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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

Between September 2005 and July 2006, a total of 5753 visitors attended the 97 events developed by the
Science Museum’s Dana Centre team. An average of 59 per event.

During this period, 12 events were evaluated in-depth, including an outreach event that was taken to a
community audience in Waltham Forest. The Dana Centre also began its first audience-led consultation
process that involved a specific community group as its target audience, namely the Chinese community
in London.

External collaboration with academic researchers (see appendix 2 for details) continued during this period
and has started to provide us with important findings regarding e.g. the way participants contribute during
events. The collaboration with academic researchers has enabled us to gain an understanding of areas
we would not have been able study otherwise.

Evaluation of Dana Centre events
Those who visit Dana Centre events continued to be very positive about the events overall, both
regarding the Centre as a venue and the nature of the events. They are particularly pleased to find that
the events are not set up as lectures and like that the events are informal and take place in a relaxed
atmosphere.

During this period we continued to investigate innovative event formats at the Dana Centre and the
evaluation included several formats that had not been tested before: an art-based format, an online event,
and a beginners guide format. We found that these were largely successful and popular with those who
attended: For example: the online event enabled an event covering a subject considered too controversial
to be held at the physical space at the Dana Centre to take place; and those who attended the art-based
event format liked the concept of combining art and science. Evaluation also showed that a science-
comedy format can be highly successful in making science more appealing, interesting, and more
importantly, less intimidating to people who are not normally involved in science.

We also learned that it is important that events have clear introductions to the subject-area, the speakers
and the event format, and this is particularly important if the event is a Pub guide event, i.e. for beginners.

Motivations for attending events
This year’s evaluation started to investigate people’s varying motivations for attending Dana Centre
events. This was completely new to Dana Centre audience research, as previous evaluation had only
explored people’s potential motivations for attending, i.e. what would make someone attend an event
about a specific science issue.

Those who come to Dana Centre events have different reasons for attending, but the two most common
reasons are: having a personal interest in the subject area covered by the event and/or wanting to learn.
These two reasons are more frequent than having an interest in the event topic that is work related. It has
also become clear that people’s motivations for attending a Dana Centre event vary depending on the
type of event — i.e. the topic-area and the way it is tackled through its format.

Learning during Dana Centre events
- Evaluation this year has established that cognitive, affective, social, and personal learning take place
during Dana Centre events.

Many of those who took part in the post-event email surveys spontaneously mentioned that they had
learned something during the event they attended. In addition, evidence from evaluation also shows that
participants often feel that their opinions have been challenged by the event they attended.



But the evaluation has also identified barriers to learning. For example, when an event does not provide
enough information for those who attend an event it presents an intellectual barrier to learning, and those
taking part will feel disappointed.

Dialogue at Dana Centre events
- More detailed investigation into dialogue-focused events has showed that there are certain factors that
encourage dialogue.

These include factors that increase informality and reduce emotional barriers. For example: An informal,
friendly and relaxed atmosphere; Icebreakers at the beginning of events; and smaller audience groups.

They also include factors that involve providing those that attend an event with information. About, for
example, the subject covered by the event; the speakers; and the format of the event.

New Audiences
This year we have started to increase our understanding about audiences that are underrepresented at
the Dana Centre. The work with the Chinese community shows that this is a very diverse community
regarding, for example, Chinese cultural and geographical background and range of languages spoken.
But the Chinese community is also diverse in terms of level of education and socio-economic status
within British society, and as an example, the people in this consultation group mentioned that the
Chinese community in London includes people who very well-educated, for example lawyers and doctors,
but also asylum seekers.

The Chinese community do not appear to have barriers to visiting the Dana Centre that are specific to the
Community overall. Instead they recognised that there may be many different types of barriers that relate
to different segments of this community. For example, the older generation have language barriers, whilst
the younger generation of the Chinese community do not tend to have any language barriers, but have
barriers that are similar to any young adults living in London. For example, other social activities
competing for free time, such as cinema, meeting friends etc.

Any topic area covered by a Dana Centre event for this community must be made relevant to their
everyday lives. If the topic that is covered by an event is linked to the Chinese community specifically,
e.g. Chinese Medicine, it is very important that they are not dealt with in a stereotypical way, such as
showing Chinese Medicine as exotic and different. Instead participants felt that it should be a celebration
of the topic.

Marketing for events where the Chinese community is the target audience, must clearly communicate that
the event is for them. For example, through using images that clearly communicate that the event is for
the Chinese Community, e.g. images of people who are from the Chinese Community. However, images
must not be stereotypical and boring.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This report contains a summary of findings from the research conducted between September 2005 - July
2006 including event evaluation, audience-led projects and collaboration with academic researchers.

The Dana Centre audience research 2005-2006 aimed to monitor events to ensure that the quality was not
only maintained, but also improved and that genuine dialogue occurred during dialogue events. In addition,
the Dana Centre evaluation strategy during this period also aimed to develop an increased understanding of
the following areas:

New audiences
The aim was to start building our understanding of audience groups that are underrepresented at Dana
Centre events: What specific needs, motivations and barriers are there?

Motivations

During this evaluation period we were interested in finding out about people’s actual motivations behind
visiting Dana Centre events. Previous research had only looked at people’s potential motivations for visiting a
Dana Centre-style event.

Dialogue
One of the main aims of the Dana Centre is to provide a venue for dialogue and therefore it is very important

that genuine dialogue happens during dialogue events. During this survey period we continued studying those
factors that encourage dialogue and identifying barriers that limit dialogue.

All individual reports from September 2005 to July 2006 are listed in Appendix 3, along with a list of other
evaluation reports that are relevant to the Dana Centre. These are available from Elin Simonsson, Science
Museum'’s Visitor Research Group. Please not that the evaluation of Dana Centre events presented in this
report only include events developed by the Science Museum team, and not those developed by EDAB or
BA.

2. METHODOLOGIES

Event evaluation
In total, 12 events were evaluated by the Dana Centre audience advocate (one of these was
contracted out to an external company). These included many different formats, such as comedy
based events and open drop-in discussion sessions, but also events covering a range of topics. One
of these events was an event that was only delivered online due to its controversial subject, and it
was the first time an online Dana Centre event had been evaluated. A list of the events and key
findings can be found in Appendix 1.

At each event a detailed observation was conducted. This allowed dialogue to be tracked, audience
reactions to be observed, and any barriers to audience’s engagement to be recorded.

Email questionnaires were sent to randomly selected members of the audience after 9 of the events.
At the beginning of the event, visitors were asked if they would take part in a post-event survey, and if
they agreed, were asked to give their email address. Before the online event participants who
submitted questions at the Dana Centre website were asked if they wanted to take part in the post-
event survey, and if so, were also asked to submit their email details. At future online events an
alternative methodology may need to be considered, as the number of people that agreed to take part
in the survey as well as the response rate was low.

Face-to-face interviews with audience members were conducted at 2 events. This is a methodology
that is relatively new to Dana Centre event evaluation.



Face-to face interviews were also conducted with the education co-ordinators involved in organising
and running the Dana Centre outreach event at the Community Learning Centre in Walthamstow.

Focus groups were conducted after 2 events:
1. The first with individuals who had attended the Dana Centre outreach event at the
Community Learning Centre in Walthamstow.
2. The second with individuals who had been specifically recruited to suit the aims of the
evaluation of the Punk Science News Review, i.e. people who do not normally go to Dana
style events and who had attended the Punk Science News Review event.

At 3 of the events speakers were included in the event evaluation (through face-to-face interviews at
2 events, and email questionnaires at 1 event). This was new to the Dana Centre event evaluation.

Audience profiling at events
- The Dana Centre audience profile survey continued to collect demographic information about the
audience to establish whether events attracted their intended target audience, and to identify if any
part of the target audience was clearly underrepresented? During the audience profile data collection
period November 2005 and July 2006, 4698 visitors attended a total of 79 events delivered by the
Science Museum’s Dana Centre team.

Of the 79 events, audience profiling data was collected at 62 events'. In total 3457 visitors attended
and of those 1368 (39.6%) completed the self-complete audience profile survey, representing an
average of 22 completed questionnaires per event. This is higher than the number of profiling
interviews conducted /event last year which aimed to collect 10 per event. September and October
2005 acted as a pilot period and information collected during this period has not been included in the
overall analysis presented in this report.

The findings about motivation presented in this report are largely based on data collected through the
audience profile survey. The full Dana Centre Audience Profile Report for this survey period is
available from the Visitor Research Group.

Audience-led projects
During the evaluation period September 2005 and July 2006 our learning about how to develop
effective and meaningful audience-led events continued. The Dana Centre began using the audience-
led consultation processes to work with specific community groups - The audience-led project with
Chinese community: One focus group was conducted in August 2006 with community
officers/workers to explore the needs of this community and the topics to be covered by the events.
The events will be delivered in November 2006.

Collaboration with external researchers
In addition, six of the DECIDE events were evaluated as part of the overall evaluation of the
European-wide DECIDE project. The evaluation was conducted by Sally Duensing, Visiting
Professor, Centre for Informal Learning and Schools, Kings College, London. Observation notes were
taken at each event, a selected number of events were filmed and transcribed, concept mapping and
interviews with audience members took place before and after the event. The Dana Centre was one
of the 13 institutions throughout the EU that was selected to be part of DECIDE, an ECSITE project
funded by a grant from the European Commission. During events, small groups of 6-8 people read,
discuss and debate a given topic with the help of a range of cards. At the end of each event,
participants vote on policies regarding the topic.

! NB it was not possible to collect audience profile surveys at all events as some the methodology did not work with some
formats. For example, when events only used a drop-in format and/or took place in several areas of the Dana Centre it
became difficult to collect data.



One event was included in an in-depth study conducted by Ellen McCallie PhD researcher, Centre for
Informal Learning and Schools, Kings College, London?. The researcher is currently conducting an in-
depth study of dialogue and argumentation that occurs during the event. The researcher took field
notes when observing the event in detail and has also analysed transcribed audio recordings of the
event to study discourse that took place. As this study is still in process, the findings presented in this
report are provisional.

Six events were included in a PhD study conducted by Sarah Davies, AHRC-funded research
postgraduate, Science Communication Group, Imperial College London. The researcher investigated
how communication is constructed within Dana Centre-style dialogue events by a) the invited
scientists; b) the different types of publics that take part in the event; and c) the facilitator/organiser of
the event. This piece of work also looked at the type of interactions that occur during such events.
The researcher used participant observation, interviews with audience members and speakers,
analysis of transcribed video and audio recordings. The focus is on the language used within events
and the types of interactions present and on the experiences of all participants. The findings included
in this report are early provisional findings.

Two events were included in an Msc dissertation research into motivations behind visiting Dana
Centre events. The researcher, Dominique Driver, Imperial College London, conducted face-to-face
interviews with people who attended this event.

A list of the research projects, the events and key findings can be found in Appendix 2

3. FINDINGS
3.1 DANA CENTRE EVENT EVALUATION — A SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

Overall reactions to Dana Centre events
In last year’s annual Dana Centre audience research summary we reported that the visitors to the Dana
Centre are very positive to the events overall, both regarding the Centre as a venue and the nature of the
events. These reactions were echoed in the event evaluation carried out this year, and overall visitors
who attended Dana Centre events continued to be positive about the venue and the events that are held
there.

“l thoroughly enjoyed this evening, had a positive experience and would definitely attend future events
based upon this experience”
Audience member at Drugs and the Brain: Forum Theatre

Provisional findings from Sarah Davies’ (Imperial College London) PhD research also reinforces that
participants have positive reactions to the Dana Centre. The majority of those interviewed, both invited
speakers and other event participants, were positive about their experience and mentioned that they had
found the event they attended both enjoyable and interesting.

“It was quite good, quite straight-forward, quite positive | think”
Speaker at Drugs and the Brain: Pills to make me normal

2 Ellen McCallie is supported by the National Science Foundation — Centre for Teaching and Learning, grant ESI-0119787, awarded to
the Centre for Informal Learning and Schools.



Findings from this year also confirm previous conclusions made from event evaluation: Those who visit
Dana Centre events are pleased to find that the events are not set up as lectures and are not taking place
in traditional lecture theatres. It is clear that they prefer the Dana Centre venue and the way events are
set up and delivered there. They are particularly positive about its informal and relaxed atmosphere.

“Interesting format for an evening talk — far more fun than normal lectures, so it made a nice change”
Audience member at The Pub Guide to Energy

“l like the fact that it's informal, you’re not at all sat in a lecture theatre”
Audience member at Drugs and the Brain: Pills to make me normal

“It's a lot more relaxed than | thought it would be. To be honest | was worried that | might be a bit bored,
which I'm not at all”’
Audience member at Drugs and the Brain: Pills to make me normal

Evaluation of different event formats

Event evaluation during this period continued to look at innovative events held at the Dana Centre. Some of
the event formats that were included in the evaluation were completely new and had not been evaluated
before, such as the online event about scientific whaling. Others, such as the forum theatre events, continued
to be evaluated to develop our understanding of how these events work and the experiences participants
have when taking part. This section offers a summary of some of the information generated by event
evaluation during this survey period. However, there are a few findings that are applicable to all events:

If the way an event is marketed does not match with what actually happens during the event, those who
come are likely to get disappointed as their expectations will not be met.

Research conducted by Ellen McCallie and Sarah Davies during this evaluation period, has highlighted
the following: Not only are events deliberately different as they cover many different topic-areas and use
various formats, but events at the Dana Centre also becomes different due to a range of factors that are
difficult to predict. Therefore, each specific event will be unique as it is shaped by a complex interaction of
a range of factors:

o] The composition of those visiting the event, and their experience, interest and motivations
0 The role that the facilitator plays
0 The expertise, interest, motivation, skills and personality of organisers, facilitators and
speakers.
Online event

During this evaluation period there was one event that was only delivered online. This event dealt with issues
surrounding scientific whaling and considered whether it could be justified. It was an online audio event and
its format was similar to a radio programme, although listeners could only contribute questions in written form
via the Dana Centre website before and during the event. These were later addressed by the facilitator and
speaker during the event.

The online format enabled an event to take place which could not have been held physically at the Dana
Centre, since it covered a very controversial subject, which event organisers feared might attract
aggressive protester that potentially could be a danger to speakers, audience and staff.

It became very clear that it is even more important that the facilitator of an online event, particularly one
that is only using audio, is skilled in moderating discussion. The facilitator who chaired this event
appeared experienced in facilitating this type of format and as a result, the discussion flowed throughout
the event.

This event did not specifically aim to generate dialogue. However, it is important to understand the
potentials for online event to produce dialogue. Dialogue took place during this event but only between



speakers and facilitator. The audience did not have the opportunity to follow-up with comments and
questions directly, and could only contribute via email. As a result, one of the listeners felt that the event
had not been interactive enough and indicated that she had felt that she only took part passively. Future
online events could consider ways for all participants to be more active, giving them opportunities to
respond directly to speakers’ or facilitator's comments, e.g. through the discussion board or a phone-in.

Although speakers, the facilitator and those listeners who took part in the post-event survey said that they
had enjoyed the event, it also presented barriers for all participants that would not be present at an event
held at the Dana Centre. For example:
The facilitator felt that it was hard to read the incoming contributions form listeners, which were
lengthy and complex, whilst trying to follow the discussion with speakers at the same time.

When incoming questions / comments from listeners were forwarded to the facilitator's web-
based email during the event the spam-filter prevented some from coming through, which meant
that some listeners were excluded from contributing.

Some speakers found it difficult not being able to see other speakers / the audience during the
event. For example, one of the speakers found it difficult to indicate to the facilitator that he would
like to contribute without interrupting the other speakers.

The Pub Guide to...

September 05-July 06 saw a new event series, The Pub Guide to.... This series aims to introduce an
audience to a subject they have little prior knowledge of, in a relaxed and informal atmosphere. The events
use a set-up in which most of the event is an open drop-in session, where the participants can move freely
between different speakers and activities set up in different locations in the Dana Centre.

The format and the concept of this series appeared popular with those who attended, and overall, people
were very positive about the open relaxed drop-in format, as well as the idea of the events offering
introductory information on a range of subjects.

However, it is crucial that these events include a clear introduction of the subject and the invited speakers
as they aim to introduce its target audience to a subject they know little about. During one of these events
in particular, there were no introductions (to subject, speakers or the structure of the event), which meant
that the event struggled to meet its aims. It is also preferable that these events include a concluding
session where all participants come together, questions can be raised and learning can be summed up.

Although the open drop-in-session style structure of this event creates a friendly and informal atmosphere
that visitors seem to enjoy, this format sometimes appears to be a little too open, particularly for an event
that is for subject beginners. If this structure is continued to be used, it is important that the event
structure is clearly explained throughout the event (i.e. This is what will happen tonight. First there will be
a ...Then there will be a...). This will help participants to get the most out of their experience, whilst
contributing towards breaking down some of emotional barriers that occurred during the events, e.g.
people appeared confused and did not know what to do. This is particularly important if people are new to
a subject and the Dana Centre.

In general, many who came to these events were positive about the access to researchers and scientists
and felt the format made it easier to approach and talk to them. However, it is important that those invited
to speak / present are briefed to be attentive to all participants and encourage interactions and
discussion, as a few participants felt that they had been excluded from discussion.

The interactive elements of these events where all participants could get involved in a very hands-on
activity (e.g. robot-making), were particularly appreciated. However, it is equally important to remember
that if these events are advertised as ‘hands-on’ and ‘interactive’, as some were, offering one hands-on



activity may be a disappointment for some who attend as they will expect the event to much more
interactive. This was the case at one of the Pub Guide to....events.

It is important to keep monitoring who visits the Pub Guide to... events to develop an understanding
about whether those who attend are actually new to the subject-area of the event.

DECIDE

During this evaluation period, the Dana Centre held a series of six DECIDE events in which the visiting public
participated in discussion about a range of scientific issues (e.g. Nanotechnology and Stem Cell research).
During the events, people were divided into smaller groups of 6-8 individuals. Each group was involved in a
discussion regarding the topic covered by the event, and used a number of cards with issues, questions and
statements to encourage discussion. At the end of each event, participants voted on policies regarding the
topic.

These events were evaluated by Sally Duensing, Visiting Professor at the Centre for Informal Learning and
Schools, Kings College London. It is her provisional findings that are presented here. To find out more about
the DECIDE project see www.playdecide.org

Some of those who took part in these events were a bit apprehensive of the event format in the
beginning, as it was much more interactive than other events and required all participants to be actively
involved. Particularly as they had not expected this format before arriving at the venue. However, after
the event many of those who attended said that they actually appreciated being able to be active
participants during the event.

In starting the activity using the DECIDE cards there was often some confusion in the group as to what
was the ‘correct’ way to go through the discussion process e.g. when to use the different type of cards.
As a result, the process of the game and discussion were sometimes delayed.

The audience appreciated the contribution of the subject experts who had been invited to answer in-
depth questions and to provide expertise during the event were appreciated by the people who took
part in these events. However, it became clear during observation that these subject experts also
sometimes disrupted the flow of the discussion in the smaller groups. This is something that needs to
be considered when using a similar small group format with invited experts, with their role being
clarified both to them and to the audience.

The six different topics covered by these events produced seemed to create varied levels of
engagement. For example, the involvement level in the discussion during Nanotechnology appeared to
be less than during the events about Xenotransplantation and Neuroscience. The latter topics also
seemed to encourage people to stay after the event to continue discussion. It might be that these topics
were easier to relate to on a personal level, which means that more discussion would be generated, as
previous Dana Centre evaluation has suggested.

Forum theatre

Forum theatre continued to be used as a format to actively engage an audience in a discussion on science
issues. These events use a theatre-based format to encourage participations to engage with the issues
covered by the event. Forum theatre is an interactive theatre performance where the audience input their
ideas to influence the outcome of the play. Four actors play the role of four different characters, each with
very different opinions and approaches to the subject-area in question. During the event, the audience are
asked to influence each of the characters and help them build their particular argument to further their
character’s line of reasoning in the play. During the performance, all audience members have the opportunity
to influence all four characters.

Last year we reported that this event was successful in generating genuine dialogue during events and the
format seemed to encourage active participation. Furthermore, it was clear that a majority of those who
attended appreciated the format, both the theatre and its elements of humour, but also the opportunities to
actively get involved.
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Evaluation this year highlighted that this format works well as it makes the participants approach an
argument from many different perspectives. Those who took part said that this was something that they
particularly liked about this format as it made them think about the different arguments presented to them
and participants often felt that it helped to challenge their opinions about the issues discussed during the
event.

During forum theatre events the audience is divided into four smaller groups and in the beginning of the
event emotional barriers that make it difficult for attendees to contribute are often observed. However,
when an ice-breaker was used to get people to introduce themselves to others in the group, these
barriers appeared significantly reduced.

In these four audience groups, there were sometimes individuals who monopolised the discussion time.
Therefore, it is important that the actors also act as moderators to facilitate discussion in the groups on
more equal terms.

The forum theatre actors are not subject specialists. Therefore, it is important to invite individuals who can
play this role. If no one is present to answer questions and give information to further discussion, learning
may be lost. Any invited experts must, however, be identified to the rest of the audience so that others
know that this is an invited subject specialist and not a regular audience member.

Forum theatre events need clear conclusion session where the discussion is being summarised by the
facilitator. When this has not happened, those attending the event appeared confused as there were no
conclusions made about the four characters and no concluding outcome of the play.

Science-Comedy

- The evaluation of formats using comedy to engage an audience in science issues continued during this
survey period. We already know that the concept of covering science topics through comedy is popular
with the Dana Centre target audience, and this year’s evaluation reinforced this finding. In addition, this
year has produced a number of new findings. The evaluation covered the Punk Science News Review, an
event that uses a comedy format to cover a range of current science news stories. The events are
presented by a number of comedians, but also involve invited science experts.

This particular science- comedy format was successful in making science more appealing, interesting,
and more importantly, less intimidating to people who are not normally involved in science. It is, therefore,
a good way of engaging a new audience in science issues.

Furthermore, the Punk Science News Review events covered current topics that had been featured in
media around the time of the event and evaluation showed that science in the news is already more
accessible than science in the laboratory.

The target audience appreciated that the science experts were involved in the comedy at these events,
and particularly liked the interaction between scientists and comedians. However, they did not like when
the invited experts were cut short by the presenters. Furthermore, it is important that the science is not
hurried or badly explained as the target audience want to be entertained, as well as learn about the
science issues covered by the event. The science should not be too ‘jokey’, as this is perceived as being
disrespectful, whilst it also gets in the way of understanding.

People who attended this event wanted to be able to engage in discussion particularly with the invited
subject specialists, even though it was a comedy event. They felt that they did not have enough
opportunities to contribute and ask questions during this event.

Overall, the target audience found this event entertaining. However, they wanted it to be funnier.
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Art-based events
During this evaluation period there were a number of events that had an arts-based focus and one of
those was evaluated, Science Museum Art Project - Big Ideas. This is the first time an art-science event
was evaluated at the Dana Centre and the findings presented here represent some preliminary
information about events that combine art and science at the Dana Centre. During this event four artists
presented their proposals which related to the Dana Centre in different ways and focused on the Centre’s
role as a catalyst for creativity about science, culture and philosophy. The artists had spent 12 months
researching, analysing and responding to the Dana Centre to produce their proposals.

Overall, those who visited this event indicated that they liked the concept of the event, combining art and
science, and many mentioned that they had found the event innovative and thought-provoking.

Part of this event used an open drop-in structure, where those who visited the event could move around
freely in the event space and interact with the artists about their proposals. This format appeared well
suited for this type of event and many mentioned that they particularly liked the access to the artists and
valued being able to discuss the art proposals directly with the artists during this event. It was observed
that audience members and artists engaged in a discussion that moved beyond a question and answer
session and often, a comment from artist / audience member generated a follow-up comment from one of
the other people around the table.

Many of those who took part in the post-event survey said that liked the interdisciplinary approach that
this event had and felt that it was useful that two scientists had been invited to reflect over the discussions
that took place.

It appears from the audience-profile questionnaire collected during this event that it attracted a mixture of
people with occupations related to both art and science. Furthermore, compared to other Dana Centre
events the number of people with an arts background appeared to be slightly higher at this event,
however this needs to be monitored at other arts-based events at the Dana Centre to establish a pattern.

Motivations for attending events at the Dana Centre
There are many different reasons that motivate participants to attend a Dana Centre event and often people
are motivated by more than one reason, e.g. ranging from wanting to learn, to having a social experience.

Of visiting participants to all Dana Centre events, more than half reported that ‘personal interest in the
subject area’ (54.6%) and ‘having an opportunity to learn’ (51.3%) had motivated them choose to visit the
Dana Centre event. Interestingly, a much smaller proportion, just over a fifth, selected the option ‘Work
related interest in the subject-area’. This seems to suggest that overall, a personal interest in the subject
covered is one of the strongest motivators for people taking part in a Dana Centre event (see table 1).

Table 1: Reasons for visiting Dana Centre events: All events. Respondents could select more than one
option and therefore the total percentage is higher than 100%.

Participants at all
events
%

Personal interest in the subject area 55.7
Having an opportunity to learn 51.3
Having a fun night put 32.6
Spending time with friends 28.2
Work related interest in the subject area 23.8
Having an opportunity to discuss 17.9
Networking opportunity 8.4
Other 5.3
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This is also echoed by Dominique Driver's (Imperial College) Msc dissertation research: The majority of

people that were interviewed described themselves as having a personal interest in the subject area

covered by the event, rather than a work-related reason for attending. Interestingly, many of those who

said that they had work-related reasons for attending worked in the area of science communication and
education. Furthermore, many mentioned wanting to learn about the subject area as a major motivation

for attending.

About a third (32.6%) of visiting participants to all events are motivated by wanting a fun night out,

highlighting that many attend events because they want a fun and entertaining experience (see table 1).

It is also important to point out that over a fourth of all visiting participants stated a social reason for

attending the event, selecting the option ‘Spending time with friends’ as a reason for attending the even

(seetable 1). T

It is clear, however, that participants’ reasons for attending vary for different types of Dana Centre events.
This is perhaps not surprising as events at the Dana Centre can be very different regarding the topic-area

covered, the angle it is tackled from and the format that is used. In order to look at this in further detail,
two different event series were compared:

1. Punk Science — This series uses comedy to deal with different science issues. It is performance

based with some opportunities for audience interaction, however, this series do not aim to generate

discussion or dialogue, but to engage people in science issues through comedy

2. DECIDE - This event series’ main focus was on discussion of different science issues in-depth. The

audience was divided into smaller groups, giving each patrticipant increased opportunities to

contribute and discuss. At the end of each event, the audience was asked to vote for policy positions

in relation to the subject-area (e.g. Nanotechnology).

It is clear that people have different motivations for attending Punk Science and DECIDE events.
Having a fun night out was a more common reason given for attending the Punk Science events
(60.4%), compared to the DECIDE series (25.3%). This is perhaps not surprising as Punk Science
uses a format based on comedy (see table 2).

On the other hand, a higher proportion of those who attended the DECIDE events selected ‘personal
interest in the subject area’ (59.3%) and ‘having an opportunity to learn’ (54.9%), compared to those

attending the Punk Science events, 29.9% and 34.0% respectively.

Those who attended Punk Science were much more likely be motivated by social reasons, with

43.1% selecting ‘Spending time with friends’ as a reason for attending the event. In comparison, only

12.1% of visitors to the DECIDE events chose this option.

Participants at Participants at
Punk Science DECIDE events
events %
%

Personal interest in the subject area 29.9 59.3
Having an opportunity to learn 34.0 54.9
Having a fun night put 60.4 25.3
Spending time with friends 43.1 12.1
Work related interest in the subject area 12.5 28.6
Having an opportunity to discuss 8.3 35.2
Networking opportunity 4.2 5.5
Other 7.6 2.2

Table 2: Reasons for visiting Dana Centre events: Punk Science events and DECIDE events. Respondents
could select more than one option and therefore the total percentage is higher than 100%.
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Learning during Dana Centre events

We have already mentioned that learning is a main motivation for many who attend Dana Centre events, with
51.3% of audience members selecting this as an option. It is therefore important that events offer participants
opportunities to learn, as well as being appealing, interesting and engaging to its target audience. By learning
we mean more than just the acquisition of new information and in terms of learning in a Museum or Dana
Centre-style environment the learning experience can fall into one or more of five categories: Cognitive;
Affective; Social; Develop Skills; and Personal (see table 3).

Table 3: Categories of learning

Cognitive Acquire new knowledge; set prior knowledge into
context; learn how to apply existing knowledge;
reinforce prior knowledge through repetition

Affective Challenge beliefs and values; appreciate range of
view-points in other people; inspire interest

Social Develop skills of co-operation and communication

Personal Increase self-confidence and self-efficacy; motivate to
investigate further

Develop skills Prediction, deduction, problem solving, investigation,
observation, measuring, classification, testing
theories, making stories, decision making, telling
stories

When evaluating Dana Centre events we also look for potential barriers to learning taking place such as not
getting enough opportunities to ask questions/discuss; not getting a response for comment or question; not
being able to see or hear during events; not receiving enough information.

Observation showed Dana Centre events often generate an environment in which learning is likely to be
promoted and subsequently take place. The atmosphere of events is often relaxed and informal and
those attending events frequently seem interested, engaged and focused. Furthermore, observation has
showed that those who attend Dana Centre events are frequently keen to contribute - to ask questions
and discuss.

Many of those who took part in the post-event email surveys spontaneously mentioned that they had
learned something during the event they attended.

“The informal set-up works well and it encouraged learning”
Audience member at Pub Guide to Energy
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I'm learning a lot of useful stuff, it’s really interesting”
Audience member at Drugs and the Brain: recreation or therapy

“It's very interesting, it has actually been really informative”
Audience member at Drugs and the Brain: recreation or therapy

PRS® voting is often used as part of the events and the results suggest that many participants felt that
their opinions had been changed or challenged as a consequence of taking part in an event (see table 4).
For example, at one of the Drugs and the Brain events, 32% voted that ‘Better treatment for addicted
people’ is the best way to deal with the UK drug problem’ before the event started. After the event, more
than half of event participants agreed with this statement (see table 5).

Table 4: At the end of the Drugs and the Brain events participants were asked to vote whether their opinions had
been challenged by the event.

Have your Drugs & the Drugs & the
opinions been Brain Brain
challenged by this 30 November 13 December
event?
% %
Yes 49 43
No 49 51
Don’t know 2 6

Table 5: At the beginning and end of some of the Drugs and the Brain events, participants were asked to vote on

how they thought that the UK should deal with its drug

problem. This is result from Recreation or Therapy. .

How should we deal with the UK drug problem?

%

Before | After
Better treatment for addicted people 32 53
Increased criminalisation of drug users 10 2
Legalisation of certain drugs 29 20
Don’t know 27 23

It is important to point out, that when people felt that their opinions had not been challenged, this did not
necessarily mean that learning had not occurred. Instead some of these individuals had views that were
already established and taking part in an event was unlikely to change them. Instead it helped to confirm
and/or clarify their opinions.

“I work in areas involving drug use and drug abuse and it's [the event] broadly informative, but | wouldn't
change my mind, I've made up my mind about politics”
Audience members at Drugs and the Brain

“l have some views that are contradictory and so it’'s helping me to kind of clarify my own views”

Audience member at Drugs and the Brain

® Personal Response System. Each member of the audience responds/votes privately to a question or a series of

statements. The responses are recorded during the voting and displayed on the screens in the event space. PRS voting is

used in ITV's Who Wants to be a Millionaire.
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Provisional analysis of concept maps from Sally Duensing’s (Visiting Professor, Kings College London)
evaluation of the DECIDE events suggests the words used by participants before the event were
generally technical or science-related terms, e.g. ‘medicine’, ‘molecule’. The post-event words, on the
other hand, generated terms and ideas that were more ethical in nature, e.g. ‘trust’, ‘benefits’.
Interestingly, the post-event concept maps also generated questions, e.g. ‘What makes us human?’,
which the pre-event maps did not. This suggests that some form of transformation in the way participants
related to the subject occurred during the event.

Event evaluation has produced evidence which suggests that learning occurs during events, see table 6.

Table 6: Evidence for learning during Dana Centre events.

Cognitive Yes - Acquiring new knowledge; setting prior knowledge into context; clarifying prior
knowledge.

Affective Yes - Challenging and changing participants beliefs, opinions and values during
events

Social Yes — Particularly during dialogue events: participants often discuss and

communicate with others during events, sometimes with individuals they did not
know before attending the event. Furthermore, during some events (e.g.DECIDE)
events participants have to co-operate and negotiate with other participants in their

group.

Personal Yes - Evidence suggests that level of confidence increases throughout the event. For
example, during Forum Theatre events participants’ level of confidence appear to
increase as the event progresses, and they become more likely to contribute and
actively take patrt.

Develop skills Dana Centre events create the potential for skills to be developed when participants
take part, for example: decision making; testing theories; investigation. However, we
do not currently have sufficient evidence to determine to what extent this type of
learning occurs.

Through drawing from the data collected by Sarah Davies’ (Imperial College London) PhD research, we
are beginning to build up an understanding of the speakers’ experience of taking part in a Dana Centre
event. Unsurprisingly, participating in an event does not appear to change speakers’ opinions. However,
evidence suggests that invited speakers do have learning experiences during the events they take part in.
For example, one speaker indicated that participating had made him think about respecting other people’s
opinions as he found the questions and comments that were raised to be sensible and worthwhile. Others
felt that, although they had not changed opinions, they had been surprised that some audience members
were very open about their own experiences relating to the subject-area. Furthermore, one of the
speakers pointed out that taking part in Dana Centre-style events, contributed towards a more complex
process where attitudes and opinions are affected and challenged over a longer period of time.

However, there are sometimes barriers to learning during events, for example:

People who visit Dana Centre events are hungry for information; they come to Dana Centre events to
learn and be informed and when this does not happen, people feel frustrated and disappointed. This
represents a serious intellectual barrier to learning and furthermore, it is a finding that Dana Centre
event evaluation has produced a number of times, which highlights the importance for Dana Centre
events to be informative, as well as enjoyable, engaging and interesting.

“There was no information about the effects of drugs on the brain”
Audience member at Drugs and the Brain: Forum Theatre
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“In previous visits | have managed to learn a few things, it is hard to say the same about this one”
Audience member at Drugs and the Brain: Forum Theatre

Some of the events during this survey period have lacked a definite wrap-up session where
discussions and ideas can be summarised. This has left some of those attending a little confused and
frustrated and it is also very likely that opportunities for learning were lost.

Occasionally there are also physical barriers to engagement that may reduce the amount of learning
taking place. For example, some events use an open drop-in style format where the visitors move
between different locations within the venue to interact with different speakers / presenters / activities.
If it is too crowded around one speaker it may be difficult to hear the speaker’'s comments, which
represents a physical barrier to learning.

In addition, if the speaker is only talking to the person who most recently asked a question, rather
than directing an answer/comment back to all those standing around her/him, it may be difficult for
others to join the discussion - an emotional barrier to learning.

Dialogue during Dana Centre events

Dana Centre events aim to actively engage its target audience in contemporary science. Therefore, it is
important that events are not based on one-way communication where experts pass on information to those
who visit the events, i.e. lectures. Instead they aim to generate genuine dialogue and to give all participants
extended opportunities to actively take part and contribute. Not all Dana Centre events use a dialogue-
focused format®, but it is important that the events that do, generate genuine dialogue between all participants
at events. The Dana Centre defines dialogue as ‘a process of communication in which two or more
participants engage in an open exploration of issues and relationships on an equitable basis. Dialogue is the
exchange of ideas, opinions, beliefs, and feelings between participants - both speakers and audience. It is
listening with respect to others and being able to express one's own views with confidence. Dialogue is not
silence, chaos, or one person or faction monopolizing the session’.

Dialogue is closely linked to learning in the context of Dana Centre events as many elements that promote
learning also encourage dialogue, and dialogue has an important role in facilitating learning.

Event evaluation shows that genuine dialogue can occur during events that have a dialogue-focused format,
but this is not achieved at all events, nor consistently throughout an event. The amount of dialogue that
occurs differs between events depending on a range of factors. Generating genuine dialogue is a challenge
and it is important to learn from evaluation to give us ideas on how to reduce barriers and promote dialogue,
particularly through experimenting with new event formats. Evaluation during this year has reinforced what we
have previously learned about genuine dialogue during events, but it has also taken that knowledge further by
producing new findings.

Factors that encourage dialogue
Time given for dialogue to take place - The format of the event must give all participants many
opportunities to contribute and interact with others at the event, and the structure of the event must give
time for such interactions to occur.

Facilitator - The facilitator has a very important role in making sure that dialogue takes place. A skilled
and experienced facilitator will encourage questions / comments from all participants; promote follow-up
guestions / comments; make sure that no one who wants to contribute is neglected; make sure that a few
individuals do not monopolise discussion.

* There are, for example, also comedy and performance based events

17



Smaller groups - An event format that naturally divides the audience into smaller groups appears to be
more successful in generating dialogue. There are several reasons for this:

1. People appear to find it easier to speak in a smaller group, rather than in front of an entire audience.

“l asked questions in the group discussion that | wouldn’t have asked in the open floor session at
the end”
Audience member at Unwanted Pregnancies

2. There are less people in one audience group which gives each audience member increased
opportunities to contribute and actively take part.

3. Small group discussion seems to create a friendlier and more informal atmosphere, which removes
emotional barriers. This appears to encourage dialogue during events.

Icebreakers — If participants at an event are introduced to others at the beginning of the event, then
important emotional barriers will be broken down. For example: It can be done through asking participants
to introduce themselves to others sitting around them; or as a team quiz/task in the beginning of the
event. Using an icebreaker is particularly important in the small group discussion format.

Atmosphere - An informal, friendly and relaxed atmosphere during events appears to reduce emotional
barriers and make it easier for participants to actively take part and contribute.

Nature of subject - Subject areas that have moral, ethical, social, philosophical and/or political
implications appear to encourage the amount of dialogue and discussion that takes place during an
event. This may be because people are likely to have strong opinions about such subjects. However, it is
important to make sure that events dealing with any subject that participants are likely to have very strong
opinions about, do not develop an aggressive or offensive atmosphere as this would limit dialogue.

Personal relevance - If a person taking part in an event has a personal link to the subject covered, it
appears to encourage the amount of dialogue that occurs as they seem more likely to want to talk about
their experiences/knowledge/opinions.

Introductions - Events must have clear introduction where: the subject is introduced / summarised;
speakers are introduced; the format of the event is clearly explained — but without taking a large part of
the event. This will help those taking part in the event to enter into discussion, whilst also giving them
‘rules’ of how to behave during the event. This is also echoed by findings produced by Ellen McCallie's
research: The information about the structure of events and what is expected affects participants comfort
levels and how they express themselves during events.

Objects — The use of objects (both from the Museum’s collections and brought in by invited speakers) can
act as a starting point for dialogue. However, for dialogue to occur, the objects must be interesting and
relevant to the event topic. It is also important that the speaker who is presenting the object acts in a way
that facilitates discussion: e.g. talks to everyone around the object, not just one individual.

Actors — The use of actors in the Forum Theatre (see above for further information) seem to encourage
discussion for some participants. Some of those who took part in this year’s evaluation mentioned that
they felt it was easier to express their feelings and opinions in front of a person who was not a specialist
“An actor is not an expert so | don't need to feel afraid of saying things that would make me feel stupid”
Audience member at Drugs and the Brain — Forum Theatre

Factors that limit dialogue
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Lack of time - If time is not allocated for interactions between participants at an event, it is likely that
dialogue will not occur and that the event will take the form of a lecture, where those who attend the event
sit back and listen to those who are invited to speak.

Lack of structure / facilitation - However, the time given for interaction must be structured and facilitated in
a way that encourages discussion. If participants are just left to their own with no instructions, information,
or facilitation, then dialogue will be limited. It has also been observed that some participants find this
confusing as they are unsure what to do and how to approach speakers.

Lack of information - If information given about the subject-area that an event covers is not sufficient, then
it may be difficult for the participants attending the event to discuss the subject. It has become clear that
people need background information to be able to build an argument and to challenge their opinions. Not
providing enough information may, therefore, reduce the amount of dialogue that takes place.

“I felt it left me wanting a discussion, but with no information | couldn’t get very far with my own thoughts”
Audience member at Drugs and the Brain: Forum Theatre

Lack of explanation — If the event format, i.e. what will happen during the event, and when, is not clearly
explained it may limit dialogue as participants attending the event appear unsure how to behave and what
to do during certain parts of the event. For example, if an event has one part dedicated to discussion, this
must be explained to the participants so that they know what is expected of them.

Emotional barriers - Although smaller groups appear to encourage dialogue, it is also important to
remember that these groups may have emotional barriers. If an icebreaker is not used at the beginning of
the event, and/or there are no clear explanations of what is expected of audience members in the small
groups, then dialogue may be limited as a result. It also important that participants feel welcome and
comfortable during event. If they do not, this presents an emotional barrier to dialogue.

Not having questions answered — For example: It has happened that the facilitator has grouped several
audience questions and comments together before letting the speakers comment or answer. When the
facilitator cannot remember these, or do not refer back to them as the invited speakers address them, this
approach constitutes a major barrier to dialogue. Dialogue cannot happen if a question or comment never
gets a response and it was observed that many questions and comments did not receive an answer. This
was clearly very frustrating for all participants:

“You haven't answered all the questions yet”
Comment from audience member during Drugs and the Brain — Recreation or Therapy

“l found it difficult to answer some of the questions because they were a variety of questions grouped
together. Some people got answers from two or three speakers, whereas other people asked a good
guestion that nobody addressed”

Speaker at Drugs and the Brain — Recreation or Therapy

Not being able to respond — If participants are not able to respond to a question / comment that is the
result of their initial question / comment, then dialogue will be limited. For example, when a facilitator
groups questions together it means that there is a line of questions waiting to be answered. The facilitator
and speakers move on to the next comment/question after the previous has been addressed giving the
audience no opportunities to respond to the speakers’ contributions.

Physical barriers — not being able to see or hear mean that it will be difficult to join in the discussion and
therefore also to take part in any dialogue that occurs.
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Different types of contributions during dialogue events - Findings from Ellen McCallie’s PhD research

The collaboration with academic researchers has enabled us to gain an insight to areas that we would not
have had the resources to study (a complete list of researchers and their projects can be found in Appendix
2). The initial analysis of this particular work has begun to produce interesting provisional findings about
different types of contributions that participants make during dialogue-focused events. For example:

Lay-participants more frequently contribute in terms of anecdotal experience and value perspectives,
while they ask questions about facts; experts tend to talk about facts more frequently than values or
varying perspectives.

There are four main ways in which participants contribute during events: 1: Facilitator encourages/asks
for questions and comments and participants wait to be called to speak; 2: Participants do not wait to be
called to speak, but respond spontaneously to another comment/question; 3: Participating in away that is
different from what the facilitator has requested. E.g. making a long comment, when the facilitator has
asked for a short question: 4: Informal participation - A more informal and casual conversation develops
during event breaks when participants start talking naturally. Some event formats particularly encourage
this type of informal conversation.

Continued analysis into the range of contributions that occur during events will help us to consider the
types of contributions that particularly benefit the aims of a dialogue-based format, and will also help to
develop formats that encourage contributions that promote genuine dialogue.

3.2 LEARNING ABOUT NEW AUDIENCES

During the evaluation period September 2005 and July 2006 we worked on two projects that have helped to
increase our understanding about audience groups that are underrepresented at Dana Centre events:

1.

Outreach event to Walthamstow Learning Centre  : This outreach pilot involved taking the event Drugs
and the Brain — Forum Theatre, which had been delivered twice at the Dana Centre, to a community
audience in East London. Outreach is a new activity for the Dana Centre and therefore this presented an
opportunity to experiment and learn about how to conduct event outreach successfully. The event was
part of a family learning day organised by the Learning Centre, however, the children were not able to
take part in the actual Dana Centre event as it had been developed only for adults, and instead there
were alternative activities for accompanying children. Those who attended this outreach event were
parents who visited the learning day with their children and who lived in the local area. There were three
different partners involved in this project; ARC theatre group; The Dana Centre (Science Museum); and
Waltham Forest Council Adult Learning. This event showed that Dana Centre outreach can be a valuable
experience, both for the Dana Centre and the community groups, but also highlighted aspects that could
be improved in the future.

The interactive event format used for this outreach event, with its many opportunities to actively
contribute, was popular with both the parents and the education coordinators from the Learning Centre
and both groups mentioned that overall, they had found the experience of taking part entertaining and
enjoyable. Therefore, it may be useful to use a creative and interactive format when conducting future
Dana Centre event outreach to a similar outreach audience.

This event appeared to have reached a new audience as none of the parents who took part in the post-
event focus group had heard about the Dana Centre or experienced a Dana-style event before coming to
this event. Furthermore, many of those who took part in the post-event focus group mentioned that they
could not travel to South Kensington and the Dana Centre to attend an event. The main reason for this
was being parents and unable to leave their children at home, which is a barrier as the Dana Centre is a
venue for adults. They also felt that it was simply too far away. However, nearly all mentioned that they
had visited the Science Museum and were very positive about it.
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However, a few who took part in the post-event focus group indicated that they were uncertain about who
had delivered the event. If the aim is to make new audiences aware of the Dana Centre, this highlights
the importance of clearly explaining where the event is from, what the Dana Centre is, and the purpose of
taking the event to their local community. Explaining who you are and where you are from is also
important as outside organisations can be viewed with suspicion. It was clear that a few at this event
questioned what the event was for, who was behind it and who we were collecting information for (e.g.
the government).

It is crucial that the all organisations involved in planning/delivering the outreach event communicate
clearly at an early stage so that the intended aims are clear. This will enable the organisation where the
event is taken, to target the event to a suitable audience group, whilst also being able to plan any related
activates and ensure that these are relevant to the event and the targeted audience group. As a result of
not clearly communicating what the event would involve, this outreach event was planned as part of a
family learning day. This was not entirely suitable as the event could not involve the children and
consequently many of the parents felt disappointed as their main motivation for attending was to spend
time with their children.

Better communication will also enable the Dana Centre to gain a better understanding of the particular
audience that the event is taken to, and any specific needs, motivations and expectations they may have,
in order to be able to adapt the event. For example, if using a forum theatre event, the characters must
be made relevant to the targeted audience group. During this outreach event, the forum theatre
characters were all University students, and both parents and education co-ordinators felt that this was
inappropriate for this particular audience. Instead, they suggested a single mum character and a
neighbour character.

Although this section has focused on many of the differences between a new outreach audience and the
Dana Centre audience, it also important to point out that an outreach audience also may have many
similarities with the audience that attend events at the Dana Centre. For example, it became clear this
outreach audience was equally hungry for information: they expected it and when sufficient amount of
information this was not given to them during the event they were disappointed.

The audience-led project with the Chinese community — The Dana Centre has run two previous pilot
projects that were set up with the intention to learn about how to conduct audience-led® processes
successfully. During these we learned a number of things about how audience-led consultation processes
can be conducted in an efficient, meaningful and successful way. For example, it will be more productive
to work with a more defined and specific audience group, rather than the general Dana Centre target
audience overall, as a more defined audience group will be a more realistic target audience for this type
of consultation process. This means that audience-led processes are particularly suitable for working with
specific groups that are underrepresented in the Dana Centre audience. During this year's evaluation
period we began our first audience-led Dana Centre consultation project with a new audience group — the
Chinese community. As a result, we have gained valuable understanding about this particular community

group.

The provisional findings from the focus group show that the Chinese community in London is very diverse
regarding, for example, Chinese cultural and geographical background and as a consequence this
community speak a range of different languages as a first language, including English. But the Chinese
community is also diverse in terms of level of education and socio-economic status within British society,
and as an example, the people in this consultation group mentioned that the Chinese community includes
people who are very well-educated, for example lawyers and doctors, but also asylum seekers.

5 By audience-led we mean: members of a target audience are involved in identifying the event topic, informing the angle

the issues is approached from and influencing the format of the event both before and during the event development.
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People in the focus group did not think that the Chinese community in London had any barriers that would
prevent them visiting the Dana Centre that were specific to the Community overall. Instead they
recognised that there may be many different types of barriers that relate to different segments of this
community. For example, the older generation have language barriers as well as being more unlikely to
travel far from the area they live in. The younger generation of the Chinese community do not tend to
have any language barriers, but have barriers that are similar to any young adults living in London. For
example, other social activities competing for free time, such as cinema, meeting friends etc.

Some who took part in the focus group seemed to believe that as a community overall, it may be difficult
to engage individuals in discussion, and as a general rule, they believed that the Chinese community are
more comfortable with sitting passively, listening. Therefore, it may be beneficial if an event for this
community started with a part where the audience sit and listen, for example an introduction or
performance.

Some stressed that the topic area covered by an event must be relevant to their everyday lives, and this
finding is very similar to that of other audience groups that have been involved in previous Dana Centre
audience research.

The focus group participants were asked to explore issues related to Chinese Medicine, as this is the
overall topic-area of the Dana Centre events developed as part of this audience-led project. The
participants approached the specifically given subject of Chinese Medicine from many different angles, for
example in connection with tradition, heritage, loosing knowledge, identity and culture. The way they
explored the topic was linked with being Chinese but living in a Western Culture and therefore feeling a
certain disconnection with the tradition of Chinese medicine.

If the topics that are covered by an event are linked to the Chinese community specifically, e.g. Chinese
Medicine, it is very important that they are not dealt with in a stereotypical way, such as showing Chinese
Medicine as exotic and different. Instead participants felt that it should be a celebration of the topic. A few
in the focus group also advocated for really new exciting event formats using music, food, and djs.
Marketing must be relevant to them, and use images that can clearly be communicate that an event is for
the Chinese Community and people. For example images of people who are from the Chinese
Community. Marketing images must not be stereotypical and boring.

The events will be delivered on 2 and 21 November, 2006.
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Appendix 1:

Events included in research or evaluation during Se

Event evaluation — some key figures and findings
Some key figures and findings from the events that were evaluated by the Dana Centre Audience Advocate between September 2005 and July
2006. In chronological order.

ptember 2005 — July 2006

Event Format and short Total Ethnicity Gender Key findings Evaluation
description no at as % non- | as %
events white female
Unwanted Pregnancies | This event had been by an 39 10.3% 76.9% The small-group discussion is more successful | Observation of event
— the evolution of audience-led process in generating dialogue, than e.g. the speaker- | Profile observation
abortion panel set up. However, it is important that Face-to-face
About the background to the speakers do not monopolise the sessions. interviews with
current state of abortion; members of the
13 September 05 introducing global, political When an event covers a subject which may
and historical contexts involve issues that evoke strong feelings, it
may be harder to keep to the event intended
Small group discussion objectives
Drugs and the Brain — | This event had been 50 25% 58% The speaker who was interviewed after Observation of the
Recreation or Therapy | informed by an audience-led the event felt that taking part in the event event
process had been an enjoyable experience and Self-complete profile
3 November 05 Dialogue event also thought that the audience had asked fF?rro’?”Se observation
worthwhile and interesting questions. Face-to-face
Speaker-panel set up . . interviews with
Audience were positive about the event speakers and
overall audience members
PRS voting
Facilitator clustered questions, which was
frustrating for the audience as some
guestions/comments were not responded
to.
Limited dialogue occurred
Drugs and the Brain — | This event had been 64 10% 64.1% | Audience were positive about the event Observation of the

Drugs to make me
normal

10 November 05

informed by an audience-led
process

How prescription drugs
are used to make people
feel more ‘normal’.

overall

Dialogue occurred during this event, manly
due to a skilled an efficient facilitator. This

confirms that the facilitator is important for

ensuring that dialogue occurs.

event

Self-complete profile
forms

Profile observation
Face-to-face
interviews with
speakers and
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Event Format and short Total Ethnicity Gender Key findings Evaluation
description no at as % non- | as %
events white female
The speakers also indicated that they felt audience members
Dialogue event comfortable with this audience and that issues | PRS voting
were brought out without being confrontational.
Speaker-panel set up
Nearly half of the participants voted that ‘their
opinions had been challenged by the event’
Drugs and the Brain This event had been 50 14% 68% This format is seen as innovative and thought- | Observation of the
Forum Theatre informed by an audience-led provoking, and audience members liked thatit | event
process was interactive whilst providing information in Self-complete profile
an interesting way. forms
30 November 05 Interactive forum theatre Profile observation
format However, it is important that the advertising is Face-to-face
clear about what the forum theatre format interviews with
The event dealt with issues entails, as a few felt disappointed by it. members of the
related to therapeutic and Furthermore, some felt that it did not provide audience-led project
recreational drugs sufficient information. Email questionnaires
with other audience
members
PRS voting
Science Museum Arts | During this event four 91 4.5% 49% The audience was positive to this event overall | Observation of the
Project — Big Ideas artists presented their and particularly liked the opportunity to talk to event
proposals, which related the artists. Self-complete profile
7 December 05 to the Dana Centre in forms .
different ways. Howev_er, as many _people gathered around Profl!e obse_rvatlo_n
the artist, it was difficult for some to follow and | Email questionnaires
. enter into discussion. A few mentioned that with audience
The event included this was frustrating.
presentation; open time
for attendees to talk to
the artists; and discussion
time.
Drugs and the Brain This event had been 59 9% 50% As forum theatre event above, plus: Observation of the

Forum Theatre

13 December 05

informed by an audience-led
process

Interactive forum theatre
format

The event dealt with issues
related to therapeutic and
recreational drugs

This event added an icebreaker in the
beginning, which asked audience members to
introduce themselves to others around them.
This appeared to remove emotional barriers to
participation.

event

Self-complete profile
forms

Profile observation
Email questionnaires
other audience
members

PRS voting
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Event Format and short Total Ethnicity Gender Key findings Evaluation
description no at as % non- | as %
events white female
7 | The Pub Guide to A beginner’s guide to 14 7% 57% The format created a friendly and informal Observation of the
Energy energy. atmosphere. event
Self-complete profile
2 February 06 Set up as an open drop-in However, some felt t_hat it was not as hands-on form_s _
format as it had suggested in the advertising. Profl!e observatlop
Email questionnaires
with audience
8 Drugs and the Brain This event had been 20 40% 70% This event appeared to have reached a new Observation of the
Forum Theatre informed by an audience-led audience: audience members who were event
process interviews afterwards had not heard about the | Profile observation
12 February 06 Dana centre before attending event. Focus group with
Interactive forum theatre members of the
Outreach to format Audience-members liked the fact that they audience
Walthamstow were able to affect the outcome of the play and | Face-to-face
Community Learning The event dealt with issues particularly, that they had to argue from interviews with
Centre related to therapeutic and different stand points. However, the theatre education
recreational drugs characters did not link with the experience of coordinators
the people who attended this event. PRS voting
9 | Why Whale? This went was an online 22 No data No data | This online format enabled an event to take Observation of the
audio event. (live available available | place which could not have been held at the event
6 April 06 listeners Dana Centre as a regular event, as it covered Email questionnaires
Listeners were able to ) a very controversial subject with listeners
Online only contribute via the website. Email questionnaires
Speakers answered It became clear that an audio online event with speakers
guestions. The event was must use a very experienced facilitator. The
moderated by a facilitator facilitator who chaired this event was very
skilled and appeared experienced in facilitating
this type of event format.
Some listeners felt that the event was not
interactive enough.
10 | The Pub Guide to A beginner’s guide to 35 14% 34% Despite being a Pub guide, this event did not Observation of the

Robots

2 May 06

energy.

Set up as an open drop-in
format

have a section which introduced the subject to
the audience. Some found this frustrating

The interactive element of this event was very
popular (robot making)

event

Self-complete profile
forms

Profile observation
Email questionnaires
with audience
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Event Format and short Total Ethnicity Gender Key findings Evaluation
description no at as % non- | as %
events white female
11 | Subtle Science Short  [This event aimed to stimulate 40 10% 75% Those who took part liked the idea behind the | Observation of the
Story Challenge fiction-writers to write stories event and particularly liked being able to talk to | event
based on science related the scientists. Self-complete profile
10 May 06 topics. forms
However, some felt that it was patronising as Profile observation
Four scientists took part. they already were experienced fiction writers. Email questionnaires
Each introduced there It must therefore be made more clear who the | with audience
subject, after which audience event is for.
members had the opportunity
to openly talk to the scientists
in an informal setting. The
event also introduced tips for
riting about science in a
subtle way.
12 | Punk Science News Comedy format employing 57 No data No data | The audience like the idea of this format Observation of the
review comedians and scientists available available | (combining science issues with stand-up event

27 June 06

covering recent news stories

comedy). The non-scientists were genuinely
interesting in seeing/hearing the scientists.

However, audience was not involved enough
and more informal questions would have been
welcome.

Self-complete profile
forms

Focus group with
specially recruited

group
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Appendix 2

Events studied as part of external research collabo

rations during September 2005-July 2006

The following events were included in the PhD research conducted by Sarah Davies: AHRC-funded research postgraduate, Science
Communication Group, Imperial College London. Six Dana Centre events are being fully transcribed and analysed in detail. These are:

| Event

Research

Early Research Findings

Segregating Medicine

5 October 05

Drugs and the Brain: Recreation or
Therapy

3 November 05

Drugs and the Brain: Pills to Make
You Normal

10 November 05

Einstein’s greatest Theory

22 November 05

DECIDE - better brains

15 April 06

Chernobyl and the Nuclear Debate

26 April 06

Observation

Face-to-face interviews with speakers and participants
Use of video of Dana Centre events. Video and audio
recordings are transcribed and analysed using
discourse analysis and interpretative coding. The focus
is on the language used within events and the types of
interactions present and on the experiences of all
participants.

Most of those interviewed — both invited speakers and
other participants — are positive about their experience
and state that they enjoy and find interesting the events.

Events, in format and in ‘feel’, are very variable. A large
number of factors influence how an event runs,
including the experience, expertise and personality of
organisers, speakers, facilitators and participants.
These are complex processes and the interactions
which take place, as necessarily involving large
numbers of individuals, are complex.

It is anticipated that some generic analysis will take
place — i.e. the different genres of interaction present, or
referred to, will be studied. Early observation indicates
that the events do not take place within one fixed genre
but show aspects of several, including schoolroom,
lecture, chat show, and therapy situation.

Participants, despite being in situations where the odds
generally seem to be stacked against them, are active
and show agency in negotiating and reworking the
norms and rules of the event.

Facilitators hold a large degree of power in controlling
the floor and other norms of interaction. However, in
terms of speaking time, invited speakers are able to talk
for the longest periods of time and have therefore most
opportunity to impose and disseminate their views.
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The following events were included in the PhD research conducted by Ellen McCallie, Centre for Informal Learning and Schools, Kings College

London.
Event Research Early Research Findings
- Lay-participants more frequently contribute in terms
Climate Change — fact from In depth analysis of dialogue and argumentation at Dana of anecdotal experience and value perspectives,
fiction Centre events while they ask questions about facts; experts tend to
talk about facts more frequently than values or
1 February 06 Observation varying perspectives.

Analysis of transcribed recording of the event
Facilitators present widely varying perspectives on
the nature of science, which may correspond with
the presence, quantity, and quality of dialogue that
occurs within an event.

Information about structure of events and what is
expected affects participant comfort level and how
they express themselves.

The hosting venue, the title, description, and
advertising images of the event, as well as previous
experience affect what participants expect and how
they engage at events.

The following events were included in the evaluation of the DECIDE project carried out by Sally Duensing, Visiting Professor at the Centre for
Informal Learning and Schools, Kings College London.

Event Research Early Research Findings
DECIDE — Animal organs *People come to the event expecting a lecture with some
Evaluation of the DECIDE project discussion and were at first a bit apprehensive of a different
31 January 06 Observation notes more interactive format. After participating in the event most
Video documentation transcripts of selected events people stated their appreciation in be able to be active
DECIDE — Our nano-future Interviews pre and post event participants.
Concept maps
28 February 06 *The structure of the activity appears to encourage small
group discussions involving the majority of people in the
DECIDE — Better brains group.
25 April 06 *Most discussions took time to develop from disconnected
statements or opinions to dialogue in which people build on
DECIDE — The origin of stem or refer to each other's comments.
cells
«In getting started with the activity there is often confusion in
3 May 06 the groups as to what is the “correct” way to do things.




Event

Research

Early Research Findings

DECIDE — Engineering
embryos

20 June 06

DECIDE — HIV + Criminals

25 July 06

*Experts hired to answer more in-depth questions and
provide further information are appreciated by participants,
but observations also show that they sometimes disrupt the
flow of discussions at the tables.

« Topics varied in the level of engagement. For example,
observations indicated that the involvement level in the
discussions during the Nanotechnology event was much
less than Xenotransplantation or Neuroscience/Brain
Enhancement events. Unlike at the Nanotechnology event in
which people left immediately after the event ended, at the
Neuroscience event over half of the people stayed on after
the event and continued the discussions until forced to leave
when the centre closed for the evening

The following events were included in the Msc dissertation research conducted by Dominique Driver, Imperial College London.

Event

Research

Early Research Findings

Dinner @ Dana

21 June 06

Pub Guide to Genetics

6 July 06

Punk Science - know it all

21 June 06

Aims: to look into participants motivations for attending
Dana Centre events

Face-to Face interviews

The majority are motivated to attend because of a personal
interest in the subject area, rather than a work-related
interest. Many also mentioned wanting to learn as a
motivation for attending, whilst many gave social reasons,
e.g. a friend invited them.

Some attend due to a combination of reasons, for example
having a personal as well as work-related interest in the
topic area.
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Appendix 3

Dana Centre Audience Research and Evaluation Report s

Dana Centre Evaluation reports produced between September 2005 and July 2006 . All are available from the
Visitor Research Group.

Report Description
1 Wellcome Trust Brain Science Project — Focus group before Focus group report — Wellcome Trust
the event audience-led project
2 Unwanted Pregnancies — the evolution of abortion Event evaluation
3 How to develop audience-led events Review of the first audience-led project
— The process of developing the Dana Centre’s first entirely
audience-led event: Unwanted pregnancies, the evolution of
abortion
4 Drugs and the Brain — Recreation or Therapy Event evaluation
5 Drugs and the Brain — Pills to make me normal Event evaluation
6 Drugs and the Brain — Forum Theatre event 30 Nov & 13 Dec Event evaluation
7 Drugs and the Brain — The community outreach event Event evaluation
8 Drugs and the Brain — The audience-led process Review of the second audience-led project
9 Science Museum Art Projects — Big Ideas Event evaluation
10 The Pub Guide to Energy Event evaluation
11 Why Whale? Online event Event evaluation
12 The Pub Guide to Robots Event evaluation
13 Subtle Science Short Story Challenge Event evaluation
14 Punk Science News Review Event evaluation
15 Audience profile report November 2005-January 2006 Audience profile of Dana Centre events
16 The Wellcome Trust Drugs and the Brain series A summary report

Reports produced between September 2004 and July 2005.

All are available from the Visitor Research Group

Report Description

17 The Perfect Face Event evaluation

18 Dinner @ Dana: craving sex Event evaluation

19 Catching up with our climate Event evaluation

20 Antenna: Smoking or non-smoking Event evaluation

21 Punk Science - Energy Event evaluation

22 Nanotechnology: what the target audience want and need Email survey with panellists. This survey

from an event explored panellists’ knowledge of

nanotechnology

23 Antenna — Space detectives Event evaluation

24 Dinner @ Dana — Craving shopping Event evaluation

25 Punk Science Einstein Event evaluation

26 Ideas for an audience led event Focus group report with panellists

27 Testing time for complimentary medicine Event evaluation

28 Quacks and charlatans Event evaluation

29 The UK and the Nanoworld Event evaluation

30 Nanotechnology Democs Event evaluation and focus group report

31 The mighty gene machine Event evaluation

32 The hitchhiker’s guide to science Event evaluation

33 The hitchhiker’s guide to space tourism Event evaluation

34 Night Creatures Event evaluation

35 Dinner @ Dana - Migraine Event evaluation

36 The science of magic Event evaluation

37 Dana Website profile Report Profile of the Dana Website Users

38 The nanotechnology series Feedback report for DTI

39 Dana Centre annual audience research report September 04-
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| July 06

Earlier reports — all are available from the Visitor Research Group

Report Description
40 Wellcome Trust Naked Science report The findings from the pre-Dana Naked science
evaluation. Contains all individual reports
41 Dana audience profile report June-July 2004 Audience profile
42 Green gadgets Event evaluation July 2004
43 Comedy events Event evaluation July 2004
44 Cybersalon Event evaluation July 2004
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