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The ‘Visiting Zoos’ survey was produced in the context of the ‘New Zoos: Science, Media & Culture’ research project.
 The following introductory remarks have been written as a supplement to the End of Award ‘Free Report’, which is included as part of the supporting documentation for the survey. It is recommended that the reader should examine that report before reading the following account of the survey.
While the survey may be treated as a stand-alone investigation about visitor attitudes to selected aspects of zoo displays, it was designed to fulfil a function of contextualization vis-à-vis the broader project. The New Zoos project investigated the remodelling of science and environmental communication at two UK zoos: the Bristol Zoo Gardens, and the Paignton Zoo Environmental Park. In particular, it investigated the structuring of pedagogic discourse and modes of observation as these related to

· the design of the displays; 

· visitors’ responses to the displays; 

· the relationship between these two aspects and the process of mass-mediation. 

The qualitative aspects of the research, conducted before the survey was developed, revealed that it was possible to distinguish between four general modes of observation, and their concomitant criteria of naturalism: 

· Modes of observation premised on an iconic-environmental naturalism, in which the visitor is invited to engage with the display in predominantly visual terms: the display simulates, or appears to simulate some visual aspect of the animal’s original geography. This mode of observation is most  obviously prompted by way of the naturalistic landscaping of the display itself, but may also be present in photographic or other similarly iconic signs in a zoo.

· Modes of observation premised on symbolic-scientific naturalism, in which the visitor is invited to use signs to engage in a more abstract process that explains how and why the specimen on display is a likeness not just of itself, but of its species. This mode of observation is most  obviously prompted by way of educational signs placed next to the zoo display, but may also be present on the level of a zoo’s, or of a display’s spatial organisation.

· Modes of observation premised on an indexical-‘multisensual’ naturalism, in which the visitor is invited to engage in an observational process that is structured along action-reaction, stimulus-response models of interaction, usually with an accompanying discourse about the importance of the ‘other’ senses: touch, hearing, smell and so forth. This mode of observation is most obviously prompted by way of so-called ‘petting zoo’ displays, but may also be present in a variety of multimedia displays. 

· Modes of observation premised on an anthropomorphic-popular naturalism, in which the visitor-observer is invited to engage in what the project describes as the circuit of anthropomorphism and cosmomorphism: the animals are tacitly ‘humanized’, even as the visitors are invited to identify with the animals, and thereby to ‘animalize’ themselves. This mode of observation is most obviously prompted by animal shows, but may also be present in a variety of references to animal ‘curiousities’ in zoo signs, and more generally, in the very fact of the display of animals for the purposes of spectacle. 

A brief contextualization of the notion of naturalism is required in order to explain this model or ‘matrix’ of modes of observation/naturalism. We can say that the modern discourse of naturalism is premised on the notion that it is possible to produce completely ‘objective’ representations of nature. This discourse is reproduced in many accounts of ‘naturalistic’ zoo displays insofar as it is suggested that the display does no more than reproduce the physical geography in which the species on display is normally found. Of course, not all ‘naturalistic’ displays actually set out to do this, or at least not with detailed reference to a particular habitat. It is necessary,  in this sense, to make a distinction between a relatively loose use of ‘naturalistic’ which refers to the construction of a ‘green’ setting with foliage or other park-like features—what might be described as ‘soft naturalism’—and zoo displays which actually research a particular geography and attempt to reproduce some of its aspects in the display. More than a dichotomy, the naturalism of design practices in zoos may be regarded as a matter of a continuum between these two forms of practice. 

Whether a particular exhibit is closer to the ‘soft’ or the ‘hard’ end of the continuum, this project’s theoretical framework critiques the underlying assumption that naturalism is no more than a matter of the reproduction of a habitat. The project is premised on the notion that what characterizes the naturalistic display is the production of a sense of the natural. This being so, the question of naturalism involves an element of judgement, and not just a process of ‘absolute’ or ‘factual’ representation.

The project accounts for this evaluative dimension of naturalism by suggesting that naturalism in zoo displays is always a matter of an ascribed correspondence (or degree of correspondence) between three terms: the ‘original’ that is being represented (in the case of naturalistic exhibits, the species and its real or imagined habitat); the actual display; and the observer’s sense of the real, and concomitant sense of the natural, i.e. of what counts as the natural. This model is derived from Charles Sanders Peirce’s (1931-58) conception of representation.

The last of these aspects—what Peirce describes as the ‘interpretant’—is  frequently overlooked by the advocates of naturalistic discourses, but is actually a crucial aspect of the production and reception of naturalistic displays. From the point of view of a visitor, but also from the point of view of an observer more generally, something will look more or less natural on the basis of that visitor-observer’s past experiences, state of knowledge, and the way in which s/he defines the real, and the natural.

It follows that, insofar as the criteria of the visitor-observer for what counts as the real-natural vary, then so do their ascriptions of what counts as the more or less natural display. This in turn suggests the possibility that there may be as many naturalisms, or forms of naturalism in zoo displays as there are visitors, or at least, as there are criteria for what counts as the natural. 

This being so, the task of the social researcher is not simply to investigate whether visitors regard a display as being naturalistic or not, but how they respond to the different criteria or models of naturalism that are present in any given zoo space. This presupposes, of course, that the design of displays might themselves be based on varying modes of observation and criteria of naturalism. Indeed, insofar as designers might interpret the question of the real and the natural differently, then they too, might inflect zoo displays with different forms of naturalism.

An analysis of the two participating zoos’ displays, and an ethnography of the responses of approximately 130 visitors (divided into 35 family groups—see main report) suggested the four different kinds of naturalism mentioned earlier. As explained in the main report, statistical analysis of the results of the survey also provided some support for this four-way model.
Several further points are required to clarify this model.

First, each kind of naturalism is associated with a certain mode of observation: as defined by the project, observation entails not just ‘looking’, but a more or less corporeal process that works in accordance with certain social rules (Crary 1990) or what the project describes as social codes (Bernstein 1990; 1996). Insofar as these codes shape a designer or visitor’s sense of what counts as the real and the natural, then we can say that different forms of naturalism are likely to be associated with different modes of observation. What counts, for example, as the real and natural for a scientist observing a display is not necessarily the same as what counts as the real and the natural for a ‘lay’ observer.

Second, each form of naturalism is associated with a predominant semeiotic. This means that a different ‘style’ or form of communication is associated with each variety of naturalism, and that each of these in turn is more likely to employ a given medium, and make more use of one or another aspect of the sensorial complex. The scientific mode abstracts from the particular, and is associated with predominantly symbolic signs (Peirce 1931-58). It employs the media of written, diagrammatic, and/or mathematical communication, but its discourse  may also be expressed in the organisation of a given space. The environmental mode, strongly influenced by modern environmentalist values, attempts to produce a ‘likeness’ of a certain habitat, and is associated with predominantly iconic signs (Peirce 1931-58). It involves visual media that are employed in ways that derive their criteria of realism from photographic media. The multisensual  mode attempts to produce a ‘sensational’ nature (in the sense of the bodily ‘senses’, but also in the sense of remarkable animal encounters), and is thus associated with predominantly indexical signs (Peirce 1931-58). It involves media that encourage the use of the ‘other’ senses such as touch,  smell, hearing etc. What counts as the natural in this context is the ability of a display to produce a ‘bodily’ (and embodied) encounter with the animals and/or their habitat. Finally, the popular or anthropomorphic mode is associated with an older, in some respects pre-modern semeiotic that cannot be simply categorised using Peirce’s typology of signs. In this case, the relation of resemblance or ‘iconicity’ foregrounds not the relation between the display and the ‘original’ nature,  but rather, the relation between the display and the human self. What is natural is almost the ‘anti-natural’ (from a modern perspective) insofar as it involves the human. This anthropomorphic mode may be relatively explicit (the animal may be said to be like a human in one or more respects). However, it is more likely to involve a tacit casting of the animals either in human roles, or in ways that make them perform for humans. 

Even if a single display is likely to be predominantly a matter of one or another mode of observation and naturalism, this model allows for the possibility that a single display may involve two or more modes at once. Indeed, we can say that insofar as all displays involve at least an element of resemblance and visuality, then all must partake at least to some extent in an iconic semeiotic of representation, if not of an ‘environmental’ iconicity. The same point may be made of the other naturalisms and their modes of observation: all animals are displayed, at least in principle, as representations of more abstract principles (species, biological principles, etc.) and so must partake  to a degree in the scientific mode; the visual senses always work in tandem with the other senses; and finally,  there is no such thing as a non-anthropomorphic representation. (Some representations may be less explicitly anthropomorphic, but all must, by definition, involve at leat an element of human, and humanizing projection, selection, and re-presentation.)

In  this context, the explanatory objective of the survey was twofold:

· To test the extent to which this four-way distinction might be valid with a different, and larger sample of visitors from those that participated in the qualitative research.

· To generate descriptive statistics that might be employed, both in the current project and in follow-on investigations, to explore the relationship between visitor attitudes and a variety of demographic and leisure-related variables.

Methodology

As noted above, the qualitative analysis suggested that, rather than just one form naturalism (as implied by the discourse of numerous zoologists working as keepers or educators in zoos), displays at the two zoos were structured by at least four modes of observation, and concomitant criteria of naturalism, or what counts as the most natural account of ‘nature’. Qualitative visitor research revealed that, in their verbal exchanges about animal  welfare, visitors were more likely to value positively the iconic-environmental mode, even though their own visiting practices revealed that they partook in all modes of observation during the course  of a visit (see end of award report).

In order to test these results with a different, and larger sample of visitors, the survey was designed with reference to a scale for each mode of observation. Each scale was produced on the basis of an operational definition of approximately 10 indicators (additional questions were included to examine responses to other aspects of display). 4-point Likert questions were employed on a total of 56 items in order to explore a) whether visitors responded in ways that suggested that the scales were reliable; and b) to investigate whether visitors expressed a preference for any of the forms of naturalism.

The items included indicators which the research suggested were more strongly associated with one or another mode of observation, and items which suggested cross-over between two or more modes. Items with expected crossover have been marked with an asterisk.

The scale for iconic-environmental modes of observation and their corresponding criteria of naturalism involved the items that asked visitors to assess the degree of importance of indicators such as the landscaping of the enclosure, the amount of space, and the extent of its resemblance to an original habitat. 

· Having signs with less text and more images

· Having signs with photographs of the animals in the wild

· Having enclosures with natural barriers such as moats

· Having animal enclosures that resemble natural habitats

· Having exhibits that show film clips of the animals in the wild

· Having big enclosures

· Using trees and plants inside enclosures to mimic the animal’s original environment

· Avoiding enclosures with bare or concreted areas

· Creating enclosures in which animals can breed

· Cutting back plants that prevent visitors from clearly seeing animals (reversed)

· Having enclosures that stimulate animals to behave as they would in the wild*

The scale for the symbolic-scientific modes of observation involved the items that asked visitors to assess the degree of importance of indicators involving scientific explanation by way of signs and other media.

· Classifying animals according to their species

· Displaying information about what the animals eat in the wild

· Displaying signs with the animals’ proper scientific names 

· Having areas within the zoo dedicated to learning about the science of animals

· Having exhibits that encourage visitors to think about the biology of the animal 

· Having signs explaining how the animals behave in the wild

· Having signs with fascinating scientific facts about each animal 

· Organising animals according to their biology

· Providing accurate scientific information about each animal

· Providing information about scientific efforts to preserve endangered species

· Displaying similar animals near each other so that they can be easily compared*

The scale for indexical-multisensual modes of observation involved the items that asked visitors to assess the degree of importance of indicators involving the senses, and more generally action-reaction dynamics. 

· Having exhibits that allow you to hear the animals clearly

· Having exhibits that allow you to smell the animals 

· Having exhibits that allow you to touch animals

· Having indoor displays that let you experience different climates 

· Having interactive signs with buttons, recorded sounds, images etc.

· Having signs that can be touched as well as read

· Allowing visitors to experience certain animals outside of their enclosures*

· Having ‘animal encounters’ where you are allowed to hold certain animals* 

· Having enclosures that visitors can enter in order to interact with the animals*

· Having exhibits that encourage face-to-face interactions with animals*

Finally, the scale for anthropomorphic-popular modes of observation involved the items that asked visitors to assess the degree of importance of indicators that foregrounded explicitly  anthropomorphic  activities, e.g. animal shows, and other ‘carnivalesque’ items producing humanizing spectacles of nature.

· Having animal shows

· Stimulating animals so that visitors can see them in action 

· Having funfair rides such as dodgems

· Feeding animals at times that are convenient for visitors to watch

· Getting animals to display some of their amazing natural behaviours in shows

· Providing information about the animals’ lives at the zoo

· Providing information about the animals’ personal histories

· Arranging for children to ride certain animals such as elephants or camels

· Having areas in the zoo where children can stroke and play with certain animals* 

· Letting visitors feed animals like giraffes with food provided by the zoo*

· Taking animals out for walks or flights in the zoo for visitors to watch*

The survey was posted to a sample of 1000 zoo member households of the Bristol and Paignton Zoos (500 per zoo). There was no expectation that the zoo member households would provide a representative sample of the UK or some other similarly broad target population. The sample was relevant to the project’s broader objective of studying the remodelling of science and environmental communication at the two zoos. The purpose was not to investigate whether people went or not to zoos, or the attitudes amongst non-zoo users, but rather how, if at all, those that did use the two zoos related to their characteristic ways of structuring observation.

The nonprobability, purposive sample for the qualitative research was chosen from a total of some 100 volunteering families, and based on a variant of the National Statistics Standard Economic Classification [NS-SEC], in particular, their ‘Simplified Method’. This method was used to select an even number of families based on a simple distinction between Managerial and Intermediate [classes 1-4 on the 8 class NS-SEC] and Routine [classes 5-7 on the 8 class NS-SEC]. This broad distinction was based on anecdotic evidence that both groups were frequent zoo users, but also that each responded to the displays in at least partly different manners.

As noted earlier, the sample for the surveys was obtained by way of each zoo’s database of member households. The households selected for mailing were obtained using stratified random sampling techniques within the population constituted by the database. While it was possible to ascertain this distinction via telephone interviews for the family groups in the qualitative research, the absence of information about zoo members’ occupations in the two zoos’ databases made it necessary to use the ACORN system based on postal codes. A stratified sample based on the UK population, as described by the ACORN classification, was employed. This involved taking a random sample of 171 cases from groups E-F (or 34%) of the UK’s and a random sample of 329 cases from groups A-D (or 66%) from each zoo’s database.

A single questionnaire was sent by post to each of the selected households, and a single adult member of each household was invited to answer the questions in the survey. Households returning the survey were entitled to a free animal adoption at the Bristol Zoo, or to a free ticket to the Paignton Zoo’s new Living Coasts attraction in Torquay. A copy of the questionnaire is included with this data set.

Explanatory and Descriptive Results

As the end of award report notes, the ethnographic research with 35 family groups, and the survey of zoo member households suggest that, at least on the level of explicit verbal discourse, adult visitors privileged the iconic-environmental mode of observation and the associated form of naturalism. Visitor commentary produced in the context of participant observation, and the post-visit interviews suggested that adults valued, as a matter of an a priori and highly normative discourse, the larger, ‘leafier’ enclosures, whether these resembled the animals’ original geographies or not. There seemed to be no awareness on the part of the visitors that such displays did not necessarily equate with a higher standard of animal welfare. Conversely, virtually all of the families commented on the extent to which the older modernist enclosures at both the Bristol Zoo (most notably the lion, pygmy hippo, and the older bird cages) and the Paignton Zoo (most notably the bird cages found in the Primley zone, and the old monkey house) were, in the words of one visitor, ‘simply not on’. Here too, there was virtually no awareness that such displays might not be inherently worse from the point of view of animal welfare than displays structured along the lines of an iconic-environmental naturalism.
The survey of zoo member households provided some support for this result, and for the four dimensions of observation and naturalism more generally. Using SPSS, the 56 items on the scale of zoo display naturalisms were assessed for their suitability for factor analysis, and the correlation matrix revealed numerous coefficients of 0.3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was 0.88, and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity attained statistical significance. These results supported the factorability of the correlation matrix, and so a principal components analysis (PCA) was run. The PCA revealed 14 components with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 59% of the variance. However, the screeplot revealed a clear break after the third, and fourth components. After acknowledging the lower account of variance (36% when four components were extracted),  these components were chosen for further investigation by means of a Varimax rotation. The rotated solution appeared to support a four-way differentiation that was broadly consistent with the one suggested by the qualitative analysis. One difference that was consistent with the model was that the analysis suggested a similar pattern of responses to all questions about the importance of different kinds of signs.

As the ranking of the items in section D of the following survey results show, visitors were most likely to suggest that a reduced number of items associated with iconic-environmental naturalism were ‘very important’, with very little variation on the basis of age, self-ascribed class, education, occupation or gender. Visitors in both zoos expressed the strongest affinity for items associated with the scale that tested for iconic-environmental naturalism: especially, ‘Having animal enclosures that resemble natural habitats’, ‘Using trees and plants inside enclosures to mimic the animal’s original environment’, ‘Having big enclosures’, and ‘Creating enclosures in which animals can breed’. Items classified by the research as belonging to the scale testing for scientific naturalism were generally given high to intermediate scores: these included ‘Providing information about scientific efforts to preserve endangered species’, ‘Having signs explaining how animals behave in the wild’, ‘Providing signs showing where the animals come from in the wild’ and so forth. There was, nonetheless, a very significant reduction in the number of visitors who thought these aspects to be ‘very important’ (from the high 300’s to the mid-200’s, for the general response in both zoos). The least favoured items were those of the mode of observation associated with anthropomorphic-popular naturalism. Items such as ‘Coaching animals to perform tricks’, ‘Having funfair rides such as dodgems’, or ‘Having animal shows’ were consistently given the lowest scores by respondents of all ages, self-ascribed classes, gender, and occupations.

More detailed analyses of the results are planned for forthcoming journal articles and books. A book on the general theory that informed the current research will be published in 2006 by the Routledge International Library of Sociology (Mediating Nature: Environmentalism and Modern Cultures).
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