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Abstract

The objective of this study was to understand how ordinary people react to information about conferences. The study is part of the Mind Genomics 
exploration of the world of the everyday. Respondents evaluated systematically created vignettes about conferences, with the elements of the vignettes 
presenting information about the topic of the conference, the way the material is presented to excite emotions, the way the facts are presented, and the 
after-conference activities, respectively. The study introduced the assessment of interactions between ideas in a vignette (scenario analysis). The results 
suggest three clearly different mind-sets; those who focus on the topic, those who focus on the nature of the presenter, and those who focus on the after-
conference activities. These three mind-sets distribute similarly in the population. The study presents a PVI, personal viewpoint identifier, allowing 
a conference planner to understand the mind-set to which members of the prospective audience may belong, which knowledge may produce a more 
impactful conference. 

Introduction

One need only look at the proliferation of non-governmental 
organization intent on solving key issues in the world to get a sense of 
an increasing social awareness. Beyond the world of the organization 
is the world of the meeting, where experts and others in the field 
come together, under one or another aegis or directorate, to discuss 
the problems, to formulate solutions, or simply to meet. The meetings 
are in the thousands, often by invitation, and limited, presumably 
to those attendees whose interest is established in the topic. Every 
organization attempts to validate its meaning, its raison d’etre, either by 
publications which communicate important information to the world, 
by publications of an academic nature which dissect the problem, or 
more typically in today’s world, by a ‘meeting.’ The meeting, formally 
titled ‘conference’ , assembles those who are involved in the topic. The 
conference may turn into a standard, periodic meeting, or become a 
one-off attempt to ‘solve a problem’ or at least to discuss how various 
experts would approach the problem. One needs only look at the 
announcements of such meetings to get a sense of how popular it is 
for people to get together for short, concentrated periods of time, be 
available to the public as the public face of those concerned, come up 
with recommendations, and then scatter back to their regular jobs. 
Our focus in this paper is to understand how the average person reacts 
to these types of conferences. To be sure, the topic of ‘meeting’ is not 
one of high interest to people, unless they are somehow involved. 
Despite the special nature of conferences, the notion of conferences 
is by now well known, especially due to the high-profile nature of 

conferences dealing with important issues. The emerging science of 
Mind Genomics, the study of the everyday, provides a perfect tool 
to understand how ordinary people respond to descriptions of these 
‘meetings.’ We are not taking the pulse of people towards meetings in 
general, the points of satisfaction and dissatisfaction, but rather trying 
to understand the mind of the typical person confronted with special 
topic, issue-related conferences.

The world of public conferences

The topics of conferences vary dramatically. Most conferences 
are of minor importance, dealing with specific issues and relevant 
to a limited number of people, the organizers and the attendees. 
On the other hand, there are major conferences, often sponsored by 
world organizations such as the United Nations or by NGO’s (non-
government organizations.) The participation of NGO’s continues to 
interest researchers [1–4], perhaps because the NGO’s are involved 
with high-profile topics. Conferences are also venues for professionals 
to meet, and especially for graduate students to introduce themselves 
to their colleagues, and present papers about their work [5,6] For 
the seasoned professional, conferences are a venue for promoting 
one’s work, and for developing a support system [7,8]. For the 
undergraduate student, an often-overlooked ground of nascent 
professionals, conferences can provide a launching pad to create a life-
long professional [9] The focus of published research literature dealing 
with conferences is the topic itself, and secondarily a venue in which 
people interact [10]. In spirit the literature is sociology, the interact 
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of people, and not psychology, the individual’s needs, wants, feelings, 
and behavior. There is some literature on the desires of conference 
attendees in terms of they want [11,12], and even papers dealing with 
people’s behaviors in conferences, such as tweeting [13]. The result of 
such investigations reveals the nature of people’s participation, and 
even prescriptions about creating good conferences [14]. They do not 
tell us about the inner feelings of people towards a conference as a part 
of their daily life.

This paper moves from the conferences as a topic of sociology, 
looking from the outside, to a topic of psychology, looking at the 
conference from the inside, focusing on the reactions of a respondent 
presented with vignettes, small descriptions, about conferences. Each 
description comprises different features of the conference; topic, 
speaker, nature of information, follow up activities. The objective of 
the Mind Genomics effort in general, and this study in particular, is to 
create the science of the everyday, using one’s knowledge of quotidian 
events like conferences, to understand the way people think about and 
make decisions about the ordinary events of their lives.

The Mind Genomics approach

When confronted with everyday situations, especially those 
which do not require much thinking, and where there is no real ‘risk,’ 
the typical person acts automatically, what Nobel Laureate Daniel 
Kahneman calls involving the System 1 mode of thought. System 1 
is the emotion-driven, automatic system upon which virtually people 
rely most of the time. System 1rapidly processes the information, 
incorporates emotions, and drives a response, often on what seems 
to be ‘auto-pilot.’ Such a system is necessary to navigate a life in which 
many choices are required to be made each few minutes, ranging from 
where to move when walking, to how to eat a meal, and so forth [15]. 
The automatic responses and behaviors need to be limited to the very 
ordinary. For example, people who attend the meetings often form 
opinions in what seems to be an automatic fashion, talking freely 
about the different aspects of the meeting without much rehearsal. 
That is, people respond to the meetings, can dissect the different 
aspects of the meetings with great ease after the fact, and in the case 
of boring meetings, during the meeting as people talk with each other 
while ignoring the presenter. The set of tools to investigate the aspects 
of the everyday are housed in Mind Genomics. Mind Genomics is the 
emerging science of the everyday, created to look at the nature of the 
different patterns of reactions that people exhibit to descriptions of 
situations [16–18]. The intellectual history of Mind Genomics emerges 
from mathematical psychology [19], and the adaptation to market 
research with consumers [20, 21]. When applied to social issues such 
as meetings sponsored by NGO’s, Mind Genomics reveals what is 
important about the meeting versus what is unimportant, or how the 
presenter affects the credibility of the information being presented.

Raw materials

The input to Mind Genomics comprises a set of questions, and 
alternative answers to each question. Table 1 presents the four 
questions and the set of 16 answers. Typically, these questions ‘tell 
a story’, with the different answers providing the necessary material 
to ‘flesh out’ the story. The questions never appear in the actual 

experiment with respondents. Rather, the questions are used to elicit 
the answers, which will appear in combination.

Table 1 presents the information in a way which enables the 
respondent to ‘graze the vignette,’ and extract the relevant ideas. Each 
answer is prefaced by an introductory phrase, such as ‘conference topic,’ 
‘presenter,’ ‘expert’ and ‘follow-up’ respectively. Although this format 
does not lead to grammatically elegant vignettes, the format makes it 
easy to present the respondent with the information necessary to make 
a decision. In studies using experimentally designed combinations of 
ideas, with individuals exposed to many combinations, it is becoming 
increasingly vital to shorten the interview. The time for elegantly 
written but dense paragraphs has passed, as researchers are forced 
to do increasingly shorter interviews and experiments. The design of 
the individual elements in this study (Table 1), and the design of the 
vignettes are done with the recognition that the entire Mind Genomics 
experiment should last no more than five minutes.

Table 1. The questions and answers about conferences.

Question A: What is the nature of the conference?

A1 conference topic: problems in world environment 

A2 conference topic: problems teaching students to think critically 

A3 conference topic: loss of respect and empathy of people towards each other 

A4 conference topic: government actions and quality of life 

Question B: How are the problems presented to excite emotions? 

B1 presenter: talks about personal experiences and suffering 

B2 presenter: video presentation narrated 

B3 presenter: well-known social activist 

B4 presenter: critical NGO (non-governmental organization) 

Question C: How do experts present the facts?

C1 expert: well-known university professor with to-do list

C2 expert: well-known author on topic

C3 expert: panel of business people 

C4 expert: high government official in topic area 

Question D: How does the conference ensure its real value with post con-
ference activities? 

D1 follow-up: create workshops to teach how to solve 

D2 follow-up: create workshops in schools 

D3 follow-up: a stronger awareness thru media 

D4 follow-up: create free groups to give meaning and motivation 

The answers are combined according to an underlying 
experimental design, a prescription of what answers or ‘elements’ 
should be combined [22] The experimental design prescribes a set 
of 24 combinations for the array of four questions and four answers 
for each question. The underlying experimental design ensures that 
all 16 answers are statistically independent, permitting the analysis by 
OLS (ordinary least-squares) regression. The underlying experimental 
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design ensures that some of the test combinations, called ‘vignettes’, 
are incomplete, lacking either one or two answers. This deliberate 
creation of incomplete vignettes is done so that the coefficients 
from the OLS regression have ‘absolute value,’ allowing them to be 
compared from study to study, even when the studies comprise other 
types of messages. 

Each respondent evaluated a totally unique set of combinations 
of vignettes, created according to the same underlying experimental 
design, but ‘permuted’. This strategy enables the researcher to assess 
many different combinations of answers or elements [23] it is 
important to emphasize that this strategy of testing many different 
vignettes, with 1–2 evaluations of each vignette, means that we look 
for patterns by looking at the entire space of alternatives, rather than 
looking for patterns by canceling out the variability. Most research 
looks for patterns by suppressing the noise through replication. Mind 
Genomics does the exact opposite, discovering the pattern by looking 
at a lot of the space, even if the individual measures are ‘noisy.’

The rating 5-pooint rating scale combining 
understanding and action

Traditionally, Mind Genomics has worked with bipolar Likert 
scales, anchored at the top and at the bottom. The scales usually 
have focused on one dimension, whether that be ‘do not understand 
versus understand’ (what is), or ‘not motivated to do something versus 
motivated to do something’ (intended action.). When the two topics 
of ‘what is’ versus’ intended are investigated in the same study, they 
often have been separate questions, answered quickly in succession. 
The Mind Genomics experiment presented here represents the next 
generation, in which a single rating question is created to encompass 
two dimensions. 

For this study, the five rating points appear below:
Here are conferences dealing with major problems. How do you 

feel about this specific conference as described? Choose one of the 
following five answers

1=tuned out immediately. ..waste of time
2=don’t understand facts & not motivated to solve problem
3=understand facts but not motivated to solve problem
4=don’t understand facts but motivated to solve problem
5=understand facts & motivated to solve problem 

Analyzing the results at a surface level

The easiest way to understand the data, and to compare groups 
looks at averages. We create the following key dependent variables, 
and then compare them by group:
1. Response time
2. Rating 1 converted to binary (tuned out)
3. Rating 5 converted to binary (understand facts & motivated to 

solve problems), 
4. Ratings 3&5 converted to binary, a so-called ‘netted variable’ that 

we call UNDERSTAND. 
5. Ratings 4&5 converted to binary, another ‘netted variable’ that we 

call MOTIVATED TO SOLVE PROBLEMS

Table 2 shows the average value for each of these five variables, 
for total panel, and key subgroups (gender, age, self-defined focus on 
the topic of these conferences, and finally two groups of mind-sets 
emerging from dividing the 50 respondents into complementary 
groups, based upon the pattern how motivated they are to solve 
problems

Table 2. Average ratings for response time (seconds), and binary variables, based upon 
the analysis of subgroups. 
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1 Total 5.1 14 23 51 48

2 Female 5.4 13 24 49 51

3 Male 4.7 16 23 54 45

4 Age 50+ 7.0 25 23 49 42

5 Age 30–49 4.3 6 27 56 54

6 Age 15–29 2.7 12 16 45 47

7 Q3 Interested 5.0 6 28 56 57

8 Q3 Skeptic 5.9 32 15 43 30

9 Q3 Passionate 3.9 9 21 52 51

10 Q3 Turned off 5.7 46 5 26 19

11 Q3 Not applicable 5.5 22 22 53 31

12 Mind-Set 2A 4.0 14 27 51 54

13 Mind-Set 2B 6.1 15 19 51 42

14 Mind-Set 3C 4.1 13 20 46 53

15 Mind-Set 3D 5.9 12 18 51 45

16 Mind-Set 3E 5.3 19 32 57 45

The important lesson from Table 2 is that there are differences 
which manifest themselves in the response time, and in the pattern 
of ratings. We see the expected differences between the respondents 
who say that they are ‘tuned out’ versus those say they are passionate. 
Furthermore, some age differences emerge, few gender differences 
emerge, and so forth.

Table 2 lacks the cognitive dimension of the results. We see 
behaviors, but the averages have only meaning in a numerical way, 
telling us an external measure, a measure that we attempt to use as we 
search for an underlying pattern. The pattern lies within the mind of 
the researcher, not in the data. There is no cognitive richness in the 
data presented by Table 2, but only patterns, the meaning of which 
must be imposed on the data, and with any luck, will be perceived as 
appropriate for the data, not as imposed on the data.

Finally, in (Table 2) there is the story, but the story is general, not 
specific, not rich, and certain does not tell us of the inner workings of 
the mind of the respondent.
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Linking messages to judgments

We undertook this Mind Genomic study to understand how 
people react to the different aspects of these NGO-sponsored 
conferences. We focused on five different responses that people 
might have, including absolutely no interest (Rating 1, R1), do not 
understand and not motivated to solve the problem (Rating 2, R2), 
understand but not motivated to solve the problem (Rating 3), do not 
understand but motivated to solve the problem (Rating 4, R4), and 
finally understand and motivated to solve the problem (Rating3, R3) 
or motivated to solve the problem (Rating5, R5). We also presented 
two net key variables; understand (Rating3 + Rating4, R3+R4), and 
motivated to solve the problem (Rating4 + Rating5, R4+R5).

The underlying experimental design enables us to relate the 
presence/absence of the 16 elements to either one of the responses 
(1–5), or any subset of the responses (e.g., those of men versus those 
of women). The approach used is known generically as regression 
analysis, occasionally referred to as ‘curve fitting.’ The objective is 
to deconstruct the dependent variable to the contribution of the 16 
contributing elements the answers provided the four questions. The 
cases or observations for the regression analysis comprise the full set 
of 1200 vignettes, wherein one knows both the composition of the 

vignette, e.g., which of the answers were present,’ and the reaction, 
e.g., which rating or net rating was selected, and thus converted to 
100. All rating variables will be presented after transformation to the 
binary values 0 (not chosen) or 100 (chosen) when the respondent 
evaluated the vignette. (Table 3) shows us the coefficients for 
six dependent variables; R1, R5, Net Not Understand, Net Not 
Motivated, Net Understand, Net Motivated. The model begins with 
the additive constant. The additive constant is the estimated value of 
the dependent variable when there are not elements or answers in 
the vignette, a hypothetical situation since all vignettes comprised 
at least two elements, and at most four elements. Nonetheless, the 
additive constant is a useful number, behaving as a baseline. When we 
look at the coefficients, we should keep in mind that the underlying 
statistics of the regression enable us to estimate the likelihood that 
the coefficient that we observe is not just a random occurrence from 
an underlying distribution of coefficients with a real average or mean 
of 0. That critical value is 8 or higher, or -8 and lower. Knowledge 
of that range (beyond +/- 8) helps us focus on those answers or 
elements which drive a strong positive or negative response. These 
strong performers are shown as number in bold font, and in shaded 
cells. Visual inspection suggests possible patterns in this otherwise 
daunting ‘wall of numbers.’

Table 3. Links between elements (answers, messages) in the vignettes and six dependent variables. The strong linkages are shown in bold font, and shaded cells.

Total R1 TUNED 
OUT

R5 YES 
UND YE 
& SMOT

NET NOT 
UNDERSTAND

NET NOT 
MOTIVATED

NET 
UNDERSTAND

NET 
MOTIVATED

 CONSTANT 24 20 26 40 50 36

A1 conference topic: problems in world environment -2 -2 5 -4 -2 6

A2 conference topic: problems teaching students to think 
critically 

-7 6 0 -3 8 11

A3 conference topic: loss of respect and empathy of people 
towards each other 

-3 10 -3 -9 6 12

A4 conference topic: government actions and quality of life -5 4 3 -4 2 9

B1 presenter: talks about personal experiences and suffering -3 3 6 -6 -3 8

B2 presenter: video presentation narrated 0 2 4 -7 -4 7

B3 presenter: well-known social activist -5 3 6 -3 -1 8

B4 presenter: critical NGO (non-governmental 
organization) 

-1 2 9 -6 -8 8

C1 expert: well-known university professor with to-do list -4 -2 6 7 -2 -3

C2 expert: well-known author on topic -3 1 0 8 3 -5

C3 expert: panel of business people 1 -3 3 4 -4 -5

C4 expert: high government official in topic area -3 -4 -1 7 4 -4

D1 follow-up: create workshops to teach how to solve -6 2 3 1 3 5

D2 follow-up: create workshops in schools -1 0 -1 -2 1 3

D3 follow-up: a stronger awareness thru media 0 -7 3 6 -3 -6

D4 follow-up: create free groups to give meaning and 
motivation 

-3 2 -2 -1 5 4
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We look now in a rapid fashion at the six response variables:

R1 – Tuned out: This response has a low additive constant, 24, 
meaning that in the absence of elements in the vignette, approximately 
one quarter of the responses will be ‘tuned out;’ There are no key 
drivers of ‘tuning out’, at least with the total panel.

R5 – Understand and motivated to make a change: This variable 
has the lowest additive constant, 20, meaning that in the absence of 
elements in the vignette, approximately one fifth of the responses 
will be this positive. It is the job of the elements, the answers, to 
drive understanding and motivation. Only one element is sufficiently 
powerful to drive this response, A3, conference topic: loss of respect 
and empathy of people towards each other. The strong response to A3 
emerges because of the strong ‘pull’ of this idea.

NET NOT UNDERSTAND: This variable is constructed from 
the two response variables which feature ‘Do Not Understand’. They 
are rating choices R2 and R4. When either is selected, the newly 
constructed variable, Net Not Understand, is given the value of 100. 
When neither is selected, Net Not Understand is given the value of 0. 
Ironically, the only group which promotes a possible misunderstanding 
is the presenter being from a critical NGO (non-governmental 
organization.) This suggest that the role of NGO is not perceived as 
very instructive, at least by the average American respondent.

NET NOT MOTIVATED (to solve problems): This variable takes 
on the value 100 when the respondent chooses R2 or R3, both involving 
no motivation to solve problems. Otherwise, this variable takes on 
the value 0. The key destroyer of motivation to these respondents 
is the presenter being the well-known author on the topic. It is as if 
having the well-known author is a symbolic fulfillment of what has 
to be done. Metaphorically, the author is the ‘priest’ who atones for 
the congregation. An analogy may be made to modern corporations 
which send their employees to conferences on innovation, have walls 
of awards and certificates in their lobbies, but are prisoners to outdated 
processes, and believe that despite innovation, ‘process is king.’ As 
long as the employees listen to experts, the corporation may be said to 
fulfill its role to embrace innovation.

NET UNDERSTAND: This variable is constructed from R3 
and R5. Both responses talk about understanding the facts. The 
additive constant is high. The key element driving this response is 
the conference dealing with teaching students to think critically. The 
respondents believe that they will understand the issues involved.

NET MOTIVATED: This variable is constructed from R4 and R5. 
Both responses talk about being motivated to change. The elements 
appear to connect with the human experience:

conference topic: loss of respect and empathy of people towards each 
other 

conference topic: problems teaching students to think critically 

conference topic: government actions and quality of life 

presenter: talks about personal experiences and suffering 

presenter: well-known social activist 

presenter: critical NGO (non-governmental organization) 

Does the topic of the conference affect how people 
judge the different vignettes?

The features or messages to which one responds are not 
independent of each other. That is, depending upon one part of the 
message, another part of the message may either make sense or not 
make sense. A good example is the price. For example, we can lay out 
prices for an object, and ask people to rate the degree to which the 
price is fair. Yet, none of the pricing data makes sense unless we know 
the object or service for which the price is designed. A $2.00 price for 
a loaf of bread is meaningful. A $2.00 price for an automobile makes 
no sense whatsoever.

The Mind Genomics system enables us to assess pairwise 
interactions answers from different questions (or elements from 
different silos.) This ability to address the issue of interactions emerges 
as a happy byproduct of the nature of the underlying experimental 
design, a structure which specifies the test combinations. The design 
remains the same for all respondents, but the actual combinations 
change from one respondent to another. The ensures a statistically 
robust set of combinations, with all the answers from one question 
appearing with all the answers in the other questions. In other words, 
the final set of combinations is sufficiently robust to allow us to pull 
out pairwise combinations.

The strategy to uncover pairwise interactions is straightforward 
both in computation and in meaning, respectively. We divide the set 
of 1200 vignettes into strata, based upon the answer in one question. 
In the analysis presented here we divide the 1200 vignettes into 
five strata, depending upon the specific question. We will focus on 
Question A, the topic of the conference. Our focus now is how the 
different elements or answers perform when the conference topic is 
held constant, focusing on problems in world environment, problems 
in teaching students to think critically, and so forth.

We first sort the data, creating five strata, depending upon the 
particular topic. We then run the OLS regression once again, this time 
running the data separately in each stratum. The OLS regression is run 
on 12 predictors, the four answers from Question B, the four answers 
from Question C, and the four answers from Question D. Thus, we 
have five parallel analyses, one for each topic, and one analysis where 
no topic is specified. Thus, the focus is not on the topics as separate, 
but the topics as guiding the performance of the remaining elements. 
This approach has been coined ‘scenario analysis’ [24]. The reason for 
the term ‘scenario’ is that the analysis operates with a specific type of 
meeting, the ‘scenario’ in which everything is judged.

What makes a respondent feel that he or she would 
tune-out, i.e., reject the conference

We begin our analysis of interactions by identifying those elements 
or answers which lead to the respondent ‘tuning out.’ 

1. No topic (all vignettes lack the presence of A1-A4): These 
vignettes generate a fair amount of tune-out responses. The 
additive constant is 26, meaning that in the absolute of a topic, 
and just information about the presenter and the follow-up,, about 
one out of four responses will be ‘tuned out’ (R1). What really 
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bores people, however, is a presenter with a video narration. The 
coefficient is +12, a really boring strategy.

2. Problems in the world’s environment: This topic is also slightly 
boring, with an additive constant of 20. That 20 means that in 
the absence of answers or specific elements, just knowing that 
the conference is about problems in the world’s environment will 
generate about 20% responses of ‘tuned out.’ However, there are 
no elements which drive ‘tuned out.’ The elements themselves are 
interesting.

3. Problems in teaching students to think critically: This topic 
of a conference is more interesting. The additive constant is 15, 
meaning only 15% of the responses are expected to be ‘tuned-out’ 
when the specific elements or messages are missing. Once again, 
we see that no elements or answers drive boredom and tune-out. 
The specifics are interesting.

4. The loss of respect and empathy of people towards each other: 
This is also a fundamentally more interesting topic, with the 
additive constant of 14. There are three elements which drive 

the respondent feel that he or she would tune out, despite the 
fundamentally interesting nature of the topic:

follow-up: create workshops in schools

presenter: critical NGO (non-governmental organization)

presenter: well-known social activist

5. Government actions and the quality of life: This is perhaps the 
most likely topic to drive the response of ‘tuned out.’ The additive 
constant is 25. Beyond that, however, we find no elements which 
are turn-offs.

6. We conclude from this analysis that there are interactions 
between the topic of the conference and the elements which can 
be found boring. Some interactions are dramatic. A narrated 
video presentation might be a turn off by itself when there is no 
topic specified, and a turn-off when the topic is loss of respect 
and empathy of people towards each other (coefficients of +12 
and +6, respectively), but will be not a turn off when the topic is 
government actions and the quality of life (Table 4).

Table 4. Scenario analysis. How the nature of the conference (top row) drives the response R1 (tuned out).

 Dependent variable = R1
(TUNED OUT)

no topic  problems 
in world 

environment 

 problems teaching 
students to think 

critically 

 loss of respect and 
empathy of people 
towards each other 

 government 
actions and quality 

of life 

 Additive constant 26 20 15 14 25

B2 presenter: video presentation narrated 12 -3 -3 6 -9

C2 expert: well-known author on topic 1 -5 0 -16 -1

C3 expert: panel of business people 1 -1 1 -4 7

D2 follow-up: create workshops in schools 0 0 -10 12 -2

B4 presenter: critical NGO (non-governmental 
organization) 

-2 -2 -4 8 -7

D1 follow-up: create workshops to teach how to solve -5 -8 -5 1 -5

D3 follow-up: a stronger awareness thru media -5 1 4 7 -4

D4 follow-up: create free groups to give meaning and 
motivation 

-6 -9 -2 3 -5

C1 expert: well-known university professor with to-do 
list

-7 4 3 -12 -9

C4 expert: high government official in topic area -7 2 4 -7 -8

B1 presenter: talks about personal experiences and 
suffering 

-8 3 -3 1 0

B3 presenter: well-known social activist -11 -3 -4 8 -12

Getting the message across – what drives the response 
of ‘I understand the facts’?

Our second analysis looks at the drivers of ‘I understand the facts), 
which comprises responses R3 and R5, together. When a respondent 
selected R3 or R5, this new ‘net variable’ of ‘understand’ was assigned 

the value 100. When a respondent selected R1, R2 or R4, respectively, 
this new net variable ‘understand’ was assigned the value 0. The 
analysis then proceeded as did the previous analysis, considering five 
strata, based upon the topic of the conference. (Table 5) shows the 
detailed results.
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Table 5. Scenario analysis. How the nature of the conference (top row) drives the ‘net response’ of understand the facts (combined Rating3 and Rating5).

Understand the facts
(R3 and R5)

No topic  problems 
in world 

environment 

 problems 
teaching students 
to think critically 

 loss of respect 
and empathy of 
people towards 

each other 

 government 
actions and 

quality of life 

Additive constant 45 67 54 47 52

D4 follow-up: create free groups to give meaning and motivation 21 -1 -2 1 9

C4 expert: high government official in topic area 17 -7 0 9 8

C3 expert: panel of business people 15 -1 -13 5 -15

D2 follow-up: create workshops in schools 14 -3 1 0 -3

C2 expert: well-known author on topic 8 4 10 8 -2

C1 expert: well-known university professor with to-do list 7 -8 -15 18 -4

D1 follow-up: create workshops to teach how to solve 7 -13 9 -5 9

D3 follow-up: a stronger awareness thru media 7 -13 2 -3 -5

B3 presenter: well-known social activist -9 -5 -4 4 -1

B1 presenter: talks about personal experiences and suffering -12 -29 8 -4 3

B4 presenter: critical NGO (non-governmental organization) -24 -17 0 -5 -4

B2 presenter: video presentation narrated -36 -12 10 4 3

1. The additive constants suggest that even without elements or 
answers, at least half of the responses are going to encompass some 
understanding. The most likely understanding will come from 
conferences dealing with problems in the world’s environment. 
The least likely understand will come from conferences dealing 
with loss of respect and empathy of people towards each other.

2. No topic specified – strongest contribution to understanding comes 
from creating free groups to give meaning and motivation. Follow 
up here is important.

3. Problems in world environment – basic understanding is very high 
(additive constant = 67), but no elements or answers increase 
understanding.

4. Problems teaching students to think critically’
expert: well-known author on topic
presenter: video presentation narrated

5. Loss of respect and empathy of people towards each other – expert: 
well-known university professor with to-do list

6. Government actions and quality of life –
Follow up: create free groups to give meaning and motivation 
expert: high government official in topic area 

What makes the respondent feel that she or is motivated 
to make changes? 

Our third analysis looks at the net rating of ‘yes, motivated to 
make changes.’ This net variable comprises the selection of rating 4 (do 
not understand the facts, motivated to make changes) or the selection of 
rating 5 (understand the facts, motivated to make changes).

The actual analysis is identical. The only difference is the choice 
of the dependent variable. (Table 6) presents the detailed results 
regarding what motivates the reader to believe that she or he will take 
action.

When we look at the additive constants, showing the expected 
likelihood of people saying ‘I am motivated to make changes,’ we find 
that the highest motivation emerges with conferences on loss of respect 
and empathy of people towards each other (additive constant = 59.) 
The lowest likelihood emerges with conferences regarding problems 
in the world’s environment (additive constant = 31), and problems 
teaching students to thinking critically (additive constant = 36).

The elements or answers which drive the motivation tell their own 
stories. The operating elements which ‘work’ must have a topic of the 
conference

Problems in the world’s environment – best to have a video 
presentation and follow-up groups.

Problems teaching students to think critically – best to have a social 
activist presenting, or a narrated video presentation, and then follow-
up groups

Loss of respect and empathy of people towards each other – best to 
have a person with experience talking about the experience

Government actions and quality of life – best to have an NGO 
presenter

Gender differences

Often, genders do not differ dramatically from each other, except 
in topics that are gender-relevant, such as cosmetics. The data from 
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the total panel (Table 3) can be deconstructed into the responses by 
gender (Table 7). When we look at males versus females for the net 
response of ‘understand’ (ratings 3 and 5 combined), we see that 
women are more likely to say that they ‘understand the fact’s (additive 

constant 55 for women, 43 for men), and that they are also more 
‘motivated’ (additive constant 41 for women, 28 for men). Thus, the 
first observation is that women will be more likely to say that they are 
affected by the conference.

Table 6: Scenario analysis. How the nature of the conference (top row) drives the ‘net response’ of motivated to make changes (combined Rating4 and Rating 5).

 Motivated to make changes (R4 and R5) No topic  problems 
in world 

environment 

 problems 
teaching 

students to 
think critically 

 loss of respect 
and empathy of 
people towards 

each other 

 government 
actions and 

quality of life 

 Additive constant 51 31 36 59 47

C4 expert: high government official in topic area 4 -2 -13 -8 1

D3 follow-up: a stronger awareness thru media 3 4 -15 -19 -2

B1 presenter: talks about personal experiences and suffering 1 13 0 16 9

B4 presenter: critical NGO (non-governmental organization) 0 16 12 -4 16

B3 presenter: well-known social activist -1 11 22 -6 2

C1 expert: well-known university professor with to-do list -1 -14 4 2 -6

D1 follow-up: create workshops to teach how to solve -5 15 -2 1 9

D2 follow-up: create workshops in schools -5 7 17 -12 -3

B2 presenter: video presentation narrated -6 20 19 0 0

C3 expert: panel of business people -7 -15 9 -2 -11

D4 follow-up: create free groups to give meaning and motivation -8 22 9 -4 9

C2 expert: well-known author on topic -18 -4 10 1 -11

The real gender differences emerge when we look at the answers or 
elements. In terms of helping the person to understand the facts, men 
strongly feel that the conference will help them to understand two 
topics, problems teaching students to think critically and loss of respect 
and empathy of people towards each other. It may be that these are the 
only topics that men feel they will learn something new.

When it comes to the topic of motivation, (Table 7) shows 
dramatic differences by gender. Men are convinced by presenters 
from NGO’s and by social activists. Men start at a lower level (additive 
constant = 28), feeling that it will be harder to motivate them, and in 
turn feel that NGO’s and social activists will be effective. Women, in 
contrast, are far more likely to say that they will be motivated (additive 
constant = 41). The truly dramatic topics, those which women think 
will motivate them those dealing with loss of respective and empathy 
(coefficient = 21), teaching students to think critically (coefficient = 
17), and government actions and the quality of life (coefficient = 13).

In search of different mind-sets

It has become increasingly clear during the past decades that 
people differ dramatically in what they find interesting. This variation 
across people in liking is not a new discovery. The old adage holds 
increasingly today: Of taste one does not dispute. Each person has his 

or her own pattern of preferences, these preferences ranging from the 
sensory experience one enjoys (e.g., different flavors), but moving on 
to experiences themselves (ways of being treated; activities to do on 
vacations.) 

The notion of differences across people is obvious. One important 
question is to develop a way to measure the pattern of preferences, 
which has been done by Mind Genomics, and just demonstrated for 
data from the total panel versus from males versus females. The next 
question is to determine whether there are fundamental groups of 
people, so that the patterns of preference are similar within a group, 
but the patterns of the groups differ dramatically from each other? 

Discovering different groups, mind-sets, can be formulated in 
terms of a statistical problem answerable by the technique of clustering 
[25]. Each respondent in this study generated a set of 16 coefficients, 
one coefficient for each of the 16 phrases. The coefficients we choose 
are those emerging out of Ratings 4 and 5, motivated to change. 
Clustering divides the set of 50 respondents into mutually exclusive 
groups, with the property that the patterns within a group are similar 
to each other, whereas the patterns of the averages of the groups are 
very different from each other. These groups, statistically developed, 
are called Mind-Sets in the parlance of Mind Genomics.
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Table 7. Comparison of male versus female in their ratings of ‘understand the facts’ and ‘motivated to make a change.’ The numbers in the body of the table are the 
coefficients from the ‘net’ models (understand = R3 & R5; motivated = R4 & R5).

  Understand Understand  Motivated Motivated

  M F  M F

 Additive constant 43 55  28 41

A1 conference topic: problems in world environment 5 -8  8 5

A2 conference topic: problems teaching students to think critically 19 -3  5 17

A3 conference topic: loss of respect and empathy of people towards each other 12 0  3 21

A4 conference topic: government actions and quality of life 2 2  5 13

B1 presenter: talks about personal experiences and suffering 1 -6  7 9

B2 presenter: video presentation narrated 2 -9  3 11

B3 presenter: well-known social activist 0 0  10 6

B4 presenter: critical NGO (non-governmental organization) 3 -16  13 3

C1 expert: well-known university professor with to-do list 2 -6  -1 -4

C2 expert: well-known author on topic 0 7  1 -9

C3 expert: panel of business people -6 -2  4 -12

C4 expert: high government official in topic area -2 9  2 -9

D1 follow-up: create workshops to teach how to solve 2 4  8 2

D2 follow-up: create workshops in schools 9 -6  8 -2

D3 follow-up: a stronger awareness thru media 0 -5  -4 -8

D4 follow-up: create free groups to give meaning and motivation 3 7  6 3

The clustering procedures works with a measure of ‘distance’ 
between pairs of respondents. The distance is defined as the quantity 
(1-R), where R is the Pearson correlation coefficient. Thus, the 
distance measure looks at how well the two patterns correlate. When 
the patterns of coefficients from two respondents correlate perfectly, 
they are really reacting in the same way to the answers or elements. 
The Pearson correlation is 1.0, and the distance should be minimal, 
which it is. The distance is (1-R), i.e., (1–1), or 0. In contrast, when the 
two respondents react in opposite ways, they are maximally different 
from each other. The Pearson correlation is -1, and the distance is 
maximal (1 - - 1 = 2.)

The clustering procedure is agnostic, not concerned with the 
meaning of the clusters, focusing only on satisfying the mathematical 
criteria of maximal distance between the averages of the two clusters 
on the 16 answers, and minimal distance between pairs of respondents 
within a cluster. The clustering must be augmented by some researcher 
input, specifically:

Parsimony – fewer clusters or mind-sets are better than more, 
both from an aesthetic point of view in research, as well as from an 
actionability point of view when the data are put to use.

Interpretability – the cluster must ‘make sense,’ i.e., tell a story

The two clusters based upon ‘Motivated’ (R4 and R5; converted to 
binary) were not interpretable. Too many different ‘stories’ emerged. 
The three clusters which emerged based upon ‘Motivated’ tell a more 
coherent story, and so we settle on the three clusters

The three-cluster solution is remarkably simple to interpret, 
suggesting three different ways to motivate the audience. There are 
those who are motivated by the topic, those who are motivated by 
the presenter, and those who are motivated by the after-conference 
opportunities to share ideas (Table 8). 

Finding mind-sets in the general population for better 
conference design and effective messaging

Mind Genomics as we have just demonstrated begins to provide a 
corpus of information about the aspects of daily life. The issue beyond 
science and discovery is application. How can one apply these results 
in a way which makes the discoveries more than simply part of the 
knowledge base of sociology and human behavior? Can we learn 
more if we can expand the discovery of these three mind-sets beyond 
the limited confines of this study of 50 respondents? In other words, 
can we apply this information to create better conferences, or at least 
better understand the audience’s predispositions towards what they 
want in a conference?
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Table 8. Comparison of three emergent Mind-Sets based on clustering the coefficients from ‘Motivated’ (R4 & R5). The numbers in the body of the table are the coefficients from the ‘net’ 
models (motivated R4 & R5; understand the facts R3 & R5.

Motivate (R4 & R5 as binary) Understand (R3 & R5 as binary)

MS1 MS2 MS3 MS1 MS2 MS3

Additive constant 26 50 26 30 46 77

Mind-Set 1 – Responds to the topic

A3 conference topic: loss of respect and empathy of people towards each other 29 5 7 15 9 -6

A4 conference topic: government actions and quality of life 25 9 -6 9 1 -3

A1 conference topic: problems in world environment 24 4 -6 -4 -2 0

A2 conference topic: problems teaching students to think critically 23 1 12 21 7 -4

D2 follow-up: create workshops in schools 16 -19 12 2 3 -4

Mind-set 2 – responds to the type of presenter 

B3 presenter: well-known social activist -1 18 7 1 -1 -3

B2 presenter: video presentation narrated -1 17 2 5 -2 -15

B4 presenter: critical NGO ( non-governmental organization) 6 16 -1 -10 -2 -12

B1 presenter: talks about personal experiences and suffering 4 14 3 -4 0 -5

Mind-set 3 – Responds to activities created for the after-conference

D1 follow-up: create workshops to teach how to solve 6 -19 30 5 2 1

D4 follow-up: create free groups to give meaning and motivation 5 -11 24 12 4 -3

Does not appeal to any of the three Mind-sets generated from Motivation

C2 expert: well-known author on topic -11 3 -2 20 -3 -8

C4 expert: high government official in topic area -21 5 2 12 -1 1

C1 expert: well-known university professor with to-do list -9 -2 2 10 -9 -5

C3 expert: panel of business people -9 0 -3 6 -10 -11

D3 follow-up: a stronger awareness thru media 6 -25 6 1 5 -19

It will be difficult, if not impossible, to assign a person to the 
proper mind-set simply by knowing who the person IS. (Table 9) 
shows the distribution of the three mind-sets by gender, by age, and 
by how the person describes herself or himself when it comes to issues 
about the world. The distribution is fairly flat, so any opportunity to 
find a specific group of people with a designated mind-set if probably 
going to end up in failure. 

An alternative way to identify people comes from reducing the 
large-scale experiment to a set of questions, the PVI, the personal 
viewpoint identifier. The questions emerge from the actual experiment, 
the study described here. The PVI as currently designed, comprises a 
fixed number of six questions, with the questions themselves taken 
from the actual study, and thus varying from study to study. The 
respondent reads each question and chooses one of two answers. The 
total set of 64 patterns is mapped to the assignment to a mind-set. Thus, 
each of the possible patterns corresponds to the likely membership in 
one of the three mind-sets. The approach is empirical, based upon the 
actual study, with the PVI created shortly after the experiment. 

(Figure 1) shows the PVI as the respondent see it. It takes 
approximately 30–45 seconds to complete the PVI. The appropriate 
mind-set may either be returned in a report to the respondent as a 
motivating device to make the PVI fun, and in turn, the data may 
be store in a digital record. That record, obtained from thousands of 
people, may be used for marketing in the case of commercial events, 
and follow-up for other uses, e.g., for health when the topic is not 
conferences, but health-issues and concerns.

A parenthetical note: Without the knowledge of mind-sets, and 
the disturbing reality that these mind-sets distribute without any 
noticeable skew towards a specific group in the population, marketers, 
event planners and others continue to believe that who a person is 
co-varies with how a person thinks. That is, in the absence of such 
knowledge, one must use demographics and other variables. Rather 
than doing the simple Mind-Genomics experiment followed by a 
PVI for the topic, the strategy has evolved to using Big Data of low 
information density, coupled with very high-powered analytics. The 
metaphor is needing to rely upon powerful, expensive equipment in 
a mine where the gold is rare, rather than using simple equipment or 
even one’s own hands in a mine where the gold is abundant.
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Table 9. Distribution of the three mind-sets across gender, age, and self-report attitude towards conferences.

 Mind-Set 1 – 
Responds to the 

topic

Mind-set 2 – responds to 
the type of presenter

Mind-set 3 – 
Responds to activities 
created for the after-

conference

Total

Total 16 18 16 50

Gender

Male 9 9 6 24

Female 7 9 10 26

Age

No Answer 0 1 0 1

Age 15 to 29 3 3 2 8

Age 30 to 49 5 9 7 21

Age 50 plus 8 5 7 20

Attitude towards
conferences

Turned Off 0 2 2 4

Skeptical 1 3 3 7

Interested in the world 10 11 8 29

Passionate 3 2 2 7

No answer 2 0 1 3

Figure 1. The PVI for conferences as the respondent would see it.
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Response time

Beyond the aspect of what persuades at a cognitive level, 
aspects captured in the rating, lies a whole world of ‘processing,’ 
of psychological aspects to which the cognitive mind may not be 
privy. Experimental psychologists almost a century and a half ago 
recognized that beneath the surface responses to test stimuli lie many 
factors, such as attitudes, norms, and so forth. These factors govern the 
response but cannot be articulated.

Recent developments in Mind Genomics have focused on 
capturing the response time to vignettes, defined as the time 
between the appearance of the test stimulus and the response to the 
test stimulus. With the advent of today’s computer technology this 
information is readily available. The response times (often referred 
to in the literature as ‘reaction times’) become meaningful when they 
can be paired with specific stimuli, as they are in the Mind Genomics 
paradigm. That is, when the researcher can estimate the number of 
seconds that can be linked with each answer, it becomes possible to 
learn more about what engages the respondent. We don’t know what 

is happening, but we do know that some answers are processed more 
slowly (longer response times), and some elements are processed 
more quickly (shorter response times.)

The analysis of response times requires a slightly modified 
equation. The equation incorporates all the answers or elements as 
predictors, but there is no additive constant. The rationale is that in 
the absence of answers or elements in the vignette the response time is 
0. We write the equation as follows:

Response time = k1(A1) + k2(A2) … k16(D4)

(Table 10) shows the response times for the three mind-sets 
generated from the mind-sets based upon ‘motivation’. The table 
shows the longest response times as shaded cells with bold font. What 
surprises in a delightful way is the observation that the different 
mind-sets pay attention in accordance with their mind-sets. The 
correspondence is not perfect, but there is a clear connection between 
what persuades/motivates and what people attend to. This is an area 
worth exploring in more detail.

Table 10. Estimated response times attributes to the different answers/elements, from each of the three mind-sets.

  MS1 MS2 MS3

Most engaging – MS1 (responds to topic)

C4 expert: high government official in topic area 2.4 1.5 1.4

C1 expert: well-known university professor with to-do list 2.2 1.5 1.3

A4 conference topic: government actions and quality of life 2.1 1.6 1.7

A2 conference topic: problems teaching students to think critically 1.9 1.3 1.3

C2 expert: well-known author on topic 1.9 1.5 1.6

Most engaging – MS2 (responds to presenter)

B4 presenter: critical NGO .. non-governmental organization 1.0 2.0 1.2

Most engaging – MS3 (responds to after-conference activities)

D4 follow-up: create free groups to give meaning and motivation 1.7 0.9 2.2

D3 follow-up: a stronger awareness thru media 1.3 0.2 1.9

Less engaging

B3 presenter: well-known social activist 1.6 1.7 1.7

B1 presenter: talks about personal experiences and suffering 1.6 1.4 1.7

C3 expert: panel of business people 1.7 1.6 1.6

D2 follow-up: create workshops in schools 1.5 0.3 1.6

D1 follow-up: create workshops to teach how to solve 1.6 0.2 1.6

B2 presenter: video presentation narrated 1.3 1.4 1.5

A3 conference topic: loss of respect and empathy of people towards each other 1.7 1.0 1.3

A1 conference topic: problems in world environment 1.7 1.1 1.0
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Discussion and conclusion

The literature of conferences is a growing one. The focus, however, 
is the nature of the specific conferences, from the point of view of the 
topic, and the influence of the topic. Few papers, if any, focus on the 
psychology of the listener, other than perhaps papers dealing with the 
role of conferences in the development of a person’s professional career. 
This paper introduces a new world of understanding conferences, not 
so much from the topic and the importance of the topic to the world, 
but rather conferences as a part of a person’s quotidian, daily life. As 
noted in the presentation of Mind Genomics, the world of the everyday 
presents us with a way to understand people. With the tools of Mind 
Genomics, we begin a new psychology of people, the psychology of 
the ordinary, of which conferences as a topic constitute one facet.

The results from the data should not surprise, although the reality 
is that were one to be asked about ‘what makes a good conference,’ 
one might not emerge with answers as clear as those provided by 
Mind Genomics. Nor, in fact, would there be the specifics provided 
by the cognitively rich stimuli used in Mind Genomics studies, 
specific, meaningful statements. The initial foray into ‘what interests 
a person in a conference’ shows the simplicity by which one can begin 
to create a detailed understanding of a person’s mind with regard to 
a topic. The call now should be for systematics, namely structured 
investigations. Should the topic of such investigations be ‘conferences,’ 
and the current study comprises, the next steps would be the way the 
conferences are organized, the nature of the material presented, the 
tonalities of the presentation, the venues, and so forth. Following this 
structured approach, it is likely that an entire “foundational knowledge 
infrastructure” (FKI) about conferences might be constructed 
within the period of a year, providing insight to the specific topic of 
conferences, but potentially greater insight into the nature of social 
interactions of a formal nature. The potential of a set of FKI’s, updated 
each year, and done cross-sectionally within a topic, across topics, 
within a country, and across countries, beckons, almost a ‘Wiki of the 
Mind.’
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