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Abstract 

This report documents my process of developing workshops using drawing as a collaborative, 
communicative medium while serving as Maker-in-Residence at the European Commission’s 
Joint Research Centre (JRC). Over the course of my 10 working-day residency I delivered 6 
“pop-up” workshops, 3 formal workshops within the JRC Makerspace, and 1 inter-resident 
session. In total, over 90 people engaged with my activities, whose backgrounds ranged from 
external abseiling engineers, nuclear non-proliferation researchers, doctoral candidates in 
toxicology, to social scientists. They hailed from almost every Member State of the EU, as well 
as England, Scotland, Costa Rica and Israel. This report sets out that process, and my 
development of a general structure for delivering successful drawing workshops.  
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Figure 1: A JRC engineer contributing to a collaborative drawing. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 
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1 Introduction 

This chapter outlines the impetus behind my residency proposal, its theoretical and experiential 
background, and how my concept developed. 

1.1 Context 

This work was developed during the fourth edition of the JRC Makers-in-Residence 

programme, which took place at the JRC Makerspace, in Ispra, Italy, in September 2024. Over 

the course of the 10 working-day residency, 6 “pop-up” workshops, 3 formal workshops within 

the JRC Makerspace, and 1 inter-resident session were developed. 

During one of the “pop-up” sessions carried out in the JRC Caffeteria, an Italian intern told me 
that, unlike her friends, she couldn’t participate in the collaborative drawing session because 
“I went to school a year early, so I didn’t get to draw in Kindergarten”. This interaction 
encapsulates my project’s hypothesis; that drawing, as an imaginative and productive engine 
for exploring new ideas, is both unrealised and unappreciated in the research context. Drawing 
is treated as either a thing that children do (and that adults grow out of), or as an exclusive 
process that is the preserve of a trained class of practitioners. As a graduate of Architecture I 
myself was trained in this vein, to use drawing as a tool for conveying information in a 
formalised landscape of planning documents, engineering, and property boundaries. I wanted 
to challenge this tendency and explore the use of drawing as a methodology for ‘exciting the 
imagination’ and empowering researchers to communicate, interrogate and exchange ideas 
beyond their specialised disciplines. Entering the JRC as an outsider, I was interested in the 
potential of using drawing to connect with the JRC community and to foster a ‘collaborative 
forum’, a creative space for chance encounter and exchange of ideas.  

1.2 Proposal 

1.2.1 Initial concept 

My initial proposal was to undertake a series of collaborative workshops between JRC 
researchers and members of the public in and around Ispra. I was keen to find ways to 
overcome the “silo-ing” of ideas that is prevalent in many research institutions. I hypothesised 
that this silo-ing is caused by both architectural and organisational factors working to limit 
cross-pollination of ideas. In this hypothesis I was particularly inspired by the architecture of 
the Salk institute in California. Completed in 1965 by Louis Kahn, the institution is designed 
around external walkways with large chalkboards regularly placed to encourage passers-by to 
jot down their ideas, which may later be responded to by other people on their way to their own 
laboratory. Recently other institutions have employed strategies for encouraging co-creative 
exploration. Lego’s headquarters in Billund, Denmark, offer Lego® blocks and areas for play 
adjacent to their coffee and water stations. The Extavour Lab at Harvard employs collaborative 
drawing as a key part of their creative process, while the Institute of Quantitative Social Science 
has installed whiteboards along their corridors to encourage researchers to “pour out of their 
offices” to problem solve in communal space.  

With or without designated space for creative exploration, many of us still wander and doodle 
as we work. I first noticed this with my mother, a nurse working in social care, who spends a 
considerable amount of her working day on phone calls to patients. She will often doodle as 
she takes her notes, creating incredibly intricate patterns that stand as alternative records of 
those phone calls.  

I was interested in how I might encourage this creative impulse through the facilitation of 
drawing workshops. The initial idea for these workshops was of concentrated dialogue 
between participants, consisting of both JRC researchers and members of the broader Ispra 
area, working towards the creation of “panels” that would be then stitched together to create a 
collaborative quiltwork. 
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Figure 2: Sketch made by the author’s mother. 

 
Source: Christie Swallow. 

 

Figure 3: Salk Institute chalk boards. 

 
Source: James Jackson. 
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1.2.2 Developed Proposal 

Due to security and access issues with the JRC, my initial idea was refined towards being a 
series of workshops involving different researchers within the JRC. This format was further 
developed towards one that encouraged exchange between all participants in the session, 
through a rotational seating plan, or “speed dating” format. Prior to my arrival in Ispra, one 
workshop was planned in advance with the help of Paulo Rosa. The event was advertised on 
the EU Learn portal and open to all staff of the JRC. The advert included the following 
description (full description reproduced as Annex 1). The process of this first planned workshop 
is outlined in the proceeding chapter. 

 

Introduction 

With greater expertise comes greater siloing of ideas. This workshop is 
designed to find ways of establishing connections between and beyond 

subject areas, exploring ways of fostering greater interdisciplinary 
conversation. Through a series creative activities, attendees will explore 

the capacity of drawing, craft and making have for discovering novel 
connections between specialisms. 

Objectives 

This workshop will explore how co-creation and making can foster cross-
pollination of ideas. We aim to encourage ways of sharing knowledge 

across specialisms and explore how creative practices help strengthen 
interdisciplinary dialogue. 

The workshop will aims to explore the following questions: 

How can collaborative making promote imaginative outcomes? 

What role(s) can making play in communicating ideas with one another? 

How can these processes be incorporated within the JRC's programme 
long-term? 

By the end of the workshop it is hoped that attendees will have a better 
understanding of methods for creative interdisciplinary conversation and 
will have insight into how this could be further incorporated into the JRC 

programme. 

 

1.2.3 Project development at beginning of residency 

Upon arriving at the JRC I became acutely aware of the site’s physical silo-ing - different 
research groups divided into different buildings separated by expanses of green space. The 
only shared space used by all members of the JRC are the eateries; the Mensa and the 
Cafeteria. I saw that my project represented a unique opportunity to engage a richly diverse 
group of people through collaborative drawing beyond the initial remit of planned workshops. I 
immediately began to devise an expanded programme. In anticipation of the first formal 
workshop on the 19th of September, I delivered a series of “guerilla”, or “pop-up” sessions in 
the shared spaces of the JRC, popping up encouraging all members of the JRC to 
collaboratively draw together.  
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2 Process 

This chapter outlines the formal proceedings of the different drawing sessions I undertook 
during my residency. In total, I organised 10 collaborative drawing sessions, which consisted 
of: 

 6 pop-up sessions in the shared eateries of the JRC, wherein I provided space for 
researchers to experiment and dialogue through drawing. Within these sessions, 3 
were totally freeform and open to attendees to respond how they wished, while 3 
provided some context and instruction. 

 3 formally organised workshops where I served as the “orchestrator” and provided a 
series of prompts to participants.  

 1 session of collaboration between myself and my fellow Makers-in-Residence.  

2.1 Materials and Medium  

My initial proposal (submitted during the programme open call in September 2023) was to host 
making sessions offering a variety of creative outlets such as needlework. In developing this 
proposal I chose to focus on drawing for its immediacy and familiarity, qualities which would in 
turn allow me to use the medium in transgressive, novel ways – drawing as a collective act, 
drawing on textiles, drawing as a process rather than as production. I chose to focus on 
drawing alone as it would allow for less friction in participation, reducing the need to learn new 
skills in order to participate in the proposed workshops.  

I brought with me to the JRC five tablecloths sourced from a textiles recycler in London. I chose 
to use textile as the process’ “canvas” for its longevity and the ability to rework the outcomes 
and display the work in a variety of ways. For drawing, I brought with me a set of pens with 
each colour available in two sizes. The increased scope of the project resulted in the need to 
additionally purchase more fabric in Milan over the weekend between week 1 and week 2 of 
the Residency. For drawing I purchased 16 pairs of “paint pens”, in 16 colours with one thick 
and one thin pen in each pairing.  

2.2 Pop-up sessions 

Week 1 

On the second day of the residency I set up a workshop in the Mensa. I unfurled one of my 
tablecloths and left a sign, written in English and Italian, inviting people to come and draw with 
me. No one did.  

Those who stopped and chatted with me explained that when they come to the Mensa, they 
eat - quickly either alone or with immediate colleagues - and then leave. No time for drawing. 
Some suggested I try my luck in the Cafeteria, a space that is more relaxed, where people 
drink espresso and chat before heading back to their offices. Setting up the exact same 
structure but this time in the Cafeteria, 12 people joined me over the course of 2 hours.  

Many were charmed by the novel transgression of the typical use of space; creating a space 
for strangers to converse. A group of trainees who were reaching the end of their 5 month 
traineeship relayed how they felt they hadn’t gotten to know the whole campus or understand 
what other researchers were working on, and that they wished drawing facilities were part of 
the JRC’s programme. Many participants asked me why I was drawing, and upon my 
explanation that I wanted to get people to commune and dialogue through drawing they opened 
up more about their own research. A team manager and I conversed about the process of 
distilling ideas and project development, which they communicated through their drawing. 

Through these precursory events, more people were made aware of the formal workshop and 
subsequently attended the Thursday event. Perhaps more significantly, through these pop-up 
sessions I met Lily Paniagua, a member of the JRC’s INNPULSE team. While drawing together 
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and discussing our respective work, Lily told me about a 2 day workshop she was planning 
and invited me to conduct two drawing activities during her event. This event is discussed 
further below. 

 

Week 2 

During the second week of my residency I wanted to develop these pop-up sessions further. I 
noticed in the initial sessions some would-be participants were trepidatious / reluctant to 
participate for the fear of the “blank canvas” – that, in providing no instruction, they were given 
too much scope and thus nervous to join in. I tried to address this in two ways: 

 Method 1 – Exquisite Corpse 

On Monday (of week 2) I ran the pop-up session with a patchwork tablecloth – produced 
by taking the outcomes from the previous week and re-working them into a panelled 
surface that abstracted the original drawings, creating decontextualised fragments of 
words and fractions of the original whole sketches. During this session some 
participants found it easier to contribute as they felt they were “adding to” someone 
else’s work rather than being pressured to be the progenitor of the work. This also had 
the benefit of producing an ongoing process that instilled a sense of lightness and low 
stakes to the process of drawing together, as the work would be cut up and remixed at 
a later date.  

 Method 2 - Everyone Wants to Draw a Flower 

Many of those who insisted to me that they could not draw would caveat their perceived 
inability with the consolation that “maybe I can draw a flower”. Many told me this in the 
same way that one might confess they can only say a few phrases in another language. 
Towards the end of my residency I wanted to lean into this tendency, and explore 
another means of reducing the ‘fear of the blank canvas’. In the final two pop-up events 
I therefore decided to focus on a clear instruction: Draw Me A Flower. I observed that 
this reduced the barriers to participation, and had an unexpected benefit in providing a 
sense of collective accomplishment; in each participant drawing a similar subject 
matter, they were working towards a collective “still life” composition which seemed to 
produce a snowball-effect; the more people contributed to the drawing, the more others 
wished to get involved. 
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Figure 4: Participants drawing during the first pop-up event, September 17 2024. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 

 

Figure 5: Collective outcome of first pop-up event, September 17 2024. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 
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2.3 Formal Workshops 

2.3.1 JRC Makerspace Workshop: September 19 

The workshop that had been planned and advertised in advance took place on the 19th of 
September. This was my first chance to put the formal process to test. Seven participants were 
initially involved, increasing to nine towards the end of the event. The workshop was held in 
the JRC Makerspace. The event was delivered in a “speed dating” format, structured around 
a series of “prompts” provided by myself, which increased in abstraction and scope allowing 
increasingly creative interpretation over the course of the proceedings. The space was laid out 
as a “dining hall” with participants sat across from one another - across from their “dates” - with 
a long white tablecloth adorning the table top and serving as our workshop canvas. For 
“cutlery” each position had laid out before it two paint pens - one thick, one fine - of the same 
colour. Participants were asked to keep hold of these pens as they moved about the table, 
giving each participant’s contribution in the workshop a coloured legibility.  

The workshop was divided in two parts, with a coffee break in between. The tablecloth was 
folded and sewn together, which was then unpicked to provide fresh “canvas” to draw on for 
part 2. The event was structured around the following prompts:  

 

Part 1 1. Draw the last meal you ate  

A very literal prompt intended to get participants into the spirit of drawing. Drawn 
on scrap fabric provided. 

2. Draw your office  

In describing this prompt, I offered some creative interpretations of the prompt, 
explaining that I was going to draw my sewing machine as my “workspace” and 
not a traditional office. 

3. Draw your journey here today  

In the spirit of increasing abstraction, I instructed participants that they could 
interpret this to be their commute, or their broader career journey 

4. Draw your passion  

A marked increase in abstraction, I offered little clarification to allow participants 
a lot of creative licence, as with the proceeding prompt.  

5. Draw a problem you’re trying to solve 

Between the prompts of passion and problem I sought to explore how 
participants engaged with sharing ideas with one another. Passions and 
problems exist in any career path, and this staging allowed for a universal 
dynamic for participants to explore.  

6. Time for freeform connections  

As attendees were shuffling around after each question, this was a chance to 
add to or connect their works together. 

Part 2 7. Draw your date (the person opposite you) 

Another warmup task but one considerably more daunting than the first 
warmup! Again done on scrap fabric.  

8. Draw a self portrait  
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Drawn on the tablecloth, serving as a form of “signature” to instil a sense of 
authorship.  

9. Draw your perception of the JRC  

Dedicating half an hour to this final task, I was interested in how representation 
of the JRC might speak to issues of interdisciplinarity and the exchange of 
ideas. 

 

At the end of the workshop participants were invited to add to any previous works, respond to 
other participants or “fill in gaps”. The results of this session are discussed in the “results” 
section below.  

 

Figure 6: Layout of first planned workshop event, September 19 2024. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow 
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Figure 7: Participants drawing in first planned workshop event, September 19 2024. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 
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2.3.2 INNPULSE Workshop - Session 1: September 25 

Two formal workshops were planned with Lily Paniagua (JRC) after we met during a pop-up 
cafe workshop. Lily invited me to join a two day programme she was organising with her team 
in the Makerspace. This provided me an opportunity to refine/build on the first workshop and 
push the concept further, as well as incorporate valuable feedback provided by Paulo Rosa. 

The INNPULSE group explore emerging technologies and the role of science in public 
governance. The members this team work across three different JRC sites; Brussels, Seville 
and Ispra. They hail from inside and outside of the EU and include private contractors. Some 
members of the team were very new, while others had been working together for over a 
decade. A total of 16 members of the team were present for the workshop. It is very rare that 
the whole team is in the same place, and as such Lily wanted to capitalise on the synergy of 
their meeting in-person to establish a set of “shared values” that can serve as a strong 
foundation going forward. As such we developed a workshop proposal that built on the more 
“icebreaker” discursive function of my initial workshop towards a workshop that provided for 
discussing values by which the team wanted to work by. To this end, the questions and 
structure of the workshop was tailored around encouraging conversations around values, 
priorities and building a team consensus.  

This workshop followed the same overall structure as the first event, arranging participants 
along a “dining table” with a speed-dating seating plan. In contrast to the initial workshop, I 
made explicitly clear the time constraints on each task, giving participants a heads up when 
there was 1 minute left to go. During the half-time break I once again unstitched the tablecloth 
to provide more drawing space. Part 2 of this workshop was altered to focus on one long 
drawing activity. This allowed part 1 of the task to be focussed on expanding the participants’ 
creative ‘dexterity’ and their ability to learn through drawing, to then apply this faculty on a 
sustained period of creative collaboration. For this purpose, Lily suggested we use the Ikigai 
diagram concept, a 4-part Venn diagram that is used to delineate the happy medium in our 
lives between doing what we love, what we’re good at, what the world needs and what we can 
be paid for.  

The prompts for this workshop were as follows:  

Part 1 1. Draw the last meal you ate (warmup task) 

2. Draw your workspace 

This is to get their creative energy flowing, get used to drawing and to start 
off with something potentially very literal in representation but with scope for 
creative interpretation.  

3. Draw how you got to your workspace  

A more abstract prompt encouraging participants to iteratively build on their 
first activity and to respond with creative liberty. Participants may map out 
their route to work, geographically journey to the JRC, or maybe draw a 
timeline of their professional career.  

4. What gets you up in the morning? 

A much more abstract prompt that can solicit a wide range of responses. 
This will also help get participants on to discussing values in part 2  

5. What keeps you up at night? 

If the previous problem is “what gets you up in the morning” this question 
focusses on “what keeps you up at night?” aimed at highlighting both the 
positive and the negative 

6. Draw a Portrait of person sat across from you 
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Figure 8: Participants drawing in second workshop event, September 25 2024. 

 

 
Source: Christie Swallow. 
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Figure 9: Time-lapse stills of participants during part 1 of September 25 workshop. 

 
Source: Christie Swallow. 
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Ikigai diagram making  

In developing the workshop structure from the September 19 event, we wanted to focus on a 
single sustained activity in part 2. Lily advocated for using an Ikigai mapping process as this 
could feed into day 2 of the team workshop. The Ikigai diagram is a tool that helps people find 
purpose and fulfilment in life by exploring where four key elements intersect. Roughly 
translated to “a reason for being,” the Ikigai approach directs individuals to discover a 
balanced, meaningful life path that synthesises their passions, skills, values, and possible 
contributions to the world. This concept was Introduced before part 2 began via an enlarged 
diagram being drawn on the whiteboard, with tableside assistance to attendees who were 
struggling with the concept throughout the activity. This task was left to be relatively open to 
interpretation, while I offered advice to those who asked for my help. In keeping with the 
emphasis on values, the European Commission’s six values (Human dignity, Freedom, 
Democracy, Equality, Rule of law, Human rights), were written out on flipboards at either end 
of the table. 

 

Figure 10: Example Ikagai Layout. 

 

Source: Chris Myers. 
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Figure 11: Participants during September 25 Workshop’s Ikigai activity. 

 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 
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2.3.3 INNPULSE Workshop - Session 2: September 26 

The INNPULSE’s team proceeded with other planned workshop activities in the afternoon of 
the 25th, and I re-joined them in the morning of the 26th for the second part of our collaborative 
drawing. In the spirit of discussing and developing a set of “shared values” Lily and I devised 
an activity to create a shared agreement in the form of a collaborative drawing. As opposed to 
the formalised structure of the speed date dining table format, this activity consisted of three 
stages: 1) individual reflections, 2) group discussion with prompt material, and 3) expression 
of shared agreement through collaborative drawing. The structure reflected the spirit of the 
overall workshop, moving from the individual to the clustered groups to the whole team coming 
together. 

 Individual Reflection 

Participants were encouraged to spend time reflecting on what their values are within 
work, what they prioritise and what they want to minimise in their professional lives. 
Participants were given 30 minutes for this.  

 Group Discussion  

In groups of 3-4, participants brought their reflections to the discussion to come to 
consensus and understanding about their values. This was aided by cue cards with 
values such as “Inclusivity” “Understanding” and “Clarity” identified, which the groups 
then placed spatially to create clusters of “in” values and “out” values, reflecting the 
things they want to promote in their team and the negative facets they wish to minimise. 
Participants were given 30 minutes. 

 Collaborative Drawing 

Coming together as a whole team, participants were encouraged to draw, notate and 
illustrate their discussions of shared values on one shared piece of canvas 
approximately 1m x 1.25 m wide. This final activity lasted 50 minutes.  

2.4 Residents’ Collaborative Drawing  

Following my first pop-up workshop, I invited my fellow makers in residence Dewi Brunet and 
Lars Preisser to draw together as a means of sharing our residency proposals and what we 
are working on. The event served as a freeform “ice breaker” for the three of us to get to know 
one another’s research interests. This event mostly followed the freeform approach of the pop-
up events, with the difference that each of us use drawing a lot in our creative processes, 
giving us a familiarity with talking through drawing that other participants may not have.  
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Figure 12: Participants during collaborative drawing of September 26 Workshop. 

 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 

 
  



21 

Figure 13: Time-lapse of Collaborative Drawing from September 26 Workshop. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 
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Figure 14: Time-lapse of Residents’ collaborative drawing. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 
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3 Results 

Over the course of my 10 working day residency I delivered 6 “pop-up” workshops, 3 formal 
workshops within the JRC Makerspace, and 1 inter-resident session. Through the formal 
workshops I engaged with one group of 8 participants, and one group of 16 participants over 
a two day period with two separate events. Through the informal pop up workshops I engaged 
around 15 people per day, with an approximately 15% return rate giving me an estimate of 
reaching 60 individual people through these sessions. In total, over 90 people engaged with 
my activities, with backgrounds ranging from external abseiling engineers, nuclear non-
proliferation researchers, doctoral candidates in toxicology, to social scientists. My co-artists 
had never visited the JRC before, had been researchers in Ispra for 30 years, and were coming 
to the end of their traineeship. They hailed from almost every Member State of the EU, as well 
as England, Scotland, Costa Rica and Israel. We all drew together. 

Beyond the statistics, the results of my residency and the workshops can be understood in 
three different yet interrelated ways.  

 Experiential: how the participants were shaped by their involvement in these activities 
and what they took away from getting involved.  

 Evolutionary: how each event informed the next, and shaped how I conducted the 
following workshops. The tight timeframe and relative high number of events 
undertaken meant that I could rapidly iterate different ways of conducting both formal 
and informal workshops.  

 Future development: how this process will inform my creative practice going forward 
and how it might be implemented or built on by the participants and my co-host Lily 
Paniagua. For this, only time will tell!  

3.1 Participant experience  

3.1.1 Pop-up Events 

Participants for these sessions were self-selecting, with people choosing to come and engage 
with my activity as chance encounters in the cafe rather than it being part of a planned series 
of events. Familiarity with the activity and my presence over the 2 weeks appeared to be 
beneficial in encouraging more trepidatious participants; for instance, a JRC engineer who was 
staunchly uninterested in participating in week 1 became much more open to the idea over our 
café interactions in subsequent days, eventually joining me to draw. Many participants 
expressed keen interest in joining me only to then tell me they “can’t draw”. Confidence in 
people’s ability to express themselves through drawing was commonly described as you might 
describe your ability to speak a language; that they have not mastered a set of defined rules 
and therefore could not participate. Those who could be convinced to try and join in would 
often then stay and draw with me for a prolonged period of time.  

Week 2’s experiments with different prompts and canvases resulted in increased openness 
from those in the café to participate. The sense that one was contributing to a greater 
composition as opposed to their own contribution being in focus seemed to help hesitant 
participants gain confidence in the process. The collective sense of achievement through the 
collective drawing of flowers was particularly successful.  
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Figure 15: Outcome of second Pop-Up workshop, September 18 2024. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 

 

Figure 16: Detail from flower drawing in pop-up workshop, September 25 2024. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 
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In each formally planned workshop, the cohort of participants were engaged, open to the 
process and have since relayed their enjoyment via feedback forms that I sent out post-
workshop (discussed more below). In the facilitation of the events, I was conscious that there 
were differing levels of openness, experience and confidence with different participants, and 
as such I made due care to ensure all involved were supported in their creative process. For 
less confident participants, I observed a marked increase in their openness to the process over 
the course of the workshop. I attribute this in part to the order of prompts provided – beginning 
with very literal instructions (draw your last meal) and increasing in scope for creative 
interpretation. This structure was particularly valuable in the 25th September workshop as it 
primed participants for increased abstract thinking and creative approach that was beneficial 
in their engagement with the Ikigai task.  

3.1.2 Residents’ Collaborative Drawing 

Drawing with my fellow residents was a powerful way to get to know each other’s projects and 
allowed us to bounce a range of ideas off of one another. I would be interested in repeating 
this form of workshop with other creative practitioners to see how this group of people may 
respond differently to those who typically do not work with drawing on a regular basis.  

3.2 Iterative Developments: Formal Workshops 

The opportunity to run three formal workshops, triple the number originally planned, greatly 
benefited my project as it allowed me to further refine the process. It is also a testament to the 
pop-up events that two workshops were borne from incidental encounters in the cafeteria. Just 
as the Salk Institute’s collaborative chalkboards invite disparate members of a community to 
spark ideas off one another, so too did the pop-up events encourage chance interactions.  

The first workshop was largely success as a ‘trial run’ of my developing methodology. All 
participants were engaged and in their feedback relayed that they enjoyed the process. The 
tablecloth, now illuminated with the workshop’s drawings, was given to the JRC Makerspace 
to retain.  

This event did however highlighted several elements I could refine and develop in future 
editions, many of which made their way into the second week’s workshops. For instance, the 
lack of focus in part 2 of the event hindered the sense of direction or accomplishment for the 
workshop. In the 25th September event, the focus in part 2 on one longer task helped 
participants feel accomplished in their involvement, building up from short burst tasks to a more 
in-depth activity. Furthermore, there was a refinement of the prompts provided from the 19th 
of September to the 24th. The tension between providing clear instructions and scope for 
abstract interpretation is something I will continue to explore in future workshops.  

An organisational issue I encountered with the 19th September event was in the numbers of 

people involved and my ability to “orchestrate” the event. Because there was an odd number 

of participants, the speed dating structure required that I become a participant too. While I 

found the process fun to be involved in, it limited my ability to assist and keep abreast of the 

whole workshop. In the 25th September workshop I redressed this by having one “throuple” 

date at any time with a group of three, allowing me to float and engage with the whole event. 

3.3 Feedback from participants  

At the end of my onsite residency I circulated an online form to solicit feedback on participants’ 
experience. Key findings from this survey are outlined below, with the full transcript of feedback 
provided in Annex 2.  

Several participants in the first workshop expressed how they would have liked the questions 
to be more focussed on a particular issue, or for the second phase to have been more 
structured around a specific topic. Some appreciated the increasing level of abstraction in the 
prompts, while others relayed that they would have preferred more concrete prompts; 
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More precise prompts would be better. It could work well to focus the 
workshop around a concrete problem, so that people could approach it from 
different disciplinary perspectives. Like, how do you design an urban plan for 
biodiversity protection. Or how do we address the decline of biodiversity in 
agricultural areas. 

 

Feedback from the second workshop was generally more supportive of the structure, which 
reaffirms the move to having a longer question during part 2 and my refinement of the prompts 
given.  

The sequence of prompts helped to get into the exercise 

[Prompts] were sufficiently flexible and light 

 

However, one participant from this workshop provided some valuable reflections on how to 

make this process more inclusive:  

Given the range of activities involved, the creative activities were well 
integrated. Some short instructions with some more context could have helped 
with the work as their[sic] was some assumed knowledge and not all the team 
had good English […] I may have added some pitstops to explain where we 
were in the creative journey, synthesise more what I had observed in content- 
this could be for fun but could also be to provoke thoughts, too. 

 

This feedback is particularly important as it demonstrates a shortcoming in the process. Given 
that I am interested in the role of drawing for dialogue between people, the participant’s 
experience of language barriers runs counter to this aspiration.  

The technical elements of the process were widely appreciated;  

Very good, also with the use of colors and keeping track of the colorful mix of 
people that engaged in the activity. 

Well designed and absolutely engaging 

it was a good idea to move around the table and talk to colleagues 

using fabric as painting base is nicer than paper 

I enjoyed it a lot- and I don't usually like so much this "kind of thing" 

 

A few participants, in both the feedback form and during the events, had some difficulty using 
the pens provided. Paint pens can be somewhat difficult to use in comparison to typical fibretip 
pens, and there is a learning curve to finding them comfortable for expression. This could be 
addressed in future iterations with more warm-up tasks.  

One participant aptly encapsulated my interest in drawing-as-method as opposed to drawing 
for creating artwork;  

I learned of (or reaffirmed) my own limitations in artistic self-expression. While 
I admire others' artistic prowess, my own creativity has never been much 
focused within art. Nevertheless, within this workshop, it was not the skill, but 
rather the opportunity to co-draw and exchange with others in a friendly 
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environment that made this more than just a sequence of individual acts of 
artistic expressionism. 

 

In total, every responder relayed that they would recommend this workshop structure, albeit 
with some caveats;  

 

Figure 17: Participant feedback. 

 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 

 

Finally, the workshops did result in concrete outputs in the form of the drawings themselves, 
as co-created artworks. During my residence, it was difficult to photograph many of the works 
given their scale and the restrictions on photographing outside the JRC Makerspace. I have 
included a series of photos of the drawing outcomes above. The tablecloth from the September 
25th workshop served as a “picnic” blanket during the 26th September team lunch.  
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4 Reflections 

4.1 Main challenges 

Time and Availability 

The largest hindrance to getting people to engage with the activities was with their availability. 
Researchers and staff at the JRC are incredibly driven and committed to their work, and to 
take time out to engage with other activities was perceived to be unproductive.  

Creative exploration is not something that can be immediately assessed in measurable 
metrics, and yet can have untold value in the long term. In my own practice I am in constant 
tension between concrete deliverables (project deadlines, tangible artworks) and the space to 
tinker, to explore, to deviate. The Makerspace’s ethos of experimentation also exemplifies this 
tradition. It is however difficult to convince people whose calendars are packed to take time 
away from working on concrete outcomes.  

4.2 What could be done next? 

“I wish this was here every day” was a common refrain I heard from participants in the café 
events. There was a broad enthusiasm for the chance encounter and creative dialogues that 
emerged within these events and that is currently absent within the JRC. This process could 
be implemented into the JRC’s programme at a very low monetary cost while having high 
creative and social value. For instance, this could be achieved by incorporating facilities for 
collaborative drawing within break-out spaces, within the café, or in shared corridors as 
aforementioned institutions have done.   

As a workshop structure, I have continued to refine this process building on the successes and 
issues identified during this residency. This report may serve as an instruction kit for the 
facilitation of similar events within the JRC going forward. A seasonal or quarterly 
implementation of this structure could strengthen team values and solidify a sense of 
community with the broader JRC. Attendees relayed to me in their survey responses a 
keenness to participate in similar workshops in the future, as well as at least one responder 
relaying that they are planning a similar event in the near future.  
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5 Conclusion 

The capacity of collaborative drawing to bring people together and to enable the sharing of 
ideas was demonstrably proven across both formal and informal co-creative sessions. This 
residency and the fervour with which the members of the JRC engaged with my experiments 
are evidence of the value in freeform creative drawing across disciplines can have in 
communicating ideas (seen particularly with the first workshop) and in building consensus on 
team values (as with the INNPULSE workshops). It is also notable how this process provided 
me with the opportunity to meet a rich and diverse cross section of the JRC. Going forward, 
this framework could be utilised by the JRC to strengthen community forming, encourage the 
cross-pollination of ideas and encourage greater interdisciplinary exchange.  

 

Figure 18: Participants during September 25 Workshop. 

 

Source: Christie Swallow. 
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Annex 1 Full Workshop Description 

 

Introduction  

With greater expertise comes greater siloing of ideas. This workshop 
is designed to find ways of establishing connections between and 

beyond subject areas, exploring ways of fostering greater 
interdisciplinary conversation. Through a series creative activities, 

attendees will explore the capacity of drawing, craft and making have 
for discovering novel connections between specialisms.  

Objectives  

This workshop will explore how co-creation and making can foster 
cross-pollination of ideas. We aim to encourage ways of sharing 

knowledge across specialisms and explore how creative practices 
help strengthen interdisciplinary dialogue.  

The workshop will aims to explore the following questions:  

How can collaborative making promote imaginative outcomes? 

What role(s) can making play in communicating ideas with one 
another? 

How can these processes be incorporated within the JRC's 
programme long-term? 

By the end of the workshop it is hoped that attendees will have a 
better understanding of methods for creative interdisciplinary 

conversation and will have insight into how this could be further 
incorporated into the JRC programme.  

Target Group  

This workshop is open to all commission staff. Experts who work at 
the intersection of multiple specialisms are particularly encouraged to 

participate. During the workshop members from different research 
streams and disciplines will be paired together for co-creation. It is 

intended that pairings will be made along the dividing lines of the EC 
priorities, ie a researcher whose work focuses on A new push for 

European Democracy will be paired with a researcher based around 
A European Green Deal, etc. 

Depending on the number of researchers interested in participating, 
a second workshop may be organised the following week.  

Content / Agenda  

Attendees will be paired into duets for interdisciplinary conversation, 
with all attendees sat along a long “dining table” with fabric table 

cloth laid down for them to draw on. Attendees will be encouraged to 
communicate through drawing in response to prompts given by the 
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organiser. They will be instructed to communicate with their alternate 
(sat across from them) through drawing and creating in response to 

a given prompt. 

Prompts may include 

→ Introduce yourself to one another - what is your name, what is 
your story 

→ Explain your current research interests to one another 

→ What do people often misunderstand about your research? 

→ What made you interested in your area of expertise? 

→ What problems are you trying to solve? 

At regular intervals, Attendees will be asked to move along one 
position on the table to engage with a different attendee, so that 
through the workshop every attendee have been paired up for 

conversion.  

Attendees will be provided with a unique colour-coded set of drawing 
tools, so that their travails along the tablecloth can be traced.  

Hours   

2 Hours, with follow up interviews/ questionnaires to be completed by 
attendees. The workshop will be filmed.  
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Annex 2 Feedback from workshop participants  

Form entrees were anonymous, save for delineation between which workshop the responder 
attended. Each answer’s position in the tabulated question answers remains the same 
throughout the following feedback ie the first answer in question 1 is from the same person 
who gave the first answer in question 2.  

 

Which session did you participate in 

19 September 

19 September 

19 September 

25 & 26 September 

25 & 26 September 

25 & 26 September 

25 & 26 September 

25 & 26 September 

19 September 

25 & 26 September 

 

 

What did you think of the workshop's structure? What do you think worked, what do you think could be improved? 

The workshop structure was mostly adequate, with the 2 phases. The second phase could have been better used to explore the topic. 

Worked well, also with an element of anticipation! 

I think the workshop should be focused on a specific issue of concern, rather than on the power of drawing and creativity more generally, 
particularly if applied in an institutional and scientific context. 

I enjoyed it alot- and I don't usually like so much this "kind of thing" 

It was nice, maybe we were just confused about how we should shift 

Given the range of activities involved, the creative activities were well integrated. Some short instructions with some more context could have 
helped with the work as their was some assumed knowledge and not all the team had good English 

Well designed and absolutely engaging 

Everything was awesome! Merging creativity (drawing) with brainstorming about daily work/personal problems was really engaging and fostered 
open minds and willingness to share our problems/concerns/life with colleagues - without the stress of daily activities. Perhaps at the end of the 
exercise where we were changing sits and drawing about different points we could have devoted some time to discuss things we have in common 
(e.g. all contract agents concerned about the future) and have a bit of more dialogue. But it was already SUPER nice as it was (also because of 
time restrictions). 

It was good.  

It was a great tool for making people open up. It was nice to see people stuck with the " I don't know how to draw" gradually get loose, relax, and 
enjoy pleasant conversations. It was a means that generated Fluid conversations and an enjoyable experience for participants. I think the 
reflection after the Ikagi and the connection with the values could have been more guided or structured, but it is a post-reflection. 
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How did the prompts given help or hinder your ability to express yourself through drawing? 

The prompts were clear and helped me to get in the spirit of drawing. 

Prompts were clear and direct. Also good that there was a progression in between, so we could enjoy "seeing" together the act of our shared 
creation. 

If by prompts, you mean questions asked to guide the activity, they would need to be more fine-tuned to an issue of concern (e.g., how to work 
across different knowledge systems?). If by prompts, you mean the setting and the tools (pens and tablecloth), I thought they worked well.  

they were sufficiently flexible and light 

I did not strictly used them 

The prompts were fine 

The sequence of prompts helped to get into the exercise 

Prompts where the key, they were extremely well chosen in my opinion. I think they went direct to the most important matters, combining work 
but also personal issues (e.g. our values, personal concerns).  

The prompts were helpful and it was good to start with drawing something very simple - also to be challenged to draw a complicated thing like a 
portrait. 

I knew them before hand, I liked them. 

 

Do you think the workshop would have benefitted from either more abstract or more precise prompts? 

I felt that it was good to start with simple, precise, prompts, and later increase the level of abstractedness. 

Hard to tell. I think more abstract is more likely to put people off. I guess a good balance would be better, so that abstract prompts help creative 
thinking, while precise prompts are useful as direction. 

More precise prompts that connect to an issue to be addressed dialogically.  

mm no, neither. 

more precise 

The precise prompts were fine. I think the abstract prompts would be challenging as the tasks related to work would need some understanding of 
the detailed subject matter to be able to make some provocations. One way to address this would be to do some ice-breaking introduction that 
you would participate in (think ethnography and participant observation techniques) 

It was a good balance, nicely building up 

I really think the prompts where at the right level of abstraction. 

More precise prompts would be better. It could work well to focus the workshop around a concrete problem, so that people could approach it 
from different disciplinary perspectives. Like, how do you design an urban plan for biodiversity protection. Or how do we address the decline of 
biodiversity in agricultural areas.  

It is nice to have a balance and see how different people's perspectives are; they could also be adapted to the objective of the workshop. 

 

Did you find it valuable to be paired with different participants?  

Yes. 

Yes, absolutely! 

Yes. 

yes, I should imagine its quite important for the process. 

110% yes 

Yes, it was a good idea to move around the table and talk to colleagues  

Very good, also with the use of colors and keeping track of the colorful mix of people that engaged in the activity. 

Yes, although sometimes (e.g. for the one with "turning" chairs) we were more conversing in groups of 4-6 (with immediate neighbours) and it 
was also very fine. 

Yes, this was the key aspects of the workshop. Perhaps more focus on drawing together could be made? 

Yes, it generated a feeling of complicity  
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If you were running this workshop, what would have done differently?  

Give more focus to the topic under discussion on the second part of the workshop. 

I wouldn't have been able to run it in the first place. 

As said above.  

maybe the pens were a bit difficult to work with 

no 

I may have added some pitstops to explain where we were in the creative journey, synthesise more what I had observed in content- this could be 
for fun but could also be to provoke thoughts, too. 

I am actually considering to repeat it with another group (in the same way) 

If we had had a bit of more time, perhaps I would have open more discussions at the end of each activity (e.g. if someone wanted to share their 
concerns with the group, etc.). 

Maybe I would structure the drawing space more, so that at the end there is a progressive story of trying to solve and issue, rather than a 
landscape of diversity. But this depends on the focus of the workshop - is it mutual understanding or collaborative problem solving. 

It depends on the workshop and objectives, is also nice that it can be adapted 

 

What did you learn about your own creative process through this activity? 

It was good to have the time to freely discuss with others the topic. Drawing was a good medium of expression. 

I learned of (or reaffirmed) my own limitations in artistic self-expression. While I admire others' artistic prowess, my own creativity has never 
been much focused within art. Nevertheless, within this workshop, it was not the skill, but rather the opportunity to co-draw and exchange with 
others in a friendly environment that made this more than just a sequence of individual acts of artistic expressionism. 

I thought it was a fun activity to do as group. It could work particularly well among people that do not know each.  

not much 

that using fabric as painting base is nicer than paper 

I can sketch but I am worse at drawing than I realised :) 

I like to be creative in a group (not alone) 

I'm used to work with artists, and it is something I really like! I have done similar teambuilding activities in the past, but never using drawing as a 
mean of expression. It really helped to let creativity flow and better reflect and capture our concerns/values/etc. . 
 

I felt more an easy drawing than what I expected 

 

Please use this space to provide any further feedback you have. 
 

Great, productive - and VERY ORIGINAL - approach to engaging people with each other! 

What is lacking, from my point of view, is the focus on interdisciplinarity and transdisciplinarity. As it is now, the workshop doesn't enable 
challenging conversations (it is simply a fun activity). It has the potential to evolve into a methodology to elicit controversies, challenges, 
opportunities etc, if re-thought focusing on an issue.  

thanks, and all the best 
 

Well done, facilitation is an art and you made good strides to be organised and engaging. The timelapse was a nice surprise. Maybe sell that as a 
bonus take-away/gift of the event for anyone else you work with 

Thanks a million for organizing this, and to accommodate the changes to the script :-) 

My feedback is: THANKS. It was amazing. And it was also good to have someone external to the team driving the sessions. It was also super nice 
that we were all at the same level, without hierarchies, team leads and team members working 1:1. The credits go to you, but also to our team 
leads, who are humble and participated in the process as equals. 
 

I want to express my gratitude and the magic of luck that you were there in the cafeteria and willing to help us. Your contribution to facilitating 
through drawing, the materials, and the means made a huge difference in a truly special experience I wanted to provide our team. The cafeteria 
is not as special as when you were there inviting all of us to draw  
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Would you recommend using this structure with other teams / during other activity days? 

Yes 

Yes 

If improved along the suggested lines, yes.  

yes, but not all the time- as an occasional thing. 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

 

  



 

https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us_en
https://european-union.europa.eu/index_en
https://op.europa.eu/en/publications
https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
https://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/
https://data.europa.eu/en


 

file:///E:/WRK/2023/02%20Templates/2023.3103%20-%202023.01655%20-%20Support%20request%20for%20the%20JRC%20Templates/10%20wrk%20to%20make%20new%20template/Joint-research-centre.ec.europa.eu

