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The collaborative ideal as expressed in the abstract was summed up thus by the expert observers: 
 

The programme funded genuine collaboration, bringing individuals to do something new that they could not 
have done without the interaction with each other… 
 
We identified the principle that each must enter the other’s territory. It is no good, if this is to happen, for the 
artists to go to the scientist and say ‘I’ve got an idea can you help me with it?’, or vice versa. That wasn’t a 
Sciart idea. It wasn’t a case of replicating the artists-in-residence in a science institute idea. It was the idea of 
them coming together as equals with a blank sheet of paper in front of them. For it to be an idea which is 
sustainable over a period of years, you really have to come together in a more collaborative and open way. 

 
It was suggested that Sciart was different from other funding schemes that encouraged collaboration in 
that it did genuinely appear to place an emphasis on parity between the participants. 
 

There had been other funding programmes where artists were encouraged to draw on the work of science, 
but this was the first time that there was this absolute insistence that the one must enter the territory of the 
other. The mindset was that it must be both… 
 
I’d been an adjudicator for AHRC science–art fellowship proposals, and I could see that there were 
assumptions about the relationship between science and art that were underpinning those applications; 
mostly, the requirement that there would be a lead researcher from either one discipline or the other, which 
would pull the research towards one discipline or another, and would tend to produce unequal collaborations. 
So, for example, a scientist would ask an artist to make some kind of interpretation of their data, and one 
discipline would thereby be slave to the other.  

 
Translated into the terms of the actual case study projects, the following comments (made by both artists 
and scientists) indicate how the ideal of mutuality actually played out in some of the more genuinely 
collaborative encounters. 
 

Our aim from the beginning was to achieve a mutuality of input and outcome. It was a project that we would 
develop together and that would be satisfactory to us both, both within our own fields and mutually, as a 
collaboration…It would be a product that could go equally to the art world and to the science world and to the 
general world and that it wouldn’t have to alter apart from the way it was framed. It would be a multi-platform 
sort of thing that we could take to each of these different settings… 
 
We looked for parity, and for where within the research process that parity might lie. We decided, over time, 
that it was the development of a research method that could be translated into either discipline that we were 
most interested to achieve. It was important for us not just to take data from one discipline and import it into 
another. It wasn’t just about data or knowledge transfer; it was about building a tool together that we could 
equally utilise to develop our respective knowledge… 
 
X and I decided that we wanted to do something that would be valid in both of our fields, which turned out to 
be very hard work. There are a lot Sciart projects where the artist will simply interpret the scientific data, or 
else the scientist will simply study an aspect of the creative process. That can be interesting, but they are not 
collaborative projects in the sense that they create something that is equally valid in both fields. That’s what 
turned out to be the hardest thing, but also the most rewarding… 
 
Y doesn’t ever patronise by oversimplifying his concepts or theories. In discussion, he maintains a sense of 
complexity and finds the means to articulate that…He functions as a collaborator in multiple ways: as an 
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expert, as a sounding-board for things, as someone who could challenge certain preconceptions; he 
definitely also contributed his own thoughts and ideas. 

 
It was stressed by a number of interviewees that for truly meaningful collaboration to occur between artists 
and scientists a lengthy period of familiarisation and exchange was needed. The benefits of this were 
apparent to those who had witnessed the process develop and had seen the outcomes. 
 

It was a highly experimental thing to put an artist and a scientist together. The first two and a half of the four 
years I spent working on [the project] I was just trying to develop the language to understand what the artist 
was saying. It’s a really, really difficult thing to do…C P Snow was right: there are ‘two cultures’. Sciart was 
right to try to bring them together, but it does reflect that this was a significant challenge… 
 
The project stood out due to its slow development over a period of years. That was important in the sense 
that X had the opportunity to work with her collaborator on an ongoing basis. There wasn’t a clear outcome 
at the beginning of the project and it went through a long research and then production phase, and that really 
gave X the opportunity to explore this subject in quite an in-depth way. For some of the projects that 
durational element has an important bearing on their success as it allows the collaboration to develop 
organically and that influences the way in which the work develops…  
 
The previous collaboration we had on an art–science project had frustrations within it, in that both the nature 
of the piece and the time in which it had to be made did not encourage anything more than superficial and 
sometimes kind of slightly suspicious relationships…It has been a good learning experience for me: that with 
the right people, the right framework and the right time expended on those relationships, they can develop 
into real and significant ones, and not just end in a kind of fly-by-night meeting of minds which seems 
superficially attractive. This one feels like it really rests on very very solid ground. 

 
Where Sciart funding had allowed an extended period of collaboration to occur, the impact on the parties 
involved had sometimes been very profound. 
 

The fact that we have developed a real and ongoing working relationship is a fantastic achievement. It is as 
close as any that I have had within any other working colleague…  
 
A significant success, one that will influence us both for the rest of our lives, is the knowledge that it is 
possible to have a working relationship with someone outside of your own discipline that can be incredibly 
rewarding and creative. I would rate that outcome more highly, I think, than the more tangible outputs… 
 
I have no doubt that there was a fundamental change to my personality and my working method as a result 
of the Sciart project. I get up and look at the world differently because of the experience that I had; and it has 
fundamentally changed my working practice. Therefore the science and art projects can’t just be judged by 
the quality of the final products because the process of the engagement in the collaboration is far longer-
lived, from my personal perspective, than the end product…I would never have had the opportunity to step 
into another person’s culture. Nor did I realise just how much I had missed by being embedded in science. 
That is where the Sciart funding has had the greatest impact, but that is not really quantifiable.  

 
In at least one project where there had been extensive, mutually committed collaboration it had been 
possible to identify a defining moment where the boundaries between the two disciplines appeared to be 
surmounted and there was a giddying sense of crossing over into the other world. 
 

I was asking endlessly ‘Why?’, which is what I do as a scientist. There came a point where he too started 
asking me ‘Why do you think that this should be there?’ At that moment our whole worlds were switched 
around. X had started taking that scientific approach, of questioning his own work, and conversely I had 
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started to work more by intuition and was a lot happier not to ask the question ‘Why?’ That was the point at 
which the sense of true collaboration really became manifest and the two worlds crossed over. It took three 
years to arrive at that point. He had become the scientist and I’d become the artist.  

 
A significant number of both project participants and expert observers commented on the importance of 
personal ‘chemistry’ to the success of collaborations. They suggested that the human factor should not be 
underestimated in terms of its role in ensuring the success or otherwise of a project. 
 

The success of the relationship between an artist and a scientist is, in the majority, due to their personality. If 
you get people who click with each other it just tends to work well. What I mean by that is that it is really hard 
to come up with models for artists and scientists working together because it’s not about disciplines, it’s 
about people.  

 
A number of artists who were interviewed and who contributed to the focus group reported the importance 
of both partners to a collaboration sharing a common vision and a desire to work together. The attitude of 
both the scientist and the artist seemed to be a crucial factor in determining the longevity and success of a 
partnership. As one focus group member commented: “A good partnership needs an expert and 
sympathetic scientist and an expert and sympathetic artist.” The importance of personal working styles 
and personality was underlined by several focus group artists, as this indicative comment suggests: 
“Scientists can be difficult to work with. Artists can be difficult too. No, artists are worse to work with!” 
 
Although it was an important aspiration of the Sciart scheme to promote new forms of collaboration 
between artists and scientists, in selecting proposals to fund it was recognised that not all projects would 
involve profound levels of collaboration. In many instances, particularly in the later years of the scheme, it 
was seen as legitimate, provided their proposals were strong enough, for some artists to involve scientists 
simply in an advisory or interrogative capacity. It was felt by interviewees from both the arts and the 
sciences to be a strength of the scheme that, while it did encourage and support a mutuality of input, it 
was flexible enough to accommodate a spectrum of levels of involvement according to the needs of the 
project.  
 

Several science interviewees concurred with the idea that scientists were involved more as advisers than as 
full collaborators in the outcomes. Sometimes that was because, practically speaking, they did not have time 
to give sufficient input. But from the artists’ point of view, the input of the scientists was wonderful, because 
they were learning something. And that was a good input for them, even though the scientists weren’t 
influencing what was produced… 
(Expert who had conducted a previous evaluation involving Sciart-funded projects) 
 
The artists want to learn something and to make an artwork. And have to be free to make the artwork they 
want to make, not to be a PR agent. The scientist can be anything from interested and well-meaning, to 
wanting an artist’s eye on board, to being genuinely open to committed collaboration…  
 
There wasn’t really collaboration; he just picked people’s brains…It was more about institutional critique; 
about seeing how things worked in that building and it was less about talking to people about their specific 
scientific research…There was less contact with individual scientists, but it was nevertheless one of the more 
challenging projects there. It got a lot of people talking. 
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7.6 A foundation to build on 
 
There was clear evidence from the interviews that Sciart-funded projects had increased the possibility that 
further art–science collaborations would be pursued in the future. Each of the 31 project participants or 
facilitators who were interviewed for the research said that they would be interested to collaborate again 
with someone working in the other field (either science or art). An additional strong finding was that the 
experience of the first collaboration had significantly increased the confidence and sense of capacity both 
of individuals and of organisations to be able to enter into interdisciplinary collaborations (which may not 
necessarily be confined to just the arts or the sciences).  
 

It made us more confident in terms of our ability to collaborate on projects. It opened up other possibilities for 
us in terms of approaches to working with other partners. We have gone on to have quite a few 
collaborations since then… 
 
I feel more positive about working with scientists now, because of the openness to ideas and to collaboration 
that we found. And it’s definitely something we would consider doing again if the right project came along 
and the right match could be made… 
 
The collaboration was successful, and it was as we imagined it, but in retrospect I feel able to move forward 
in a much clearer way with Y1.36 I didn’t really know how to brief Y2, or how to contract him. But that kind of 
thing is clearer to me now…it has made us confident to move on to another Sciart project. It gave us the 
confidence to approach Y1 as a possible collaborator. I also know now how to talk to artists and curators and 
venues about working in this field. 

 
Through the example of the projects funded, Sciart was also felt to have raised awareness at a more 
general level of the potential for artists and scientists to collaborate, and in this indirect sense it was 
thought to have been responsible for encouraging more collaboration to occur. 
 

The scheme has initiated a wider appreciation that there can be support for artists to work with scientists. 
Both scientists and artists know that they can be supported to be collaborative. It has laid the groundwork for 
more collaboration across science and art to happen. 

 
In the survey of successful and unsuccessful applicants both categories of respondent reported that they 
had been involved in new forms of collaboration. This has to be understood in relation to the fact that most 
unsuccessful Sciart applicants tried to find other funding to continue with their project. However, the 
survey results also suggest that success in applying for Sciart funding had considerably increased the 
likelihood of forming new collaborations. For example, 81 per cent (n=21) of successful applicants 
reported going on to build new collaborations compared with 59 per cent (n=74) of unsuccessful 
applicants. There was, therefore, a 22 percentage point greater likelihood of forming new collaborations 
where Sciart funding was attained. 
 
 
 

                                                      
36 Two scientists were named in this comment, here anonymised as Y1 and Y2. 
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Chapter 8: Sciart and the public 
 

• Sciart projects had attracted extensive media coverage and large audiences that included 
both the general public and niche professional sub-sectors and groups. 
 

• Sciart projects are presented in a range of venues and platforms and across many fields. 
 

• Outcomes of Sciart projects are widely disseminated through discursive events in which 
both artists and scientists regularly take part. 
 

• Interest in and demand for projects often remains strong even after the period of Sciart 
funding ends. 
 

• There is often a high level of public exposure and engagement for a relatively small 
amount of money. 
 

• While the visibility of some individual Sciart projects was high, the corpus of the projects 
funded through Sciart was not well recognised or understood. 
 

• Though science and art collaborative projects do gain wide exposure, some specialist arts 
venues remain sceptical about this type of hybrid practice. 

 
 
8.1 Far-reaching outcomes 
 
Although not all Sciart projects were funded in the expectation that they would result in public outcomes 
(this was not explicitly a condition of the funding that was awarded to some of the projects supported in 
the Experiment and R&D categories of the scheme), the evidence of the ten case study projects suggests 
that in most cases public outcomes did actually result whether they were intended at the outset or not, and 
that often such outcomes had enjoyed extensive and widespread dissemination, attendance and 
recognition. An audit of the ten case study projects revealed that: 
 

• Eight of the ten had resulted in exhibitions, screenings or performance-related events in venues 
open to the general public. Six of these had toured to at least three public venues. 

• Six of the ten projects had achieved international exposure through exhibitions, screenings and 
performance-related events. Countries where the case study projects had had significant 
exposure included: the USA, Canada, France, Switzerland, Germany, Italy, Portugal and Sweden. 

• In at least four out of the ten instances the Sciart projects had attracted what were described as 
either record or very high audiences to the venues concerned.  

• Six out of the ten projects had attracted significant levels of publicity both in the specialist arts 
press and in the national (and in several cases international) media. Three of those projects had 
attracted what was described as an unprecedented level of media attention to the venues 
concerned. Four of the projects had resulted in the artists or scientists involved being interviewed 
on the national broadcast media.  

• Nine out of the ten projects had involved discussion events where the artist and/or scientists 
concerned talked about their Sciart-funded work to an audience either of professional peers or of 
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the general public. Sixteen out of the 21 artists and scientists interviewed about their participation 
in Sciart-funded projects said that they had taken part in talks, lectures, seminars or conferences 
in which they discussed their Sciart project. 

 
8.1.1 Public appeal  
 
The case studies showed that Sciart-funded projects had often proved popular with the public, sometimes 
to a greater degree than the host venue had anticipated. In some cases this unexpected popularity had 
largely resulted from national media coverage.  
 

It was the most successful show we have had in terms of audience over the last five years, by some margin. 
It was a very very popular show; almost double our average for that time of year… 
 
Visitor numbers were up about 3500 for that particular show, which gives a sense of the extra interest 
generated. We had about 8500 people for that show, compared to our average of about 5000… 
 
Visitor numbers were terrific, over 2000, which is very good for us. We were expecting about 1000 visitors. 
We had coverage in Frieze, Art Monthly, Modern Painters, Time Out, Art Forum and Tank magazine; it was 
quite international as well. That was a particularly strong response from the art press, and all positive… 
 
In terms of audiences, it was a really crucial show for us. The audience response was all tied up with the 
press coverage…we hadn’t anticipated the level of interest. That generated a huge interest in people who 
hadn’t previously known about us. It drew in a different audience demographic. 

 
A distinctive achievement of many of the case study projects was that it was reported that they had 
succeeded in appealing to a range of different audiences on different levels. This was most strikingly so in 
the case of a film project that had received critical acclaim on the international short film circuit (with 
exposure and award nominations at prestigious international festivals such as at Edinburgh, Berlin and 
Venice) and had at the same time achieved very wide dissemination and high approval ratings among a 
particular section of the international healthcare community. Several other arts producers and promoters 
reported similar success in presenting Sciart-funded projects that were complex in both artistic and 
scientific terms but had nevertheless achieved a popular as well as specialist appeal.  
 

It was really successful in moulding together high-level ideas, community participation and international 
reach. It was popular without us losing our integrity, which is a real winner… 
 
A good exhibition has to be very stratified. There are layers that anyone can engage at, and this was one 
where five-year-olds could have fun, but also serious academic thinkers could be engaged by… 
 
It was hugely successful in opening up an audience who are actually working in this field and who are 
touched by [the subject] in their job or through a caring role. The feedback has been extraordinary from both 
practitioners and journalists in the field. 

 
8.1.2 A benefit to venues 
 
Many of the venues and promoters that were interviewed reported that the Sciart-funded project had 
added an innovative and unusual aspect to their programming. As well as providing an exceptional 
opportunity to include the perspectives of scientists in their public events programmes, it had enabled 
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venues to profile the outcomes of high-level interdisciplinary research. This had been a particularly 
valuable and important opportunity for arts or cultural venues associated with the university sector.  
 

It was exactly the sort of project that we should be associated with: it was high-level international scientific 
research, deeply embedded in this university, which was going to find a major channel of its development 
and its communication through a cultural output; if you want a case study for what an institution of this kind 
should be doing, and can do, then that is it… 
 
The role that [we] could play in brokering a relationship between very high-level and specialised and arcane 
research and the public was an important outcome…The project will remain a touchstone for some years to 
come for the sort of programme that an institution like [us] can and should uniquely be doing. 

 
The venues in which presentations had taken place – which might be scientific, medical and/or historical 
as well as artistic – had inevitably influenced the reception, and in some cases had regulated the 
presentation, of the work. For example, in one arts project in which a clinical trial was proposed the 
presentation was not permitted (on health and safety grounds) to go ahead at the originally intended 
venue, a science institution, but was subsequently able to take place at a number of different arts venues. 
 
8.1.3 Discursive dissemination 
 
There was evidence from the interviews with case study representatives and external experts to testify 
that Sciart project participants (and other individuals who had some association with the scheme) had 
been heavily involved in disseminating information and debating and discussing issues relating to Sciart-
funded projects through lectures, talks, conferences, articles and papers, often within the university sector. 
Two artists reported that they had devised and taught courses within higher education institutions – in the 
USA as well as in the UK – specifically based on or inspired by the Sciart projects that they had worked 
on. 
 

There was a presence of artists at scientific conferences, and some of the work was referenced in academic 
papers. That connection with academia was very useful, and that was certainly something that the scheme 
had had an impact on. That artists were more visible within academic contexts was I think an outcome of the 
scheme, including having some presence within scientific discourse…  
 
I do show a lot of these [Sciart-funded] projects to artists, scientists and to the general public through talks 
and lectures. If I talk to art historians I present the projects as works of art, and these objects stand up as 
artworks and are given a lot of respect.  

 
8.1.4 Longevity of interest 
 
A striking finding to emerge from the interviews with case study participants was that a high proportion of 
the projects had enjoyed unusually long periods of dissemination. Six of the seven projects that had 
produced presentational outcomes were still actively being toured or promoted in some way and most of 
these were still receiving requests to be shown or talked about. This finding would seem to testify to the 
quality as well as to the popularity and relevance of the projects concerned. 
 

They are still on this sort of extraordinary conference and lecture circuit because of the film and publication. 
That is interesting for Y, because normally in the world of science you publish a paper and you move on. You 
rarely find yourself repeatedly going back to something in this way…Many such projects get funded for a little 
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tour and then that is the end…that is one of the ultimate tributes to what has been done; that now up to two 
years after the exhibition the work is still being valued… 
 
It was incredibly rewarding actually, because most films have a limited life on the film circuit, but this had a 
different lease of life and a different kind of reception. It was fascinating to show it to people who were either 
carers or professionals working in the field and to get their heartfelt responses to it. We had hoped for that, 
but we didn’t realise how potent it could be, or how rewarding and fulfilling…It’s amazing that two years later 
it is still very much ongoing. That is unusual in terms of a short film project. 

 
8.1.5 Amount of public exposure does not necessarily reflect scale of funding 
 
It was noteworthy that, of the ten case studies examined, the two projects that had received the least 
amount of funding (£5000 each from the short-lived Experiment strand of the scheme) had both produced 
public outcomes that had attracted a high level of demand to be shown. Both had been presented in at 
least four different venues; both had been profiled at science as well as at arts venues; both had been 
presented in venues or in exhibitions of national stature; and both had been shown internationally. Each of 
the four case study projects that had received Production funding (with amounts ranging from £88 000 to 
£98 400) had also been toured and disseminated very successfully and extensively, but the point seems 
worth making that the example of the case studies shows that significant public outcomes demonstrating 
considerable exposure and audience reach was achieved on modest amounts of funding. 
 
8.1.6 Quality of audience engagement 
 
Although there was strong evidence to suggest that a significant proportion of Sciart projects were through 
a variety of means reaching large numbers of people, less evidence had been gathered about the quality 
and nature of that engagement. One project participant had conducted an evaluation of the effectiveness 
of the screening of a film as an aid to facilitating discussion among a peer group of health professionals of 
a specific biomedical issue, with very positive results. In another example, the exhibiting venue reported 
that, because of the challenging nature of the ideas involved, the Sciart-funded project that it had hosted 
had provided the occasion for a new approach to proactive invigilation, which had been successful in 
encouraging visitors to spend more time in the exhibition than would usually be the case. 
 

X did a number of sessions with a large number of invigilators, and encouraged them in lots of different ways 
to take on board the research and to engage people…Visitors were immediately engaged by a member of 
staff and encouraged to participate…We did some research while the show was on, and found that the 
average time spent in the space was about 20 minutes, as compared with the two minutes that visitors had 
spent in previous exhibitions. It made for a very different gallery experience for a lot of people.  

 
8.2 Issues relating to the visibility of Sciart-funded projects  
 

There is a sense that is not as accessible and visible as it might be; that you get to hear or read about it 
more than to see it. 
(Sciart-funded artist) 

 
The case study analysis provided concrete evidence of the extent to which Sciart projects had succeeded 
in attracting public audiences. The findings of this analysis were generally positive, showing that a large 
number of public outcomes had been achieved, which had wide dissemination and could demonstrate 
positive indicators of success. The findings of interviews with expert commentators regarding the 
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effectiveness of this public-facing aspect of the scheme were, however, somewhat mixed and tended to 
be more qualified. Many of the reservations expressed on this issue related in some way to concerns 
about visibility. The quote that introduces this section was quite typical of remarks made by a majority of 
the Sciart participants who were interviewed. Most admitted to having seen at first hand few, if any, other 
Sciart projects. It was more common for interviewees to have come across them through conference 
presentations than through attendance at exhibitions or events.  
 
While recognising the success of individual projects in promoting their own outcomes and achievements 
(as was evidenced by the analysis of individual case study examples), a view was expressed that the 
body of Sciart projects as a whole had not succeeded as well as might have been the case in gaining 
public recognition and understanding. 

 
The Sciart partnerships that have been successful have been quite incredibly good at disseminating their 
results: the works of art, the scientific papers, the interviews in the media, etc…The thing that has never 
been got across in this individual series of presentations is that they are not seen to have been part of an 
overall movement, or a coherent effort…There isn’t therefore a public perception of Sciart as such, there is 
only a perception of the results of individual partnerships…  
 
An impact on the broader community is unlikely to be felt without a more coherent overarching theme…It 
was a weakness of the Sciart programme that there was not a theme, say for a particular year. That was 
important in terms of public awareness. The public needs to be bombarded with a mass that is greater than 
the one…Each case study was so individual.  

 
Although most of the Sciart-funded case studies had succeeded in generating substantial media interest 
and publicity, it was a strongly held view of one project participant that the Wellcome Trust should itself be 
doing more to help to publicise the projects, particularly those that had received high-value Production 
Awards. It was argued that, compared with other funders, the publicity given by the Trust to its awards 
was very low-key and that the Trust – as an important and newsworthy public institution – had a public 
profile and access to potentially interested audiences that were not being capitalised upon to benefit Sciart 
projects. 
 

The Wellcome Trust publicity was quite appalling really, given the amount of money they give out every 
year…They seemed quite lackadaisical about that, which seemed odd for awards of that value: around 
£100 000. For much smaller awards, such as the Jerwood or Turner Prizes, or the Northern Art Prize, they all 
seem to get a great deal of publicity. And the Wellcome Trust has the scope to raise publicity well beyond the 
arts, because of their general stature…  
 
If their remit for the awards is to increase understanding of medical science, then you would think that 
publicity would be way higher up on their agenda; to maximise the impact of these awards. Maybe it would 
not be so appropriate for R&D Awards, but for the Production Awards, where you are investing large sums of 
money in just a few projects in the expectation of some very visible public outcomes, you would expect a 
significant publicity machinery to be behind that. 

 
8.2.1 Arts venues’ scepticism 
 
A perception articulated both by a number of expert commentators and by some of the arts producers who 
had participated in Sciart-funded projects was that there was a residual resistance in certain parts of the 
arts infrastructure (particularly in more ‘elite’ venues and establishments) to embracing the type of work 
that the scheme supported. Suggestions advanced for why this might be the case included: a wariness of 
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the perceived link between the projects and the instrumental mission of the Trust to promote the 
biomedical sciences; doubts about the artistic merits of the work; and difficulty in translating the scientific 
concerns of some of the work produced into a language that would make sense both to the professionals 
running arts venues and to their audiences. For these reasons it was suggested that, although significant 
successes had been achieved, work originated with funding from the Sciart programme had not fully 
succeeded in permeating into the arts mainstream. 
 

The reaction I got was: ‘we work with the best artists and we always work with the highest artistic quality. If 
we want to tour a Sciart project we will commission a new piece of work’…They seemed to think that the 
work coming out of the scheme was second-rate, or not of the highest quality, and so they were not 
interested in touring any of it. They would much rather go to an artist who they knew had an interest in 
science and then commission them to do something new…  
 
The Wellcome Trust is a biomedical institution, so it was always going to be difficult for it to get established 
as an arts funder such that the arts community would say ‘this is worthy of being seen in contemporary 
galleries’… 
 
There is still a lot of prejudice I think; it is a language thing, a lot of the time. [The project] has made me more 
confident about translating between the arts and the science worlds, and that is what you have to do in a 
project like this. If I had talked to the BALTIC in the terms used for the Wellcome Trust [Sciart proposal], 
about interspecies communication, there is no way that we could have persuaded them to take on the 
project. So it is a presentational thing; about the language used. 

 
8.3 Faces of Battle: a case study of audience impact 
 
As part of the impact evaluation methodology, a case study was undertaken to gauge the audience 
reactions to a particular Sciart-supported exhibition. The exhibition was Faces of Battle, which took place 
at the National Army Museum (NAM), London, from 10 November 2007 to 1 October 2008 (falling during 
the fieldwork period of the study). In Faces of Battle, work made by the artist Paddy Hartley37 during the 
course of a Sciart-funded initiative, Project Façade, appeared within the context of a broader exhibition, 
which Hartley had helped to curate. This was an interesting exhibition to explore from the perspective of 
audience impact, as its placement in a military museum meant that the content would not automatically be 
‘read’ as being either art or science.  
 
Project Façade involved a close collaboration between Hartley, Dr Andrew Bamji (the curator of the Gillies’ 
Archives38), and Dr Ian Thompson (Biomaterials Scientist at King’s College London). All three 
collaborators worked to trace the stories of the patients of the pioneering surgeon Sir Harold Gillies after 
they left care, and to establish links with their descendants. Hartley first came into contact with Dr Bamji 
and the Gillies’ Archives through his research into the origins of facial reconstructive surgery. His artwork 
aims to bring the stories of Gillies’ patients to a wider public. In 2004 Hartley received a Sciart Production 
                                                      
37 Paddy Hartley has been working in science-and-art-related projects for 15 years. His work explores the historical, ethical and 
practical aspects of biomedical science through sculptural artworks. Previous works have been presented in the Science Museum 
(London), the Royal College of Surgeons (London), the Dana Centre (London) and the International Body Modification Conference 
(Sydney, Australia). 
 
38 Sir Harold Gillies was a groundbreaking surgeon who transformed the discipline of plastic surgery when he worked at the Queen’s 
Hospital, Sidcup, between 1917 and 1925. Fuelled by the flood of casualties from the battle of the Somme, the Queen’s Hospital 
developed as the major World War I centre for maxillofacial and plastic surgery. Opened in 1917, the Queen’s and its associated 
convalescent hospitals provided over 1000 beds and between 1917 and 1921 admitted in excess of 5000 servicemen. The hospital 
trust continues to hold an extensive archive documenting the work of Gillies and the development of the discipline. 
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Award, and the artwork that resulted consists of a series of sculptures based on the tunic of a military 
uniform, which convey the personal histories of soldiers using information from multiple sources. In Faces 
of Battle, the sculptures were presented alongside original documents from the Gillies’ Archive, and the 
exhibition was curated in such a way as to create a dialogue between the artworks and the medical 
documentation. The curator at the NAM, who worked with Hartley to realise the exhibition, commented: “I 
look at the pieces first as art but then you view the art with a different background because of the scientific 
material.”  
 
8.3.1 Case study methodology 
 
A number of different methods were used to gain insight into the audience reactions to this exhibition: 
 

• keyword analysis of the press and media coverage  
• keyword analysis of unsolicited audience responses gathered through a visitors’ comment book 

located at the end of the exhibition 
• audience survey conducted over two days (one weekend day and one weekday). 

 
There were some limitations to conducting audience research around this exhibition. First, as the 
exhibition formed only part of the more general collection at the NAM, it was not possible to ascertain 
exact visitor numbers. Secondly, as some of the imagery in the exhibition was very graphic and unsettling, 
Faces of Battle was discreetly located within the general collection. Additionally, the exhibition – and some 
of the accompanying publicity – carried warnings about the ‘shocking’ nature of the imagery, which might 
also have limited visitor numbers. Despite these limitations, the exhibition appeared to attract a wide 
audience and to initiate a number of impacts.  
 
8.3.2 Analysis of media coverage and visitor comments 
 
The exhibition gained extensive media coverage, including television, radio, national print media, 
newspapers, web-based publications, special interest and professional journals, and event guides. A 
random selection of ten print-based media articles39 was analysed by key words to determine the nature 
and scope of the coverage. In summary it can be said that the medical aspects of the exhibition were 
highlighted far more than the artistic elements. Only 30 per cent of the articles referred to the artist at all, 
and of these only one article gave significant coverage to the artist. The museum curator received more 
mentions. The words ‘science’ and ‘art’ did not appear in any of the articles sampled, though ‘sculpture’ 
was used on two occasions and ‘artist’ occurred once. Neither the Wellcome Trust nor the term ‘Sciart’ 
were mentioned.  
 
Words used commonly in connection with the exhibition included: 
 

• hard-hitting 
• shocking 
• revealing 
• battle 
• stories 

                                                      
39 The media coverage in the sample came from diverse sources including two history journals, a military magazine, a museum 
sector publication, the BBC, Newsweek, PA Newswire, Newsdesk, and the BMJ.  
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• wounded 
• hospital 
• disturbing 
• plastic surgery 
• casualty 
• war. 

 
Images of Hartley’s artworks appeared in 20 per cent of the articles, whereas 80 per cent had images 
taken from the medical archives and casenotes. These findings indicate that while the exhibition raised 
considerable media and public interest, this was more oriented towards the historical and medical aspects 
than the artistic outputs. This was perhaps a result of the fact that the NAM was responsible for driving the 
media campaign. Similarly, as none of the sample articles mentioned the work of the Trust or Sciart, the 
publicity did not specifically add to the kudos of the funding programme or of the Trust, though it could be 
argued that there might be a ‘general field’ flow-on effect on terms of raising the overall awareness of 
science and art collaborations.  
 
An analysis was also undertaken of comments made in the visitors’ book, positioned at the end of the 
exhibition. This book contained 320 distinct (individual) responses and the comments made were often 
quite extensive, with over 8500 words of comment recorded over a three-month period. The overwhelming 
view regarding the value of the exhibition was very positive. More particularly, the audience for the 
exhibition had made a strong personal connection with the content, which they found very emotional. A 
significant number of people had found it to be disturbing. Some people specifically commented that they 
felt that the scientific part of the exhibition was good, but that the artwork was in bad taste or should not 
have been included.  
 
Figure 7 summarises the main themes of the comments received. 
 
Figure 7: Faces of Battle audience comments as recorded in the visitor book 
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The 15 distinct categories of response are indicative of the variety of responses made spontaneously to 
the exhibition. Table 5 provides samples of the comments made and shows the depth of feeling aroused. 
 
Table 5: Samples of thematic quotes from Faces of Battle visitors 
 
Theme Sample recorded quote 
Knowledge 
 

Amazing and interesting, really good interpretation of facial injury in WWI. It has really 
built upon my knowledge of the Great War. Thank you. 

 
This was fascinating. I have studied a lot of military history, but never examined this 
area, and I have had my eyes opened today. Thank you. 

Personal Well worth the journey to see the exhibition. I remember my great uncle had similar 
injuries requiring the plastic surgery. Very humbling. 
 
Brings perspective to the alleged ‘Glory of War’. 
(An ex-RAMC serviceman) 

Social 
 

Interesting and a moving exhibition. My interest is mainly in the surgery, but the 
personal stories also interest me. When I was a child going to the west country for our 
holiday an airman with facial burns was in our carriage – as my father had been in the 
RAF, the grown-ups spoke about his injury. I can still remember him after 50 years – 
and his injury was less ‘obvious’ then that of the men shown here.  
 

Cultural Humbling experience to see the work of these pioneering doctors. A harrowing, 
moving exhibition – well done. Shows the real face of war – mutilation, pain, mental 
and physical suffering. 
 
I am a student studying here in London. I am from America and it comes to mind, 
more from this exhibition than any other I have seen, that war hurts everyone no 
matter the nationality. Excellent exhibition. 

Ethical A very upsetting but also uplifting exhibition, leaving me with much room for reflection 
– wars are such useless things.  
 
Amazing exhibition, ‘What Price Freedom’. NEVER FORGET!!! 

Artistic 
 

A very thought proving expedition [sic]. I thought that it’s [sic] interpretation of facial 
injuries through the medium of art was especially well done. Thank you. 
 
Paddy Hartley has created something truly unique thank you for this moving and 
sobering work of art. And thanks to the museum for having the bravery to show such 
controversial matter. I am in awe. 

Medical A very moving and informative exhibition on how plastic surgery has advanced and its 
true value to disfigured individuals. My heart goes out to the soldiers who suffered, 
and also shows how shallow society can be to others less fortunate. 
 
As a foundation year house officer in surgery, this exhibition has been an invaluable 
learning aid. Thank you so much for so beautifully collating these important and 
moving records.  
 
Truly amazing. As a maxillofacial surgeon, I am proud to see the work of these 
surgeons. The humanity of the patients is ever present – thank you. 

Catalyst An interesting and emotional exhibition. I am so pleased I saw this advertised on the 
BBC. My great grandfather had facial surgery following WWI in which he lost an eye. I 
will be asking my grandma to send you an account. This kind of innovative surgery 
should not be forgotten! 

General I am so glad I came. It was advertised in the Metro. Thank you. 
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From these sample comments it can be seen that the influence of a Sciart project when translated into an 
exhibition can extend far beyond the boundaries of either art or science. In this case, the exhibition 
generated a very large volume of comments and responses that addressed serious social, cultural, 
political and personal issues. 
 
While the comments were overwhelmingly positive towards the exhibition as a whole, a smaller but 
significant number of respondents also found the combination of art and such serious medical science to 
be inappropriate. The following quotes are indicative of several comments made: 
 

Hartley’s ‘artwork’ adds absolutely nothing to an otherwise inspiring exhibition. The insinuation that the 
wounds of some men should be concealed is offensive in the extreme. 
 
A wonderful and moving exhibition of brave and courageous men in war and on the operating table, and of 
their surgeons. But why oh why the hideous uniform ‘sculptures’ – they add nothing and make a mockery of 
suffering. The ‘embroidered’ facts could be much better conveyed. That part of the exhibition should go at 
once.   
 
What to the point in trying to ‘artistically interpret’ these men’s injuries? Surely (I think) just showing the 
extent of the injury is far more thought provoking? 

 
The comments indicate that there is a challenge in bringing emotive subject matter that is private and 
medical in nature together with an artistic response. While there were critical audience responses, there 
were also a number of comments that valued the interpretative role of the sculptures. 
 

Very powerful – some of the images are hard to look at, which adds to the importance of showing them. The 
artwork is actually a relief; it has a sort of ‘distancing’ effect. Makes one think of the psychological damage, 
and the lack of support with that. Thank god PTSD is (hopefully) acknowledged now. 
 
The concept of the sculptures is absolutely fascinating. 
 
Absolutely moving and brilliant use of textiles. 
 
I love the jacket/story theme. 

 
The conflicting audience views revealed by the visitors’ book comments open up for debate the role 
played by both art and science in how knowledge is communicated and shared.  
 
In addition to the visitors’ book, an exit interview survey was conducted with visitors both on a weekday 
and on a weekend. The results of this survey suggested that most visitors found Faces of Battle 
interesting. Most said they would recommend it to a friend. The majority thought that the exhibition was 
about science, but several people felt there was not any science in the exhibition. Faces of Battle tended 
not to change views about art or about science. The visitors were divided as to whether art contributes to 
the understanding of science or whether science offers a fruitful stimulus to art: approximately equal 
numbers agreed and disagreed with statements concerning this topic. More than half of the respondents 
had heard of the Wellcome Trust and suggested that the Trust “supports research and education in 
science and medicine” and that they “do medical research”. Only one of the respondents to the survey 
had seen or heard any publicity about the exhibition before attending. In response to the question “What 
might happen if artists and scientists worked more closely together?” the audience felt that such 
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collaborations “would be good”; it might make science less male (“more blokes would meet more 
women”); and it “might help more problems to be solved”. 
 
8.3.3 Analysis of impact 
 
Every Sciart project is different so it is not possible through one case study analysis to make 
generalisations about the impact of the scheme on the public. However, a case study does provide an 
insight into the potential strength and diversity of audience reactions. The audience attending the Faces of 
Battle exhibition were from all sections of society, including the families of people featured in the 
exhibition, doctors, nurses and members of the medical profession, members of the armed services, and 
people of all ages. Visitors had come from across the UK and overseas. 
  
For each audience group a different response could be observed. Families frequently made emotional and 
social responses to the exhibition. Conversely, medical staff found the information presented to be 
valuable professionally. One nurse commented: “This is the best teaching aid for tubal pedicules”. 
Servicemen made strong personal and sometimes spiritual connections to the work. One serving soldier 
commented: “This is what I’ll face in the next few days.” 
 
The project had, through the research that had informed it, initiated a significant educational effect. People 
were contacted and research documentation gathered from a number of sources including doctors, 
children, grandchildren and other family members. A range of material was collected including field notes, 
medical records, photographs and oral histories. The research notes presented in the exhibition had been 
gathered from archives and from sources around the world (especially Australia and New Zealand). 
Project Façade continues to research and respond to the stories of the men who underwent facial 
reconstruction in World War I and these are gathered and presented through an ongoing website.  
 
8.4 An opportunity to achieve greater audience impact 
 
In conclusion, the evidence collected during the course of the Sciart evaluation, using multiple methods 
and sources, suggests that although numerous and diverse audiences were reached and significant 
positive impacts were achieved, the Trust could more proactively have capitalised upon the audience 
outreach potential that emerged from the projects that it had supported through Sciart.  
 
Substantial audience recognition value appeared to adhere to the Sciart brand, but the research suggests 
that this may have been under-utilised. Many excellent exhibitions and presentations of projects were not 
exploited to their full potential in terms of placement and audience reach. Research and development 
projects were not always fully funded to include presentation. Very few of the projects documented 
audience reactions or evaluated the impact on the general public. In media coverage, the artist often 
received relatively few of the ‘column inches’, and references to the Trust or the Sciart brand were 
generally absent. Similarly, visual ‘branding’ of the scheme or of the Trust was often not apparent, or 
conspicuous, in project publicity. In summary, while individual Sciart projects had been successful in 
attracting media coverage and wide exposure, the association of these projects with the Sciart scheme 
was often understated.  
 
Exploiting the potential for communication and publicity could increase the footfall, enhance public 
engagement with the arts, and promote greater dialogue about the innovations emerging from science 
and arts collaborations. The findings of this evaluation show that the arts can make a considerable 
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contribution to the biomedical sciences by bringing scientific studies and ideas (both historical and 
contemporary) to a wider public, and that they do so through modes of communication other than text, 
including exhibitions, film, and digital platforms.  
 
The Trust appeared to lack targets or expectations in terms of the audience for Sciart. To capitalise on the 
potential for audience reach, a more coordinated communication plan is needed. The planning and 
preparation of public communications should be a stronger part of the grant-awarding process and would 
benefit from being the joint responsibility of all partners: arts, science and the Trust. Within this, 
consideration should be given to who adopts which roles and tasks. Agreements need to be reached 
about communication processes and strategies, including whether art is communicating to art, science to 
science, or whether cross-disciplinary or general communication is involved. Allied to this, evaluations of 
audience reach and impact should be encouraged as an integral part of the project process, particularly 
for the higher-value awards to support large-scale productions. The evaluations should be analytical, 
rather than descriptive, in nature, emphasising lessons learned as well as targets attained. These 
recommendations imply a need for adequate resources – in terms of finance, time and personnel – to be 
factored into the project planning and this will affect the level of award required.   
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Chapter 9: The public’s engagement with science through Sciart 
projects 
 

• Sciart and science and arts projects have over the past ten years become a recognised 
part of arts practice and have entered the cultural mainstream. 
 

• Collaborating with the arts has enhanced ‘public engagement with science’ activity and 
has provided new platforms of communication for scientists. 
 

• Science-based collaborations have helped artists to reach new non-arts audiences. 
 

• An important audience for science and arts projects are scientists and other people 
associated with the medical profession. 
 

• Science (especially biomedical science) and arts projects have heightened clinicians’ 
awareness of the patient perspective.  
 

• Sciart has contributed to a growth in interest in the alleged healthcare benefits of the arts, 
even though that was not an intention of the scheme. 

 
 
9.1 An expectation fulfilled? 
 

There is a perception that the Wellcome Trust’s practice in the area of public engagement with science has 
grown in sophistication and profile in the ten years since Sciart was launched. That is partly linked to the 
development of the Trust’s new facilities in Euston Road, but it could also have something to do with the 
influence of, or lessons learned through, Sciart.  
(Expert commentator) 

 
An important driver for the Sciart scheme was the hope and expectation that many of the funded projects 
would achieve public outcomes that would function both as artworks that were of merit in themselves and 
also – because of the collaborations that had informed them and scientific subjects with which they were 
concerned – that these outcomes would play a role in helping to inform and engage the public about 
issues and developments in contemporary biomedical science. This section of the report considers 
perceptions and evidence of Sciart’s efficacy in this area. 
 
The survey conducted as part of this evaluation into the experiences of both successful and unsuccessful 
applicants to the Sciart scheme indicated that Sciart had succeeded in meeting the Wellcome Trust’s 
‘public engagement’ aim: 76 per cent of survey respondents who had been successful in applying for 
Sciart funding either agreed or strongly agreed that “participating in a Sciart project has encouraged 
greater public engagement with science”. The same percentage agreed with the statement that 
“participating in a Sciart project has encouraged me to be more involved in engaging the public in 
science”. 
 
There was also a strong view among those interviewed for the study that Sciart had funded projects that 
had succeeded in demonstrating to the public that there could be a fruitful synergy between the sciences 
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and the arts, and that these projects had contributed to a wider public awareness of issues and 
developments in contemporary science. 
 

Sciart projects were hugely important in raising public awareness: in getting people in to galleries who 
wouldn’t normally go, or in getting arts people interested in science issues. It’s not a coincidence that the 
new Wellcome Trust galleries are attracting such a good audience. I think there is now a new public 
acceptance of the notion of art being informed by science. I’m not sure it made the same impact on the idea 
of science being informed by art, but it certainly made a good first step. 

 
A small minority of interviewees suggested that Sciart had essentially failed in its aspiration to encourage 
wider public engagement with science-influenced art and with science in general, and that it would have 
been better for the Trust to have been more circumspect in the emphasis that it gave to the ‘public 
engagement’ aspect of the Sciart scheme. 
 

An overt aspiration of Sciart from the start was that it would assist the public appreciation both of science and 
of contemporary art; it was in part a communications project, linked both to the public understanding of 
science and to the public appreciation of art. It don’t think it has been particularly successful in either…The 
public perception of most of the projects is that they have been relatively wacky, relatively experimental and 
have produced work that has not been particularly accessible to a general public. So, as a public 
engagement project I actually think that Sciart hasn’t been very successful at all…  
 
In a way, you were kind of doubling the difficulty rather than halving it: you were producing a project that was 
relatively abstruse in terms both of the science involved and of the contemporary art. You were bumping up 
against the problems inherent in each of the respective fields that contribute to a widespread public suspicion 
of contemporary art and to a widespread lack of engagement with contemporary science So, I’m probably 
saying that that was never an achievable objective. In a way, it is setting itself up to fail…it should not be 
overburdened with impractical aspirations for public engagement.  

 
9.2 How the public engaged with science through Sciart 
 
One of the ways in which Sciart was felt to have been effective in helping to promote awareness of 
science was by helping science to become more visible. For example, through Sciart-funded projects 
artists were brought into centres of science and, conversely, artworks inspired in some way by scientific 
themes and concerns were presented in a range of public venues where science would not normally have 
been visible, such as in art galleries, museums, concert halls and cinemas. 
 

Artists being quirky and their work being attractive was an obvious incentive to bring them into the science 
arena. When you look at the products of Sciart, it’s clear that it is a good way of getting science into the 
cultural mainstream, into the theatre and the galleries, and it gets science galleries looking a bit more strange 
and interesting. So that is an important element of Sciart. If you say ‘has this activity made people now think 
more about science or debate it more?’, I couldn’t say. But you can say that through artistic involvement the 
ways science is manifest in our culture is now broader. 

 
Interviewees expressed a number of views regarding the mechanisms by which members of the public 
were informed about science through the agency of Sciart-funded projects. There was a perception that 
information and ideas about science were absorbed almost as a side-effect of coming to exhibitions and 
events for what were primarily artistic reasons. These encounters provided a kind of informal introduction 
to scientific issues that would raise awareness and might set people thinking. 
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The public that comes to science–art events come primarily to see them as exhibitions, as works of art, but it 
does get them thinking about scientific issues…There was a sense that they were gaining knowledge by a 
kind of osmosis of some scientific issues… 
 
X’s work at the Barbican was a really interesting thing to see: that scale of performance actually talking about 
psychology and the process and impact of therapy on the individual. I think projects like that did have a real 
impact in terms of provoking new insights in the public, as well as of raising awareness of the issues.  

 
It was suggested that, stimulated by their first encounter with unfamiliar ideas, individuals would be 
inspired by their visit to Sciart-funded events to delve further into the topics introduced. There was also a 
view that for some arts-inclined audiences who might instinctively find the idea of scientific engagement 
unpalatable, Sciart-funded projects might provide a more sympathetic and successful route in. 
 

Many of the projects have elucidated the scientists’ work. They make you think ‘what an interesting image, 
what is all that about?’ and then you go away and read about the science…  
 
I might not go to an exhibition of scientific fact because my assumption is that I will not understand the 
language. However if I go to an art exhibition where I am familiar with the language [of art] and I am 
introduced to some new science I may be more likely to be drawn in.  

 
One arts promoter commented that it was prudent to be realistic about what a mainstream arts venue, 
particularly one that was unused to including science-related material in its programme, might be 
expected to do in terms of contributing to the public’s engagement with science. 
 

What we can do is more encourage a general awareness and accessibility to the ideas, rather than make 
everybody go and pick up a Bunsen burner.  

 
Sciart-funded projects were said to have been effective in providing insights into specialised and perhaps 
arcane areas of scientific research, but also to have communicated very effectively important ideas and 
insights into science at a very general level. Several instances were cited of Sciart projects that helped to 
get across messages about the effects of science and of biomedical conditions on everyday life. In at least 
one case study project the initial intention had been to shed light on a little-known medical condition, but it 
became evident that an equally important ‘message’ to emerge from the artistic outcome was a more 
immediate one about the nature and enthusiasm of the scientists who were engaged in research about 
this condition. 
 

We thought that even if they didn’t quite follow the detail of the scientific argument they would at least get the 
idea that scientists are passionate about what they do and that they get really excited about their science. 
And more than the particular story about [the medical condition], the most important thing is that the film 
communicated this idea that scientists do get excited about their work, and that work in this area involves all 
kinds of different people working in all kinds of different places… 
 
A very arcane and specialised bit of scientific research, led by a leading researcher in his field, that would 
have otherwise have been conducted in a lab in a hidden corner of a university, was put into the public 
domain in two ways: engaging with the public about those particular medical conditions; and also making 
visible what they do to the people who are suffering from them, and to their relations… 
 
The contribution of projects like this to public understanding are around enabling people to understand that 
science is not so far removed from everyday life…I think that is what I learned from the project. 
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9.2.1 A new platform for scientists 
 
There was significant evidence based on the testimony of scientists who had participated in Sciart projects 
that scientists themselves had become convinced that art represents a persuasive and powerful means of 
articulating and communicating ideas about science and, as such, could help to promote significant 
engagement, at both a public and a professional level. 
 

I don’t think that the project has made me think very differently about art and science. But it has further 
convinced me that art can convey, either explicitly or implicitly, viewpoints and connotations about scientific 
topics in powerful ways. This holds true regardless of whether the artist possesses a profound familiarity with 
the scientific topics. Art can therefore act as an important catalyst to spur a discourse about scientific 
research both among the scientists themselves and in the general public. 

 
One very important and concrete way in which a deeper level of information exchange and engagement 
was facilitated in many Sciart projects was through the participation of scientists in the associated 
dissemination events. The case study interviews indicated that it was very common for artists and 
scientists to share a platform together in events such as gallery talks or university seminars or 
conferences: this had happened in eight out of ten of the case study projects. Some arts venues said that 
the Sciart project was the first occasion in which a scientist had been invited to give a talk there. Several 
scientists said that the Sciart projects had presented an opportunity for them to communicate aspects of 
their research in person to audiences to whom they had not previously had access. Being able to 
communicate in person and directly to a public audience was regarded as a distinct advantage by some of 
the scientists who had participated in such events. 
 

The science and art exhibitions were definitely a new arena for public engagement as it provided a space to 
get answers from experts in a way that wasn’t possible previously. It was one of the first opportunities I had 
to talk about what I was doing as a scientist. I was amazed to be approached by members of the audience. It 
was just a joy when their eyes would light up when you explained something and they really got it… 
 
It allows the public to connect with the scientist at a more personal level and when that happens I think that 
the public is able to touch and therefore to gain trust in the scientist. They can’t engage in an emotional level 
when they are just a talking head on the telly. We need to be able to trust and respect people, and we gauge 
them by being able to see people in a situation where they are just being themselves, which fundamentally 
gets science over in a completely different fashion. The artistic context somehow helps you to be yourself 
much more easily than the scientific context.  

 
9.3 The implications for art and for artists of Sciart’s ‘public engagement’ agenda  
 
Although there was a general agreement among interviewees that Sciart projects had been effective in 
communicating information and ideas about science, some reservations were expressed about whether 
this was an appropriate expectation to place on arts projects. There was a sense, particularly among 
some of the artists, that this instrumental view of what the arts might achieve was a downside of Sciart, 
particularly when it was a very explicit feature of the way that some projects were promoted.  
 

Audiences are learning something new about science through the artworks because they are seeing science 
through the prism of art. So, it has had a tangible influence on the public engagement with science. But 
public engagement can also be a limiting experience…part of it is to do with a perceived worthiness: that it is 
good that artists are collaborating with scientists; it is good that art is participating in the public engagement 
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of science. But for some reason that can create a somewhat pejorative atmosphere; when it wears its 
worthiness on its sleeve, when the art does appear to be doing something in the service of another function.  

 
Perhaps to its credit (and as an indication of the liberalism of the scheme), there was evidence that some 
artists who specifically rejected the ‘arts as a vehicle for the promotion of science’ agenda, and were even 
explicitly hostile to it, had nevertheless been supported to realise Sciart projects.  
 

For me [an artist who had gained a Sciart award], the work is about the space of science being a space for 
the construction of art. I’m not really interested in scientific content per se…I’m only interested in the art, and 
how the art relates to society.  

 
Although the artists interviewed were generally cautious about the idea that their work might be promoted 
explicitly as a vehicle for communicating ideas about aspects of science, there was evidence that in some 
cases the possibility that the outcomes of their projects might be targeted specifically at audiences linked 
to the biomedical sciences represented a welcome and satisfying opportunity to communicate to a new 
and potentially receptive segment of the public.  
 

I realised that it actually was more interesting than a regular short film, because it could have an appeal and 
significance beyond just the film world. Because of the distribution component that we had developed to tick 
the boxes and get the money we realised that actually we could create a built-in audience who actually could 
get a more profound and meaningful benefit from it. So, this idea of a dual outcome, with two separate but 
overlapping audiences, started to seem like an advantage, and the care sector audience allowed the 
development of additional teaching and training materials to happen. 

 
However, there was a clear position among the artists interviewed that their intention in engaging with 
scientific or biomedical issues was not explicitly didactic, and that conveying information or ideas about 
science would for them always be secondary to achieving a satisfying artist outcome. There was strong 
evidence, obtained through a formal evaluation carried out in relation to one Sciart-funded project in 
particular, that rejecting a didactic approach to a biomedical subject was actually considered a more 
powerful way of engaging both public and professionally interested audiences in the topic. The production 
values and narrative and strategies employed in the associated art work were valued as a welcome 
alternative to didactic learning materials that currently existed in relation to that topic. 
 

Depictions of such conditions that are films first and educational films only second actually seem like they 
might be more educationally valuable, because they can raise the issues more powerfully. I’m very happy 
that it has been used educationally, though that was never the primary intention. 

 
9.4 Sciart offers a space for sceptical ‘public engagement’ with science 
 
It was seen by some as a virtue of Sciart that the projects that it encouraged and supported seemed to fit 
better with the ‘public engagement’ rather than the ‘public understanding’ model of learning about science. 
Sciart projects were felt by some of the science educators who were interviewed to allow for a healthy 
scepticism and a questioning attitude to be developed by the spectator. 
 

I see Sciart as part of the movement of public engagement with science. It doesn’t fit the old model of public 
understanding…but it is part of the movement that says that just because the public are not experts that 
doesn’t prohibit them from having a say…Research grants now often have a public engagement aspect to 
them and Sciart is a legitimate means through which that agenda can be interpreted…The demise of public 
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understanding and the rise of public engagement have gone hand in hand with the evolution of Sciart. They 
are both phenomenon of the last decade, and I think there is probably a connection between them… 
 
I see the science centre idea as a reactionary attempt to make science transcendent and something to be 
learned in a passive way, even though its methods of display purport to be interactive. Sciart has kind of 
broken that assumption. You are allowed to go to a Sciart event and come away either unconvinced or even 
hostile to what you see. You are not really allowed to do that with a science centre. So, Sciart has been very 
useful in making that space for rendering science more open to questioning…It reintroduces an element of 
doubt and dissent into the visitor encounter with science.  

 
9.5 Scientists and health professionals as audiences for Sciart 
 
An important potential audience for Sciart-funded projects was the science community and, in particular, 
professionals working in some capacity in the biomedical field. Some considerable successes in reaching 
elements of this constituency were reported (and evidenced). It was also noted, however, that this large 
and variegated audience could be hard to reach, and also that many opportunities had yet to be explored 
to target and to engage some of the potentially interested sub-groups within it. 
 
A number of interviewees commented on the relative difficulty that they had observed or experienced in 
attracting scientists and health professionals to Sciart-funded exhibitions and events. 
 

At the conference…the delegation was nearly all artists, there were very few scientists. So at the level of 
professional audiences, the interest tended to be pretty one-sided… 
 
Lots of arts and science projects find it really hard to mobilise the scientific community to come and see 
them, even when scientists have been involved in the making of it…It was a frustration that we did not get 
the [institution’s] scientists along to the Barbican event. I don’t recall any of them coming along. It is just not 
really a part of what they do: going to cultural events in the middle of the week. 

 
The evidence of several of the case study projects was that scientists were perhaps more eager to 
engage in Sciart-funded projects as professional participants in, or observers of, the process, rather than 
as spectators of the finished outcomes. It was suggested that this might be to do with the fact that the 
scientists could identify more readily with the experimental aspects of process than with the final product. 
 

All the scientists immediately became very involved and serious about their contribution to the success of 
this film project. I didn’t expect this degree of interest and dedication…It turned out later that the scientists’ 
interest in participating was considerably higher than their interest in the final film. It seems that X’s shooting 
created a situation that constituted both a scientific and artistic experiment. It is probably this experimental 
characteristic in X’s project that formed the basis for a mutual understanding and fascination…The film as 
end product on the other hand seemed to clearly belong to the artistic domain from the point of view of most 
of the scientists. 

 
Several interviewees made reference to potentially interested biomedical sector audiences that they 
thought remained unaware of Sciart and the activities that the scheme had funded. This suggests the 
potential for the Trust to engage in market research that could help to identify niche sections of the 
healthcare profession to whom information about funded projects could appropriately be targeted.  
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There is a section of the Royal College of Medicine which has a sort of medical arts society…that kind of 
forum has not to my knowledge engaged explicitly with Sciart. So the penetration of Sciart is not as full as it 
might be within science circles… 
 
There may be more potential for the dissemination of the outcomes of Sciart in medical training courses. 
There are a lot of these courses, but they don’t know of each other and have only limited knowledge of wider 
practice, such as the outcomes and example of Sciart work. So, there are convinced medical practitioners 
out there who would benefit from more awareness of what Sciart has achieved.  

 
Three of the case study projects clearly demonstrated that the outcomes and by-products of Sciart-funded 
projects could hold a particular interest for specific target groups within the biomedical profession, as well 
as for a general public audience. In one case a film that received accolades on the international festival 
circuit had also been incorporated successfully into training programmes for individuals working in the 
healthcare sector; in another, healthcare professionals were engaged in the project as the voluntary 
subjects of a speculative experiment; in a third project, the interview data that had been collected as the 
raw material for a film had been preserved and repackaged as a unique resource of archival information 
that can be made available in perpetuity to healthcare professionals and researchers. 
 

It is a much more interesting stimulus for them to have an arty film than a didactic teaching film. There are a 
lot of didactic videos out there for teaching people about dementia, and it is more exciting that this film has 
not just been made to put across pre-selected messages; it allows the viewer to think for themselves… 
 
All of the participants in the project were mental health professionals from the hospital…We wanted to give 
the mental health professionals a similar experience to that of the patients, for purposes of empathy, and as 
a bit of commentary on what it is to participate in a scientific study. Just putting the professionals in the 
position that patients so often find themselves was interesting in itself…All of them were involved in research 
in some way, and the experiment really provided an opportunity to raise questions about the social 
dimensions of their research, and about the location of science in the community… 
 
An important outcome is the fact that we now have all these interviews with the scientists involved; that is a 
hugely important science history resource…We have the full interviews and transcripts and that can be a 
tremendous ongoing resource. 

 
9.5.1 Sciart-funded projects as a mediator of the patient perspective 
 
A noteworthy finding of the case study analysis and the expert interviews was that a number of Sciart-
funded projects were felt to have played a valuable role in stimulating and enhancing communication and 
understanding between, on the one hand, patients and patients’ groups, and on the other hand, 
healthcare professionals and biomedical researchers. In some instances artists were felt to have helped to 
create an important bridge between clinicians and their patients, and to have helped to find expression for 
previously hidden aspects of the patient experience. In at least one case this process was felt to have led 
to indirect clinical benefits. 
 

There are quite a lot of Sciart projects where the third party is the patient and the artist has turned out to be a 
very good mediator in the clinical relationship…  
 
The individuals being operated on…were not really involved in the discussion of their own medical condition. 
We wanted to empower them by discussing with the patients themselves how they would like to look…for Y 
and his team it was a real revelation for the patients to become involved in this way in the decision-making 
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process. As a result, the patients felt that they were involved in a dialogue, rather than being involved on the 
sharp end of a monologue… 
 
[The Sciart project] has enabled me to find out more about patients and their families. And what I have been 
able to do is to encourage amongst other scientists a greater level of interaction with patients and 
families…Many of the scientists there had been working in the field for many years but they had never 
actually met anyone with the disease. And so bringing the patients and the scientists together has benefited 
the field in general; partly in terms of motivation, but also in getting them to understand…the major problems 
from the patients’ perspective. If you speak to families you find that they have other concerns, which from the 
research perspective had previously been rejected, and that is now becoming more of a focus for new 
research. So there are clinical benefits that have arisen from the project, albeit in a more indirect kind of way. 

 
One of the Sciart-funded case study projects was felt to have had the benefit of demonstrating to target 
audiences of patients’ groups the passion with which biomedical researchers, whom the public seldom 
gets to see, conduct their search for new cures. 
 

For the patient group populations to see their excitement and to realise the fact that these people were 
putting their heart and soul into their research for the benefit of patients must have been really reassuring.  

 
9.6 Sciart and ‘arts and health’  
 
A significant, if unintended, consequence of the Sciart scheme is that it has been deemed to have been a 
very successful funder of an area of arts practice that tends to be referred to as ‘arts and health’ or ‘arts 
for health’. Advocates of this type of arts practice stress the direct and indirect healthcare benefits that 
they allege can be attributed to it. It is an area of activity that has been given significant attention in recent 
years by arts policy and funding bodies such as Arts Council England (ACE), partly in an attempt to attract 
more funding from non-arts sources to support and encourage arts workers to operate in this field.  
 
A clear example of how Sciart has been identified and co-opted as a significant force within this field is the 
2007 research report Mapping Arts, Health and Higher Education Collaborative Projects in London, 
commissioned by the London Centre for Arts and Creative Enterprise and ACE London. The research was 
intended to help to build “a substantial and robust evidence base which will convince the medical 
profession, Government spending departments (particularly the Department of Health and HM Treasury) 
and the arts sector of the value of arts interventions in health”.40 The Mapping Arts research identified 29 
projects in arts, health and Higher Education in London since 2002, nearly half of which were Trust-
funded. The Mapping Arts report included 12 in-depth case studies, five of which had received Sciart 
funding. 
 
The report’s authors, Jill Sheridan and Professor Linda Pring, have concluded that: 
 

The growth of interest and activity in this area wouldn’t have happened without the Wellcome Trust financial 
input. Our research has shown that Sciart has had a major impact just in terms of the volume of activity that 
is happening in London in this area. Five of the twelve case studies featured in the Mapping Arts research 
received a significant, and usually a major, proportion of their funding from this scheme. Along with the Arts 

                                                      
40 Sheridan and Pring (2007), p. 6. 
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Council, the Wellcome Trust is easily the most important funder of arts, health and HE collaborations in 
London.41 

 
Perhaps surprisingly, given the mission of the Trust, the instrumental use of the arts as a means of 
improving health and wellbeing has never been an explicit aim or claim made for the Sciart scheme. 
Indeed, from the point of view of many of the artists interviewed for the Sciart evaluation this was felt to be 
one of the scheme’s virtues. As Professor Pring acknowledged: 
 

Sciart projects have definitely helped to raise awareness of the importance and relevance of arts in health 
contexts. However not all artists, even those working on Sciart projects, want to be labelled as specialists in 
working in this field. They are often very sensitive about that. They are artists first, who happen to have an 
interest in an area of science or of medicine.42  

 
It is important to make reference in this report to the fact that, whatever its intentions, the Trust and in 
particular its Sciart scheme have been credited as being responsible for helping to contribute to a growth 
of interest and activity in this area of ‘arts and health’.  
 
 

                                                      
41 From an unpublished interview with Paul Glinkowski, 21 November 2007. 
 
42 Ibid. 
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Chapter 10: Sciart’s impact on the wider culture of art–science 
collaboration 
 

• Sciart enabled the development of a critical mass of practitioners and of projects, which 
has helped interdisciplinary work in the art and science field to become widely recognised. 
 

• The Sciart funding consortium was a fruitful and influential experiment in cooperative arts 
funding. 
 

• The example set by the Wellcome Trust and by the Sciart consortium encouraged other 
funders to begin to support projects in the science–art area. 
 

• Sciart had been valuable in helping to crystallise and to exemplify transdisciplinary 
research. 
 

• Sciart projects have acted as a ‘seed’ for future collaborations. 
 

• The Sciart scheme overall had been a valuable catalyst for many new relationships to 
develop, at both an individual and an institutional level. 
 

• The Wellcome Trust could play a greater role to broker partnerships between the arts and 
science. 
 

• The Sciart scheme and Sciart-funded projects have attracted international attention and 
are seen to be innovative and influential. 

 
 
10.1 The spread of Sciart’s influence 
 
The interview testimony of both external commentators and of project participants suggested that Sciart 
projects had far-reaching impacts on the wider culture and context for art–science collaboration. A 
biological analogy for how its influence was thought to have spread was the process of osmosis,43 
whereby the growth of influence is thought to have been effected as awareness of Sciart-funded practices 
seeped gradually into the general culture of art and of science  
 

It is in the nature of both science and art that they are practices that continue and evolve. One artist’s output 
will influence the output of other artists, similarly with scientists. So individual practices funded by Sciart will 
go on to impact on their field in that way…  
 
Sciart is about specific outputs, but more importantly it is about contributing to the wider practice of art and 
science and that practice is a continuous activity, a series of commas rather than full stops. So that 
contribution to practice in the larger sense is what is really important about the Sciart scheme. 

 
                                                      
43 The Encarta online dictionary offers the following non-technical definition of osmosis, which seems to fit the situation of Sciart, as 
described by expert commentators: “the gradual, often unconscious, absorption of knowledge or ideas through continual exposure 
rather than deliberate learning” (encarta.msn.com/dictionary_/osmosis.html [accessed 10 May 2008]). 
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A specific instance of this kind of spread, motivated by calculatedly pragmatic interests, is the example of 
an Oxford college that was sufficiently impressed by the presence and achievements of Sciart-funded 
projects in a neighbouring faculty to want to host one of its own. Rather than osmosis, perhaps the better 
biological analogy in this instance would be that of contagion. 
 

Following the success of the Catherine Yass and the Harvey and Ackroyd projects, I was approached by the 
biochemistry department who said: ‘we’ve seen what happened over at the school of pathology and we’d like 
to do the same at the department of biochemistry’…To attract high-calibre students and researchers, one 
strategy for a school or department is to provide a really welcoming and stimulating working environment, 
and the biochemists have said to me that they see a real function for art in that equation…that is a really 
tangible example of how the wider culture has been influenced by the example of Sciart. 

 
Over time, as more and more projects were funded and the results came to be disseminated, there was a 
sense that a mass of activity had built up that could begin to have a more concerted influence. It was 
noted that the scheme had attracted so many proposals overall that even a proportion of those projects 
that did not gain Sciart funding would, nonetheless, have gone on to generate activity in the art–science 
area. 
 

Through enabling a critical mass to develop, it did influence the development of a field of work…From a 
nebulous body of projects, it developed into something that felt more substantial. Internally that was 
recognised at the Wellcome Trust through the commitment of more and more substantial funds once the 
consortium came to an end… 
 
About 124 successful project have been selected out of probably around 2000 project proposals…Of those 
that were dreamed up there will be hundreds that will not have gone on to achieve anything whatsoever. You 
will probably have another 250 where something will have come from those initial proposals.  

 
This suggestion seems to be supported by the evidence of the survey carried out as part of this evaluation 
into the experiences of both successful and unsuccessful applicants to the Sciart scheme. About half of 
the unsuccessful applicants who responded reported that steps had been taken to obtain alternative 
funding for their proposal and a further third said that their project had gone ahead – albeit often in a 
reduced, or modified form. Even the survey respondents that had not continued with their projects tended 
to report that they were ‘on hold’, rather than abandoned. 
 

Yes we still did it, on a reduced budget and with additional funds raised from elsewhere… 
 
We received some funding from the Arts Council instead but it meant that the project was compromised… 
 
We did it anyway, however on a smaller scale, and without funding, the whole team worked voluntarily, but it 
caused huge pressure in the group. 

 
Returning to the views of interviewees (rather than the survey participants), there was a general sense 
that Sciart had provided a timely and authoritative example for other potential funders and would-be 
practitioners in this area to follow.  
 

Without Sciart the science–art engagement would not have happened as fast and as well. It came in just at 
the right time. It enabled artists and scientists to realise their ideas and it paved the way for other funders to 
follow their example. The Wellcome Trust has a very good reputation for what it does and everyone wants to 
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be its partner. If it comes in and does something well, everyone will notice and respect it. In that sense it 
must have had a far-reaching impact, helping to establish a sense of credibility for the field. 

 
10.2 The Sciart consortium: an example to other funders 
 
The influence of Sciart on other funders was most notable during the second phase of the scheme, from 
1999 to 2002. Encouraged by the achievements of the projects supported by the first two rounds of Sciart 
– which were funded and managed solely by the Trust – a consortium of influential public- and private-
sector funders joined forces to relaunch the scheme with an expanded remit that would allow it to 
embrace all of the arts (initially its focus had been on the visual) and all of the sciences, rather than just 
the biomedical sciences. Along with the Trust, the funding consortium included: the Arts Council of 
England (renamed Arts Council England in 2003), the Gulbenkian Foundation, the National Endowment 
for Sport, Technology and the Arts, the British Council and, for the first year of the consortium only, the 
Scottish Arts Council.  
 
There was a perception that, along with a boost in the resources available to Sciart,44 the consortium 
approach had brought certain other advantages to the scheme. 
 

There were strengths around the consortium approach for the middle three years. That was to do with the 
number and the range of voices involved in the development of the criteria and of the selection process. It 
also enabled there to be some buy-in and communication of the value of it across both private trusts and 
public-sector funders, and into scientific contexts beyond the biomedical realm of the Wellcome Trust.  

 
A significant success ascribed to the coming together of the consortium was the fact that the Sciart 
scheme was able to continue at all. It was observed that without the ‘buy-in’ of the external funding 
partners and the endorsement that having them on board brought to the scheme, the Trust might not have 
had the confidence to continue to invest in Sciart.  
 

[The Sciart scheme] might have died were it not for the public demonstration of faith of the funders in the 
consortium. That helped to embed the value of the scheme in the thinking of the Wellcome Trust. I think it’s 
just fantastic that a science funder can now have an art gallery and an arts funding programme that no 
longer needs to retain the label of Sciart (science and art) to justify itself. 

 
The differences of interest and of mission and the difficulties of coordination that resulted from the legal 
arrangements governing the different partners meant, however, that the consortium would always find it 
difficult to sustain itself over the longer term.  
 

The nightmare of the consortium was that the workings of it were very tricky as everyone had a different 
constitution. The Arts Council wanted to draw up a common constitution but none of our lawyers would agree 
to that. It meant that instead of us all giving our money to the Wellcome Trust, it had to be allocated on an 
individual project basis. It was made to work but only because the project manager was effective at horse-
trading to decide who would fund what. 

 
The period of consortium working did, nonetheless, enable each of the partner funders to test the water 
and to define their own particular areas of interest within the broad framework of art–science collaboration. 

                                                      
44 The total value of the awards made per year more than doubled during the three years of the Sciart consortium, from an average 
of £90 000 in the first two years of the scheme to an average of nearly £190 000 per year during the three-year consortium period.  
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This allowed several of them to go off and create their own variations on the Sciart theme, sometimes in 
partnership with other funders, once the consortium had disbanded. 
 

My interest was ‘what are artists doing about this?’, theirs was more about the public engagement in science 
aspect…That helped to set up a healthy ecology of funding for when NESTA and the Arts Council came on 
board. And the consortium phase went on to influence the HE funding councils to take an interest. All of that 
came out of the fact that it was all ‘in the air’. That is a good model of funding: that artists could come to us 
first for seed funding and then could progress to the Wellcome and to other funders… 
 
In the end the consortium broke up because each of the partner’s interests was different and each wanted to 
pursue the next stage in their different ways. The Wellcome Trust had set the scene and established the 
need for the funding. As that evolved, each organisation wanted its money to be spent on slightly different 
things. So it was a period of positioning: each signing up to the Wellcome Trust’s general vision for Sciart, 
and then beginning to differentiate their particular interest within that general field.  

 
There was a view that one important effect of the consortium was to confirm the Sciart scheme as an arts 
funding programme, whereas it had been suggested that in its earliest incarnation Sciart was intended as 
a more open testing-ground for proposals from science and the arts. 
 

The consortium were typical arts funders. And they never saw the scheme in the same way as Wellcome 
Trust. They viewed it as arts sponsorship and Wellcome Trust always viewed it as something different: 
testing new ground…not specifically after works of art, we did not know what we would get, we were just 
dangling a carrot and saying ‘OK, let’s see what happens’. 

 
Although the dissolution of the Sciart consortium was regarded as inevitable – and not a bad thing – there 
was a certain regret that its break-up had not been planned in such a way that it could have allowed the 
dialogue between the partners to have continued in a more structured way than proved to be the case.  
 

It was a shame that the consortium broke up. It did have a sell-by date, but it wasn’t a very coordinated 
break-up. They all went on to do their own things, but it would have been sensible for the consortium to have 
come back together every now and again just to catch up on what we all were doing…That was a missed 
opportunity.  

 
There was general agreement that the consortium phase of Sciart, in particular, had been influential in 
raising the profile of science and arts collaboration and had thereby increased the prospects of more 
activity taking place in this area of disciplinary crossover. 
 

A number of respectable funding organisations were putting money in and therefore saying that ‘we think this 
is an area of interest where there can be creative developments’. So, it was a kind of establishment force 
that helped to create an atmosphere of credibility around the idea of scientists and artists working 
together…So, there were consequences associated with these weighty organisations being seen to be 
taking this area of interdisciplinarity seriously.  

 
An important area of influence was on other funding bodies. Several examples were given of funders 
(particularly arts-sector funders) who, sometimes in partnership with agencies who had been part of the 
Sciart consortium, were felt to have been influenced by the example of Sciart to fund work in this area.  
 

Sciart did play a significant role in stimulating funders to enter into this territory…They also developed a 
simple, clear communications strategy, and that helped to raise the profile of the programme so that Sciart 
quickly gained in popularity. Their first funded projects effectively established the Sciart brand…Now there 
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are a range of new funding initiatives, involving research councils and arts councils, targeted at this area of 
collaboration… 
 
The AHRC [Arts and Humanities Research Council] initiative is relevant here. ACE [Arts Council England] 
brought them in to a joint scheme offering quite generous sums, up to £30 000 for artists to undertake 
process-based research. They were clearly inspired by Sciart…That was a fantastic outcome of Sciart… 
 
Science–art funding opportunities are now much more widely available and better known; that is probably a 
fallout of Sciart. I’m not sure to what extent that that is true of science research funders, but arts funders are 
certainly more prepared to fund activity in that area. 

 
One way in which more funding was felt to have been attracted to this area of activity was as follow-on 
funding for projects that had been seed-funded by a Sciart award and that had proved themselves to have 
sufficient merit and potential to attract additional funding from other sources. 
 

Because of awards like this, there are now some very successful science–art projects. That is essential to be 
able to demonstrate track record, and therefore to make a case for further funding for this kind of activity. 
Nearly all the projects featured in Mapping Arts45 said that they had led on to further projects for the partners 
involved, for which funding was more possible because of the work already accomplished.  

 
Sciart was felt possibly to have had an influence on the culture of other funders in more than the crude 
sense of encouraging more investment for this general area of activity from a wider range of sources: it 
was suggested that the example of the Sciart scheme’s emphasis on process and on experiment might 
also have altered ideas about the type of activity, not just the subject area, that funders might be prepared 
to allocate resources to.  
 

[Experiment and R&D Awards] are quite useful those schemes, and research funders like the AHRC might 
now be picking up on those notions that it is possible have a more open view of what research, is or can be – 
something slightly more fluid.  

 
Paradoxically, the perceived success of Sciart as an inspiration for other funders to follow had had the 
effect on one private-sector funder (which preferred to fund activity that other funders considered ‘hard to 
fund’) of encouraging it to withdraw its funding for art–science collaborations. 
 

I no longer have a discrete Sciart collaboration scheme. That no longer seems necessary. It’s out there, so I 
am no longer intending to support science–art collaborations. 

 
10.3 The influence of Sciart on the wider culture of research 
 
Related to the suggestion that Sciart had encouraged higher education funders to consider supporting 
interdisciplinary working between the arts and the sciences, there was a view that the scheme had been 
influential in helping to demonstrate, and to shift institutional perceptions about, what might be understood 
by the concept of ‘research’ at a time when this concept was being reviewed as a result of structural 
changes within academia. 
 

                                                      
45 Mapping Arts identified 29 projects in arts, health and higher education in London that had taken place since 2002, nearly half of 
which were Wellcome Trust-funded. 
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The relatively recent transformation of the AHRB [Arts and Humanities Research Board] into the AHRC has 
triggered a review within the research council fraternity as a whole of what is actually meant by 
‘research’…and a growing argument in favour of experimental practice as a valid research process is 
something that has been helped by the Sciart project and the processes and methods that it has 
encouraged…So, it is having to deal with a redefinition of what research might be, and Sciart has given it 
some methodological background to assist that redefinition. 

 
As well as having an imputed influence on the culture of research in the UK at a definitional level, a 
number of commentators and project participants referred to the practical influence that Sciart funding had 
had on helping to open up the doors to previously hermetic places of research, particularly within the 
sciences. 
 

It has given a lot more people access to those sealed-off areas where knowledge is produced…Scientific 
institutions seem to be more accessible than they were…There has been a degree of shift over the last ten 
years.  

 
10.4 The influence of Sciart on the wider culture of art 
 
A degree of influence was ascribed to Sciart in terms of its having helped – through its alignment of art 
with themes from biomedical science – the general culture of contemporary art to become, and to show 
itself to be, more engaged with the public and social concerns of the day.  
 

Art is more socially engaged and ‘out there’ now than it would have been back in the mid-1990s, and Sciart 
was part of that general process by which art entered the wider public domain…and that those wider ideas 
can provide a kind of stepping stone to an appreciation of art is quite a useful thing. Sciart can take some of 
the credit for that.  

 
Through the process over time of developing precedents and examples it was felt that Sciart had helped 
to precipitate a shift within the general consciousness of the wider artistic community about what might 
now be possible in terms of generating new artistic practice focused on scientific themes and contexts.  
 

I think more artists were interested in exploring scientific ideas at the end of the period. There is a sense that 
it has had quite an important impact on artistic practice, in opening up another area of ideas. Artists probably 
feel a lot more confident now in approaching this area of opportunity because of the body of knowledge and 
work that is now out there representing this field of activity… 
 
The field has immensely loosened up and the idea of an artist working with science is much more readily 
accepted and understood. The intellectual context for art practice has changed.  

 
It was also felt that Sciart had helped to alter perceptions within the scientific community in the UK of what 
contemporary art might be, and of how it might relate to the activities of science.  
 

A lot of people, including at the Wellcome Trust, just saw art as being concerned with the beautiful and the 
decorative. But fortunately…the Wellcome Trust were prepared to employ younger arts specialists, who 
helped them to begin to accept contemporary art as it was actually being practiced by the YBAs [Young 
British Artists] and others…And that became true of a younger breed of scientists who now accept 
contemporary art as part of our culture. So the two constituencies have got closer together. Sciart was not 
wholly responsible, but it helped to contribute.  
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10.5 The influence of Sciart on the wider culture of science 
 
It was felt that Sciart had helped to create an ambience wherein the activities of science could more easily 
percolate into the public domain. 
 

The idea of art in science museums and of science in drama productions is much more established now than 
ten years ago, especially within the science museums, education and public engagement constituencies. 
Again that is partly funding-driven, and with the funding goes legitimation. It creates a kind of atmosphere 
that this is where things are happening. Not just Wellcome Trust, but ACE and AHRC, and EPSRC 
[Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council]. I think their funding is related to the Wellcome Trust 
example…It has been a smallish but significant cultural movement, perhaps with the Wellcome Trust as a 
catalyst.  

 
Sciart-funded activities had also helped to bring into view the public and social dimensions of scientific 
enquiry, making them both more visible and more open to scrutiny and critique. 
 

Sciart has been very influential on aspects of that loosening of the distance from the wider cultural context. It 
has showed that there are aesthetic and social and material aspects to the development of scientific work, 
and that it isn’t so inalienably different from other forms of imaginative work… 
 
It has played a small part in encouraging an interest in the meta-activities of science; that is, not a focus on a 
particular branch of science such as genetics or cell biology, but an interest in its techniques, and in the way 
that it creates and distributes knowledge. There is a great interest now in that kind of meta-activity, and I 
would say also in a notion of institutional critique, which is often linked to all the money that is available for 
science – to the way that the science is being skewed by the hidden interests of power. 

 
Interviewees attested to various ways in which Sciart-funded activity had had a positive influence on 
helping agencies concerned with the public’s engagement with science to deliver their mission: through 
enhancing the ‘exhibition offer’, through bringing in new audiences and through attracting publicity. 
  

As a science museum, I would say that Sciart has helped to give us an acceptable diversity to our exhibition 
programme. We would have been much more out on a limb without that programme. It certainly helped us to 
change our exhibition offer…  
 
We’ve found during the last ten years that art can provide us with a way of attracting audiences to the history 
of science…We now get a lot of offers from artists wanting to do a show here…We have sort of stumbled into 
this area. And that is partly because of the Sciart scheme. It is obviously an area of interest in the current art 
world and so I get a lot of offers at the moment, more than I can cope with… 
 
[Sciart] has given us the confidence to do things in the museum that might otherwise be regarded as not 
worthwhile…Some of our art interventions will seem totally weird to our traditional history of science 
audience. The element of fantasy in art is particularly challenging to audiences used to dealing with scientific 
fact. The fact that Sciart has had a visible presence, and has got publicity, and that people like the Wellcome 
Trust and the Gulbenkian are associated with it, has been very helpful to us. It has given us a sense of being 
part of a bigger movement in this territory. We might indeed never have gone in that direction without that 
supportive context…And it has been responsible for making the media receptive to what we have done; that 
has been possible because there is a recognisable ‘Sciart’ category.  
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In some instances, Sciart was thought to have given a spur to individuals working within the science field 
to reorient their practice away from their core research and towards public engagement focused activities, 
and to have provided a new sense of legitimacy for this kind of work. 
 

I did know of scientists who were inspired enough to change track…It might have had an influence on the 
wider culture of science in so far as it made that shift of interest seem more possible; that to move away from 
the core science was an interesting or respectable thing to do. So it was, in that way, creating an 
environment or influence that was changing scientists’ perception of things… 
 
It helped to make it acceptable that we should be involved in this sort of thing [science 
communication]…Before, it was seen as a bit out on one side, but now it is easier for us to present it as real 
work. 

 
Evidence from the focus group suggested that frequently there were ‘dual’ outputs to Sciart-funded 
projects, with outcomes being publicised and presented both as artworks but also in the context of 
scientific or medical research. These cases seemed to reflect a general move in recent years towards 
more aesthetic modes of science communication. The term ‘applied scientific exhibitions’ was used by 
one artist to describe the way that art and science sometimes blended in a presentation to form a new 
‘tool’ for the investigation and understanding of scientific issues.  
 
10.6 The influence of Sciart on the wider culture of interdisciplinarity and 
collaboration 
 
Expert commentators from the science field felt that Sciart had an influence on providing the scientific 
community with practical models for interdisciplinary working at a time when there was much talk about 
interdisciplinarity but little delivery. 
 

In the late 1990s and early 2000s there was a great deal of talk about interdisciplinary collaboration in the 
science world, but virtually no attempts to make it work in practice. The science research councils were very 
poor at collaborating with each other to make this work. University departments, likewise, were poor at 
promoting collaboration. At the structural level in the sciences there was a lot of talk but very little activity. 
Sciart and the kind of work that it encouraged has had an influence on shifting that structure, both within the 
research councils’ work and within the university field. So it has had an influence on the structures of science 
and that will be a genuine benefit, in the longer term, to scientific innovation.  

 
A similar situation was felt also to have pertained in the arts field in the mid-1990s and, again, Sciart was 
felt to have been influential in providing funding and a framework of opportunity for interdisciplinary 
collaboration to take place. 
 

There was a mood in the late 1990s, at an arts policy level, towards promoting interdisciplinarity. At science 
policy level too, one was increasingly hearing that groundbreaking science was being done at the interface 
between different scientific disciplines. This project was unique in building a bridge between the ‘two 
cultures’, but within the separate cultures the notion of interdisciplinarity was already growing both 
fashionable and influential at policy level. At the time, both arts and science councils were talking about 
interdisciplinarity, but they were not talking to each other about it. It was a hermetic conversation…The 
significance of Sciart was that it became a laboratory where this kind of cross-disciplinary experimentation 
could be tried out…  
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Sciart stood out on a limb and said ‘here’s a pot of money for artists and scientists to work together’. There 
wasn’t at that time any similar structure either in the UK or internationally to encourage transdisciplinary 
work, although there was a lot of rhetoric about it… 
 
Sciart showed practical examples of interdisciplinary activity happening and being of value at a time when 
the policy was merely rhetorical and wasn’t about practical delivery…It is certainly the case that the funding 
structures in the arts and sciences are measurably more conducive to collaborative activity now. 

 
The decade of interdisciplinary practice that Sciart had helped to foster was felt to have led if not to a 
dismantling then certainly to a loosening-up of the barriers that were felt previously to have prohibited 
artists from working together with scientists. 
 

There are now some good examples for others to follow. The legacy is that artists and scientists are now 
beginning to come together much more casually and Sciart has been instrumental in breaking down those 
barriers and allowing those collaborations to take place.  

 
10.7 Redressing the imbalance between art and science 
 
Sciart was thought to have played a role in helping to challenge an assumption, felt to operate at a 
societal level, that in the hierarchy of socially valuable and esteemed activities the arts were regarded as 
an inferior relation to the sciences. By placing an emphasis on mutual collaboration, Sciart had helped to 
re-emphasise that each half of the ‘two cultures’ equation was a serious area of knowledge generation in 
its own right with its own disciplinary and professional norms. 
 

The idea that science is the important partner in the science–art equation, and that the scientist partner is 
god, that is the general underlying social assumption…Sciart went some of the way towards dispelling that 
tendency, but there is more to be done to create a greater sense of equal value between the two…Sciart was 
a programme that addressed the relative knowledge hierarchy and power relationships that operate at a 
societal level…I think Sciart did a very good job of at least highlighting that assumption and creating a public 
forum for addressing it.  

 
Part of the perceived inequality between the professional fields of the arts and of the sciences was 
attributed to the fact that, compared to scientists who tended to operate within recognised and publicly 
valorised institutions, artists more often than not are sole operators, lacking an institutional identity. Sciart 
had provided an unusual framework within which autonomous artists could work with a sense of parity 
with institutionally based scientists. 
 

Generally, somewhere there is an inequality built in. Artists are often not within institutions, which means that 
they can lack a sense of research authority. That is beginning to change…there is the tendency towards 
scientific institutions taking the lead, because of their status and authority with respect to the non-affiliated 
artists, and of their relation to, and culture of applying for, research funding.  

 
Some of the arts sector interviewees felt strongly that, in an increasingly secular age, science had come to 
assume in the public consciousness something approaching a monopoly of truth and of responsibility for 
righting the world’s ills. This was an inimical situation for society to have arrived at, and one that could 
benefit from the counter influence of the arts. Sciart was felt to have provided a context within which artists 
could reassert an alternative narrative that could challenge the perceived hegemony of science. 
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I think something quite damaging has happened with the public’s perception of how things are with the Earth. 
They think ‘well the scientists will deal with all that’ and they just blank it out. It’s like a delegation of 
responsibility for the world just to the scientists. Artists can help to reclaim that. The world becomes much 
more interesting the more you know of the story, which is not necessarily just the scientific one. But you don’t 
want an art project to be too overburdened with all that information. Our job as artists is to simplify that, but 
without sacrificing the depth… 
 
We live in an age that increasingly believes that, in the absence of a god, science can explain everything, but 
in fact it seems capable of explaining less and less. Science would say that that is just because it hasn’t 
managed to discover everything yet. In that intellectual climate, Sciart has a lot to offer. We are in an age 
where the only truth is science, but actually the increase in knowledge in the future is I think going to lie in 
that place between science and art.  

 
10.8 A catalyst for social and professional interaction 
 
An important dimension of the collaborations fostered by Sciart was the sociability engendered. There was 
much evidence – from an analysis of the case studies, from the testimony of external commentators, from 
the focus group discussion, and from the survey of successful and unsuccessful applicants for Sciart 
funding – that the projects that Sciart had supported had led to new contacts, relationships and networks 
being forged at both an individual and an institutional level. Both successful and unsuccessful applicants 
for funding reported that as a result of Sciart they had been led to new forms of collaboration: 81 per cent 
of the successful applicants either agreed or strongly agreed that “the Sciart project has led me to new 
forms of collaboration”; 46 per cent of unsuccessful applicants either agreed or strongly agreed with the 
same proposition. Moreover, a large majority of the successful applicants reported that the contacts or 
networks that they had established through their project had since been maintained: 81 per cent indicated 
this to be the case. 
 
The ten Sciart-funded case study projects showed that each collaboration had involved or helped to 
precipitate a range of new relationships, or else to have consolidated existing ones. Some of the 
relationships formed were ephemeral, some were ongoing; some were professional, some were more 
personal in character; some were more local in their reach, others were international.  
 
A majority of project participants mentioned the value of their Sciart project for enabling a new relationship 
to be forged with venues, producers or artists. In some cases valuable existing relationships were also 
able to be extended. 
 

The project deepened our relationship with [the curator], which has become important and ongoing… 
 
The relationships with the performers was deepened. I went on to work with X on at least three other film 
projects since then. That has been an important ongoing collaboration. She sort of became my muse, you 
could say.  

 
Both scientists and artists revealed that, beyond the life of their Sciart-funded activity, their project had 
helped to open doors to further opportunities to form useful partnerships and relationships. 
 

The lab is frequently contacted by artists who are investigating the possibility of conducting a collaborative 
project…The project with X has doubtlessly contributed to the establishment of the lab as a node in this 
network of art science contacts… 
(Scientist) 
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It had given me the confidence to approach an arts group, who organised a series of really successful public 
engagement events. Without the experience of the [Sciart] project I’m not sure that I would have had the 
courage of my convictions to set up that…I don’t think it would even have occurred to me… 
(Scientist) 
 
I have become involved now with a performing arts group. They contacted me through my involvement with 
the Sciart project… 
(Scientist) 
 
It led to a relationship with a gallerist in London, who has given me a commission to work on.  
(Artist) 

 
Some scientists reported that professional relationships with colleagues either at their place of work or in 
their field of research had altered and/or been enhanced by their participation in Sciart activities. 
 

My relationship with the technician here…was strengthened and changed because of working on this project. 
Before, it was more about line management, but now we are both interested in the artistic use of images. We 
now have a much better website, with lots of images posted on it as a gallery. We realise that we attract a lot 
of interest through those images…  
 
My relationship to the director here has moved on. When he heard we had this Sciart award it gave me some 
credibility… 
 
The project has broadened my network of contacts in terms of the research into other related diseases. Two 
of the people we interviewed had done very similar work into two different disorders but had not ever actually 
met each other, so it was interesting for them to be able to talk about their related areas of interest.  

 
In some cases, Sciart projects had helped new relationships to be established between healthcare 
professionals (clinicians and researchers) and their user groups. 
 

It has absolutely strengthened the levels of interaction between the patient groups and the families and the 
scientists, and that has been a major success of the project…It has been an important glue in the process of 
bringing the scientists and the patients closer together.  

 
Several interviewees mentioned that the relationship that had been established with the Trust and its 
employees had been a valuable outcome of their project. 
 

The relationships with the Wellcome Trust were a positive outcome I don’t see the Wellcome Trust as a 
faceless funding body. I’ve always enjoyed my conversations with them. I’ve found them interesting and 
supportive, and I value that… 
 
The contact with the Wellcome Trust itself was quite important. I have since acted as a reviewer of other 
project proposals. 

 
10.8.1 Network formation 
 
Sciart was felt to have been valuable in helping networks to emerge and to come together on both an 
individual and an institutional basis. In the consortium phase, for example, it had provided the occasion for 
influential funding bodies who were more used to working independently to find common cause. 
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One legacy is about networking, because the consortium included other funding and development agencies, 
such as the Gulbenkian and the Arts Council. I got to know these people and we do keep in touch…That has 
been a good thing: that influential organisations got to know one another and institutional links were made 
that were probably quite important in the longer term.  

 
A number of Sciart project participants referred to the importance of the networks that they felt had been 
opened up to them just by the fact of their participation in Sciart activity. It was suggested though that 
there was, perhaps, a need for more visible and formal networks to be developed that could help to 
nurture and to facilitate discussion and partnerships to develop between artists and scientists with an 
interest in collaborating across disciplines. 
 

Wellcome Trust funding opened the door to a whole community that was also doing this type of work There 
was a moment of ‘oh there are other people doing this stuff as well, it’s not just me’…a whole network of 
people we hadn’t known about who had an interest in this area. A sense of community was created through 
the Wellcome Trust. It provided a doorway…It was comforting to be part of a shared community. It did feel 
like this was possibly the start of something, in the late 1990s, that a new genre was taking off…  
 
My involvement in the Sciart arena has moved from an external to an insider type involvement…It was a 
really good way of opening the door to it. That change in position first struck me when scientists started to 
come up to me and ask my advice about how they could get involved. So maybe there is an interest out 
there that could be tapped into more. It would be useful to provide pathways for scientists to enter 
conversations and develop projects with artists. 

 
The focus group participants also commented on how Sciart had provided a ‘social context’ where 
discussions of transdisciplinary practice could occur. This had fostered informal networks, which had 
tended to continue beyond the life of the funded project; many indeed were still said to be active and 
productive.  
 
Although in many instances Sciart had clearly acted as a catalyst and a spur to fruitful networking, there 
remained a sense that it could still sometimes be difficult for initial contacts to be made in this area of 
cross-disciplinary practice, and that perhaps the Trust could have played a more proactive role in helping 
to bring potential partners and collaborators together. This is perhaps a task that the Trust might wish to 
consider in relation to its successor arts funding programme. 
 

A strength was its bottom-up nature. The openness of the scheme meant that collaborators were 
encouraged to go out and find each other; relationships weren’t imposed or brokered in a hierarchical way…  
 
I was vaguely aware that some artists and scientists were interacting, but I certainly didn’t know any artists 
who I personally might interact with at that time… 
 
It is difficult to reach out to the scientific community generally unless you have that initial contact. The 
question might be ‘how can those kinds of chance encounters be facilitated?’ For successful Sciart projects 
to emerge in the future, it is really important to create a context where artists and scientists can be brought 
together. That is a really important function that the Wellcome Trust at its new headquarters can precipitate. 
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10.9 International influence 
 
Although the terms of reference of the Sciart scheme meant that funded activity had to be focused 
primarily on outcomes that would be presented in the UK, there was ample evidence that Sciart had in a 
variety of ways achieved an international reach. Chapter 8, ‘Sciart and the public’, illustrated the 
international reach that was achieved by a majority of the ten case study projects. This section considers 
briefly some of the additional ways in which the international influence of Sciart was discussed by 
interviewees.  
 
At the level of individual projects, Sciart-funded activity often proved to be surprisingly far-reaching. 
 

It [a Sciart-funded film] has reached a lot of people internationally, and was enthusiastically received by the 
overwhelming majority. It seems to have gone down particularly well in Australia, and we had some 
fascinating correspondence with a guy who runs a home for Inupiat elders in the Alaskan interior. 

 
At a structural level, it was also considered that Sciart had gained visibility and credibility internationally as 
an important source of funding for cross-disciplinary work.  
 

Sciart was internationally recognised as a scheme which was doing things at the science–art interface, one 
of two significant international initiatives, along with Leonardo.  

 
An interesting point was made regarding how the resources made available through Sciart had helped to 
encourage the nature of art–science collaboration in this country to develop in a certain direction that may 
not have mirrored developments elsewhere. It was proposed that, partly because of Sciart, the UK had 
developed a distinctive culture wherein the arts had dealt with science at the level of ideas, rather than at 
the more instrumental and technological level that was felt to have been the case elsewhere. 
 

It offers so much money that it has had a huge impact…In other countries the development of this area of art 
and science has tended to emerge from the overlap of art and technology, where the interest in science has 
come primarily through its usefulness as a tool for artistic experimentation. The interest in engaging with 
science critically has emerged much earlier over here than was the case in America and Europe…Sciart 
emphasised the idea of artists engaging with science in terms of its ideas, rather than thinking of science as 
just being about the latest technological media. 

 
One significant instance was reported regarding how Sciart had failed to achieve the international reach 
that had been anticipated. The British Council joined the Sciart funding consortium in the expectation that 
Sciart-funded projects would generate outcomes that its Visual Arts Department could help to tour 
overseas.46 This expectation remained unfulfilled.   
 

The arts section of the British Council was interested in the touring potential of work made by contemporary 
artists that was dealing with scientific issues…[but] Primitive Streak47remains the only project that was toured 
abroad by the British Council.  

 

                                                      
46 This was the basis of the British Council’s interest as expressed formally in the funding agreement that it made with the Arts 
Council. 
 
47 Primitive Streak was funded in the very first round of Sciart in 1997, well before the British Council joined the Sciart consortium.  
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Chapter 11: Sciart and management 
 

• The Wellcome Trust plays a supportive role in projects, but is also helpfully ‘hands-off’ in 
terms of its monitoring practices. 
 

• Appropriately considered project management arrangements are key to the success of a 
project. Evidence of this needs to be demonstrated at the outset of a project, particularly 
for higher-value awards. 
 

• Third-party project managers can often provide a useful link between participants based in 
the arts and those based in the sciences. 

 
 
11.1 Management issues raised by interviewees 
 
A number of issues were raised during the course of interviews pertaining to aspects of how either 
individual Sciart-funded projects or else the scheme itself were managed. 
 
It was recognised by some of those who had been involved in judging applications to the Sciart scheme 
that management capacity should be an important element of the assessment process, particularly for 
higher-value Production Awards. 
 

Unless artist–scientist collaborations were well managed, they could easily unravel. So, supervision was one 
of the things I was looking for, especially in Production grant applications. There needed to be regular audits 
of activity. That was less so with R&D grants.  

 
However, the testimony of some of the award winners, including those who had received Production 
funding, implied that aspects of management had not always been carefully thought through at the time of 
application. It was suggested that their might be an argument for the Trust to scrutinise the management 
arrangements of higher-value projects more closely.  
 

There wasn’t enough thought given to what our curatorial and project management role should be relative to 
a project of this value. I should have spotted that and we should have been a bit clearer about that. The 
assessment process was very much geared towards the quality of the outcome. It might have been a little bit 
more enquiring as to how the project management element was being dealt with… 
 
When it came to calling the shots about the key issues there was often a sense of compromise and of one 
side feeling slightly less clear than the other that we had gone down the right path. So neither party I suspect 
felt that they quite owned the project at the end of it. It was a good project, but there was a slight sense of a 
lack of ownership both on the part of the museum and on the part of X. 

 
Arts production agencies or cultural venues of one kind or another had often played a significant 
management role in relation to projects, sometimes because they had been required to do so as a 
condition of the funding (in order that awards could be routed through an accountable organisation, rather 
than through an individual). Generally, though not always, this arrangement had worked well, and in at 
least one instance the production agency had been acknowledged as an important bridge and point of 
communication between the artist and the scientist involved. 
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The involvement of [the production agency] crystallised my role, and sort of made sure that I was involved in 
the final stage…I suppose I’m arguing for a kind of managerial or overview role in projects of this kind that 
can appreciate the different perspectives: of the artists, and of the scientists. So that was a very valuable link 
between the two camps. 

 
11.2 The Wellcome Trust’s management role 
 
In terms of how the Sciart scheme was managed from an award recipient’s point of view, in general the 
relationship between the funder and the funded was felt to have been a positive one. The flexibility and 
the relatively ‘hands-off’ nature of the relationship was often commented upon very favourably.  
 

The Wellcome Trust has a really refreshing way of keeping bureaucracy to a minimum, which allows the 
development of ideas to be pursued to a maximum. That is really helpful. The bureaucracy of some funding 
can stifle the possibility of progress; it almost kills an idea for a project by requiring that you spell out to the 
letter what you are going to do at the beginning and then requires that you keep to that…That is really 
important, because you are trying to learn things from these projects and you don’t learn things if you just do 
what you say you are going to do at the beginning.  

 
Two instances were mentioned where the relationship was not felt to have been entirely satisfactory. In 
one case, the sense of interest and communication that had been built up in the earlier stages of the 
project was felt to have petered out at the point of full delivery, which was considered somewhat of a 
disappointment. This was attributed to a change of personnel at the Trust and also to the fact that the 
Sciart scheme was being wound down. 
 

One of the problems that we faced at the end of the project was that our primary funding contact at the 
Wellcome Trust had moved on. The scheme was coming to an end, and attention didn’t seem to be focused 
on what we were doing. I think it was such a large sum of money and so fundamental to what all the 
participants were doing, but one never quite knew the extent to which the Wellcome Trust wanted to be 
engaged in the process or not, and that made things slightly difficult…There was more funder interest in the 
beginning than at the end. I was being asked to wrap up the accounts and the relationship seemed just to 
peter out slightly.  

 
In the other case, the applicant had felt encouraged to shift the direction of an R&D Award-funded project 
in a new direction on the advice of the Sciart programme officer. A subsequent application for Production 
Award funding that was tailored in accordance with feedback received from the officer was subsequently 
rejected on the basis that it did not fit well with the Sciart scheme’s criteria. In this instance too, a change 
of personnel was felt to have contributed to difficulties of communication. 
 

I have learned to be much more wary in how you talk to funders. Just talking to one person is probably a 
mistake; to put all your eggs in one basket…With hindsight it was more of a waste of people’s time than a 
useful thing to have spent so much time working on. I wouldn’t do it again if I knew the process would lead to 
the same outcome.  

 
On the positive side, several interviewees commented on the enlightened interest taken in the scheme by 
those who had worked on it. Sciart officers were regarded not merely as functionaries but as well-informed 
individuals who were sensitive to the general intellectual climate in which the scheme operated.  
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The people who work on it have had a philosophical interest in it. They are interested in how it can influence 
the intellectual culture. There is an intellectual agenda there. It’s not crude PR or just science advocacy. 
That’s a strength.  

 
The issue of officer capacity was discussed by some commentators. It was felt that the scheme manager 
could play a helpful and supportive role in relation to projects, but that their capacity to do so had 
sometimes been stretched. This strain on management capacity – rather than a calculated view that 
Experiment Awards had failed to live up to expectations (which the case study analysis conducted as part 
of this evaluation suggests was probably not the case) – was felt to have been a motivating factor for the 
discontinuation of this short-lived but popular strand of the Sciart scheme.  
 

When Experiment projects were funded, in 2004, there were about 30 projects running at one time and there 
is a point there about the capacity of the people running the scheme to support the projects, particularly the 
small-scale ones involving early-career artists, or quite risky collaborations. If you undertake that range and 
amount of work, that comes with ramifications around the capacity needed to support them…The pump-
priming to increase the number of early-stage collaborations was an important characteristic of Sciart, but 
that investment in the Experiment scheme soon came to an end, probably due to internal capacity issues at 
the Wellcome Trust rather than because of a consideration as to whether that was the best outcome for the 
artists involved…  
 
Really robust R&D happens to enable the participants to move on to undertake a project of major 
significance. Maybe that emphasis is lacking a bit at the moment, either in the officer role or in the selection 
process. Maybe support at the earlier stage of an application might help. That might be around pre-
application, or around a previous phase of a project. Or maybe it is about rethinking the level of funding 
offered, to fund more projects at a lower level. 
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Chapter 12: In conclusion  
 

• Interviewees made a number of suggestions regarding how the achievements of Sciart 
could be built upon or improved. 
 

• The Wellcome Trust could play a stronger role in supporting the dissemination of 
successful projects. 
 

• The objectives of Sciart successor schemes should be clearly focused and should not try 
to achieve too many outcomes. 
 

• Art forms other than visual arts and media need further encouragement to participate in 
arts and science projects. 
 

• Ongoing evaluative and analytical research needs to be undertaken of the characteristics 
of effective arts and science projects and their impacts. 

 
 
12.1 Suggestions made by interviewees 
 
There were a number of instances where interviewees volunteered suggestions regarding how things 
might be altered and improved were the Wellcome Trust to wish to take forward elements of the Sciart 
funding scheme. Many of these suggestions seem to chime with observations recorded elsewhere in the 
evaluation report. It was decided, therefore, to reproduce them here, grouped together under a number of 
linked themes, as ideas that the Trust might wish to consider. 
 
12.1.1 What should be funded 
 

They ought to consider funding more work outside of the UK. They fund science outside the UK, but they 
don’t generally fund art…There can be an international dimension to a Sciart project, but the project won’t 
get funded unless there is a manifestation of it in the UK. For example they wouldn’t fund an artist’s 
residency in India. Maybe they should address that… 
 
They could offer…the biomedical research studies that they are funding [the chance] to have an artistic 
component that expresses some aspect of the core research work. The costs would be for the artist to be 
involved…  
 
They could fund more fellowships for artists. Artists are cheap compared with scientists…They might not be 
full-time, maybe three days a week…  
 
Setting up things that are less product-focused, such as a sort of art and science lab where people need 
space and time and resources to come together and work. It’s about the pre-production end: the generation 
and working out of ideas. But you just can’t really set anything like that up within the terms of the Wellcome 
Trust scheme. We could be a little feeding ground to set ideas off that could then apply to the Trust for an 
award, getting people to the stage where they could write a credible application. 
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12.1.2 Maximising the reach of successful projects 
 

The work is there now, but it could be being seen more widely. You could throw that back to the Wellcome 
Trust to say ‘all this work has been produced and maybe there is a potential there for the Wellcome Trust to 
pick up on some of these projects that have had some limited success but that would take more of an 
ongoing commitment and/or resources to get shown around more’. They could say ‘yes, let’s do more to get 
it out there and shown more widely’… 
 
It shouldn’t just have to rely on the goodwill of the artists and the scientists to capitalise on what has been 
achieved. Once the money runs out, the public engagement activities from the scientist’s perspective have 
diminishing returns. The work is still there, but it is now being underutilised. So the Wellcome Trust might 
want to think about how they could make more use of the finished product.  

 
12.1.3 Encouraging parity of remuneration 
 

Were the scheme to run again, I think there should be clearer guidelines established on this issue [of parity 
of remuneration between artists and scientists], not least because an acceptance of the principle of equal 
payment for work done would help to establish that a genuine interest was being evidenced by all 
collaborations.  

 
12.1.4 Supporting projects to succeed  
 

Maybe there is an argument for shifting the balance more towards R&D than Production…By funding fewer 
large-scale projects, officer time could be freed up to support the more limited number of high-value 
projects… 
 
The same level of monitoring and scrutiny was required by the Wellcome Trust even for low-level funded 
projects, and I think there could be a more light-touch process that would enable that continuing level of 
investment in small scale projects [via Experiment] to continue to happen.  

 
12.1.5 Spreading knowledge and catalysing networks 
 

The role of the Sciart project manager was actually quite proactive and I think that that was important. So 
going forward I think that that should be preserved, or even enhanced. It is partly to do with being able to 
encourage networking and shared events, and peer awareness and the knowledge needed to develop those 
things. 

 
12.2 A summary of strengths and weaknesses 
 
Interviewees were asked to comment on the perceived ‘strengths’ and ‘weaknesses’ of the Sciart scheme. 
Reproduced below are a selection of quotes that encapsulate most succinctly the themes that emerged 
from their responses, and that also seemed to reflect and sum up the perceptions and observations 
recorded elsewhere in this report. 
 
12.2.1 Strengths 
 

I would say that every artist involved has had their work influenced as a result, in some instances majorly, in 
terms of their professional and creative development – even the ones that failed. The scientists have 
benefited from having more profile for what they do. The funding landscape has benefited from having the 
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example of Sciart. It is a British pioneer that doesn’t exist in the same way anywhere else in the world, and 
wherever I go they say ‘I wish we had a Wellcome Trust’…  
 
The constituency of support that it brought together, the consortium itself, was a new and positive mode of 
collaboration – very different institutions coming together to collaborate; the timeliness of giving practical 
manifestation to what was at that juncture just an emerging field for policy… 
 
The R&D and the risk-taking dimension of Sciart was what was really important about it, and that is where its 
key legacy resides… 
 
It encouraged better mutual understanding of the disciplines and improved the Wellcome Trust’s profile. The 
Wellcome Trust’s kudos has really gone up in the outside world because of this…It has enabled them to 
achieve three things: to educate artists about science, educate scientists about art, and the public about 
both. 

 
12.2.2 Weaknesses 
 

It had too many objectives: ranging form the public engagement objective, to the objective of creating high-
quality art work. That cluster of objectives overburdened the scheme…  
 
It has sometimes encouraged proposals that have been funding-led, rather than collaboration-led…  
 
There was perhaps a misunderstanding of how difficult it was going to be to precipitate a really fundamental 
connection between art and science. Maybe more work needed to be done to make sure that artists and 
scientists really understood each other’s language. An artist is maybe working on a project full-time, where 
the scientists struggle to work on them part-time… 
 
The dominance of visual and media arts [may have been a weakness]; the attempt to broaden it to the 
performing arts didn’t really work…That could be to do with the fact that it was more in tune with the general 
trend of interest among visual artists, towards more issue- and ideas-based work. Perhaps it was felt to be 
less relevant to innovative theatre makers, dancers and other performers… 
 
It has created this term ‘Sciart’ that I don’t think is useful. I think the Wellcome Trust has been wise in ending 
the project, evaluating it, and then moving on.  

 
12.3 Authors’ recommendations 
 
In response to the findings of the evaluation the following recommendations are made, to address the 
aims and needs identified by Sciart stakeholders, to provide strategic direction of future Trust arts–science 
funding initiatives, and to assist the decision making of other funders and policy makers.  
 

1. Budgets and finances 
 
1a) Dedicated funds should continue to be made available to support artists and scientists to 
collaborate, and to enable artists to work within scientific contexts and with science-influenced subject 
matter. 
 
1b) Despite positive intentions, Sciart was felt to have contributed to a culture whereby artists were 
underpaid and had self-subsidised their work. In future schemes, clear guidelines should be 
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established regarding artists’ rates of pay. Projects should be monitored to ensure that these are 
adhered to. 
 
1c) The Trust should consider reintroducing a lower level of grant, along the lines of the Sciart 
Experiment Award. This was found to have been very successful at encouraging early stages 
speculative projects, many of which had produced impressive outcomes. It was also very popular with 
artists, and would help to ensure that emergent practitioners could continue to enter the science–art 
field. 
 
1d) The administration of awards should remain flexible to allow for innovative practices, new 
processes and risk-taking to occur. 
 
1e) Greater coordination between funding bodies could increase the overall impact of the arts–science 
field. 

 
2. Presentation, performance and public engagement 
 
2a) Excellent outcomes had been achieved that were often not fully capitalised upon due to a lack of 
resources at the end of the project. It is recommended that the Trust might create a contingency fund 
(10 per cent of the value of the awards given in a year), which could be used at the programme 
manager’s discretion for initiatives – such as tours to additional venues or in alternative formats, or 
extra conference or education events – that would extend the reach of projects that had proved their 
success but for which demand was felt not to have been fully satisfied. ‘Extension awards’ had 
sometimes been made for Sciart projects, but it was not clear that they had been an effective 
mechanism for servicing this particular area of opportunity and need.  
 
2b) Media coverage of individual science and arts projects was often extensive. However, unlike other 
award schemes, such as the Paul Hamlyn Awards for Artists, the various Jerwood arts prizes and the 
Northern Art Prize, the Trust was felt not to have capitalised on the potential to attract publicity to the 
awards as a whole. The Trust should consider how it could generate more awareness of, in particular, 
its higher-value awards, perhaps through some kind of annual awards event or ceremony. 
 
2c) The research suggested that Sciart, although well recognised as a brand, was better known 
through a few isolated individual projects rather than as a concerted body of work; the mythology of 
Sciart (which was disproportionately negative) was more powerful than its reality. The Trust should 
build on the case studies developed for this evaluation to help to redress this imbalance by putting into 
the public domain more considered, reflective evidence of the outcomes that have been achieved by a 
range of Sciart-funded projects. 
 
2d) The evaluation research suggested that a number of potentially receptive audience groups 
existed, particularly within the biomedical science community, that had not yet been introduced to 
Sciart-funded work. Research could be undertaken to find out about these audiences and appropriate 
marketing strategies developed to encourage their attendance at and participation in science–arts 
events. 
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3. Project management and quality monitoring 
 
3a) The role of the Sciart project manager was an important factor in the success of the scheme. The 
project managers of any future science–arts schemes should capitalise on their knowledge of the field 
and of the factors that make successful collaborations to play a proactive advisory role, where it would 
be beneficial, in the development of projects.  
 
3b) The project manager could also play an important role in helping to stimulate projects and 
partnerships by coordinating and funding events that help to bring potentially interested participants 
and partners together. 
 
3c) To enable the above recommendations to happen it may be that extra management capacity 
would need to be created. Alternatively, the project-monitoring procedures could be reviewed and 
revised to ensure that lower-level grants’ monitoring is as light-touch as possible (the evaluation found 
no evidence to suggest that Sciart awards were being used inappropriately or irresponsibly).   
 
3d) An effective system of conscientious peer review had helped to ensure that well-considered and 
imaginative projects had been funded. This should be continued and the cohort of peer reviewers 
should be periodically rotated (perhaps drawing on participants from successful Sciart-funded 
projects) to ensure that the decision-making process does not stagnate.  
 
3e) Quality monitoring guidelines that encourage reflection on both process and outcomes should be 
developed for use by the principal project partners. The guidelines should be flexible and indicative, 
rather than narrowly prescriptive. 
 
4. Partnership and collaboration 
 
4a) The research showed that it is rare for the impetus for science–art projects to come from 
scientists. More effective, targeted dissemination – to scientists and to scientific institutions – of 
information exemplifying the benefits of collaborating on projects with artists could help to address 
this. 
 
4b) The research suggested that many scientists still have a limited apprehension of what 
collaborating with an artist might mean in practice (‘dancing their data’, or ‘painting cancer cells’ were 
perceptions attributed to scientists by artists). Targeted dissemination of information exemplifying the 
outcomes and processes involved in successful science–arts projects, which accentuates the 
experimental quality of the interactions, could help to address this. 
 
4c) Where a third party, such as an arts producer or promoter, becomes the broker or budget holder 
for an artist-initiated project (as appears often to be the case), care should be taken at the proposal 
assessment stage to ensure that the principal project participants have the appropriate level of 
ownership of the project and have been properly involved in its planning. 
 
4d) The Trust could play a more direct role in brokering partnerships and in helping, through the 
promotion of previous successful projects and collaborations, to encourage a climate of mutual 
respect between artists and scientists. 
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4e) Considerable expertise now resides in previous grantholders. This could be utilised through a 
system of mentors or ‘critical friends’ that could provide support mechanisms for emerging or high-risk 
collaborations between the arts and sciences. 
 
4f) Not all successful Sciart projects involved a high degree of collaboration and the Trust should 
continue to support projects where the level of engagement between an artist and a scientist, a 
scientific institution, or scientific subject is considered to be at the appropriate level. To encourage 
imaginative and diverse proposals to emerge, a liberal interpretation should be applied to the concept 
‘biomedical science’. 
 
5. Risk taking and innovation 
 
5a) The Trust should continue not to require projects seeking research and development funding to 
pre-define their project outcomes, as this non-prescriptive approach is welcomed by applicants and 
helps to engender risk taking and innovation. 
 
5b) The future vitality of science–arts interdisciplinary activity will depend on new participants entering 
the field. To help encourage this, learning materials based on the body of Sciart work funded to date 
should be developed for dissemination to schools, arts colleges and appropriate science faculties. 
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