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Introduction
“It’s about looking for opportunities to unfreeze the system.”1

 
Facing changes in the economy, funding streams, technology, and audience engagement, the 
performing arts field needs innovative approaches to meeting these challenges. Yet given the 
often boot-strapped nature of their operations, performing arts leaders rarely have the time, 
space and resources to engage in the in-depth strategic thinking and bold experimentation 
needed to re-imagine their future.  In sponsoring the EmcArts Innovation Lab, DDCF provided 
leaders just that opportunity—to invent and imagine, to deeply and critically engage their     
assumptions, beliefs, practices, and business models that tether the field to the past.  

The performing arts field can no longer afford to “tinker around the edges.”  Consequently, the 
Innovation Lab was designed to prototype new business models that could ultimately stretch 
the possibility horizon for the field. To this end, the Lab involved several defining features:       
1) the development of multi-constituent Innovation Teams; 2) a five-day off-site intensive retreat 
to allow for in-depth strategic thinking; 3) the implementation of a prototype or pilot; 4) process 
facilitation over an extended time period; and 5) funding to support the implementation     
process. 

Innovation is a complex process—characterized by fits and starts of insight; stumbling and    
triumphs; newly discovered obstacles and opportunities; and ultimately, a deepening under-
standing of the innovation process and facility with the strategies and tactics needed to bring an 
innovation to fruition. In this Final Assessment, I consider the Lab’s major contributions to the 
field as well as more specific measures of Lab success.  Throughout, I offer feedback on how the 
Lab might be improved to leverage further the investment in the program going forward. 

Innovation Lab: Incubator for Field-Level Innovation 
“The process has made innovation seem less revolutionary than before.  We can go off to the wild 
side at will.”

The Innovation Lab has the potential to have far-reaching impact on the performing arts field. 
First, several important artistic and organizational innovations that would not otherwise have 
reached the public arena were designed and prototyped.   Second, the Lab graduated a cohort of 
catalysts—leaders who have developed a greater capacity and appreciation for making          
non-routine projects, change initiatives and innovations happen.  Third, the Lab developed 
grantee organizations’ innovative capacity, seeding the potential for an evergreen stream of     
innovations in the future.  
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New Business Models
While every grantee embarked on prototyping innovations that would stretch their organiza-
tions, several prototypes offered particularly novel solutions and opportunities for the field,  
including 1) a new earned income model, 2) a model for merging organizations, 3) models for 
collaborative creation, and 4) a first-of-its kind script management software.  

• Developing a new earned-income model
In light of dwindling contributed income streams, what are the alternatives?   Center of     
Creative Arts in St. Louis (COCA) developed COCAbiz, a program designed to integrate arts 
practice and concepts into leadership development consulting for businesses. To develop this 
program, the COCA Innovation team, which comprised COCA staff, artists, corporate CEOs 
and entrepreneurs, worked through differences in language, assumptions and meaning across 
business and artistic worlds.  For example, who are the creativity experts? What do the arts 
and leadership have in common?   What do we mean by creativity?   The Lab created the space 
for COCA to synthesize expertise and experience from across artistic and business worlds, 
and as a result, forge a new earned-income model that holds great promise for the field. 

• Mergers: A new structure for sustainability
A second major breakthrough involved exploring a merger between The Dance Theater   
Workshop (DTW) and Bill T. Jones/Arnie Zane Dance Company.  Strategic partnerships,     
alliances and mergers can provide a sustainable structure for dance companies as they mature 
through their lifecycle.  Modeled after a French choreographic house, the DTW/Bill T. Jones 
merger brings together all aspects of the dance ecology under one roof.   News of the merger 
was detailed in a New York Times article2, including recognition of the role of the EmcArts    
Innovation Lab program in facilitating the merger discussion.

• Collaborative creating: New models for engaging audiences
With an eye for developing novel and multifaceted strategies for engaging audiences, several 
grantees developed prototypes that embraced new collaborative approaches to the creative 
process.  To implement its new “kid-centric” strategic mission, the Children’s Theatre      
Company in Minneapolis harnessed the energy and expertise of an elementary school teacher 
to develop a novel, school-based approach to engaging students collaboratively in the creative 
process.  HERE Arts Center realized they could best engage their audiences by training their 
HARP resident artists to be more social media savvy.  By decentralizing artistic promotion and 
audience engagement, HERE is now able to harness the unique personalities and approaches 
of their artists, empower artists to be more self-sufficient, and better leverage HERE’s time 
and expertise.  Working with Appalshop, Roadside Theater’s solution to reinventing its        
30-year old theater involved developing its massively collaborative, interactive Thousand Kites 
website3 that not only brings together thousands of voices around the criminal justice system, 
but also has enabled Roadside to raise an additional $200,000 in funding. 
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• Final Draft redux: A breakthrough for theaters
Theater organizations constantly wrestle with how to manage changes to scripts as directorial 
and logistical details are worked out. To address this problem, Oregon Shakespeare Festival  
(OSF) customized Final Draft software to create a version that streamlined script modifications 
and instantaneously updated all relevant parties involved in the theater’s productions. The 
idea for the script management tool was borne out of the OSF’s Innovation team’s deep       
engagement with the complex web of operational and artistic processes that comprised the 
theater.  Participants who had worked with each other for decades noted their surprise at 
what they learned, “We had no idea [the other person] did that!”   OSF successfully tested the 
software on Artistic Director Bill Rausch’s plays earlier this spring, and OSF’s technology 
group is working to make the software available to the larger theater community in the near 
future. 

A Cohort of Catalysts 
“I now have expertise in dealing with non-artists, especially board members and community members— 
that I never had before. I just had a great brainstorming session with a team made up of radically different 
perspectives, modeled after the session we had during the Lab.  It was amazing. I am definitely using the 
process and this new expertise!”

Through the Lab, a cadre of leaders gained experience with the entire innovation process arc—
from casting a team comprised of diverse perspectives and expertise, to initial brainstorming, to 
winnowing and refining the idea into concrete actionable steps, to securing buy-in from key 
stakeholders, to ultimately implementing and assessing their pilots.  Having a cohort of leaders 
who can mentor others who are navigating the innovation life cycle is an invaluable resource for 
the field.  Ideally, the individual expertise, passion and experience of these leaders can be       
further transformed into a community of practice—a community of innovators who exchange 
ideas, collectively challenge prevailing assumptions and support each others’ experimentation 
in an effort to further move the field forward. 

Long-Term Innovative Capacity
“We now have the permission and room for innovation to happen.” 

The Lab not only developed individual leaders’ agility in leading innovation, but also laid the 
groundwork for creating organizations that can imagine and implement innovations.  The Lab 
provided participants specific techniques and processes for brainstorming ideas, refining action 
plans, implementing pilots, and engaging in continuous learning that they could bring back to 
their organizations.  Further, participants developed a culture of openness to interrogating      
assumptions,  risk-taking and experimentation that could shape their organizations going    
forward.  Participants noted that they re-learned how to listen to each other, developed a greater 
willingness to share and explore “wild” ideas, and developed the ability to probe underlying 
assumptions and behaviors that had limited their organizations’ ability to innovate in the past.

Defining innovation in terms of discontinuous practice required grantee organizations to      
consider ideas that had previously been seen as “off the table”—either because participants 
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thought the ideas would not be embraced by stakeholders, might not work, or were beyond the 
current organizational capacity.  As innovation teams worked through real and assumed       
constraints to innovation, many grantees realized their work involved more than a single       
prototype or pilot.  Instead, their prototypes were the beginning of a long-term strategic reorien-
tation around a new business model and refinement of the organization’s core mission.  Thus, 
while innovation was originally conceived of as isolated, containable programs, grantees       
realized they were involved in a more robust and larger embedded change effort that would 
stretch over several years.  The Lab, then, not only provided techniques and processes, but also 
helped grantees establish new strategic frames within which further improvisation, prototyping 
and learning could occur and be continuously pursued over time.  

Insights: Innovation within the Performing Arts
By defining innovation in terms of discontinuous practice, EmcArts encouraged Lab               
participants to lay bare their assumptions and truly think beyond what they knew would       
succeed.  Similarly, one could argue that the Lab itself was an example of engaging in             
discontinuous practice—at the field level.  Here I highlight several nuanced insights emerging 
from the Lab that are of relevance to organizations across the performing arts.

The Paradox of Innovation: Returning to the Core Mission
“We have our strategic plan to improvise within for the next five years.”

The Lab challenged participants to focus deeply on their organizations’ unique core missions 
and capabilities as they considered “wild and crazy new ideas.” This revelation was surprising 
to grantees since the Lab was supposed to be about innovation and change, pilots and             
prototypes.  Discontinuous practice, then, did not translate into simply adopting the latest new 
idea or adopting what another organization found successful. Instead, innovation was deeply 
rooted in the unique expertise, culture and relationships of particular organizations.  

With this deeper understanding and appreciation, grantees noted they could make more         
judicious decisions regarding the benefit and “fit” of future pilots and programs. The philoso-
phy underpinning this revelation gives particular credibility to the Innovation Lab program and 
provides a needed antidote to the general trend of throwing resources, time and energy toward 
flavor-of-the-month initiatives that seem attractive in the face of turbulent times. 

Leveraging Untapped Expertise: Board Members
The Lab also revealed an untapped resource for the field and its efforts to innovate: board 
members. Several leaders remarked that the Lab forced them to confront a deeply-held practice 
of keeping board members at arms’ length—presenting the best possible report to them at    
regular points in time.  Board members were seen in aggregate, as approvers and auditors.  The 
Lab forced profound shifts in board member engagement.  First, by revealing the “constraints 
and weaknesses” of the organization, select board members were brought into the organiza-
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tion’s problem-solving process. Second, board members who attended the retreat had a better 
appreciation for how radical ideas could forge the solution to these problems. Armed with this 
understanding, these board members were able to help teams obtain the buy-in of other board 
members and key stakeholders during the Lab’s implementation phase. Third, individual board 
members were now seen as a source of expertise who could be brought in to springboard and 
sustain the organization’s success over time. 

Going forward, performing art leaders would benefit from exploring ways to harness the        
untapped expertise of their board members.    Further, the field should explore ways to bring  
select board members into discussions about the challenges facing the field—inviting them to 
yearly conferences, professional meetings, workshops, etc. 

Engaging Expertise across the Innovation Lifecycle 
Innovation involves a broad arc of activities—from idea generation to idea refinement,            
prototype design, securing buy in, implementation, assessment, and ongoing re-evaluation.  
Participants found that the innovation process demanded differing capabilities and expertise 
over time.  Performing arts leaders, especially those leading smaller organizations, needed to 
build a web of expertise and experience, including not only organizational members but also 
board members, community members, and other leaders in the field, whom they could draw 
upon.  Leaders of innovation thus become the nexus of a network of expertise—a network   
comprised of individuals who might not necessarily identify as a “team,” nor who are under the 
leaders’ authority, but who are brought together as needed around the innovation process.  

Program Assessment 

“We have used the Innovation Lab as a jumping off point for new program work, fund raising 
and developing new internal structures.”

“The Lab “fast-forwarded our work” and “was so much what we needed to be doing.”

Overall, the Innovation Lab for the Performing Arts was a positive, transformational experience 
for participants:  100% of the thirteen project leaders4 stated they would recommend the Lab to 
their peers—despite the considerable time and commitment required.  However, several leaders 
noted that prospective grantees should be prepared for the intense time commitment to make 
the Lab successful, and be aware that additional funding may need to be raised to bring larger 
innovation projects to scale.   The Lab was invaluable to those organizations whose long-term 
strategic thinking had previously taken a back seat to fighting fires, and provided leaders     
positive leverage with other foundations and individuals who had yet to "buy in" to their       
innovative ideas. 
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In this section I focus more specifically on the effectiveness of the Lab to enable participants to 
plan and execute innovations.  As summarized in Figure 1, several questions inform an overall 
assessment of the Lab in this regard. First, when asked whether involvement in the Innovation 
Lab improved their organizations’ capacity to plan and execute innovative projects in the        
future, twelve out of thirteen leaders agreed or strongly agreed (4/13 and 8/13, respectively).  
Second, leaders agreed (8/13) or strongly agreed (4/13) that the Lab enhanced their ability to 
engage the commitment of key stakeholders for innovation.  Another sign of overall innovative 
capacity is whether the Lab enhanced their capacity to elicit ideas and expertise from those on 
and beyond the innovation team.  Eleven out of thirteen leaders agreed (4/13) or strongly 
agreed (7/13) with this statement, with the others noting they entered the Lab with strong      
capacity in this regard. One leader noted, “We are now open to the idea of hiring in contract 
workers and consultants who bring the skills we need into a given project.  The Innovation Lab 
provided a space for us to develop this within our organizational and creative process.” 

Figure 1:  Overall Assessment—Did the Lab Enhance Innovative Capacity?* 
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*  Where 1 = Strongly disagree and 5 = Strongly agree

While these measures provide an overall assessment, in the next section I look more closely at 
five features of the program design that were considered to be particularly salient to these    
outcomes: 1) the development of an Innovation Team; 2) the Intensive Retreat; 3) the prototype 
or pilot; 4) EmcArts’ process facilitation; and 5) funding. 

Developing the Innovation Team
At the core of the Lab was the development of multi-constituent Innovation Teams.  While the 
strength of these teams lay in their diverse perspectives, this diversity could also become     
problematic.  Successful team development was evidenced by a shared understanding of the 
team and innovation’s purpose, clarity of the unique roles individuals would play on the      
project, candid exchange of ideas, a culture of inquiry, and an understanding of how the project 
would proceed. In this section I examine the extent to which innovation teams developed along 
these dimensions during the Lab. 
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1.  Were multi-constituent innovation teams created and made operational?
“We now understand it as a collaborative process, with more stakeholders involved in decision making 
and allowing people to buy in.”

While teams varied widely in terms of the constituency of their teams, with some leaning      
toward more staff members and others toward board members, all of the teams had some level 
of diversity.  The Lab requirement that the innovation team must include non-staff members 
was incredibly potent since it 1) expanded the role and commitment of involved board       
members and artists and 2) leveraged an “outsider, yet insider” perspective on the grantees’ 
strengths and constraints. The selection of the right board members, artists and other external 
parties was key, and grantees appreciated coaching in this area.  Grantees also noted the        
importance of having visiting or guest artists on the team.  They not only provided fresh       
perspective, but also knew the organization well enough to be able to draw conclusions and 
point out organizational assumptions and practices. 

2.  Did teams show positive overall changes in their team dynamics? 
“We are listening now. Ideas are not automatically shot down.”

While productive team building and interaction is critical to all aspects of the innovation      
process, the majority of the Lab’s team building focused on the initial innovation team involved 
in strategic planning and ideation of the innovation prototype. As such, this assessment focuses 
on team dynamics among members of the innovation team.  However, to the extent that other 
individuals were involved in implementation, the Lab currently does not have a strong    
framework for developing their relationship with the “original” team—especially external    
constituents who were not immediately involved in Phase 3 implementation.  

Team building in the Innovation Lab pertained to two specific relational processes:                      
1) addressing dysfunctional communication habits and power dynamics within the grantee    
organization—including among staff and between top leadership; and 2) developing productive 
relationships among team members who had not worked together previously—i.e., between 
staff and artists, board members and consultants.  

Some of the grantee organizations entered with healthy, productive habits of interacting. For 
example, one organization demonstrated a Quaker practice of agreeing with one another, “That 
friend speaks my mind.”  On the other hand, other teams entered the Lab with staff interactions  
that could undermine, if not derail, their innovation efforts. For example, one participant       
described his organization’s interactions as exhibiting a “ladder of passive-aggressiveness.” 
Other teams experienced great frustration when building relationships with external             
constituencies— limiting the potential to harness their needed expertise and outside               
perspective. 

The Lab, and especially the Intensive Retreat, was a uniquely visceral experience that was       
invaluable for illuminating needed change in organizational and team roles, communication 
dynamics, and organizational culture.  All of the teams ultimately had the “a-ha” moment when 
they became a team and worked together.  However, the later this occurred at the Intensive, the 
less likely teams were to have a detailed and robust implementation plan.  
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Survey results from the beginning of the Lab and at the end of the Intensive show that all teams 
experienced marked improvement along key indicators of positive team dynamics, such as the 
ability to exchange and respect differing perspectives; a strong sense of team spirit; the ability to 
bring up difficult problems; and a rating of overall team effectiveness.  For ease of presentation, 
I show averages across the 12 organizations.  

Table 1: Assessing Positive Team Dynamics*
Start of Lab Post Intensive

The differing perspectives of team members is    
encouraged and seriously considered. 

3.2 3.8

At this point I feel a strong sense of team spirit.  3.3 3.8

Members of this team are able to bring up problems 
and tough issues.

3.3 3.8

Our team works together effectively 2.3 3.2

* Where 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree and 4 = Strongly agree 

Marked improvement was evident in other indicators of positive team dynamics, including   
clarity about goals and purpose; clarity about one’s roles, responsibilities and the tasks ahead; 
clarity about how the team can work together; and the ability to assess progress.  

Table 2:  Assessing Clarity Regarding Team Roles, Responsibilities and the Work Ahead*
Pre-

Intensive
Post-

Intensive

The goals and purpose of the innovation itself -- 3.9

My role and responsibilities in developing the innovation 3.2 3.6

My role and responsibilities in implementing the innovation 2.7 3.2

The roles and responsibilities of other team members in developing the innovation 2.9 3.5

The roles and responsibilities of other team members in implementing the innovation 2.7 3.2

The tasks that remain to prepare for implementation 2.3 3.3

How my team can optimally work together to implement the innovation 2.3 3.2

The ways we will be able to assess our progress. 2.4 3.0

* Where 1 = Very unclear  and 4 = Very clear
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A final set of indicators also showed participants’ increased confidence in the capacity to        
accomplish the goals of the Lab and increased personal commitment to the work ahead. 

Table 3: Assessing Confidence and Commitment in the Work Ahead* 
Pre-

Intensive
Post-

Intensive

How confident are you in your organization's capacity to accomplish its project goals? 3.2 3.5

How personally committed are you to this project right now? 3.6 3.8

* Where 1 = Not at all  and 4 = Very

Recommendations
• While it was invaluable to have artists, board members and other outsiders (often              

entrepreneurs) on the Lab team, grantees expressed that it was often a huge burden for these 
key individuals to be at the Intensive for the five days.  While a stipend is available for      
artists to attend, it might be useful to consider providing a stipend to certain non-staff Team 
members on an as-needed basis. 

• Much closer attention needs to be paid to potential negative power dynamics that might 
arise between corporate board members and grantee staff and artists—prior to attending the 
Intensive.  Candid exchange of ideas was limited in some cases where staff members did not 
feel comfortable challenging board members or when staff lacked facility in contributing in 
large, group strategy meetings vis-a-vis their corporate team members. 

• Teams who included organizational development consultants greatly benefited from their 
expertise.  Where possible, it could be useful to engage consultants on the Innovation team 
who can complement the work of EmcArts during the implementation phase.

 
• I highly recommend that all participants read Liz Lerman’s Critical Response Process book 

prior to attending the Intensive.  The book explicitly deals with the challenge of giving and 
receiving feedback in the performing arts and would spur reflection on dysfunctional       
interaction habits prior to entering the Intensive. 

Intensive Retreats
“The intensive laid incredibly important groundwork in terms of trust and communication.”

“It was the most incredible work-related experience I’ve ever had.  Tough conversations and working 
through those issues—just amazing.”
 
Many of the grantees expressed that they were initially cynical about the Intensive—a cynicism 
borne out of a deep distrust of consultants.  One leader captured this sentiment: “We had seen 
consultants’ work before.  But by mid-day of the first day [of the Intensive], we knew this 
wasn’t going to be your grandma’s retreat.”  While many also initially felt that it was           
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“outrageous” to spend five days at the retreat, grantees strongly agreed that it was definitely 
worth the time, effort and commitment of resources to attend.  For some grantees, the retreat 
was the first opportunity to take time away from the office together.  The ability to focus deeply 
on organizational issues, the details of the pilot, and the “Whys of what we were doing” was 
incredibly invigorating.  In retrospect, grantees generally agreed that five days was the right   
duration for the retreat.  Based on the Lab experience, several grantees noted they were      
committed to making the space for annual organizational retreats—“island time”—going     
forward. 

Having a pilot to talk through during the Lab gave needed traction and focus to what could 
have been merely abstract discussions.  It was through the specific discussions around the pilots 
that differences in assumptions and tensions arising among participants were illuminated and 
worked through.   

Grantees felt they absolutely needed their EmcArts process facilitator to help manage their    
Intensive conversations. Leaders sensed that there were too many ideas and relational dynamics 
at play to stay objective; process facilitators played a critical role in managing the conversation, 
helping the team transition when needed from dead ends, and keeping the team oriented      
toward their goals.  In addition, three other aspects of the Lab played a large role at the            
Intensive.

1. Were appropriate data collection and external research completed?
EmcArts encouraged all of the grantees to engage in data collection and external research where 
appropriate. In retrospect, however, certain data collection efforts seemed to bear more fruit 
than others.  Data collection included surveys or basic research conducted prior to the Intensive 
as a way to gain traction on the innovation concept. For some grantees, data collection was     
especially useful.  The data provided a needed counterpoint to existing assumptions and served 
as a way for participants to move beyond opinion-based interaction and discussion at the        
Intensive.  However, given that this data often was not rigorously collected, participants needed 
to be reminded of the limits of this data. 

Pilots were also a source of data. The grantees who were able to conduct pilots prior to the      
Intensive found these to be an incredible springboard for their Intensive retreat. All of the 
grantees noted that the learning and insights from prototyping during Phase 3 were invaluable; 
grantees who were able to conduct mini-programmatic pilots early on and prior to the Intensive 
benefited even more so in this regard.  

2.  Were the content experts chosen by the teams of value to them? 
Grantees who utilized their content experts were generally thrilled with them—especially the 
Civilians, who were able to turn their content expert into a future collaborative venture partner!  

While some grantees appreciated the process of identifying their content experts, leaders often 
struggled with whom to utilize and several of them did not utilize content experts at all.    
However, board members and volunteers were often an incredible source of content expertise 
for the Innovation Team.  EmcArts may want to consider allowing organizations to utilize    
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content expert funds for stipends for board members or volunteers with specific expertise to 
add to the team, who otherwise may not be able to attend.  This would also enable the content 
expert to be a long-term team participant who could continue their work with the grantee into 
the future. 

3.  Value of other consultants?  
The Intensive also included a workshop and customized coaching by communication consultant 
Phil McArthur.  McArthur’s content was viewed as important—many participants still           
referenced his “ladder of inference”—however nearly all of the Round 1 and 2 participants     
described his approach as “corporate” and perhaps needing to be adapted for performing arts 
organizations.  This feedback appears to have taken hold in Round 3, whose participants rated 
McArthur very highly (4s and 5s, where 5 is extremely valuable). 

Recommendations
• Several project leaders highly recommended giving the teams a greater sense of what to     

expect at the Intensive, especially the difficulties, “intense moments” and “tipping points” 
that every team works through as part of the innovation process. For example, every group 
experienced a transition—whether focused on relationships, task or process—at the       
midpoint of the Intensive.  

• Several project leaders recommended having a change consultant session early on during 
the workshop at the Intensive to complement the “difficult conversations” coaching offered 
by Phil McArthur. 

• Many of the larger organizations benefited from talking through an inventory of what was 
involved in the day-to-day operations of the organization.  What are the respective          
constraints and wishes of respective departments?  Simply understanding the organizational 
reality faced by fellow staff members was invaluable.  Could this “inventory process”       
become a professional development workshop offered at the annual or regional                 
conferences?

• EmcArts and/or DDCF might want to develop a “go-to” resource pool of experts, such as a 
data collection/methods expert; social media expert; website developer; and funders or    
investors to help grantees identify content experts.  To the extent that cohorts might be    
clustered along certain innovation categories, bringing in content experts who rotated 
through the teams during the Intensive could also be a useful approach.  

Prototypes and Pilots
“We’re conditioned to show metrics of success.  The Doris Duke program is unique in that they want you 
to push boundaries.  We entered into a dialogue about, ‘This might fail!’  For us it was an amazing       
experience and it will have a positive impact for the organization going forward.” 

Grantees agreed that the requirement to implement a pilot/prototype as part of the Lab was 
critical to its transformative power.  Phase 3 was described as difficult.  While most of the pilots 
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involved specific, concrete “tasks”—such as developing a website or producing a new program 
or event—many of the pilots also required change in cultural beliefs and practices and the need 
to introduce new decision and communication systems to the organizations.  

1. Did each innovation team focus and refine their ideas into a clear strategy for      
investment of time and resources?
The specificity of teams’ plans leading out of the Intensive varied widely—both in terms of   
understanding exactly what needed to be done and how they would accomplish it.  As one 
would expect, those who were not able to come up with a specific plan struggled more with 
maintaining momentum during Phase 3.  They had not fully worked through how they were 
going to keep momentum going, and/or underestimated the amount of work and resources   
required by their prototypes.  Teams that had to work through relational or communication   
dysfunction at the Intensive were also more likely to have a less fully articulated                      
implementation strategy.

When project leaders were asked in retrospect whether the Intensive experience had prepared 
them for the challenges of Phase 3, only three of the twelve (3/12) project teams strongly agreed.  
Six out of twelve teams (6/12) agreed, while three were neutral (3/12).  

Of note, as summarized in Table 4, participants were not very clear about the resources needed 
for implementation and assessment, both in terms of exactly what was needed and where these 
resources would come from.  
 
Table 4: Clarity regarding Resources for Implementation and Evaluation*

Pre-
Intensive

Post-
Intensive

The resources needed to implement and/or sustain the innovation 2.4 3.1

The resources needed to evaluate the success of our innovation 2.2 2.8

* Where 1 = Very unclear and 4 = Very clear

2. Were the emerging innovations prototyped in an adequate fashion, and strategy 
revisions made as needed?
“We know we need to test our assumptions.  Our prototype was invaluable for that.”    

All of the teams have prototyped, or are in the process of prototyping, some aspect of their    
innovation.  Some of the smaller scale programmatic pilots were easier to pull off and thus learn 
from than others.  For example, STREB was able to prototype a teen night early on and learn 
that it needed to revise its strategy and assumptions. Other grantees, such as the Children’s 
Theatre Company, successfully brought their classroom program to fruition, but realized that 
scaling the concept would be difficult; they are now in the process of exploring a second, 
website-oriented prototype, but this has not been developed enough to evaluate.  University 
Musical Society’s (UMS) Lobby program has been successful for certain programming, but it 
remains to be seen how it will work for the spectrum of UMS performances.  
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As EmcArts and DDCF evaluate creating a “hard stop” around Phase 3 as a way to keep      
momentum going, they will want to consider how to build in smaller prototyping projects and 
how grantees can make sense of what they are learning along the way.  Several grantees found 
data reporting around their pilots to be tedious and premature—the implementation cycle was 
not long enough to give a true assessment of the innovation.  Going forward, it will be useful to 
consider the nature and type of reporting—especially for larger-scale projects. 

3. Were organizations ready and capable for Phase 3 selected for participation?
One of the hidden values of the EmcArts Innovation Lab is the thorough screening and       
coaching of applicants during the pre-selection process.  This approach helps provide a more 
rigorous, up-close assessment of grantees’ readiness and capability on three dimensions. First, 
that grantees understood and embraced the more rigorous definition of innovation—             
discontinuous practice—established by EmcArts, and had conceived of an innovation that could 
indeed potentially provide a new business model for the field.  

The second consideration is whether participants had the organizational resources—human, 
processual, financial—to bring the innovation to fruition.  These resources are often more       
difficult to assess up front.  In some cases, grantees lacked the slack human resources needed to 
fully gain traction on their implementation phase. This was particularly the case for smaller   
organizations who embarked on developing new websites where all of their venture/
implementation money went to external website development.  The additional staffing needed 
to manage the conception of the website and develop non-website processes and programs that 
rounded out the innovation strategy was lacking.  One challenge, then, is to consider how to 
support smaller organizations embarking on website development—to ensure that these    
grantees are able to fully implement their innovation strategy—not only the website, but the 
portfolio of programs that work in concert with the strategy.  

A third consideration is the interpersonal capacity of participants involved in all aspects of the 
Innovation process.  Given the program’s new insight that the innovation lab team composition 
might change dramatically over time—as the project moves from brainstorming to                 
conceptualization to implementation, potential grantees should be evaluated for their capacity 
and interpersonal dynamics among participants involved in all phases of innovation, including 
implementation positions staffed for the essential work done after the Intensive retreat. 

4. Were plans for full implementation drawn up by the end of Phase 3 of the Lab?
Many of the grantees were still in the process of implementing their prototype at the time of this 
report, and as a result, not all of the organizations had full implementation plans drawn up.  To 
the extent that the time horizon and funding of the Lab allowed for implementation of a         
prototype; development of a full implementation proposal is best suited for the application for 
“Phase 4” funding through the additional grant program offered by DDCF.  

Recommendations
• Given the considerable organizational challenges facing grantees during Phase 3, enough 

time should be spent at the Intensive or at the very beginning of the phase: 1) creating a plan 
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for eliciting the support of those not at the intensive; 2) detailing very concrete steps and a 
team meeting schedule to continue momentum after the fantastic retreat; 3) establishing a 
strategy for how to best utilize the EmcArts process facilitator during the hard work of    
implementing the prototype; and 4) determining a series of smaller pilots and milestones 
that could be used to evaluate progress and offer moments for learning. 

• Of note, one area for improvement involves developing a strategy for engaging the entire 
organization post-Intensive.  Many participants responded that upon return from the       
Intensive, people who had not attended were 1) jealous, 2) thought that the hard work was 
already over when in fact it had just begun, and 3) did not understand the great leap in 
thinking that had occurred during the Intensive.  At the Intensive, it would be useful if 
grantees planned for meeting(s) to present the ideas to top leadership and/or the board, 
with the EmcArts process facilitator present.  Teams should also plan their strategy for     
engaging the larger organizational constituency, a point I develop further in the next bullet. 
The support of the process facilitator during the implementation phase is invaluable. 

• It is critical to create a shared narrative around the innovation upon return from the          
Intensive.  Participants noted that other people brought their own interpretations to the   
project and did not understand the new thinking as deeply as those who were at the         
Intensive. Project leaders felt it was important to maintain the essence of the innovation 
while also bringing new people in.  In response to this challenge, one of the grantees created 
a shared narrative through a process akin to telling of the “hero’s journey and coming 
home.”  As appropriate, EmcArts might connect with the organizational design consultant 
that led that session and offer this as part of their Phase 3 consulting work going forward. 

Process facilitators
“Our facilitator helped us navigate our peaks and valleys. He was the reason why we were able to get 
where we got.”

EmcArts process facilitators provided their expertise to a broad swath of performing arts        
organizations during the application process.  This Pre-Phase 1 of the Lab is an invaluable       
resource for the field—helping organizations challenge their assumptions and critically evaluate 
their organizational readiness.  

In this section, I examine whether EmcArts process facilitators were effective in guiding the 
work of each Innovation Team. Overall, leaders (10/13) rated their process facilitators as         
extremely invaluable—“excellent, excellent facilitators and coaches.”  Facilitators were           
particularly invaluable to leaders as they worked through difficult moments and potential 
roadblocks. One leader noted, “He was so diplomatic, experienced, rational and reasoned.”    
Another leader reflected, “He brought a deep tool bag on navigating roadblocks and making 
organizational moves within the realities of non-profit arts organizations.  We are still utilizing 
some of his notions and insights in our day-to-day operations.”
 
In general, process facilitators earned consistently ecstatic reviews from their respective grantee 
organizations, generating such comments as: 
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• “Our facilitator was amazing!” 
• “Our facilitator was extremely helpful preparing us for both the Intensive and the organizational 

work which occurred afterward.”
• “Professional, thoughtful, deep, and organizational intelligence are a few ways I would characterize 

our facilitator.”

However, some grantee organizations expressed concern about their facilitator’s ability to      
anticipate and navigate tensions at the Intensive.  These cases involved a larger number of 
strong corporate board personalities on the team.  Uneven power dynamics, coupled with       
conflicting assumptions and practices held by various participants resulted in spiraling          
tensions.  Each of the cases reached a crescendo late in the Intensive, leading participants to feel 
they had huge “A-ha” moments after their breakthrough.  However, participants candidly 
noted that the board members were the key to moving these conversations forward.  To the    
extent that organizations might want to take advantage of board expertise, process facilitators 
should be more prepared to tackle power and professional contests. 

Recommendations
• As noted earlier, participants felt more facilitation during Phase 3 would be invaluable.  

Grantees recommended holding an initial post-retreat team meeting just a few weeks after 
returning from the Intensive to check in about “messaging” and obtaining buy-in from staff 
and board members who did not attend the retreat.  Leveraging the process facilitators in 
meetings to elicit buy-in was viewed as a particularly effective strategy.  

• EmcArts’ proposal to institute phone-based check-ins among different grantee leaders to 
maintain momentum is an excellent idea.  This will free up EmcArts facilitators to engage in 
more strategic, high profile facilitation as needed, as well as provide on-the-fly personal    
advice to project leaders during Phase 3. 

Program Logistics and Funding
As summarized in the section below, the logistics of the program were manageable for grantees, 
and as noted earlier, worth the time, energy and commitment.  Perspectives on funding ranged 
broadly, as detailed below. 

1.  Process and Logistics
• Grantees did not find the application process burdensome (4.2/5, where 5 is the application 

process was not at all burdensome). 
• Grantees found the logistics around the Lab to be reasonable (3.8/5, where 5 is it was        

extremely easy to arrange logistics around the Lab).
• Grantees found it was very easy to receive the grant money from EmcArts (4.6/5, where 5 is 

extremely easy). 
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2.  Were financial resources sufficient or constraining?
“We were able to leverage several hundred thousand dollars for the overall implementation of our          
innovation. The seed funds from the grant were key in this process.” 

“We will need some serious financial support to move this ahead - it would have been nice if there had 
been the opportunity to apply for a large-scale implementation grant.”

Innovation requires taking risks.  However, financial constraints often preclude performing arts 
organizations from taking needed business risks. The funding accompanying the program     
enabled the grantees to take risk—and learn from the experience.  Yet the Lab unfolded at the 
same time funding was contracting.  In consideration of the difficulties that organizations were 
facing in the current economic climate, DDCF offered grantees an additional $7,750 in general 
operating support grants—with no further requirements.  

Depending on the nature of the pilot, grantees also needed to consider the extent of organiza-
tional “slack” (human, material, financial resources, etc.) available to put their pilots in place.  
For example, development of a new website could easily eat up the bulk of pilot funding,     
leaving little monies left to fund additional staff needed to put the pilots into action.                
Organizations already stretched thin with few employees had minimal “slack” to dedicate to 
their pilots. One challenge, then, is to consider how to support smaller organizations embarking 
on website development—to ensure that they are able to fully implement their innovation   
strategy. 

One of the greatest innovation challenges is to move from prototyping to more full-blown     
implementation and organizational change. To continue their support of grantees‘ innovation 
lab work beyond the prototyping phase, DDCF has developed a new program, Continuing      
Innovation.  Innovation Lab grantees are eligible to apply for the competitive program that will 
award up to 18 months of support to organizations wishing to take their organizational change 
to the next stage. Only organizations that have completed the EmcArts Innnovation Lab for the 
Performing Arts, the Creative Campus Innovation Program (administered by the Association of 
Performing Arts Presenters), the Jazz.Next program (administered by Mid Atlantic Arts     
Foundation), the Engaging Dance Audiences program (administered by Dance/USA) and    
several past recipients of DDCF's Fund for National Projects are eligible to apply by invitation. 
Grant amounts will range from $25,000- $120,000 per grantee organization over the 18-month 
grant period to help organizations continue progress in the project originally launched with 
DDCF help.  Grantees will be required to match DDCF funds at a 1:2 ratio over the grant period 
(e.g., grant recipients who receive the maximum grant award will be required to provide a 
match of $60,000 for a $120,000 grant.) Of note, several of the Innovation Lab grantees have     
already translated the initial DDCF seed money into other grants and venture money to further 
expand and enrich their innovations.     
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Bringing Lessons to the Field
Given its reflexive nature, the Lab has great promise as a learning laboratory—building    
knowledge and practice around how innovation can be uniquely fostered within the              
performing arts.   EmcArts began bringing its lessons to the field during the application 
process—helping a broad swath of organizations challenge their assumptions and critically 
evaluate their organizational readiness.  Grantees and EmcArts are already sharing insights 
from the Lab with the broader performing arts field at conferences, workshops and roundtables. 
EmcArts is expected to develop web and multi-media based materials in the future. 

Building a community of practice around innovation is an important next step in harnessing the 
expertise developed in the Lab.  The field would only benefit from knowledge sharing across 
cohorts of the Lab, the foundations’ other innovation program grantees, and other leaders 
deeply interested in change and innovation.  What are the common challenges? What insights 
can be integrated across programs and types of innovation? What are the common leadership 
development opportunities? How can we share insights from the personal coaching more 
broadly?  For example, how do leaders identify and address dysfunctional communication     
habits and power dynamics that limit innovation? How can leaders develop productive           
relationships among team members who have not worked together previously—i.e., staff and 
artists, board members and consultants—especially when they have strong differences in     
opinions, assumptions and power? As one leader reflected, “Our coach brought a deep tool bag 
on navigating roadblocks and making organizational moves within the realities of non-profit 
arts organizations.    We are still utilizing some of his notions and insights in our day-to-day     
operations.”

EmcArts’ recent proposal to have project leaders commit to ongoing phone calls during the   
difficult prototyping phase is an excellent way to start building a more robust community of 
practice within cohorts in subsequent rounds of the Lab. Going forward in the Continuing     
Innovation program, grantees will be expected to participate in a learning cohort, which         
involves attending 2-3 meetings in New York and participation in cohort decision making      
(including the cohort's determination of use of an additional $75,000 of funds designated for 
cohort learning).

Other low-cost mechanisms can help share knowledge around innovation, such as a mentorship 
program developed across cohorts and programs or a Lab blog or wiki that enabled leaders 
across the performing arts to ask questions and share information with each other.  The wiki 
might focus on more general innovation topics, such as finding and utilizing content experts, 
collecting and analyzing data, selling the innovation across the organization, and managing 
change.  

Taken together, these opportunities offer great promise for leveraging the lessons learned in the 
Innovation Lab to their fullest extent across the field. 
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Appendix I: Summary of Methodological Approach
The assessment of the EmcArts Innovation Lab involved a multi-method approach, synthesiz-
ing findings from interview, observation (where possible) and survey data.  

Surveys
Surveys were used to provide interim feedback to EmcArts and to capture quantitative meas-
ures of team progress and individual growth.  Surveys were administered at four points: 

1. At the beginning of Phase 1  
2. At the start of the Intensive Retreat 
3. At the close of the Intensive Retreat
4. Toward the end of Phase 3

Survey Assessment Framework 
Survey questions were used to quantitively evaluate the Lab along the following dimensions: 

1. Bringing together expertise: Team composition
Analyzed over time, these questions shed light on how involvement in the EmcArts lab contributes to 
the development of a robust, multi-faceted innovation team. 

2. Team dynamics and learning behavior
Analyzed over time, these questions shed light on how involvement in the EmcArts program fosters 
productive team building and interaction.  

3. Engaging the commitment of key stakeholders 
At the heart of bringing innovation and change to fruition is the ability to identify key stakeholders, 
understand their interests/concerns, and engage their commitment.  Analyzed over time, the follow-
ing questions shed light on how involvement in the EmcArts program fosters the teams’ ability to 
identify and engage key stakeholders. 

 
4. Understanding and evaluating innovation/change

Innovation requires the capacity to compare across alternatives and identify the range of potential 
challenges and opportunities facing an innovation project. Analyzed over time, the following ques-
tions shed light on how involvement in the EmcArts program fosters the teams’ ability to assess the 
viability of their projects and understand critical constraints to innovation. 

5. Evaluation of EmcArts coaching
These questions assess the important role of the EmcArts coach in helping guide teams through the 
innovation process.

6. Perceived progress and support
These questions shed light on ebbs and flows in support and progress over the innovation lifecycle. 
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Observation of the Intensive Retreats 
As part of the evaluation process, it was invaluable to observe an “intensive retreat” first-hand.  
I had the opportunity to observe the second cohort retreat in June 2009.  During the retreat I had 
the chance to observe all of the Innovation teams for extended periods of time.  I also had the 
opportunity to chat informally with participants about their experience at mealtimes and after 
hours at the bar.  At the end of each day I attended the EmcArts debrief sessions and then typed 
up my field notes for the day. 

Interviews
I conducted in-depth, one-on-one interviews with Innovation Team members toward the end of 
their respective Innovation Labs.   Interviews were invaluable for understanding exactly how 
involvement in the Innovation Lab program shaped teams’ innovation efforts, including critical 
moments of learning and progress.  In the interviews, I also inquired about the value of certain 
unique aspects of the Innovation Lab, including the Intensive Retreats, the use of content        
experts, and the availability of financial grants.   

I conducted interviews both in-person and over the phone. Working with EmcArts, I selected 
four organizations for site visits where I conducted interviews in person.  In selecting organiza-
tions to visit, I chose organizations that were viewed by EmcArts as “progressing very well” 
and those that “may be struggling.”   Sampling on performance/progress helped provide      
insight into the effectiveness of the program under different contexts and circumstances.      
During site visits, I interviewed as many team members as possible.  I conducted one-on-one 
interviews over the phone with project team leaders from each of the remaining organizations.  
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Appendix II:  Initial Baseline Survey
Dear Innovation Lab grantee: 
 
Thank you for filling out this program assessment survey. The survey includes 30 multiple 
choice questions, which should take you approximately ten minutes to complete.  I have also 
included an open-ended space at the end of each page (6 pages) for any further comments or 
reflections you may have regarding the Lab or specific questions.  At this early stage, many of 
the questions may seem to be a stretch for your team—that is OK! Many of the questions will 
serve as a baseline assessment.  
 
Your specific responses will remain anonymous; responses aggregated at the team level will be 
shared with EmcArts to provide interim feedback to them.  If you have any questions regarding 
the survey, please do not hesitate to email me: 
elizabeth.l.lingo@vanderbilt.edu.  
 
Thank you. I look forward to meeting you! 
Warm regards, Elizabeth  

Intro
1. With which grantee organization are you affiliated? 

Team composition 
2. I understand the unique contributions (e.g., skills, knowledge, relationships, and expertise) 
that each person brings to the team.  
3. We have examined whether we have the right people on our team for the planning work 
ahead.  
4. We have examined whether we have the right people on our team for the prototyping or im-
plementation work ahead.  
5. We have examined the types of “outside” experts we will want to consult on this project.  
6. We have a plan in place to identify and secure people needed on the team.  
7. Please add any comments or suggestions below. 
 
Team dynamics 
8. At this point I feel a strong sense of team spirit.  
9. The differing perspectives of team members are encouraged and seriously 
considered.  
10. People in this team regularly speak up to test assumptions about issues under discussion.  
11. Members of this team are able to bring up problems and tough issues.  
12. Our team meetings are filled with many opinions, but no questions. 
13. It is difficult to ask other members of this team for help.  
14. We take time out to improve our team’s work processes.  
15. We seek out new information that leads us to make important changes.  
16. Our team members treat the constraints and suggestions of others NOT on the team with 
respect.  
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17. Please add any comments or suggestions below. 
 
Stakeholders 
18. I understand who the key parties are for making this innovation happen. 
19. I understand why key parties do and do not support this innovation. 
20. We have a compelling story to tell about our innovation.  
21. We have strategically communicated our progress to key parties.  
22. Please add any comments or suggestions below. 
 
Innovation 
23. I am clear about the purpose of our proposed innovation(s).  
24. We have conducted an adequate investigation of how our innovation and approach 
compares/contrasts with other relevant innovations or initiatives.  
25. We have assessed the potential constraints and opportunities for change in our organization 
(e.g., “structural,” cultural, technological, relational).  
26. We have developed plans to address any constraints.  
27. We have the skills and knowledge to evaluate the merit of different innovation 
approaches or alternatives.  
28. We have assessed why problems have occurred, or why the project is not unfolding as 
planned.  
29. We have developed metrics for evaluating the impact and success of our innovation.  
30. Please add any comments or suggestions below. 
 
EmcArts coaching 
31. Our EmcArts coach is available for consultation on problems.  
32. Suggestions by our EmcArts coach have helped us manage critical moments in our 
innovation process.  
33. Please add any comments or suggestions below. 
 
Organizational support 
34. Our team is receiving adequate resources (training, time, people and financial) to 
develop our innovation project. 
35. Our team is receiving a lot of encouragement from our organizational members. 
36. Our team is receiving a lot of encouragement from our board.  
37. Please add any comments or suggestions below. 
 
 
Thank you for your time and energy dedicated to this survey.  
 
I look forward to meeting you at the retreat. Please feel free to contact me with any questions or 
suggestions.  
 
Best regards,  
Elizabeth Long Lingo, PhD 
 
elizabeth.l.lingo@vanderbilt.edu 
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Appendix III: Pre-Intensive Survey 
BASELINE ASSESSMENT- INNOVATION LAB INTENSIVE RETREAT

This is the second of  four questionnaires in which you will be asked to participate during your involve-
ment in the Innovation Lab.  The purpose of  these questionnaires is to assess your perceptions during  
different stages of  your organization’s innovation work. 

To preserve your anonymity we are not requesting your name.  However, please indicate your organiza-
tional affiliation so that we can share aggregated feedback with each Innovation Lab team.  Thank you 
for your cooperation! 

Today’s date: _______________________________

1. Please check the grantee organization with which you are affiliated:
 The Children’s Theatre
 HERE
 Oregon Shakespeare Festival
 Yerba Buena

2. Do you have a clearly established innovation team?  
  Yes    No

3. Which team-building areas are most important for your team to work on during this week’s 
Intensive Retreat?  (Please check the appropriate box.)

Very Important Somewhat Important-
our team has some 

need for improvement

Not important—
our team is doing 

this very well
Encouraging and seriously considering the 
differing perspectives of  team members 
Bringing up problems and tough issues

Developing each individual’s capacity to ask 
other team members for help 
Seeking out new information that leads the 
team to make important changes
Generating a stronger sense of  team spirit

4. If  you invited a content expert to attend the Intensive, how satisfied are you with your 
choice of  content expert? 
 Very satisfied  Somewhat satisfied    Neutral    Not satisfied at all    Not applicable
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5. At this point in time, how clear to you are the following?  (Please check the appropriate 
box.)

Very Clear Somewhat 
Clear

Somewhat Un-
clear

Very Unclear

My role and responsibilities in developing the inno-
vation
My role and responsibilities in implementing the 
innovation
The roles and responsibilities of  other team mem-
bers in developing the innovation
The roles and responsibilities of  other team mem-
bers in implementing the innovation
The tasks that remain to prepare for implementation

How my team can optimally work together to imple-
ment the innovation
The resources needed to implement and/or sustain 
the innovation
The resources needed to evaluate the success of  our 
innovation
The ways we will be able to assess our progress. 

6. At this point, how confident are you that your organization and its partners have the capac-
ity to accomplish your goals in this project? 
 Very confident   Somewhat confident  Neutral       Not confident at all

7. How aligned does this project seem to be with the other commitments/priorities of  your 
organization? 
 Very aligned   Somewhat aligned   Neutral          Not aligned at all 

8. Given your work as a whole, how personally committed would you say you are to this pro-
ject right now? 
  Very committed      Somewhat committed        Neutral      Not committed at all

9. How connected do you feel to other performing arts organizations involved in developing 
innovations? 
 Very connected             Somewhat connected         Neutral      Not connected at all

10. If  you were to describe the state of  your innovation within your organization at this mo-
ment, what might be an image that captures your sense of  it? (Please write or draw below.)
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Appendix IV: Post-Intensive Survey
CLOSING ASSESSMENT- INNOVATION LAB INTENSIVE RETREAT

This is the third of  four questionnaires in which you will be asked to participate during your involve-
ment in the Innovation Lab.  The purpose of  these questionnaires is to assess your perceptions during  
different stages of  your organization’s innovation work. 

To preserve your anonymity we are not requesting your name.  However, please indicate your organiza-
tional affiliation so that we can share aggregated feedback with each Innovation Lab team.  Thank you 
for your cooperation! 

Today’s date: _______________________________

1. Please check the grantee organization with which you are affiliated:
 The Children’s Theatre
 HERE
 Oregon Shakespeare Festival
 Yerba Buena

2. Please check the appropriate box for each of  the following statements.

Strongly 
Agree

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree

The differing perspectives of  team members 
is encouraged and seriously considered. 
We have the right people on our team for the 
work ahead.  
At this point I feel a strong sense of  team 
spirit.  
Members of  this team are able to bring up 
problems and tough issues.
Our team meetings are filled with many opin-
ions, but no questions.
We take time out to improve our team’s work 
processes.
We seek out new information that leads us to 
make important changes.
Our team works together effectively

I understand who the key stakeholders are for 
making this innovation happen.
We have a compelling story to tell about our 
innovation. 
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3. If  you invited a content expert to attend the Intensive, how satisfied are you with your ex-
perience with your content expert? 
 Very satisfied  Somewhat satisfied    Neutral    Not satisfied at all    n/a

4. At this point in time, how clear to you are the following?  (Please check the appropriate 
box.)

Very Clear Somewhat 
Clear

Somewhat Un-
clear

Very Unclear

The goals and purpose of  the innovation itself

My role and responsibilities in developing the inno-
vation
My role and responsibilities in implementing the 
innovation
The roles and responsibilities of  other team mem-
bers in developing the innovation
The roles and responsibilities of  other team mem-
bers in implementing the innovation
The tasks that remain to prepare for implementation

How my team can optimally work together to imple-
ment the innovation
The resources needed to implement and/or sustain 
the innovation
The resources needed to evaluate the success of  our 
innovation
The potential constraints and opportunities for 
change in our organization
The merit of  different innovation approaches or al-
ternatives.
The ways we will be able to assess our progress. 

5. At this point, how confident are you that your organization and its partners have the capac-
ity to accomplish your goals in this project? 
 Very confident   Somewhat confident  Neutral       Not confident at all 

6. How aligned does this project seem to be with the other commitments/priorities of  your 
organization? 
 Very aligned   Somewhat aligned   Neutral          Not aligned at all 

7. Given your work as a whole, how personally committed would you say you are to this pro-
ject right now?
  Very committed      Somewhat committed  Neutral     Not committed at all 
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8. How connected do you feel to other performing arts organizations involved in developing 
innovations? 
 Very connected        Somewhat connected         Neutral      Not connected at all 

9. If  you were to describe the state of  your innovation within your organization at this mo-
ment, what might be an image that captures your sense of  it? (Please write or draw below.)
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Appendix V: Phase Three Interview Protocol  
Introduction
Thank you for taking the time to meet/talk with me. The goal of this interview is to get feedback from you 
on the Innovation Lab so that we can learn from your experiences, and identify the strengths of the pro-
gram and possible ways to improve the Lab going forward.  This feedback loop is an essential part of the 
learning organization and innovation philosophy. 

I will ask a series of questions—including both open-ended and survey questions—of all the grantees.  I 
will then roll up and aggregate these responses into general trends and observations.  Hope that can be 
candid since you will not be identified with any specific information.  Also want to assure you that will 
not impair your relationship with DDCF or EmcArts in anyway.

Do you have any questions before we start? 

Critical moments. (Probe for details as warranted).
1. What were the critical moments in your experience with the Lab to date?  What were the specific 

challenges or obstacles that you and your team faced?  How did you deal with these challenges?  Did 
you experience any “a-ha” moments?

2. Were there any experiences that you wish had unfolded differently?  

Intensive retreat. 
3. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all difficult to 5 extremely difficult, how difficult was it for your 

team to attend the five days of the intensive retreat? 

4. Was the Intensive worth the investment in time and resource commitment?   On a scale of 1 to 5, 
where 1 is not at all worth the time and commitment and 5 is definitely worth the time and commit-
ment, how would you score the retreat?

5. Do you remember Phil—he was brought in to coach on communications at the retreat. On a scale of 1 
to 5, where 1 is not at all valuable to 5 extremely valuable, how valuable was Phil’s coaching to your 
group? 

6. What changes would you recommend to improve the Intensive in the future?  What would you defi-
nitely keep in the design?

Let’s turn to the role of the content expert.  
7. How valuable was the content expert to your innovation?  On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all 

valuable and 5 is extremely valuable, how would you rate the content expert? 

8. What suggestions would you offer to other organizations so they could more effectively leverage their 
content experts in their process? 
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Phase 3.
9. What has surprised you most during the phase three of the Lab? Have there been any unexpected ob-

stacles or challenges?

10. To what extent did the coaching and the Intensive prepare you for the challenges of Phase 3?  On a 
scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is that you were not at all prepared and 5 being extremely prepared, how 
would you rate your preparation for Phase 3?

Financial support. 
11. Did the financial grant make a difference in your work?  On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is that it did not 

make a difference to 5 it made a significant difference…

12. To what extent were the design and implementation of your innovation constrained by lack of fund-
ing? On a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is that you were extremely constrained to 5 not at all constrained…

13. (If appropriate) How did you use the additional operating support provided by DDCF? 

Logistics and Process.
14. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all easy and 5 is extremely easy, how easy was arranging for the 

logistics of the Lab (e.g., meetings with team members and EmcArts coach)? 

15. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all burdensome and 5 is extremely burdensome, how burden-
some was the application process? 

EmcArts.
16. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not at all easy to 5 is extremely easy, what was the ease with which 

you received the grant money?

17. How would you characterize your interactions with EmcArts?  On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 the inter-
actions were handled poorly and 5 where the relationship was handled extremely well, how would 
you rate your interactions with EmcArts?

18. How would you characterize your interactions with your coach?  On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 the 
relationship was handled poorly and 5 where the relationship was handled very well, how would you 
rate your interactions with your coach? 

19. To what extent did your coach help you manage roadblocks or critical moments?  On a scale of 1 to 5, 
where 1 is he/she were not of much help to 5 he/she was incredibly valuable…

Going forward. 
20. What did you learn through your Lab that will be of value to your organization going forward?   

21. On a scale of 1 to 5, has your involvement with the Innovation Lab improved your organization’s ca-
pacity to plan and execute innovative projects in the future?

22. On a scale of 1 to 5, has your involvement with the Innovation Lab enhanced your capacity to elicit 
ideas and expertise from those on and beyond your innovation team? 

E l i z a b e t h  L o n g  L i n g o ,  P h D F i n a l  A s s e s s m e n t :  I n n o v a t i o n  L a b

30



23. On a scale of 1 to 5, has your involvement with the Innovation Lab enhanced your capacity to engage 
the commitment of stakeholders? 

Wrap up.
24. If you were to rate your experience with the Lab overall, where 1 is you would not recommend it to 

your peers and 5 you would strongly encourage peers to seek out the opportunity, how would you 
evaluate the Lab overall?

25. Have you shared or do you intend to share your innovation with peers?  Why or why not?  Their re-
sponse?  
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