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Context 

This is the second in a series of Developmental Evaluation Memos. With two of six scheduled 
residencies completed, we are a third of the way through the project. Having not yet reached 
the tipping point, we’re in a good position to ask, what have we focused on to date?  What do 
we need to focus on in the final four residencies?  
 
The first memo (February 2015) was prepared prior to implementation of a Creative in 
Residence (CiR) and provided an analysis of the foundations of the CiR project – definitions of 
terms, values and assumptions, and guidance about managing organizational change. This 
memo focuses on the first two residencies from the perspectives of DAM staff and the 
creatives. The next memo (November 2015) will focus on visitors’ reactions to CiR projects. 
 
This memo is based on interviews with staff members, informal conversations and debriefing 
interviews with creatives, meetings with staff team members, Penzu journal entries, and notes 
from meetings of the Core Team and Design & Implementation Team. Sources of information 
are in this font throughout the report. 
  

Major project activities 
Since the last Evaluation Memo, the major project activities have included: 

 Final plans for the first two residencies 

 Implementation of two residencies: Nathan Hall (March 5-27) and the Flobots            
(May 2-31)  

 Reorganization of two staff teams into a single cross-departmental task force 

 Initial planning for two more residencies: Arthur Williams and Warm Cookies of the 
Revolution  

 Pilot testing of tool for observing and recording visitors’ levels of participation 
 

Memo Topics 

 Analysis of the first two residencies. Both Nathan Hall and the Flobots are musicians, 
and while both residencies were conceived as short term, small-scale creative 
engagements, both spread throughout the Hamilton Building and the North Building.  
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 Learnings about collaboration with creatives include the need to share authority and 
expertise with creatives, establish parameters for CiR projects, and explore ways to 
continue relationships with creative following their residencies.  

 Learnings about creative culture at the DAM revolve around the importance of 
practicing transparency in order to maximize efficiency and creativity, the benefits of 
forming new relationships in facilitating CiRs, and the challenges of pushing boundaries. 

 Learnings about creative practice lead to the introduction of two new tools to examine 
1) how staff members collaborate with creatives and 2) how this influences visitors’ 
opportunities for creative participation. 

 Emerging questions about project values and project language revolve around 
articulating values in terms that resonate for creatives and visitors as well as staff 
members and thoughtfully considering the meaning of words being used to describe the 
project. 

 Implications for the developmental evaluation plan reflect the desire for more 
information about visitors’ impressions and experiences. 

 
What’s been learned about COLLABORATION with CREATIVES? 

Understanding collaboration and co-creation. According to the IMLS application, collaboration 
was a key goal of the project. “Education staff and members of Denver’s creative community 
will co-design participatory programs inspired by the collection…” providing an opportunity for 
staff and creatives to learn from one another. Mutual learning is absolutely key to making the 
most of this opportunity. Staff team members have learned much from the first two 
residencies; now they have the responsibility to share what they know about best practice with 
future creatives. This will benefit artists and visitors alike.  

Meetings with staff team. The evaluators had two half-day meetings with staff 
members from the Core Team and the Design & Implementation Team; one on May 21 and 
another on May 22. The optimal amount of authority given to creatives was a thread that ran 
throughout our conversations. Four people in the room had been operating under the 
unspoken assumption that the creatives are in charge of the residencies; they are the ones who 
define the nature of the projects and the role of staff members is to facilitate their 
implementation. One staff member said, “I would never say no to the Flobots.” Another 
expressed dedication to facilitating all aspects of Nathan’s projects. “Our commitment was to 
try and realize your vision. And so if you had said ‘I want pink, plastic yoga mats,’ then we are 
going to say, ‘OK.’ And we might ask you ‘how does that relate to this?’ Just so we could 
understand it, but if you felt that was vital then we were going to fight for it.”  
 
Debriefing interview with Nathan Hall. Trying to think like a museum professional 
presented Nathan with unexpected challenges that would have benefitted from staff input. 
“I’ve always considered myself kind of a visual artist as well as a composer, but this was really 
like ‘how will this look in the setting?’ And ‘how, trying to think in the way maybe a museum 
thinks, this looks visually’ and not just like ‘OK, I created this piece,’ but, ‘what kind of scale will 
it have? Or ‘how does it interact with architecture? …. When it came to audience interaction 
with things, it was really different than I expected.”   
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In our Conversations with 

Flobot Stephen Brackett, a.k.a. 
Brer Rabbit, we talked about sparse 
attendance at the informal gallery 
performances we observed and what 
might help to build attendance. Stephen 
suggested offering them on a regular 
schedule and getting the word out in 
advance – perhaps as much as a month 
out, though this is not always possible.  
As the photos to the left and below 
suggest, creatives and their projects 
would benefit from tips on interpretive 
devices such as signage and labels. 

Visitors do not distinguish between experiences designed by creatives and museum staff 
members; they see it all as part of the Denver Art Museum experience so when a creative 
installs an interpretive device in the gallery it reflects on the Museum.   
 

                             

In our Conversations with Flobot Stephen Brackett, we also talked about the 
Curiosity Package Walking Tour, which  spread throughout two floors of the Hamilton Building 
and four floors of the North Building. In retrospect, Stephen said that this aspect of the Flobots 
residency may have been a case where less would have been more. We explored the idea of 
constraints, asking how the group might have responded if the Museum had asked them to 
focus their residency on a single floor or area of the collection. It wouldn’t have been appealing 
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or inspiring if it had been “like an assignment.” However, Stephen liked the idea of being able to 
choose an area or areas of concentration after gallery walk-throughs that provided the 
opportunity to hear the perspectives of master teachers, curators, and curatorial assistants. 
 
In the Debriefing interview with Nathan Hall, the artist reflected on all five of his 
projects. In retrospect, he wondered whether he might have chosen to do a little less. “Maybe, 
I would have taken away the Calder Meditation piece just to have more emphasis on other 
things. But, I wanted to try so many things…” Experimentation is one of the goals for the 
residencies and it’s worth noting that well-conceived experiments are focused on a limited 
number of variables. 
 
At the end of the May 21 meeting, participants were asked to come back the next morning 
with the best ideas that had emerged to push their practice in working with creatives. Four 
centered on introducing constraints, such as focusing on a single gallery or collection area or 
having a big blow-out event instead of many smaller experiences. Two focused on 
collaboration—encouraging creatives to engage more with staff in brainstorming and joint 
decision-making.  
 
In his Debriefing interview, Nathan compared his experience at the DAM with other 
residencies, commenting that the museum was unique in terms of presenting him with very 
few rules, requirements, or fixed locations. He spent more time at the DAM than he expected—
in meetings, preparation, and interaction with visitors—so he would have appreciated a place 
where he could take breaks and have a bite to eat. He referred to his staff badge as “the lifeline 
of the project” because it gave him the freedom to move around the museum and be as 
independent as possible. After his residency ended, Nathan wanted to bring friends back to the 
DAM to show them the spaces where he’d created experiences. 
 
In our Conversation with Stephen Brackett, he pointed out that the Flobots are by 
no means the only artists who are benefitting from opportunities to work at the DAM. “Almost 
every performance artist I know of has performed at Untitled,” he said. “Playing here during 
museum hours allows artists to stretch their perception of performance; it’s a new opportunity 
in a place filled with art.” Stephen expressed interest in building on his experiences and his 
relationship with the DAM. “I’d love to come back cause then I’d know some things. It would be 
amazing to build up a fellowship of people who have done it… A collective of sorts.” 

 
Recommendations to strengthen collaboration with creatives 

1. Establish parameters. Given free rein, creatives cannot resist taking a sky’s-the-limit 
approach and using the whole museum as their palette. Short-term residencies (originally 
known as Pop-ups) were conceived as experiences that pop-up in the galleries for two to four-
week periods; however, both Nathan Hall and the Flobots created museum-wide interventions 
spread throughout both buildings. The wide distribution of diverse projects was not only labor 
intensive for creatives and DAM staff alike; it also tended to dilute the impact for visitors. Fewer 
projects, conceived and executed in closer proximity to one other, could have more of an 
impact on visitors.  
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2. Negotiate shared authority. For all of the time and energy devoted to meeting the Flobots’   
needs, in our Conversation with Stephen Brackett he expressed interest in more 
interaction with staff members, particularly those in the education, curatorial, and exhibitions 
departments. A delicate balance is needed to maximize the potential to connect with visitors 
and enable staff members and creatives to learn from one another. In keeping with the goal of 
“supporting co-creators in realizing their own vision inspired by the collections designed to 
enhance visitor engagement,” staff team members should share what they’ve learned about 
best practice in engaging visitors. Since the 1990s, the DAM Education (now Learning & 
Engagement) department has been developing, evaluating, and improving interpretive 
approaches that connect visitors to artists. Over the years, working in concert with colleagues 
from other departments and outside consultants, they have developed a vast cadre of practices 
that have been proven to attract and engage visitors of all ages.  

There is a steep learning curve for creatives as they work with museum visitors, some 
for the first time. More guidance from museum staff is recommended, and 
while staff have been supportive of the creatives’ intentions and sympathetic about 
their lack of experience working in a museum setting, the creatives themselves have 
requested more direction and knowledge about museum practices. Providing 
expertise about schedules, instructions, and placement of people and equipment in 
the galleries for maximal participation is not an intrusion on the creative freedom of 
the artist. It is an investment in the quality of the experience for visitors.   
 
3. Continue relationships with creatives. Since creatives spend so much time at the Museum 
during their residencies, the list of FAQs that’s being developed should include locations in the 
museum and/or staff office building where they can take breaks and staff kitchens where they 
can grab a bite during their shifts. A DAM membership would be a much-appreciated perk that 
would allow creatives to build on the “institutional fondness” they’ve developed during their 
residencies and bring friends who might support the museum. We continue to think that the 
idea of a College of Creatives should be explored. This might involve bringing the six CiRs 
together with co-creatives from Creativity I such as Nick Cave’s dancers and contributors to 
Thread Studio. 
 

What’s been learned about CREATIVE CULTURE? 
The first two residencies were facilitated by two teams—a Core Team of several educators and 
one curator and a Design & Implementation Team of managers from departments across the 
museum. In planning our May 21-22 meetings, we decided to bring together both teams, 
an approach that allowed us, as evaluators, to hear both perspectives and see how the two 
groups interacted. To advance the goal of “building a ‘culture of creativity’ within the institution” 
we recommend that these two staff teams evolve into a single expanded cross-departmental 
task force, and that the task force have more opportunities for creative problem solving with 
CiRs. This will result in a better grasp of each project, buy-in on the objectives, and greater 
intrinsic motivation for everyone involved. 
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The literature review for Creativity 1 revealed that the defining features of creative 
collaboration are clear definition of roles, open communication and decision-making, and inter-
relationships, all themes that re-emerged in staff interviews, Penzu posts, and our May 
meetings. 

Practicing honesty and transparency. After laying the groundwork for open, honest 
communication in our May 21 meeting, team members were asked to identify “elephants in 
the room,” important issues related to the CiR that may not have been addressed.  
 

 
 
Clarifying roles and responsibilities. Many staff members expressed uncertainty about roles and 
responsibilities and the logistics of shared authority. Who is responsible when issues require 
cross-departmental collaboration? Who is charged with guiding institutional change? How can 
challenges to personal authority be dealt with? What opportunities exist for greater 
involvement in CiRs? Are the galleries contested spaces when experiences are designed by staff 
other than curators? 
 
A Penzu post asked “Are we producers or are we collaborators?” Perhaps a better question 
is, how can we be both? It may be helpful to reflect on the first two residencies to identify the 
various ways staff were involved as producers and creators and place them on a spectrum. 
 
Enhancing internal creativity. Cross-departmental management involving leaders from 
departments other than Learning and Engagement could help to clarify roles and 
responsibilities. Clear expectations for shared leadership could empower all team members to 
take the process of critical engagement around an issue back to their individual teams or 
departments and garner institutional support through group presentations at All Staff meetings 
and brown bag lunches. Greater, more consistent transparency—both internally and with 
creatives—could enhance creativity. For example, since the grant writing process occurs long 
before implementation, involving (or at least informing) those who will be involved in execution 
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could help to mend the sense of a disconnect with those who chose the direction of the grant. 
Involving a broader range of staff members (beyond project teams) could make the CiR an 
institution-wide initiative with a legacy that extends beyond the grant period. 
 
Messiness and museum norms. There is a perceived dichotomy between maintaining museum 
standards for quality and allowing for the messiness and unpredictability of experimentation. 
Related to this is the issue of control—risk and vulnerability—for DAM and its reputation and 
for creatives, in the sense of “protecting” them from negative staff reactions. Clarity about 
values, which relates to both the institution at large and the goals of individual creatives, was a 
recurring theme. (See pp. 10-11) 
 
Pushing boundaries and forming new relationships. In our May 22 meeting, when asked to 
share the one thing that’s happened so far of which they are most proud, staff mentioned 
teamwork and pride in working through challenging issues. Teamwork and collaboration – with 
staff colleagues and creatives – was mentioned most frequently. Responses included “being a 
valued member of a team that is pushing the boundaries and shaping the future of the DAM” 
and “the relationships I’ve developed with partners that have made them feel supported and 
welcomed by the museum.” 
 
Team members also felt pride for “the critical conversations and the way this team in the last 
two days has asked the hard questions and were brave” and “providing a unique venue for local 
creatives to express themselves.” There is a strong sense that successfully working through 
challenges brought by the CiR benefitted internal and external stakeholders. 
 
Staff interviews. A draft report distributed to team members during the meeting sparked 
dialogue regarding key themes identified by the evaluators. These focus on various aspects of 
project management and organizational change, ranging from roles, responsibilities, and 
working relationships to decision-making and communication. Also addressed are visitor, staff, 
and creative experiences and emerging big picture issues stemming from the first CiR project. 
After their initial reading, several team members felt that the report was enlightening and that 
it was helpful to know how others responded to their involvement in Nathan Hall’s residency. 
Some expressed interest in sharing aspects of the report with their own departments so they 
could mirror the process; others suggested that it might also be of interest to the Vision 2021 
Staff Culture Team. Some team members expressed concern about having their initials attached 
to the quotes so we agreed to keep the full document within the team as a way of building trust 
and comfort in speaking out. A summary of Staff Interviews is included here as  
Appendix B, (pp. 23-30). 

 
Penzu posts. Five staff members, one creative, and one evaluator have posted a total of 49 
comments, beginning on November 10, 2014 and ending on May 21, 2015. In general, usage of 
Penzu has decreased, with only one post since the May meetings. The informal tone of posts 
sometimes belies the depth of reflections on internal processes and facilitation of CiRs, 
evidenced by several quotes related to emerging questions re: project values. (See pp. 9-11.) 
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There were several conversations about the importance of discovering what’s essential, a 
concept that was clarified in this post: “It has been challenging going into meetings over the 
past few weeks - sharing Nathan's five projects to ... staff and feeling like I have to explain the 
essence of his work.… It is becoming clear to me that understanding what is essential to his 
work is key for all next steps. By understanding what's essential we can help determine where 
to give and take in various conversations.” It’s often difficult for one person to communicate 
the essential nature of another’s vision so this challenge could be alleviated with more direct 
contact between creative and task force members. 
 
Here we also see comments about the look and feel of CiR experiences. A Core Team member 
expressed concern that traditional expectations around a certain degree of finish and polish 
could “put the spirit of this grant in jeopardy.” The physical presence of CiR spaces should 
convey a spirit of experimentation and surprise in spaces that look convivial, social, and 
comfortable.  
 

Recommendations to kindle creative culture 
1. Reconfigure Core Team and Design & Implementation Team into a single, expanded task 
force; incorporate other needed perspectives, such as Marketing, Communications, Guest 
Services, Graphics, Curatorial Assistants; and enhance communication. In our May 22 

meeting one person commented, “Yesterday felt like it could be the beginning of working 
outside of our silos.” While there was consensus that being more inclusive would inspire 
everyone to be more creative and effective in doing their jobs, there was also concern about 
spending more time in meetings. To avoid this we agreed that the task force would meet 
monthly and only the associate director for learning and engagement, project manager, and 
project coordinator would participate in monthly conference calls with the evaluators. To 
maximize participation in the next meeting between evaluators and task force members, we 
will make the expectations for the meetings clearer, nail down the dates as early as possible, 
and provide options to accommodate schedules. 

 
2. Be intentional about process. A team member suggested that it would be helpful to have 
someone, like a parliamentarian, to focus on process in task force meetings. We recommend 
that project manager Jamie Kopke take the lead in encouraging task force members to focus on 
problem identification and creative solutions; engage in dialogue rather than discussion; 
recount specific incidents, describing them as objectively as possible; and listen attentively, 
looking for patterns across incidents and generating insights.  
 
Staff interviews brought out the need for greater involvement of multiple perspectives in 
decision-making and broader, more consistent follow-through. To build a greater sense of 
involvement and investment in the project, we recommend periodic project updates from the 
director or task force members at All Staff meetings, kickoff meetings so everyone involved in 
each new project starts on the same page, and sharing information about grant applications in 
progress. 
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3. Establish ground rules. When an incident occurs in the galleries, staff will allow the visitor 
experience to go forward without interruption (provided there’s nothing endangering the 
public or the collection.) Thinking of this project as a lab may help; stepping in to change an 
experiment in process would be bad science and would negate the results. Following an 
incident, staff members will make note of specifics and take it back to the task force. Three 
basic questions will help learn from and anticipate these situations: 1) What did we 
intend/expect to happen? 2) What happened and why? 3) What would we like to see next 
time?   

 
4. Reframe the role of constraints. During the May 21-22 meetings staff realized that, 
rather than a hindrance, constraints are in reality a way to maximize staff and CiR creativity as 
well as efficiency. Doing whatever creatives ask without advance notice causes staff members 
to operate in a reactive, rather than a proactive, mode. While responding to any and all 
requests may facilitate individual residency projects, it probably doesn’t fuel creativity for 
either staff members or creatives. Synergies will result from working in concert, each 
contributing what they know best.  
 
5. Re-ignite use of Penzu. We will be more intentional about using Penzu prompts in the final 
four residencies, encouraging everyone on the task force to post their reflections every two 
weeks. The evaluators will work with learning and engagement project managers to identify 
relevant questions for task force members to respond to each month. These will be used as a 
way of monitoring staff experiences with CiRs between the first and final round of interviews. 
 
6. Push communication out beyond the task force. In the May 21-22 meetings we 
introduced  the acronym WIN to challenge team members to think in terms of What’s 
Important Now? As we wrapped up the final meeting one of the priorities that emerged was to 
figure out how to communicate what had transpired with those who were not here. Each 
person in the room was asked to think of what they could do to spread the word with 
colleagues. It needs to be clear that this is part of the responsibility of each member of the task 
force.  
 
7. Encourage more DAM staff members to go into the galleries to witness the CiR elements. 
Staff interviews suggested that engagement with the project needs to be more than 
attending planning meetings. Especially given the experimental and innovative nature of the 
project, it is essential that all members of the team go into the galleries when the CiR elements 
are active. Ideally, being participant-observers will yield the greatest level of understanding of 
how the CiRs are affecting the museum experience. 

 
Emerging issues related to purpose and design of CiRs 

Project values  
Whose values are these? There is a growing sense that the values, which were written by staff 
members, may not be particularly clear or useful to creatives. When Jaime shared the values 
statement with artists at a recent Open Engagement conference on socially engaged art, their 
response was “Well, that’s really just for you guys.” In his Debriefing interview, Nathan 



 10 

Hall concurred, saying “It’s a good framework to, I guess, tell … the creatives involved, ‘This is 
what we’re trying to do,’ in the same way that you might present the mission statement of the 
museum as a whole.” This raises questions as to how the values might be more integral to each 
individual CiR project. This statement is foundational and its usefulness to CiRs is worthy of 
continued consideration. It may be helpful to add specific examples of how each value is 
reflected in the practice of creatives and staff members. 
 
Are values being lived out by staff and creatives working on CiR projects? And if so, how? In 
significant ways, CiRs have inspired a creatively charged work environment. In our 
Conversation with Stephen Brackett, he observed that the presence of Flobots 
and fellow musicians in the galleries seemed to act as a catalyst for drawing out creativity in 
staff members, infusing their work environment with a positive energy. In Staff 

interviews, the facilities supervisor found that the creativity involved in implementing 
designed elements challenged his staff in new ways. “So it may have taken them a little time 
away from their normal preventive maintenance tasks … but it really showed us where skill sets 
are. And we like to be able to grow with them.” 
 
At the same time, there are challenges in living the values. Transparency has been an ongoing 
challenge, even within the Core Team, as this Penzu post suggests: “It’s interesting that we 
started out in our Core Team being very intentional to value transparency and yet, here I am, 
feeling incredibly in the dark in terms of our own process around this first collaboration. I'm 
unclear how things were initiated, how decisions about the project are being handled, and what 
questions are coming up in these early stages. I lack the details to be able to say what the 
essence of Nathan's project is and what the important components are (from his perspective).” 
Another post recognizes inconsistencies in working cross-departmentally. “As a core team, we 
have acknowledged that if transparency is key, then in fact we may have 'omitted' curators a bit 
from the process. This feeling omitted I think added to the stress.”  
 
Vulnerability is another challenging concept for staff team members. A Penzu post: “I don't 
see us putting ourselves in a risky/vulnerable position as staff. We are evaluating all possibilities 
as issues come up and making calculated risks, which feels very different than being 
vulnerable.” 
 
Iteration is a related concept that hasn’t been fully embraced, according to a Penzu post. 
“Several people expressed moments of things being unpolished or the way things are being 
presented to the public as unclear, etc. To make iteration work, people need to share 
observations, present ideas on new systems or ways of working, etc.”  
 
Authenticity should be added to the How We Work section in the values statement. Speaking 
the truth and realizing there are different perspectives, each of which adds value to the project, 
is necessary for true collaboration. 
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Beginners mind is a Zen Buddhist term that refers to an attitude of openness and lack of 
preconceptions. In the first two CiRs preconceptions appear to have inhibited efficiency and 
creativity. Both can be enhanced by looking at the challenges raised by each new residency with 
fresh eyes and letting go of pre-conceived notions of how others are going to react. 
 
Project language.  Words are important. That’s why we need to be mindful of normative 
definitions and the meaning they hold for creatives, staff team members, and visitors. 
Following are some words that should be given thoughtful consideration. 
 
“Residency,” when geared towards artists, generally involves an opportunity to develop one’s 
practice with time, space, and resources provided by a host institution. This understanding of 
the word may have led to the aforementioned assumptions about staff responsibilities to 
provide whatever support a creative needs. The DAM has defined this project as having a 
strong public component, which is hard to convey with a name that isn’t common parlance for 
museum visitors. The dictionary has three definitions, only one of which is remotely related to 
the goals of the CiR project, and this in the more artist-centered sense:  

residency |ˈrez(ə)dənsē, ˈrezəˌdensē| 
noun (pl. residencies) 
1 the fact of living in a place: a government ruling confirmed the returning refugees' right to 
residency. 
• a residential post held by a writer, musician, or artist, typically for teaching purposes. 
2 historical the official residence of the British governor general's representative or other 
government agent, especially at the court of an Indian state. 
• a group or organization of intelligence agents in a foreign country. 
3 N. Amer. a period of specialized medical training in a hospital; the position of a resident. 

 
“Social practice art.” Learning and Engagement staff members continue to explore this area  
of art practice and its relationship to museum education activities. In a Penzu post, Jaime 
commented on the value of connecting with other colleagues working in this field. One of the 
distinctions made in this work is “social practice” as meaning visitor engagements that involve 
an active (social) role for the visitor, and “social practice” as meaning works of art with a social 
change agenda. Of the two residencies to date, Nathan Hall’s reflected the first definition and 
the Flobots fell into both aspects of the meaning of “social practice.” 
 
“Pop-up” had a sense of spontaneity, immediacy, fleetingness; has some of this been lost in the 
short-term residencies? 
 
Commonly used language can limit new ways of thinking about staff engagement. For example, 
“design and Implementation” as currently used in the museum is understood to be attention to 
the nuts and bolts. It’s important for our language to convey that creative thinking and problem 
solving run throughout every aspect of the project.  
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What’s been learned about CREATIVE PRACTICE? 
In his landmark book about reflective practice, Donald Schon observes that when professionals 
act and make decisions, they are revealing their deep knowledge about professional practice.1 
In this section we examine specific elements of the first two CiRs for what they reveal about    
1) how DAM collaborates with creatives and 2) how this influences visitors’ opportunities for 
active, creative engagement.    
 
The first lens we offer for examining the residencies is to look at WHO participated in the design 
of the materials and experiences. This is a lens for exploring lessons about collaboration, 
creation, and co-creation.   

 
The second tool for analysis is the taxonomy of types of participation developed by Pablo 
Helguera.2  Some members of the Core Team were introduced to Helguera’s work when the 
evaluators recommended his book, Education for Socially Engaged Art during the project kick-
off workshop. We recommend that the newly formed task force return to Helguera’s work – 
especially his taxonomy of levels of participation.   

 Nominal participation. The person contemplates the art work in a reflective 
manner, in passive detachment that is nonetheless a form of participation. 

 Directed participation.  The person completes a simple task to contribute to the 
creation of the work. 

 Creative participation. The person provides content for a component of the work 
within a structure established by the artist.  

 Collaborative participation. The person shares responsibility for developing the 
structure and content of the work in collaboration and direct dialog with the artist. 

 
Tables 1 and 2 on pages 14 and 17 summarize the key features of the CiR elements – the 
format, duration and frequency, who collaborated in creating the concept for each experience, 
and levels of participation by the people the creatives brought into the Museum to contribute 
to  performances and installations. In fact, a key finding of our analysis of the first two 
residencies is that members of Denver’s creative communities were highly engaged – and 
deeply affected – by their participation in the CiRs.   
 
The far right column summarizes the levels of participation provided for DAM visitors. Since 
there were no systematic observations or visitor interviews during the first two residencies, the 
visitor participation columns depict possible participation based on what was offered through 
the design of experiences. Future residencies will focus on visitor behavior. 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Schon, D. (1982). The reflective practitioner: How professionals think in action.  New York: Basic Books, 
Inc. p. 46. 
2 Helguera, P. (2011). Education for socially engaged art: A materials and techniques handbook.  New 
York: Jorge Pinto Books.  pp 14-15. 
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Nathan Hall residency: lessons about practice 
Table 1 on the following page reveals several patterns. 
It was the creative who designed the elements of the residency. DAM staff team members saw 
their role as one of support, not co-creation.  Penzu posts, Debriefing meeting with 

Nathan Hall and discussion at May 21 meeting all reinforced the staff’s belief that “our 
commitment was to try and realize [the artist’s] vision.”  

The original purpose of this project was to further explore some of the ideas related to co-
creation that emerged from the Creativity 1 project. The implementation of this first residency 
did not, however, include instances of co-creation (or collaborative participation, in Helguera’s 
terminology). The artist was invited to bring his art practice into the museum and to use his 
experience interacting with museum spaces as the catalyst for performances and installations 
of his creation.   
 
Important questions emerged as staff stayed true to their supportive role, not the least of 
which was:  what would co-creation look like?  In the staff interviews people from all 
departments were struggling with the creative tension of a) providing creative freedom for the 
artist; and b) working with the artist to share information and knowledge from the perspective 
of museum professionals. During the May 21 meeting and in the Debriefing meeting 

with Nathan Hall there seemed to be consensus that some degree of co-creation was 
desirable. Nathan was open to learning from the staff, and the original concerns that if the staff 
participated, then the artist would be too heavily directed by the museum seemed to dissipate. 

 
CiR elements primarily offered visitors two levels of participation – nominal and directed. 
Nathan Hall’s Project descriptions emphasize the particulars of set-ups for 
performances and the physical design of the gallery installations. The detailed descriptions and 
accompanying visuals reflect the considerable attention that was given to realizing the artist’s 
vision. The number of hours dedicated to set-up and maintenance of the performances, and 
especially the installations, is well documented in Design & Implementation meeting 

notes and is a running theme in the Penzu post written by DAM staff and Nathan Hall.   

The focus on design and installation was so intense that there was little mention in project 
description documents of visitor experiences.  As a result, the experiences offered to visitors 
were watching a performance, interacting with an installation at a distance, or participating by 
following directions prepared by the artist.   
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NATHAN HALL 
Short Residency 1 
March 5-27, 2015 

 
Elements 
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Collaborators 
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Western Art ●Performance 
●Installation 

Once 
Ongoing 

X 

x 
 x    x x  √ 

√ 
√ 
√ 

 
√ 

 

Calder Meditation ●Performance 
●Installation 

Twice 
Ongoing 

x  x    x x  √ √   

Reiman Bridge ●Installation Ongoing  x x    x    √ √   

ENGI  
 

 
●Performance 
●Installation 

 
Once 
Ongoing 

 
X 

x 

  
x 

    
X 

x 

 
 
 

X 
 

  
√ 

 
√ 

  

Piano Office ●Interaction 
with Creative 
●Visitor 
Contributes to 
Artists’ Work 

3hrs/week 
On Thurs. 

x    x     √ 
 
√ 

 
 
√ 

 
 
√ 

√ 

Key: X = documented information;  √ = our analysis of potential visitor participation

Table 1 
Summary of Nathan Hall Residency 
Format and Levels of Participation 
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In the debriefing interview with Nathan Hall, the artist spoke about how the 
experience stretched his practice. In order to engage visitors, “I found that I have to use my 
customer service skills … like introduce myself, at least sort of … look at someone and smile, 
and feel like ‘oh, this isn’t just something where you’re just watching me; I’m also here for you 
too … they [the visitors] just need to know that [talking with me] is OK.”   

 

When creative and collaborative participation was offered, the artist, visitors and DAM staff 
responded very positively. Interestingly, the two aspects of the residency Nathan identified as 
most successful – the ENGI bell ringing performance and the invitation to play harmonicas in 
the Western Art Gallery – did allow some creative participation for visitors.  That participation 
was more directed during the bell ringing, and more personally creative when visitors picked up 
a harmonica and created their own music.  In an E-mail correspondence staff shared 
this: “Visitor on 7th floor (guy, early 20s), playing harmonica while I was looking at a cowboy 
painting. He came up to me and said, “You’re just looking at cowboys, but when you’re playing 
one of these, you are a cowboy.”    What a perfect description of the differences between 
nominal and creative participation! 

Piano Office Hours also provides opportunities for authentic collaboration. Several staff 
members noted in their Penzu posts the “magic” of Nathan and a group of young  people 
spending over an hour together talking about music and his work as an artist. The experience 
was shaped by the young people as much as it was by Nathan. For the artist, the rewards of the 
Piano Office Hours grew over time as Nathan felt more and more comfortable with his capacity 
to have spontaneous interactions with visitors.  

 
Deep levels of participation and creativity were experienced by the CiR. The opportunity to 
work in the museum setting was profoundly important for this artist. As Nathan reflected on his 
residency in his debriefing interview, he said that it “really reinforces that these are the 
kinds of projects that really excite me … I definitely want to do more audience-focused [work} 
like the Corridor Voices.” 
   
A lasting legacy of the residency for Nathan is how powerful it was for him as an artist to work 
directly with members of the public in an informal way in creating a piece rather than in a 
formal performance. It’s safe to say that the opportunity to interact with visitors influenced his 
work profoundly. Because we did not interview visitors, it is not possible to know what 
awareness they had of their contributions to Corridor Voices. 
  
Flobots residency: lessons about practice 
An analysis of the design of second residency, with the Flobots (see Table 2, p. 17) reveals 
recurring lessons: the DAM staff served primarily in a support role for the residency; they were 
not co-creators. The primary invitations for visitor participation were at the nominal and 
directed participation levels. What became more evident through this residency was the power 
of the museum setting as inspiration for creatives; the importance of the museum as a public 
space; and the important differences between the experiences of artists and visitors. Table 2 
provides a summary of the CiR elements for the Flobots.  
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The Flobots approached their residency as artists and as social change organizers. The 
Flobots project profile articulated how Flobots shared the “DAM mission of 
empowerment through creative education.” Specifically, their residency focused on expanding 
the notion of what constitutes expertise in a museum setting. Various elements were designed 
to add more voices, perspectives, and types of expertise to the museum mix. Writing on the 
online The Living Resource, the Flobots expressed their work at the museum this way: 
“The experience of an art museum is largely a monolog. And it is not the people who are 
speaking. The tone of the museum, if I were to give it a voice. . . [is] warm, resonant, and 
recorded, making responses and questions impossible. That tone is not the institution talking, 
that is the ornate confluence of practice and programming that takes hold as we walk in this 
world (emphasis added).   
 
The Flobots experimented with creating opportunities for security guards and visitors to share 
their expertise in the museum, and by so doing enrich their experiences with art with feeling 
that they have something valuable to communicate.  An analysis of the design of the CiR 
elements yields these lessons about practice: 
 
Creatives in Residence bring their friends and collaborators to the museum. One of the features 
of this residency was the deep desire of the Flobots to bring other musicians and community 
partners into the museum. As noted in a Penzu post, the partnership with No Enemies was 
especially effective in bringing a new and noticeably more diverse audience to the Call and 
Response event. Staff realized that if the museum wants to serve more diverse audiences, “it 
matters who we partner with.” 

The Flobots are highly respected and well known within Denver’s creative community. They are 
opinion leaders, and as such, their presence at the museum resulted in visibility for and 
excitement about new directions at DAM among creatives. During our conversation with 

Flobot Stephen Brackett, he reported on the positive experiences of musicians who 
were invited into the galleries to “interact” with works of art. Reflecting on the power of these 
experiences for the artists in the May 21 meeting sparked the idea of programming the 
museum like an artist’s studio – a new type of program and way for creatives in many genres to 
practice and experiment in the museum setting.   
 
As a public gathering place with a focus on creative human expression and a respect for 
multiple perspectives, DAM can offer a safe and non-judgmental platform for people to express 
their world views and experience the value of community.  In the Call and Response 

video No Enemies community partners described the importance of being in the museum and 
“raising our voices in courageous ways and doing it in a public space.”    
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FLOBOTS 
Short Residency 2 
May 2 - 31, 2015 

 
Elements 

Format  Frequency  Contributors 
and 
Collaborators 
for Concept 
Development 

 Level of  
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for Partners 
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Curiosity Package 
Audio WalkingTour 
Rasa Box Surveys 
Mailboxes 

 
Self-guided tour 
Visitor Reflection 
Visitor Feedback 

 
Ongoing 

 
X 
X 

x 

 
X 

         
√ 
√ 
 

 
 
 
√ 

 

Call and Response 

Kick Off 

Performance 
Installation 

Once x   x   x x  √ √ √  

Input/Output Booths  Installation 
Visitor Comments 

Ongoing x         √ √ √  

Security Guard Tour  Ongoing x x     x x   √   

Artists in Galleries Performance Occasional x  x    x x  √    

Office/Studio Work Space 
Office Hours 

 Ongoing 
Occasional 

 x         x   
 

   
√ 

Untitled 
Culminating Event 

Performance  Once  x  x x    x      √  

 
Key: X = documented information; √ = our analysis of potential visitor participation

Table 2 
Summary of Flobots Residency 

Format and Levels of Participation 
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Their joyful singing in the museum – and its stairwells – resulted in profound feelings of 
empathy and courage and drew the attention and participation of visitors. The community 
organizers from No Enemies, with the direction of Flobots, found a way to mine the museum for 
messages about human struggles and to allow members of the public to witness their messages 
and join them in solidarity – human being to human being. 

The element of surprise has positive and negative effects on visitors. In Creativity I we learned 
that the element of surprise works well in attracting visitors to new experiences in the galleries.  
In Creativity II we learned that it must be obvious to visitors what is going on and how they 
might participate; otherwise they are not likely to stop and engage. Many staff members 
reported on the pleasure visitors expressed when they unexpectedly heard music in the 
galleries and went in search of its origin. Informal performances by a pianist and a pedal steel 
guitar player did not draw visitors. The Input/Output Booths and the Security Guard Tour also 
failed to attract much visitor attention, as reported in the our conversation with 

Flobot Stephen Brackett. Visitors had no idea about the purpose of these installations 
or how to engage with them. 

The challenge of orienting visitors to expect the unexpected and to experiment with new ways 
of engaging with themselves and with art in the museum raised questions about the viability of 
offering this kind of programming during regular visiting hours. A Penzu post devoted to a 
discussion of the similarities and differences between CiR and Untitled noted that the 
advantage of Untitled is that it is a scheduled event, the program is explicit, and the spirit of 
experimentation is pervasive. The more “event-like” element of the Flobots residency – Call 
and Response – attracted the greatest amount of visitor notice and participation.   

 
CiR’s interpretations of works of art – drawing on perspectives and resources different from 
those of curatorial and education staff – hold the attention of visitors. The Flobots 

analytics show that there were 1259 page views for the Walking Tour audio for 196 visits by 
103 unique visitors.  With an average of 6 pages (stops) accessed per visit, this suggests that 
those who accessed the Walking Tour listened at multiple stops. The high level of visitor 
interest in the creatives’ interpretations is also supported by a bounce rate (the percentage of 
people who leave the site after viewing the first page) of just under 40%, well within industry 
standards for effective sites. Staff and evaluator reviews of audio tour content were highly 
positive.   

An open question about the Walking Tour relates more to how it was accessed than to its 
quality. The evaluators found the starting point of the lockers on the lower level of Hamilton to 
be remote, which may have contributed to the relatively low (103) number of people who 
accessed the tour and other features of the Curiosity Package. 
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Recommendations to enhance creative practice 
1. Put more emphasis on the design of experiences that offer visitors opportunities for creative 
and collaborative participation. Share Helguera’s taxonomy of levels of participation with 
creative and use them as a tool for reviewing the CiR elements and conducting informal 
observations of visitor behavior in the galleries. Make revisions to the taxonomy as appropriate 
to tailor it to the project’s goals. 
 
2. Explore the implications and possibilities of programming DAM as a studio space for artists.. 
The first two residencies uncovered the possibility of a new role for an art museum. Both 
involved the artists “co-creating” with the museum space and the artworks on display. They 
made new works of art that were directly responsive to the environment and to specific art 
works in the museum. They realized insights about their work, and they experimented with new 
practices. These experiences suggest a role for the museum as a space – a studio of sorts – for 
artists to create art – not only view it.  
 
3. Continue to explore what co-creation means in practice. This examination of the designs and 
outcomes of the residencies reveals two additions to our growing understanding of co-creation, 
both of which could be enhanced in future residencies. 

 Co-creation of visitor experiences involves sharing of expertise and collaboration among 
creatives and DAM staff. 

 Co-creation of experience (or artistic expression) involves collaboration between an 
artist and museum visitors. 

4. Place more emphasis on the visitor experience in planning and implementation. The first two 
residencies gave primacy to the experience of the creatives. The ways the residencies are 
providing positive outcomes for the creatives is being well documented, as are the physical and 
logistical plans for the residencies. What is missing is laser focus on the nature of the visitor 
experience. Attention needs to be given to all aspects of the visitor perspective – learning about 
the presence of a CiR; knowing the schedule of events or installations; and being invited to 
participate 

5. Embrace paradox. Experiment with finding solutions to the paradoxical challenge of the need 
for a sense of critical mass of activity and CiR presence and the request from both the creatives 
and DAM staff to establish parameters for the residencies and to not have them spread across 
the entire museum.  Make “less is more” a project mantra.  
 

Implications for developmental evaluation 
Gather more information about visitors. Knowledge about the outcomes and impact of the CiR 
on visitors needs to become a priority in the final four residencies. The original evaluation plan 
presented in Developmental Evaluation Memo #1 placed a focus on lessons learned about 
processes of collaboration, the alignment of project design and implementation with project 
values, and documenting organizational change. That work will continue for the last four 
residencies. 
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Gathering information from visitors was included in the collaboration and values-driven 
practice areas of inquiry in the Evaluation Plan, but during the May 21 meeting the project 
team realized that it needed more information about visitors’ behavior and reactions than 
originally thought.  

Getting information about visitor behavior and experiences will require creative methods, 
careful scheduling, and time from DAM staff.  When the evaluators went into the galleries for 
observations in May, for instance, there were very few visitors interacting with the CiR 
elements.  Knowledge about the particulars of the CiR elements, their scheduling, and 
anticipated attendance will be needed in order to create an efficient way to gather information 
from visitors. 

Add a fourth area of inquiry to the evaluation plan: Visitor Behavior and Outcomes. Evaluators 
will develop instruments and train staff to gather visitor data for each of the remaining 
residencies. Members of the task force will be asked to go into the galleries at least four times 
during each residency and write a Penzu journal entry about how visitors interacted with 
creatives or elements designed by creatives.   
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Appendix A:  Data Sources 
In writing this memo we consulted the following sources: 

    

Meeting Notes 

Core Team Meeting Notes, February 3, 2015 
Core Team Meeting with Nathan Hall Notes, February 4, 2015 
Core Team Meeting Notes, February 10, 2015 
Core Team Meeting Notes, February 18, 2015 
Core Team Meeting Notes, March 3, 2015 
Core Team Meeting Notes, March 17, 2015 
Core Team Meeting with Flobots, April 6, 2015 
Core Team Check-In Meeting Notes, April 8, 2015 
Core Team Meeting Notes: Summer Residency Ideas, April 15, 2015 
Core Team Meeting with Flobots, April 16, 2015 
Core Team Meeting Notes, May 5, 2015 

 
D&I Team Meeting Notes, Nathan Hall reflections, March 19, 2015 
D&I Team Meeting with Flobots Notes, April 6, 2015 
 

Information about Residencies  
Nathan Hall. Description of Western American  
Nathan Hall. Description of Reiman 
Nathan Hall. Description of ENGI 
Nathan Hall. Description of Calder 
Nathan Hall. Description of Piano Office 
Nathan Hall Penzu Journal Entry 
Visitor Observations in Western Landscapes 
Debrief interview between Nathan Hall and Jaime Kopke 
 
Flobots Project Profile 
Flobots. Description of Walking Tour 
Flobots. Description of Security Guard Tour 
Flobots. Description of Input-Output Stations 
Flobots. Description of Curiosity Package Starting Station 
Flobots. Description of Call & Response 
Video of Flobots Call & Response Event 
Video of Participants’ Reactions to Call & Response Experience 
Evaluators’ Conversation with Stephen Brackett, May 2015 
Evaluators Observations of CiR Elements in the Galleries, May 2015 
Transcript of Debrief Conversation, June 19, 2015 
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Penzu Entries (written since Developmental Evaluation Memo 1) 
HN: “Remembering When” 3/10/2015 
HN: “Different Degrees of Risk” 3/10/2015 
HN: “I confess” 3/10/2015 
HN: “De-escalation” 3/19/2015 
HN: “They knocked My Socks Off” 5/6/2015 
 
RE: “Design & Implementation – Round 2” 2/2/2015 
RE: “Update – Reflections on D&I Meeting” 2/6/2015 
RE: “Actual Journal” 2/7/2015 
RE: “Systems Analysis” 2/19/2015 
RE: “Open Source” 2/23/2015 
RE: “Untitled vs. This” 2/24/2015 
 
LM: “Creative Bubbles” 2/5/2015 
LM: “What Is My Role?” 2/13/2015 
LM: “So Many Details” 2/25/2015 
LM: “Reiman Bridge & Calder” 3/10/2015 
LM: “On to the Next One:” 3/18/2105 
LM: “Visitor Observations:” 3/25/2015 
LM: “In-between Residencies” 4/2/2015 
LM: “WCoR Design Meeting” 4/9/2015 
LM: “Flyin’ by the Seat of …” 4/21/2015 
 
JK: “Sorry” 2/12/2015 
JK: “Roles” 2/12/2015 

  JK: “Uncomfortable Conversation” 3/24/2015 
JK: “Value Statement” 3/24/2015 
JK: “A Moment on the Bridge” 3/25/2015 
JK: “Iteration” 5/21/2015 

 
Evaluation Instruments and Reports 

D&I Team Reflections Questionnaire 
Observation of Western Landscapes 
Staff Interview Questions 
Report on Staff Interview Findings 
Visitor Observation Protocols, drafts 
May Evaluation Meeting Notes 



23 

 

Appendix B 

 

Creatives in Residence 
   

      

                               

                                                    

     

    
                                                                      

 

Selection of images from first CiR, Nathan Hall, musician 

 
Staff Interviews: Round 1 
Conducted in March 2015 

Summary 
Prepared by 

Daryl Fischer, Musynergy 
Mary Ellen Munley, MEM & Associates 

July, 2015 
 

http://nathan-hall.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/MG_1469.jpg
http://nathan-hall.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/MG_1304.jpg
http://nathan-hall.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/02/IMG_1408.jpg
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This summary of telephone interviews with 13 staff members who worked on the first 
residency (Nathan Hall) provides an honest, multiple-perspectives snapshot of project 
management and organizational change, observation of visitor experiences in the galleries, and 
identification of emerging concerns and challenging questions. 
 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT & ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE 

The Creatives in Residence Project (CiR) builds on DAM’s staff experiences of working 
collaboratively across departments. Though collaboration is a hallmark of much of DAM’s work 
in developing exhibitions, there remains a sense that it has not yet realized the full potential for 
innovation that can be achieved through deep and respectful collaboration – and the 
combination of multiple perspectives. 
 

Description of Roles 
When asked to describe their role in the CiR project, staff members who were interviewed 
talked about the nature of their contributions in four main categories: 1) identifying and 
addressing concerns; 2) handling logistics and details of the residencies; 3) making links to their 
respective departments; 4) building institutional support for the project. Some staff members 
are unclear about what, exactly, their roles are. There is a sense that roles may shift with 
specific projects. 
     I’m still grappling with what my role is; I expect that will change with different projects.  

With Nathan Hall, I felt like I was being consulted on practical items; with the Flobots, it  
might be more conceptual. 

 
Some staff members feel that their roles are nominal or non-essential.  

 I don’t really have a sense that the concerns anyone brings up, myself included, are really  
integral to the process. I think they’re heard, written down, maybe evaluated in some  
context, but not really part of the process.  

 
What was NOT said about team member roles during the interviews is as important as what 
was said. Specifically, those interviewed did not mention that their role was to: 

 Think creatively 
 Contribute to a new approach/idea 
 Be part of a team of co-creators 

 
Working Relationships 

When staff members were asked to talk about the working relationships among CiR team 
members, the creatives, and other DAM staff, many commented on the limitations of the 
current organizational structure of the project. They had different views on how much the 
project is changing practice. Some expressed concerns that it was not yet bringing about new 
ways of working together. Others are meeting new colleagues and working with departments 
they do not usually interact with on a regular basis. 
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Much of the communication is seen as fairly structured and focused on details of 
implementation. There are weekly reporting meetings and regular meetings of the Core and 
D&I teams. Some are concerned that there is minimal, if any, communication between these 
regular meetings. There is some indication that discussions of tough issues are handled well 
during team meetings. 
 
The organizational structure of the project is viewed by some as a hindrance to collaboration 
and creative activity. There is a sense that the project was already designed (in the grant 
proposal), thus the task of the teams is to implement “someone else’s idea.” The sense of 
hierarchy and distinctions between the Core Team, D&I Team, and creatives leaves several 
team members with a sense of being siloed and fragmented. 
     I’m not sure how much of what I’m experiencing on the ground implementing these  

programs … is filtering up to the people doing more of the philosophizing about them or  
reaching into the administration and informing their thinking… 

 
     I am more concerned about how we move all of us along to see that this has a role and a  

place in the institution. … and I think we … inadvertently siloed certain segments of the  
staff in preparing for this. 

 
Some feel that people are not yet working in new ways – as individuals or as a collective – and 
express a desire for more open communication and “thinking outside of the box.” Others said 
that the project has introduced them to new staff colleagues with whom they are collaborating. 
     Because of this project I’ve talked to people that I don’t normally talk to. So many  

different departments have been involved in the process. It’s like a microcosm of what  
the project aims to do in terms of including people. It’s been great to work with people in  
other departments, to get to know them. 

 

Decision-making 
The resolution of concerns about the appropriateness of props, such as harmonicas and 
branches, in the galleries was perceived in different ways. Some felt that a good resolution 
came though thoughtful discussion among team members; some were not comfortable with 
the final decisions; and others believed that decisions with implications for collections and 
public safety should be made at the highest levels in the organization.  
 
These issues surfaced questions about what EXACTLY was the creative role of team members. 
Some were uncomfortable in a nay-sayers role, and were unsure if they had “permission” to 
work with the creative toward an alternative solution. This raised questions about the ability 
and expectation for team members to engage in creative problem-solving. 
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Lessons learned from the first residency may suggest guidelines for the remaining five. When 
there are disagreements among staff, decisions about collections and public safety are taken to 
the highest level. When a decision is made by the CiR, it is to be honored.  
 

Communication—Internal 
Comments about communication fell into four broad categories:  

1) Questions about the project that had not been sufficiently addressed ranged from 
immediate issues such as how creatives were identified and chosen to long-term 
concerns such as how this project relates to the DAM’s future plans to involve the 
creative community. 

2) There was a sense that many features of the project were a “done deal”, leaving little 
room for creative thinking on the part of those implementing the residencies. For some, 
this was rooted in the project’s conception during the grant-writing phase; for others it 
was the number of decisions that had already been made before involving team 
members.   

3) There were concerns that decisions made by the Core Team and the D&I Team were not 
communicated with one another or with the rest of DAM staff. It would help to aim for 
the sweet spot between efficiency and inclusion. 

4) Expressing “honest” views during team meetings is hampered those who hold tightly to 
their areas of responsibility and resist change as well as those who are hesitant to speak 
up because of perceived norms that naysaying is not in the spirit of creative innovation. 

 

Communication—External 
There appear to be different views on who the audiences are for the Living Resource and many 
unanswered questions. Is it an internal communication vehicle or is it an external vehicle? Is it 
for real or virtual visitors? For those who stumble upon it on the website or for museum 
colleagues seeking documentation on the project? Who is following it and how do they get 
access? 

 
MUSEUM EXPERIENCES  

During the first months of this project there has, by design, been more focus on the process of 
working with the creatives and implementing the features of their residencies; however, the 
nature of visitor and staff experiences are also perceived as central to the project. 

 

Visitor Experience 
Though there has been no effort to gather comments directly from visitors to date, team 
members did comment about what they hoped would be the experiences for visitors. The 
majority of those interviewed saw CiR as an opportunity to create new ways for visitors to 
engage during their museum visit; some hoped the project would change peoples’ perceptions 
of DAM, turning occasional visitors into loyal, repeat visitors; others saw the potential to inspire  
people to engage in creative activities outside of the museum. Some identified the opportunity 
to engage with a living artist as the essence of the CiR visitor experience. 
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New types of creative engagement are not limited to visual art or to observing artists being 
creative.  

I would hope that visitors [would] have more opportunities for creative engagement … in  
disciplines that aren’t normally represented at the museum like music or … writing, or 
flower arranging. I would hope that they start thinking of the museum as a resource that 
they can be inspired by in whatever they do. 

 
With this, we’re flipping it back over so the patron is the performer. I’d like to see more 
of that, so it’s not just the artist – the CiR – but the patron, who’s not only observing but 
creating.   

 
The residencies bring a new energy to DAM that changes the feeling of the space. In doing so, 
they are likely to change perceptions of the museum and move occasional visitors to repeat 
visitors who are the future of the museum. 

…this stuff has tremendous potential in terms of changing peoples’ perception of the 
museum, in terms of just sparking some kind of conversation that they weren’t gonna 
have anywhere else.   
 
My greatest hope … is that we start to get people who recognize there’s more to come to 
the museum for than just our rotation of exhibitions (not that that isn’t significant) but … 
I hope that visitors would always want to come here for different reasons.   

 
Providing opportunities for visitors to engage with living artists sets the CiR project apart. 

Having these experiences with people who are working in a creative endeavor, seeing 
how messy or malleable or impromptu is it, my hope is that it breaks down barriers 
visitors may have about doing something creative themselves. Whether it’s writing 
poetry or whatever…   

 

Staff Experience 
Some staff members spent time in the galleries experiencing various parts of Nathan Hall’s 
residency; others wished they had. Comments were generally very positive, with people using 
words like “unexpected,” “engaging,”, “wonderful,” and “significant” to describe their 
experiences. 

I hope that people who work in the Museum will take advantage of it themselves. As an 
organization, it’s easy for us as employees to separate what we do for the public from 
benefitting from it ourselves. I don’t think many staff people use what we do; they don’t 
experience the museum as visitors as much as they could. It gives you a whole different 
experience when you do. … My goal is that it draws staff into the museum as 
participants as well as staff members.   
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CiR Experience 
Several of those who were interviewed speculated about what the experience of working as a 
CiR might mean for individual artists and for the relationship between DAM and Denver’s 
community of creatives. 
 
There is hope – and some initial evidence – that CiR opportunities serve to challenge and push 
the creatives’ practice. 

We’ve had conversations outside of the museum and this is pushing the envelope for him 
[Nathan] in his creative process. These are things he’s wanted to try before but he wasn't 
given the opportunity with other institutions.   
 
Over the years we’ve developed greater ties to the creative community through short-
term partnerships for Untitled. Creating longer-term relationships only makes those ties 
stronger. It does nothing but good for us to be tied into these networks.   

 
The project has the potential to change – and strengthen – the relationship between DAM and 
Denver’s creative community. 

I definitely hope that creatives begin to see us in a little bit of a different light in terms of 
… having much more of an open door policy that’s not just linked to Untitled. That is 
becomes a little bit more expansive.  
 
A huge hope of mine is that this becomes a layer of relationship and credibility among 
the creative community that we’re a part of.   
 

EMERGING ISSUES 
Two types of unanswered questions emerged from the staff interviews: 1) expressions of 
concern about aspects of the project focused on the nature of the visitor experience and the 
degree to which CiR is REALLY bringing about change; and 2) reflections on the very nature of 
the project, its place within the larger DAM mission and strategic direction, and the potential to 
build on the creativity platform to take visitor participation to the next level.  

 
Concerns 

Concerns center around how DAM visitors are reacting to elements of the CiR experience.  
There is speculation that certain audiences who desire a more quiet and contemplative gallery 
experience might view some the CiR elements as intrusions and distractions or be confused by 
seeing and hearing these unfamiliar elements in the galleries.  

My only … concern (or maybe it’s curiosity) is the visitor piece. How are they 
experiencing things? If they walk into the gallery and see a bunch of harmonicas, sticks 
and branches, is that confusing? Is it OK if it’s confusing? What kind of prompts do we 
need to give them? I hope they’re enjoying it.  
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There is an interest in learning more about audience reactions during the remainder of the 
residencies and curiosity about if and how the CiR experiences contribute to new, creative 
experiences for visitors. Some wonder if the project is moving the needle as much as it could. 

I think that we’re still in an infancy in this pushing the envelope phase. I always say 
if you’re going to push the envelope, you’ve got to be prepared to pay the extra 
postage.   
 
The worst that could happen is that we can’t push ourselves far enough so we ultimately 
aren’t an authentic partner to these people we’re bringing in. I’d hate for our own rules 
to get in the way.   

 
Wicked Questions 

The second set of questions that emerged suggest that CiR is indeed impacting organizational 
change. People are asking “wicked questions” that expose the underlying assumptions about 
key issues and provide a pathway to take on change. Questions in the early months of the 
project include: who has the appropriate credentials to design and facilitate visitors’ 
experiences in museum galleries? What is the nature (the limits) of creative freedom? How 
might this project impact DAM’s standards for quality? What EXACTLY is the essence of the 
innovation that is being tackled with this project? 
 

There are strong feelings about “ownership” of the galleries. 
… even as curators who work with artists, we don’t give anyone that freedom – even 
artists. And so to do that with a creative to me was shocking.  

 

I hope we’re going to begin to have a conversation about ownership of the galleries 
more deliberately, and the fact that they are not owned by individual curators. And I’m 
hoping that will have a positive impact in our North planning.  
 

It’s important to keep in mind that creativity for staff members is one of the goals of the 
project. 

… one of the things that I have been struck with is by turning things over to creatives I’m 
also seeing a loss being felt by some of our staff in terms of their ability to be creative.   

 
The design of each residency will raise new questions about existing museum standards and 
policies, which is perceived as positive by many staff members.  

It’s going to call into question lots of policies, which is not a bad thing. It will challenge a 
lot of preconceived notions about what’s OK and what’s not. It will force us to think 
about why do we have these policies and rules? Are they necessary? The residencies will 
force us to take a hard look at things that aren’t likely to happen unless you have a 
reason.   
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Interviewees 
 
Darrin Alfred, Associate Curator of Architecture, Design, and Graphics 
 
Joe Collins, Training/Event/Day Shift Supervisor 
 
Rose Eason, Coordinator of Adult and College Programs 
 
Andrea Kalivas Fulton, Deputy Director and Chief Marketing Officer 
 
Jeffrey King, Membership and Guest Services Supervisor 
 
Melora McDermott-Lewis, Director of Education 
 
Molly Medakovich, Master Teacher for Western American Art 
 
Sarah Melching, Silber Director of Conservation 
 
Heather Nielsen, Associate Director of Education 
 
Jennifer Pray, Project Manager, Exhibitions 
 
Stephen Roberts, Facilities and Safety Supervisor 
 
Katie Ross, Associate Director of Marketing and Communications 
 
Thomas Smith, Curator, Western American Art
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Appendix C: Roster of May 21-22 meeting participants  

 
Darrin Alfred, Associate Curator of Architecture, Design & Graphics 
 
Alison Bowman, Major Gifts & Grants Officer 
 
Rose Eason, Coordinator of Adult Programs 
 
Jeff King, Membership & Guest Services Supervisor 
 
Jaime Kopke, Manager of Adult Programs  
 
Shadia Lemus, Communications Manager 
 
Sarah Melching, Director of Conservation  
 
Lindsey Miller, Special Projects Assistant, Adult Programs (Grant Administrator)  
 
Heather Nielsen, Associate Director of Learning & Engagement 
 
Jennifer Pray, Project Manager, Exhibitions  

 
 


