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reaction to the situation was quite interesting. Its staff asserted that it had nothing to do 

with the action teams and requested that the Foundation sign an indemnification waiver. 

One issue that arose across communities had to do with the recruitment of other 

community members to the KCCI action teams.  CCG actively encouraged the teams to 

recruit new members to expand the social network committed to a creative class view of 

economic development.  

Yet, the catalysts were not sure how to treat newer community members.  On some 

action teams, they were treated as “volunteers” as distinct from the catalysts.  In other 

situations, they were referred to as “new catalysts.” This semantic disagreement is one 

symptom of a certain ambivalence among the catalysts about whether KCCI was their 

initiative, or whether they should pass ownership on to a wider group.  Of course, 

literally, a catalyst is something that “precipitates a process or event, especially without 

being involved in or changed by the consequences.” Certainly, the community catalysts 

see themselves as neither uninvolved nor unchanged by KCCI. 

Funding 

In every community, catalysts raised the issue of funding for the action teams.  Because 

KCCI was a high-profile initiative sponsored by a major national foundation and staffed 

by a well-known consultant, the catalysts assumed that there would be funding available 

to support the teams and allow them to move ahead with their projects.  In one 

community, the catalysts believed that they would have a third of the $580,000 price 

tag to work with. 

The funding issue caused two types of problems.  Relatively trivial sums—say, to get 

refreshments for public events—required a separate effort that could slow down the 

work of an action team.  Most importantly, ambiguity about whether resources were 

available or “in the pipeline” occupied a significant share of some team meetings and 

added an element of uncertainty to the process. 

Tallahassee addressed this concern early by making a small amount of funding available 

to each action team. The three surviving teams in Tallahassee successfully applied for 

grants from the Foundation’s community program.  In the Twin Ports, the local 

community foundation made grants to four of the action teams. In Charlotte, the 

International Corridors team was able to identify public funding for its mosaic trash can 

project. 

Creative Class Group’s role since the seminars 

One surprise to virtually all of the participants in KCCI was the limited role played by 

CCG after the two-day seminar. The original proposal called for on-line sessions in which 

Richard Florida would participate. Yet, the catalysts reported that Florida himself had no 

contact with them since his appearance at the seminar. 

Overall, the catalysts reported negative perceptions of the performance of CCG since the 

seminar.  Twenty-three percent of survey respondents had a positive assessment of CCG 

staff’s performance, while fifty-four percent had a negative assessment.  A number of 

catalysts found the “check in” calls and other contacts to be very helpful: “They have 

always been responsive to my e-mails or telephone calls.  The information provided has 

been solid.”  Another noted that they have “been very encouraging.” 
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However, the majority of opinion was not positive.  Several catalysts saw the check-ins 

as “a waste of time” or “frustrating.” “I do not think the staff members have been 

helpful,” reported one catalyst. “In fact, some of the reporting requirements, etc, are 

more make-work in nature than helpful.” 

In Duluth/Superior, the communication team was concerned that CCG had asked that all 

press releases from the action teams be vetted by CCG. There was a consensus on the 

committee that this would cause logistical problems and was unjustified given the 

limited contribution that CCG had made to the action teams.  

Another problem reported by the catalysts was CCG’s lack of “local knowledge.”  

We have followed the periodic check-in schedule with the Creative Class Group.  
Because the group is not familiar with local resources, we have not found them 
to be particularly helpful. 

A few conference calls. Not too helpful. Seems like we spend a ton of time telling 
them things about our project that they should already know, then they make 
rather flippant/obvious suggestions that haven't been thought through.  I don't 
have an understanding of the value that they are supposed to be bringing 
ongoing—so perhaps that is an issue and maybe I have too high of an 
expectation. 

The “local knowledge” problem was exacerbated by CCG’s general lack of familiarity with 

the civic scene in smaller cities.  Several catalysts reported that cities the size of the 

KCCI communities have few potential funders of nonprofits.  Especially for catalysts who 

worked for nonprofits, suggestions that they seek funding for the project from these 

funders created great difficulties. 

As a result, only eight percent of respondents said they would contact CCG when they 

encounter a problem or have a question. Instead, they identified the Foundation 

program director or another local organizer as their first point for help. 

As the initiative drew to a close in the spring of 2008, a number of catalysts continued 

to identify the performance of CCG as a major impediment to the success of KCCI.  In 

one community, the catalysts decided not to participate in the last set of “check-in” calls 

because they saw them as pointless.  Other catalysts, when asked about what elements 

of KCCI they would change, suggested reducing or eliminating CCG's role: 

I would drop the Creative Class Groups involvement—I don't believe they added 
much, if anything at all. 

Drop the Florida group. Use community leaders in different areas of the four T's. 

I would drop using the Florida group as facilitators. I would start off with clear 
discussion of the ideas about strong communities, articulate how you can make a 
community stronger, and I would also spend more time at the start on assessing 
what's already going on the community. 

I would drop the Richard Florida creative class scam. He and his consultants, 
along with the host committee, provided very little support.  KCCI could pull off 
the same results by asking people what do you envision Tallahassee becoming, 
and what specific projects could be done in a year as steps towards that vision. 
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7.  Overall Assessment of KCCI Implementation 

The catalysts remained committed and positive about KCCI.  When we asked in 

September 2007 if the initiative had met their expectations, sixty-two percent answered 

positively and only sixteen percent answered negatively. One catalyst noted, “I am 

happy to be participating in this effort and feel that our team is making a difference in 

our community.” This seems to be a common perspective among the catalysts.  When 

asked what activities were most satisfying about the experience, catalysts most 

frequently pointed to the full-team meetings and the meetings of the action teams.  

Clearly, the social interaction among the catalysts was one of the great draws. 

Achievement of KCCI goals 

At the end of the initiative, the catalysts continued to express generally positive 

attitudes toward their achievements.  A third of the respondents to the March 2008 

survey reported that they had mostly achieved their goals for the initiative and another 

third reported they had fully achieved their goals. 

Still, there seemed to be a disconnect in the initiative between its change goals, 

resources, and time line.  What would appear to be the more important action team 

goals—retaining the educated workforce in Tallahassee and Duluth/Superior, 

rehabilitating districts in Tallahassee and Charlotte, and connecting the arts and 

commerce in Duluth/Superior and Charlotte—obviously needed more than nine months 

and greater resources to produce results.  Projects that could be completed in nine 

months, however, were difficult to connect to lasting outcomes. 

 

 

 

Source: KCCI catalysts’ survey, March 2008. 

Catalysts’ view of KCCI’s success in achieving goals, March 2008 
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This disconnect may explain why the catalysts had second thoughts about whether the 

initiative had achieved results on the broader, community-transformation goals.  When 

asked to identify the least successful elements of the initiative, the catalysts most 

commonly identified failures around the broader goals of the initiative: 

Getting awareness for KCCI in general. 

We bit off a large project, lost some members along the way, and most definitely 
lost faith in the Richard Florida Group. 

The team's feeling that we lacked the ability and resources to accomplish our 
goals. 

Again, defined as doing something that will attract the Creative Class to 
Charlotte, I don't think we accomplished anything of any benefit. 

Specific deliverables in terms of more members of the Creative Class choosing to 
move to or stay in Duluth-Superior.  Perhaps that is a little too grand of a goal 
for this first year, but it would be nice if we could point to an expanding 
demographic in this regard. 

I don't feel that we engaged the community as much as we could have. 

Our agenda is still somewhat unclear.  Also, we do not have an executive 
director yet, making the organization still voluntary and that makes getting 
things done a little cumbersome. 

The other common response to a question about least successful elements of KCCI 

focused on obstacles to completing action team projects: 

Losing one of our team members, not having enough momentum to sustain the 

project. 

I have had a difficult time "finding a fit" or clear direction with the Brain Gain 

team. I think that it might have been helpful, meaningful for academics but it 

failed to connect with the broader community. Perhaps the group tried to be too 

broad by including all of the campus reps from a large region?? Too many 

agendas and schedules to manage, in addition to trying to deal with College 

Connection, 40 Below and the 10K concepts. 

Ideally, we would be six months ahead of where we are and be installing bike 

racks this spring. It looks like we will be installing racks this fall instead. 

Lasting community impact 

As KCCI came to a close, the catalysts were influenced by a set of conflicting forces.  On 

the one hand, they expressed great satisfaction with their work on individual projects 

and the value of their KCCI experience.  On the other hand, residual anger from the 

two-day seminar experience mixed with the realization that the projects were only 

faintly connected to broader transformation goals.  As the catalysts reviewed the lasting 

impact of KCCI on their communities, only a small minority concluded that the impact 

would conform to the original goals of KCCI: 

I think it has pushed the umbrella topic of the Creative Class and their potential 
value to a community solidly into the discussion framework of economic 
development.  Whether it will last or not is the big question I suppose. 
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Yes, it has created awareness and impact of the 4 T's and economics of it has 
also formulated a new group of individuals who have begun relationships. 

I believe in several meaningful ways the KCCI has changed the conversation in 
the community.  For example, our initiative has changed the dialogue in our 
region regarding the economy.  Until the KCCI, no one was talking about the 
"creative" economy.  Now it is acknowledged in nearly every newspaper article 
and media story relating to economic news in the Twin Ports.  I believe our 
efforts have also helped people look much differently at just what leads to a 
successful community.  The idea that an open, welcoming community can be 
much better for the bottom line; that we should play on our strengths and 
improve resources like access to our beautiful territorial assets.  And that change 
is coming to our community, that we are no longer as homogenous culturally as 
we were a couple of generations ago, and the sooner we accept that, the more 
prosperous we can become.  We have a remarkable capacity for growth here, 
and even now the Twin Ports is bucking the economic woes the rest of the 
country is feeling.  If we play our cards right, the sky is the limit. 

Yes. The lasting impact is the broad awareness of the need to be open to many 
kinds of people and to new ideas. The old school of economic development is 
pretty much dead here. I think KCCI helped to drive in some of the final nails in 
the coffin. 

Yes, it has generated excitement about the future of our city. I just hope the 
excitement continues to lead to action. 

Among catalysts who saw a lasting impact, it was more common to see a focus on the 

individual projects.  After having made a significant commitment in time and energy, 

these short-term projects were the major pay-off of the initiative for the communities: 

Hopefully, one or two of the Charlotte initiatives might have LT impact.  
However, I think it is too early to say. 

If the Sexy Green Car Show happens, it could have major impact and direct 
Charlotte's attention away from itself and more toward national concerns. 

Yes! I think the ArtWorks! event was awesome! Their group did a great job of 
communicating the message. The Pathways team also did a great job of pulling 
off an event early in the process. 

Art Works has had an impact on the community. I am not sure about the other 
initiatives within the KCCI project. 

I can't speak for the other initiatives, but Art Works! definitely has a lasting 
impact. Besides the eight initiative groups moving forward, people made 
connections, got new jobs, found new business opportunities and bumped into 
each other in hundreds of positive ways that began generating new networks. 

Got some very constructive dialogue going.  Some initiatives have been 
implemented in a very positive manner (Pathways, Artworks, etc.) 

Time will tell.  I think some of the groups have done some great things that 
hopefully will stand the test of time.  This question will be better answered in a 
year or two, however. 
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Yes, I think some of the initiatives have been very successful and will be 
sustained. 

Yes, the KCCI projects have heightened awareness about the Green and 
Sustainability Movement as well as fostered a greater appreciation for the arts 
and the need to transform Gaines Street corridor. 

Yes, the Tallahassee Film Festival and Greenovation groups were able to tap into 
a niche within the community that had been missing for quite a while. I see 
those groups growing. GGG may take credit for work now being done on Gaines, 
but much of that work was slated to begin long before that initiative group was 
established. 

Yes, three or four initiatives have and will continue to improve quality of the 
community. 

Yes, a Film Festival and commitment to Sustainable Tallahassee. 

Yes, it is lasting - we will have two very tangible products as a result - the Film 
Festival as well as the new Sustainable Tallahassee board and its initiatives. 

Still, a substantial proportion of catalysts who responded to the survey questioned 

whether it would have any lasting impact at all: 

Hard to say at this point. Some of the projects - the Central Avenue corridor 
team - have the potential to have a wonderfully lasting impact. But in general, I 
think the impact will be short lived from a project standpoint.  

Not clear yet. I do believe new networks were forged, that I hope continue to 
thrive. 

I think the people involved were really wonderful, but I don't see it having a 
lasting impact on the community. 

I hope so. I think the verdict is still out. 

No, I do not think KCCI has a lasting impact. If you were to take a random 
sample of phone numbers or households in Tallahassee and ask them "Do you 
know what KCCI is and what it has done?", I believe that less than ten percent 
of the respondents could tell what KCCI is, and even fewer could name an 
impact of KCCI.  

The jury is still out. It has had an impact, but we have not cemented "lasting”. 

Creative Class Group’s role 

In contrast to a positive assessment of their own involvement in KCCI, the catalysts 

continue to view CCG’s involvement negatively. In September 2007, half (fifty-three 

percent) viewed CCG’s overall performance negatively, and only sixteen percent viewed 

it positively. The most favorable assessments acknowledge that CCG’s contribution was 

primarily during the seminar: 

The Creative Class Group was very important as we began this journey, but as 
we move forward with the details of making this work the Group has taken on a 
secondary role.  This is the case simply because they are not in our local 
community and, therefore, unable to help with issues that arise. 
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A more mixed assessment made a similar point (speaking directly to CCG): 

You ran a nice seminar but I haven't sensed much involvement since then. 
During our group update via conference call, one of the facilitators was talking 
via cell phone as he walked to another meeting. I know you're busy people but 
not being able to dedicate 15 minutes to a conference call—the only structured 
contact to date—left me wondering how much effort our facilitators are putting 
into this project from their end. It feels a little like you held a seminar, helped us 
pick interesting but unrealistic initiatives, and then said goodbye and walked off 
into the sunset. Maybe you're doing more than I'm aware of, but if so, you 
should keep us posted on your efforts. 

The negative comments were less charitable, ranging from “poor” to “useless.” 

I don't feel that there has been much "facilitation" other than the initial meeting. 
It feels more like reporting back. 

The Creative Class Group (Florida's folks) seems more interested in the gospel of 
Richard Florida than in what the unique issues and needs are for Charlotte. 

Non-existent. If they are recruited to do this in other communities, only do it if 
they have added demonstrated skill in group facilitation and support or limit their 
role to the data delivery. 

On a scale of 1 to 10 I would give them a "one." 

I would give them a D-. In most ways, it is the catalysts that are making things 
happen. 

Would not be eligible for re-hire. 

At the end of the initiative, the catalysts appeared narrowly split about whether Richard 

Florida and creative class theory played an important role in the initiative.  Those who 

did see an impact generally focused on raising public consciousness of the 4 T’s: 

The ongoing projects definitely conform to the 4 T's and to that extent I believe 
they are influencing the 4 T's within the community. 

I think their impact will be moderately successful in its impact.  I think KCCI will 
have some impact on each of the Four T's outlined in Florida's theory. 

Yes, but without Florida's group. 

I believe the greatest impact would be to make the community ready to accept 
people of diversity in our community; to improve access to talent, especially at 
our four-year and two-year educational institutions; and leveraging of our 
territorial assets to greater advantage. 

Talent and Territorial Assets will be enhanced in the community. 

I think there's a greater awareness of the importance of at least three of the T's: 
Talent, Tolerance, and Territorial Assets. I think at the very least the community 
is willing to weigh those factors in thinking about economic and community 
development for the future. 

The underlying message that an area should focus on being an attractive and 
vibrant place to live ... and the jobs will follow was the underlying theme.  Again, 
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I don't know about "influencing" the four T's ... maybe I’m just struggling with 
the word choice there. 

Anytime you try to better understand change and look at things differently, one 
hopes that you learn and grow. I think the 4-Ts are overly simplistic but they do 
allow us to see things in one way. The main thing that stays with me is that we 
have to honor human creativity more than we do ... our very survival depends on 
it. 

Sure, or I wouldn't have remained active. Did Richard Florida's work help us 
achieve our goals? No. It simply was a means to draw us together. 

Those catalysts who did not see a significant creative class theory impact of KCCI were 

more likely to focus on the substance of change in their communities.  Indeed, for some 

it seemed hard to separate their assessment of Richard Florida’s ideas from his actual 

involvement in KCCI: 

Ha! Not at all. 

We abandoned the 4 T philosophy early on. 

I don't think any of the initiatives were aggressive enough to influence the Ts. I 
don't think Florida's theories translate well into applied methods. 

None. Other than the two-day seminar, very little about Florida's concepts was a 
part of the program. This was very disappointing. 

I am not seeing direct connections here other than a loose umbrella created by 
the KCCI initiative. 

I do not think KCCI will have any impact on Tallahassee conforming to Florida's 
idea of the creative class.  Based on Florida's own data, Tallahassee already has 
a sizeable creative class, but clearly that is not enough.  KCCI did not influence 
any of the four T's, particularly tolerance. 

I believe the creative class is a creative scam. 
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8. Framework for Evaluating KCCI Community Outcomes 

 

In addition to a formative or process evaluation of the first year of KCCI, Knight asked 

the evaluation team to make recommendations for a summative or outcome evaluation 

of the initiative. We do so with some reservations.  It is clear that if KCCI is to be 

replicated the experience of the first cohorts and communities will lead to significant 

changes in its structure. Hopefully, a second KCCI would pay more attention to clarifying 

the connections between inputs and outputs, which would simplify the design of an 

evaluation. 

The outcome evaluation framework is based on the evaluation team’s logic model 

discussed in the first section of this report. The model focuses primarily on the links 

between the immediate action team experience and the intermediate results (outcomes) 

with a focus on community capacity and civic capacity. While KCCI began with the 

intention of changing the trajectory of economic development in the three communities, 

the link between the specific actions undertaken by the catalysts and economic 

development outcomes is so attenuated that we would not recommend attempting to 

document them. 

The framework proposed below would evaluate KCCI as an integrated effort at social 

change.  An alternative approach would treat each action team as a separate and 

independent effort.  It would develop a logic model for each action team initiative and 

use this model as the basis for assessing its impact. Given the increasingly diverse 

implementation of KCCI in the three communities, such an approach has some merit, 

but it would entail recognizing that KCCI no longer represents a coherent initiative. 

Will KCCI increase community capacity and civic capacity in the KCCI 

communities? 

As KCCI unfolded in the three communities, the catalysts and local organizers developed 

their own theories to explain how KCCI would influence civic life. In Duluth, as we have 

noted, because of a 2006-07 social capital initiative, the catalysts saw community 

building as a central channel through which they hoped to influence community life.  In 

all three KCCI communities, local participants linked KCCI to possible effects on how the 

community could come together in an inclusive manner to address its challenges—what 

Stone would call the community’s civic capacity.   

For both of the potential outcomes of KCCI—community capacity and civic capacity—we 

describe indicators of success and discuss a strategy for data-gathering.  

Community capacity—indicators 

The community capacity literature points to three indicators of increased community 

capacity—social capital, organizational resources, and human capital. 

Social capital refers to the extent and density of social networks and their usefulness 

in accessing resources.  The literature on social capital is voluminous; a recent online 

search turned up 3,700 references to the term in academic literature alone. Scholars 

disagree about whether social capital is an attribute of an individual or of a collective.  

In addition, some scholars have seen its usefulness as essentially expressive and 

psychological while others have focused on its instrumental utility in accessing 

resources.  These theoretical disputes have implications for its measurement. 
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For KCCI, we recommend using a position generator and resource generator approach 

to tracking social capital over time.  This method was developed by Dutch researchers 

and has been adopted by a range of international social capital projects.  Its primary 

focus is on individuals’ ability to identify their access to individuals in particular positions 

in society (position generator) and useful resources (resource generator).  The position 

indicator asks informants, for example, if they know anyone who is a lawyer, a policy 

maker, a nurse, a hairdresser, or truck driver.  The resource generator asks informants 

if they know someone who can do your shopping when you are ill, help you with 

financial matters, or help a family member get a job. 

Organizational resources as an indicator of social capital have two aspects. First, are 

there organizations in a community that see mobilizing community members as part of 

their purpose?  Second, do community members know about these organizations and 

see them as effective?   

These two aspects of organizational resources would require separate data collection 

strategy.  One would focus on an inventory of community resources and its change over 

time.  The other would require a survey of individuals.  One possibility is that an element 

of the resource generator survey would ask specifically about this type of resource. 

Broadly speaking, human capital refers to the overall level of skill possessed by a 

community’s residents.  In the context of community capacity building, human capital 

refers to skills that contribute to a community’s ability to mobilize around its challenges, 

including leadership, technical, and organizational skills. 

Community capacity—data gathering 

The community capacity conceptualization proposed above suggests a mixed-method 

design that would gather data on the catalysts’ involvement in their communities, on a 

wider sample of residents, and on community organizations (see earlier discussion of 

organizational resources). 

Catalysts’ survey 

If KCCI were to have its expected result, one would expect the catalysts to acquire the 

social connections and skills that contribute to effective community building and to play 

a role in expanding these connections and skills through the rest of the community.  An 

annual survey of catalysts’ would include questions about their social capital (position 

and resource generators) with a particular focus on their links to organizational 

resources.  It would also include questions about their level and type of civic 

involvement. 

Resident survey 

The catalysts’ survey would be complemented by a survey of residents to determine if 

changes in the catalysts’ civic involvement and connections were accompanied by 

changes in the community at large.  This survey could utilize respondent-driven 
sampling—a chain-referral method that promises to provide reliable estimates of 

population characteristics.  By beginning with referrals from the catalysts, the survey 

could both identify the impact that catalysts are having on their social networks and on 

the community as a whole. 
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Data Source 

 

 

 

Indicator 

Catalyst 

survey 

Resident 

survey 

(respondent 

driven 

sampling) 

Organiza-

tional 

inventory 

Action 

team  

case 

studies 

Other 

civic 

initiative 

case 

studies 

Human capital X     

Organization 

capacity 
 X X   

Social capital X X    

Leadership 

development 
X   X X 

Enabling 

institutions 
   X X 

Public support  X  X X 

Community capacity and civic capacity—indicators and data-gathering 

strategies 

 

Civic capacity—indicators and data-gathering 

Studies of civic capacity have generally used a qualitative case study method.  For 

example, a multi-city study of educational reform created research teams in a variety of 

cities that were believed to have different levels of civic capacity and then had these 

teams follow efforts to improve public education over several years. 

The case studies used for KCCI would focus on the action team initiatives and a set of 

additional community issues to determine if they conform to the idea of civic capacity.  

First, does the community actually take action on these challenges or is there a 

stalemate?  Second, what is the nature of the process used to address problems?  Is it 

inclusive and participatory or exclusive and restricted? Are community leaders able to 

work together in spite of differences in values and resources? 

The literature points to three indicators of increased civic capacity—leadership 
development, enabling institutions, and public support. The idea of social 
entrepreneurship could also inform this aspect of the evaluation. Estimates of these 

three indicators would be based primarily on interviews, participant observation, and 

document review. The resident survey would allow the evaluators to estimate changes 

in public support, as well. 

Data gathering for the civic capacity aspect of the evaluation could use an interrupted 
time-series design that examines processes of civic decision-making before, during, and 

after KCCI.  In all three KCCI communities, local participants hope to encourage more 

inclusive and effective civic decision-making as major community challenges.   
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The different models that emerged during KCCI provide a natural experiment that is well 

suited to quasi-experimental design. In essence, the Tallahassee model—

institutionalization of the action teams—creates an interest group for particular issues.  

The Charlotte model, by contrast, fostered individuals with enhanced skills, values, and 

social contacts. Discovery if one of these models has a stronger long-term effect on 

community decision-making is a compelling empirical question.   

To answer these questions fully, the evaluation would need to examine not just the 

issues raised by KCCI but those associated with other community initiatives.  As we 

mentioned earlier, Tallahassee KCCI was built on the perceived civic success of Blueprint 

2000.  Currently, Charlotte is involved in a major effort around inclusive civic capacity 

called Crossroads Charlotte, while Community Action Duluth has undertaken a Blueprint 

to End Poverty.   
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9. Conclusion and Recommendations 

 

Should KCCI be replicated in other Knight communities, this evaluation offers some clear 

lessons for the Foundation, local organizers, the Creative Class Group, and the catalysts. 

Restructure the KCCI process 

Based on the three KCCI communities, there are some elements of the KCCI process 

that could be organized differently.  Many of these derive from the catalysts’ perception 

that haste makes waste—that emphasis on doing things quickly undermined the best 

efforts of participants. In addition, there should be a focus on team building before 

catalysts are pushed into the more instrumental elements of the project. 

While the catalysts did their “homework” before the two-day seminar, there was no 

opportunity to reflect on the readings or the working socials before the two-day CCG 

seminar.  A KCCI orientation meeting before the seminar would also have allowed the 

catalysts to get to know one another.  

Many of the catalysts felt that trying to accomplish too much during the two-day 

seminar compromised the quality of the outcomes.  A number of participants suggested 

that allowing some time—perhaps two to three weeks—between the brainstorming 

about projects and the actual selection process would enhance the quality of the 

projects selected and the commitment of the catalysts to their team. 

KCCI would be a stronger initiative, as well, if all the catalysts felt ownership of all the 

projects.  First, this would prevent the silo mentality—reported by many catalysts—from 

developing.  Second, it would allow the group to assess which projects deserved to 

continue and which might be profitably shut down.  Finally, it would prevent the lack of 

success of one project to lead to the catalysts’ dropping out of the initiative. 

While some of the catalysts were unrealistic to expect that they would have significant 

Foundation funding available immediately, there should be a pool of funding to support 

meeting expenses and modest event costs.  In addition, clear local leadership (not just 

coordination) of the initiative and technical support would reduce the likelihood that the 

action teams would “get stuck.” These are areas where all-volunteer efforts are 

predictably vulnerable. A modest investment in project support would greatly enhance 

the initiative. 

From the start, CCG viewed the three KCCI communities as a pilot test for the process. 

CCG facilitators have been aware of a number of the concerns raised by project 

participants and see them as part of the learning process associated with refining their 

model. 

Clarify CCG’s responsibilities 

The most striking feature of KCCI was the ambiguity about the role of Creative Class 

Group. The original project design seemed to anticipate the active involvement of 

Richard Florida and his staff in the action team projects.  Yet, their involvement was 

limited, by and large, to a set of periodic conference calls, which many catalysts see as 

more of a hindrance than a help.  As far as we know, Richard Florida himself has been 

virtually absent from KCCI since his appearances at the two-day seminars. 

Frankly, it seems remarkable that the Foundation’s agreement with CCG could remain 

this unclear.  CCG wishes to take credit for the successes of KCCI and to distance itself 
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from its shortcomings.  For the evaluation team, the illogic of the situation was 

exemplified by CCG’s assertion that it should be released from any liability for KCCI 

activities because it was neither convener nor participant in the action teams’ work. 

A major part of CCG’s efforts went into developing data on the communities and 

comparing them with other metropolitan areas. Many catalysts raised questions about 

the utility of these data.  Certainly, the data played a very limited role in the selection of 

projects and the work of the action teams.  While the data should play a role in the 

eventual evaluation of KCCI’s success, their importance to the catalysts’ work seemed 

relatively minor and should be reassessed. 

Ultimately, Richard Florida’s celebrity may limit CCG’s ability to play successfully all of 

the roles it currently assumes.  The catalysts want someone to get into the trenches and 

help them accomplish their work. It is unrealistic to expect Richard Florida to do so. 

Given the catalysts’ judgment about the quality of CCG’s efforts since the seminar, it 

might make sense to restrict CCG’s role to the first part of the seminar (Florida’s 

presentation and discussion of creative class theory).  Then, the process could be 

handed over to a local facilitator who would oversee the development of projects.  This 

would take advantage of CCG’s assets and reduce those aspects that the catalysts 

viewed negatively. 

Add leadership and team development 

Although the original design for KCCI called for a “Creative Community Leadership 

Seminar,” the initiative did not include any planned attention to developing leadership 

and social entrepreneurial skills among the catalysts.  It is notable that in all three 

communities, catalysts spontaneously turned to leadership development efforts for 

models in developing action team initiatives.  Developing the skills needed to do 

community-based work is critical to community and civic capacity. Any replication of 

KCCI should focus on using models of leadership development as a central aspect of the 

effort. 

 

Often, bold failures are more valuable than timid successes. The Knight Creative 

Communities Initiative represented a brave and bold effort on the part of the Foundation 

to bring new thinking to a relatively stale area of public policy.  We, as a nation, must 

develop strategies for transforming communities if a diverse and protean American 

civilization is to meet the challenges of the coming century.  The fact that KCCI has not 

fully achieved its ambitious goals should not obscure its merit in seeking innovative ways 

to address real challenges. 

The standard for judging initiatives like KCCI, then, is to ask what we can learn about 

communities and strategies for their transformation.  In speaking with catalysts, local 

organizers, and others involved in the initiative, it is clear that all parties are interested 

in fixing what went wrong, enhancing what went right, and moving ahead.  In this 

respect, we can report with confidence that KCCI has been a success. 
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