Ingenious evaluation FAQs
These evaluation FAQs are based on questions discussed during the Ingenious evaluation surgeries. 

Q1: How can I get the participating engineers and other audiences to tell me what they really think?
This question has been raised many times. Ingenious grant holders were concerned that their audiences might be polite rather than honest when giving feedback. We discussed a number of strategies to address this:

· It sounds simple, but asking respondents to be as honest as possible works well. You can do this verbally as you introduce an evaluation session or interview, or you could write it at the top of questionnaires or electronic surveys;
· Keeping evaluation anonymous where possible encourages honesty. Remember to explicitly tell interviewees that you will not identify them when you write your report;
· Make an effort to distinguish the evaluator from the project delivery team and ensure that the presenters or organisers are not in the room when conducting interviews or feedback discussions. Ask the evaluator to introduce themselves and explain their role and the fact that they are independent from organisers/ deliverers;
· In interviews or questionnaires, the way a question is worded can help elicit constructive feedback. A respondent may be more likely to suggest an aspect that ‘could be improved’ than an aspect they ‘disliked’. 
Q2: How can I incorporate evaluation into an activity?

Evaluation does not have to be boring. Creative ways to collect evaluation data should make the process more interesting for the participating engineers and other audiences, while allowing grant holders to gather useful feedback on their activities:
· Video diaries;
· Posing questions to an audience, who respond by lining up across the room on a scale of ‘agree’ to ‘disagree’;
· A graffiti wall;
· Using text or picture messaging to communicate what they did and did not like about an activity;
· Being creative with questionnaires using speech bubbles;
· Dropping pebbles in labelled boxes or using stickers and charts;
· Thought boxes at the start and end of activities;
· Giving participating engineers or audience members a still or video camera and asking them to provide commentary, record their experiences or solicit opinions from peers;
· Electronic voting pads;
· Writing comments on a tablet PC then including them in a display;
· Asking visitors to give a facial expression/ body pose related to the event then photographing them.
Q3: How can I analyse qualitative data?

The key to analysing qualitative data is effective planning. When you are collecting data make sure you stick to a similar topic guide or set of questions for all your interviews or focus groups. You can of course depart from this, but planning will make it easier to draw the different experiences of your participants together.

If you have used interviews or focus groups, the best option is to have them transcribed. If you do not have the time or resources for this, listen to the recordings again and make notes next to the timings on your tape or digital recorder so you can go back later for quotes if you need them.

Print out or format your notes/ transcription with a wide margin on one side then read through and make notes in the margins about any major themes that emerge. This is called an ‘inductive approach’ to analysing data. For example, you might write ‘preconceptions of engineering’ next to conversations about what engineers do. The idea is to compare themes across different interviews and pinpoint any similar or contrasting opinions and experiences. You can also use different coloured highlighters to identify similar themes across interviews. Alternatively, software packages are available that will analyse text and identify themes in this way.

If you have collected qualitative data in a more structured way, you may be able to use ‘category analysis’. This is useful if you have asked questions like ‘What do you feel you have gained?’ or ‘How would you describe the event?’ Work through the questions one at a time and then organise the responses into a list. You can then group similar comments together in a set of categories and identify which categories were most likely to be given by respondents. Bear in mind that some comments may fit into more than one category. 
Q4: The participating engineers or the audience for my event are only present for a short time, or the venue/ nature of the activity means I can not get them to fill in a questionnaire at the end. How can I collect my data?

An example of a project where this was a problem was an outdoor event where the audience generally rushed back to their cars at the end to avoid queuing in the car park. The team involved had previously tried using questionnaires with what is called a ‘completion incentive’ – in this case entry into a prize draw. But still the response rate was poor and the team felt they needed a different approach.
One technique that can work well in this situation is pre-selecting your evaluation sample and inviting them to participate in a post-event feedback session, where they will be rewarded in some way for their time. Tea, coffee and biscuits could be provided at the feedback session which would last 30-60 minutes after the event. Pre-selecting the group means they should not rush off and will have the time to complete a short questionnaire and talk to organisers about their opinions. 
Circulating amongst your audience before the event starts to hand out questionnaires, explaining the value of the feedback and lending people pens can greatly increase your response rate. Making sure there are clear points where visitors can hand in questionnaires before they leave can also help.
Q5: What about long-term impacts?

There are two main difficulties in trying to ascertain the long-term impacts of activities. Firstly, the time delay often means that project funding is finished and evaluation reports have been submitted before such impacts can be measured. Secondly, over time other factors can influence the attitudes of your target audience which can make identifying the contribution that your project made problematic.

You are not specifically required to evaluate long-term impacts. Instead, The Royal Academy of Engineering has commissioned a tracking study that will explore the long-term impact of projects over several years. For example, did a particular project lead to further collaborations, or activities becoming embedded in the work of an institution and what was the impact on the engineers that took part?
Q6: What do I do if my evaluation results are negative?

If your evaluation results are negative, you probably already know that the activity did not go as well as expected. Evaluation feedback provides an opportunity to learn and improve the activity. The important thing is to be honest in your reporting. Even if there is not an opportunity to run an improved event, identifying what did not work and recommending how changes could be made will be valuable for others thinking of running similar events. Unfortunately, in the past there has been a culture of not sharing evaluations if they are less than glowing. If everything worked perfectly first time evaluation would be rather pointless!
Q7: How can I use video or vox pops effectively in evaluations?

Video interviews and vox pops are a great way to capture the views of participating engineers. Preparation is key to success when using this approach. One particular grant holder had found it difficult to edit together footage from interviews that were unstructured, so planning questions in advance was her recommendation. A semi-structured approach that asks set questions but allows room for elaboration works well. This means you will be getting some information that is the same for all of your respondents, while allowing them to go into more detail about interesting aspects.

In evaluation it is useful to think about the type of information you would like to include in your final report, whatever format that might take. This will help you focus on the most interesting and useful questions to ask.
Q8: What is the best way to evaluate with young children?
It’s probably not a good idea to rely entirely on under-5s to provide you with evaluation data, however, children aged five to eleven can provide lots of useful feedback. Here are a few tips:

· Long self-complete questionnaires do not work. If you do use a questionnaire, try incorporating smiley face ratings;
· If young children are attending with their families, involve their parents, and ask them to help their children complete a simple questionnaire;
· Incorporate activities such as placing stickers on a chart or tokens in boxes to rate the event are simple and effective;
· If you need more detailed information, consider asking parents or teachers to reflect on whether the activity was valuable for the young people;
· The best way to get detailed information is through interviews or focus groups;
· Young children are often honest and tend to take their role in the evaluation quite seriously, so this can be a rich source of information;
· Remember, that young children enjoy being asked what they think as long as it is done in a way that they can engage with;
· Make sure you approach a parent or teacher to gain consent prior to talking to or giving a questionnaire to any young person aged 16 or under.

Q9: Will anyone read my evaluation report and will it be useful?
There is little point writing a long evaluation report if nobody is going to read it. Just as you would consider the interests and needs of your audience for a public engagement activity, consider the audiences you have in mind for your evaluation report. It’s good to think about this before starting your evaluation, to make sure you collect relevant feedback. 
A written report is not the only way to share the findings from your evaluation. Presentations or face-to-face meetings can also be effective and writing a short executive summary including the main ‘headlines’ from your evaluation will help share what you have learned about your project. Using quotes, images/ video and case studies can help bring the findings to life. You might also want to think about publishing your findings in a magazine or journal, or contributing to a conference session to share what you have learned.
If you have collected too much data and writing the report feels like an unbearably large task, do not panic. It’s fine to omit some data from the report or think about whether someone else might be interested in the data. For example, a science communication or social science honours or MSc student might be looking for 40 videotaped interviews with engineers to form the basis of an assignment. 
Q10: How do I get a good response rate for my evaluation without annoying the potential respondents and also ensure that the sample is representative?
This is one of the most common practical problems in evaluation and it helps to be creative. At one evaluation surgery, participants had mixed experiences with response rates to questionnaires and e-surveys and did not necessarily have the resource to substitute with more labour-intensive methods such as focus groups.
Many suggestions were made during the discussion:

· Using electronic voting systems if available;
· Making sure questionnaires are not too long;
· Brief ‘hands-up’ questions at the start and end of a session to explore changes in opinions;
· Rather than asking everyone to complete a questionnaire, select certain participants and make let they know they have been chosen to help review the activity;

· Offering a small reward such as a free pen. 
· Ways to select a random sample from an audience include placing questionnaires on chairs in a diagonal line across a seated room. This avoids sampling groups of people sitting together. Alternatively you could  hand a questionnaire to every fifth (or tenth or second) person that enters an exhibition, explaining that they have been chosen to represent the views of the audience;
· Observational techniques: make some notes on whether people are attentive; whether they are engaging with various elements of the event or activity; whether their concerns or questions are being fully addressed; record what type of interactions are happening between visitors or between visitors and engineers. It can be useful to draw up a simple observation ‘checklist’ beforehand;
· Use a ‘snapshot interview’ technique, where visitors are interviewed for 90 seconds about their experiences (more details about this technique are provided in the resources section of the evaluation toolkit);
· Use some of the creative alternatives to questionnaires described in Q2.
Q11: How do I measure confidence?
Thinking of clever ways to measure things like confidence is one of the most interesting challenges in evaluation. We had a great discussion about this at one evaluation surgery, which started with one participant pointing out that we should not necessarily expect engineer’s confidence to increase as a result of taking part in an Ingenious project. Their experience was that engineers might feel reasonably confident about public engagement prior to a training workshop, but may become more intimidated as they learned more about how difficult it can be to do well. In this instance the drop in confidence could actually be an indicator of a successful activity.
We agreed that it can be easier to explore things like confidence indirectly, by looking at indicators elsewhere. For example, are engineers reporting back that they plan to take up more public engagement opportunities? When interacting with the public, are the engineers becoming more proactive in engaging people rather than waiting to be asked questions? Are they more likely to invite questions from members of the public, or to engage with members of the public that might be more hostile to their area of work? All of these could indicate changes in an engineer’s confidence in public engagement, and could form the basis of discussions with engineers to explore why they had chosen to take these opportunities.
We agreed that asking a clearly leading question such as ‘Did this activity make you feel more confident?’ might produce a skewed response. Alternatives for an interview or questionnaire could be: ‘What, if anything, do you feel you gained from taking part?’ or ‘To what extent do you feel this activity/ workshop equipped you for future public engagement work?’

Q12: How can I find out why people chose not to participate in my project?
At a couple of evaluation surgeries some grant holders mentioned that they had achieved this for other projects. We discussed how questionnaires or e-surveys are not a good approach, as they are likely to be ignored. A phone survey was suggested, with a random sample of engineers on the project’s marketing list. The grant holder that had successfully captured these opinions and explored barriers to participation in the project advised being ‘informal and kind’ on the telephone. The need to put respondents at ease was emphasised and to highlight that they are not ‘in trouble’ for not taking part in the project, but that their views would be most valuable.
It can be difficult for respondents to be honest if they thought the project sounded boring and if you have an idea why people did not participate then the interviewer might suggest reasons that the respondent can accept or reject. Starting with neutral questions such as ‘Did you receive the flyer  about the project that was sent?’ and building up a rapport in order to exploring barriers. Finally, we reiterated that in an interview like this the interviewer should not push too hard for an answer, but move on if it is clear that the respondent is not willing or able to give a reason for their non-participation.

Q13: What is the best way to evaluate the impact of my project on engineers?
There were many suggestions when this question was raised in the evaluation workshops. This aspect will also be explored through the Ingenious long term tracking study. Grant holders’ experiences were that reflective processes worked well, including asking engineers to keep journals or logs of their experiences, or simply making the time after an activity to sit down with the engineer/s and chat about how they feel it went. Asking several engineers to discuss their thoughts in a group was another suggestion for encouraging peer support and learning.
This question led to a discussion about passing audience feedback on to engineers and how this should be handled. Many grant holders were accustomed to taking feedback but for engineers new to public engagement, criticism might be much harder to take at first and result in a dip in confidence. Of course this depends a great deal on the individual, but asking engineers first how they felt an activity went can allow them to suggest areas for improvement, which may or may not be supported by audience feedback. You may wish to avoid asking participants to complete questionnaires in the presence of the participating engineers, who will naturally be tempted to read them all immediately. As project manager you could filter the feedback to ensure that the key points are passed on to the engineers, but without unnecessary personal criticisms (we noted that teenagers can be especially harsh at times).
Whilst nobody should forbid an engineer from seeing participants’ responses to their activity, we should be considerate of the fact that many engineers will not have been the subject of an evaluation like this before and that receiving feedback on one’s performance can be intimidating, as well as a great opportunity to learn and improve.

Q14: How do I evaluate the difference between a session delivered by a ‘real’ engineer and one delivered by an education officer?
This question was raised by an education officer at one of the Ingenious evaluation surgeries. The best way to start with any question that you are unsure about evaluating is to think about what kind of impact you might expect the difference to have. In this case, we felt that the audience’s enjoyment of the session and its educational value would be pretty similar whoever delivered it; in fact these aspects might be better delivered by an education officer experienced in working with a particular age group. One area we felt it might make a big difference, however, is in the audience’s perceptions of engineers. These might change after interacting with a ‘real’ engineer and it would be interesting to capture this at the start and end of a session (you could use a post-it note or thoughts box exercise to do this, see Q2). 
Finally, we acknowledged that there were likely to be other differences that we could not foresee. One suggestion was that the engineer could observe a session by the education officer and vice versa. The two could then discuss the similarities and differences in their approaches. This would be a useful form of evaluation in itself but could also inform techniques used to capture feedback from audiences.
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