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Rising Ape Presents... Enter the Bat Cave was an immersive, themed evening held at 
Bristol Improv Theatre on 25th February 2015. The aim of this event was to engage a 
younger, relatively non-science audience in the work of a researcher in a fresh and 
dynamic way, compared to events like Science Cafe or Pint of Science. 
 
The unique attractions of this event are the “immersive” theming, active participation and 
the focus on the researcher's story, rather than getting bogged down in science itself. In 
order to attract an audience which might be put off by typical science events the evening 
was marketed in the style of a pub quiz night or theatre event, with focus on social media 
and flyering. We paid attention to not include the word science in any of our marketing 
material. 
 
The evening unfolds in three parts: a quiz, an activity and a talk. In the quiz we mix themed 
science and non-science questions in order to engage audience members of mixed prior 
knowledge and scientific confidence. The activity follows on from the quiz and is an 
additional point scoring exercise. We try to design the activity to reveal interesting aspects 
of the scientific topic as well as to illustrate scientific skills: decision making, data 
collection, and drawing conclusions. The activity is also a way to engage teams more 
deeply in the topic, and to provoke discussion and debate. 
 
Finally a twenty-minute talk is given by the researcher, followed by a question and answer 
session. Hopefully by this point everyone is eased into the topic and eager to hear more. 
We stress that the researcher's presentation should be about their personal “science story” 
– their experiences and passions – allowing the science to come through in their infectious 
enthusiasm. 
 
This report details the evaluation results of Rising Ape Presents... Enter the Bat Cave and 
recommendations for future events. Data were collected through a combination of 



questionnaires, graffiti boards, and practitioner reflection. 
 
Observation Results: 
Attendance: 37 
Approximately 50:50 female:male 
Audience estimated as mostly aged 18-28 (~70%). ~ 30% aged 29+. 
 
Slight lull towards the end of the activity – need to improve time management/flow of 
people. 
 
Questionnaire Results: 
70% response rate (26 responses; cf. 83% for Mars) 
 
How “sciencey” are you? 
Result: Median self-rated score of 6.4 out of 10. 
Comment: This value is slightly higher than last time and the distribution of self-ratings is 
also higher. 
→ How can we attract a less “sciencey” audience? 
→ Will our audience become more “sciencey” as we become more established? 
 
How would you rate your prior knowledge of the topics covered tonight? 
Result: Median self-rated score of 2.3 out of 10. 
Comment: This is lower than last time and more skewed towards lower ratings. Even 
though the audience rated themselves as more “sciencey” they felt they had less prior 
knowledge about the topic. 
→ How will this change as we explore a range of different topics? 
 
Draw a bat's face showing what you thought about Enter the Bat Cave. 
Faces were coded as positive, surprised, neutral/ambiguous and negative. 
Result: 67% positive, 21% neutral, 12% surprised, 0% negative. 
Comment: If positive and surprised faces are counted as “emotionally engaged”, then the 
proportion of the audience that is emotionally engaged is about the same as last time. 
However this time there were surprised faces a well as just positive faces. Perhaps this is 
a reflection of the audience not having much prior knowledge or the unbilled inclusion of 
real bats? 
→ How can we explore the audience's emotional engagement in more depth? 
→ Can we use emotion better to add to the experience? 
 
Would you come to an event like this again? 
Result: 96% Yes, 4% NA, 0% No. 
Comment: Most people would come again. 
→ How many repeat audience members do we get? 
 
Where did you hear about us? 
Multiple selections were possible for this question. 
Result: 54% heard through word of mouth, 50% heard through Facebook, 23% 
through email, 19% through Twitter and 8% each through the Rising Ape website, the 
Improv Theatre website and flyers. 
73% heard about Rising Ape through only one channel. Of those people, most heard 
about Rising Ape through word of mouth and Facebook, and the rest through Twitter and 
email. 
Of the people who heard about Rising Ape through multiple channels, all heard through 



Facebook. 
Comment: Social media and online communication seem to be important, particularly 
Facebook. Flyers don't seem to be effective. 
→ Focus on social media marketing strategy. 
→ Don't produce flyers for future events. 
→ What can we do to build spread via word of mouth? 
 
Notes on Format from Reflection Meeting: 
Entrance: 

• Having themed greeters prepares audience for the “immersive” experience. 
• Doing an activity on entry is too much – keep it simple. 
• Need to allow for a faster flow of people. 
• The bar doesn't provide a pleasant pre-show ambiance - need to be ready early so 

that audience can have pre-show in the theatre. 
• Make a clear distinction between fiction/reality. 
• Theme was stronger for Mars – how can we make it strong for future themes? 

 
Quiz: 

• Having a more relatable topic seemed to engage the audience more. 
• Need to include different types of questions e.g. picture questions etc. 
• We had a good balance of science and non-science questions compared to Mars 

which was more science heavy – don't alienate the non-science crowd. 
• Being funny works. 

 
Activity: 

• Don't use so much written material. 
• Some people were confused about what to do - provide more, clearer verbal and 

visual instructions and keep the complexity low (Mars had one clear goal whereas 
Bats was more open ended). 

• A “real” aspect can add enjoyment (e.g. the real bats) – what “real” elements can 
we add in future? 

• “Real” sections could be integrated better – make them part of the activity rather 
than an added bonus. 

• Teams finished at different times – flow of people could be managed better. 
• Consulting the researcher during activity development worked well – the activity 

linked to the theme nicely and added realism. 
 
Delivery: 

• Give more time to prepare in advance to allow smoother delivery. 
 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Overall we feel that the evening was a success. The audience engaged very positively 
with the topic and most would come to a similar event again. However this evaluation has 
raised several points for future improvement:. 
 

• The audience at this event were self-rated more “sciencey” than last time. How can 
we attract a non-science audience? For future events we will look into advertising in 
arts or other cultural listings. 

• People want to come again which is great, but will we develop an audience of 



regulars over time? What can we do to attract new people? Do we need to diversify 
our marketing strategy? 

• Facebook and word of mouth are the key ways that people hear about us, but flyers 
don't bring a very good return and are expensive, so we won’t be using flyers for 
future events. What we will do next time is promote more heavily through Facebook 
and explore new avenues. How can we exploit word of mouth? 

• In order to streamline the format it is necessary to make sure that everything we 
expect from the audience is clear, avoiding written instruction as much as possible 
and that the theme is consistent throughout. 

• Adding a real element to the themed parts of the evening is something which we 
should include in future events. 

• Having a blend of science and non-science is an approach which we should 
continue in future. 

 


