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Overview

Project Overview

NOVA, produced by WGBH Boston, is the highest rated science series on
television and the most watched documentary series on public television. It is
also one of television's most acclaimed series, having won every major television
award, most of them many times over.

NOVA’s Making Stuff Season 2 (MS2) is a four-part series featuring

technology columnist and best-selling author David Pogue as host. Pogue takes
a wild ride through cutting-edge science that is powering the next wave of
technological innovation and meets the scientists and engineers who are
plunging to the bottom of the temperature scale—finding design inspiration in
nature and breaking every speed limit to make tomorrow's ‘stuff Colder, Faster,
Safer, and Wilder. The series premiered on October 16, 2013 and ran for four
weeks.

To accompany the TV series, the NOVA team at WGBH also developed a
website (http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/tech/making-more-stuff.html) containing
short videos, full-length episodes, videos for teachers, blogs, games, and social
media resources.

In addition to the TV series and website, NOVA also received funding from the
National Science Foundation to develop educational outreach materials that
could be used by informal and formal science educators to extend learning and
excitement about science and technological innovation to an even broader
community. Specifically, NOVA developed a specialized resource kit to give
educators the tools and guidance to create their own “makerspaces.” These
Maker Project Boxes were designed for children, teens, and high school students
in collaboration with the New York Hall of Science (NYSCI). Each Project Box
contained a facilitator’s guide, instructions for activities, and a DVD with these
resources and special video clips. Boxes were distributed to over 75 educational
organizations; wider distribution of Box activities occurred through Engineer’s
Week and Nanoscale Informal Science Education Network (NISE Net).

A robust Community of Practice (CoP) was built around the Project Boxes and
supported by NOVA as well. The CoP included 100 informal and formal STEM
educators from across the country, such as educators from K-12 schools,

science museums, libraries, maker/hacker spaces, and after-school programs.
CoP members delivered a “maker” curriculum designed by NOVA and shared



pedagogical knowledge around teaching engineering and design in a Google+
community.

Evaluation Overview

Concord Evaluation Group (CEG), led by Dr. Christine Paulsen, was hired by
WGBH to perform an evaluation of NOVA’s Making Stuff Season 2 series,
website, and outreach activities. CEG also conducted a separate set of formative
evaluation activities during the early stages of resource development. The
findings from the formative evaluation have been delivered separately.

The goal of the summative evaluation was to explore the extent to which MS2
activities were successful at achieving NOVA'’s intended impacts:

1. To increase public understanding that basic research leads to
technological innovation;

2. Toincrease and sustain public awareness and excitement about
innovation and its impact on society; and

3. To establish a community of practice that enhances the frequency and
quality of collaboration among STEM researchers and informal educators.

To empirically assess whether MS2 achieved these impacts, the following four
studies were undertaken by Dr. Paulsen at CEG:

* Study 1 - TV Viewing Experiment: This study explored the impact of
the MS2 television series on a national audience compared to a control
group sample of non-viewers.

* Study 2 — Website User Experiment: This study explored the impact of
the MS2 website and its web-based resources on a national audience
compared to a control group sample of non-users.

* Study 3 - Longitudinal Study: This study explored changes over time in
individuals who were exposed to MS2 TV and/or web-based resources.

* Study 4 — Community of Practice Evaluation: This study included
interviews with a sample of MS2 outreach community members,’ surveys
of all MS2 outreach community members, and an exploration of the online
relationships of MS2 outreach community members to one another, in

" Our original proposal included a mobile outreach survey designed to capture feedback
from attendees at outreach events. Only six respondents completed the surveys, so we
added interviews with outreach community members to the scope of work to compensate
for the lack of data from the mobile surveys.
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particular, whether the Community of Practice networks grew or changed
over time.

This report details methodologies, empirical findings, and assesses the evidence
for MS2 impacts.

Topline Findings

Across four separate, rigorous studies, we have collected evidence that enables
us to report, with confidence, that NOVA’'s MS2 series, website, and outreach
efforts were successful at achieving its desired impacts.

Raising Awareness. Specifically, NOVA’s MS2 television series and website
were able to significantly increase public understanding that basic research leads
to technological innovation and to help the public understand the importance of it.
The series and the website also significantly helped to increase viewers’
awareness of scientific innovation.

Increasing Excitement. Beyond awareness, the series and the website
engaged the public and made them significantly more excited about scientific
innovation. MS2 viewers were significantly more likely than non-viewers to report
that research and innovation were exciting to them, that they enjoyed thinking
about the impact of innovation on our lives, and that they were interested in
learning about science and innovation. Moreover, we found that individuals who
watched the MS2 series or used the MS2 website were significantly more likely
than non-viewers to report that they would likely discuss science and innovation
with their friends and peers, look into news about innovation, watch science
programs on TV, and attend or participate in other science-related events or
activities.

Sustained Awareness & Excitement. Through a rigorous, six-month
longitudinal study, we found evidence that NOVA was able to achieve sustained
and, in some cases, growing public awareness and excitement about scientific
innovation. We observed that interest and awareness in scientific and
technological innovation were sustained over time and even grew in some cases.
For example, NOVA viewers’ awareness of scientific or technological innovation
grew significantly over time. Likewise, the proportion of respondents who
reported that the connections between scientific research and innovation were
new and exciting to them also increased significantly over time. Similarly, the
proportion of participants who reported that they enjoyed thinking about how
scientific innovations can change or improve our lives increased significantly over
time.
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Other beliefs and attitudes were sustained over a period of six months, including
the proportion of participants who believed that scientific research and
innovations can lead to discoveries that can be important to society, reported
interest in learning about science and innovation over time, the proportion of
participants who reported engaging in activities such as “Nerd Nights,” and those
who reported that they watched NOVA a few times per month.

Building A Community of Practice. Related to NOVA’s MS2 outreach efforts,
we found evidence that the MS2 Community of Practice enhanced the quality of
collaboration among members and encouraged members to continue using
Maker pedagogy. CoP members reported that their involvement in the project
was valuable to their own outreach efforts and local delivery of their own
programming. Thousands of citizens, young and old, were reached with the MS2
activities across the country.

CoP members reported that they learned valuable lessons from one another.
Most members were consumers of the CoP user-generated tips and ideas rather
than generators of the content. But, all members saw significant benefits to
participating in the CoP, including the feeling that they were part of a larger
community.

The Community also enhanced the frequency of collaboration for some, but not
all, of the project period. Despite this, most CoP members reported that they
planned to continue their involvement in the Maker Movement.
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Study 1: TV Viewing Experiment

Study Design

Objectives

The TV Viewing Experiment was designed to gather evidence related to Impacts
#1 and #2:

1. To increase public understanding that basic research leads to
technological innovation; and

2. Toincrease and sustain public awareness and excitement about
innovation and its impact on society.

Recruitment

We invited participants from CEG’s national panel of study participants to
participate in the study. Participants were offered modest honoraria of $30 each
to participate. Interested individuals completed a recruitment screener online
(Appendix A).

From the pool of interested individuals who responded to the recruitment
screener, we invited a random sample of approximately 200 individuals to
participate in the study (we recruited several extra participants to compensate for
anyone who did not fully complete the study). Our goal was to recruit a sample of
100 individuals for the control group and 100 individuals for the treatment group.
Potential participants were randomly assigned to either a control group or a
treatment group upon enroliment in the study.

Methods and Procedures

Before enrollment in the study, we contacted potential control group members to
ask whether they had viewed any of the MS2 episodes (on TV or online) since
the national broadcast date preceded the start of the study. Those who had
viewed it were disqualified from the study. The remaining control group members
were instructed to respond to a web-based survey only (Appendix B).

Treatment group members were instructed to view the four MS2 episodes that
were available on the NOVA website at their leisure, and then respond to a web-
based survey (Appendix C).
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Participants

A total of 209 individuals participated in the TV Viewing Experiment; 104 in the
control group and 105 in the treatment group. The table below summarizes the
participants’ demographic characteristics.

There were slightly more women in both groups (64% of the treatment group and
53% of the control group). Both groups contained a range of individuals across
the lifespan, from 18 years old to over 60 years old.

Despite using random assignment, there were some differences between the
treatment and control groups. For instance, there were significantly more 30-39
year olds in the treatment group than in the control group, and significantly more
individuals over the age of 60 in the control group than in the treatment group.
There were also significantly more White individuals in the control group and
significantly more Hispanics in the treatment group.

Both groups contained individuals with a range of educational backgrounds, from
high school graduates to doctorates. The most common degree in both groups
was a bachelor’'s degree (47% of the treatment group and 32% of the control
group had a bachelor’s degree).

Table 1:
Participant Characteristics

Treatment Group

Control Group

Participant Characteristics Count and Count and
Percent Percent
(n =105) (n =104)
Gender
Female 67 (63.8%) 55 (52.9%)
Male 38 (36.2%) 49 (47.1%)
Age*
18-29 years old 17 (16.2%) 13 (12.5%)
30-39 years old 39 (37.1%) 22 (21.2%)
40-49 years old 26 (24.8%) 22 (21.2%)
50-59 years old 18 (17.1%) 27 (26.0%)
60 years old+ 5 (4.8%) 20 (19.3%)
Race / Ethnicity
White or Caucasian** 75 (71.4%) 89 (85.6%)
Hispanic, Spanish or Latino/a 21 (20.0%) 8 (7.7%)
Black or African-American 8 (7.6%) 5 (4.8%)
Asian 8 (7.6%) 4 (3.8%)
Middle Eastern 1(1.0%) 0 (0.0%)
Native American or Alaskan Native 1(1.0%) 1(1.0%)
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Treatment Group Control Group
Participant Characteristics Count and Count and
Percent Percent
(n =105) (n =104)
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0 (0.0%) 2 (1.9%)
Highest Education Level Attained
High School Diploma or GED 6 (5.7%) 11 (10.6%)
Some College, No Degree 13 (12.4%) 18 (17.3%)
Currently Enrolled in College 2 (1.9%) 7 (6.7%)
Associate’s Degree 13 (12.4%) 8 (7.7%)
Bachelor’'s Degree 49 (46.7%) 33 (31.7%)
Master’s Degree 18 (17.1%) 21 (20.2%)
Doctorate or Other Professional Degree 4 (3.8%) 6 (5.8%)

* Chi—square (df=5) = 16.567, p= .005.
** Chi-square (4=1y = 6.190, p = .013.
*** Chi-square (4=1) = 6.623, p = .010.

To gauge participants’ prior experience with, and interest in, science-related
information, we asked participants to report whether they were scientists and
whether they worked or studied in a science-related field. The results are
summarized in the table below. Most participants in both groups reported that
they were not scientists, did not work in science-related fields, and were not
studying in a science-related field. There were no statistically significant
differences between the groups with respect to any of these measures.

We also asked participants which science-related television shows they regularly
watched, if any. The treatment and control group members were equally likely to
be NOVA viewers — there were no significant differences between groups.
However, the treatment group was significantly more likely to also watch other,
non-PBS science-related programs.

Table 2:
Participants’ Prior Experiences with Science-Related Information

Treatment Group

Control Group

Participant Experiences Countand Count and
P P Percent Percent
(n =105) (n =104)

Are you a scientist?

No 103 (98.1%) 100 (96.2%)

Yes 2 (1.9%) 4 (3.8%)
Do you work in a science-related field?

No 97 (92.4%) 7 (83.7%)

Yes 8 (7.6%) 7 (16.3%)

Are you studying a science-related field?
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Treatment Group

Control Group

Participant Experiences Count and Count and
Percent Percent
(n =105) (n =104)
No 99 (94.3%) 92 (88.5%)
Yes 6 (5.7%) 12 (11.5%)
Science-related television shows watched
Discovery Curiosity* 55 (52.4%) 38 (36.5%)
MythBusters** 83 (79.0%) 64 (61.5%)
National Geographic Explorer*** 85 (81.0%) 70 (67.3%)
NOVA 77 (73.3%) 65 (62.5%)
Through the Wormhole**** 50 (47.6%) 29 (27.9%)

* Chi-square (4-1) = 4.688, p = .030.
** Chi-square (=1) = 6.681, p = .009.
*** Chi-square (4=1) = 4.389, p = .036.
**** Chi-square (4=1) = 7.836, p = .005.

Sample Challenges

Using random assignment, treatment and control groups are usually roughly

equivalent with respect to key background variables. Of course, this is not always
the case, as demonstrated here with respect to a few variables. It may simply be

the result of chance. It may also be due to the fact that we disqualified from the
study any potential control group members who reported that they viewed the
MS2 episodes prior to the study—the average MS2 viewer may simply be
different than the average non-viewer. To account for these differences and
ensure that our analysis made fair comparisons between the groups, when
appropriate, our data analysis controlled for any important differences between

the groups.
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Findings
Impact #1: Linking Basic Research to Scientific Innovation

We asked participants to report the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that
scientific research and innovation (such as lab experiments and tests) can lead
to discoveries that can be important to society. We found evidence that
viewing the MS2 series helped individuals understand the importance of
basic research to innovation. Treatment group members reported statistically
higher levels of agreement (average = 4.80, sd = .49) than control group
members (average = 4.52, sd = .67), when controlling for differences in science-
TV viewing, age, and race (F (g=s, 7.304) = 2.739, p = .007; effect size = .48).

We also asked participants to express their opinion of the top three factors that
lead to innovation. As summarized in the figure below, participants from both
groups were most likely to perceive new discoveries and experiments as the top
factors driving innovation today. Treatment group participants were
statistically more likely than control group members to choose
“collaboration among scientists” as a “top 3” factor (62% versus 39%).

However, related to NOVA’s Impact #1, the treatment group was not more likely
than the control group to perceive basic research as a driver of innovation.

. . ] 9,
New discoveries 7? %

Experiments

Collaboration among scientists*

i ]
Basic research Treatment

. . L . [
Financial motivation from private Control

sector

Economic crises

Government funding

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Figure 1. Factors considered most important to driving innovation.

* Chi-square (df=2) = 8.842, p = .003. We ran each analysis separately, controlling for
demographic differences between the groups, but the findings did not change.
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We asked participants to describe what “scientific innovation” meant to them.
While members of the treatment and control groups all tended to recognize
innovation as something new or different, treatment group members’ responses
were longer, more detailed, and included more factors related to innovation. For
example, typical responses from the control group members included:

* New ideas.
* Something new and exciting.
* Change for the better.

Typical responses from the treatment group included:

* Really thinking out of the box. Innovative is that hasn't yet been done; use
of the imagination and experience to further something.

* Innovation means introducing something new. | think of improving upon
past creations. | also think of inventing something new that is
advantageous to people.

* By use of technology; making or designing something new which did not
used to be there in the past--Something which is useful to the society and
is used in a completely different way than the previous technologies we
used.

Impact #2: Increasing Public Awareness of and Excitement about
Scientific Innovation

Public Awareness of Scientific Innovation

We asked participants to report the extent to which they felt they were aware of
scientific or technological innovation. Treatment group members were
significantly more likely to report that they were aware than were control
group members, even when controlling for key differences between the two
groups. The average “awareness” score on a scale of 1 to 5 (5 = highest level)
was 4.22 (sd = .72) for the treatment group and 3.95 (sd = .73) for the control
group, when controlling for differences in science-TV viewing, age, and race (F
(df=8, 20.816) — 5679, p= 000, effect size = 37)

To further gauge the participants’ awareness of innovation, we asked them to
describe the ways in which they innovate in their own lives. Their responses
indicate that participants in both groups had a generally clear understanding of
what innovation is. An example response for the control group was:

e | use my husband’s walker to take the newspapers and garbage to the
waste disposal site in our building. | added a 3 foot length of cardboard to
the plant stand by bending it so the plants would hold it in place and the
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upturned part would protect them from the draft of the heater. | need and
want to exercise so | do balance exercises on my way down to eat--and
back. May look a bit funny but gives me about ten minutes of extra
exercise a day.

A typical response from the treatment group was:

e | try to innovate in the kitchen most. | have kids so it’s always a challenge
coming up with new ways to get my kids to eat their meals by making new
recipes; combining old with new and making food look exciting and
nutritious.

Public Excitement about Scientific Innovation

To assess participants’ excitement about scientific and technological innovation,
we asked them a series of questions and asked them to indicate the extent to
which they agreed or disagreed with them. Participants responded on a scale of
1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree).

As summarized in the table below, we found that individuals who watched the
MS2 series were significantly more likely than non-viewers to report that
research and innovation were exciting to them, that they enjoyed thinking
about the impact of innovation on our lives, and that they were interested
in learning about science and innovation. These analyses controlled for
differences in science-TV viewing, age, and race between the two groups.

Table 3: Participants’ Excitement and Interest in Innovation

Treatment Control
Group Group Statistics
Statements Average Average (If significant
Agreement | Agreement difference)
(sd) (sd)

The connections between
scientific research and
innovation are new and exciting

F (dr=8,28.379) =
455 (.65) | 4.07 (.80) 7.515, p .000;
effect size = .66

to me.

| enjoy thinking about how F (dr=8,28.505) =

scientific innovations can 4.64 (.59) 4.13 (.85) 7.524, p .000;
change or improve our lives. effect size = .71

F (dr=8,37.504) =
470 (50) | 4.11(88) | 10.847,p .000;
effect size = .86

| am interested in learning about
science and innovation.




To further gauge excitement, we asked participants how likely they were to
engage in a number of activities that were indicative of people who were
interested in science. Participants responded on a scale of 1 (Highly unlikely) to 5
(Highly likely). As summarized in the table below, we found that individuals
who watched the MS2 series were significantly more likely than non-
viewers to report that they would likely discuss science and innovation
with their friends and peers, look into news about innovation, watch
science programs on TV, and attend or participate in other science-related
events or activities. These analyses controlled for differences in science-TV
viewing, age, and race between the two groups.

Table 4:
Participants’ Interest in Engaging in Science-Related Behaviors

Treatment Control
Group Group Statistics
Behaviors Average Average (If significant
Agreement | Agreement difference)
(sd) (sd)
Discuss science and innovation F (d=8,22.506) =
topics with family, friends, or 4.51 (.66) 4.09 (.93) 4.751, p .000;
colleagues. effect size = .53
. . F (dr=8,14.822) =
Look into news about science, 4.57 (.66) 4.27 (84) 3.479 p .001:

i tion, or new technologies.
innovation, or new technologies offect size = 40

F (d=8,15.236) =
4.75(56) | 4.39(69) | 5.242, p .000;
effect size = .58

Watch science programs on
television.

F (d=8,44.578) =
420(97) | 3.69(1.25) | 5.310, p .000;
effect size = .46

Attend or participate in other
science-related activities.

In fact, when we asked treatment group participants specifically about the impact
of MS2 on their interest levels, most (84%) confirmed that MS2 made them more
interested in science and technology activities:

* The series made me more interested = 87 out of 105 (83.9%)

* The series did not change my interest level because | was already
interested = 17 out of 105 (16.2%)

* The series did not change my interest level because | remain
disinterested = 1 out of 105 (1.0%)

We asked participants to indicate which of the following other, science-related
activities they were likely to participate in. Participants who viewed MS2 were
significantly more likely than non-viewers to report that they were likely to

Page 1 2
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attend a science lecture or talk (55% versus 38%). These analyses controlled

for differences in science-TV viewing, age, and race between the two groups.
Nearly all participants (91% of treatment group and 81% of control group)
reported that they were likely to someday visit a museum.

Table 5:

Other Science-Related Activities that Participants Might Engage In

Treatment Control .
Grou Grou Statistics
Activities P P (If significant
Count and | Count and )
difference)
Percent Percent

Visit a museum

95 (90.5%)

84 (80.8%)

Not significant

Chi-square (gt=1) =

H 0, 0,
Attend a science lecture or talk 58 (565.2%) | 39 (37.5%) 5.916, p = .000
Take a class on a science topic 25 (23.8%) | 33 (31.7%) Not significant
Research science on the Web” 2 (1.9%) 7 (6.7%) Not significant
Don’t plan to participate in any 3 (2.9%) 6 (5.8%) Not significant

Several participants across both groups also reported other types of activities
they were likely to do.® These included:

* Reading about science (n = 2).

* Doing science activities with their kids or kids they teach (n = 2).

* Joining a local science center (n = 1).

* Attending “Nerd Nite” in their local city (n = 1).

* Sharing science-related information with local governments (n = 1).
* Taking a cooking class (n = 1).

For those participants who reported that they intended to engage in any of these
science-related behaviors, we explored the motivations behind those intentions.
We did not, however, have any expectations that the groups would differ in their
motivations. We were merely interested in describing people’s motivations. We
asked participants to report on what motivates them to stay informed about topics
related to science and innovation. The most common motivation, across both
groups was personal interest (91% of treatment group and 88% of control group).
The next most common motivation was “to talk with my friends and family” (47%
of treatment group and 38% of control group). As expected, there were no
statistically significant differences between the groups with respect to
motivations.

% We added this activity because of the number of individuals providing this response in
the Other category.
® The sample sizes were not large enough to compare differences between the groups.
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One participant reported that they stay informed “to educate my boys and foster
a love of science.” Another reported that they stay informed “to educate my
children for future careers.” A third added, “It’s just so interesting to see what will
happen next ('m 93)!”

Table 6:
Motivations for Staying Informed about Science and Technology

Treatment Control oy
Grou Grou Statistics
Motivations P P (If significant
Countand | Count and .
difference)
Percent Percent
For personal interest 96 (91.4%) | 91 (87.5%) Not significant
To talk with my friends and 49 (46.7%) | 39 (37.5%) |  Not significant
family
| need to for my job/career 20 (19.0%) | 23 (22.1%) Not significant
For financial or business 17 (16.2%) | 12 (11.5%) |  Not significant
purposes
Not applicable —Don't stay 1(1.0%) | 6(5.8%) Not significant
informed

Finally, we asked participants to report what resources they relied on most to get
information on the latest advancements in science and innovation. The top
answer from both groups was science documentaries and programs (35% of
treatment group and 23% of control group), followed by science-based websites,
national news broadcasts, and online news sources.

Table 7:
Resources for Staying Informed about Science and Technology

Treatment Control e
Statistics
Group Group e
Resources (If significant
Countand | Count and difference)
Percent Percent
Science documentaries and 37 (35.2%) | 24 (23.1%) |  Not significant
programs
Science-based website 17 (16.2%) 6 (15.4%) Not significant
National news broadcast 16 (15.2%) 1(10.6%) Not significant
An online news source 14 (13.3%) 5 (24.0%) Not significant
Public radio news 5 (4.8%) 7 (6.7%) Not significant
Regional/local newspaper 3 (2.9%) 0 (0.0%) Not significant
Weekly newspaper suchas The | 35 9o5) | 0(0.0%) Not significant
Science Times
Local news broadcast 2 (1.9%) 4 (3.8%) Not significant
National newspaper 2 (1.9%) 1(1.0%) Not significant
Radio programs such as 1(1.0%) 4 (3.8%) Not significant
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Treatment Control oy
Statistics
Group Group L
Resources (If significant
Count and | Count and .
difference)
Percent Percent
Science Friday
Not applicable 1(1.0%) 3 (2.9%) Not significant
Other 3 (2.9%) 6 (5.8%) Not significant

Other resources mentioned by participants included:

* Science magazines like Scientific American, Popular Mechanics, and
National Geographic (n = 4).

* Professional, peer-reviewed journals (n = 3).

* Family and friends (n = 1).

* Facebook (n =1).

Treatment Group Feedback on Making Stuff Season 2

To gather feedback on the MS2 series, we asked treatment group participants
what grade they would give the program, ranging from an “A” to a “D or F.” Most
participants gave MS2 an A (71%) or a B (26%):

* A=74outof 105 (70.5%)

e B =27 outof 105 (25.7%)

* C=2outof 105 (1.9%)

* DorF=2outof 105 (1.9%)

We asked treatment group participants how appropriate the series was for their
own level of knowledge about science and innovation. The majority of
participants reported that the series achieved the right balance between basic
and challenging (84%).

* The series achieved the right balance between basic and challenging =
88 out of 105 (83.8%)

* Some of the series was too basic for me = 10 out of 105 (9.5%)

* All or most of the series was too basic for me = 4 out of 105 (3.8%)

* Some of the series was too challenging for me = 3 out of 105 (2.9%)

Finally, we asked treatment group participants how likely they were to
recommend the MS2 series to their friends or family. The majority of participants
reported that they were likely or highly likely to recommend the series (93%).

« Highly likely = 65 out of 105 (61.9%)
« Likely = 33 out of 105 (31.4%)
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Neutral = 5 out of 105 (4.8%)
Highly unlikely = 1 out of 105 (1.0%)
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Study 2: Web User Experiment

Study Design

Objectives

The Web User Experiment was designed to gather evidence related to Impacts
#1 and #2:

1. To increase public understanding that basic research leads to
technological innovation; and

2. Toincrease and sustain public awareness and excitement about
innovation and its impact on society.

Recruitment

We invited participants from CEG’s national panel of study participants to
participate in the study at the same time we recruited participants for the TV
Viewing Experiment. Participants were offered modest honoraria of $30 each to
participate in the study. Interested individuals completed a recruitment screener
online (Appendix A).

From the pool of interested individuals who responded to the recruitment
screener, we invited a random sample of approximately 200 individuals to
participate in the study (we recruited several extra participants to compensate for
anyone who did not fully complete the study). Our goal was to recruit a sample of
100 individuals for the control group and 100 individuals for the treatment group.
Potential participants were randomly assigned to either a control group or a
treatment group upon enroliment in the study.

Methods and Procedures

Before enrollment in the study, we contacted potential control group members to
ask whether they had used the MS2 website. Those who had used it were
disqualified from the study. The remaining control group members were
instructed to respond to a web-based survey only (Appendix B).

Treatment group members were instructed to use the MS2 website at their
leisure, and then respond to a web-based survey (Appendix D).
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Participants

A total of 207 individuals participated in the Web User Experiment; 104 in the
control group and 103 in the treatment group. The table below summarizes the
participants’ demographic characteristics.

There were slightly more women in both groups (63% of the treatment group and
53% of the control group). Both groups contained a range of individuals across
the lifespan, from 18 years old to over 60 years old. There were significantly
more White individuals in the control group.

Both groups contained individuals with a range of educational backgrounds, from
high school graduates to doctorates. The most common degree in both groups
was a bachelor’'s degree (48% of the treatment group and 32% of the control
group had a bachelor’s degree).

Table 8:
Participant Characteristics

Treatment Group Control Group
Participant Characteristics Count and Count and
Percent Percent
(n=103) (n=104)
Gender
Female 65 (63.1%) 55 (52.9%)
Male 38 (36.9%) 49 (47.1%)
Age
18-29 years old 17 (16.5%) 13 (12.5%)
30-39 years old 25 (24.3%) 22 (21.2%)
40-49 years old 32 (31.1%) 22 (21.2%)
50-59 years old 21 (20.4%) 27 (26.0%)
60 years old+ 8 (7.8%) 20 (19.2%)
Race / Ethnicity
White or Caucasian* 71 (68.9%) 89 (85.6%)
Hispanic, Spanish or Latino/a 16 (15.5%) 8 (7.7%)
Black or African-American 13 (12.6%) 5 (4.8%)
Asian 4 (3.9%) 4 (3.8%)
Native American or Alaskan Native 0 (0.0%) 1(1.0%)
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 2 (1.9%) 2 (1.9%)
Highest Education Level Attained
High School Diploma or GED 5 (4.9%) 11 (10.6%)
Some College, No Degree 13 (12.6%) 18 (17.3%)
Currently Enrolled in College 3 (2.9%) 7 (6.7%)
Associate’s Degree 13 (12.6%) 8 (7.7%)
Bachelor’s Degree 49 (47.6%) 33 (31.7%)
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Treatment Group

Control Group

Participant Characteristics Count and Count and
Percent Percent

(n=103) (n =104)

Master’s Degree 17 (16.5%) 21 (20.2%)
Doctorate or Other Professional Degree 2 (1.9%) 6 (5.8%)

* Chi-square (4=1) = 7.248, p = .007.

To gauge participants’ prior experience with, and interest in, science-related
information, we asked participants to report whether they were a scientist and
whether they worked or studied in a science-related field. The results are
summarized in the table below. Most participants in both groups reported that
they were not scientists, did not work in science-related fields, and were not
studying in a science-related field. There were no statistically significant
differences between the groups with respect to any of these measures.

We also asked participants which science-related television shows they regularly
watched, if any. The treatment and control group members were equally likely to
be NOVA viewers and viewers of other science-related shows, except Discovery
Curiosity.

Table 9:
Participants’ Prior Experiences with Science-Related Information

Participant Experiences

Treatment Group
Count and
Percent
(n=103)

Control Group
Count and
Percent
(n =104)

Are you a scientist?

No

100 (97.1%)

100 (96.2%)

Yes

3 (2.9%)

4 (3.8%)

Do you work in a science-related field?

No

92 (89.3%)

87 (83.7%)

Yes

11 (10.7%)

17 (16.3%)

Are you studying a science-related field?

No

97 (94.2%)

92 (88.5%)

Yes 6 (5.8%) 12 (11.5%)
Science-related television shows watched

Discovery Curiosity* 54 (52.4%) 38 (36.5%)

MythBusters 77 (74.8%) 64 (61.5%)

National Geographic Explorer 81 (78.6%) 70 (67.3%)

NOVA 73 (70.9%) 65 (62.5%)

Through the Wormhole 40 (38.8%) 29 (27.9%)

* Chi-square (4=1) = 4.667, p = .031.




Findings
Impact #1: Linking Basic Research to Scientific Innovation

We asked participants to report the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that
scientific research and innovation (such as lab experiments and tests) can lead
to discoveries that can be important to society. We found evidence that
viewing the MS2 website helped individuals understand the importance of
basic research to innovation. Treatment group members reported statistically
higher levels of agreement (average = 4.86, sd = .40) than control group
members (average = 4.52, sd = .67) (t ar=168.056) = 4.519, p = .000; effect size =
.64).

We also asked participants to express their opinion of the top three factors that
lead to innovation. As summarized in the figure below, participants from both
groups were most likely to perceive new discoveries and experiments as the top
factors driving innovation today. Treatment group participants were
statistically more likely than control group members to choose
“collaboration among scientists” as a “top 3” factor (65% versus 39%).

However, related to NOVA’s Impact #1, the treatment group was not more likely
than the control group to perceive basic research as a driver of innovation.

New discoveries

Experiments

Collaboration among scientists*

i ]
Basic research Treatment

. . L . [
Financial motivation from private Control

sector

Economic crises 2%

4%

Government funding 16%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2. Factors considered most important to driving innovation.

* Chi-square (df = 1) = 5.181, p = .023.
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We asked participants to describe what “scientific innovation” meant to them.
While members of the treatment and control groups all tended to recognize
innovation as something new or different, treatment group members’
responses were longer, more detailed, and included more factors related to
innovation.

For example, typical responses from the control group members included:

* To make a positive change or improvement.

* The drive to make something more efficient through a method not
established before.

* Progressive adaptation.

Typical responses from the treatment group included:

* Taking something that is existing and makes changes to it that allow that
object/practice to perform in a different way. Generally, | think of this
change as being something that provides positive results.

* Innovation has a two-fold meaning to me. It either means creating
something that wasn't there before (a perfect example is Apple; we didn't
know we needed an ipod; ipad or iphone) but once we saw it, we had to
have it. The second meaning is making an existing item better. Keeping
on the Apple theme; they took a cd player and made it better (the ipod) a
regular cell phone and created the iphone and basically reworked the
laptop.

Impact #2: Increasing Public Awareness of and Excitement about
Scientific Innovation

Public Awareness of Scientific Innovation

We asked participants to report the extent to which they felt they were aware of
scientific or technological innovation. Treatment group members were
significantly more likely to report that they were aware than were control
group members. The average “awareness” score on a scale of 1to 5 (5 =
highest level) was 4.27 (sd = .75) for the treatment group and 3.95 (sd = .73) for
the control group (t (=204) = 3.137, p = .002; effect size = .43).

To further gauge the participants’ awareness of innovation, we asked them to
describe the ways in which they innovate in their own lives. Their responses
indicate that participants in both groups had a generally clear understanding of
what innovation is.
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Public Excitement about Scientific Innovation

To assess participants’ excitement about scientific and technological innovation,
we asked them a series of questions and asked them to indicate the extent to
which they agreed or disagreed with them. Participants responded on a scale of
1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree).

As summarized in the table below, we found that individuals who used the
MS2 website were significantly more likely than non-users to report that
research and innovation were exciting to them, that they enjoyed thinking
about the impact of innovation on our lives, and that they were interested
in learning about science and innovation.

Table 10:
Participants’ Excitement and Interest in Innovation

Treatment Control
Group Group Statistics
Statements Average Average (If significant
Agreement | Agreement difference)
(sd) (sd)

The connections between
scientific research and
innovation are new and exciting

t (ar=205) = 3.444, p
4.47 (.86) 4.07 (.80) .001; effect size =

48
to me.
| enjoy thinking about how t (ar=205) = 3.789, p
scientific innovations can 4.55 (.74) 4.13 (.85) .000; effect size =
change or improve our lives. .53

t (ar=205) = 4.929, p
462(60) | 4.11(88) | .000; effect size =
.69

| am interested in learning about
science and innovation.

To further gauge excitement, we asked participants how likely they were to
engage in a number of activities that were indicative of people who were
interested in science. Participants responded on a scale of 1 (Highly unlikely) to 5
(Highly likely). As summarized in the table below, we found that individuals
who used the MS2 website were significantly more likely than non-users to
report that they would likely discuss science and innovation with their
friends and peers, look into news about innovation, watch science
programs on TV, and attend or participate in other science-related events
or activities.
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Table 11:

Participants’ Interest in Engaging in Science-Related Behaviors

science-related activities.

Treatment Control
Group Group Statistics
Behaviors Average Average (If significant
Agreement | Agreement difference)
(sd) (sd)
Discuss science and innovation t (ar=100) = 4.621, p
topics with family, friends, or 4.58 (.50) 4.09 (.93) .000; effect size =
colleagues. .69
: : t (ar=189) = 2.999, p
Look into news about science, 458 (56) | 4.27 (.84) .0(03; offect size =
innovation, or new technologies. 44
. t (ar=200) = 2.708, p
Watch science programs on 463 (54) | 4.39(.69) 007 offect size =
television.
.39
- : t (dr=124.485) = 2.938,
Attend or participate in other 4.21(90) | 3.69(1.25) | p .004; effect size

= .48

In fact, when we asked treatment group participants specifically about the impact
of MS2 on their interest levels, most (97%) confirmed that MS2 made them more
interested in science and technology activities:

* The website made me more interested = 75 out of 103 (72.8%)

* The website did not change my interest level because | was already
interested = 25 out of 103 (24.3%)

* The website did not change my interest level because | remain
disinterested = 2 out of 103 (1.9%)

* The website made me less interested = 1 out of 103 (1.0%)

We asked participants to indicate which of the following other, science-related

activities they were likely to participate in. Participants who viewed MS2 were
significantly more likely than non-viewers to report that they were likely to
attend a science lecture or talk (60% versus 38%). Nearly all participants

(89% of treatment group and 81% of control group) reported that they were likely

to someday visit a museum.
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Table 12:
Other Science-Related Activities that Participants Might Engage In

Treatment Control

Grou Grou Statistics
Activities P P (If significant
Countand | Count and )
difference)
Percent Percent
Visit a museum 92 (89.3%) | 84 (80.8%) Not significant
. Chi-square (gt=1) =
0, 0,
Attend a science lecture or talk 62 (60.2%) | 39 (37.5%) 9.778, p = .002
Take a class on a science topic 34 (33.0%) | 33 (31.7%) Not significant
Research science on the Web* 3 (2.9%) 7 (6.7%) Not significant
Don’t plan to participate in any 2 (1.9%) 6 (5.8%) Not significant

Several participants across both groups also reported other types of activities
they were likely to do.®° These included:

* Reading about science (n = 3).
* Doing science activities with their kids or kids they teach (n = 3).
» Digging for fossils (n = 1).

For those participants who reported that they intended to engage in any of these
science-related behaviors, we explored the motivations behind those intentions.
We asked participants to report on what motivates them to stay informed about
topics related to science and innovation. The most common motivation, across
both groups was personal interest (90% of treatment group and 88% of control
group). The next most common motivation was “to talk with my friends and
family” (47% of treatment group and 38% of control group). There were no
statistically significant differences between the groups with respect to motivations
(and none were expected — we did not hypothesize that there would be any
significant differences between the groups with respect to these motivations).

Table 13:
Motivations for Staying Informed about Science and Technology

Treatment Control L.
Statistics
L. Group Group .o
Motivations (If significant
Count and | Count and .
difference)
Percent Percent
For personal interest 93 (90.3%) | 91 (87.5%) Not significant
:ac;::‘;k with my friends and 48 (46.6%) | 39 (37.5%) | Not significant

* We added this activity because of the number of individuals providing this response in
the Other category.
® The sample sizes were not large enough to compare differences between the groups.
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Treatment Control .
Grou Grou Statistics
Motivations P P (If significant
Count and | Count and )
difference)
Percent Percent
| need to for my job/career 32 (31.1%) | 23 (22.1%) Not significant
For financial or business 12 (11.7%) | 12 (11.5%) |  Not significant
purposes
Not applicable = Don't stay 1(1.0%) | 6(5.8%) Not significant
informed

Finally, we asked participants to report what resources they relied on most to get
information on the latest advancements in science and innovation. The top
answer from both groups was science documentaries and programs (31% of
treatment group and 23% of control group), followed by science-based websites,
online news sources, and national news broadcasts. There were no expected or
observed differences between the groups with respect to the resources
individuals reported using.

Table 14:
Resources for Staying Informed about Science and Technology

Treatment Control e
Statistics
Group Group -
Resources (If significant
Countand | Count and .
difference)
Percent Percent
Science documentaries and 31(30.1%) | 24 (23.1%) | Not significant
programs
Science-based website 20 (19.4%) 6 (15.4%) Not significant
An online news source 20 (19.4%) 5 (24.0%) Not significant
National news broadcast 10 (9.7%) 1(10.6%) Not significant
Public radio news 3 (2.9%) 7 (6.7%) Not significant
Regional/local newspaper 3 (2.9%) 0 (0.0%) Not significant
Weekly newspapersuchas The | 4 4 5oy | 0(0.0%) | Notsignificant
Science Times
Local news broadcast 6 (5.8%) 4 (3.8%) Not significant
National newspaper 2 (1.9%) 1(1.0%) Not significant
Radio programs such as 0 o -
Science Friday 3 (2.9%) 4 (3.8%) Not significant
Not applicable 0 (0.0%) 3 (2.9%) Not significant
Other 2 (1.9%) 6 (5.8%) Not significant

Other resources mentioned by participants included:
* Science magazines like Scientific American, Popular Mechanics, and
National Geographic (n = 3).
* Professional, peer-reviewed journals (n = 3).
* Family and friends (n = 1).
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Treatment Group Feedback on Making Stuff Season 2

To gather feedback on the MS2 website, we asked treatment group participants
what grade they would give the website, ranging from an “A” to a “D or F.” Most
participants gave MS2 an A (75%) or a B (20%):

e A=77outof 103 (74.8%)

* B=21o0utof 103 (20.4%)

* C=2o0utof103 (1.9%)

* DorF =3outof 103 (2.9%)

From the 5 participants who gave the website a D or F, a few reported:

* [t was all over the place. It was hard to find what | wanted to see.
* Most items would not open.

We asked treatment group participants how appropriate the website was for their
own level of knowledge about science and innovation. The majority of
participants reported that the website achieved the right balance between basic
and challenging (85%).

* The website achieved the right balance between basic and challenging =
88 out of 103 (85.4%)

* All or most of the website was too basic for me = 7 out of 103 (6.8%)

* Some of the website was too basic for me = 5 out of 103 (4.9%)

* Some of the website was too challenging for me = 3 out of 103 (2.9%)

We asked participants how interesting they found the topics covered on the
website. Most reported that they found the website topics to be very interesting
(65%):

* Very interesting = 67 out of 103 (65.0%)
* Interesting = 33 out of 103 (32.0%)
* Alittle interesting = 3 out of 103 (2.9%)

We asked participants how the extent to which they liked the images used on the
website. Most reported that they liked the images a lot (57%):

* | liked the images a lot = 59 out of 103 (57.3%)

* | liked the images = 38 out of 103 (36.9%)

* | liked the images a little = 5 out of 103 (4.9%)

* | did not like the images at all = 1 out of 103 (1.0%)
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We asked participants to report the extent to which they enjoyed different
aspects of the website. The most popular features were the video shorts (97%),
full NOVA episodes (94%), NOVA scienceNOW (91%), and NOVA Education
(91%). Their responses are summarized in the table below.

Table 15:
Treatment Group Satisfaction with Website Features

Proportion that

“Enjoyed” it or

Features “Enjoyed it Very

Much”
(n=103)

Video shorts 97 out of 100 (97.0%)
Full NOVA episodes 84 out of 89 (94.4%)
NOVA scienceNOW 83 out of 91 (91.2%)
NOVA Education 77 out of 85 (90.6%)
Articles 91 out of 103 (88.3%)
NOVA quiz 69 out of 82 (84.1%)
NOVA Next blog 60 out of 72 (83.3%)
The Secret Life of Scientists and Engineers 66 out of 80 (82.5%)
NOVA Labs 67 out of 82 (81.7%)
The Nature of Reality blog 51 out of 68 (75.0%)

Finally, we asked treatment group participants how likely they were to
recommend the MS2 website to their friends or family. The majority of
participants reported that they were likely or highly likely to recommend the
website (90%).

* Highly likely = 57 out of 103 (55.3%)
* Likely = 36 out of 103 (35.0%)

* Neutral = 8 out of 103 (7.8%)

* Unlikely = 2 out of 103 (1.9%)
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Study 3: Longitudinal Study

Study Design

Objectives

The Longitudinal Study was designed to gather evidence related to Impact #2:

2. Toincrease and sustain public awareness and excitement about
innovation and its impact on society.

Recruitment

After we received final surveys from participants in the TV Viewing Experiment
and the Web User Experiment (Studies 1 and 2), we randomly chose participants
from the Treatment Groups only to invite to the Longitudinal Study. Participants
were offered honoraria of $100 to participate in the study, which required them to
complete a survey at 3 months and 6 months following their enroliment in the
study.

We invited a random sample of slightly more than 100 individuals to participate in
the study (we recruited several extra participants to compensate for anyone who
did not fully complete the study). Half were recruited from the TV Viewing
Experiment and half from the Web User Experiment. Our goal was to recruit a
sample of 100 individuals total.

Study participants were not necessarily initially NOVA viewers before their
participation in the study, so any observed sustained interest in the NOVA series
or website is not like attributed to their previous engagement with the material.

Methods and Procedures

The surveys completed at the end of the TV Viewing Experiment and the Web
User Experiment served as the Month 0 (or baseline) survey for the Longitudinal
Study (Appendices E-G). The same core questions were included in the surveys
administered at Months 3 and 6 to track changes in response patterns over time,
if any, and to look for evidence of sustained public awareness and excitement
(Impact #2).
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Participants

A total of 108 individuals participated in the Longitudinal Study. The table below
summarizes the participants’ demographic characteristics.

There was more representation from women in the sample (69% women versus
32% men). The sample contained a range of individuals across the lifespan, from
18 years old to over 60 years old. There were significantly more White individuals
in the sample than any other racial or ethnic group.

The sample contained individuals with a range of educational backgrounds, from
high school graduates to doctorates. The most common degree was a bachelor’s
degree (45%).

Table 16:
Participant Characteristics

Count and
Participant Characteristics Percent
(n=108)
Gender
Female 74 (68.5%)
Male 34 (31.5%)
Age
18-29 years old 18 (16.7%)
30-39 years old 26 (24.1%)
40-49 years old 34 (31.5%)
50-59 years old 24 (22.2%)
60 years old+ 6 (5.6%)
Race / Ethnicity
White or Caucasian 82 (76.0%)
Black or African-American 14 (13.0%)
Hispanic, Spanish or Latino/a 13 (12.0%)
Asian 3 (2.8%)
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 2 (1.9%)
Native American or Alaskan Native 1 (0.9%)
Highest Education Level Attained
High School Diploma or GED 7 (6.5%)
Some College, No Degree 9 (8.3%)
Currently Enrolled in College 4 (3.7%)
Associate’s Degree 18 (16.7%)
Bachelor’s Degree 49 (45.4%)
Master's Degree 16 (14.8%)
Doctorate or Other Professional Degree 5 (4.6%)
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To gauge participants’ prior experience with, and interest in, science-related
information, we asked participants to report whether they were a scientist and
whether they worked or studied in a science-related field. Most participants
reported that they were not scientists (n =104, 96.3%), did not work in science-

related fields (n = 96, 88.9%), and were not studying in a science-related field (n
=102, 94.4%).
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Findings

At three points in time, we asked patrticipants to report on their awareness and
beliefs related to scientific or technological innovation. Specifically, we asked
participants to report on the extent to which they agreed or disagreed that

* They were aware of scientific or technological innovation,

* They believed that scientific research and innovations can lead to
discoveries that can be important to society,

* The connections between scientific research and innovation were new
and exciting to them,

* They enjoyed thinking about how scientific innovations can change or
improve our lives, and

* They were interested in learning about science and innovation.

We observed that interest and awareness were sustained over time and even
grew in some cases.

As summarized in the figure below, we found that, over time (6 months),
participants’ self-reported awareness of scientific or technological innovation
grew. While 83% of respondents agreed that they were aware of such innovation
at the start of the study, by the end, the proportion grew to 94%.°

Likewise, by the end of the study, the proportion of respondents who reported
that they agreed that the connections between scientific research and innovation
were new and exciting to them also increased significantly, from 93% to 95%.’

As summarized below, at the outset of the study, nearly all (98%) participants
reported that they believed that scientific research and innovations can lead to
discoveries that can be important to society. This proportion did not change
significantly over time; 99% of participants held this belief by the end of the six
months. Thus, the belief was sustained.

The proportion of participants who reported that they enjoyed thinking about how
scientific innovations can change or improve our lives grew over time. It
increased from baseline to the six month point (91% to 95%).

Participants also remained very interested in learning about science and
innovation over time (94% to 95%).

® This effect was statistically significant (F (1.686, 180.369) = 3.146, p = .000).
’ This effect was statistically significant (F (1.819, 194.616) = 4.027, p = .022).
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| am aware of scientific or technological innovation.

Month 0 31% 52% 13%
Month 3 39% 54% a8 2%
Month 6 44% 50% i 0%

| believe that scientific research and innovations can lead to
discoveries that can be important to society.

Month O 81% Y 1%
Month 3 84% Iyl 0%
Month 6 80% 19% O
The connections between scientific research and innovation are
new and exciting to me.
Month O 62% 31% 6% V3
Month 3 57% 33% a0 0%
Month 6 71% 24% ol 1%

| enjoy thinking about how scientific innovations can change or
improve our lives.

Month 0 64% 27% 8% Wb
Month 3 68% 26% 5% PA
Month 6 69% PAY/S svan 0%

| am interested in learning about science and innovation.

Month 0 69% 25% v 0%
Month 3 63% 31% 5% MMV
Month 6 72% 23% A 1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 3. Interest in and awareness of scientific and technological innovation (N = 108).

At baseline, we asked participants to report predict how likely they were to
engage in the following types of behaviors related to science. At Month 3 and
Month 6, we asked participants to report how frequently during the previous 3
months they actually engaged in these behaviors:

Discussing science and innovation topics with family, friends, or
colleagues;

Looking into news about science, innovation, or new technologies; and
Watching science programs on television.

B Strongly agree

B Agree

¥ Neutral

B Disagree

B Strongly disagree

¥ Don't know



Page 3 3

While 90% of participants predicted that they were likely to discuss science and
innovation topic with others in the coming month, by Month 3, 84% reported that
they had done so, at least a few times per month, and by Month 6, 88% reported
that they had done so, at least a few times per month.

Some behaviors exceeded participants’ expectations. For example, 89% of
participants predicted that they were likely to look into news about science,
innovation, or new technologies. By Month 3, 95% reported that they had done
this, at least a few times per month, and by Month 6, 89% reported that they did
this, at least a few times per month.

Likewise, 97% of participants predicted that they were likely to watch science
programs on television. By Month 3, 95% reported that they did this, at least a
few times per month, and by Month 6, 89% reported that they had.

For the charts below, perhaps Month 0 should be starred and set apart as
predicted or anticipated future activity? This might help in interpreting the findings
a bit more.

| discussed science and innovation topics with family, friends,
or colleagues. (Baseline: How likely is it you will...)

Month 0 46% 44% 49
Month3 [ 33% 1%
Month 6 [/ 38% 1%

| looked into news about science, innovation, or new
technologies. (Baseline: How likely is it you will...)

H Highly likely/Daily

Month 0 53% 36% T ®lLikely/A few times per

week
Month 3 25% 38% Dis%
Unsure/A few times
Month 6 26% 34% YA 3%
2 . ° per month

H Unlikely/Less than

| watched science programs on television. (Baseline:
once per month

How likely is it you will...)
H Highly unlikely/Never

Month 0 69% 28% 2 1%

Month 3 17% 41% SVA | 2%
Month 6 16% 37% o 1%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 4. Engagement in science-related activities (N = 108).
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We asked participants to report whether they had participated in any science-
related activities during the previous six months. Participants were most likely to
report they had visited a museum during the previous six months, but these visits
became less frequent over time (91% at Month 0 versus 74% at Month 6).

The next activity reported by half of the sample was attending a science lecture
or talk. At baseline, 51% reported that they had done so recently. But, by Month
6, this proportion dropped to 25%. Also decreasing over time was the proportion
of participants who reported that they had recently taken a class on a science
topic (from 31% at baseline to 16% by Month 6).2

The proportion of participants who reported engaging in other science-related
activities (e.g., attending “Nerd Nights”) stayed consistent from baseline to Month

6 (11% versus 14%).

Finally, the proportion of participants reporting that they did not engage in any
science-related activities grew over time, from 3% to 13%.

| did not participate.

Month 0 %
Month 3 AN
Month 6 IEEEETZN
| visited a museum.
Month 0 A
Month 3 e
Month 6 A
| attended a science lecture or talk.
Month 0 A
Month 3 Iy
Month 6 LA
| took a class on a science topic.
Month 0 A
Month 3 VAN
Month 6 TN
| participated in another science-related activity.
Month 0 IEEEC7AN
Month 3 IEECZAN
Month 6 VTN

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Figure 5. Participation in science-related activities (N = 108).

® The study took place during the academic year, so time of year should not be a factor.
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NOVA was interested in learning how many participants sustained their interest
in watching NOVA over time. Half of the sample (51%) reported that they
watched NOVA a few times per month. By the 6-month point, that proportion had
been sustained. The proportion of people who reported watching NOVA on a
more frequent basis decreased over time, from 29% to 20%.

Month 0 &) 23% 51% U 1% W Daily or more
frequently
H A few times per
week
5 A few times per
Month 3 |57 24% 44% 22% =2 1% month
M Less than once
per month
B Never
Month 6 IS 51% 23% 6%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 6. Frequency of NOVA viewing over time (N = 108).

We asked participants who did view NOVA at least occasionally to report their
favorite ways of viewing the series. The most popular method was to view the

broadcast series live on TV (75% at baseline). This method remained the most
popular by Month 6 (reported by 70%).

The next most popular way to view NOVA episodes was streaming them online
from the Web. The proportion of participants who reported that they liked to
stream NOVA online increased over the study timeline, from 43% to 56%.

Finally, the proportion of participants who reported that they enjoyed watching
older episodes of NOVA actually increased over the 6-month period, from 35% to
42%.
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Broadcast series viewed live

Month 0 75%
Month 3 67%
Month 6 70%

Broadcast viewed later

Month 0
Month 3
Month 6

NOVA streaming online

Month 0
Month 3
Month 6

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Figure 7. Methods of viewing NOVA (N = 108).

In addition to assessing viewership of NOVA, we also assessed use of the NOVA
website by participants over time. We found that use of the NOVA website
actually increased over time. Four percent of participants reported using the
NOVA website on a daily basis and this increased to 6% by Month 6. Participants
who reported using the website a few times per week also steadily increased
between baseline (7%), Month 3 (12%), and Month 6 (19%).

Month 0 A7 28% 36% 23% 1% ™ Daily or more frequently

H A few times per week

1 A few times per month

Month 3 FZ5NPAZ 42% 24% 19%
H Less than once per month
B Never
Month 6  [SFZEerZS 39% 21% 16%
W1 don't know what this is
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 8. Frequency of visiting NOVA website (N = 108).
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We were interested in exploring which areas of the NOVA website were most
popular with participants over time. At the start of the study, articles were the
most popular area of the website (78%) and the NOVA quiz was the least
popular (35%). Use of the quiz did not change at all over the course of the study.
But, the proportion of website users who reported watching full NOVA episodes
increased over time, from 64% at the start to 74% by Month 6. The use of video
shorts did not change over time — roughly two-thirds of the partcipants continued
watching those. By the end of the study, the proportion of users who reported
reading articles on the website descreased to about two-thirds.

Full NOVA episodes

Month O Y 7 —
Mionth 3. = —
Month 6 s 77—

Video shorts

Month 0 [ —
Month 3 7 —
Month 6 7 —

Articles

Month O 7 —
Month 3 s 7 —
Month 6 7 —

NOVA quiz

Month 0 [T
Month 3 7
Month 6 [T
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Figure 9: Areas of the NOVA website used most. Month 0 (n = 81); Month 3 (n = 87); Month 6
(n = 89).

Another aspect of the NOVA website is that it contains several other, related sub-
sites. We asked participants which of these sites they visited over the life of the
study. The most popular site visited was NOVA scienceNOW, visited by 73% of
the sample at the start of the study and 78% by the end of the study.

The next most popular was NOVA Education, visited by 57% at the outset and
48% by Month 6. The remaining sites, NOVA Next blog, NOVA Labs, Nature of
Reality blog, and the Secret Life of Scientists and Engineers were visited by a
core of roughly one-third of the sample and this level of interest was sustained
over the 6-month period of the study.
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NOVA Next blog

Month 0 A
Month 3 e
Month 6 LA
NOVA scienceNOW
Month 0 A
Month 3 A
Month 6 A
NOVA Education
Month 0 s
Month 3 A
Month 6 A
NOVA Labs
Month 0 A
Month 3 A
Month 6 e
Nature of Reality blog
Month 0 e
Month 3 A
Month 6 A
Secret Life of Scientists and Engineers
Month 0 ey
Month 3 A
Month 6 A

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Figure 10. Use of NOVA websites. Month 0 (n = 81); Month 3 (n = 86); Month 6 (n = 89).

NOVA also has a social media presence. We asked participants how often they
access NOVA using social media (like Facebook or Twitter). About 5% of the
sample reported that they used social media to access NOVA and this proportion
was sustained over time. Another 8% reported that they used social media
several times a week to access NOVA at the study start. This proportion
increased to 15% by the end of the study. Another 15% reported that they used
social media several times a month to access NOVA. This proportion decreased
to 9% by the end of the study. Roughly half reported that they never used social
media to connect to NOVA. This didn’t change over the course of the study.

100%
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Month 0 SZ8Z8 (5 16% 55% H Daily or more
frequently
H A few times per

week

Month 3 54 AN 15 18% 47% B A few times per
month

B Less than once per
month
VRGN IN6%  15% BO%N  18% H Never

@1 don't know what
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% this is

Figure 11. How often do you access NOVA using social media? (N = 108)

The social media platform most commonly used to access NOVA, at the study
start and by the end, was Facebook, used by more than three-quarters of the
sample. YouTube was the next most popular platform, used by 69% of the
sample at the outset and dropping to 62% of the sample by Month 6. Twitter use
was sustained over time, used by 38% of the sample at the beginning of the
study and 40% by the end. Finally, Google+ was reportedly used by 27% of the
sample at the beginning of the study, but increased to 37% of the sample by the
Month 6.

Facebook

Twitter

Month 0 7 —
Month 3 IENFFZ.
Month 6 Y7 —

YouTube

Month 0 7 —
Month 3 I —
Month 6 7 —

Google+

Month 0  INFF7.
Month 3 YT
Month 6 I

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Figure 12. Social media platforms used to access NOVA. Month 0 (n = 48); Month 3 (n = 56);
Month 6 (n = 52).
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We asked participants how frequently they used the NOVA Education website, if
at all. Six percent reported using the site daily at the start of the study and this
was sustained over time. Eleven percent of the sample reported using the
website a few times per week and this proportion increased over time to 15% by
Month 6. Likewise, 20% of the sample reported using the website a few times per
month, and this proportion jumped to 28% by Month 6, although that was a light
decrease from a Month 3 high of 31%.

Month 0 [/ EEZ) 20% 28% 33% B Daily or more
frequently
B A few times per
week
5 A few times per
Month 3 E¥/uELZS 31% 25% 28% month
H Less than once per
month
¥ Never
Month 6 S 28% 24% 29%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 13. Frequency of visits to NOVA Education (N = 108).

Among those participants who did report using NOVA Education, we asked
respondents to indicate which of the resources they used. The most commonly
used resource was the Engaging Science blog — used by the majority of people
who visited the website at the start (78%) and at the end (74%). Roughly half of
website users reported using the Spark newsletter at the start and finish of the
study (566% and 49%). Teacher resources were used by roughly one-third of
website users from start to finish (30% and 35%), although there was a
significant decrease from Month 3 (44%) to Month 6 (35%).
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Teacher resources

Month 0
Month 3
Month 6

Engaging Science blog
Month O 78%
Month 3 56%
Month 6 74%

Spark newsletter

Month 0
Month 3
Month 6

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Figure 14. Reported use of NOVA Education resources. Month 0 (n = 80); Month 3 (n = 71);
Month 6 (n = 74).

100%
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Study 4: Community of Practice Evaluation

Study Design

The Community of Practice (CoP) evaluation was designed to evaluate the
extent to which NOVA met its third objective:

3. To establish a community of practice that enhances the frequency and
quality of collaboration among STEM researchers and informal educators.

The evaluation included three activities:

* A web-based survey of all CoP members in late spring 2014.

* A network analysis and online community observations to explore the
frequency and types of CoP member interactions.

* Interviews with a sample of the most active CoP members in spring of
2014.

Participants

The total number of participants in the CoP evaluation included 113 informal and
formal educators and STEM researchers who joined the online CoP community
hosted by NOVA.

Network Analysis

We analyzed all of the online posts made by members of the CoP community.
Out of 113 members, 107 individuals posted at least one comment, so the
network analysis sample represents approximately 95% of the total membership.
We also observed one of the NOVA-hosted office hours sessions and all of the
live or recorded hangouts, including:

* What You Need to Know About MAKING STUFF Community Outreach
*  MAKING STUFF Project Hangout on Air: SAFER

* DiscoverE and Engineers Week, what you need to know!

*  MAKING STUFF Project Hangout on Air: COLDER

*  MAKING STUFF Project Hangout on Air: WILDER

* Designing Great Maker Experiences: A Conversation with David Wells
* Hangout on Air with Tony DeRose of Pixar & Young Makers

* The Pedagogy of Making w/ Steve Davee of Maker Education
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* Making STEAM: The Role of The Arts in STEM Education

Survey

All CoP members were invited to participate in the evaluation survey (Appendix
H). We received responses from 54 individuals (a response rate of 39%),
including representatives from:

* Afterschool clubs

* Colleges and universities

* Libraries

* Makerspaces

e  Museums

* Science centers

* Professional engineering societies
* School districts

Interviews

We conducted telephone interviews (Appendix I) with ten CoP members
representing eight different institutions, including:

* Achildren's museum

* An antique aeroplane and automobile museum
* A museum of industry and innovation

* A STEM-focused public school

* Aninformal math and science program for girls
* A professional society for engineers

* A materials research laboratory

* A college-based community partnership
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Findings
Network Analysis

We tracked the number of and types of posts to the online community from
October 2013 to April 2014 when the CoP was most active online.® We found that
the CoP was active online for about one-third of the project time (peaking for two
out of seven months), and that a small proportion of the community regularly
interacted with others in the CoP (the average CoP member interacted only four
times over seven months).

"Making Stuff" Google+ Community Interactions

; /=
: i

. / / \\ sl
[ / 1
° r/\\{/ .\\\:

Oct-13 Nov-13 Dec-13 Jan-14 Feb-14 Mar-14 Apr-14

L1

Figure 15. Number of posts and comments made on website during project.

From October 2013 to December 2013, most of the posts and comments were
made on the ‘| have a question’ and ‘Introduce yourself’ pages, which made
sense since most CoP members were new to the community at that time.

In December 2013, we observed a decrease in posts and comments, which was
likely due to the holiday season. From January 2014 to February 2014, a majority
of the posts and comments pertained to the different projects happening at CoP
member sites.

After February 2014, the posts and comments decreased significantly. The
number of comments decreased and the number of posts decreased steadily,
which indicates that the members may no longer have been checking in with the
online community regularly.

% As of the writing of this report, there have only been three posts since April.
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Seventy (64%) of the CoP members posted or commented at least once between
the months of October 2013 and April 2014." A total of 37 people were non-
active community members, never posting or commenting at all.

Although the posts and comments increased during the months of February and
March 2014, the posts and comments were mainly made by a small group of
active people: 13 members posted and commented ten or more times during the
seven months of the study. Only five members were highly active, meaning they
commented and posted twenty or more times. The most active CoP member
commented and posted a total of 45 times.

Survey

Outreach Experiences with the Maker Project Boxes

We asked CoP members to describe the extent of their outreach efforts using the
Maker Project Boxes. Members reported reaching anywhere from four people to
6,000 people with their outreach activities. The median number reached was 73
people (the average was 252 people, standard deviation = 825). Outreach
members reported that they held between one and 25 events. The average and
median number of events was four (standard deviation = 4).

Fifty-one members described the typical users of their Maker Project Boxes. The
most common type of users were students and museum visitors of all ages:

* Students: 23 (45.10%)

* Museum visitors of all ages: 13 (25.49%)
*  Community members: 8 (15.86%)

* Young children: 3 (5.88%)

* Library patrons, general: 2 (3.92%)

* Adults, unspecified: 1 (1.96%)

* Other, unspecified: 1 (1.96%)

We asked members to report whether the DVD resources and videos clips
provided by NOVA were helpful to them in facilitating program delivery to their
audiences. Most (more than 84%) reported that the resources were helpful to
them, at least somewhat (see table below).

1% This excludes NOVA and CEG staff.
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Table 17:
Helpfulness of the NOVA Resources for Facilitating Program Delivery

DVD Resources Video Clips
Degree of Helpfulness (n = 52) (n = 53)
A great deal 30 (58%) 31 (59%)
Only somewhat 16 (31%) 13 (25%)
Not sure 3 (6%) 5 (9%)
Not at all 3 (6%) 4 (8%)

Most CoP members (81%) reported that they planned to continue using the
Maker Project Boxes. Only one individual reported that they would not use them.
Of the respondents who reported they would or might continue using the Maker
Project Boxes, nearly all reported that they were useful and engaging. For
example, some members reported: "

* These inquiry-based programs were a brilliant way to engage our visitors.
| can definitely see us using these programs again in the future, either for
workshop-style programming in our lab space or as future programs for
our STEM and Camp groups.

* They're a great resource and we can continue to use them by integrating
the activities into our other programs, including summer camps, after-
school programs, etc.

* The hands-on nature of the activities can really get students to think
about materials, which aligns with our mission.

* They were great problem solving projects and the supplies can be used in
many other projects too.

However, five respondents reported that they experienced challenges with the
activities, including several concerns that tools included in the boxes were
perceived as unsafe to work with under certain conditions or with children who
were younger than the NOVA guidelines and safety warnings indicated (e.g.,
saws, hot glue guns, and box cutters).'> NOVA strategically did not accept
certain schools into the CoP that were elementary schools without the capacity to
support these types of building projects. Moreover, in developing the activities,
NOVA'’s partner, the New York Hall of Science (NYSCI), conducted extensive
user testing with middle and high school students (the intended audiences) prior
to launching the project.

" A more comprehensive list of responses is included in Appendix J.
' CEG delivered a separate memorandum to NOVA describing specific comments
related to safety so that the team could make changes immediately.
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Despite selecting an appropriate audience of middle and high school students
and testing the activities through NYSCI, communicating safety warnings to CoP
members ahead of using the boxes, and publishing safety guidelines on the
NOVA website, there were some CoP members who implemented the activities
with young children regardless (younger than the intended audience). Since
becoming aware of these situations, the NOVA team has taken the feedback
very seriously and has removed any tools that might be inappropriate for younger
audiences and has a plan for communicating safety warnings even more clearly
in future through the activity guidelines and the community of practice outreach

group.

Others reported that the science content could be enhanced to better reflect the
concepts being covered. For example, some members reported:

* Some of the video clips didn't really match the project principles very well.
For instance, in Faster the video talks about torque as the key to speed,
whereas the project itself really has to do with friction, weight, and
momentum. Wilder was closer, as was Safer if you used the Shake Table
(which could've used better construction guidance). Colder was ok,
although 1) some people were startled at the mention of a rectal temp
probe, and 2) it was about circulating liquid. Still, it made sense to be
making a personal cooling unit given what the video talked about.

* The Wilder activity was too far removed from our perception of materials
science and engineering. We currently have a structural color activity
involving butterfly wings that we feel better aligns with our department's
focus.

* The one area | see for improvement is the "safer" activity. Although the
content is good (the discussion of shapes and their
strengths/weaknesses, the connection to the real world with the
earthquake table), you might consider a new activity to illustrate this
concept. Most kids have done some variation of building with gumdrops
and toothpicks in school, camps, etc. | would have liked to see a fresh
take on how to "make stuff safer."”

Others reported that the activities were not appropriate for their specific
audiences:

* The car activity is too hard for a classroom setting. One time we did
vegetable cars. They could use a specific number of other elements like
skewers and rubber bands.
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* | don't think the pinewood derby or gum drop/toothpick structure activity
were anything many people in this community hadn't seen before.

* [ found the bio inspired claw did not work as well as similar "robotic hand"
type projects we currently do and the material cost to be prohibitive for
reuse in a museum setting. | felt the vinyl tubing could have been put to
better use to build a pneumatic robotic arm which would have also gone
with the segment from the Making Stuff series as their arm was also
pneumatic.

* Some of the activities were much better suited for smaller class sizes with
instructor-facilitated programming, and were less conducive to a large
community outreach event. We had to modify several activities in order to
make sure that they were feasible in that setting with a large number of
people.

Other CoP members reported that they needed more information or that they
need the information in a more timely manner:

* For Making Stuff Colder materials it would have helped to have more
practical advice on using and setting up the "experiment”.

* Not all materials detailed in packaging list were included: | would be
careful about that, especially when sending to schools or organizations
with funding challenges.

* The boxes were great. It would've been nice to get them a little earlier,
although I'm sure fulfillment was filled with challenges. That said, the
community was great, as were Rachel and Scott, at adapting and
exploring different approaches.

Experiences with the Online Community

We asked CoP members to report whether it was helpful to interact with the
online community. Out of 54 members who responded to this question, most (42,
78%) reported that interacting with the online community was helpful to them.
Only six (11%) reported that it was not helpful. Those who reported that the
online community was not helpful told us that there was not enough interaction
between members (4 out of 6) and that the online community was simply too
large (2 out of 6).

We asked members to report their favorite ways to interact with the outreach
community. The most common ways were the NOVA hosted online hangouts
and online live guest hangouts:
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* NOVA hosted online live “hangouts:” n = 24 out of 54 (44.44%)

* Online live “hangouts” featuring guests from the maker movement: n = 19
out of 54 (35.19%)

* Interactions with other related network sites: n = 17 out of 54 (31.48%)

* NOVA hosted “office hours:” n = 13 out of 54 (24.07%)

We asked CoP members about the perceived benefits to belonging to the online
outreach community. As the table below summarizes, half of members reported
that the MS2 outreach community has provided them with more opportunities to

interact with others who shared their professional interests. Roughly half also
reported that the information they received from the online community was
helpful to them in facilitating program delivery to their own audiences.

Table 18:

Perceived Benefits to Participating in the Online Community

Degree of Benefit

Did being a part of the
MAKING STUFF Outreach
community give you more

opportunities to interact
with others who share
your professional

Was the information you
received from the online
community helpful to you
in facilitating program
delivery to your

interests? audle_nsczes?
(n = 53) (n=52)
A great deal 27 (50%) 24 (46%)
Only somewhat 21 (40%) 19 (37%)
Not sure 4 (7%) 3 (6%)
Not at all 1(2%) 0 (0%)
Didn’t need extra support Not applicable 6 (12%)

As summarized in the table below, most members (83%) agreed or strongly
agreed that the CoP made them feel like they were part of a larger community.
Most members (85%) also agreed or strongly agreed that they enjoyed hearing

from others about their Maker Project Box experiences.

CoP members reported they were less motivated or interested in sharing their
own experiences with the online community. Only 63% reported that they
enjoyed sharing their own experiences, and only 55% reported that they were
motivated to share because others would want to hear from them.
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Table 19:
Engagement with the CoP

Strongly
Agree

Strongly

A Neutral
gree u Disagree

Disagree

Engaging with others on Google+
made me feel as if | was part of a
larger MAKING STUFF
community. (n = 52)

26 (50%) | 17 (33%) | 6(12%) | 3 (6%) 0 (0%)

| enjoyed hearing from others
about their experiences with the
Maker Project Boxes. (n = 53)

25 (47%) | 20 (38%) | 8(15%) | 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

| enjoyed sharing my experiences
with the Maker Project Boxes with
others. (n =53)

14 (27%) | 19 (36%) | 19 (36%) | 1 (2%) 0 (0%)

| was motivated to share because
| felt there was an active
community of other educators who
wanted to hear from me. (n = 53)

10 (19%) | 19(36%) | 21 (40%) 3 (6%) 0 (0%)

We asked CoP members to report on their favorite aspects of the MS2 outreach
community. Thirty-two (62.75%) respondents reported that interacting with peers
and sharing information with each other was their favorite aspect. For example,
some members reported that they enjoyed...

...Others’ ideas allowed for one to riff on projects and to build upwards
and outwards.

I liked that we were connecting our small organization to a larger, national
community of informal STEM educators and Makers.

| think that having the Google+ as a resource was really great. | was able
to ask general questions about demos or ask people for ideas and
opinions and also able to search other conversations for any suggestions
and answers. | got to see how many people are out there doing the same
things that we are!

It was great way to connect with others around a common interest in a
way that felt "informal," in that it was a comfortable conversation to have.
It did not have the dry, rigid structure that many professional community
networks suffer from. Kudos, NOVA team!

The sharing of "lessons learned" from individuals or groups who
encountered challenges in implementation. For example, one of the
members created worksheets to help facilitate the learning for each of the
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units. They were excellent ways to help focus students & families on the
science & design embedded in the activity rather than "just” having fun!

Other respondents (n = 14, 27.45%) reported that the boxes and hands-on
activities were their favorite aspect. For example, some members reported:

* [ teach high school Chemistry. Making Stuff Colder was the most
impactful for my group of students. | showed / streamed the video and
many students said that "It blew their minds". The hands-on activity
deeply engaged the students.

* My favorite thing was seeing how kids took ownership over the materials
and made it their own, straying somewhat from the directions in the kits.

* The lesson plans are very well developed and documented. The Maker
Box was very neatly organized and inventoried. The videos were a very
good complement to the lessons. The t-shirts and banner were a nice
touch, and helped enhance the environment while presenting the
activities.

* My favorite part was receiving free, high quality materials that were
interesting for kids. The curriculum provided, including the slideshows and
video clips on the DVD, were very well thought out and easy to teach.

* | enjoyed getting families involved with STEM at our school. My students
had a great time showing their families how "science works" and building
together. Our most successful events included using our wood shop to
shape the cars and working with circuits. We had two fathers who happen
to be electricians show up and they ended up leading the event! Our girls
were empowered as they experienced a risk free learning environment.

Some respondents reported that they were not fully satisfied with the Google+
platform:

» | did feel a bit buried in emails occasionally. Perhaps a way to cut those
down so that we don't get one every time someone holds and event
would be helpful.

* Although the content and the participants in the community were great
and beneficial, I did not find that the platform used for the community
allowed me to participate to the fullest degree.

* | honestly didn't really participate in the community aspect much because
it was hosted by Google+ which is not a platform I'm a big fan of. To get
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into the community required setting up a whole new account and it was
difficult to feel my privacy was secure from the web at large while still
sharing enough information to be a contributor within the community itself.
Also, | just don't like Google+, it's why | got rid of my personal account.

Maybe I'm not technologically advanced enough, but | had a lot of
difficulty posting things on the Making Stuff site. It seemed very
complicated and not intuitive to me.

Most CoP members (91%) reported that they would continue to be involved in
the Maker Movement or to use the Maker Pedagogy. Only one member reported
that they would not. Many respondents reported that their institutions would
continue to be involved in the Maker Movement because it fit squarely with their
institutional missions. For example, some members reported:

The Free Library is dedicated to Maker programming, and will be
continuing at least through the rest of the year with dedicated maker
workshops in ten branches.

We love the open-ended, creative approach that is inherent to these
types of activities. We are always looking for fun, new, creative ways to
use cheap, recycled materials and maker pedagogy is a perfect fit for us.
Although we are based in a very science-rich area, kids still do not get
many opportunities to tinker and explore, and we want to be able to
provide them with that opportunity.

This is a great way for kids and adults to learn concepts by making and it
fits well with our museum's current goal of integrating STEM activities for
and older (3rd grade and up) audience.

Others reported that they would continue to use Maker pedagogy because it is so
engaging and effective as an educational outreach tool:

We have found that the maker activities hold the attention of our visitors.

Hands-on is engaging for kids; making something to take home is always
a hit!

The Maker Movement helps us to focus students on "lost skills"
generationally. Most students aren't allowed or don't have access to
simple tools. Students and parents are excited about creating & designing
something on their own.
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| think the Maker Movement is a powerful tool that museums can (and
should!) leverage to reach new audiences and offer unique educational
experiences that they are not getting in school or anywhere else.

Some respondents reported that their institutions were interested in continuing
their involvement in the Maker Movement, but they weren’t sure what their
involvement would be:

We are trying to figure out how we are going to be involved in the Maker
Movement at this time. It will be included in our institution in the future but
we are still working out what that looks like.

Maker Movement is still new for me!

The mission of our center is more about the "stuff" (the new materials)
than the "making" (the engineering). We have participated in some
Makers Faires, but it's always a bit of a stretch for what we do.

| think the library is a natural place for children to learn creatively, and |
hope our district will allow us to make space upgrades down the road that
make this an even better possibility.

Interviews

To gain a deeper understanding of the issues covered in the CoP survey, we
interviewed, via telephone, a group of ten of the most active CoP members. A
comprehensive set of interviewee comments is available in Appendix J. Below,
we have provided example comments.

Activities

Interviewees echoed the comments received from survey respondents about the
activities. They were mostly pleased with the activities, with a few exceptions in
which materials were considered inappropriate for use. For example, some
members reported:

...Another favorite was the making things safer activity, building the
structures out of the gum drops. For that activity, we always have things
in our Maker Space that the kids can use so we decided to make like
independent little shake tables using a box set motor inside of like a
plastic butter tub. And that made it really awesome because then the kids
could just, they, they got to build their own shake table as opposed to us
building a larger one that everybody got to experiment on. And then they
could hook up different electrical voltages to it to increase you know the
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earthquake effect to make it stronger or lesser to see how well their
structure could work. They were able to take that home with them so they
could continue experimenting and exploring that structures and trying to
make them stronger. | was so impressed with the way that it went I'm
actually looking at adapting that into a full in-house workshop. The kids
loved it.

I most enjoyed seeing it come together on the floor of the museum and
watch parents and kids working together on the projects and seeing them
get excited.

It really was nice to have it all planned out and have all the lessons there
and you could choose what you wanted but it was well done. To have
90% of the supplies come to your door was just such a gift.

Materials

Interviewees reported that they were mostly satisfied with the materials provided
by NOVA. For example, some members reported:

| was really impressed with the quality of the materials and the things that
they sent. However, for the pinewood derby cars, the saw that they had
sent was not the proper saw for cutting those types of things....I really
prefer to use the Japanese style pull saws because they cut both on the
forward motion and the backward motion.

The box itself is great. As educators, we love opening up a box and the
materials are there and we can find them -- even down to the hammer
and the saw. That was excellent. Being able to open the box and just start
sorting supplies and knowing that the majority of it was there for what we
were going to need was excellent. That saves us on the prep time and
leaves us for the thinking time we don’t have to worry about the materials
aspect of it.

DVDs and PowerPoint Slides

Interviewees echoed the survey findings regarding the usefulness of the DVDs
and the PowerPoint slides. For example, some members reported:

I loved all those resources and | hope it’s okay if | keep using them. The
video clips were good as was having the PowerPoint presentation to
follow up the video clips that was short -- enough even with the younger
kids.



* The presentation materials were a little hard to work with. They should
test these things next time around if they’re going to provide presentation
materials just make sure it’s something that somebody who'’s not part of
the organization can open it up.

* There was a little disconnect between the Wilder video clip and the
project, although it was relatively close. And, there was a pretty big
disconnect between the Faster video clip and the project itself because
the Faster video clip really dealt with torque.

* [ thought that the slide show (the PowerPoints) that accompanied each
activity this year were honestly pretty weak. There is some science
background that could be a little more fleshed out. There could be better
pictures. Season 1 was better....

Some participants wished that the boxes had come with a handout guide that
was provided by NOVA during Season 1 outreach:

* This is the first year we’ve done NOVA Making Stuff outreach, but | was
pleasantly surprised when | saw the handout guide they did in Season 1.
That was really amazing. | understand we don’t want to waste materials
and printing costs can be kind of high, but that guide was really cool. |
was bummed that one of those didn’t come with this year’s stuff.

* There’s a gentleman who’s been posting a lot on the community who
made up some really good questioning worksheets to go along with the
activities. It is great to hand to the facilitators and to the parents and say,
“Ask these questions.” His resources were tremendous and I'd actually
printed off all of those to stick inside my NOVA folder to use the next time
that we do this. So things like that within the facilitator’s guide would be
excellent.

* | got the Making Stuff info from Season 1. They certainly did a really nice
job in Season 1 in preparing us clearly and cleanly for the demonstration
and for the activity and | had no complaints. This year, | don’t feel the
same way. In fact, a couple of people had to come up with their own.

CoP members reported that there was information missing from the materials
that they received:

* One of the things that’s really important to somebody like me (because I'll
go out and do workshops) is timing. | did not see any timing information in
the NOVA guide to give us an idea of how much time would be good. So,
on member had that experience and he gave it that to me.
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We need a real materials list with part numbers.

Online Community

Members reported that they enjoyed learning from others in the online
community. For example, some members reported:

There were definitely parts of it that | found very useful, like a lot of the
hangouts, even if | wasn’t able to like catch them live | tried to go back
and watch all of them. I'm a big fan of the community and I’'m a big fan of
the Google plus side.

| was not able to attend a lot of the webinar sessions or the hangouts
because of scheduling conflicts. | was able to go back to a lot of the
comments to see what people had made suggestions about -- just to scan
through and to see how people had set up theirs and just compare it with
what we were getting ready to do. That was very useful to be able to see
that.

It was helpful when people would post things, pictures or questions.
There was definitely a critical mass there. | felt like there was enough
people that | felt like | was part of a community.

The most useful thing about the online community was the problem
solving with specific problems.

Members also reported that they felt like they were able to be helpful resources
for other members:
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| felt like | was a good resource for a few people. | had a couple of people
that were emailing and asking me, “Hey, we’re trying to do this...” or ‘I
see that you use these types of tools in your space a lot. How does that
work for you?” So that was really great.

| felt like | was a good contributor when | posted materials that we had
created or feedback on the projects and answering other people’s
questions.

I felt like I could contribute because we chose to do the cars and the
Colder and some people had not done that yet and I could say, “This is
what worked for us and this was what | would not do next time.” Not only
did it support me, but | could support others.



Three members reported that their interactions with others as part of the MS2
outreach community led to relationships outside of the community:

It was great to make the connections with Steve Davy with the Maker
Education Initiative. That started a whole conversation with us and then
we were selected as a Maker core host sight. They provided a lot of other
excellent opportunities for us outside of the NOVA Making stuff outreach
that are allowing us to just continue developing and building our program.

| did go to one of the other partner’s events. The Children’s Museum in
Boston had an event that | went to. It was nice to know about what other
people are doing.

The community has just made a lot of connections and opportunities with
each other. There’s a lot of communication, a lot of information going
back and forth and I think it’s just really helpful.

Others were disappointed that more individuals did not participate actively in the
online community:

| was very disappointed that more people didn’t participate. We had 75
sites, so we should have had at least 75 people, but we only had three or
four you know involved in the discussions. In fact, | haven’t seen 75
people that have posted anything on the website about what they’ve
actually done or anything like that. That was kind of disappointing. |
figured everybody would be more actively involved than that.

It’s too bad, but we never had a lot of people trying to participate in office
hours or hangouts, so | don’t know what it would be like if there was 20
people online. The ones where it felt like it was sparse were the office
hours or hangouts on air. There just weren’t that many people watching
live to ask questions or to have any sort of exchange.

Others reported experiencing some initial challenges with the Google Plus

format:
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I still don’t understand what Google Plus is, but | figured out what buttons
to push and (laugh) | don’t know why | pushed those buttons but they got
me to where | wanted to go. It was all new to us. But, | eventually
managed. | was able to listen to everything and actually participate.

Google Plus was familiar to me, although | had never done it with a large
group before. There were things about the platform that took me a while
to understand and still don’t seem too natural to me (like the way it



Page 5 8

displays information)....So, it was a little hard to navigate but | think every
platform has its own little quirks.

One member commented on the lack of advertising help from NOVA:

A lot of people were posting on the site what they were doing and what
they were planning on doing and the moderators were saying that NOVA
would help to advertise or sort of help publicize these events and | don’t
know if anything came of that -- other than publicizing it to other people
who are outreach partners. If NOVA ever put it on Twitter, | don’t know if
that ever happened. So, | don’t know how much publicity help we got from
NOVA or how much | should have hoped for. That was the only thing that
| wish maybe we could have gotten a little more leverage on just because
we’ve sort of felt like NOVA’s got much more reach than we’re able to
generate ourselves as a small museum.

Another member expressed a need for more information sooner in the process:

Some of the conversations and the hangouts online would have been
great to have a little bit earlier. As people were starting to think about how
they would do the activities there was a little bit of radio silence early on.
Also, | don’t know if they were late shipping out, or what logistics were
going on behind the scenes that were difficult to manage, but there was a
period when | was ready to start planning stuff but NOVA didn’t give us as
much lead time as | would have liked. It seemed like it could have been
frontloaded a little more. But, everything picked up speed pretty well and
there was a lot of momentum and good energy once things did get going.
In the end, it worked out well.

Finally, some members commented on how the Making Stuff outreach activities
bolstered their own local outreach activities:

When we share this program with students and parents we say, “These
are NOVA activities from PBS. Students across the entire nation are
doing these same activities with you. So if you’re traveling and you see a
Maker Fair and they’ve got some NOVA Maker events, they might be the
same things that we’ve done here.” We do that so that they now know the
culture, they know what to expect if they’re traveling -- even in the
summer — and they run across a Maker Fair so that they won’t be afraid
to go. They’ll say, “Oh yeah that’'s what we did at our school.”

The museum director was certainly impressed. They want to us to do
something every second Saturday now.
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Recommendations

* Some Community of Practice (CoP) members reported that they
experienced challenges with the Maker Project Box activities, including
several concerns that tools included in the boxes were unsafe to work
with (specifically, American hand saws, hot glue guns, and box cutters).
We strongly recommend that NOVA remove these potentially
dangerous materials from the Maker Project Boxes before
distributing any more of the boxes and that NOVA continue to
develop plans for communicating about safety in the future."

* Some CoP members reported that the science content in the Maker
Project Boxes and MS2 resources (DVDs) could be enhanced to better
reflect the concepts being covered. We recommend that NOVA review
the science content with a sample of CoP members to address these
concerns and strengthen the connection between the science
content and the activities, if possible.

* Some CoP members reported that they were not fully satisfied with the
Google+ platform. For future efforts like this, we recommend
exploring other options in addition to Google+.

* Some CoP members reported that the presentation materials provided by
NOVA were challenging to work with. The materials were not
customizable to the extent that participants expected they would be. In
reaction, one CoP member created new, more usable materials and
shared them with the CoP. We recommend that NOVA review the
compatibility of the presentation materials with the most common
software programs and revise the materials to enhance their
usability.

* Some participants reported that they wished that the Maker Project Boxes
had come with a handout (facilitator guide) similar to one that was
provided by NOVA during Season 1 outreach. Again, in response to the
perceived need for such a tool, a couple CoP members developed
handouts and shared them with the community. For future efforts, we
recommend that NOVA consider creating one-page handouts similar
to those that were provided in Season 1.

* Some members reported that it would have been helpful to have
information on activity timing (how long an activity should take) and a

'3 As of this report date, NOVA has already removed these items from the boxes.
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complete list of materials. We recommend providing this information
in future efforts.

One CoP member commented on the lack of advertising help from
NOVA. We recommend that, for future efforts, NOVA consider
whether it wants to offer this type of support and to be clear with
members about whether or not this support is provided.
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Summary of Findings

Findings Organized by Impact

We found empirical evidence for each of MS2’s intended impacts, suggesting the
series accomplished what it set out to achieve. Each of the three intended
impacts is reviewed here, presented with a summary of main findings to support
each impact.

Impact #1: Linking Basic Research to Scientific Innovation

The first goal of MS2 was to help shape public perception that basic research
leads to scientific innovation. To determine whether this was achieved, CEG
explored what a sample of the public though were the primary drivers of scientific
innovation. Data from two separate, rigorous, experimental studies indicated that
NOVA’s MS2 project was successful at changing public perceptions of the
factors driving scientific innovation; this was particularly evident for the television
series.

* We found evidence that viewing the MS2 series helped individuals
understand the importance of basic research to innovation.
Treatment group members reported statistically higher levels of
agreement (average = 4.80, sd = .49) than control group members
(average = 4.52, sd = .67), when controlling for differences in science-TV
viewing, age, and race (F (gt=s, 7.304) = 2.739, p = .007; effect size = .48).

* We also found evidence that viewing the MS2 website helped
individuals understand the importance of basic research to
innovation. Treatment group members reported statistically higher levels
of agreement (average = 4.86, sd = .40) than control group members
(average = 4.52, sd = 67) (t (df=168.056) = 4519, p= 000, effect size = 64)

* Treatment group participants were statistically more likely than
control group members to choose “collaboration among scientists”
as a “top 3” factor related to driving innovation (62% versus 39% in
the TV Viewing Experiment and 65% versus 39% in the Web User
Experiment). However, related to NOVA'’s Impact #1, the treatment
group was not more likely than the control group to perceive basic
research as a driver of innovation in either experiment.
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Impact #2: Increasing Public Awareness of and Excitement about
Scientific Innovation

Public Awareness of Scientific Innovation

We also found evidence, across two separate, rigorous, experimental studies
that NOVA’s MS2 project was successful at improving public awareness of
scientific innovation.

* Treatment group members in the TV Viewing Experiment were
significantly more likely to report that they were aware of scientific
or technological innovation than were control group members, even
when controlling for key differences between the two groups. The
average “awareness” score on a scale of 1 to 5 (5 = highest level) was
4.22 (sd = .72) for the treatment group and 3.95 (sd = .73) for the control
group, when controlling for differences in science-TV viewing, age, and
race (F (df=8, 20.816) = 5679, p= 000, effect size = 37)

* Treatment group members in the Web User Experiment were also
significantly more likely to report that they were aware of scientific
innovation than were control group members. The average
“awareness” score on a scale of 1 to 5 (5 = highest level) was 4.27 (sd =
.75) for the treatment group and 3.95 (sd = .73) for the control group (t
(df=204) = 3137, p= 002, effect size = 43)

Public Excitement about Scientific Innovation

NOVA’s MS2 project was also successful at enhancing public excitement about
scientific innovation.

* We found that individuals who watched the MS2 series or used the
MS2 website were significantly more likely than non-viewers/non-
users to report that research and innovation were exciting to them,
that they enjoyed thinking about the impact of innovation on our
lives, and that they were interested in learning about science and
innovation. These analyses controlled for differences in science-TV
viewing, age, and race between the two groups.

*  We found that individuals who watched the MS2 series or used the
MS2 website were significantly more likely than non-viewers/non-
users to report that they would likely discuss science and
innovation with their friends and peers, look into news about
innovation, watch science programs on TV, and attend or participate
in other science-related events or activities. These analyses controlled
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for differences in science-TV viewing, age, and race between the two
groups.

* When we asked treatment group participants specifically about the impact
of MS2 on their interest levels, most (84% of those who viewed the
MS2 TV series and 97% of those who used the MS2 website)
confirmed that MS2 made them more interested in science and
technology activities.

* Participants who viewed MS2 were significantly more likely than
non-viewers to report that they were likely to attend a science
lecture or talk (55% versus 38%). These analyses controlled for
differences in science-TV viewing, age, and race between the two groups.

Sustained Public Awareness and Excitement about Scientific Innovation

Through a rigorous, six-month longitudinal study, we found evidence that NOVA
was able to achieve sustained and, in some cases, growing public awareness
and excitement about scientific innovation over a period of six months.

* We observed that interest and awareness in scientific and
technological innovation were sustained over time and even grew in
some cases.

*  While 83% of respondents agreed that they were aware of scientific or
technological innovation at the start of the study, six months later, the
proportion grew significantly to 94%.

* Likewise, after a period of six months, the proportion of respondents who
reported that they agreed that the connections between scientific
research and innovation were new and exciting to them also increased
significantly, from 93% to 95%.

* The proportion of participants who reported that they enjoyed thinking
about how scientific innovations can change or improve our lives also
increased over time. It grew from baseline (91%) to the six month point
(95%).

* At the outset of the study, nearly all (98%) participants reported that they
believed that scientific research and innovations can lead to discoveries
that can be important to society. This proportion did not change
significantly over time; 99% of participants held this belief by the end of
the six months. Thus, the belief was sustained.
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Participants also reported that they remained very interested in learning
about science and innovation over time (94% to 95%).

Ninety percent of participants predicted that they were likely to discuss
science and innovation topic with others in the coming month. By Month
6, 88% reported that they had done so, at least a few times per month.

Some behaviors exceeded participants’ expectations. For example, 89%
of participants predicted that they were likely to look into news about
science, innovation, or new technologies in the coming month. By Month
3, 95% reported that they had done this, at least a few times per month,
and by Month 6, 89% reported that they did this, at least a few times per
month.

Likewise, 97% of participants predicted that they were likely to watch
science programs on television in the coming month. By Month 3, 95%
reported that they did this, at least a few times per month, and by Month
6, 89% reported that they had.

Some science-related activities were sustained through the six-month
study. The proportion of participants who reported engaging in activities
such as “Nerd Nights” stayed consistent from baseline to Month 6 (11%
versus 14%).

Half of the sample (51%) reported that they watched NOVA a few times
per month. By the 6-month point, that proportion had been sustained.

The proportion of participants who reported that they enjoyed watching
older episodes of NOVA actually increased over the 6-month period, from
35% to 42%.

For participants in the Longitudinal Study, use of the NOVA website
actually increased over time. Four percent of participants reported using
the NOVA website on a daily basis and this increased to 6% by Month 6.
Participants who reported using the website a few times per week also
steadily increased between baseline (7%), Month 3 (12%), and Month 6
(19%).

The use of video shorts did not change over time — roughly two-thirds of
the partcipants continued watching those.

About 5% of the sample reported that they used social media to access
NOVA and this proportion was sustained over time. Another 8% reported



that they used social media several times a week to access NOVA at the
study start. This proportion increased to 15% by the end of the study.

e Other science-related activities decreased over time.

o Throughout the six-month study, participants were most likely to
report they had visited a museum during the previous six months,
but these visits became less frequent over time (91% at Month O
versus 74% at Month 6).

o The next activity reported by half of the sample was attending a
science lecture or talk. At baseline, 51% reported that they had
done so recently. But, by Month 6, this proportion dropped to 25%.

o Also decreasing over time was the proportion of participants who
reported that they had recently taken a class on a science topic
(from 31% at baseline to 16% by Month 6)."

Impact #3: Establishing a Community of Practice

We found evidence that NOVA’'s MS2 Community of Practice enhanced the
quality of collaboration among members and encouraged members to continue
using Maker pedagogy. The Community also enhanced the frequency of
collaboration for some, but not all, of the project period.

* Community of Practice (CoP) members reported that their
involvement in the project was valuable to their own outreach
efforts.

o CoP members reported reaching anywhere from four people to
6,000 people with their outreach activities.

o The median number reached was 73 people (the average was
252 people, standard deviation = 825).

o Outreach members reported that they held between one and 25
events. The average and median number of events was four
(standard deviation = 4).

o Most CoP members (81%) reported that they planned to continue
using the Maker Project Boxes.
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" The study took place during the academic year, so time of year should not be a factor.
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o Nearly all reported that the Boxes were useful and engaging, for
example.

CoP members saw value in learning from others in the CoP, but they
were less motivated to share their own experiences with the community.
Thus, the CoP was a valuable resource, but was used mostly as a
passive way to learn from others’ experiences rather than a
collaborative experience in which everyone shared their
experiences.

o Most CoP members (42 out of 54, 78%) reported that interacting
with the MS2 online community was helpful to them.

o CoP members’ favorite ways to interact with the online outreach
community were the NOVA hosted online hangouts (44%) and the
online live guest hangouts (35%).

o Half of CoP members reported that the MS2 outreach community
has provided them more opportunities to interact with others who
shared their professional interests.

o Roughly half also reported that the information they received from
the online community was helpful to them in facilitating program
delivery to their own audiences.

o Most CoP members (83%) agreed or strongly agreed that the CoP
made them feel like they were part of a larger community.

o Most members (85%) also agreed or strongly agreed that they
enjoyed hearing from others about their Maker Project Box
experiences.

o Thirty-two (63%) CoP members reported that interacting with
peers and sharing information with each other was their favorite
aspect of the MS2 online community.

o We found that the CoP was active online for about one-third of the
project time period (peaking for two out of seven months) and that
a small proportion of the community regularly interacted with
others in the CoP (the average CoP member interacted only four
times over seven months).

o While 70 (64%) of the CoP members posted or commented at
least once between the months of October 2013 and April 2014,



total of 37 people were non-active community members, never
posting or commenting at all.

Although the posts and comments increased during the months of
February and March 2014, the posts and comments were mainly
made by a small group of active people: 13 members posted and
commented ten or more times during the seven months of the
study. Only five members were very active, meaning they
commented and posted twenty or more times. One CoP member
was the most active member of the community commenting and
posting a total of 45 times.

CoP members reported they were less motivated or interested in
sharing their own experiences with the online community than
they were in learning from others. Only 63% reported that they
enjoyed sharing their own experiences, and only 55% reported
that they were motivated to share because others would want to
hear from them.

Only three of the 10 most active CoP members reported that their
interactions with others as part of the MS2 outreach community
led to relationships outside of the community.

Others were disappointed that more individuals did not participate
actively in the online community. When we observed online
hangouts and office hours, only a handful of people ever attended.

* Most CoP members (91%) reported that they would continue to be
involved in the Maker Movement or to use the Maker Pedagogy.

e}

Many respondents reported that their institutions would continue
to be involved in the Maker Movement because it fit squarely with
their institutional missions.

Others reported that they would continue to use Maker pedagogy
because it is so engaging and effective as an educational
outreach tool.

Other Findings
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* The NOVA Making More Stuff TV series was rated highly by study
participants.
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o Most participants gave MS2 an A (71%) or a B (26%).

o The majority of participants reported that the series achieved the
right balance between basic and challenging (84%).

o The majority of participants reported that they were likely or highly
likely to recommend the series to others (93%).

o The most popular method for viewing NOVA was to view the
broadcast series live on TV (75% at baseline). This method
remained the most popular by Month 6 (reported by 70%).

o The next most popular way to view NOVA episodes was
streaming them online from the Web. The proportion of
participants who reported that they liked to stream NOVA online
increased over the study timeline, from 43% to 56%.

* The NOVA Making More Stuff website was rated highly by study
participants.

o Most participants gave MS2 an A (75%) or a B (20%).

o The majority of participants reported that the website achieved the
right balance between basic and challenging (85%).

o Most participants reported that they found the website topics to be
very interesting (65%).

o Most participants reported that they liked the images used on the
website “a lot” (57%).

o The most popular website features were the video shorts (97%),
full NOVA episodes (94%), NOVA scienceNOW (91%), and NOVA
Education (91%).

o The majority of participants reported that they were likely or highly
likely to recommend the website to others (90%).

o At the start of the study, articles were the most popular area of the
website (78%) and the NOVA quiz was the least popular (35%).
Use of the quiz did not change at all over the course of the study.
But, the proportion of website users who reported watching full
NOVA episodes increased over time, from 64% at the start to 74%
by Month 6.
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o The most popular NOVA website visited was NOVA scienceNOW,

visited by 73% of the sample at the start of the study and 78% by
the end of the study.

The next most popular was NOVA Education, visited by 57% at
the outset and 48% by Month 6. The remaining sites, NOVA Next
blog, NOVA Labs, Nature of Reality blog, and the Secret Life of
Scientists and Engineers were visited by a core of roughly one-
third of the sample and this level of interest was sustained over
the 6-month period of the study.

The social media platform most commonly used to access NOVA,
at the study start and by the end, was Facebook, used by more
than three-quarters of the sample. YouTube was the next most
popular platform, used by 69% of the sample at the outset and
dropping to 62% of the sample by Month 6. Twitter use was
sustained over time, used by 38% of the sample at the beginning
of the study and 40% by the end. Finally, Google+ was reportedly
used by 27% of the sample at the beginning of the study, but
increased to 37% of the sample by the Month 6.
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Appendix A: Recruitment Screener (Studies 1
& 2)



TV and Web Study Recruitment Form

* 1. Contact information

Name: | |

Email Address: | |

* 2. Do you have reliable access to a computer that can access the Internet and stream
videos?

3. Which of the following science television shows do you watch? (Choose all that apply)

|:| Discovery Curiosity

|:| MythBusters

|:| National Geographic Explorer

I:I NOVA

|:| Through the Wormhole: Science Channel

|:| None of these
|:| Other (please specify)

4. Are you a:

O Male
O Female

5. How old are you?




TV and Web Study Recruitment Form

6. It's important to us that we reach a diverse audience. How would you describe yourself?
(Please choose all that apply)

|:| White or European American

|:| Hispanic, Latin, or Spanish American
|:| Black or African American

|:| Asian American

|:| Middle Eastern American

|:| Native American or Alaskan Native

|:| Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

|:| Other (please specify)

7. What is the highest level of education you have attained?

O Some high school, no diploma
O High school diploma or GED
O Some college, no degree
O Currently enrolled in college

O Associate's Degree

O Doctorate or other professional degree
8. Are any of the following true of your current situation?

Are you a scientist?
Do you work in a science-related field?

Are you studying a science-related field?

OO0
O0O0s
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Appendix B: Control Group Survey (Studies 1
& 2)



1. What does "innovation” mean to you?

A

2. In your opinion, what are the TOP 3 things that lead to innovation? (Check only 3)

I:I Collaboration among scientists

|:| New discoveries
|:| Government funding

|:| Financial motivation in the private sector

|:| Experiments

3. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly . Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree . Don't know
agree disagree

| am aware of scientific or technological innovation. O O O O O O
| believe that scientific research and innovation (such as O O O O O O

lab experiments and tests) can lead to discoveries that
can be important to society.

4. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly . Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree . Don't know
agree disagree

The connections between scientific research and O O O O O O
innovation are new and exciting to me.

| enjoy thinking about how scientific innovations can

| am interested in learning about science and

change or improve our lives. O O O O
o O O O

innovation.




5. In what ways do you innovate in your own life?

A

6. How likely is it that you will do any of the following?

Highly likely Likely Unsure Unlikely Highly unlikely

Discuss science and O O O O O

innovation topics with
family, friends, or
colleagues.

Look into news about O O O O O

science, innovation, or new
technologies.

Watch science programs on O O O O O
television.

Attend or participate in O O O

other science-related
activities.

7. If you are likely to attend or participate in science-related activities, which ones are you
likely to participate in? (Choose all that apply)

|:| Museum visit
|:| Attend a science lecture or talk
|:| Take a class on a science topic

I:I Don't plan to participate in science-related activities

|:| Other (please specify)




8. If you are likely to do any of the above, what motivates you to keep-up with topics of
science and innovation? (Choose all that apply)

|:| | need to for my job/career

I:I To talk with my family and friends
|:| For financial or business purposes
|:| For personal interest

|:| Not applicable, | don't keep-up

I:I Other (please specify)

9. What resource do you rely on the most to get information on the latest advancements in

science and innovation?
O National news broadcast

O Local news broadcast

O An online news source

O Public radio news

O Science documentaries and programs

O National newspaper
O Regional/local newspaper

O Weekly newspaper science pieces such as The Science Times
O Science-based Web site

O Radio programs such as Science Friday

O Not applicable
O Other (please specify)
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Appendix C: TV Viewer Survey (Study 1)



1. What does "innovation” mean to you?

A

2. In your opinion, what are the TOP 3 things that lead to innovation? (Check only 3)

|:| Financial motivation in the private sector

|:| Basic research

I:I Collaboration among scientists

|:| Government funding

3. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly . Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree . Don't know
agree disagree

| am aware of scientific or technological innovation. O O O O O O
| believe that scientific research and innovation (such as O O O O O O

lab experiments and tests) can lead to discoveries that
can be important to society.

4. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly . Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree . Don't know
agree disagree

The connections between scientific research and O O O O O O
innovation are new and exciting to me.

| enjoy thinking about how scientific innovations can

| am interested in learning about science and

change or improve our lives. O O O O
o O O O

innovation.




5. In what ways do you innovate in your own life?

A

6. How likely is it that you will do any of the following?

Highly likely Likely Unsure Unlikely Highly unlikely

Discuss science and O O O O O

innovation topics with
family, friends, or
colleagues.

Look into news about O O O O O

science, innovation, or new
technologies.

Watch science programs on O O O O O
television.

Attend or participate in O O O

other science-related
activities.

7. If you are likely to attend or participate in science-related activities, which ones are you
likely to participate in? (Choose all that apply)

|:| Museum visit
|:| Attend a science lecture or talk
|:| Take a class on a science topic

I:I Don't plan to participate in science-related activities

|:| Other (please specify)




8. If you are likely to do any of the above, what motivates you to keep-up with topics of
science and innovation? (Choose all that apply)

|:| | need to for my job/career

I:I To talk with my family and friends
|:| For financial or business purposes
|:| For personal interest

|:| Not applicable, | don't keep-up

I:I Other (please specify)

9. What resource do you rely on the most to get information on the latest advancements in

science and innovation?
O National news broadcast

O Local news broadcast

O An online news source

O Public radio news

O Science documentaries and programs

O National newspaper
O Regional/local newspaper

O Weekly newspaper science pieces such as The Science Times
O Science-based Web site

O Radio programs such as Science Friday

O Not applicable
O Other (please specify)

Now, we just have a few questions about the Making Stuff, Season 2 series.




10. Overall, what did you think of the Making Stuff, Season 2 series? Did you enjoy viewing
it? Please give it a grade.

O | would give it a "C"

O I would give it a "D" or "F" (please explain)

11. Overall, how appropriate was the series for your level of knowledge?
O All or most of the series was too basic for me

O Some of the series was too basic for me

O The series achieved the right balance between basic and challenging

O Some of the series was too challenging for me

O All or most of the series was too challenging for me

12. Would you say the Making Stuff, Season 2 series changed your interest in learning
about science and innovation?

O Yes, the series made me more interested
O No, the series did not change my interest level — | was already interested
O No, the series did not change my interest level — | remain disinterested

O Yes, the series made me less interested

O | don’t know

13. How likely are you to recommend the series to your friends or family?
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Appendix D: Web User Survey (Study 2)



1. What does "innovation” mean to you?

A

2. In your opinion, what are the TOP 3 things that lead to innovation? (Check only 3)

|:| Government funding

|:| Collaboration among scientists

I:I Economic crises

|:| Financial motivation in the private sector

3. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly . Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree . Don't know
agree disagree

| am aware of scientific or technological innovation. O O O O O O
| believe that scientific research and innovation (such as O O O O O O

lab experiments and tests) can lead to discoveries that
can be important to society.

4. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly . Strongly
Agree Neutral Disagree . Don't know
agree disagree

The connections between scientific research and O O O O O O
innovation are new and exciting to me.

| enjoy thinking about how scientific innovations can

| am interested in learning about science and

change or improve our lives. O O O O
o O O O

innovation.




5. In what ways do you innovate in your own life?

A

6. How likely is it that you will do any of the following?

Highly likely Likely Unsure Unlikely Highly unlikely

Discuss science and O O O O O

innovation topics with
family, friends, or
colleagues.

Look into news about O O O O O

science, innovation, or new
technologies.

Watch science programs on O O O O O
television.

Attend or participate in O O O

other science-related
activities.

7. If you are likely to attend or participate in science-related activities, which ones are you
likely to participate in? (Choose all that apply)

|:| Museum visit
|:| Attend a science lecture or talk
|:| Take a class on a science topic

I:I Don't plan to participate in science-related activities

|:| Other (please specify)




8. If you are likely to do any of the above, what motivates you to keep-up with topics of
science and innovation? (Choose all that apply)

|:| | need to for my job/career

I:I To talk with my family and friends
|:| For financial or business purposes
|:| For personal interest

|:| Not applicable, | don't keep-up

I:I Other (please specify)

9. What resource do you rely on the most to get information on the latest advancements in

science and innovation?
O National news broadcast

O Local news broadcast

O An online news source

O Public radio news

O Science documentaries and programs

O National newspaper
O Regional/local newspaper

O Weekly newspaper science pieces such as The Science Times
O Science-based Web site

O Radio programs such as Science Friday

O Not applicable
O Other (please specify)

Now, we just have a few questions about the NOVA "Making More Stuff" website.




10. Overall, what did you think of the NOVA website? Did you enjoy using it? Please give it
a grade.

O | would give it a "C"

O I would give it a "D" or "F" (please explain)

11. Overall, how appropriate was the website for your level of knowledge?
O All or most of the website was too basic for me

O Some of the website was too basic for me

O The website achieved the right balance between basic and challenging

O Some of the website was too challenging for me

O All or most of the website was too challenging for me

12. How interesting did you find the topics covered in the website?

O A little interesting
O Not interesting at all

13. Did you like the images presented on the website?

O | liked the images a lot

O | liked the images

O | liked the images a little

O | did not like the images at all

14. Please tell us how much you enjoyed or did not enjoy the following website features:
Enjoyed Very Much Enjoyed Enjoyed a Little Did Not Enjoy Did Not Use
Full NOVA episodes

Video shorts

Articles

O00O
O00O
O00O
O00O
O00O

NOVA quiz




15. Please tell us how much you enjoyed or did not enjoy the following, additional NOVA

websites:
Enjoyed Very Much Enjoyed Enjoyed a Little Did Not Enjoy Did Not Use
NOVA Next Blog

NOVA scienceNOW

NOVA Education

NOVA Labs

The Nature of Reality Blog

The Secret Life of
Scientists and Engineers

OO00O000O
0]0]00]0]e
OO00O000O
OO00000O
OO00O000O

16. Would you say the website changed your interest in learning about science and
innovation?

O Yes, the website made me more interested
O No, the website did not change my interest level — | was already interested
O No, the website did not change my interest level — | remain disinterested

O Yes, the website made me less interested
O | don’t know

17. How likely are you to recommend the website to your friends or family?
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Appendix E: Longitudinal Study, Baseline
Survey (Study 3)



* 1. Please provide your contact information.

Your Name: | |

State: I [

Your Email Address: | |

2. How often do you watch the NOVA television series, if at all?
O Never

O Less than once per month

O A few times per month

O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is

3. How do you watch NOVA? (Choose all that apply)
|:| Broadcast TV series live
|:| NOVA broadcast series viewed “later” (i.e. DVR)

I:I NOVA streaming online TV series (website)

4. How often do you visit the NOVA website, if at all?

O Never

O Less than once per month
O A few times per month
O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is

5. Which NOVA website resources do you use? (Choose all that apply)

|:| Full NOVA episodes




6. Which NOVA sites do you visit? (Choose all that apply)

|:| NOVA Next Blog

|:| NOVA scienceNOW

|:| The Nature of Reality Blog

|:| The Secret Life of Scientists and Engineers

7. How often do you access NOVA using social media, if at all?

O Never

O Less than once per month
O A few times per month
O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is

8. Which platforms do you use to access NOVA? (Choose all that apply)

I:I Other platforms you would like to see NOVA on? (please specify)

9. How often do you visit the NOVA Education website, if at all?
O er

O Less than once per month

O A few times per month

O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is




10. Which of the following NOVA Education website resources do you use? (Choose all
that apply)

|:| Teacher resources
I:I “Engaging Science” blog

|:| SPARK newsletter
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Appendix F: Longitudinal Study, 3-Month
Survey (Study 3)



* 1. Please provide your contact information.

Your Name: | |

State: I [

Your Email Address: | |

2. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Don't know

| am aware of scientific or O O O O O O

technological innovation.

| believe that scientific O O O O O O

research and innovation
(such as lab experiments
and tests) can lead to
discoveries that can be
important to society.

The connections between O O O O O O

scientific research and
innovation are new and
exciting to me.

| enjoy thinking about how O O O O O O

scientific innovations can
change or improve our
lives.

| am interested in learning O O O O O O

about science and
innovation.

3. During the past three months, how frequently did you do any of the following:

Less than once per . . Daily or more
Never A few times per month A few times per week
month frequently

Discussed science and O O O O O

innovation topics with
family, friends, or
colleagues.

Looked into news about O O O O O

science, innovation, or new
technologies.

Watched science programs O O O O O

on television.




4. During the past three months, did you attend or participate in any science-related
activities? (Choose all that apply)

|:| Museum visit

I:I Attended a science lecture or talk

|:| Took a class on a science topic

|:| Other (please specify)

5. How often do you watch the NOVA television series, if at all?

O Never

O Less than once per month

O A few times per month
O A few times per week
O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is

6. How do you watch NOVA? (Choose all that apply)
|:| Broadcast TV series live
|:| NOVA broadcast series viewed “later” (i.e. DVR)

|:| NOVA streaming online TV series (website)

7. How often do you visit the NOVA website, if at all?
O Never

O Less than once per month

O A few times per month

O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is

8. Which NOVA website resources do you use? (Choose all that apply)

|:| Full NOVA episodes

|:| Video shorts
|:| Articles
|:| NOVA quiz




9. Which NOVA sites do you visit? (Choose all that apply)
|:| NOVA Next Blog

|:| NOVA scienceNOW

|:| NOVA Education

|:| NOVA Labs

|:| The Nature of Reality Blog

|:| The Secret Life of Scientists and Engineers

10. How often do you access NOVA using social media, if at all?

O Never

O Less than once per month
O A few times per month
O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is

11. Which platforms do you use to access NOVA? (Choose all that apply)

I:I Other platforms you would like to see NOVA on? (please specify)

12. How often do you visit the NOVA Education website, if at all?
O er

O Less than once per month

O A few times per month

O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is




13. Which of the following NOVA Education website resources do you use? (Choose all
that apply)

|:| Teacher resources
I:I “Engaging Science” blog

|:| SPARK newsletter
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Appendix G: Longitudinal Study, 6-Month
Survey (Study 3)



* 1. Please provide your contact information.

Your Name: | |

State: I [

Your Email Address: | |

2. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Don't know

| am aware of scientific or O O O O O O

technological innovation.

| believe that scientific O O O O O O

research and innovation
(such as lab experiments
and tests) can lead to
discoveries that can be
important to society.

The connections between O O O O O O

scientific research and
innovation are new and
exciting to me.

| enjoy thinking about how O O O O O O

scientific innovations can
change or improve our
lives.

| am interested in learning O O O O O O

about science and
innovation.

3. During the past three months, how frequently did you do any of the following:

Less than once per . . Daily or more
Never A few times per month A few times per week
month frequently

Discussed science and O O O O O

innovation topics with
family, friends, or
colleagues.

Looked into news about O O O O O

science, innovation, or new
technologies.

Watched science programs O O O O O

on television.




4. During the past three months, did you attend or participate in any science-related
activities? (Choose all that apply)

|:| Museum visit

I:I Attended a science lecture or talk

|:| Took a class on a science topic

|:| Other (please specify)

5. How often do you watch the NOVA television series, if at all?

O Never

O Less than once per month

O A few times per month
O A few times per week
O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is

6. How do you watch NOVA? (Choose all that apply)
|:| Broadcast TV series live
|:| NOVA broadcast series viewed “later” (i.e. DVR)

|:| NOVA streaming online TV series (website)

7. How often do you visit the NOVA website, if at all?
O Never

O Less than once per month

O A few times per month

O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is

8. Which NOVA website resources do you use? (Choose all that apply)

|:| Full NOVA episodes

|:| Video shorts
|:| Articles
|:| NOVA quiz




9. Which NOVA sites do you visit? (Choose all that apply)
|:| NOVA Next Blog

|:| NOVA scienceNOW

|:| NOVA Education

|:| NOVA Labs

|:| The Nature of Reality Blog

|:| The Secret Life of Scientists and Engineers

10. How often do you access NOVA using social media, if at all?

O Never

O Less than once per month
O A few times per month
O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is

11. Which platforms do you use to access NOVA? (Choose all that apply)

I:I Other platforms you would like to see NOVA on? (please specify)

12. How often do you visit the NOVA Education website, if at all?
O er

O Less than once per month

O A few times per month

O A few times per week

O Daily or more frequently

O | don’t know what this is




13. Which of the following NOVA Education website resources do you use? (Choose all
that apply)

D Teacher resources

I:I “Engaging Science” blog

|:| SPARK newsletter

14. What resource do you rely on the most to get information on the latest advancements
in science and innovation?

O National news broadcast

O Local news broadcast

O An online news source

O Public radio news

O Science documentaries and programs

O National newspaper

O Regional/local newspaper

O Weekly newspaper science pieces such as The Science Times
O Science-based Web site

O Radio programs such as Science Friday

O Not applicable
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Appendix H: Community of Practice Interview
Protocol (Study 4)
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Maker Project Box Community of Practice
INTERVIEW SCRIPT

Overview

Thanks for your involvement with the Maker Project Boxes and the MAKING STUFF
Outreach Community. Your participation was essential to fostering a sense of community
and helping others learn best practices on how to bring the maker movement to their local
communities.

NOVA is interested in learning more about your experiences with the MAKING STUFF
Outreach Community, and I have some questions that would be great to get your
feedback on.

General Questions

1. What inspired you to become involved with this project and request a Maker
Project Box?

2. Who is your primary audience? Where do you facilitate your Maker Project Box

activities?

Overall, what was your favorite part of being involved in this project?

4. Which areas stand out as needing more development, or where you’d like to see
NOVA place more of its efforts in the future?

[98)

Outreach Community

First I’'m going to ask you some questions about your experiences with the MAKING
STUFF Outreach Community on Google+

5. Did the online Outreach Community help you feel supported as a Project Box
facilitator?
a. Did you feel you received all the resources you need?
b. Ifnot, which additional resources would you have liked to receive?

6. Overall, was the Outreach Community useful to you? Why or why not?

7. Did you like the format of Google+? Why or why not? If not, is there another
platform that you feel would have been more appropriate?

8.  What was your favorite way to interact with the NOVA MAKING STUFF
Outreach Community? For example, office hours, Hangouts on Air either hosted
by NOVA or featuring a guest, or interactions with other related network sites?
Can you please tell us more about this?

9. Did your experiences with the Outreach Community give you the opportunity to
interact more with others who share your professional interests?
a. Were these exchanges helpful to you? Why or why not?



b. Can you give an example of one particularly helpful interaction? (if
applicable?

10. Do you feel that working with others in the Outreach Community made you feel
as if you were part of a larger community? Why or why not?
a. If so, was this helpful to you? How?

Maker Project Boxes

Now I’d like to get a sense of your experiences with the Maker Project Boxes themselves.

11. Did the DVD resources and video clips help you successfully deliver the Maker

projects to your audience? Did they enrich the experience for you? Why or why
not? Please explain.

12. In our online survey, you told us that you will/will not continue to use the Maker
Project Boxes. Please tell us more about that. (or, rephrase to ask, “Will you
continue to use the Maker Project Boxes?”)

13. In our online survey, you told us you will/will not continue to be involved in the
“Maker Movement” or use the “Maker Pedagogy.” Please tell us more about that.

(or, rephrase to ask, “Will you continue to be involved in the ‘Maker Movement’
or use the ‘Maker Pedagogy?’”’)

Concluding Thoughts

14. Please share any additional ideas, comments, or suggestions about the Maker
Project Boxes and/or your experience with the NOVA Outreach Community.

Thank you for your time and involvement, we appreciate it!

Page H' 3



Page I' 1

Appendix I: Community of Practice Survey
(Study 4)



NOVA MAKING STUFF Community of Practice Survey

Thanks so much for being part of the NOVA MAKING STUFF Outreach Community, using the Maker Kit Project Box, and for sharing your
experiences with NOVA and your fellow community members. We had a great time working with you and seeing how you and your students
enjoyed learning about the engineering and design process.

We'd love for you to take a just few moments to evaluate your experiences with us through this brief survey. We've already learned so much by
interacting with you online, but these few final questions will help us to better understand this project as a whole. Thanks for your time, it is very
much appreciated!

1. Your name:
| |

2. Your organization:

| |
General Questions

* 3. About how many people used your Maker Project Box in total, including all the events
you held?

* 4. Approximately how many events did you host with your Maker Project Box? / At how
many events did you use the Maker Project Boxes?

* 5, Please describe the typical user of your Maker Project Box (e.g. after-school program
students, museum visitors, other community members).

v

MAKING STUFF Outreach Community (Google+ Online Community)
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NOVA MAKING STUFF Community of Practice Survey

6. Was it helpful to interact with the NOVA MAKING STUFF Outreach Community?

|:| No (If not, please explain why not):

MAKING STUFF Outreach Community (Google+ Online Community)

7. What was your favorite way to interact with the NOVA MAKING STUFF Outreach
Community? (select all that apply)

|:| NOVA hosted “office hours”
I:I Online live “hang outs” (NOVA hosted)

|:| Online live “hang outs” (featuring guests from the Maker Movement)

|:| Interactions with other related network sites (please specify which sites):

MAKING STUFF Outreach Community (Google+ Online Community)

8. Did being a part of the MAKING STUFF Outreach Community give you more
opportunities to interact with others who share your professional interests?

O Yes, a great deal

O Yes, but only somewhat
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NOVA MAKING STUFF Community of Practice Survey

9. Was the information you received from the online community helpful to you in
facilitating program delivery to your audiences?

O Yes, a great deal

O Yes, but only somewhat

O No, | didn’t need extra support so didn’t use the online community

O No, | needed support but didn’t receive it

O Not sure

MAKING STUFF Outreach Community (Google+ Online Community)

10. How much would you say you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

Engaging with others on O O O O O

Google+ made me feel as
if | was part of a larger
MAKING STUFF
community.

| enjoyed hearing from O O O O O

others about their
experiences with the Maker
Project Boxes.

| enjoyed sharing my O O O :

experiences with the Maker
Project Boxes with others.

| was motivated to share O O O O O

because | felt there was an
active community of other
educators who wanted to
hear from me.

MAKING STUFF Outreach Community (Google+ Online Community)

11. What was your favorite aspect of the MAKING STUFF Outreach Community? Do do
you have any thoughts or suggestions you’d like to share with NOVA?
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NOVA MAKING STUFF Community of Practice Survey

Maker Project Boxes

12. Were the DVD resources helpful to you in facilitating program delivery to your
audiences?

O Yes, a great deal

O Yes, but only somewhat

13. Did the video clips provided by NOVA help enrich the experience of the Maker
projects?

O Yes, a great deal

O Yes, but only somewhat

O No, not at all
O Not sure
Maker Project Boxes

* 14. Will you continue to use the Maker Project Boxes?

*15. Why or why not?

Maker Project Boxes
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NOVA MAKING STUFF Community of Practice Survey

* 16. Will you continue to be involved in the “Maker Movement” or use the “Maker
Pedagogy?”

*17. Why or why not?

Maker Project Boxes

‘ ‘ }

18. Please share any additional thoughts or comments about the Maker Project Boxes.

19. You were listed as the main contact for your organization. If there is someone else at
your organization you think might like to complete the survey, please ask them to email
Christine at cpaulsen@concordevaluation.com or provide their email address below and
we will contact them.
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the Community of Practice Study (Study 4)
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Of the respondents who reported they would or might continue using the Maker
Project Boxes, nearly all reported that they were useful and engaging:

* tis a great way to help teens learn about science in a fun way.

* They are good hands-on materials.

* Because they are very useful in interacting with others and getting them
interested in science.

* The materials are fantastic, and mostly reusable!

* These inquiry-based programs were a brilliant way to engage our visitors.
We got so much positive feedback from parents especially. It was
awesome to see adults and children working together towards a common
goal where we typically don't see that sort of interaction in the science
center gallery spaces. We were told that the adults had just as much fun
as the kids. | can definitely see us using these programs again in the
future, either for workshop-style programming in our lab space or as
future programs for our STEM and Camp groups.

* They're a great resource and we can continue to use them by integrating
the activities into our other programs, including summer camps, after-
school programs, etc.

* Some of the online resources we've been connected to through this
project will be very useful.

* We are going to use them this summer for the summer reading program
for the local library.

* The demo kits were very popular at our outreach events. Kids loved the
idea of being in charge of their own ideas and having the ability to see
their work in action. | think these are a great way to get kids more excited
about science and engineering!

* They are a great basis from which to work.

* The Museum was skeptical at first, but now want to integrate Maker
activities into their monthly Second Saturday events and also in their
annual Summer camps for kids. We will continue to use the material from
the Project Boxes.

*  We're about to roll out a summer of "Making" at our museum, and looking
to integrate our Maker Project Box to that project.

* Our outreach programs are continuing to grow. It is great to have some
"new" ideas to add to our activities.

* It's great to have a variety of activity options for us to offer at the museum
in various contexts. We currently have enough supplies for 10-15
participants in each project. We probably won't try to replace the Colder
supplies, particularly the fans. That project went fine, but I'm not sure we'll
have much demand for it in the future. We will probably do the Safer
project most (in fact, we're planning on having it, complete with Shake
Table at a Gala at the museum next month), followed by Faster, then
Wilder. Wilder is a little tricky with all of the cutting, although the results
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are great. The other consideration with what projects we run is how
creative kids can be. Colder and Wilder don't have many design choices,
Faster has more (especially if kids decorate the cars), while Safer has the
greatest opportunity for creative thinking.

The resources are great! | will use them next year in my club and also in
my science classroom.

We are trying to build more interactions with the community and it will be
great for our festivals where younger students are present.

Because it is such a great learning project that encourages creativity, and
meets all learning styles.

The Wave team has made a vacuum former that we will use with our next
Science Saturday at our local YMCA. | love the maker movement and
plan to include more into my classroom. | had students make cardboard
games (Caine's Arcade inspired) for a classroom of their choice. | had
one young lady say "l have never made anything before. This is cool."
The ideas are great. | have passed along the ideas to another library.

We have a Fab Lab that will be enriched by the materials, especially the
reusable ones. Thank you!

I will continue to use the materials and projects for other program until
they are depleted and hopefully secure funding to restock the kit. The
projects were great and the kids and parents loved them! The staff loved
working with this content as well.

They are great lessons, and you provided some wonderful supplies that
we may not have been able to purchase at this time otherwise.

Yes! Since we built the Pinewood Derby track, complete with speed
sensors, we'll be using this as a regular activity for kids!

Excellent materials! At our KITE Festival, we have over 100 families
attend, and we could not allow families to take the items home. Therefore,
we made the activities were they were "reusable”, and we will use them
again next fall at the PSES - CSI STEM Night.

The hands-on nature of the activities can really get students to think
about materials, which aligns with our mission. We were reluctant to use
the project that involved hammers and saws at our community event, but
plan to have the activity in a smaller group setting for older students.
Definitely will -- seems like | go to the box weekly for something that is in
it and will be planning outreach activities for the 2014-15 based on
materials from the project box.

The majority of the projects were similar to stuff we already do. The "cool"
project was unique and it would probably be the only one we would save
from the 4 projects.

The projects were engaging for kids. Many of my male students have
made pinewood derby cars with Scouts, so | would probably not use that
particular project in the future. The other projects were brand new to kids.
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We are going to remake over the summer so that those who were unable
to come the first time can make things faster, cooler, safer and wilder!
The gumdrop activity and the cooling unit were both open-ended enough
to work with our audience, and the former is simple and inexpensive to
replicate. The other activities were much more structured, and not really
the sort of thing we prefer to do here.

They were great problem solving projects and the supplies can be used in
many other projects too.

I will be transferring to a new school in the district that has a higher
external community involvement and | hope to hold after school events at
the new school. | felt like | am finally getting the support from
administrators on using STEM in the classroom because of this
experience! THANK YOU!

They add to many of the activities we have been doing; we probably won't
use the making stuff faster project except with very young audiences. It is
most suitable for elementary and even pre-schoolers.

Activities can easily be aligned to other programs and initiatives at our
museum.

We will definitely continue to use the Making Stuff Wilder project and
possibly Making Stuff Colder--both of these projects are relevant to our
center and what we do here.

Great resources and great ideas. We will modify some things, like buy
different plastic containers and such, we really loved all the activities and
have bought lots more stuff for Wilder activities and soon will buy more to
add to Safer activities. The cars were great, but | think we will need to go
in a different direction here at the museum. (The kids really loved them
though.) We really appreciate the tools and the step-by-step instructions.
Having the tubing was helpful, so now we know what to look for in the
future.

They are a great support to promote science and invention.

We have already been in touch with a local homeschool group who would
like to try to present some of the projects as group activities. In addition,
many of the tools can be used for all sorts of purposes beyond the
activities.

This was a great resource! Even though we weren't able to take
advantage of all of the multi-media because of our space - the kids loved
being able to build something with actual materials, to invent and re-
engineer, and just be creative! These were supplies we also would not
have been able to afford and ideas we probably would not have had, if it
weren't for being involved with Making Stuff.

They are awesome! We have restocked the making stuff safer and wild.
We are just starting to run evening/weekend workshops for families. It
takes a great deal of work to develop engaging, relevant, and science-rich
curriculum for these events. The Maker Project Boxes and accompanying
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curriculum really have helped us with this program. We are interspersing
these workshops in with other workshops that we develop (in house or
with collaborators). These kits allow us to run workshops more often while
our program grows. The curriculum is wonderful and our visitors really
enjoy the content - the video and the creative projects are the highlight.
So, we will continue to use these as we run many more workshops in the
future.

* | am most excited about the small quake tables we developed for the
Safer activity and plan on using the activity we created with the materials
from Nova as an in house workshop experience for fieldtrips as well as
rotating curriculum in our Makerspace.

* I'm already looking for local sources for some of the supplies. From the
kits and with the ideas from the Google network | got enough inspiration
for new summer camp themes and STEM workshops for the next several
years. | hope there will be another round of Maker Boxes next year!

* | have new program getting online for next school year, which related to
aviation. They are grant funded, which takes prior for our museum.

* The making stuff colder and wilder activities were interesting and may be
used again.

* The activities will be utilized during summer workshops and most likely at
upcoming camp-ins.

Others reported that the science content could be enhanced to better reflect the
concepts being covered:

* Some of the video clips didn't really match the project principles very well.
For instance, in Faster the video talks about torque as the key to speed,
whereas the project itself really has to do with friction, weight, and
momentum. Wilder was closer, as was Safer if you used the Shake Table
(which could've used better construction guidance). Colder was ok,
although 1) some people were startled at the mention of a rectal temp
probe, and 2) it was about circulating liquid. Still, it made sense to be
making a personal cooling unit given what the video talked about.

* The Wilder activity was too far removed from our perception of materials
science and engineering. We currently have a structural color activity
involving butterfly wings that we feel better aligns with our department's
focus.

* The Ingenuity Lab is a drop-in program offering monthly rotating
engineering design challenges for visitors of all ages. The Making Stuff
activities offered some variables to explore, but not enough divergent
solutions for us to comfortably call the activities what our visitors have
come to expect as "design challenges". We modified the activities - some
less, some more to make them work for a drop-in audience on the exhibit
floor. We will continue to use elements of the activities. | passed some of
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the activities and materials on to our camp teachers as they work better in
a workshop environment.

* The one area | see for improvement is the "safer" activity. Although the
content is good (the discussion of shapes and their
strengths/weaknesses, the connection to the real world with the
earthquake table), you might consider a new activity to illustrate this
concept. Most kids have done some variation of building with gumdrops
and toothpicks in school, camps, etc. | would have liked to see a fresh
take on how to "make stuff safer."”

Others reported that the activities were not appropriate for their specific
audiences:

* | think more open-ended questions should be included. The car activity is
too hard for a classroom setting. One time we did vegetable cars. They
could use a specific number of other elements like skewers and rubber
bands.

* In the timeframe that we had, it was difficult to truly evaluate what the kids
had created.

* | thought some of the activities were very basic. Too basic for a program
that required an application to demonstrate your experience and capacity
for hosting and presenting making activities. | don't think the pinewood
derby or gum drop/toothpick structure activity were anything many people
in this community hadn't seen before.

* [ found the bio inspired claw did not work as well as similar "robotic hand"
type projects we currently do and the material cost to be prohibitive for
reuse in a museum setting. | felt the vinyl tubing could have been put to
better use to build a pneumatic robotic arm which would have also gone
with the segment from the Making Stuff series as their arm was also
pneumatic.

* Some of the activities were too basic and not unique enough for a
museum experience.

* The activities did need to be modified somewhat for a "drop in" science
center visitor experience.

* The projects were not interesting enough. The students had fun doing
them, but | was not sure if they were challenging enough for our students
who participate in a lot of STEM activities.

* Some of the activities were much better suited for smaller class sizes with
instructor-facilitated programming, and were less conducive to a large
community outreach event. We had to modify several activities in order to
make sure that they were feasible in that setting with a large number of
people.

* Thank you for all the great "stuff"! The one comment | have is that future
boxes have a different vehicle for 'Making Stuff Faster" -- the pinewood
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derby cars are great for longer term activities, but usually outreach events
don't have the time available to make great cars. | am thinking of sending
them home with teachers at one meeting and having their class design
one and having a competition among some classes and a later meeting.

* The pinewood derby cars were not new to some kids, so | would consider
not using them again, depending upon my audience.

* In general, the activities weren't open-ended enough. There was very little
opportunity for kids to mess around and create their own designs, with the
exception of the gumdrop activity. It was great to get materials all ready to
go, although in some cases there weren't enough We had to acquire
more of certain other materials--qumdrops, hammers, and alligator clips
("making stuff colder”) come to mind I'm not sure if we will repeat the
workshops because some of the materials would be expensive to buy in
the quantities we use them here at BCM.

Other CoP members reported that they needed more information or that they
need the information in a more timely manner:

* For Making Stuff Colder materials it would have helped to have more
practical advice on using and setting up the "experiment”.

* Not all materials detailed in packaging list were included: | would be
careful about that, especially when sending to schools or organizations
with funding challenges.

* The boxes were great. It would've been nice to get them a little earlier,
although I'm sure fulfillment was filled with challenges. That said, the
community was great, as were Rachel and Scott, at adapting and
exploring different approaches.

We asked CoP members to report on their favorite aspects of the MS2 outreach
community. Thirty-two (62.75%) respondents reported that interacting with peers
and sharing information with each other was their favorite aspect. They reported
that they enjoyed...

* Others’ ideas allowed for one to riff on projects and to build upwards and
outwards.

* | think that using Google+ was a brilliant move to build the community. It
was easy to use and a great way to share photos from the events. Using
the Hangouts for updates and such was pretty cool too, although | never
really had the occasion to use the office hours. It was nice to see that it
was an option.

* | liked that we were connecting our small organization to a larger, national
community of informal STEM educators and Makers. | think it also helped
us market our event to the community, by tying into a larger, nationwide
event. | enjoyed seeing photos from other Making Stuff host sites,
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exchanging ideas with others, troubleshooting some of the activities, eftc.
This was our first large community outreach event (we typically run a LOT
of smaller summer camps and in-school and after-school programs) and
we were blown away by the community response. We had hundreds of
people RSVP within the first few hours after we sent out the
announcement! People REALLY enjoyed the event and especially liked
the open-ended, hands-on nature of all the activity stations. Kids could
take a long time if they wanted to design and re-engineer their products,
and | think that families really appreciated that aspect of the event. We
are already planning to do something similar next year! :)

| think that having the Google+ as a resource was really great. | was able
to ask general questions about demos or ask people for ideas and
opinions and also able to search other conversations for any suggestions
and answers. | got to see how many people are out there doing the same
things that we are!

Having all those people out there to call on if | needed help. | am putting
together a community for outreach in our Society of Women Engineers,
SWE, Region based on my experiences. | hope it works half as well.

It was great way to connect with others around a common interest in a
way that felt "informal," in that it was a comfortable conversation to have.
It did not have the dry, rigid structure that many professional community
networks suffer from. Kudos, NOVA team!

Hearing about how others actually used the materials in their programs
was extremely helpful. NOVA did a great job providing the materials and
basic guidance, but there's nothing like hearing about, and in some cases
seeing, what worked and what didn't when people actually ran the
projects. Google+ was the primary forum for this, although some of the
live hangouts also supported this exchange. | also really enjoyed hearing
from others involved in the "maker movement" and related fields (e.qg.,
Steve Davee, Tony DeRose, and David Wells). Those helped me think
about creating experiences like these, and not just running the ones that
were part of this program, so they have lasting value for me.

The community was a nice touch.

| like hearing from other how they approached it. It builds an instant set of
ideas for the next time we do this.

It was great to see the broad scope of educators and institutions
interested in making.

There was a lot of support from the MAKING STUFF Outreach
Community. It was inspiring and helpful.

The sharing of "lessons learned" from individuals or groups who
encountered challenges in implementation. For example, one of the
members created worksheets to help facilitate the learning for each of the
units. They were excellent ways to help focus students & families on the
science & design embedded in the activity rather than "just" having fun!
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The idea that there is a larger making stuff community and that if | had
needed to, there was some place | could go for information and advice.

| liked the community feel - the diversity of the venues where we were
using our STUFF and the sharing of experiences and modifications to the
activities we all made to make them "our own". | was also glad the
hangouts were recorded as most times | was not able to join live, but
watched at a later time.

Being able to see what worked or did not work for other event organizers.
The collaboration and file share of handouts.

| appreciated people who shared tips and suggestions for the different
activities, though if someone posed a specific question, it didn't always
get answered. It all depended on people who just voluntarily shared info.
| especially liked the fact that a large group from all around the county
was working on the same project and we were all putting our own spin on
getting it done. In the end we got it done.

| liked the idea of the community.

The Google+ website was a very active forum. The online community was
a great resource to share our work, ask questions and get immediate
response. NOVA invited great inspiring speakers for online trainings.

| enjoyed seeing how others adapted the making stuff activities and how
they conducted their outreach.

I loved the opportunities to receive clarification on implementation of the
programs and use of the materials.

Seeing how other groups actually used the projects. A couple of the
projects had issues that made them impractical to use in our setting and it
was helpful to see how other groups adapted them.

| did feel like we - the museum - was really a part of a bigger community.
| enjoyed seeing how other museums handled their events -- particularly
those who developed worksheets/handouts/quides beyond what was sent
by NOVA.

Reading and seeing the latest posts.

I really liked being able to read through all the different ideas and formats
people used. | (and my museum) are just starting to implement "maker"
projects in a significant way and this really gave us the jump start we
needed. | was able to get some great advice for how to take the
workshops and turn them into table-top activities. Though | didn't share
my experiences very much, | really loved hearing about what others were
doing and learning from them.

I loved the way this all came together. The NOVA facilitators made
themselves very accessible and | found the projects to be very engaging
and easy to modify or use as inspiration for other projects down the road.
| felt that participating in this community really helped me assess the level
and quality of programing | am currently doing in our space and it also
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showed me how small workshop formats can be very successful. Having
the activities and then the information (slide shows and video clips) to
correspond the activity to a larger idea was awesome.

Reading about the many "hacks" of the different activities. Getting a
heads-up on difficulties with the materials in particular settings.

| thought the community on the Google+ site was active and | kept
coming back for comments and suggestions from other host sites.

Other respondents (n = 14, 27.45%) reported that the boxes and hands-on
activities were their favorite aspect:

| teach high school Chemistry. Making Stuff Colder was the most
impactful for my group of students. | showed /streamed the video and
many students said that "It blew their minds". The hands-on activity
deeply engaged the students.

My favorite thing was seeing how kids took ownership over the materials
and made it their own, straying somewhat from the directions in the kits.
Receiving the boxes was obviously my favorite! | was able to fully use 3
out of the 4 kits for programs at my museum (I did not use the "Faster" kit
yet). I wish | had been able to link my work email with the Google
community so | could participate more during work hours.

The lesson plans are very well developed and documented. The Maker
Box was very neatly organized and inventoried. The videos were a very
good complement to the lessons. The t-shirts and banner were a nice
touch, and helped enhance the environment while presenting the
activities.

My favorite part was receiving free, high quality materials that were
interesting for kids. The curriculum provided, including the slideshows and
video clips on the DVD, were very well thought out and easy to teach.

| enjoyed getting families involved with STEM at our school. My students
had a great time showing their families how "science works" and building
together. Our most successful events included using our wood shop to
shape the cars and working with circuits. We had two fathers who happen
to be electricians show up and they ended up leading the event! Our girls
were empowered as they experienced a risk free learning environment.
Because it's NOVA, there was buy in from the local Community, we were
able to learn so much, we will be implementing much of what we learned
over the coming year. | felt a lot more comfortable in the making
environment and in discussing topics with other "more advanced" sites
which were also part of the Making Stuff Outreach Community. We would
love to do this again. The resources were really great.

The kids enjoyed the hands on aspect of the each project!
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Some respondents reported that they were not fully satisfied with the Google+
platform:

* Too bad there's no good way to save the online posts from the
community, apart from me taking as many notes as possible. (I'm
assuming that this Outreach platform will go away at some point.)

» | did feel a bit buried in emails occasionally. Perhaps a way to cut those
down so that we don't get one every time someone holds and event
would be helpful.

» Although the content and the participants in the community were great
and beneficial, | did not find that the platform used for the community
allowed me to participate to the fullest degree.

* | honestly didn't really participate in the community aspect much because
it was hosted by Google+ which is not a platform I'm a big fan of. To get
into the community required setting up a whole new account and it was
difficult to feel my privacy was secure from the web at large while still
sharing enough information to be a contributor within the community itself.
Also, I just don't like Google+, it's why I got rid of my personal account.

* Maybe I'm not technologically advanced enough, but | had a lot of
difficulty posting things on the Making Stuff site. It seemed very
complicated and not intuitive to me.

Most CoP members (91%) reported that they would continue to be involved in
the Maker Movement or to use the Maker Pedagogy. Only one member reported
that they would not. Many respondents reported that their institutions would
continue to be involved in the Maker Movement because it fit squarely with their
institutional missions:

* The Free Library is dedicated to Maker programming, and will be
continuing at least through the rest of the year with dedicated maker
workshops in ten branches.

*  We love the open-ended, creative approach that is inherent to these
types of activities. We are always looking for fun, new, creative ways to
use cheap, recycled materials and maker pedagogy is a perfect fit for us.
Although we are based in a very science-rich area, kids still do not get
many opportunities to tinker and explore, and we want to be able to
provide them with that opportunity.

* | am intrigued with the Maker movement, but also think a lot of what we
already do in a museum seftting makes sense and fits.

* It's fun, and it's right up our alley!

* Itis a natural fit for introducing Engineering concepts.

*  "Maker" fits perfectly with the basic point of the Charles River Museum of
Industry and Innovation.

* We believe in experiential learning!
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It's encouraged students to make the learning process their own.

We are very committed to STEAM learning and in offering informal
science learning opportunities.

This is a great way for kids and adults to learn concepts by making and it
fits well with our museum's current goal of integrating STEM activities for
and older (3rd grade and up) audience.

SLO MakerSpace is the hub for makers in the Central Coast and we want
to continue to develop and use similar curricula for students and
community members.

We have a variety of hands-on activities beyond the Making Stuff kit that
we use in outreach activities. We plan to incorporate the Making Stuff
activities into our suite of demos.

It is important for kids to have the opportunity to create, succeed, fail, and
revise while learning. The Makers Movement is a perfect fit for kids to
grow.

Because | am a Maker Corp Mentor and | love Making. We also started a
Young Makers Club at our library!

We had already been planning Maker Workshops when the NOVA
opportunity came along; it tied in nicely with the direction we were
heading anyway.

We are deeply committed to the idea of tinkering.

Maker and tinkering spaces are part of a growing movement of hands-on,
mentor-led learning environments to make and remake the physical and
digital worlds and to collaborate with one another.

Maker Spaces foster experimentation, invention, creation, exploration,
and STEM learning. The Lawrence Hall of Science has actively
participated in the growing Maker Movement for many years by
developing design-based programs and exhibits to inspire the next
generation of innovators and engineers. Partnerships with Maker
community members and groups have created many open-ended design
challenges, like those in the Hall’s Ingenuity Programs and the Design
Quest exhibit. Ingenuity Programs build on the best of “tinkering” and
“maker” content in science centers, but emphasize the engineering
design process and engineering careers. The basis of our work in the
Ingenuity Programs at the Hall is “constructivist” learning which asserts
that knowledge is not simply transmitted from teacher to learner, but
actively constructed by the mind of the learner. “Constructionism” takes it
even further and suggests learning happens more effectively and new
ideas emerge when people are actively engaged in making an external
and tangible object.

We've been doing some form of this for a long time and cannot imagine
not including this in any of our future events/programs.

This is exactly where we want to be. We may be moving slowly, but we
are moving in the right direction and the community seems to be following
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along with us. This was a really good first step and it will take us a bit to
add more steps to our path, but we are doing it.

* For the last three years | have avidly been involved with the "Maker
Movement" creating a Makerspace for children as well as being part of
our local "grown up" maker space and group. | am very passionate and
strong in my beliefs and power of the S.T.E.A.M. movement and project
based learning as a whole and plan to dedicate my career to both of
these ideals.

* The Maker movement allows children access to STEM subjects from their
own skill level and interests. Instead of a prescribed, theoretical
curriculum the Maker Pedagogy connects STEM to every day problems
and their solutions. There is no better way to help children understand
that STEM is relevant for their everyday lives, is a valid career prospect,
can be approached by everyone (not just scientists in a lab) and is FUN!
This also aligns with our own mission and our push to increase STEM
programs and exhibits but make them hands-on.

* This is a community and a movement we have been involved with for
over 10 years. We are committed to providing opportunities for kids to
think like engineer, work through the design process, and gain materials
literacy/creative confidence.

* As a science center that utilizes inquiry and hands-on, interactive
learning, the philosophy of the maker movement is a perfect fit for what
we attempt to do every day.

Others reported that they would continue to use Maker pedagogy because it is so
engaging and effective as an educational outreach tool:

* Because it works in outreach.

*  We have found that the maker activities hold the attention of our visitors.
For our typical table top activities, visitors stay with one activity for up to 5
minutes. With the maker activities, most visitors stay with the activity for
15+ minutes. This level of engagement is wonderful! We also really like
how easy it is to flex the maker style activities to different ages. We often
have 3 year olds and 10 year olds working on the same challenge side-
by-side and both are getting a lot out of the activity.

* | believe it is growing in importance as a library program, and the
popularity is increasing as well. With students not getting as much hands-
on experience in school, it is imperative that they get it somewhere, and
where better than the public library?

* We have a great community with interest in this area.

*  We are already looking for ways to implement the demos in other
outreach events.

* Hands-on is engaging for kids; making something to take home is always
a hit!
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* Too many kids don't do enough with their hands. | feel that being a Maker
gives them a gut understanding that they will not get otherwise.

*  We also very much enjoy doing our little bit to give the visitors to WAAAM
a learning experience.

* So many people don't have a basic understanding of the STEM field or
how we need to prepare students for them.

* The Maker Movement helps us to focus students on "lost skills"
generationally. Most students aren't allowed or don't have access to
simple tools. Students and parents are excited about creating & designing
something on their own.

* | think the Maker Movement is a powerful tool that museums can (and
should!) leverage to reach new audiences and offer unique educational
experiences that they are not getting in school or anywhere else.

Some respondents reported that their institutions were interested in continuing
their involvement in the Maker Movement, but they weren’t sure what their
involvement would be:

* We are trying to figure out how we are going to be involved in the Maker
Movement at this time. It will be included in our institution in the future but
we are still working out what that looks like.

* Maker Movement is still new for me!

* The mission of our center is more about the "stuff" (the new materials)
than the "making" (the engineering). We have participated in some
Makers Faires, but it's always a bit of a stretch for what we do.

* | think the library is a natural place for children to learn creatively, and |
hope our district will allow us to make space upgrades down the road that
make this an even better possibility.

Interviewees echoed the comments received from survey respondents about the
activities. They were mostly pleased with the activities, with a few exceptions in
which materials were considered too dangerous to use:

* [ thought that the hand gripper that they had us build had more of a wow
factor in the way that it looked but it didn’t quite function as well as the
other ones I've built in the past. But the kids really, really loved it.

* | would say probably my favorite activity of the ones that we did were the
little air conditioning units. | felt like that was perhaps more open-ended in
the approach to the activity. It really gave the kids an opportunity to do
some problem solving and really look at what made the best solution.
Another favorite was the making things safer activity, building the
structures out of the gum drops. For that activity, we always have things
in our Maker Space that the kids can use so we decided to make like
independent little shake tables using a box set motor inside of like a
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plastic butter tub. And that made it really awesome because then the kids
could just, they, they got to build their own shake table as opposed to us
building a larger one that everybody got to experiment on. And then they
could hook up different electrical voltages to it to increase you know the
earthquake effect to make it stronger or lesser to see how well their
structure could work. They were able to take that home with them so they
could continue experimenting and exploring that structures and trying to
make them stronger. | was so impressed with the way that it went I'm
actually looking at adapting that into a full in-house workshop. The Kids
loved it.

The only project that we had to modify was the pine box derby cars. To
actually shape the box, the hand saw was not going to do it. We did not
have a proper workshop. We did this in our lab space. So we did not have
vice to hold it, to be able to reshape it, nor did we have the time to get to
that point. What we did is send it home and asked the parents, “Do you
have the tools at home to continue this project?” And they indicated that
they did and the parents were excited to go ahead and do that. So, in our
space we were able to put on the wheels. We were able to do the design
and talk about it and tested it going down the ramp. But we were not able
to actually shape the car out of the block of wood.

I most enjoyed seeing it come together on the floor of the museum and
watch parents and kids working together on the projects and seeing them
get excited.

In the Colder activity, during the second stage where you’re actually
creating a little cooling box, that’s really an assembly activity. There’s not
a lot of creativity or flexibility around how the kids are going to go about
that. You can play with the insulation a little bit but | don’t think that really
matters a tremendous amount. The Wilder activity has the same
challenge. Basically the project is to create a specific thing -- basically it's
a building activity. Which is fine. There’s nothing wrong with that as long
as that’s the intent of the activity. It’s just not learning how to do
something. In the future, I'll probably gravitate more towards the activities
that have a little more creativity and more degrees of freedom in what the
outcome should look like.

It really was nice to have it all planned out and have all the lessons there
and you could choose what you wanted but it was well done. To have
90% of the supplies come to your door was just such a gift.
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Materials

| was really impressed with the quality of the materials and the things that
they sent. However, for the pinewood derby cars, the saw that they had
sent was not the proper saw for cutting those types of things. I find that
kids usually don’t have the muscle strength that a full-grown adult’s going
to have and American style hand saws only cut when you push forward.
They don'’t cut when you pull back. So, if you're sitting there sawing back
and forth you’re wasting half of the work you do. So, I really prefer to use
the Japanese style pull saws because they cut both on the forward
motion and the backward motion. And | just find that that makes it a lot
easier for kids to manage that experience because they’re cutting when
they go forward, they cut when they go back so there’s not as much
likelihood of the saw binding or getting caught in the wood and it doesn’t
take as long for a kid to complete that task.

The box itself is great. As educators, we love opening up a box and the
materials are there and we can find them -- even down to the hammer
and the saw. That was excellent. Being able to open the box and just start
sorting supplies and knowing that the majority of it was there for what we
were going to need was excellent. That saves us on the prep time and
leaves us for the thinking time we don’t have to worry about the materials
aspect of it.

There was a guide that had like little typos or something. Also, there was
discussion about the earthquake table, the shake table, and not a lot of
guidance on what it was supposed to look like or how you were supposed
to do it. There were a couple of links, but it took some digging to figure
out what | was supposed to do. So some things were a little unclear. But,
the materials that were provided were really good.

The saw wasn'’t very good. | get the feeling that nobody’s ever done much
with a regular handsaw there because it’s not an appropriate tool at all for
anything. That’s just an experience thing.

DVDs and PowerPoint Slides

I loved all those resources and | hope it’s okay if | keep using them. The
video clips were good as was having the PowerPoint presentation to
follow up the video clips that was short -- enough even with the younger
kids. The 5-6 years olds were able to sit there and maintain and engage
in those discussions. A lot of times when I’'m Making with the younger
kids, I like to sit down and talk to them first. | encourage them to grab a
piece of paper and come with an idea, even if they’re only five or six and
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it’s just going to be scribbles. | have them sketch out a design and talk
about it before we run this straight to the tools and start grabbing and
building.

The DVD resource -- leading me also to the website to get access to all of
the other stuff from NOVA -- has been tremendous. We have a school
grade level meeting every other week so 5" grade teachers can all meet
together to plan. Simultaneously, all of our 5" grade students end up in
our auditorium for about an hour, where they’re supposed to do
homework and other engaging activities. Once | received the NOVA
activities, | went to show the students in the auditorium. We showed video
clips. They enjoyed waftching in that large group setting. It really sparked
the kids’ interest. And, so, the DVDs have been a tremendous resource,
not only for the program itself, but for the whole rest of the school.

The first thing we did was we set-up the DVD on my computer monitor
and did a slide show. We had a discussion and then | took them out into
the museum and filed them into a 1948 DeSoto four door sedan and |
said, “Okay what’s the difference in this car? Would you feel safe riding in
this car? What's the difference between this car and your parents’ car?”
And first, “Oh, no seatbelts” you know? And then we went all the big
things that makes you feel safer are and how things have developed and
how engineers had developed making you safe. Then we went back and
watched a video on the buildings and then we started in on the gumdrops
and fix them. The kids came up with some pretty good, very strong
structures. We had a little shaker table and, and we piled cans of you
know vegetables and cat food. They piled them up pretty high and shook
that table and those structures really held. So, that was a lot of fun. And
our youngest member, a little three year old, was so proud of the fact that
she was able to stick two toothpicks in the gumdrop. She went around
saying, “Look. I did this. I did this.”

The presentation materials were a little hard to work with. | think it may
have had to with fonts that they used that not everybody has, for instance.
When | was trying to customize the PowerPoint presentation | was
working with it in both PowerPoint and Key Note. It was nice that they
provided a PDF version of it, which is what | ended up using just because
it was a consistent. | was trying to customize it some on the PowerPoint
version and also in the Key Note version. It wasn’t cooperating. It was
doing weird things for me. So, | just gave up on that. They should test
these things next time around if they’re going to provide presentation
materials just make sure it's something that somebody who'’s not part of
the organization can open it up.
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There was a little disconnect between the Wilder video clip and the
project, although it was relatively close. And, there was a pretty big
disconnect between the Faster video clip and the project itself because
the Faster video clip really dealt with torque. But the project itself really
didn’t explore any of that at all because the project itself was much more
about the structure of the vehicle and if the kids wanted to play around
with things usually what they ended up playing with was shape to some
extent, although that really didn’t have an impact on the outcome. Or
weight, which is much more about inertia, momentum, and things like
that. So if the project had been about creating a rubber band powered car
then I think you can get into discussing torque.

| appreciated them sending the DVD because | was never sure what our
wireless was going to be. What I did end up doing, however, is going
back to the video parts that were on YouTube and pulling out different
sections. It was also nice to know that | didn’t need to worry about that if
the wireless went down. It’s very calming when you know you have a hard
copy of something to use.

| thought that the slide show (the PowerPoints) that accompanied each
activity this year were honestly pretty weak. There is some science
background that could be a little more fleshed out. There could be better
pictures. Wilder has a lot to do with nature inspired science. They started
to maybe pose some infroductory questions but they’re not really leading
us really to where we want to go with talking about bio inspired science or
materials. And | think that happened for a couple of the other activities as
well. | get the feeling that two years ago it was all about the stuff, Making
Stuff. And the stuff meaning materials. Stuff meaning science in term,
pushing forward this really interesting materials revolution that’s really
happening now. This year’s effort was more making and less about the
stuff. And that’s not a bad thing because I've presented at small Maker’s
Fairs locally and I'm tuned into all of that world, but it also ties info some
of my more mature feelings about the movement now that I've been
engaged in it for a couple of years. | think that it’s only as useful as the
science that you tie into. It’s not like we can just engineer. We’ve got to tie
it into science all the time or the teachers can’t find a place for it. Season
1 was better at doing that.

The Faster video didn’t really have much to do with the activity. If you
were to shape the car it, it wasn’t about aerodynamics. It was about
power.
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Some participants wished that the boxes had come with a handout guide that
was provided by NOVA during Season 1 outreach:

* This is the first year we’ve done NOVA Making Stuff outreach, but | was
pleasantly surprised when | saw the handout guide they did in Season 1.
That was really amazing. | understand we don’t want to waste materials
and printing costs can be kind of high, but that guide was really cool. |
was bummed that one of those didn’t come with this year’s stuff.

* There’s a gentleman who’s been posting a lot on the community who
made up some really good questioning worksheets to go along with the
activities. It is great to hand to the facilitators and to the parents and say,
“Ask these questions.” His resources were tremendous and I'd actually
printed off all of those to stick inside my NOVA folder to use the next time
that we do this. So things like that within the facilitator’s guide would be
excellent.

* | ended up making and I think a couple of other people ended up making
some kind of handout versions of the project materials. So, what | made
was two other documents and | posted them on the site. | created a
facilitator’s guide or, basically, a volunteer’s guide because | had a couple
of other people helping me with the activity. So, instead of having them
read through the 15-20 pages of the books that were provided by NOVA, |
boiled it down to some of the key things that are going to happen,
including some questions for you to ask as you walk around. Most of that
material was already in the book, but it was just a one to two page version
of what a non-primary facilitator might need. The other thing I did was
create handouts for the participants so that they would have a page on
each activity so they can have something at their station when they’re
going through just to remind them of what it is they’re trying to do and
what are the steps. So, that might be something that could be relatively
easy for NOVA to create as part of their packaging -- a hand-out version. |
know other people did it too because they posted them online.

* | got the Making Stuff info from Season 1. I'm referring to the activity
sheets themselves. They were actually broken into two parts where it was
a demonstration sheet and it had a nice introduction to some of the
science. It was actually titled Science Background. There was an
overview based on some science in it. Then there was the materials list. It
was really clear. Then there was a quick video clip and then you have an
advance preparation for this particular one I’'m looking at and they were
all very similar to this. They certainly did a really nice job in Season 1 in
preparing us clearly and cleanly for the demonstration and for the activity
and | had no complaints. This year, | don’t feel the same way. In fact, a
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couple of people had to come up with their own. These are wonderful.
One person came up with his own activity sheet that made me say, “I've
got to take this and actually make my own from this.” I'm not trying to
trash anybody’s work at NOVA. I'm just saying that | think that there could
be progress in making this a little clearer, more organized. And it’s not like
you have to reinvent the wheel. It’s right here. Like the ones from Season
1. The sections are nice.

CoP members reported that there was information missing from the materials
that they received:

One of the things that’s really important to somebody like me (because I'll
go out and do workshops) is timing. | did not see any timing information in
the NOVA guide to give us an idea of how much time would be good. So,
on member had that experience and he gave it that to me.

We need a real materials list with part numbers.

Online Community

Members reported that they enjoyed learning from others in the online
community:

There were definitely parts of it that | found very useful, like a lot of the
hangouts, even if | wasn’t able to like catch them live | tried to go back
and watch all of them. | enjoyed the hangout with David Wells. I've met
David Wells several times and | just think he’s an amazing resource. So,
that was really cool and fun. | don’t know how much the community
necessarily helped me just because I've been so ingrained in this kind of
Maker movement for the last two years and I’'m really active on the other
communities, but it was really great and enlightening to see a lot of the
work and stuff that other people were doing. I'm a big fan of the
community and I'm a big fan of the Google plus side.

| was not able to attend a lot of the webinar sessions or the hangouts
because of scheduling conflicts. | was able to go back to a lot of the
comments to see what people had made suggestions about -- just to scan
through and to see how people had set up theirs and just compare it with
what we were getting ready to do. That was very useful to be able to see
that.

I've certainly done these kinds of programs before, but, what was most
fun for me or most interesting for me -- apart from just doing the actual
projects -- was learning from what the other outreach partners were



Page]'z 1

doing, the advice that NOVA gave, the hangouts on air, and some of that
support really enriched the experience for me. | thought that the hangout
approach worked well.

* |t was helpful when people would post things, pictures or questions.
There was definitely a critical mass there. | felt like there was enough
people that | felt like | was part of a community. There was something like
70 outreach partners and obviously they weren'’t all on the website -- 10
to 20% of them actually were active. | think that was enough. It seemed
like the community was relatively robust and there seemed to be things
getting posted on there on a pretty reqular basis. Inevitably, some people
posted a lot and some people posted once in a while, but, that seemed to
be fine.

* |t was just a lot of fun to talk to people and to see what people were
doing. One member did some guides for people that was really nice
because it helped the learning curve for those of us who weren’t doing
everything at once but were doing things one at a time over a period. And
that was really nice of him and it was helpful. Different people have
different talents and it’s great to be able to take advantage of those
talents and that kind of free sharing environment.

* The most useful thing about the online community was the problem
solving with specific problems. Like, you realize that you need to hold the
tubing this way so you don’t cut yourself. | hate to get really nitty-gritty but
you just can’t have this many activities that need anyone, even an adult
wield like a utility knife because it’s just too gnarly. People are going to
get hurt. | actually got cut just barely on my finger but it could have been
deeper. But, | can’t give a kid that. And then, related to the pinewood
derby cars, we hit upon the potato thing as a group. You cut a potato and
then you put the wheels on the potato and that was a savior for that
activity. And with that we came up with that just in the Google group.

Members also reported that they felt like they were able to be helpful resources
for other members:

» | felt like | was a good resource for a few people. | had a couple of people
that were emailing and asking me, “Hey, we’re trying to do this...” or ‘I
see that you use these types of tools in your space a lot. How does that
work for you?” So that was really great.

* Being able to post about what we were doing and showing it to others
was helpful. I like the community part of it.
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» [feltlike | was a good contributor when | posted materials that we had
created or feedback on the projects and answering other people’s
questions. So, if | was doing the Faster Project and | had created some
materials for that, or | had questions about it, it was nice to have a tag or
subcategory of Faster stuff in one place. | definitely dipped into what other
people had posted and that was helpful to see either how they were
approaching things or what sort of challenges they were finding. It felt
good to me to be able to put stuff out there.

» [ feltlike | could contribute because we chose to do the cars and the
Colder and some people had not done that yet and I could say, “This is
what worked for us and this was what | would not do next time.” Not only
did it support me, but | could support others.

* | posted a question about the earthquake shaking table and | ended up
just having to come up with researching it on my own. | posted a question
you know like, “Is there just a simple picture of what I'm trying to make
here?” And | never heard anything from anybody. | just made up my own
thing that I liked. But, | posted a picture of it.

Three members reported that their interactions with others as part of the MS2
outreach community led to relationships outside of the community:

* [t was great to make the connections with Steve Davy with the Maker
Education Initiative. That started a whole conversation with us and then
we were selected as a Maker core host sight. They provided a lot of other
excellent opportunities for us outside of the NOVA Making stuff outreach
that are allowing us to just continue developing and building our program.
Beyond that, | predominately use my Google plus account for work
networking. I've added several people from the Making stuff outreach
community to my Google plus. We talk pretty often. It's been really
beneficial and | think there are several of them that I'll continue talking to
afterwards.

* | did go to one of the other partner’s events. The Children’s Museum in
Boston had an event that | went to. It was nice to know about what other
people are doing.

* The community has just made a lot of connections and opportunities with
each other. There’s a lot of communication, a lot of information going
back and forth and I think it’s just really helpful.
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Others were disappointed that more individuals did not participate actively in the
online community:

| was very disappointed that more people didn’t participate. We had 75
sites, so we should have had at least 75 people, but we only had three or
four you know involved in the discussions. In fact, | haven’t seen 75
people that have posted anything on the website about what they’ve
actually done or anything like that. That was kind of disappointing. |
figured everybody would be more actively involved than that.

It’s too bad, but we never had a lot of people trying to participate in office
hours or hangouts, so | don’t know what it would be like if there was 20
people online. The ones where it felt like it was sparse were the office
hours or hangouts on air. There just weren’t that many people watching
live to ask questions or to have any sort of exchange.

Others reported experiencing some initial challenges with the Google Plus

format:

| still don’t understand what Google Plus is, but | figured out what buttons
to push and (laugh) | don’t know why | pushed those buttons but they got
me to where | wanted to go. It was all new to us. But, | eventually
managed. | was able to listen to everything and actually participate.

Google Plus was familiar to me, although | had never done it with a large
group before. There were things about the platform that took me a while
to understand and still don’t seem too natural to me (like the way it
displays information). So, for instance, if I'm looking at this screen, it’s not
clear to me exactly why the things that appear on the top of the screen
are there. Some of the posts are there because it's the most recent
comment or posting, but others are not recent. So, it was a little hard to
navigate but | think every platform has its own little quirks.

One member commented on the lack of advertising help from NOVA:

A lot of people were posting on the site what they were doing and what
they were planning on doing and the moderators were saying that NOVA
would help to advertise or sort of help publicize these events and | don’t
know if anything came of that -- other than publicizing it to other people
who are outreach partners. If NOVA ever put it on Twitter, | don’t know if
that ever happened. So, | don’t know how much publicity help we got from
NOVA or how much | should have hoped for. That was the only thing that
| wish maybe we could have gotten a little more leverage on just because
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we’ve sort of felt like NOVA’s got much more reach than we’re able to
generate ourselves as a small museum.

Another member expressed a need for more information sooner in the process:

Some of the conversations and the hangouts online would have been
great to have a little bit earlier. As people were starting to think about how
they would do the activities there was a little bit of radio silence early on.
Also, | don’t know if they were late shipping out, or what logistics were
going on behind the scenes that were difficult to manage, but there was a
period when | was ready to start planning stuff but NOVA didn’t give us as
much lead time as | would have liked. It seemed like it could have been
frontloaded a little more. But, everything picked up speed pretty well and
there was a lot of momentum and good energy once things did get going.
In the end, it worked out well.

General Comments

| really loved the experience. We’'re very excited about it. I'm planning on
adapting several of the activities to kids’ workshops and | really hope
NOVA does it again next year. I'd like to see them get more in-depth and
get some different tools out there. But it’s a really great program so |
really appreciate you guys putting it all together and finding the funding to
do it.

Some members commented on how the Making Stuff outreach activities
bolstered their own local outreach activities:

When we share this program with students and parents we say, “These
are NOVA activities from PBS. Students across the entire nation are
doing these same activities with you. So if you’re traveling and you see a
Maker Fair and they’ve got some NOVA Maker events, they might be the
same things that we’ve done here.” We do that so that they now know the
culture, they know what to expect if they’re traveling -- even in the
summer — and they run across a Maker Fair so that they won’t be afraid
to go. They’ll say, “Oh yeah that’'s what we did at our school.”

The museum director was certainly impressed. They want to us to do
something every second Saturday now.
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