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 “National Living Lab” January 2012 Project Team Meeting 
 

Meeting Background  
“Creating Communities of Learners for Informal Cognitive Science Education” is a National Science 
Foundation-funded project that is extending and disseminating the Living Laboratory model for 
conducting on-site research at museums and educating adult visitors about the science of child 
development. 32 participants attended a “National Living Lab” project team meeting, held over two days 
in January 2012.  Participants included museum staff and scientist collaborators from each of the project’s 
four “Hub” sites (in Boston, Baltimore, Madison and Portland), representatives from advisor institutions 
(including Boston Children’s Museum, Providence Children’s Museum, City University of New York, 
Northeastern University and University of British Columbia), and evaluators working with the project 
team. The meeting began with short presentations from participants – background information on each of 
the museums and academic laboratories represented by attendees provided context for a series of large 
group and small group discussion sessions that followed. Participants also engaged in reflection activities 
at key points over the two days.  This report summarizes the “big ideas” identified through meeting 
activities and follow-up communication with participants, as well as follow-up actions for the project 
team. A meeting agenda and participant list is included as Appendix A. 
 
Highlights from Introductory Presentations 
20-minute presentations provided context on meeting participants’ interest in the project, and how they 
came to be involved. These presentations included: 
- Overview of the mission and educational philosophy of each museum (including science centers and 

children’s museums) 
- Research topics under study at each academic institution (including universities and colleges, 

psychology and education departments)  
- Museum motivations for introducing the Living Lab model, and academic motivations for 

collaborating with museum partners. 
- Museum and academic staff and facilities involved in the various on-site research programs. 
 
Key themes emerged that highlight the potential flexibility of the 
Living Laboratory model, including: 
• Scale: Six museums and six academic laboratories were 

included in the introductory presentations. Though these 
institutions vary in size, scope/mission and motivation, it was 
evident that the Living Lab model has been - and is being – 
successfully adapted to a variety of institutional situations.  

• Space for Research: As academic partners and museum 
educators work together to bring the Living Lab model to their 
institutions, a key consideration is where in the museum’s 
academic partners conduct their research. Presentations 
illustrated that the placement of onsite research activities can 
be diverse, ranging from a small table and chairs placed within 
an existing exhibition space to a full-scale “academic 
laboratory” and parent debriefing room integrated in the museum floor plan. 

• Research Focus and Methods:  While all of the research conducted by academic partners fell broadly 
underneath the umbrella of “child development”, the scope of specific research projects varies greatly 
across sites. This highlights the potential for on-site research activities to showcase a wide assortment 
of research questions, providing adult caretakers and the general public more exposure to both depth 
and breadth of scientific research on children’s learning. 

Dr. Paul Harris discusses advantages of collaboration 
with museums during introductory presentations 



  
 

Creating Communities of Learners for Informal Cognitive Science Education (Kipling; Award No. 1113648) 
 

• Staffing: Participants discussed: the ideal number of staff (both museum and academic) needed to run 
an effective Living Lab program; pros/cons of involving different kinds of staff (e.g. grad students vs. 
undergrad RA’s; museum interns vs. full- or part-time staff, etc.); and potential trade-offs with 
more/fewer people involved at a site (e.g. high turn-over in interns/undergrads, and desire for 
consistency in training are considerations).  Participants felt that the specific educational goals of the 
museums and the scope of the program at each site (e.g. number of studies, timing/total hours of 
research on-site, etc.) would determine staff support needs.  Examples of staff structures for Living 
Lab at different sites – for programs of varying scale - will be included in the eventual Tool Kit. 
 

Another theme that emerged from the presentations involved effectively communicating the advantages 
of doing research in museums. Drs. Paul Harris and Andrew Baron identified advantages including: 
- easier access to participants than via cold-calls or flyers sent to schools 
- simpler means for obtaining parental consent. 
- increased opportunity to test the child with the parent (or with siblings, other children) 
- opportunity to learn how to describe scientific research to the public. 
- flexibility to allow parents to ask questions about the research. 
- time in which parents can better appreciate the goals of the study and observe their child. 
- opportunity for parents/children to participate in additional studies, if desired, during future visits 
 
As the team works to identify project participants, communcating such advantages - as well as challenges 
- will help novice collaborators (both museum and academic) better understand the needs and desires of 
their potential partners. Participant reflections indicated these presentations were a highlight of day one: 

“I really appreciated hearing the advantages as stated by a researcher. That will be helpful as we approach our 
researchers.”  - Museum Educator (day one reflection) 

Insights from “Group Greetings” 
This session explored the task of merging research and education.  
The Living Lab model addresses this on-going task through daily 
conversations between museum staff and researchers; in this 
session, we replicated these conversations in a large-group setting. 
Academic participants introduced their research, sharing the 
questions and methods of specific research studies they have been 
running at (or designing for) museums and fielding questions from 
fellow participants. Academic presenters included: Janine 
Vlassakis, Northeastern University; Kathleen Corriveau, Harvard 
University; Janet Davidson, Lewis & Clark College; Lisa 
Feigensen, Johns Hopkins University. Through this session: 
- Novice scientist collaborators gained experience explaining 

their research to participants with a limited background in “cognitive psychology” and “child 
development.”  

- Novice museum staff drew on their past experiences working with the public, and their personal 
curiosity as educators, to practice asking clarifying questions of academics 

- Scientist collaborators were exposed to the variety of common questions that are asked by visitors. 
- Museum staff gained exposure to the research conducted by a variety of academic institutions 

 
During the session, experienced collaborators from MOS and its local academic partners modeled how to: 
- pose clarifying questions during research assistant training, preparing them to explain research 

methods/implications to non-scientists by thinking in advance about language for lay audiences; 
- answer caregivers’ “frequently asked” and “challenging” questions; and  
- collaboratively generate connections to be made between a particular study and caregivers’  daily 

lives with their children.   

Janet Davidson demonstrates an inhibition task with 
OMSI educator Victoria Fiordalis as a “participant” 
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Some questions posed during the session focused on the specifics of study methods and data analysis, 
along with the level of detail to share with caregivers, and the timing of educational conversations (e.g. 
pre- or post-study).  Other questions posed mimicked those of “concerned parents” who might be cautious 
about having their child participate in research or may request advice from researcher assistants. 
Examples of these questions can be found in Appendix B.  Project team members made plans to develop a 
document for training research assistants to field frequently asked questions from museum staff and 
visitors.  The project’s formative evaluation activities will capture the range of questions that arise (both 
in greetings, and during caregivers interactions with researchers at each site) - these will be used to 
generate additional training and educational materials for the project’s Tool Kit.   
 
Insights from the Day 1 Group Discussion 
During this discussion, participants brainstormed items they and others would desire in a Toolkit of 
resources for museum and research professionals interested in establishing collaborative programs in the 
Living Lab model. The discussion focused on the question: “What makes a study a good fit for a museum 
environment?” and suggestions fell into four categories: 
• Visitor Interest - Generating visitor interest was a response voiced by 

all of the participants. It was observed that visitor interest is tied to 
the effective training of research assistants, who should be provided 
with strategies for connecting the research to practical applications 
for visitors’ lives. 

• Research Logistics  - Logistics (including identifying study length, 
timing of shifts and number of research assistants needed) were also 
a focus of discussion. Experienced participants suggested limiting 
study lengths to between 5 and 7 minutes with additional time 
allotted for questions from each visitor-participant.  

• Research Stimuli - Stimuli are an important aspect of any research 
study and can vary depending on the nature of the study. Participant 
consensus indicated that the stimuli should have minimal set up, and 
might vary in difficulty in order to reach a wider audience of 
potential recruits than in the lab.  It was noted that “fun” stimuli 
make recruitment easier, when competing with surrounding museum 
exhibits for kids’ attention. 

• Mutual Professional Development - Creating awareness between the 
academic researchers and museum educators to facilitate the research within a museum proved to be 
key for making a study a good fit for a museum. Through this collaboration, modifications can be 
made to successfully transition a study into a museum.  

 
The topics above offer initial selection guidelines, based on two overarching themes from the discussion: 
ensuring positive visitor experience, and aligning museum mission with academic mission in the 
collaboration at a site.   It was clear to participants that visitor experience is key to success of the model – 
careful consideration of museum goals and how they can be aligned with academic goals is of high 
priority in making the model work for all three audiences at a site.  
 
Observations Gleaned from a Discovery Center Greeting 
The beginning of day two gave participants a chance to observe and participate in a Discovery Center 
“greeting”. The purpose of “greetings” in the Living Lab model is to provide researchers with practice in 
talking with a lay audience (and to provide museum educators with a chance learn about studies, ask 
questions and share feedback about researchers’ content and delivery,) before any visitors are recruited to 
participate in the study each day.  These greetings are the crux of the Living Lab’s unique mutual 
professional development program. 

MOS Living Lab Intern, Hannah Pelton, 
demonstrates an exhibit developed based on 

MIT research in the MOS Living Lab 
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In the context of the National Living Lab project team meeting, the Discovery Center greeting allowed 
other museum and academic institutions not familiar with “greetings” an opportunity to see the flow of a 
greeting. It also allowed participants to see the many purposes of the greeting, the benefits of conducting 
a greeting during every researcher shift, and the type of questions asked during a greeting that can 
promote conversations between Living Lab’s three audiences. This experience also provided a framework 
from which adaptable protocols for greetings will be developed for the project’s Tool Kit. 
 
Insights on Training Research Assistants and Museum Educators  
Participants discussed how to facilitate the development of professional relationships between museum 
educators and research assistants in Living Lab.  These discussions will inform the development of 
additional, adaptable training materials for both museum and academic professionals.  Discussion of 
training needs fell into two categories: 
 
Research Assistants Training - Research assistants were the focus of this conversation, as these students 
are most often those tasked with conducting research and talking to the public in the museum setting. 
Researcher assistants working in the Living Lab model take on a dual role of “researcher” and “educator” 
– this is a fundamentally different role than that of a typical research assistant in an on-campus lab, 
requiring a broader knowledge base in order to be a flexible communicator within the museum 
environment. Research assistants need to be familiar with museum logistics, educational goals and 
mission. Research assistants working in museums also require training in communicating their science on 
several levels, including explaining their specific research study and its connection to visitors’ lives and 
describing the importance of conducting research in psychology/child development more generally. 
Training for research assistants should also consider the potential role of Living Lab in increasing public 
awareness of psychology as a STEM discipline. Finally, research assistants need to learn strategies for 
“tier-ing” the information they communicate in order to fit the needs of each visitor (who have varying 
background knowledge, or limited time in which to discuss the research); research assistants also need 
time and practice to hone their communication skills with the museums’ audiences. 
 
Museum Educators Training - Just as research assistants need to be 
trained in the logistics of the museum, museum educators need to 
become fluent in the language of researchers and the logistics of 
conducting research. In order to help academic collaborators 
communicate their work, museum educators need knowledge of 
scientific method and processes in the studies they support and should be 
able to answer basic questions from visitors about the on-going research. 
Museum educators need to develop awareness of the connections 
between the research they host, the museum’s educational goals and the 
broader goals of informal science education.  Familiarity with research 
and the research process also fosters educators’ own conversations with 
visitors about child development research and it’s place in the museum.  
Most importantly, museum educators need to be able to recognize their own expertise as informal 
educators, and advocate for the museum’s educational goals.  The use of Research Toys in staff training 
was recognized as a valuable strategy that puts educators “in the shoes” of a scientist conducting research 
on the floor, and provides educators with their own opportunity to talk with visitors about research in 
child development in a fun, hands-on way. 
 
Evaluation Breakout Group Highlights  
There were two evaluation breakout sessions, allowing participants to discuss and plan upcoming 
formative evaluation activities in-depth, and address questions and/or areas of concern.  
 

PI, Becki Kipling, demonstrates an MOS 
“Research Toy” during break‐out discussions 
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The process of reviewing studies for appropriateness in the museum setting was discussed at length. Each 
museum currently has its own unique process in place, and non-MOS museums anticipate modifying their 
processes after the first full semester of Living Lab at their sites.  In addition to discussion about current 
processes, museum professionals expressed a desire for training/resources to help them read/review 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) materials from participating researchers. It was agreed that each 
institution will review and modify its process before the start of Yr 2 and then share their process back to 
the MOS team to initiate development of a Toolkit item on the topic (this Toolkit item might also outline 
what museums should consider when approving studies for the museum setting, or negotiating 
adjustments to “make it work”). 
 
The group also discussed how the shift towards a “pre-network 
model” in this project will impact the formative and summative 
evaluation as currently planned. Evaluation plans will be revisited 
and discussed leading up to Hub visits the MOS team will conduct in 
the spring. Questions of interest related to “networks” included: how 
best to document development of the potential network, how a core 
group comes together as a team to enhance/expand the network, and 
how new partners and participants will be brought into the network. 
 
Next Steps – Symposia Planning for Fall 2012  
The last session centered on preliminary planning for the first “Symposia” event at the Museum of 
Science (fall 2012, date TBD). The purpose of the projects’ Symposia events is to provide prospective 
adopters of the Living Lab model with direct access to an active Living Lab program, and opportunities to 
connect with project team members, advisers, and other potential collaborators to foster further 
dissemination of the model.  Through whole group discussion, it was determined that this Symposia 
should mirror the Project Team Meeting in length and content - a two day meeting composed of large and 
small group discussions.  A maximum of 50 attendees (comprised of a mixture of new participants and 
established “high impact collaborators” drawn from advisory panel) will be invited to attend.   
 
Introductory presentations will kick-off the event and introduce participants to one another, including 
mini-presentations from current Living Lab practitioners that highlight how they are variously 
implementing the  “essential elements” of the model.   Ideas about the format of discussions sessions at 
the Symposia were deliberated. It was suggested that an “expert panel” featuring “high impact 
collaborators” introduce the “big ideas” of the project, including: tips for initiating a collaboration; 
strategies for melding the interests, goals, and capacities of museums and academic institutions; and 
victories achieved and challenges encountered across multiple on-site research collaborations.  
 
The Symposia will also include opportunities for some separate, smaller group discussions (with 
segregation of museum and academic participants at some point in the event, in order to facilitate open 
communication about concerns of “melding cultures”).  Other sessions will highlight the “mutual 
professional development” concept, including presentation and discussion of training processes for both 
museum and academic participants in a Living Lab program.  Most importantly, symposia will include 
multiple opportunities for participants to observe the Living Lab “in action” with visitors at the host site. 
 
Conclusions and Key Findings 
After reviewing the scribed notes, poster notes, and speaker presentations, a number of themes emerged 
that will help identify key action items for the project team in the next coming year. 
 
The first theme concerned the nature of the relationship between the three audiences involved in the 
Living Lab model: the museum educators, the academic researchers, and the public. By highlighting the 

small group discussion: formative evaluation 
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varying scales of programs at different sites (both established and proposed), meeting participants became 
more aware of the importance of maintaining healthy relationships among the three audiences as a key to 
the success of Living Lab. As the Living Lab model cannot be sustained through a relationship between 
only two of the three audiences, the project team must develop resources that describe the important 
intersections of these audiences for new participants and ensure that new participants understand how to 
foster relationships between them. 
 
The second theme revolved particularly around the relationships between museums educators and 
academic researchers. A merging of the educational goals of each museum and the goals of their 
academic partner(s) need to be reflected in the selection of studies to be conducted at the museum. In 
order to build relationships and effectively meld these cultures, a system of mutual professional 
development must in place ensures positive experiences for visitors, educators and scientists. 

“I feel like I got an enormous amount out of the meeting, in addition to meeting some wonderful folks.  My 
understanding of the broader goals of the project has become so much clearer after being able to take part in 
the group discussions that you led.  I also felt very energized with new ideas after seeing the different models 
that people have been exploring.  And finally, on a local level I got some very helpful practical advice for 
improving our collaboration in Baltimore.”  - Lisa Feigensen (Johns Hopkins University) 

The third theme was the potential impact of collaboration in the Living Lab model on the future of 
research within museums.  Living Lab makes research is a very visible process (as research is no longer 
limited to a quiet, closed-room laboratory), and brings on-going science into the public domain long 
before publication – both of these elements represent potential barriers for some academics. As the 
conception of “research in museums” evolves, participants recognized that the process of incorporating 
research into a museum via the Living Lab model will take time and effort at each new site (and likely 
more of both than traditional models of conducting research in museums). Museum educators and 
academic partners will be presented with site-specific challenges – new participants’ recognition of both 
challenges/limitations and opportunities (and the sharing of successes and failures) will be key to the 
successful implementation and revision of Living Lab programs across additional sites.  

“I loved how productive the meeting was in advancing these sorts of partnerships between museums and 
universities. [The meeting] led to a lot of really engaging discussion and conversation.” - Andy Baron (UBC) 

Several subthemes also emerged via the discussions. One of these 
subthemes was funding, and many side conversations were 
dedicated to how to make the Living Lab sustainable. These 
conversations focused on how to “sell” the Living Lab to potential 
partners, which included advocating for a system of mutual 
professional development in which both academic researchers and 
museum educators will benefit from educational outreach and 
communication skills learned. A second subtheme was the subject 
of branding “Living Laboratory” – participants felt such branding 
would foster a collective unity amongst academic researchers and 
museum educators  involved in implementing programs, further 
bolstering the mutual professional development concept. The third subtheme was the importance of 
creating and sharing an expanded set of documents for both academic partners and museum educators 
(geared towards different stages of developing the National Living Lab initiative) as the project team 
seeks new participants. A final subtheme was the value of having face-to-face meetings, where many 
people from different areas of research and education are able to communicate together in one space. In 
this project team meeting, face-to-face interactions allowed for new connections to be made and new 
collaborative efforts to be considered.  
 

MOS collaborator (and project adviser) Craig Smith 
is “greeted” by participants before his Friday shift 
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Appendix A: Meeting Agenda & Participant List 
 

“National Living Lab” Initiative - Project Team Meeting Agenda 
January 12 & 13, 2012 

 
Thursday, January 12 
8 – 8:45:  Check-in at the “National Living Lab” table in MOS Lobby (closes @ 9:30 am) 

Breakfast Buffet in d”Arbeloff Suite / Load presentations onto MOS laptop 
 

8:45 – 9:  Welcome & Meeting Overview (Becki Kipling, PI) 

9 – 12:   Hub presentations (~20 minutes each; we will break half way) 

• Museum of Science (Marta Biarnes, co-PI) & Harvard Graduate School of Education (Paul Harris) 
• University of British Columbia (Andy Baron), collaborating with ScienceWorld 
• Boston Children’s Museum (Kacy Hughes), collaborating with Harvard, BC, CHB, and MIT 
• Providence Children’s Museum (Robin Meisner) & Providence College (Jennifer Van Reet - Friday) 
BREAK 
• Oregon Museum of Science and Industry (Annie Douglass and Victoria Fiordalis) & Lewis and Clark 

College (Janet Davidson) 
• Madison Children’s Museum (Cheryl Dewelt and Ruth Shelly) & University of Wisconsin (Kristin 

Shutts – via Skype, 11am-12pm) 
• Maryland Science Center (Stacey Prinzing and Miriam Krausse) & Johns Hopkins University (Lisa 

Feigensen) 
 

12:00 - 1:00  Lunch / Explore MOS 

1:00 - 1:30 Meet in the Discovery Center at 1 pm (tour Living Lab area) 

1:30 – 3:30  Research Briefings (“group greeting”) - merging research and education in daily 
conversations
• Northeastern (Janine) 
• HGSE (Kathleen) 

• Lewis & Clark (Janet) 
• Johns Hopkins (Lisa)

 

3:30 – 3:45 Break 

3:45- 4:45 Discuss (toward guidelines for the Tool Kit):  
• What makes a study a “good fit” for a museum setting? 
• Brainstorm “conversation pitfalls” (e.g. diagnostic, prescriptive) & solutions 
• Q&A/tabled topics 

 
4:45 – 5:00   Wrap up the Day (Each attendee writes ~250 words reflecting on Day 1 events) 

- What are your most important “take-aways” for the day? 
- What topics/ideas would you most like to follow up on tomorrow? 

 
5:45  Meet in MOS Lobby to walk to dinner at The Similans (145 First Street, Cambridge) 
  Or see Britt for maps, and meet us at the Restaurant ~6pm 
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Friday, January 13 

8:30 - 9:30  Breakfast Buffet at MOS  (Overview of the Day at 9:15 -Becki) 

9:30 - 10:  Observe a Discovery Center Greeting (Greeter: Britt; Researcher: Craig Smith) 

10 – 12:    Small Groups  
• Educating with “Research Toys” (staff training, interpretations, exhibits) - Becki & Britt  
• Educating via Recruitment, Study Participation & Interpretive Debriefing; Communicating the 

Process of Research/Psychology as a STEM discipline - Marta & Suzy  
• Evaluation Team - Anna 

 
12:00 - 1:00  Lunch / Explore MOS 

1:00 – 2:00 Meet back in d’Arb for Whole Group discussion 
• Training Museum Educators & Research Assistants to work together in the Living Lab model ( 

mutual professional development).  Outline manuals (education staff & research assistants).  
• Brainstorm other resources (e.g. multimedia) that could be produced and distributed.  
• Brainstorm how to link public to “collective content” across Hubs (via the web?). 
• What might Hubs want to learn (from visitors) via the Spring 2012 formative? 

 

2:00 - 2:45  Break Out Groups 
Group 1 (Becki - lead) 
ACM session (Spring 2012) outline/format/flow (Andy/Suzy then join group 2).   
Strategize for future museum professional conferences.  Reporting Audience Impacts – weekly/monthly. 

Group 2  (Marta - lead) 
Draft bullets for a "universal brochure" that can be used across Hubs to communicate to the public the 
relevance of developmental research/child development science, and for us to communicate about the 
project at professional conferences.   

Group 3 (Anna - lead) 
Discuss strategies for evaluating the effectiveness of the network we are building (to ensure the two 
professionals audiences are well served by the various deliverables).  
 
2:45 – 3:00  BREAK 

3:00 – 4:30 Whole Group 
• Becki – the NLL project as a “pre-network”; Juli Goss shares “lessons” from NISENet. 
• Brainstorm format/content for the first Symposia event (Nov/Dec 2012 at MOS).  

Determine: 1) who should be invited to participate in first symposia - general & specific; and 2) 
what we should do when we get them all together. 

• Brainstorm other dissemination/network strategies to pursue -annual event like nano-days?  
 

4:30 – 5:00  Wrap Up the Meeting  (Each attendee writes a 250 word final reflection) 
- What concrete steps will you take to apply ideas from the meeting to your current/on-going work 

right away? 
- What “big ideas” from the meeting do you most want to pursue/follow up on (as a project team) in 

the near future? 
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Participant List  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

First Name Last Name Institution 
Kacy Hughes Boston Children’s Museum 
Kathleen Corriveau Boston University 
Suzy Letourneau CUNY 
Lorrie Beaumont Evergreene Research & Evaluation 
Paul  Harris Harvard University 
Samuel Ronfard Harvard University 
Eva Chen Harvard University 
Lisa Feigenson Johns Hopkins University  
Janet Davidson Lewis & Clark College 
Cheryl  Dewelt Madison Children's Museum 
Ruth  Shelly Madison Children's Museum 
Stacey Prinzing Maryland Science Center 
Miriam  Krause Maryland Science Center 
Marta  Biarnes Museum of Science, Boston 
Becki Kipling Museum of Science, Boston 
John  Lee  Museum of Science, Boston 
Janna  Doherty Museum of Science, Boston 
Liora  Mendelsberg Museum of Science, Boston 
Hannah Pelton Museum of Science, Boston 
Brittany  Jeye Museum of Science, Boston 
Lucy Kirshner Museum of Science, Boston  (Adviser) 
Anna Lindgren-Streicher Museum of Science, Boston  (R&E) 
Clara Cahill Museum of Science, Boston  (R&E) 
Juli Goss Museum of Science, Boston (R&E) 
Janine  Vlassakis Northeastern University 
Annie Douglass Oregon Museum of Science & Industry 
Victoria  Fiordalis Oregon Museum of Science & Industry 
Melissa Laurie Oregon Museum of Science & Industry 
Robin Meisner Providence Children’s Museum 
Jennifer VanReet Providence College 
Andrew Baron University of British Columbia 
Kristin  Shutts University of Wisconsin – Madison (via Skype) 
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Appendix B: Questions from “Group Greetings” 
 
Overall, questions could be grouped into four categories: 
• Specific study design/logistics (e.g., age range of the participants, number of conditions, expected outcomes of 

the study, use of cameras/audio). 
• Questions related to the individual participant (e.g., “How did my child do?”;“Is my child smart?”) 
• Questions related to child development (e.g.,“When should my child be able to do this activity?”;“Is my child 

developing correctly?” 
 
Questions included: 
• What do you expect to happen? 
• How do you code for these differences? 
• Did I play the game correctly? 
• What ages are you looking at? 
• Can you describe your stimuli? 

o Are the cards you use of the same age and race for all participants? 
o Did you match the stimuli faces to the population you were testing? 
o What if you the same face stimuli in another culture? 

• What activities can parents do with their children later that go along with your study? 
• Why do you want to know about culture? 
• What is the big picture idea here? 
• How do you keep participants’ interest in the study? 
• Do you have any conclusions based on the data? 
• What is my child’s concept of pretend? 
• What do younger children think of real and pretend? 
• How might my child know about pretend? 
• How does this relate to the teaching of history? 
• How do you handle outliers (i.e. an older child who answers every question incorrectly)? 
• Could this research help alleviate children’s fears (i.e. imaginary monsters)? 

o How does this research relate to characters such as Santa Claus  or the Easter Bunny? 
• How is this applicable to a museum setting? 
• What are your controls and how do they affect your hypothesis? 
• What do the colors indicate in your stimuli? 
• Are you affecting my infant’s learning by showing them things that violate nature? 
• What could parents do at home that goes along with this research? 
• What are you trying to figure out? 
• What ages are you looking at? 
• What is the difference between your stimuli (i.e. what is the difference between your block game versus your 

hand game?) 
• How do these games relate to inhibition? 
• What are your controls?  

o Have you switched the rules of your game between participants? 
• Why is your hand game harder? 
• How do you know if a participant actually cannot follow the rules of your game or if they are just disobeying 

you?  
• What are you measuring and how do you measure it? 
• What if you have a bilingual child? Do you code for something different because they have two forms of 

reference? 
• Would there be a difference in results if it was a computer who taught the child instead of a person? 
• How do you deal with children who are unruly?  


