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Executive Summary

The John G. Shedd Aquarium opened an exhibition entitled Wild Reef: Sharks at Shedd in April 2003. Wild Reef immerses visitors in an Indo-Pacific ecosystem where they experience firsthand the connections among animals, habitats and people. This 2,800 square-foot exhibition spans nine rooms and contains one of the largest and most diverse collections of sharks in North America, along with the Midwest’s largest public display of live corals.
The primary message of Wild Reef is: Philippine coral reefs support an amazing abundance of life and anchor a delicate network of dependencies between animals, habitats, and humans.

Shedd contracted with Lorrie Beaumont, an independent evaluation consultant to conduct the summative evaluation of Wild Reef during November and December of 2004. The purpose of this evaluation was to examine the ways in which the exhibition met its intended goals and communicated its intended content messages.

· Methodology and Methods
The data for this evaluation was collected and analyzed using a naturalistic methodology (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).  The goal of naturalistic methodology is to provide a holistic understanding of a program or exhibition from a variety of perspectives.
The overall research question for this evaluation was: By examining the visitor experience at Wild Reef, what can we learn about the ways in which and extent to which the exhibition met its goals?

Over 120 hours were spent collecting data, on both weekdays and weekends, during the months of November and December. Data were collected from a total of 321 visitors. Early in the project, a topical framework for the study was developed in collaboration with the exhibition team. It outlined the specific issues that would be explored during the study. The goal of the interview and observation protocols was to try to answer as many of the issues raised in the topical framework as possible. This study’s data collection strategy was a mixed- methods approach using both qualitative and quantitative methods. The specific data collection methods used are listed below.
Structured Interviews: As some visitors prepared to leave the exhibition, data collectors intercepted them and asked them to participate in a brief (5-10 minutes) structured interview about their visit. Responses for these interviews were written down verbatim on the protocol sheet. We conducted these brief interviews with 71 visitor groups. 

Participant observations/Depth Interviews: Using this method, the data collector approached a visitor group as they entered the exhibition and asked if they might accompany the group throughout the time they spent at the exhibition.  Data collectors tracked visitor “stops” and how much time they spent in each of the seven sections of the exhibition. Depth exit interviews were conducted with all but five of the respondents who were tracked and observed.  Most interviews were recorded, and later transcribed and analyzed. Using this combined method, we gathered data on 29 visitor groups.
Respondents for this study were purposively selected (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  Thus, each respondent was handpicked for certain characteristics such as age, gender, race and ethnicity and group composition.  
Qualitative data included interview transcripts and interview or observation debriefs written by data collectors. Observation and depth interview data were analyzed using inductive constant comparison, whereby each unit of data was compared to all previous units of data (Glasser & Strauss, 1967).  Quantitative data consisted of time spent in the exhibition, exhibition ratings, and demographics. This data was analyzed using statistical software.
· Results
A full discussion of the results is included in the body of the report. We will highlight only a few in this summary.

1) The demographics of the Wild Reef sample were very close to the Visitor Profile done at the Shedd in 2004. The percent of first time visitors (44%) to Wild Reef compared to the repeat visitors (56%) was identical to the Shedd’s Visitor Profile. 

2) Visitors consistently gave Wild Reef high ratings and told us how much they enjoyed its immersive qualities. They described this exhibition as newer, brighter, and more open than the other exhibitions at the Shedd, and compared the experience most often to The Oceanarium.  
3) Time spent in the exhibition was generally high especially, and not surprisingly, at the habitat in the Feeding section (28 % of overall time was spent in this section.) Of the 27 visitor groups we timed, 70 % spent more than 20 minutes in the entire exhibition with a few staying over an hour.
4) Primary sources of frustration were non-working interactives and large crowds. 
5) There were indications that the marketing strategy or “hook” of sharks was a disconnect for many visitors. That is, they came expecting to see sharks. However, they came away talking about coral and preserving the wild reef. Few were disappointed by the lack of big sharks, though some (especially children) did express disappointment.
6)  Conservation messages came through strongly; often they were the main message visitors took away from the experience.

7) Aspects of the exhibition that were most memorable to visitors included: the shark tank, the diversity of plant and animal life on the reef, the beauty of the exhibition’s design (color, light, acoustics, tanks, etc.).
8) Visitors connected to the exhibit on several levels: cognitive, experiential, and personal.

9) Sharks in the exhibition contributed to the visitor experience but were not seen as the primary focus. Visitors often referred to them as “the hook” to bring people in. They saw them as an integral part of life on the reef.

10) Many visitors recognized that they were in an exhibition about the Philippines. They were cued by murals and label text. Few recognized a specific storyline or progression from beginning of the exhibition to the end. 

Introduction

The John G. Shedd Aquarium opened an exhibition entitled Wild Reef: Sharks at Shedd in April 2003. Wild Reef immerses visitors in an Indo-Pacific ecosystem where they experience firsthand the connections among animals, habitats and people. This 2,800 square-foot exhibition spans nine rooms and contains one of the largest and most diverse collections of sharks in North America, along with the Midwest’s largest public display of live corals.
The primary message of Wild Reef is:

· Philippine coral reefs support an amazing abundance of life and anchor a delicate network of dependencies between animals, habitats, and humans.

Shedd contracted with Lorrie Beaumont, an independent evaluation consultant to conduct the summative evaluation of Wild Reef during November and December of 2004. The purpose of this evaluation was to examine the ways in which the exhibition met its intended goals and communicated its intended content messages (see Appendix A). This was achieved by describing and analyzing the experience of its intended audience.
This report will describe how the study was conducted, what was observed, and the recommendations based on those findings. The report is primarily narrative, including many of the respondents’ own words regarding their experiences and their reaction to the exhibition. There are multiple appendices at the end of the report, including the instruments used in data collection, a map of the exhibition, and a summary of the respondents.  
Methods and Methodologies

Methodology

The data for this evaluation was collected and analyzed using a naturalistic methodology (Lincoln and Guba, 1985).  The goal of naturalistic methodology is to provide a holistic understanding of a program or exhibition from a variety of perspectives. In this study, we used people collecting data from a variety of sources (interviews, observations, etc.) in order to triangulate the data so we could more thoroughly understand the subject of investigation: the visitor experience in Wild Reef.  The naturalistic inquiry methodology provided the team with a systematic approach for collecting and analyzing data in a real-life setting, such as a museum.  This approach resulted in rich and descriptive data that provides a contextual understanding of the processes at work. 

Methods

The overall research question for this evaluation was:
· By examining the visitor experience at Wild Reef, what can we learn about the ways in which and extent to which the exhibition met its goals?
Over 120 hours were spent collecting data, on both weekdays and weekends, during the months of November and December. Data were collected from a total of 321 visitors. Early in the project, a topical framework for the study was developed in collaboration with the exhibition team. It outlined the specific issues that would be explored during the study (see Appendix B). The goal of the interview and observation protocols was to try to answer as many of the issues raised in the topical framework as possible, given the limitations of the study. This study’s data collection strategy was a mixed- methods approach using both qualitative and quantitative methods. A data source table is included in Appendix C, which describes all the documents analyzed. The specific data collection methods used are described below.
Structured Interviews: As some visitors prepared to leave the exhibition, data collectors intercepted them and asked them to participate in a brief (5-10 minutes) structured interview about their visit. Responses for these interviews were written down verbatim on the protocol sheet; nothing was audio recorded. The questions were very similar to those asked in the depth interviews, however they were worded so that responses could be kept very brief. See the protocol in Appendix D. Using this method data were collected from 71 visitor groups. 

Participant observations/Depth Interviews: Using this method, the data collector approached a visitor group as they entered the exhibition (often in the hallway after exiting the elevator) and asked if they might accompany the group throughout the time they spent at the exhibition. The data collector became a part of the visitor group, in order to better understand their reactions to, and understandings of, the various sections of the exhibition.  Data collectors tracked each visitor’s stop, how much time they spent in each of the seven sections of the exhibition (Shore, Coral Living Color, Explore the Wild Reef, Finding a Home, Feeding (Shark area), Neighboring Habitat (Mangroves Area) and Management (Apo Island), and what they did (talk, point, read, look at, etc.). If appropriate, visitors were asked to articulate their thoughts while they engaged with the exhibition. When the exhibition was very crowded, this became difficult, so observing their behavior took priority over trying to listen or converse with the group.

Depth exit interviews were conducted with most of the respondents who were tracked and observed (previous method).  As the visitor group was nearing the end of the exhibition, the data collector asked them to sit down at a table, and participate in a depth interview. See protocol in Appendix E. 
 These interviews provided the evaluation team with a deeper understanding of the visitors’ experiences, their connections to the exhibition, and their perceptions of the exhibition’s messages in their own words. Most interviews were recorded, and later transcribed and analyzed. During busy times, there were a few (less than 5) respondents who were not willing to stay for the interview. Conflicts mentioned generally were either hunger or a scheduled show at The Oceanarium. Even with these refusals, we were able to interview more than 80% of the respondents we tracked through the exhibition. Using this combined method, we gathered data on 29 visitor groups.
Data Analysis

Observation and depth interview data were analyzed using inductive constant comparison, whereby each unit of data was compared to all previous units of data (Glasser & Strauss, 1967). Data came from interview transcripts and interview or observation debriefs written by data collectors. A sample debrief is included in Appendix F. In reporting observation and interview results, we will describe generally the range of visitor experiences rather than the percentages of people that acted or thought a certain way. Some data, particularly the demographics, will be reported as percentages. Data from the structured interviews were triangulated with the transcripts and debriefs, and findings will be synthesized throughout this report.
Time data, exhibition ratings, and some demographics were analyzed through statistical software and will be reported symbolically through graphs and charts.
Respondents

Respondents for this study were purposively selected (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  Thus, each respondent was handpicked for certain characteristics such as age, gender, race and ethnicity and group composition.  The goal in this sampling technique is to talk with respondents who are as different from each other as possible in order to elicit a wide range of responses. Interestingly, our respondent sample was very close to the general visitor profile done at the Shedd in 2004, suggesting that our sample adequately represents the general population of visitors at the aquarium. 
All respondents were treated ethically. Visitors and staff in the gallery were aware that the evaluation was taking place because a table and chairs were set up for interviewing, and data collectors were visible in the gallery. No minors were interviewed without their consent and the presence of their adult caregiver. 

Limitations

Every research or evaluation study has its limitations. In this study our biggest limitation was that data collection became difficult during very busy times due to the movement of crowds in the gallery. Respondents were less willing to participate, and it was nearly impossible to stay close to them during a participant observation. Other limitations included language barriers (non-English speaking visitors), and school groups who could not stop to talk. 
Results

Overall, we found the visitor experience in Wild Reef to be a very satisfying one. Visitors consistently gave Wild Reef high ratings and told us how much they enjoyed its immersive qualities. Time spent in the exhibition was generally high especially, and not surprisingly, at the habitat in the Feeding section. Visitors described this exhibition as newer, brighter, and more open than the other exhibitions at the Shedd, and compared the experience most often to The Oceanarium. There were indications that the marketing strategy or “hook” of sharks was a disconnect for many visitors.
The ad I saw said you can walk through, like a tunnel and it was going to be all around me… [the sharks] would be swimming all around you… it was billed as though you were really surrounded with fish. (111304-5)

That is, they came expecting to see sharks, but came away talking about coral and preserving the wild reef. Few were disappointed by the lack of big sharks, though some (especially children) did express disappointment. Conservation messages came through strongly; often they were the main message visitors took away from the experience.
Below we describe the findings of this study and try to paint a picture of the visitor experience, beginning with a description of the audience. 
Audience

Figure 1:  Prior Visits- Shedd Aquarium 2004 Visitor Profile and Wild Reef Sample
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Figure 2:  Residence- Shedd Aquarium 2004 Visitor Profile and Wild Reef Sample


[image: image2.emf]Residence

15

23

44

13

5

17

23

33

22

5

0

10

20

30

40

50

Chicago Suburbs Midwest Other US International

Samples

Percent

Shedd Visitor Profile Wild Reef Sample


 Figure 3:  Gender-Shedd Aquarium 2004 Visitor Profile and Wild Reef Sample
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Figure 4: Visitors per Group-Shedd Aquarium 2004 Visitor Profile and Wild Reef Sample
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Figure 5: Ages-Shedd Aquarium 2004 Visitor Profile and Wild Reef Sample
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Figure 6: Ethnicity Race-Shedd Aquarium 2004Visitor Profile and Wild Reef Sample
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The Visitor Experience

In this study we were interested in finding out what the visitor experience looked like so we began by following several groups through the gallery and recording their behavior. As described in the Methods section above, data collectors became a part of the visitor group and accompanied them through their entire experience, usually concluding with a depth interview. In observing visitors, we paid particular attention to where they stopped in the exhibition, how often they stopped and where they seemed to spend the least or most amount of their time. Data collectors tracked about a quarter of the overall respondents as they moved through the exhibition. They noted how much time they spent in each of the seven main sections of the exhibition: Shore, Coral Living Color, Explore the Wild Reef, Finding a Home, Feeding (Shark area), Neighboring Habitat (Mangroves Area) and Management (Apo Island). They paid particular attention to what the visitors did (talk, point, read, look at, etc.) and what the general flow was like. While data collectors did note general use of the technology based interactives such as the touch screens, animal identification screens, or activities like Build-a- shark, they did not document specific behaviors or time spent with those units. A separate evaluation study was taking place during the same time frame as this one that focused on visitor behavior specifically with interactives.
 Table 1: Categories of Total Time in Wild Reef Exhibit (Minutes) (N= 27)
	Categories 
	% of Respondents

	1 to 10 minutes
	0

	11 to 20 minutes
	29.6

	21 to 30 minutes
	37.0

	31 to 40 minutes
	25.9

	41 to 50 minutes
	3.7

	51 to 60 minutes
	0

	61 to 70 minutes
	3.7


Figure 7: Categories of Total Time in Wild Reef Exhibit in Minutes (N= 27)
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Figure 8: Median Percent of Time in Exhibit Areas (N=27)
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Data collectors tracked the specific stops of 20 visitor groups as they moved through the exhibition using the map included in Appendix G. They noted how often visitors stopped in each of the seven sections of the exhibition as defined by our map: 1)Shore, 2)Coral Living Color, 3)Explore the Wild Reef, 4)Finding a Home, 5)Feeding (Shark area), 6)Neighboring Habitat (Mangroves Area) and 7)Management (Apo Island), and in general what they did. We defined a stop as a pause in the visitor’s movement in order to look at one or more elements of the exhibit, talk to a member of their group or another visitor, point at something, or read label text silently or aloud. We analyzed number of stops as illustrated below and synthesized data about visitors’ behavior into the general findings included throughout this report.

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics: Total Number of Stops

	Total Number of Stops

	N
	Mean
	Median
	Minimum
	Maximum

	20
	29.1
	27.5
	11
	50


Figure 9:  Categories Total Number of Stops in Exhibits (N=20)
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About half of the visitors we tracked went through the exhibition stopping at most of the tanks and technology-based interactives (animal identification screens, etc.). We estimated approximately 30 opportunities for visitors to stop within the total exhibition. That would include stopping at least once at an interactive in each area of the exhibition. 

There was almost constant conversation between visitors about what they were viewing. They pointed things out (usually marine life) to each other and appeared to be reading many of the labels as they went through. There was not an unusual pattern. Visitors moved back and forth between tanks and through the various rooms. They rarely missed or ignored anything, with the exception of the following two areas that presented unique challenges:
1) The circular island interactive that was located just before the entrance to the Neighboring Habitat section was one of the least favorite, and most misunderstood, units in the exhibition. Visitors could not seem to make sense of it and many skipped right past it.  
2) Apo Island in the Management section seemed to attract adults without children more than families with children. This could be because of the large amount of content and label text which was very interesting to many adults, but could not hold the interest for children. For children, sitting on the turtle was the biggest draw. 
Group Configuration

We noticed some interesting differences between groups. During data collection, we followed family groups with children ranging in age from toddlers to college age, extended family groups with children of all ages, couples between 20-60 years old, and single individuals between 20-60 years old. Generally, when there were children in the group, they seemed to lead the rest of the family, and determined when to stay and when to go from different areas of the exhibition. Children “used” the interactives more than the adults in the group; however, they often used the interactives incorrectly and needed adult assistance.  Most couples talked and stayed together during their visit, but others separated and only came together to point something out to each other. Single individuals moved slowly through the exhibition and stopped at most areas. They often spent large blocks of time viewing the larger tanks. 

Weekday vs. Weekend

We noticed a distinct difference between visitors on weekdays vs. weekends. Weekday visitors were often international visitors, many without children, or large school groups. If there were family groups, they were adults with children in strollers. On weekends, we met more family groups, many suburban Chicagoans and several out-of-town weekend visitors. We were somewhat surprised at the number of Midwestern visitors that made weekend trips to Chicago, many expressly to visit the Shedd Aquarium. Many of the visitors, were repeat visitors and members of the aquarium. Others came back because their children really liked Wild Reef and they wanted to see it again.  In many cases out-of-town visitors had come to see the exhibition because they’d seen marketing materials (e.g.media, newspaper ads, etc.). 

Repeat vs. First-time Visitors
Repeat visitors seemed to take in more detail with each time through, including being more aware of the “journey.” They noticed fish they hadn’t seen before, learned something new about a specific fish, spent time talking with a docent about a particular area, or read label text in detail. They often had longer stay times because they focused more in each area, rather than a first-time visitor who perhaps was “doing” the aquarium and wanted to keep to a schedule in order to fit everything in. This is pretty typical museum-going behavior. What made the Wild Reef experience somewhat unique was that repeat visitors could spend more time just “being” in the exhibition, taking in the beauty, the sounds, the atmosphere. We frequently heard words like “relaxed” and “peaceful” when respondents told us about how they felt in the exhibition. Repeat visitors weren’t as anxious as first-time visitors. For some repeat visitors (especially members), Wild Reef was their only destination as indicated by the following quote. 

Since August we’ve been here almost every other week. They come down here for two hours. This is their favorite. This is where we come first. Sometimes this is all we do. We come down and see Wild Reef and go home. (112004-1)

Memorable

In interviews, we asked visitors what they thought they would remember most about Wild Reef one month after their visit. Responses fell into four main categories. We will discuss these each in turn beginning with the most frequent response.

· Shark habitat
Many respondents told us they would remember the “big shark tank.” They were impressed by its size, its shape (concave glass floor to ceiling), the lighting, and the variety of sharks, as well as the ability for sharks to co-exist with all kinds of other fish – and not eat them.
· Diversity

The diversity of the reef left a big impression. Visitors felt awestruck by the many different types of animals on the reef. This is likely due to the way the exhibition takes such a comprehensive look at the reef by including everything from polyps to mangroves. Visitors mentioned the plant life along with the animals. They commented on what seemed to them a symbiotic relationship between the various types of marine life, their interconnectedness, and the way they depend on each other for survival.
· Color

Along with the wide variety of fish, the colors of the fish impressed a great number of people.
Just the number of fish and how it is when you watch [them]. It's just relaxing, it just gives you a really good feeling I think. There is lots of color and lots of movement. (112704-1)

· Design

The design of the exhibition is discussed later in this report in terms of the affective response visitors had to it. However, because it made such a lasting impression on visitors, we include a few examples here. Visitors commented about the extent of the workmanship in the exhibition, and the feeling it gave them of being immersed in the reef. Several commented about how well they thought the animals were cared for.
I never realized] all the work that goes into the display to make them look as natural as possible. (112304-2)

It was like snorkeling! (112804-12)
It’s just that you feel like you're on a coral reef. You get to see all the fish in their natural [habitat]. It doesn't feel like they're just in a tank. It feels like you're in the reef. (112004-1)
One 9-year-old girl said:

[My favorite part] was the really big glass tanks because they [make it] seem like you’re swimming in [them] when you get close. I thought the animals were happy because they had so much room. It lets animals swim around, and has a wave machine to make them feel at home. (112304-4) 
The size of animals that you have in there…I was just flabbergasted. But they are all extremely well maintained. I can tell by looking that everything is thriving. It’s not just living. (120404-3)

When asked what they would remember, some visitors mentioned specific fish, or other interesting information they learned, such as:

· The very large lobster was something familiar, yet bigger than they expected. 
· The shark embryos were intriguing to many visitors. This experience was even more powerful when a docent was in the area explaining the shark life cycle.

· The sawfish and the grouper that had been treated for cancer.
· The technology of the various interactives that could focus on a particular species, touch screens that were packed with interesting information about the marine life in the reef.

· Also frequently mentioned were the wave machine at the entrance to the exhibition, the moray and garden eels, mudskippers, and the ray tank

Frustration

Several touch screens were not operating properly for visitors. Specific interactives that didn’t work, or didn’t make sense to visitors, included the circular island interactive, Build-a-Shark, the dive light, and the coral polyp lights that stayed on even when you pushed another button.

The big cylinder about three quarters of the way through [the exhibit], I have no idea what that was. You push a button. I tried to figure out if there was supposed to be water in there…are there supposed to be fish in there… what are the lights for…It made no sense and took away from the whole exhibit. (120704-4)
Other sources of frustration we either observed in visitors or they reported to us were:
· Navigating strollers during busy times when the exhibition was especially crowded.
· Navigating in a wheelchair in sections where the flooring made it difficult, especially soft carpet.
· Not being clear where the entrance and exit of the exhibition were.
A few visitors suggested there should be benches in some of the larger areas with big tanks to view, such as the Feeding section. However, given some of the issues raised above, that may create more congestion in the gallery. Interestingly, we noticed that during very quiet times some visitors would sit, or even recline near the shark tank to view the marine life from different perspectives.

Exhibition Rating

In all of our interviews we asked visitors to compare Wild Reef to 1) other exhibitions they had seen and 2) other exhibitions at the Shedd. Many visitors had started their visit by coming down to Wild Reef first, and therefore couldn’t compare it with other Shedd exhibitions. This was interesting in itself, because it suggests that the guest services staff are working hard to market this exhibition as visitors enter. In the following graphic, we display the range of ratings visitors gave the exhibition. Clearly, Wild Reef received high ratings from visitors.
Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for Ratings of Wild Reef

	Rating Comparison
	Item n
	Mean
	Median
	Mode
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Wild Reef Compared to Other Museum Exhibitions
	91
	4.3
	4
	4
	3
	5

	Wild Reef Compared to other Shedd Exhibitions
	85
	4.6
	5
	5
	3
	5


Table 4: Rating Comparison: Wild Reef Compared to Other Museum Exhibitions
	Rating
	# of respondents (N=91)

	5
	37

	4.5
	4

	4
	41

	3.5
	3

	3
	6


Table 5: Rating Comparison: Wild Reef Compared to Shedd Exhibitions
	Rating
	# of respondents (N=85)

	5
	53

	4.5
	5

	4
	18

	3.5
	1

	3
	8


Figure 10: Wild Reef Compared to Other Museums' Exhibitions (N=91)
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It’s as good as I’ve ever seen. I would pay money to came back and see it some time. Absolutely! (120404-3)

Figure 11: Wild Reef Compared to Other Shedd Exhibitions (N=85)
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Note:  Both sets of ratings in Figures 10 and 11 were highly skewed and thus non-normal distributions. Therefore, t-tests were not an appropriate way to compare between groups, e.g. adult groups and family groups. Mann Whitney U tests revealed that ratings by members of adults- only groups and family groups were not significantly different. 

It had a lot of flow to it. I thought it was easier to look at things versus some of the other exhibits [at Shedd] where you’re kind of shoved up against the glass. (111304-8)
Down here, compared to the main area of the aquarium is a lot more [about] conservation, more of a story, and [Wild Reef] is more region-specific. (113004-3)
Learning

One way of assessing the effectiveness of an exhibition like Wild Reef is to look at the ways visitors interact within the gallery. Perry (1989) suggests three strong indicators of learning: physical interactions, social interactions and intellectual interactions.
Physical interaction is defined as what the visitor actually does in the exhibition. This might include reading labels, manipulating objects, or spending time in the exhibit.

Social interaction is the verbal and non-verbal interchange that occurs between visitors in an exhibition. This type of behavior might include directing a group member’s attention to something, asking or answering a question, explaining something, conversing with someone in the visitor group, or jointly working on an activity.

Intellectual interaction is a thoughtful behavior that connotes conceptual thinking. What kind of meaning does the visitor make of this exhibition? What does she connect it to in her own life or experience? What message does he take away?

Physical Interaction

The highest level of physical interaction in this exhibition came when using the various interactives located throughout the rooms. Interestingly, one of the components of the exhibition that caused visitors to give it a high rating was that it was highly “interactive.” When asked how they defined “interactive,” visitors would usually refer to the touch screens.
I like all the little informational things about habitat. (112004-4)

However, broken interactives made physical interaction lower than it might have been. The following quote seems to capture the feeling of many visitors who mentioned their frustration about not being able to operate the touch screens.

There were a couple other electronics, the touch screens. You touch it and nothing happens. 

Unfortunately I think that creates a negative impression. I'm upset that this thing didn't work and I'm walking through remembering that thing that didn't work as I'm seeing new stuff that does work. That was something that got in the way of [my] total enjoyment. It also [makes you] question your own intelligence. What am I doing wrong? What am I missing? And then you walk past going should I have done something different?  (120704-4)
Mobility within the exhibition was important to visitors. Everyone enjoyed being able to get close to the fish. Many visitors remarked that it was a memorable experience to be able to walk on top of the ray tank and see them swimming below their feet.  However, crowds and strollers were sometimes a hindrance to easy mobility within the exhibition.
Social Interaction

Social interaction was high in the Wild Reef. Research in museum learning consistently indicates the importance of interaction in a social group (Diamond, 1986; McManus, 1987, Perry, 1989, Borun, 1997). There was plenty of interesting conversation between parents and children,
as well as between adults in a group, while exploring the exhibition. Adults without children did more reading and discussing, and adults with children did a lot more interpretation and pointing out with the larger tanks.  
Intellectual Engagement

Visitors definitely engaged in the exhibition in intellectual ways. Many of the respondents we interviewed commented on how interesting the information was and how much there was to learn. Answers to some of the interview questions demonstrated that visitors had been reading labels in detail. Some approached the exhibit as purely a sensory experience and did very little reading of textual information, but still, stated that they had a very satisfying experience as well.  
Messages

In order to glean the various messages visitors were taking away from the experience, we asked respondents in all of our interviews how they would explain the exhibit to a friend. What would they tell them it was about? Responses ranged from those who thought it was just neat, and enjoyed it purely at entertainment level (“It was cool!” “It was fun!”), to those who learned about conservation and the interconnectivity of the reef. Consistent themes in the responses included: habitat preservation, maintaining healthy oceans and reefs, and the beauty of the ocean and the life within it. 
I would say it’s about a reef in the Philippines, and that [the Aquarium] chose the Philippines because there is a very wide variety of corals there and corals support a lot of fish life. (112704-1)

It’s about the fish, the coral and the sea life, and how they interact together. Coral interacts with the fish, and the fish interact with each other, and how the things around them – their environment- affect their well being. (120404-2)
I was impressed we didn't get hit at the very beginning with the coral reefs are dying. We need to protect the reefs. We were educated first about the beauty and the diversity and the value, and then at the end we were brought into here is an actual culture that lives and benefits from these reefs, and here's how they've damaged them, and here's how they've finally realized they can't do that anymore. You weren't hit with that at the beginning. (112704-1)
The respondents who picked up the conservation message interpreted it as important and as something with which they could help. 
The importance of what we have right here, the importance of maintaining and protecting coral reefs and [forming] a harmonious relationship and how what we do affects the reef [even] if we don't live right next to it. (112004-4) 

[The exhibition shows] the importance that marine life plays on our ecosystems so that we can survive and so they can survive. It also shows a little bit of how fragile it is. (111304-8)
To take care of the ocean and ... try to maintain the quality of the ocean and the reefs …that we've destroyed practically all of them. (112804-12)
How this ecosystem works and how important it is that we learn [to be more sensitive to our atmosphere and our oceans.] (112804-13)

A lot of the different places in the exhibition talked about what effect fishing has and the effect humans have on the reefs in different areas. This whole last part being about the Filipinos and how their tourism trade and feeding themselves can affect the reefs.  (113004-3)

The impact on attitudes toward conservation was positive.  It seemed many visitors didn’t realize how connected they were to the reef, and as a result, some who received that message talked about thinking twice before buying fish for their home aquariums.

In addition to the overall messages, visitors picked up some new information that left a big impression. One fact was a consistent message of the exhibition while the other was a clear misconception.
· Coral is an animal.

I didn’t know coral was an animal. I thought maybe it was a plant. (112804-2)
· There are sharks that are mammals. They are born from eggs.

This misconception seemed to result from observing shark embryos and talking with docents. It was not clear whether any docents actually stated this, but rather seemed to be a conclusion several visitors jumped to based on information presented.

Relevance and Connection

Visitors easily connected to this exhibition on multiple levels. Some connected at a cognitive level, as explained below.
He and I both took a mini course [in college] called Introduction to Coral Reefs. I thought it would be an easy way to get an A. But was so interesting and I learned all these aspects of coral and how it's not the rock, it's the animal that lives inside of the different structures, and how they adapt to the marine life around them, and how they're very susceptible to pollution, and then we come [to Shedd] and see it in person and alive, not just on movie slides in an Ann Arbor classroom. It's so good! I've traveled a few places and seen little bits of coral in its natural habitat but nothing like this [exhibition]. (120404-2)
Several older children (including those in a school group) and young adults came in to expand their knowledge about marine life or even coral reefs. They were studying it in school, writing a research paper, etc. Adults also connected on this level based on reading they had done or documentaries they had viewed. 

Many visitors connected at an experiential level. We were delighted and surprised by the number of respondents who had been snorkeling, scuba diving or on a cruise. Areas visited by respondents included Belize, Aruba, Hawaii, Honduras, Florida, etc. Overwhelmingly these visitors commented on how immersive the exhibition was and how much it reminded them of being in those places.

A few visitors we met (including several Filipino residents) connected with the Wild Reef on a very personal level. For example, this respondent described how it felt like home. 

I live on a tropical island, Puerto Rico, where there are mangrove trees and we have seen stingrays…I love that sound [the wave machine]. It reminds me of home. When I get home I’m going to the beach. (112804-12)
The Role of Facilitators 

We heard often from our respondents about how their experience was enriched through a conversation with or presentation by a Shedd Aquarium facilitator or docent. In our casual interactions with the facilitators, we learned some were volunteers and others were staff. Interestingly, one of our respondents was a visitor who was using his time in the gallery to prepare himself as a new volunteer.
The people presenting in front of the big tank where the sharks are were excellent. I could clearly understand what he was saying. He was interested in his topic and he made me interested. 121104-4
The last couple of times we’ve come there’s almost always someone in [the tank] cleaning the coral or whatever. And they talk to the kids. The kids get a big kick out of that, and the kids [get to] ask questions. (112004-1)
Role of Sharks

Many visitors mentioned that sharks were the “hook” that brought them to Wild Reef. However, unless visitors read about the role sharks play in the reef, the sharks seemed rather disconnected from the exhibition. 
If you look on the map of the exhibitions you see a shark. So as we were going through I'm waiting. You know I'm thinking okay, the shark is going to be right around this corner and it's more coral and it's more fish, which is fine with me. But it wasn't the sharks. (112704-1)
Actually they play just a minor role. I expected them to be like [the whole] exhibition but in the end it seemed like they were kind of like a little side show. They are what drew us down here though. That was the whole reason we came. (120404-2)
I didn't even notice the sharks that much. I was more intrigued by the coral. But they do have their place in the chain of life. (121104-4)

A common understanding of many respondents was that sharks had a role in the ecosystem and were perceived as the top predator.
They're important to the ocean. I guess they protect the other animals. (112004-2)

They’re an animal that participates in the whole ecosystem of the reef… and kids think they’re cool… [they’re] like the bait…pardon the pun. (113004-3)
[The sharks are] the big fish in the ocean with these little fish, the top of the food chain... 
bigger, larger predators are important because they [help] maintain the stocks of other animals. ... survival of the fittest notion. (112004-4)
Several respondents tried to understand how sharks and smaller fish could coexist and swim along, seemingly happy together in the tank.
We talked about why the sharks don't eat the other fish that are inside. What we wanted to know is like why don't they just eat the other fish? [The docents] said that they fed them well enough [so they won’t] be hungry [enough] to eat the other ones…if they ever wanted a snack do they ever just start ‘chowing’ down on one of the other fish in there…if I was hungry enough I would. (120704-3)
[It’s important to] experience them living with other fish. You know I remember last time we were here we asked the guy why don't they eat the other fish in the tank? He said they're well fed and they don't -- they're not hungry so they don't. So I think it's neat for [the kids] to see them just swimming around with the other fish. (112004-1) 
Affective Response

Satisfaction

There seemed to be three camps: a small group of respondents that was disappointed in the size of the sharks (and therefore Wild Reef as a whole), those that were disappointed in the size of the sharks but found Wild Reef to be more than just sharks, and finally those that came with no real expectations and were awed and amazed by the exhibition. The second group seemed surprised at how satisfied they were; they had come to see “a big tank full of sharks” but instead experienced a beautiful exhibition with all kinds of colors and marine life.  The third group was quite satisfied; they didn’t have to rethink anything. The immersive aspect of Wild Reef consistently stands out as what makes the big difference in regards to overall visitor satisfaction.

Visitors described the way the exhibit made them feel as: happy, because the animals had enough space to swim (112304-4), amazed, awestruck, happy, relaxed, and calm. More than one respondent said, they considered their money well spent.
I'll tell you something that's kind of strange. I didn't think about where the end of the exhibition was. I was just walking through and many times when you go to a museum or something you say [to yourself] how long is this thing anyway? I might want to go on to something else. [But in this exhibition] I didn't even think about it. All of a sudden here we were at the end! (121104-4) 

Immersive Experience
Many respondents seemed to approach the exhibition as a sensory experience. For example, one couple said they didn’t read much because they “weren’t trying to learn anything (112304-2).” Several respondents talked about the exhibition on an aesthetic level. They mentioned the beautiful colors of the fish and coral. One respondent said they felt “at one with the underwater life (112304-2).” Another said they felt like they were “part of nature (112304-3).”

It's as if I were snorkeling or scuba diving to observe not only the fish but the other wild life and plants. (121104-4)
It’s like looking at a reef from a diver’s perspective except that you’re not cold and wet. (113004-9)

Exhibition Organization and Features

Journey or Storyline

Not many respondents picked up on a storyline that carried all the way through Wild Reef, but many got a “going deeper” message in terms of progression into the ocean.  The themes within areas seemed to be followed, but the general connection through the entire exhibition often broke down for visitors as they entered Neighboring Habitat. It seemed to them to be a completely different environment and they weren’t always clear on how it fit with the coral, sharks and colorful fish.  Missing the storyline did not seem to affect their impression of the exhibition overall, however, once it was pointed out through the interview, they often experienced an “aha” moment and wanted to go back through the exhibition and pay more attention to the storyline.
We heard a variety of descriptions of the “journey” respondents were on within the exhibition. Most of them went something like this: progressing through a dive, going deeper and deeper into the ocean and then coming up out of the dive onto the shore.

We started off with the waves crashing on the shore and then we kind of moved. It seemed to me like we moved out to the deeper sea. (111304-8)

Culture of the Philippines

Many, but not all, of our respondents recognized that they were in an exhibition about the Philippines. When we asked those who did recognize the Philippines what cued them they told us:

· entrance murals and labels

· spending time reading and viewing the video in the Apo Island section. 

It had a big sign right when we walked in – Welcome to the Philippines- and that was pretty much the last thing that I noticed about where I was. (120704-3)
We were fortunate enough to talk with three groups of Filipino visitors. Two of them were first- time visitors, and the third had been to the exhibition previously. They were quick to tell us that the exhibition depicted their country and the beautiful coral reef very accurately. They further explained that it made them feel proud to go through the exhibition, proud of the beauty of their country and its reef.

I never realized that we [Filipinos] have such a wonderful reef in our country. That it is an amazing wonder of nature, a landmark of the Philippines. It makes us proud of being from the Philippines. (112304-5)

One of our most confused respondents saw this exhibition as being about multiple cultures; it should be noted his reaction was not typical. It did, however, make us pause and recognize that visitors often come into an exhibition with prior knowledge (or lack of) that may confuse their experience.
I think they showed a little map of Australia for the coral. They started up around the Philippines. The Great Barrier Reef, that’s where most of the world’s coral live. I don’t know where we were with the sharks. Obviously some warm climate. Then we ended up in some Amazon type fishing village on some little island. (120404-2)
On several occasions when the evaluators were in the gallery, we noticed a docent who greeted guests at the shore area by saying, “Welcome to Apo Island. Your journey to the Philippines begins right here.” This seemed like a wonderful and effective way to introduce visitors to the cultural emphasis of the exhibition. 
Exhibition Design

We were surprised that many visitors commented on elements of the exhibition design in specific ways, suggesting how much the design contributed to the experience. Many visitors commented about how the lighting made it feel more realistic and how the acoustics and the concave tank glass seemed to wrap around them.
The design of the [glass tanks] is neat because you really have the perception that you’re under water. They’ve done a really good job with lighting inside [the tanks] so that you can actually see the different colors of the coral and the anemones and fish. (112704-1)
They did a good job acoustically and it was quiet so it gave you a sense of closeness. You never felt claustrophobic in the least. (121104-4)
The fish, the size of it! It’s very big, like the inside of the ocean. (112804-12) 
Down here it’s a massive wall of Plexiglas that you can look through. It feels open and a lot more like the ocean. It mirrors the environment. (120404-2)
The visual presentation was excellent. It was the best I’ve ever seen. I was just amazed, I was drawn to everything. You could see all of the life moving. And this is other than the fish, this is the plants. I've seen it before but [usually] you're standing away from it. You know like in the old part of the building they're small presentations and you have this flat plane in front of you as a barrier. And you definitely have the sense that I'm on the outside and the exhibit is over there. And with this exhibit I'm in it. I feel like I'm immersed in the exhibit. A couple of times I'd be looking at something that I knew was a living coral but then it would move and it surprised me! I actually wanted to spend more time investigating the exhibition. In the past I would find it too difficult. I might stand there for a while and because I wasn't close enough to it or whatever [I’d lose interest.] This time I was very comfortable to really dig into all the fine points. (121104-) 4
Effect of Crowds

One father commented that he felt “hemmed in” when he was in the exhibition and that it was too crowded to move. He felt the space was not used well and therefore “detracted from the experience.” During his visit he and his family were unable to approach many of the tanks because of the crowds blocking them.

During crowded times, visitors expressed more fatigue and frustration with the exhibition overall. Children in strollers were difficult to maneuver, as were wheelchairs. Small children had to cling to their parents, to avoid getting lost, and as a result were not able to see some parts of the exhibition. 
It’s no fun for the kids if it’s crowded. Like [today] it’s perfect. They could go where they really want to. I didn’t feel like I had to be on top of them. (112004-1)
One visitor described the experience of being moved by the crowd as feeling like they were one of the fish just being pushed through the water.
This sharp contrast in visitor experience and perception about the exhibition between times that are relatively quiet and not crowded vs. times that are extremely crowded (weekends, holidays) suggests a need for timed tickets, at least when busy days are anticipated.

Another visitor suggested that the glass around the tanks should start higher off the floor rather than go all the way to the floor. He said little children stand at the tanks and block whatever is swimming down low from everyone’s view.
Conclusions

Overall, we found the visitor experience in Wild Reef to be a very satisfying one. Visitors gave Wild Reef high ratings as compared to other museums or aquaria they had visited, and as compared to other exhibitions at the Shedd. Highlights of the exhibition that visitors mentioned were its immersive qualities, the diversity of marine life and coral, and the beauty of the colors and overall design. Visitors were frustrated by interactives that didn’t operate properly and crowds that made it difficult to navigate and feel comfortable in the spaces. Time spent in the exhibition was generally high especially at the habitat in the Feeding section. The conservation messages came through strongly including the interconnectedness of species on the reef and the role of sharks. There were indications that the marketing strategy or “hook” of sharks was a disconnect for many visitors. However, once in the exhibition most respondents told us the sharks did not disappoint them as there was so much else to see and learn about. Facilitators in the exhibition enriched the visitor experience greatly by answering their questions and pointing out features of various fish (e.g. saw fish, grouper with cancer, large lobster in Mangroves area, and shark embryos.)
Recommendations

· Control crowding through timed tickets
One of the clear issues raised by this study was the difference in experience for visitors during quiet times and very busy times. Those who visited during very busy times often gave negative feedback about their experience. Some stated that they felt as if they were being pushed through the exhibit. Others expressed disappointment in not being able to view all of the tanks. Finally, those with small children had difficulty navigating their children or allowing them to spend quality time viewing the various tanks. It may be beneficial to the visitor experience to issue timed tickets to the Wild Reef during times when the aquarium is expected to be unusually busy. This might include Spring Break week, school holidays, November and December holidays, or specific weeks during the summer.

· Designate Stroller Parking
Designating an area for stroller parking would also alleviate crowding. This might only be offered during busy times as in the situations described above. Some visitors also stated that it was difficult to navigate strollers over certain sections of the flooring.

· Make entrance and exit more explicit
Several visitors were confused about which way to enter the exhibition once they came off the elevator. Similarly visitors often stopped and asked the data collectors how to exit the exhibition when leaving the Management section.

· Consider new ways of introducing the Wild Reef to visitors

Many visitors stated that they were told by a Shedd staff member to “go see the sharks.” This would be a good opportunity for staff to explain in more detail the focus of the Wild Reef exhibition (Philippines, coral, sharks etc.) so that visitors are better prepared to engage with the exhibition when they enter.

· Monitor and maintain touch screen interactives and videos
Interactives that didn’t operate properly were a main source of frustration for most visitors in our study.

· Be clear about shark embryos in Neighboring Habitat

While many visitors were fascinated by the idea of shark embryos, several took away an incorrect message: that some sharks are mammals. Facilitators must be very clear when explaining shark embryos, so visitors don’t jump to the wrong conclusions.
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Appendix A: content messages

1. Tropical marine life is concentrated on coral reefs, a system of interconnected parts.
2. Coral creates the reef environment by concentrating the limited resources of the tropic oceans and by building physical structures.  These factors attract and support a wealth of life.
3. Reef species use non-reef habitats, like lagoons and mangroves, for food, shelter, and propagation.

4. Animals on the reef interact with each other through a complex system of symbiotic, feeding, mating, and behavioral relationships.

5. This intricate, organic habitat encompasses a broad range of physical conditions, which animals adapt to and exploit.

6. The reef system makes maximum use of its resources, providing for all its inhabitants.  From the top predator (sharks), to the primary producer (phytoplankton), all reef organisms are linked together in a great food web.

7. The border between land and sea (such as mangroves) regulates the movement of living and non-living elements between these areas.

8. Humans derive many benefits from the reef, but also impact this environment in many harmful ways.  Through careful management, we can continue to reap the benefits of the reef. (What's good for the reef is good for the people who depend on it).

9. The future of the reef will be determined by decisions we make.  The reef is a living system, and we are part of it.

Appendix B: topical framework
Audience

1. What are the demographic characteristics of visitors to Wild Reef and how do these compare to the overall audience profile at JGS Aquarium?

2. To what extent does Wild Reef attract repeat visitors? What brings visitors back to Wild Reef?

3. To what extent and in what ways do visitors see Wild Reef as a different (immersive) experience than the rest of the Aquarium?

4. To what extent and in what ways do visitors see this exhibition as consistent with other Shedd exhibitions?  

Overall Visitor Experience 

1. How long do visitors spend in the exhibition overall?

2. What exhibition areas do visitors stop at the most and how long do they attend to them?

3. Which ones do they stop at the least?

4. To what extent do visitor groups of different compositions experience the exhibition in different ways?

5. In what ways do repeat visitors experience the exhibition differently than first time visitors?

6. Which aspects of the exhibition were the most memorable for visitors, left the biggest impression and why?
Learning

1. In what ways do visitors engage intellectually with the exhibition?

2. What do their experiences within the exhibition seem to mean to them?

3. What is the range of meanings that visitors seem to attach to various exhibition elements and to the exhibition as a whole?

4. In what ways do visitors make connections between the exhibition and their own lives? 

5. What concepts do visitors seem to understand better after visiting the exhibition? What have they learned that they didn’t know before?

6. In what ways does Wild Reef stimulate meaningful social interactions, where visitors talk about and connect to the exhibition’s content?

7. What are the ways visitors interact physically with this exhibition? To what extent do physical interactions contribute to or hinder the learning taking place?

8. Where do visitors place the shark feature in the overall experience? Do the sharks seem to contribute to the overall messages or do they detract from them?

Affective Response

1. In what ways do visitor experiences in Wild Reef impact their attitudes towards conservation?

2. To what extent do visitors leave Wild Reef feeling satisfied with their experience?

3. How are the themes represented in this exhibition relevant and useful to visitors?

4. To what extent do visitors feel like the Wild Reef experience is like anything else at the Shedd?  

5. If visitors feel different in the Wild Reef how do they explain that? 

Exhibition organization and features 

1. To what extent do visitors understand that they are following a story line through the exhibition?

2. To what extent do visitors feel immersed in the culture of the Philippines?

3. In what ways are visitors able to follow the themes in each area and see the connections between areas?

4. How does the overall design of the exhibition (simulating a journey through a recognizable place: shore, reef, coastal community, etc.) enhance or detract from the visitor experience?

Appendix C: data source table
	Document ID
	Visitor Group total
	Observed Ethnicity
	First time or Repeat/Out of Town or Local
	Interview Respondent
	Residence

	SI111304-1
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AF50s
	US

	SI111304-2
	3
	C
	R/L
	AF40s
	SU

	SI111304-3
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AF<20
	US

	SI111304-4
	3
	C
	R/OT
	AF30s
	MW

	PODI111304-5
	3
	C
	FT/OT
	AM40s
	US

	PODI111304-6
	2
	C
	R/OT
	AF20s
	US

	SI111304-7
	1
	C
	R/L
	AF60+
	CH

	SI111304-8
	2
	C
	R/L
	AF40s
	SU

	PODI111304-9
	3
	C
	FT/OT
	CF12
	US

	SI111304-10
	4
	C
	R/L
	AM40s
	SU

	SI111304-11
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AF20s
	US

	SI111304-12
	2
	C
	R/L
	CF7
	SU

	SI111304-13
	2
	C
	R/OT
	AM20s
	MW

	
	
	
	
	
	

	PODI112004-1
	5
	C
	R/L
	AF30s
	SU

	PODI112004-2
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AF30s
	US

	SI112004-3
	2
	C
	R/L
	CM10
	SU

	PODI112004-4
	2
	AA
	R/L
	AF20s
	CH

	SI112004-5
	2
	C
	R/OT
	AF50s
	MW

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SI112304-1
	4
	C
	R/OT
	AF40s
	US

	SI112304-2
	2
	C
	R/L
	AM20s
	MW

	SI112304-3
	4
	C
	FT/OT
	AF40s
	US

	SI112304-4
	3
	C
	R/OT
	CF9
	MW

	SI112304-5
	2
	*FI
	FT/OT
	AF60+
	IT

	
	
	
	
	
	

	PODI112704-1
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AF40s
	MW

	SI112704-2
	2
	C
	R/L
	AM30s
	CH

	SI112704-3
	4
	C
	R/L
	AM30s
	SU

	SI112704-4
	3
	C
	R/OT
	CF9
	MW

	SI112704-5
	5
	C
	FT/OT
	CM15
	MW

	PODI112704-6
	2 -8 
	C
	R/L
	AF20s
	SU

	SI112704-7
	3
	C
	FT/OT
	AM20s
	MW

	SI112704-8
	4
	C
	R/L
	AM60+
	SU

	SI112704-9
	5
	C
	R/OT
	AM30s
	US

	SI112704-10
	3
	C
	R/L
	CM10
	CH

	PODI112704-11
	3
	C
	FT/OT
	AM50s
	US

	PO112704-12
	8-10
	C
	FT/OT
	AF60+
	US

	SI112704-13
	4
	AA
	FT/OT
	AF20s
	MW

	SI112704-14
	6
	C
	FT/OT
	AF20s
	MW

	SI112704-15
	5
	AA
	FT/OT
	CM8
	US

	SI112704-16
	6
	C
	FT/OT
	AF30s
	MW

	PODI112704-17
	4
	C
	FT/OT
	AM40s
	MW

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SI112804-1
	2
	C
	R/L
	AM50s
	SU

	PODI112804-2
	3
	C
	R/L
	AF40s
	SU

	SI112804-3
	2
	AS
	FT/OT
	CF12
	MW

	SI112804-4
	3
	C
	R/L
	CF6
	SU

	PODI112804-5
	6
	C
	R/L
	AF30s
	SU

	SI112804-6
	2
	L
	R/L
	CF11
	SU

	PODI112804-7
	2
	*IN
	FT/OT
	AM20s
	IT

	SI112804-8
	2
	AS
	FT/L
	AM<20
	MW

	SI112804-9
	3
	C
	R/L
	AF40s
	CH

	SI112804-10
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AM50s
	MW

	SI112804-11
	11
	FI
	R/L
	AF40s
	CH

	PODI112804-12
	4
	*L
	FT/OT
	AF20s
	IT

	PODI112804-13
	5
	C
	FT/OT
	AF60+
	US

	
	
	
	
	
	

	PO113004-1
	7
	C
	FT/OT
	AF30s
	US

	SI113004-2
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AF20s
	MW

	PODI113004-3
	2
	C
	R/L
	AF30s
	CH

	SI113004-4
	2
	C
	R/OT
	AF20s
	MW

	SI113004-5
	2
	AA
	R/L
	CF15
	CH

	SI113004-6
	2
	C
	R/L
	AF50s
	CH

	SI113004-7
	2
	C
	R/L
	AM20s
	CH

	SI113004-9
	1
	C
	R/OT
	AF30s
	US

	
	
	
	
	
	

	PODI120404-1
	5
	C
	R/L
	AF30s
	SU

	PODI120404-2
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AF20s AM20s
	MW

	PODI120404-3
	4
	C
	FT/OT
	AM40s
	US

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SI120704-1
	4
	C
	FT/OT
	AF30s
	US

	PODI120704-2
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AM30s
	MW

	PODI120704-3
	2
	C
	R/OT
	AF20s
	MW

	PODI120704-4
	1
	C
	R/L
	AM50s
	SU

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SI121104-1
	4
	C
	R/L
	CM14
	CH

	PODI121104-2
	5
	C
	FT/OT
	AF20s
	SU

	SI121104-3
	4
	C
	R/OT
	CF11
	MW

	PODI121104-4
	2
	C
	R/L
	AF50s AM60+
	SU

	SI121104-5
	3
	C
	R/L
	AF30s
	SU

	SI121104-7
	5
	C
	R/OT
	AF30s
	MW

	SI121104-9
	5
	C
	FT/OT
	AF50s
	MW

	SI121104-11
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AM30s
	US

	SI121104-13
	4
	C
	FT/OT
	CM11
	MW

	SI121104-15
	2
	C
	R/L
	AF20s
	SU

	SI121104-17
	2
	C
	R/L
	AM40s
	SU

	SI121104-19
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AM60+
	MW

	SI121104-21
	6
	AA
	R/L
	AF20s
	CH

	SI121104-23
	4
	FI
	FT/OT
	AM30s
	MW

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SI121204-1
	3
	C
	R/OT
	AM40s
	MW

	PO121204-2
	5
	AA
	R/L
	
	SU

	SI121204-3
	2
	ME
	R/L
	AM20s
	CH

	PO121204-4
	2
	AA
	R/L
	
	CH

	SI121204-5
	1
	IN*
	FT/OT
	AM20s
	IT

	PO121204-6
	4
	C
	R/L
	
	CH

	SI121204-7
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	AM30s
	MW

	SI121204-9
	2
	C
	R/OT
	AM30s
	MW

	SI121204-11
	4
	IN
	FT/OT
	CM13
	US

	SI121204-13
	4
	AS
	FT/L
	AF20s
	CH

	SI121204-15
	2
	AA
	R/OT
	AF20s
	MW

	SI121204-17
	3
	L*
	FT/OT
	AM20s
	IT

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SI121504-1
	2
	C
	R/OT
	AF60+
	US

	SI121504-2
	1
	C
	FT/OT
	AF60+
	US

	SI121504-3
	4
	C
	R/L
	AM20s
	CH

	SI121504-5
	2
	C
	FT/OT
	CM7
	MW

	SI121504-7
	4
	C
	FT/OT
	AM20s
	MW

	SI121504-9
	3
	AA
	R/L
	AF20s
	CH


Codes: PODI=Participant observation with depth interview; PO= Participant observation; SI= Structured interview

R= Repeat visitor; FT= First time visitor; L= Local; OT= Out of town

AF=Adult female; AM= Adult male; CF= Child female; CM= Child male

Age ranges reported: <20; 20s; 30s, 40s, 50s, 60+

Observed Ethnicity: C: Caucasian; AA: African American; AS: Asian; FI: Filipino;

IN: Indian; L: Latino; ME: Middle Eastern 

· identified themselves as foreign visitors

Residence: CH=Chicago; SU= Suburbs; MW= Midwest; US= Other US; IT= International
Appendix D: Structured interview protocol

Respondent #: _______  Date: _____________ Data Collector (initials): ______

1. Group Type (circle)

Adult alone
Several Adults

Adults with Children

Adult ages 
<20
20s
30s
40s
50s
60+

Children’s ages

0-2
3-5
6-8
9-12
13-18

Total Number in group _______________


Interview respondent  (gender, age) _______

Can you tell me what city/state or suburb you live in? ____________________________

What brings you to Shedd A. today?

2. Is this your first visit to Shedd Aquarium?

 If not, how many times have you been here (once before, less than once a year, 1-2 times a year, more)?

Is this the first time you’ve explored The Wild Reef exhibition?

 If not, how many times have you been here (once before, 1-2 times, more)?

3. If you had to tell someone what this exhibition was about, what would you tell him or her?

4. Based on your entire experience in Wild Reef please complete these sentences:

I never realized that……

This exhibition reminded me that……

A month from now if I think back to this exhibition what I will probably remember most is…….

I had difficulty understanding the section/part about …….

What frustrated me about this exhibition was……

What I thought was really interesting was…..

Before I explored the Wild Reef exhibition I didn’t know that….

The Wild Reef reminded me of….

In this exhibition I felt …..

My favorite part of the exhibition was….

I would have enjoyed this exhibition more if…..

If I were to rate this exhibition compared to those I’ve seen at other museums (1 low-5 high)

1
2
3
4
5

Why did you give it that rating?

….compared to others in this aquarium that I’ve explored (1 low-5 high)

1
2
3
4
5

Why did you give it that rating?

Thank you very much for your time. Please accept this small token of our appreciation.

Document observed ethnicity of respondent:

Ex: AA= African-American; As = Asian; C= Caucasian; L = Latino; Other (please describe)

Appendix E: participant observation/depth interview protocol
Respondent #: _______  Date: _____________ Data Collector (initials): ______

Use map of exhibition to track time and behavior in the exhibition from start to finish. Then use this protocol for the interview. 
1. Group Type (circle)

Adult alone
Several Adults

Adults with Children

Adult ages 
<20
20s
30s
40s
50s
60+

Children’s ages

0-2
3-5
6-8
9-12
13-18

Total Number in group _______________


Depth Interview respondent  (gender, age) _______

Can you tell me what city/state or suburb you live in? ____________________________

What brings you to Shedd A. today?

2. Is this your first visit to Shedd Aquarium?

 If not, how many times have you been here (once before, less than once a year, 1-2 times a year, more)?

(If they’ve been to Shedd before) what brings you back each time?

Is this the first time you’ve explored The Wild Reef exhibition?

 If not, how many times have you been here (once before, 1-2 times, more)?

(If they’ve been to see Wild Reef before) what brings you back to see it again?

(If they’ve been to see Wild Reef before) how was this time different than your previous times (Probe: did they learn something new, notice something different, etc.)?

3. If you had to tell someone what this exhibition was about, what would you tell him or her? (Probe: What was it in the exhibition that gave you that idea? Elaborate)

4. Tell me about your overall experience in Wild Reef (Probe: What impressed you most and why? What was the most fun? What was boring?
5. If you think about this exhibition a month from now, what do you think you will remember about it? (Probe: Why does that seem memorable?)

6. How would you compare the Wild Reef exhibition to the rest of the exhibitions here at the aquarium? (Probe: what is similar, what is different?)

7. I noticed you spent a lot of your time (looking at, reading, talking about…) what was it about that area/section that had you so engaged?

8. What do you think the aquarium is trying to get across with this exhibition? (Probe: do they identify a main message, do they mention conservation)

9. What part do the sharks play in this exhibition? Why do you think they’re here?

10. Is there anything about this exhibition that you can relate or connect to your own life? If so, what is it?

11. As you went through the exhibition you were traveling on a sort of journey from place to place? Did you notice that? If so, where did it feel like you were? What kind of places were you moving through?

12. Did you recognize what part of the world was represented in this exhibition? If so, where? What were the clues in the exhibition that led you to this conclusion?

13. Tell me a little about how the space felt to you as you were moving through it? (Probe: compared to other parts of the aquarium, compared to other similar exhibitions they’ve seen?)

14. The last thing I’d like you to do is give this exhibition a rating

If you were to rate this exhibition compared to those you’ve seen at other museums (1 low-5 high)

1
2
3
4
5

Why did you give it that rating?

….compared to others in this aquarium that you’ve explored (1 low-5 high)

1
2
3
4
5

Why did you give it that rating?

Document observed ethnicity of respondent:

Ex: AA= African-American; As = Asian; C= Caucasian; L = Latino; Other (please describe)

Appendix F: Sample debrief
Wild Reef Participant Observation Debrief
Respondent Group: 120704-3

Date: 12-07-04

Time: 12:36pm to 12:54 pm

Observation

Respondent Group:

Two adults; a male in his 30s and female in her 20s both of whom appeared to be Caucasian. They were visiting Chicago from Marquette MI and Ft. Wayne, IN.
Setting

Shedd Aquarium’s Wild Reef exhibit. It was a rainy Tuesday morning. The exhibit was even quieter than the previous week. Mostly moms with toddlers, foreign visitors, and a few out-of-town visitors. No school groups to speak of. 

Shore 12:36

I tracked the man of this group, but the couple mostly stayed together during their visit. Upon entered they went to the wave tank on the left side of the exhibit and talked. However, they quickly moved on to the Coral area.

Coral: Living Color 12:36:06

The couple talked the entire time they were looking at the coral interactives. He read also few panels in this area.

Explore the Living Reef 12:38

Upon entering this section, the man stopped in the middle and looked at the sharks swimming over his head. He then turned around and looked at the smaller tank in the room. Finally he and she went over to the identification interactives by the large tank. The man identified a fish on the screen and then pointed it out to the woman.

Finding a Home 12:40

Like most of the visitors I observed, the first stop for this couple was the moray eel tank. They then turned around to look at the garden eels. The woman said “That is too funny,” while she was looking at them. They then proceeded down the wall, reading and talking as they went. They looked for the flatfish and tried the dive light. 

Feeding 12:43

The couple looked at the lionfish tank first. Unlike many visitors I’ve watched, the man walked all the way around the ray tank before stopping and watching them. Finally he crossed the room to the shark tank and talked to the woman. They both went to the identification screens to look up fish. I saw him point to one fish and overheard him say “size of the dolphin” and “look at that thing.” They went back towards the Neighboring Habitat area, but stopped at the other set of identification screens before leaving.
Neighboring Habitat 12:49

He stopped at the first tank in this section, and then went directly to the circular island interactive and read one side of it. His next stop was the mangrove tank. At the shark egg wall, he called the woman over to come look at them. They continue to talk as they looked into the tank with the lobster. He used the identification screen once. They didn’t look at any of the other tanks.


Management 12:53
In the management area he stopped only at the video and then at the final tank at the end of the exhibit. 
Exit 12:54

Interview

I mainly interviewed the woman who was 25 years old. She had come to the Shedd 2 or 3 times before. This was the man’s first visit. Neither had been to the Wild Reef before. They visited the Shedd because they were visiting Chicago.

She said she would tell someone that the exhibit highlighted sharks and was interesting. It was about the mystery behind the sharks the animals from the reef, survival, management and protection. The exhibit that impressed them the most was the shark aquarium and the wave tank. The part that was most fun was the sharks. The part without the animals (Management) was the most boring and would have been nice with animals. They thought they’d remember the sharks, all the tropical fish the most because of the different species and colors.

They thought the Wild Reef was more interactive than other Shedd exhibits because they had the touch screens. They thought these screens were helpful, but the exhibit had the same general feel as the rest of the Shedd.

They said they spent a lot of time looking at the sawfish and the shark tank. There were lots of different things to look at in the tank and they wondered why the sharks didn’t eat the other fish.

They thought the Shedd was trying to educate people about the coral reef, maintaining and protecting it. They thought the sharks were used to try to educate people about sharks and shark protection. They recognized the fish from Nemo, and they were planning a snorkeling trip in March. 

Neither noticed that the exhibit was a sort of journey. They did recognize it was set in the Philippines because of the big sign at the beginning of the exhibit.

The space felt OK to them; comfortable—not cramped. 

The man gave the exhibit a 3.5 compared to other museums because he had been to one in Kentucky and Florida and this one was smaller. The woman gave it a 4 because she enjoyed it and hadn’t been to others. They both rated it a 3 compared to the rest of the Shedd because it was pretty similar to what they had seen elsewhere.

Reflections

This couple went fairly quickly through the exhibit. They didn’t make as many stops as others I observed. 

From an intellectual engagement standpoint, this couple appeared to be low to medium. Despite spending only 17 minutes in the exhibit, they picked up on the conservation message. They recognized the Philippine setting, but not the journey aspect. I would have thought they’d spend more time in the exhibit given that they were planning a snorkeling trip. 

As mentioned with other couples, they stayed together during their visit and talked a lot to each other. They used the identification screens at most of the larger tanks.

Things to think about

· Some consistent traffic patterns seem to be emerging to me. The exhibit seems to be set up to guide visitors fairly strongly. People tend to look at the moray eels and lionfish among the smaller tanks. 

· Exhibits that are most often skipped by visitors tend to be the ones in Neighboring Habitats (the ones across from the lobster tank) and some of the non-animals ones in Management. 

APPENDIX G: TIMING AND TRACKING MAP 
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