and to follow 

their progress and learning.  However, negotiating take-up / adoption of the methods within the 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǘƛƳŜǎŎŀƭŜǎ proved difficult and in the end only two pilots took place. 

In the original project plan it was proposed that individuals or organisations would express their 

interest in testing out the methods after the in-ŘŜǇǘƘ ΨǎŎŀƭƛƴƎ ǳǇΩ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ ƘŜƭŘ ƛƴ hŎǘƻōŜǊ 

2014 at the New Vic but in the end only two of the four pilots were able to go ahead despite 

some initial work on the part of the project team with partners including a community project 

and a school.  The reduction in the number of pilots from four to two did, however, create space 

that enabled the additional taster workshops offered to the Big Local programme (which were 

not in the original project plan) thus generating wider exposure of the methods to new 

audiences than originally anticipated ς achieving breadth perhaps, rather than depth, of 

exposure. 

 

Figure 3 .  Co -delivering research pilots with new partners  

Session  Audience s 

Green Keele research workshop.   

A research workshop delivered in 
partnership with researchers involved in a 
university campus-based sustainability 
project12 - using cultural animation to 
explore environmental issues and the 
relevance of sustainability to different 
groups and disciplines within the university. 
 

Students, lecturers and staff in a mixed group 
of around half students, half staff.  The group 
involved 3 researchers and 20 participants and 
was a part of a wider research project on 
sustainability. 

LGBT research workshop .  A joint 
project undertaken in partnership with an 
academic from Middlesex London University 
ŀƴŘ ŀ [D.¢ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƎǊƻǳp based in 
Stoke to explore issues of LGBT identity and 
ageing. 
 

Researchers and members of an older LGBT 
group [1 researcher, 5 participants] took part 
in this session which was conceived as part of 
a wider exploratory piece of research into 
ageing, sexuality and identity. 
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Piloting  cultural animation in a research setting  

Investigating attitudes towards sustainability in a university setting  

 

Overview :  A 1.5 hour workshop 

delivered by New Vic in partnership with 

the Green Keele project (a sustainability 

project based at Keele University) and 

attended by 20 academics and students.  

The workshop was planned to complement 

a survey and other activities as part of a 

project exploring attitudes towards 

sustainability at the University. 

Aims :  Three research questions were originally identified:   As we move into a resource-

limited future (a) what skills and knowledge will your discipline(s) contribute to an enduring 

and thriving society? (b) How does/could working in more than one discipline affect your 

ability to contribute to such a society? (c) How has studying/working at Keele prepared you to 

contribute to such a society?  Ultimately, however, these were changed during the planning 

process on the advice of the Cultural Animateur to reflect broader exploratory themes linked 

to the notion of a resource limited future.  The research team hoped using cultural animation 

would help deliver a depth of insight into views and values linked to sustainability, explaining:  

άMethods like this allow you to get a biǘ ƳƻǊŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ  ! ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ 

a right answer, this is a morally loaded issue, but we believe working with these methods will 

help us find something deeper and perhaps more honest ς ǿŜΩǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƛƴ ƛǘ 

creating a safer space ς people will be behaving in ways that they would not normally, and we 

will be creating an environment that removes the more forƳŀƭ ƭŜŎǘǳǊŜǊκǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦέ  

Results.   On the day there was slightly less time than anticipated but the workshop still 

managed to fit in a wide variety of activities, including a warm up activity game (names and 

actions); engagement with the boat installation (imagining the earth in crisis and having to 

leave for a safe place); creation of a new safe place/building a new community and collecting 

significant artefacts to help create the future for that community; creating a new name; 

writing an acrostic poem (story of the past); and then creating a community anthem and 

dance.  The workshop culminated with a performance of ŜŀŎƘ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŀƴǘƘŜƳ ōǳǘ 

unfortunately following this there was no time to reflect and feed back as a large group on 

the activities or the performances.  Despite some time constraints, feedback from both the 

researchers and the participants was positive and overall the workshop achieved its 

objectives with the researchers particularly pleased to see barriers broken down and honest 

sharing of views and ideas as they had hoped.   

άL ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ƛǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŜǉǳŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎΣ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅΦέ 

The Green Keele lead researcher assessed the workshop later as making a meaningful 

contribution to their wider sustainability research project.  It also generated useful learning 

ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƛƴ ƴŜǿ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎŀŎȅ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ǘŜŀƳΦ 
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Pilot ing  cultural animation in a research setting  

Investigating ageing in the LGBT community  

Overview .  This half-day workshop delivered by New Vic in partnership with an academic 

with a research interest in LGBT identity and ageing was attended by five individuals (fewer 

ǘƘŀƴ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘύ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ ƻƭŘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ [D.¢ ƎǊƻǳǇ ōŀǎŜŘ ƛƴ {ǘƻƪŜΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 

participants, staff and volunteers from the New Vic attended to assist on the day helping 

create a very mixed participant group with an age range from late teens to early 80s.  After 

two warm up activities, including a name game and a statement-ōŀǎŜŘ ΨƳǳǎƛŎŀƭ ŎƘŀƛǊǎΩ ƎŀƳŜ 

which worked as effective ice-breakers, the group played a version of Glossopoly and 

discussed questions of community as relevant to them, and then took part in a cultural 

animation activity where the animateur encouraged people create an artefact, a kind of 

sculpture or installation using items people could choose to represent something of meaning 

to them when thinking about their own experiences, their identity or their community. 

Aims.  The lead researcher on the project hoped 

that the workshop would be wide-ranging and 

ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƻǊȅΦ  IŜ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ΨƛƳǇƻǎŜΩ ŀ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ 

question but wanted participants to talk about what 

they felt was important, seeing the workshop as the 

ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎ 

ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ άƳŜǎǎƛƴŜǎǎέ ŀƴŘ 

complexity of the subject.  He was looking forward to 

άǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǇŜƴ-endedness as a way to help get 

to the messȅ ǎǘǳŦŦέ ŀƴŘ ǾŜǊȅ interested in learning 

about how the methods work, believing that taking 

part would άŀŘŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŘƛƳŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ 

ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ LΩǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳȅǎŜlf about the 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ ǊƻƭŜΦέ 

Result s.  A lower-than-expected turnout on the day meant that some planned activities did 

not work quite as well as hoped ς particularly where the larger group broke into smaller 

groups to take part in activities.  The lead researcher fed back that some activities worked 

better than others with, in this instance, animative activities working better than iterative in 

the sense of more actively engaging participants and generating different kinds of 

conversations and richer data.  Despite suggesting some limitations of the iterative board 

game as used in this particular setting, overall he assessed the session as highly successful and 

felt that it had met his aims.  He reported afterwards feeling excited at the potential of the 

methods, and particularly pleased to see the way the activities engaged participants in 

positive ways that they enjoyed: 

άLΩƳ ǾŜǊȅ ǇƭŜŀǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ Ƙƻǿ ƛǘ ǿŜƴǘΣ ƛǘ ŘƛŘ ƎƛǾŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻƴ 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ Χ Ǉeople were creating things that represented parts of their 
ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜǎ Χ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƳŀȊƛƴƎΣ ƛƴŎǊŜŘƛōƭŜΦέ 
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Part 3:  Learning about the methodologies  

 

 

Our evaluation questions  

Seeing the methods practised and getting feedback from participants and practitioners 
about what they experienced gave us a number of useful insights into the value of the 
methods, practicalities of using them in research settings, and potential limitations or areas 
for further exploration. 

 What have we learnt about the specific animative and iterative methods, how 
they work, and their value/potential outside the original projects for researchers 
and community practitioners? 
 

 What have we learnt about using the methods and any challenges in using them 
in practice? 
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3. Learning about the value of the methods  

 

3.1  The strengths or benefits of the methods  

Based on our own observations and feedback from researchers and research participants we 

identified a number of benefits of the animative and iterative methods developed by the 

original Connected Communities projects. 

3.1.1  DEMOCRATISING  AND INCLUSIVE .  The methods can break down 

barriers and address (redress) issues of power between participants; 

enabling more equal participation and encouraging conversations in 

which more voices are heard and valued.  

 

The methods offer potential to achieve more inclusive and άōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘέ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ for research or 

community engagement purposes, as opposed to some other group methods where the more 

ŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǘŜΣ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƻǊŜ ǇƻǿŜǊ ƻǾŜǊ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ Ŏŀƴ ŘƻƳƛƴŀǘŜ ƻǊ ōŜ ΨƘŜŀǊŘΩ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻthers in 

the group.  The methods were ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ΨƭŜǾŜƭƭƛƴƎΩ ŀƴŘ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎΦ  As one of the 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘŜŀƳ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ Ǉǳǘ ƛǘΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ άƳŀƪŜǎ the division between experts and non-

ŜȄǇŜǊǘǎ ǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ƛǊǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘέΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǿŜ ƻōǎŜǊved and that both participants and 

the researchers piloting the methods identified as one of their strengths. 

άLǘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ŀƴŘ 

ƳŀƪŜ ōŜǎǘ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾƛǘȅ ΦΦΦέ 

άLƴ ŀƴȅ ǎŜǘǘƛng you may get some voices heard more than others, but I felt with 

ǘƘƛǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ Řƻ ǎƻΣ ŦŜŜƭ ǎŀŦŜΦέ 

άLǘ όDƭƻǎǎƻǇƻƭȅύ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ŀ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ǿŀȅ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

experience, vision, ideas, which might be helpŦǳƭ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΦέ 

άhƴŜ ǘƘƛƴƎ L ƭƛƪŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘΣ ōŜƛƴƎ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ǳƴŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘΣ ƛǘ 

levels the difference between residents and paid staff. Because this is not a work-

based-formula that professionals are more experienced or comfortable with then 

ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛȄŜŘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿƻǊƪǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭ ŜǾŜƴΦέ 

ά¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ Χ ŀǎ 

great as focus groups and interviews can be I think in focus groups for instance 

some can take a back seat or feel lacking in confidence to lift their own voice, but 

here it seemed people were all equally obliged to share to make it work and 

equally did shareΦέ 
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3.1.2  DEPTH OF INSIGHT.  The methods quickly enable in -depth 

reflection in groups ð people feel able to talk at a deeper, more 

meaningful level earlier on in sessions than may be the norm in more 

conventional group settings however well facilitated.  

 

 

 

In each session participants and facilitators drew attention to the type of discussions being held, 

and frequently expressed surprise at the ease (and speed) with which people seemed able to 

ΨŘǊƻǇ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƎǳŀǊŘΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƻǇŜƴ ǳǇΩΦ  Lƴ ǇŀǊǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǎƪƛƭƭŜŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

themes and topics that resonate with participants, topics that interest and stimulate.  It could 

also be in part related to the fact that during the legacy project, most of the groups involved 

relatively like-minded individuals and people with significant sets of interests in common so this 

may have contributed in part to the quick deepening of conversations we observed. 

άLǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŜŀǊ ǿƘŀǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀŘΣ ŀƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǿŜ ŀƭƭ 

generally agreed, so it would be even more interesting to see how the 

technique would work if there were differing opinƛƻƴǎΦέ  

However, tƘƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ΨǎŀƳǇƭŜΩ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎ may have been relevant, at least 

a part of the relatively quick shift to deeper conversations and insights we saw was certainly 

about the nature of the methods themselves.  There is something more direct and immediate 

about the conversations generated which strongly focus on how people experience and feel 

about things.  We observed an immediacy about the way people related to questions - where 

they were encouraged to feel, to emotionally respond to questions rather than staying apart 

from an issue and theorising about it.  For instance, in the environmental workshop participants 

fed back that the activities and workshop approach had enabled them to engage with issues of 

sustainability in a dƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǿŜǊŦǳƭ ǿŀȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ΨŦŜƭǘΩ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ at a deep level that they 

had previously only talked about ƛƴ ŀ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ƳƻǊŜ ΨŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜŘΩ ǿŀȅ.  Likewise in an earlier 

workshop in an activity involving  buttons and imagined scenarios for a community in crisis, 

participants fed back that the techniques used meant they actually ΨŦŜƭǘΩ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǎǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ 

decisions where resources were shrinking. 

άL ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŦŜƭǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ς you feel the pace, like how time ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƛǎ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ƻǳǘέ  

άthe conversations were amazing ς ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜƭƭŜŎǘǳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ς the 

way they spoke was lighter in some ways because they were able to joke, but 

still aǘ ŀ ŘŜŜǇŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭΚέ 

The iterative nature of processes at work as conversations take place within groups (and during 

games in particular) also helped create a space for views to be expressed and developed and 

new ideas to be formulated through conversation with others or as new questions are raised. 

ά¢ƘŜ ƎŀƳŜǎ ǇǊƻƳǇǘ ŎƻƴǾŜǊǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ that are so rich and informative - giving a 

real insight into peoples' livesΦέ 
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3.1.3 EXPLORING FEELINGS AND ATTITUDES AND UNDERSTANDING 

COMPLEXITY.  The methods lend themselves well to investigating how 

people experience or  feel about particular subjects, enabling 

engagement with stakeholder values r elatively quickly.  They are useful 

where there is an interest in investigating dif ferent perspectives, for 

open and exploratory research questions rather than closed.  

 
 

There is a real open-endedness about these methods and the activities that the teams have 

developed and as such they have a particular value in regard to exploring values and opinions, 

experiences and stories; for understanding complex dimensions and experiences of social or 

community problems; and for imagining solutions. 

ά¢Ƙey are ideal ŦƻǊ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƎŀƎƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜǎǎƛƴŜǎǎΦέ 

άWhat I find exciting about these techniques is that they work on several levels - 

enabling people from different backgrounds to speak the same (equally 

unfamiliar) language, helping us to visualise and understand complex ideas or 

relationshipsΦέ 

Looking at the experience of the pilot projects these showed very clearly that open exploratory 

questions were far more suitable than very specific and narrow questions (as originally 

proposed by one of the research teams concerned).  

άLǘΩǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƻǇŜƴ ŜƴŘŜŘΦ  LŦ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿŀƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ Χ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ƘŜƭǇǎ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Ǝŀƛƴ ŀ 

ŘŜŜǇŜǊ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΦέ 

άDǊŜŀǘ ŦƻǊ ŜȄǇƭƻǊƛƴƎ an issue where there is a lot of subjectivity and there may 

ōŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƘŜŀǊ ŀōƻǳǘΦέ 

άLŦ L ǿŀǎ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŀƎŀƛƴ LΩŘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƴƻǘ ǘƻƻ ǎǇecific 

ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘ ǘƻƻ ōǊƻŀŘ Χ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ǎƻ Ŝŀǎȅ ŦƻǊ ƛǘ ǘƻ Ǝo in a different direction 

ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ ōƛƎ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƻ ŎƻǾŜǊΦέ 

Some theorists have argued that animation helps generate ideas, data and results about things 

that matter to individuals and communities.13  Through the course of the project we saw this 

happen with both animative and iterative methods quickly getting to the heart of what 

mattered most to participants, their values, views and priorities in a way and/or with a speed 

that sometimes surprised both researchers and participants alike. 

άIt definitely made me open up, and feel more vulnerable because I was being 

ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ L ǿƻǳƭŘƴϥǘ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ϦǎƛƭƭȅϦΦέ 

άL ŦŜƭǘ ƛǘ ŜƴŀōƭŜŘ ǳǎ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƘŜŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǿŀȅ ŜǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ 

conversations start indƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ǎŜƴǎŜΦέ 
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3.1.4  A PART OF SOMETHING, OR THE START OF SOMETHING.  These 

methods may have a particular value where the research seeks to be a 

part of or a contributor  to social or community change , where there is 

an interest in engagi ng participants as more than research 

ôrespondentsõ and in particular as a way to kickstart a community 

engagement or research project.  Indeed certainly for research 

purposes the methods are not ideally used as a standalone activity, and 

may be best when complemented by other qualitative methods.  

 

These methods lend themselves to research that is about addressing problems and thinking 

about solutions to research that is linked to action and change.  One of the things that helps this 

focus is that quite a few of the activities and exercises that have formed part of the legacy of the 

original projects have focused on imagining and reimagining alternative futures and in so doing 

exciting people about these.  Participants engaged during the life of the legacy project saw this 

potential and talked about wanting to consider using some of the methods in community 

mapping and community planning, seeing the methods in a wider context, for instance as part 

of a wider programme of community engagement. 

άǾŜǊȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ Ŧor encouraging people to discuss ideas with strangers in a way that 

ŎƻǳƭŘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ Χ might be useful to councils for community action 

ǇƭŀƴǎΦέ 

One of the legacy ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ suggested in her reflective practice report: 

ά/ǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΦ Χ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀǘ ŀƴȅ 

ǎǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŀ ŘŜƭƛōŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŀǎ ΨǘƘŜ 

ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΩ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾƛǘȅΣ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ 

excitement and can-do agencyΦέ 

Both the research teams who trialled using the methods to address new research questions 

reported afterwards feeling that this way of working may really only work, or at least may have 

most value, when considered as part of a wider process, and both intended for their purposes 

that the method would be used as only a part of a study alongside other methods. 

άLǘ ŘƛŘ ƳŜŜǘ Ƴȅ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ  Lǘ ǿŀǎ ƳŜǎǎȅ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ΨǎǘƻǊƛŜŘΩΣ ƛǘ ƘŀŘ ŀ 

ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛǘΣ ŀƭōŜƛǘ ŘƛǎƧƻƛƴǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ƛƴ ŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘǎΦ  ¸ƻǳΩre given 

ǎǘǊŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎΦ  L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǿƻǊƪ ǿŜƭƭ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜƴ 

to interview to the people in the group as a follow-ǳǇΦέ 

ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƴƻ ƎƻƻŘ ŀǎ ŀ ƻƴŜ-ƻŦŦ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ƭƛƪŜ ǎƘŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ ŎƘŜǊǊȅ ǘǊŜŜ 

and the interesting frǳƛǘǎ ŎƻƳŜ Řƻǿƴ Χ ƛǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ  LŦ ȅƻǳ 

could then keep up the process, eg, with in-depth interviewing, and then use the 

interview data to follow up in a more focused way in a second workshop I think 

ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǿƻǊƪ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿŜƭƭΦέ 
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3.1. 5  PARTICIPANT ENJOYMENT AND BENEFIT.  There is a level of 

enjoyment inherent in these methods that is relatively unusual ( at least 

in comparison with some other res earch methods) and significant.  

Encouraging creativity, self -expression and play offers th e potential for 

participants to benefit in several ways, including not just enjoyment but 

also learning, increased  self -awareness or feelings of empowerment . 

 

Participants taking part in workshops reported high levels of enjoyment, particularly of activities 

that encouraged creativity and play and use of the imagination, acknowledging that even 

though they felt they had been dealing with important and serious issues, this had happened in 

an enjoyable and stimulating way. 

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŀƭ ƎŜƴǳƛƴŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛvity that I saw.  There was this one 

particular moment when a most beautiful metaphor came out and that 

ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŘŜŜǇƭȅ ŎǊŜŀǘƛǾŜ ƳƛƴŘǎŜǘΦέ 

ά¢ƘŜ ŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ŀƳŀȊƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ a real enjoyment in creating, it 

engaged different senses in a quite powerful way.έ 

άLǘ όŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇύ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƳŜƳƻǊŀōƭŜ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŀȅΦέ 

Comments from participants reflected ways in which they felt they had benefited from taking 

part with some talking about having learnt new things about themselves or about the subject 

alongside other positive gains. 

ά̧ ƻǳ Ŏŀƴ Ŝŀǎƛƭȅ ŦƻǊƎŜǘ ŀ ƭŜŎǘǳǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ōǳǘ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŦƻǊƎŜǘ ǘƘƛǎ 

experienceέ 

άtƻǎƛǘƛǾŜΣ ǳǇƭƛŦǘŜŘΣ ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜŘΣ ƭƻǾŜŘ ƛǘΗ  Lǘ ƻǇŜƴŜŘ Ƴȅ ŜȅŜǎΦέ 

άLΩƳ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ƎŜƴǳƛƴŜ ǿƻǊǊȅΣ ǿƘƛƭǎǘ ǎŎavenging for objects 

during the time pressure, will have done much more for changing minds and 

reinforcing ideas than any poster or fact-receiving session.  This morning was a 

great way of exploring the concept.  Fantastic.έ 

άIt was a very unusual experience but very worthwhile. I keep thinking back on 

various things we did/I thought which I'm surprised at. The experience seems 

more persistent than I'd expect for a workshop.έ 

This idea that fun and play matters as an outcome of engagement with these methods is 

important, but we found this was not just a benefit of taking part in animative and iterative 

workshops, but also an essential part of the process, fundamentally at the heart of why the 

methods work.  In the next section of our report we consider the place of enjoyment and play 

alongside other factors that help explain how and why these methods seem to work and why 

they achieve the results that they do.  
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3.2  Learning about  how the methods work  

3.2.1  THE POWER OF PLAY  

Stimulating the imagination through  play contributes significantly to 

enjoyment and other positive outcomes .  The use of play and enjoyable 

activities contributes to deeper, sustained engagement, reflective 

conversation and creative thinking.  

Watching people sing, write poems, build themselves a safe haven (like building dens in 

childhood and putting treasured items in them), and immerse themselves in play and in using 

their imagination it was clear there was a lot of enjoyment taken in completing activities during 

workshops, and this was confirmed in all the post-event feedback we received.  Encouraging play 

helps break down barriers between people, and seems to encourage creative thinking, including 

re-imagining situations and coming up with new solutions to problems. 

άIt was surprisingly ŜƴƧƻȅŀōƭŜΦ  L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǘƘŀǘΦέ 

άthe method forces you to be playful and imaginative  Χ a solution is more 

ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ŀǎ ȅƻǳΩre encouraged to think of new ways to do things.έ 
 

Using play for learning, enjoyment and creative thinking  

Example: survivor activi ties (movement and imaginative play)  

  

In the sustainability research workshop lecturers and students were jumbled together in a 

boat and faced with a practical task ς άȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎ ƻŦ ŀƴ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎŀǘŀǎǘǊƻǇƘŜΣ ȅƻǳ 

are on the boat to a new world, what messages would you put in a bottle for future 

ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΚέ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ƛnstant engagement with a topic on an emotional level and also 

acted as a leveller, with participants reporting that they felt a sense of all ōŜƛƴƎ Ψin it togetherΩ 

(literally and figuratively), breaking down barriers and creating a positive group energy. 

At the Community Organisers 

workshop people were tasked that 

having arrived in a new world as 

survivors they should create a safe 

place in their new home.  άWhat 

objects would you save and take 

with you?  What would you do to 

make it safe?  What name would 

you give your new home?  Once you have created your new home, create a charter or set of 

rules for how you want to live in it.έ  Again this activity tapped into creativity and imagination 

and touched on notions of what makes a community safe.  In the process of building and 

creating, rich conversations took place.  In choosing objects and making a case for their 

inclusion, and in negotiating the new charter, conversations quickly got to the heart of 

individual and collective values and beliefs, reaching consensus in a way that was 

collaborative and fun. 
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3.2.2  THE POWER OF DOING THINGS DIFFERENTLY  AND DOING 

DIFFERENT THINGS  

Being active, and putting people collectively out of  their comfort zone 

contributes to the effectiveness of the methods, it breaks down barriers 

between people and the barriers that sometimes hinder individuals from 

sharing their own views in a group setting.  

Doing things differently seems to encourage thinking differently and relating to others 

differently.  One thing that seems to be a part of this is encouraging people to be active.  Each 

session we saw involved some movement, particularly at the start.  Moving about and getting 

active and immersed in tasks changes the way people communicate and removes situations 

where those used to meetings or formal group activities might dominate discussion, helping 

break down barriers and encouraging different voices to be heard.  Taking people out of their 

comfort zone ς though at the same time making them feel safe ς and using activities that have a 

άǿŜΩǊŜ ŀƭƭ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊέ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŜŜƳǎ to act as a leveller.  This contributes to a sense of 

democratising the process and encourages all to feel they can engage. 

ά²Ŝ ǿŜǊŜ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŀ ƭƻǘΦ  L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ physical movement played a part 

ƛƴ ƎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǳǎ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƭƪƛƴƎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅΦέ    ά¢ƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘǎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ōǊŜŀƪ 

Řƻǿƴ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ǎǇŀŎŜǎΦέ 
 

έEveryone is out of their comfort zone, no one can use their usual language or 

ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƛǘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǇƭŀȅƛƴƎ ŦƛŜƭŘ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜƴǎ ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜϥǎ ƳƛƴŘǎΦέ 

ά²Ŝ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ŘƻƴŜ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ ōǳǘ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ that would 

have got the same results Χ with the lecturer/ student relationships ς this puts 

everyone slightly out of their comfort zone but ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǿŀȅέ. 

Breaking down barriers  

Example:  ice -breakers and warm up games (active and symbolic)  

One of the warm up name games used successfully in workshops was a game involving 
people giving their name and performing an action connected to their name.  Once the 
group has gone around once with each participant linking their name to an action, people 
ǘƘŜƴ ΨǇŀǎǎ ƻƴΩ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƘŜƴ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ else being obliged to remember 
and repeat or mirror the action associated with their name.  This acts as an ice-breaker, 
instantly putting people out of their ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘ ȊƻƴŜΣ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎΣ ŘƻƛƴƎ ΨǎƛƭƭȅΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ōǳǘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ 
no reference to who people are in their lives outside of the room (eg, their job titles or 
expertise) or reasons for being present/interest in the subject. 
A chair-based activity was also played with some success where people place their chair 
randomly around the room and sit on it but there is one empty chair and one person 
standing at the opposite end of the room far from the chair.  The people seated have to 
quickly move around from one chair to another, blocking the standing person from getting to 
a chair.  As well as breaking the ice, on each occasion the game was used we saw how it was 
used to introduce important themes for the session ς for instance at its simplest, causing 
people involved in community development to consider how their end point or goal (chair) 
has to change as different barriers and obstacles get in their way and then discussing this.   
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3.2. 3  USING OBJECTS AND FOCUSING ON TASKS  

Using objects and object -based tasks to explore questions and express 

answers  seems to enable  people to feel safer to express themselves 

and have in -depth conversations  on sensitive top ics  and helps generate 

new insights . 

The use of objects and focus on tasks can make people feel safer to have in-depth conversations.  

This seems in part because they take the focus from a person to an object and thereby can 

remove the awkwardness that can sometimes be engendered by direct questioning on sensitive 

or emotionally charged subjects, and in part because they encourage imagination and empathy. 

άI think there is something around using an object/action to speak for you, 

making it easier to speak for yourself as a resultΦέ 

άLǘ ŦŜƭǘ ƭƛƪŜ L ǿŀǎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ Ƴȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŜŀǎƛƭȅΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ 

symbols and objects to use to do so. As with the Glossopoly game, people very 

quickly moved to high level in-depth thinking, even though it was faƛǊƭȅ ŀōǎǘǊŀŎǘΦέ 

ά¸ƻǳΩǊŜ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƎŜƴŘŀ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ŦƭŀǎƘǇƻƛƴǘǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ 

someone says something new to you or to each other ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǳƴŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ Χ  It 

was a result of engaging with the objects and creating stuff.έ 
 

Enabling deeper conv ersations through object -based tasks  

Example:  Creating a community using buttons  

 This exercise was developed by Sue Moffat from the 

New Vic Theatre as part of her Imperial War Museum 

Fellowship in Holocaust Studies.  It was shared and 

adapted for use during a taster workshop where the 

group was asked to use the buttons to create a 

community.  The group were asked to reflect on the 

process and what they were thinking of with the 

facilitator giving feedback and enabling the discussion.   

Once the buttons were arranged, the facilitator introduced a second level of sorting. 

Participants were advised that they were now the government, άthis is your community, these 

are your people, things have to change as there is a crisis, there is not enough food, money or 

space.  Decide quickly how you will change the community to respond to the crisis.έ  Some 

incredibly rich conversations just άdropped outέ as people played with the buttons and 

ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨƳŀǇΩ and then changing map of a community, explaining their thinking and 

actions.  This functioned as a rapid way of generating observations on what community means 

to people, what resilience means, and helped get to the heart of some very deeply held views 

ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ΨǊǳƭŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΩ and how these 

should be distributed.  As part of the process people co-operated, listened, assumed roles, 

creating a dynamic and generating insights that you would be unlikely to see, or certainly not 

as quickly in a focus group or purely discussion-based activity on the topic of community. 
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3.2.4  SHARING POWER WITH PARTICIPANTS IN RESEARCH PROCESS ES 

Engaging with open ended questions and letting conversations flow as 

iterative processes take things in different and potentially unexpect ed 

directions contributes to the power and effectiveness of these methods.  

The use of techniques that encourage participants to synthesise and 

prioritise whatõs most important to them all help build a co-productive 

approach to creating knowledge that help s generate rich data.  

 

The methods ask engaging open questions and create a structure or framework for activities, but 

then encourage participants to take their conversations in directions that matter and make 

sense to them. As several participants expressed it, moving away from a traditional question and 

answer focus seems to enable people to participate more on their own terms.  In this way the 

approach is closer to co-producing knowledge than generating data/data collection. 

άL ǿŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀ ǾƻƭǳƴǘŜŜǊƛƴƎ ǿƻrkshop very cynical at first, but I was quite wrong-

footed seeing people participating in the issues much more on their terms than 

on ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΩǎΦ  L ǿŀǎ ŀƳŀȊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ƎŜǘΦέ 

ά¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƭŜǘ Ǝƻ ŀnd trust where 

ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘŀƪŜǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦέ 

άLƴ ǘƘŜ όDƭƻǎǎƻǇƻƭȅύ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇ L ŦŜƭǘ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎ Ƴȅ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǉǳƛŎƪƭȅ 

with the group I was in, and then to the wider group. The questions were deep 

and complicated in many ways, yet they allowed us all to contribute a mixture 

ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƻōǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΦέ 

Some of the games and tasks used ask people to prioritise between things that mean something 

to them (eg, items to save in a time of crisis, words to write in a message in a bottle, how to 

reshape a world when resources are being reduced, how to make the most of a community 

resource so that the most benefit is gained).  Various word play and poetic activities such as 

producing cinquains and acrostics have the same effect - requiring people to distil ideas into a 

limited number of words.  This type of prioritising or summarising activity can help groups quite 

quickly reach consensus, identify what matters most to them or succinctly sum up what lies at 

the real heart of much longer conversations. 

άL ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ƭƛƪŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ϥ/ƛƴǉǳŀƛƴϥ ǿƘƛŎƘ L ŦƻǳƴŘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴ 

helping to distil the most relevant points. For me, whereas the preceding 

discussions tended to be rich and quite broad, the 'Cinquain' provided a helpful 

tool to summarise the most significant aspects concisely which participants 

might be more likely to remember for a while following the end of the 

ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇΦέ  
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Getting to the heart of what matters  

Example:  ôCreating stuffõ from objects and group writing activities 

 
During workshops with Big Local volunteers 

groups were tasked to select and use objects 

from a selection brought by the facilitators to 

create a picture that would tell the story of 

their Big Local area. Each person in the group 

took part, each had a say, choosing objects that 

meant something to them.  People found the 

exercise enjoyable and it generated interesting 

conversations about priorities within and across 

the different groups.  New insights emerged 

within each little group about their local stories 

and their priorities as people created the pictures and then shared their meaning and 

significance back to the larger group.  (This activity had previously been used in the Untold 

Stories of Volunteering project as a method where groups were asked to populate empty 

picture frames with people and ideas missing from official discourses of volunteering as a 

part of the process of identifying untold stories.) 

ά/ǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎΦ L ǿŀǎ ǎǳǊǇǊƛǎŜŘΦ  Lǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŦŜƭǘ 

that in just 15 miƴǳǘŜǎ ƻǊ ǿƘŀǘŜǾŜǊ ƛǘ ǿŀǎΣ ǿŜΩŘ ǎŀƛŘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ 

ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŀǊŜŀΦέ 

In several of the workshops groups were 

tasked to create a cinquain (five line verse) 

to capture the heart of their conversation.  

This was commonly used at the end of an 

activity with people as a group identifying 

messages, verses, words that have meaning 

in relation to the issue being explored (eg, 

notions of home, community, 

environment). 

This, like other group writing activities with 

a performative element (for instance, producing a charter, writing a message in a bottle, 

producing an acrostic) involved distilling messages and prioritising words and thoughts that 

mattered most to the group.  The process helped people quickly agree on and sum up the 

things that matter to them collectively and then express these things succinctly and in a 

memorable way. 
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3.3  Learning about using the methods  

The taster workshops and pilot sessions provided valuable learning opportunities; increasing our 

understanding of some of the practical challenges of using the methods for researchers or 

community practitioners coming to them new.  For those new to the methods we identified a 

number of issues that require further consideration. 

 

3.3.1  ENSURE  CLARITY  OF ROLES  

It is vital to clarify the respective roles of researcher and animateur, 

and research er  and participant , when using cultural animation as a 

research method.   Guidance on what works well in partner ships 

between researchers and artists could prove useful to those coming to 

this work new and wanting to use a partnership approach similar to 

those  developed between researchers and artists in the original 

Connected Communities projects.  

 

One of the strengths of the activities we observed was the easy relationship between the team 

involved in the original Connected Communities projects, with researchers, animateurs and 

artists working side-by-side in a comfortable and complementary way.  What we saw when 

different researchers then sought to work alongside a cultural animateur for the first time was 

that they are likely to need extra investment in planning and discussing processes, roles and 

responsibilities to ensure that there is clarity about how things will work. We found some lack of 

clarity among the new researchers about their role during sessions they were involved in and 

about the extent to which they could contribute, intervene or influence activities being directed 

by the animateur.  In the end in one session the researcher role was a passive one (an observer 

role), in the other ŀ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ΨƳŜǎǎƛŜǊΩ ƳƛȄ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊΦ  Lƴ ōƻǘƘ 

instances the researchers concerned felt they were only just starting to learn about how to work 

alongside an animateur and would need to do more of this to be able to fully appreciate how 

best to manage that relationship in a research context. 

άL ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƭŜŀǊŜǊ ƴŜȄǘ ǘƛƳŜ ŀōƻǳǘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǿƻǊƪ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

ŘŀȅΦέ 

άLΩǾŜ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŜssiness of collecting qualitative data but also the messy 

boundaries between researchers and participants.  (We) wanted to go and 

observe as researchers and collect data so we would use observation and talking 

to people, but we actually got involved.  TherŜΩǎ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅΦ  !ǎ ǿŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ Řŀȅ ǿŜ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ 

recording data so we ducked out to stop and take notesΦέ 

Our observations and these conversations with researchers new to the methods caused us to 

reflect more generally on the question of roles within cultural animation as research, 

particularly for those new to it.  For instance, could or should researchers or community 
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practitioners learn arts skills or skills in cultural animation? Or, do researchers brief or co-design 

projects with animateurs who then ΨbecomeΩ ǘƘŜ researchers engaging with participants whilst 

the researcher takes a back seat to observe and record as appropriate?  Is the researcher in such 

partnerships responsible for research quality and the arts practitioner responsible for arts 

practice/engagement or do these separations and distinctions lack meaning in this context?  

These and other questions occurred as relevant if the methodological legacy is seen as the wider 

adoption of the methods by single practitioners or partnerships of researchers and artists.  It 

may turn out as the methods evolve and more use them in their work that there can be no hard 

and fast rules about roles, and indeed the researcher experiencing the ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ΨƳŜǎǎȅΩ different 

roles on the day was able to identify some benefits of this, but at the very least the experience 

of the pilot sessions suggests the value of having early conversations about both objectives and 

roles to ensure a shared understanding is in place  

ά/ǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴƛƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴƛƳŀǘŜǳǊ - this is quite a different role.  

Could this be easily replicated?  Do or can researchers adopt this role or do they 

ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ŀǊǘǎ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΚέ 

άL ǿŀǎ ǿǊƻƴƎ-footed in some of my assumpǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ Χ 

and taking part meant I was challenged about my views as much as I was able 

ǘƻ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ǘƘŜƳ Χ in fact it worked well.έ 

 

3.3 .2  CONSIDER AND BE AWARE OF THE VARIETY OF WAYS THE 

PROCESS COULD INFLUENCE THE DATA BEING COLL ECTED  

Adopters of this method need to carefully consider the ways in which 

the  facilitator role and the nature of the techniques themselves ( based 

heavily on performative and creative tasks) can  potentially influence the 

resulting research ôdata õ and outpu ts . 

 

Both animators and researchers come from a tradition that advocates neutrality and objectivity 

ǘƻ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǿƻǊŘǎΦ  IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ 

of our legacy workshops we saw some of the difficulties of remaining neutral when working with 

the energy of large groups and seeking to maintain a positive dynamic, particularly when 

focusing on the completion of creative and/or performative activities or tasks.  We identified a 

number of areas or challenges that those coming new to cultural animation as a research 

practice might need to be aware of. 

There is a risk that facilitators needing to step forward to maintain a group energy and flow, 

can find it hard to then step back if there is a danger that they could unduly influence 

conversations and/or the creation of artefacts and written records.  We saw the potential for 

less experienced facilitators sometimes to be tempted to map meaning onto something 

symbolic for participants and suggest to people what an activity could symbolise after the fact if 

a participant or group do not themselves see a particularly relevant symbolism (as judged by the 

facilitator).  Or, if under pressure of a time constraint to finish a task, a facilitator might shape a 
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conversation or a choice more actively than might have been expected within a more traditional 

research process ς for instance choosing a word to complete a poem, attributing a meaning to 

an object for a participant.  Particularly if the artefacts from a cultural animation process are to 

be a part of the way the research is represented, the process by which they are created (and 

who is involved in that process and the part they play) is key.  If such outputs or artefacts are 

overly shaped by the ideas and preferences of facilitators rather than participants, this would 

introducŜ ΨōƛŀǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘǎ less reliable research outputs or at least not outputs to 

be taken or interpreted at face value. 

άL ƭŜŀǊƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻǿŀǊŘs creating a 

safe and comfortable environment in which participants are invited to bring their 

creativity, imagination and thoughts, but also it is crucial that facilitators retreat 

and refrain from the temptation of imposing in order to allow participants' stories 

ǘƻ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎ ǿŀȅΦέ 

άL ǿŀǎ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŦŜŜŘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƻ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ 

but also the answers.  I felt certain answers were heard more ς with one that I 

saw, I felt a lot of their own ideas (the facilitaǘƻǊΩǎύ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ƛǘΦέ  

How people complete the activities (the process involved) also affects the meaning and 

value of the artefacts in ways that need to be taken into account.  Where cultural 

animation involves choosing an object and discussing its meaning or attributing a 

meaning to it, there is a need to consider not just what is chosen and what is said but the 

wider context of the activity and the motivation of the person choosing the object.   

άL ǿƻƴŘŜǊ ŀƭǎƻ ŀǘ Ƙƻǿ ϥƭŜŀŘƛƴƎϥ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ Ŏŀƴ be - especially the acrostic 

(CRISIS) or the haiku - we were just coming up with words which fit, and then 

those choices were rather over-interpreted as meaning more than they did. The 

same with the buttons and how certain things were interpreted and fed ōŀŎƪΦέ 

άLƴ ƻǳǊ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ǎƻƳŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ŘƻƳƛƴŜŜǊƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƭŜǘ ǘƘŜƳ 

make choices, which were then interpreted as representing the views and ideas of 

the group. I didn't recognise some of the justifications/explanations reported back 

at the end of an activity. These issues need to be taken into account if we want to 

use these techniques for research. What effect does the game have on the 

ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘΚέ 

Another potential challenge to be aware of in being very task-oriented and including 

performative or artistic tasks in research is the danger of tipping the balance in favour of 

concentrating on output production (a charter, a poem, an artefact, a performance) or on the 

quality of that output or performance, losing sight of the purpose of the task or other 

priorities.  So, in some workshops we observed participants become so engrossed with the 

practicalities of a task (eg, concerned with preparing for a performance, with getting something 

ΨǊƛƎƘǘΩΣ ƻǊ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ŀ ŘŜŀŘƭƛƴŜ Ŧƻr completion of a task) that conversation shut down and 
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the reason for doing the task or any connection to the research themes and questions, was lost.  

We saw occasions where facilitators or participants themselves shut down valuable 

conversations in order to hurry a group on to complete a task in a certain way, or where valid 

questions were not answered as people were hurried to move on to the next task.  This may not 

be dissimilar in essence to the way in which a researcher using a more traditional discursive 

method such as a focus group may make a judgement call about the point at which to close 

down one subject and move to another, but it was a notable feature of some of the workshops 

we observed (possibly, granted, because of time pressures), and one that might warrant further 

consideration as the methods continue to evolve.  

One other way in which using arts methods could affect the data generated is where 

participants (or even facilitators) are influenced by their own views about what would be valid 

for inclusion in artistic records of conversations or activities, or ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ΨƎƻƻŘ 

ŀǊǘΩ.  This again could influence the validity of any artefacts created if these are seen in any way 

as research outputs.  For instance, we observed people on occasion changing words that 

ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ŜƭǎŜ ƘŀŘ ŎƘƻǎŜƴ ŀƴŘ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƻŦ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǇƻŜƳ ǊŜƧŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ 

someone else as not sufficiently poetic.  This hinted at the way a concern with how an end result 

ΨƭƻƻƪǎΩ ƻǊ ǎƻǳƴŘǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ potentially lead to some viewpoints or ideas being seen as less valid and 

ƴƻǘ ΨƘŜŀǊŘΩΦ 

 

3.3.3  PAY ATTENTION TO STRONG BEGINNINGS AND ENDINGS  

These methods offer  a different  and potentially challenging  kind of 

research experience for participants ð active, participatory and fo cus ed 

on creative group activities.  As with any such method, activities 

without introduction or where insufficient time is put into a good ending 

(however that is defined in the context of the activity) can make 

participation feel less meaningful and can lead to disengagement.  

As with any group-based research practice, the beginnings and endings of sessions, activities and 

tasks really matter.  From our observations ensuring strong beginnings and endings may be more 

than usually important as animative and iterative methods represent for most participants a very 

different experience and one that can initially engender a high degree of nervousness or lack of 

confidence in where things are going or what might happen. 

άL ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ƴŜǊǾƻǳǎ ǘƻ ōŜƎƛn with and considered leaving!έ 

We saw in each session how important well- facilitated warm up activities could be, and the 

significant difference they made to how well sessions went.  In each session following active 

warm up activities there was a visible shift in individual demeanour and collective energy in the 

room from nerves to smiles, from closed to open body language, from hush to laughter.  It 

became clear that these activities are important for setting the context and tone and breaking 

the ice.  In the sessions we saw they were also skillfully used to start a rapid early focus on 
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content.  For practitioners new to the methods, developing strong skills in breaking the ice and 

setting the tone for activities will be key to success. 

άwŜŀƭƭȅ ƭƛƪŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ς set the tone well for the rest.έ 

άǘƘŜ ŘƛŎŜ ǊƻƭƭƛƴƎ ŀŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛŎŜ ōǊŜŀƪŜǊ ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀŘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŜƭŀȄŜŘ 

and comfortable and got them talking to each other instantly. I also thought this 

paved the way for the serious and fruitful discussions to ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ŀŦǘŜǊǿŀǊŘǎΦέ 

It perhaps goes without saying that strong endings both to group activities and longer workshops 

are also important.  Mainly because we saw sessions often running out of time we saw first-hand 

that rushing activities or ending them without sufficient time for some kind of closure can 

negatively impact on enjoyment and engagement (though generally where this happened 

participants realised this was about the time-limitations of the showcase approach rather than 

some problem with the methods or how well they were being delivered). 

άLǘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƻƪ ǘƻ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎǘƻǇ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘƛƴƎΦ  Lǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ȅƻǳ ŦŜŜƭ ǿell what was 

ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘΚ  Χ none of the activities was finished before we were told 

to move on, so it felt a bit pointless, like the person running (it)  wasn't really 

ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΦέ 

άL ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƭƛƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǎǳƳƳƛƴƎ ǳǇ - "what did we learn from this 

card/question?" However, I also know this is meant to happen on a much longer 

timescale, so part of this was due to ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇΦέ 

 

3.3.4  CONSIDER THE RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF PROCESS AND 

OUTPUT AS THIS WILL AFFECT DECISIONS ABOUT BOTH DELIVERY 

AND ôDATAõ. 

It will be important to have considered in advance where the ôvalueõ of 

an animative or iterative wor kshop or activity will lie for the particular 

project  and context in which the method is being used.  That is, will it 

lie  in the process  (the doing and creating/the engagement with objects, 

tasks or games); in what is said  (the conversations, words, views  

expressed); in the records or artefacts  (the objects created during the 

process) or equally in all three elements?  Thinking this through will be 

important for decisions about how activities are delivered and how 

sessions are recorded and ôdataõ collected. 

We saw some tensions as the methods were trialled by new research teams when it came to 

understanding where the value of the activities lay for them in the context of their research.  

Researchers were not always certain whether they should be observing group dynamics and 

creative processes, recording conversations, or paying attention to the artefacts completed as a 

result of practical or creative tasks.  There are important questions to be at least considered 

about where researchers see the value of these methods lying.  For community engagement 




