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1. Executive summary 

 

As part of the DCMS Events Research Programme 2021, we surveyed and interviewed 

attendees of the Sefton Park music event (2nd May 2021) to examine attendee experiences of 

the events, perceptions of the COVID-19 guidance, and factors most associated with self-

reported adherence. This work is intended to complement observational data from Movement 

Strategies12 on adherence to COVID-19 measures at the same event by providing data on 

underlying processes. The key findings are: 

● Attendees perceived the event as well-organised. Predictors of trust in the organisers 

included perceived effectiveness of pre-event communications, effectiveness of 

announcements during the event, and ability to physically distance.  

● Attendees at the event reported feeling safe and experienced a sense of normality, 

with many reverting to pre-COVID norms. Predictors of variables measuring feelings 

of safety and comfort included feeling connected to other attendees, trust in 

organisers, and seeing others adhere to physical distancing. Additionally, interview 

data suggests that participants felt safe due to the safety measures which were in 

place, notably the requirement for a negative lateral flow test, and the fact that the 

venue was situated outdoors.  

 
1 Movement Strategies (2021). Sefton Park Music Outdoor Festival: Events Research Programme Report (Draft), 01 June 

2021 
2 Movement Strategies (2021). Presentation on Social Distancing at Sefton Park (Draft). Received 31 May 2021 
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● The self-reported data shows that participants rated high adherence to the COVID-19 

measure of physical distancing in the queue for the venue, both for themselves and 

others at the event. The safety measures appeared to be well tolerated and had a low 

impact on attendee’s overall enjoyment at the event. However, interview data 

suggests that a minority of attendees did not observe the physical distancing 

requirements.  

● The self-reported data by attendees is not entirely corroborated by the observed data 

from Movement Strategies. Whilst participants in the survey reported that adherence 

to the safety measures for themselves and others was high, this is not borne out by the 

observed data, which showed that between the peak hours of 17:45 and 18:20 density 

in the queue exceeded what would be expected if all attendees had been strictly 

observing social distancing guidelines3. 

● Self-reported adherence was positively associated with motivation to keep other 

attendees safe, perception that other attendees were adhering, and clarity of guidance, 

but negatively associated with perceived risk of COVID-19 spread. Group processes 

also contributed to adherence: self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 guidance was 

associated with feelings of being part of a group with stewards, and the more 

respondents felt part of the same group with others, the more likely they were to 

adhere to the COVID-19 guidance if they saw others adhere. 

● The survey and interview data suggest three factors which contributed to the observed 

nonadherence to social distancing in the queue: (1) feelings of safety given the 

COVID-19 measures in place, (2) a lack of understanding around the safety measures, 

(3) a lack of ability to comply with the guidelines due to the behaviour of others and 

organisation of the queuing system. 

● Pre-event communications were perceived as most effective for understanding the 

COVID-19 guidance compared to information available online, information from 

stewards, announcements during the event, and information from other attendees. 

Announcements during the event and information from other attendees were rated as 

the least effective methods of obtaining information. During the event, attendees 

looked most towards the stewards for information around the safety measures. 

Participants were also more likely to look for information from those they felt part of 

the same group with. 

● Limitations to the study include low response rates, limited validity due to a partially 

unrepresentative sample of attendees who are “non-regular attendees” of such events, 

and limited generalizability due to unique motivations for behaviour, such as wanting 

to support events reopening. 

2. Methodology 

In line with the SAGE EMG science framework for opening up group events, we address the 

priority research question ‘which characteristics of events and venues and behaviours likely 

contribute most to transmission?’, with a focus on examining behavioural processes via self-

 
3 Movement Strategies (2021). Sefton Park Music Outdoor Festival: Events Research Programme Report (Draft). Received 

01 June 2021 
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report measures. Specifically, we examine: 1) attendee experience and perceptions of the 

COVID-19 guidance; 2) perceived safety at the event given the lack of physical distancing 

and face mask wearing once inside; 3) self-reported adherence to the guidance to physically 

distance in the queue prior to entry at the event; 4) key variables associated with 

(non)adherence; and 5) key factors for self-reported nonadherence. We also gathered data to 

inform communication intervention strategies aiming to increase spectator adherence to the 

COVID-19 guidance at later event phases. 

We collected survey data from a total of 332 attendees at the Sefton Park music event (5.40% 

response rate from 6,101 attendees) as part of the DCMS Events Research Programme 2021. 

We also conducted semi-structured interviews with 5 participants, all of whom had 

participated in the online survey. We provide power analyses throughout the report, but it is 

important to note that the response rates are low and that the data may be from a potentially 

biased sample of attendees who would not ordinarily attend the events (see Section 6 for 

further discussion about sample generalisability). We also utilised observed data from the 

crowd dynamics consultancy Movement Strategies to inform our analysis. This data was 

collected through a combination of CCTV footage, 42 temporary cameras placed around the 

venue, and in-person observations4. 

We excluded participants who either failed the attention check, did not complete the survey, 

or were outliers.  

Full ethical approval was obtained by the University of Edinburgh School of Philosophy, 

Psychology and Language Sciences Research Ethics Committee for both the online survey 

(reference number 397-1920/6 approved 16th April 2021) and the interviews (reference 

number 251-2021/3 approved 9th April 2021). All participants provided informed consent 

prior to participating in the online surveys and interviews. Participants had to be over the age 

of 18 to participate. All survey data was anonymised, and interviews were video recorded on 

Zoom or Teams before being transformed into anonymised transcripts for analysis at which 

point the videos were deleted. 

 

3. Demographic information 

Here we summarise the demographic information from surveys and interviews, focusing on 

gender, age, employment status, and vaccination status of the participants. 

 

We interviewed 5 participants. Their respective demographics were: 

• Male, 24, not vaccinated, had not had COVID-19 previously, full-time employed 

• Female, 53, fully vaccinated, had COVID-19 previously, full-time employed; 

• Male, 60, one vaccine dose, had not had COVID-19 previously, full-time employed; 

• Male, 33, one vaccine dose, had COVID-19 previously, full-time employed; 

• Female, 41, one vaccine dose, had not had COVID-19 previously, full-time 

employed. 

 
4 Movement Strategies (2021). Sefton Park Music Outdoor Festival: Events Research Programme Report (Draft). Received 

01 June 2021 
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The demographic information for survey participants is presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Summary of demographic information for survey data 

Survey Sefton Park (N = 332) 

Gender % 

Male 37.95 

Female 61.14  

Non-binary 0.30  

Transgender male 0 

Transgender female 0 

Prefer not to say  0.60 

Age range   

18-24 44.88 

25-34 37.65 

35-44 6.63 

45-54 7.83 

55-64 3.01 

65-74 0 

75-84 0 

Prefer not to say 0 

Employment status   

Full-time 58.43 

Part-time 5.12 

Unemployed looking for work 1.20 

Unemployed not looking for work 0 

Retired 0.60 

Student 33.13 
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Disabled 0 

Furloughed 1.20 

Full-time carer 0 

Prefer not to say 0.30  

Vaccine status    

Vaccinated 43.07 

Not vaccinated 56.93  

Had COVID-19 previously  

Had COVID-19 previously 29.82 

No COVID-19 previously 71.18 

Region   

England 99.1 

Scotland 0.3 

Wales 0.3 

Northern Ireland 0 

Outside UK 0 

Prefer not to say 0.3 

Type of Attendee  

Regular  15.06 

Non-regular  84.94 

 

4.  Spectator experiences and adherence to COVID-19 guidance 

 

The Sefton Park event was one of the key events during the Events Research Programme that 

did not require physical distancing or face mask wearing once attendees entered the venue. 

However, attendees were required to submit a negative lateral flow test result prior to entry 

and maintain physical distance from others while queuing for entry to the venue. Given this 

unique context, we examine the experience of attendees at the event, including how important 

they perceived different safety measures, their self-reported adherence, their perceptions of 

safety at the event, and their perceptions of the quality of organisation of the event. Different 

reasons for the attendees’ feelings of safety are explored using qualitative data, as well as the 

impact of the lack of restrictions on attendees’ experiences. 
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4.1 Perceived importance of safety measures 

 

Given the importance of the Sefton Park event in trialling outdoor events without physical 

distancing or face mask wearing, we asked attendees about the perceived importance of each 

safety measure from 1 = very unimportant to 5 = very important. 

  

Overall, the perceived importance of the safety measures differed (see Figure 1). Participants 

rated providing negative test results from a lateral flow test prior to entry as significantly 

more important than limits to the number of people who can attend, queuing systems 

designed in line with physical distancing guidance and face masks being worn by attendees. 

Wearing face masks was rated as less important than all other measures.5 6 

 

 
Figure 1. Perceived importance of the safety measures. Face masks being worn by attendees 

(M = 2.24, SD = 1.02); providing a negative result from a lateral flow test prior to entry (M = 

4.67, SD = 0.81); limits to the number of people who can attend (M = 3.17, SD = 1.19); 

queuing systems designed in line with physical distancing (M = 3.02, SD = 1.18).  

 

 
5 An a priori power analysis using G*Power for a test of mean differences on the perceived importance of the safety 

measures revealed that 36 participants would be needed to detect a medium effect size (0.25), where alpha = .05, and power 

= .95. Our N = 332. 
6 F(3, 993) = 480.42, p < .001, 𝜂2

P = 0.59 suggests that there were significant differences in the perceived importance of the 

safety measures. Post-hoc analysis using Bonferroni correction found providing a negative result from a lateral flow test 

prior to entry (M = 4.67, SD = 0.81) was rated as significantly more important than limits to the number of people who can 

attend, (M = 3.17, SD = 1.19),  queuing systems designed in line with physical distancing guidance  (M = 3.02, SD = 1.18), 

and face masks being worn by attendees (M = 2.24, SD = 1.02), all at p < .001. Face masks being worn by attendees was 

rated as the least significantly important measure at p < .001. 
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The safety measures which were put in place appeared to be well-tolerated by attendees. 

When asked the extent to which the safety measures impacted the enjoyment of the event, 

from 1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree, we found that limits to the number of people 

attending and physical distancing in queue prior to entry had a low impact on attendees’ 

overall enjoyment at the event (see Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2. The impact of the limits to the number of people attending, (M = 2.86, SD = 1.25) 

and physical distancing prior to entry (M = 2.70, SD = 1.16) on the enjoyment of the event.  

 

Analysis shows, however, that limiting the number of people who could attend had a higher 

impact on the enjoyment at the event, compared to physical distancing in the queue prior to 

entry.7 8 On the other hand, the overall low impact on enjoyment of both measures suggests 

that future events may be able to employ both safety measures without dramatically reducing 

the overall enjoyment of their attendees.  

 

4.2 Self-reported adherence of self and others 

  

Overall, in both the surveys and interviews, participants reported reasonably high adherence 

to the COVID-19 measure of physical distancing in the queue for the venue, both for 

themselves and others at the event from 1= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree (see 

Figure 3).  

 
7 A post hoc analysis power using G*Power with a sample size of 332 revealed that the statistical power for the test of mean 

differences between the limits to the number of people who can attend and queuing systems in line with physical distancing 

on attendees’ enjoyment at the event was 0.75 for the detection of a small effect size (0.14). 
8 t(331) =  2.62, p < .01 supports the hypothesis that there is a significant difference between each restriction on the 

enjoyment of the event. Limits to the number of people attending had a higher impact on the enjoyment at the event (M = 

2.86, SD = 1.25), compared to physical distancing in queue prior to entry (M = 2.70, SD = 1.16). 
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Figure 3. Self-reported adherence to physical distancing when queuing for self (M = 4.30, SD 

= 0.96), and others (M = 3.76, SD = 1.09). 

 

Of the five interviewees, four reported that most attendees adhered to the physical distancing 

requirements whilst queuing:  

 

“I think everyone kind of followed the rules until we were in, erm, and again it was 

done in a really friendly way and everybody seemed to - from what I saw anyway, just 

be quite compliant with that” (F, 41, full-time employed, one vaccine dose).  

 

However, one of the five interviewees noted that she did not feel the distancing was being 

strictly observed by a minority of attendees who did not comply with the restrictions:  

 

“I mean the majority, I would say 90% were adhering to it and it was absolutely fine. 

But there was the about 10% or so that I would say who … it was a chore for them to 

comply” (M, 33, full-time employed, one vaccine dose).  

 

Another interviewee noted that it was difficult to identify whether social distancing was being 

properly observed, because it was hard to know whether clustered groups were part of the 

same household (and therefore adhering to restrictions):  

 

“you know there were groups of people in the queue together. And there was distance 

between the groups, if that makes sense, but I don't know if that group was all one 

household or not” (F, 41, full-time employed, one vaccine dose).  
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4.3 Comparison with observed data on adherence 

 

The concerns raised by the interviewees are corroborated by the observed data collected by 

Movement Strategies. An analysis of 1,795 individuals in the queue between 16:30 and 19:00 

concluded that the density in the queue was over 1 person per square meter between 17:45 

and 18:20, with a peak of over 2.5 people per square meter at 18:009. Furthermore, an 

analysis of 254 attendees in the arrival queue at five different time points between 17:50 and 

18:10 found that the mean of social distance in the arrival queue was 0.83 (SD = 0.49), which 

is below the social distancing recommended guidelines of 1m. Additionally, 78% of the 

attendees exhibited a social distance of 1m or lower10. However, many of the attendees likely 

distanced in same-household groups, which would have been within the COVID-19 

guidelines. Furthermore, the mean of social distance of 0.83m was less than one standard 

deviation away from the required distance of 1m: therefore, interpretations of the observed 

data must be careful not to exaggerate the level of nonadherence at the event. Possible 

explanations for the observed nonadherence are explored in Section 6. 

  

4.4 Perceptions of safety and organisation of the event 

 

Despite the absence of safety measures such as physical distancing inside the event, survey 

respondents reported high feelings of safety based on their responses to items assessing their 

perceived safety in the crowd and comfort felt when in close proximity to the other attendees 

(e.g., “I enjoyed being in close proximity to other attendees”, from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 

= strongly agree), and risk of COVID-19 transmission from others (e.g., “I was concerned 

that the other attendees could transmit COVID-19”, from 1 = strongly agree to 5 = strongly 

disagree) (see Figure 4). They also reported high trust in the event organisers (e.g., “I felt 

confident that the organisers had sufficiently prepared to keep attendees safe”, from 1= 

strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree) (see Figure 5).  

 

 
9 Movement Strategies (2021). Sefton Park Music Outdoor Festival: Events Research Programme Report (Draft). Received 

01 June 2021 
10 Movement Strategies (2021). Presentation on Social Distancing at Sefton Park (Draft). Received 31 May 2021 
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Figure 4. Responses on the perceived safety in the crowd (M = 4.12, SD = 0.70), risk of 

COVID-19 spread (M = 3.98, SD = 1.0)11 and comfort in close proximity to others (M = 4.42, 

SD = 0.80). 

 
Figure 5. The extent to which attendees trusted the event organisers during the event (M = 

4.68, SD = 0.52).  

 
11 Attendees were asked about the risk of COVID-19 spread during the event (e.g., “I was concerned that the other attendees 

could transmit COVID-19”) from 1= strongly agree to 5 = strongly disagree. Thus, a higher mean indicates less perceived 

risk of COVID-19 spread.  
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We conducted a regression on possible factors associated with perceived safety in the crowd, 

risk of COVID-19 spread and comfort in close proximity to others (see Table 2). 

 

Table 2. Significant predictors associated with perceived safety in the crowd at the event, risk 

of COVID-19 spread and comfort in proximity.12 

 

Perceived Safety β(SE) t p CI 

Belief that attendees felt part of the same group  .39(0.09) 4.30 < .001 [0.21, 0.57] 

Feeling connected to other attendees .23(0.09) 2.47 .014 [0.05, 0.41] 

Trust in organisers .18(0.07) 2.72 .007 [0.05, 0.31] 

Seeing others adhere to physical distancing  .18(0.03) 5.88 < .001 [0.12, 0.24] 

Risk of COVID-19 Spread         

Feeling connected to other attendees .51(0.11) 4.79 < .001 [0.30, 0.71] 

Trust in organisers .22(0.11) 1.99 .047 [0.00, 0.43] 

Seeing others adhere to physical distancing  .12(0.05) 2.37 .018 [0.02, 0.21] 

Comfort in proximity          

Feeling part of the same group with other attendees  .27(0.11) 2.46 .014 [0.05, 0.49] 

Feeling connected to other attendees .50(0.12) 4.31 < .001 [0.27, 0.73] 

 

Key demographic differences included: 

● Attendees from Scotland had a lower perception of safety at the event, compared to 

those from England.13 

● Attendees aged 25-34 reported lower comfort in proximity with others, compared to 

those aged 18-24.14 

● Female attendees reported lower comfort in proximity and higher perceived risk of 

COVID-19 spread, compared to male attendees.15  

● Non-binary attendees reported lower comfort in proximity with others, compared to 

 
12 A post hoc power analysis using G*Power with a sample size of 332 and 5 predictor variables revealed that the statistical 

power for this analysis was 1.00 for the detection of a medium effect size (0.25). 
13 Attendees from Scotland had a lower perception of safety at the event (β = -1.64, SE = 0.56, p < .01), compared to those 

from England. 
14 Attendees aged 25-34 reported lower comfort in proximity with others (β = -0.25, SE = 0.09, p < .01), compared to those 

aged 18-24. 
15 Female attendees reported lower comfort in proximity (β = -0.19, SE = 0.08, p < .05) and higher risk of COVID-19 spread 

(β = -0.24, SE = 0.11, p < .05), compared to male attendees.  
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male attendees.16 

 

The recurring variable positively associated with perceptions of safety, comfort in close 

proximity and risk of COVID-19 spread was feeling connected to others in the crowd, 

whereby the more attendees felt connected to others the more they reported feeling safe and 

comfortable in the crowd and less risk of COVID-19 transmission.  

 

Given that trust in the event organisers was an important factor in facilitating feelings of 

safety and the perception of lower risk of COVID-19 spread during the event (see Table 3), 

we also examined variables that were associated with trust in the event organisers. The 

variables positively associated with trust in the event organisers were effective 

communication strategies about the COVID-19 guidance through pre-event communications 

and announcements during the event, and sufficient measures in place to physically distance.  

 

Table 3. Significant predictors associated with trust in the event organisers.17  

 

Trust in Event Organisers  β(SE) t p CI 

Effectiveness of pre-event communications .13(0.04) 3.36 .001 [0.05, 0.20] 

Effectiveness of announcements during the event .07(0.03) 2.50 .013 [0.01, 0.12] 

Ability to physically distance  .20(0.03) 6.26 < .001 [0.14, 0.27] 

 

The connection between trust in the organisers and feelings of safety at the event was 

strongly supported by the interview data. All interviewees were satisfied with the 

organisation of the event and several linked this explicitly to their feelings of safety at the 

event:  

 

“I just think the whole leading up to it was really well done, erm, and you know, just 

in general, the way it was organized was made me feel safe, otherwise I wouldn't have 

gone.” (F, 53, full-time employed, fully vaccinated).   

 

A further interviewee was encouraged by seeing staff adhering to safety measures:  

 

“I think the fact that the staff had masks on as well, they were still adhering to the 

rules themselves. So the bar staff, the security staff, St. Johns Ambulance Staff, would 

still wear the masks. So you were still aware at all times, that you were not in a 

normal situation, but that was enough do you know what I mean?” (M, 33, full-time 

 
16 Non-binary attendees reported lower comfort in proximity with others (β = -1.38, SE = 0.69 , p < .05), compared to male 

attendees.  
17 A post-hoc power analysis using G*Power with a sample size of 332 and 3 predictor variables revealed that the statistical 

power for this analysis was 1.00 for the detection of a medium effect size (0.25). 
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employed, one vaccine dose).  

 

One participant was impressed by the cleanliness of the toilets and the efficiency of the bar 

staff:  

 

“Er, there was lots of cleaning going on - everything was immaculate you know, like I 

said the toilets were immaculate…Yeah, so it was so clean and also, you know, just 

keeping an eye on how many people had been in and out of the toilets before they 

stopped and cleaned them. Erm, the bars, the same, the flow of traffic at the bars was 

much quicker than usual, so you weren't bunched up in a queue at the bar” (F, 41, 

full-time employed, one vaccine dose). 

  

The qualitative data also suggested two further reasons for feeling safe. Firstly, all 

interviewees identified the safety measures which were present at the event as increasing 

their feelings of safety. In particular, the requirement to submit a negative lateral flow test 

was singled out by all the interviewees as a measure which increased their feelings of safety. 

For one participant it was a deciding factor in their attendance:  

 

“My concerns would have been more if they hadn't put the lateral flow test in 

beforehand. I think if, that probably would have been a deciding factor.” (M, 60, full-

time, one vaccine dose).  

 

This is supported by the survey respondents, who rated the requirement to submit a negative 

lateral flow test as significantly more important than other safety measures (see Section 4.1). 

Furthermore, the perception that this measure was enforced strictly by the organisers 

increased feelings of safety. Two interviewees reported that they felt safer after witnessing 

the lateral flow test requirement enforced by the stewards:  

 

“And I was quite heartened, ehm I was in the queue and they just wouldn't let this 

couple in whose… I think it's a guy's girlfriend was like, ‘but I have had it I've just 

lost it, I can't find it’ whatever…And, and thankfully, despite the steward being a 

younger lady, she was quite resolute. And I thought, well that works for me, because 

that, that is that catalyst to me feeling safe” (M, 60, full-time employed, one vaccine 

dose). 

  

Secondly, the characteristics of the venue itself were conducive to feelings of safety. Two 

interviewees cited the festival being outdoors as an important factor which reduced the 

perceived likelihood of COVID-19 transmission:  

 

“obviously in the back your mind there's like a tiny little bit of risk about maybe 

catching COVID but I understand that, like outdoor, being outdoors, transmission is 

like so low and everyone had to provide a negative test and that before, so I wasn't, I 

wasn't, it would be like 0.1% of concern about COVID, but there wasn't much there” 
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(M, 24, full-time employed, not vaccinated).  

 

Connected to the venue’s outdoor setting was the large amount of space it possessed, which 

one participant compared favourably to other scenarios, such as going to the supermarket:  

 

“I think, like, if you think about supermarkets and how things much, much has relaxed 

over the kind of course of things and also, erm, you know, certain other areas, like 

I’ve got on the train a couple of times and I know I've definitely been closer to people 

on the train through not having spaces to socially distance, obviously with a mask. So 

it actually felt safer than those spaces and safer than the supermarket at times, where 

you can't control other people's behavior, but you don’t know if they've got the virus” 

(F, 41, full-time employed, one vaccine dose).  

 

Two interviewees also pointed out that the setting of the venue in a park benefited egress 

from the event as attendees were able to leave from all sides, thus reducing crowding:  

 

“everyone just filed out because obviously it's a park, it’s open all the way around 

everyone lives in different directions and there was no source of jostling or anything” 

(F, 53, full-time employed, fully vaccinated).  

 

This extract is supported by the observed data from Movement Strategies, which found that 

the mean of social distance during egress was 3.22 (SD = 2.50). 

 

4.5 Impact of lack of restrictions on spectator experiences 

 

The lack of COVID-19 safety measures during the event resulted in a feeling of ‘normality’ 

among many of the participants. All five participants mentioned interacting with others as 

they would have at an event pre-COVID-19:  

 

“there wasn't a hesitancy just to instantly go back to the normal humanity which was 

to just have a hug because that's what, if they turned up our house, it's just how we 

greet people, you know” (M, 60, full-time, one vaccine dose).  

 

Normality was seen as a purposeful aspect of the event, whereby participants felt the 

organisers wanted them to act normal because there were no safety measures within the 

event: 

 

“Everyone just sort of acted normal and that, which is what you were supposed to 

do” (M, 24, full-time employed, not vaccinated). 

 

Four out of the five interviewed participants felt strong positive emotions associated with 

being in the crowd with others and sharing a collective experience: 
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“I think you know from a mental health perspective, erm that was really, really 

important, that sense of sort of connection and community again, and, you know, 

being with people with kind of similar passions to you” (F, 41, full-time employed, 

one vaccine dose) 

 

During the event, some participants reverted back to pre-COVID gig-going norms, such as 

dancing, hugging, etc., but others were more reserved than they would be normally (e.g., 

staying towards the back of the tent because of the perception that it was safer). One 

participant mentioned the staff and stewards wearing masks as a reminder that the event was 

not completely back to pre-COVID normality yet: 

 

“I think the fact that the staff had masks on as well, they were still adhering to the 

rules themselves. So the bar staff, the security staff, St. Johns Ambulance Staff, would 

still wear the masks. So you were still aware at all times, that you were not in a 

normal situation” (M, 33, full-time employed, one dose of vaccine). 

 

Some participants felt that the absence of COVID-19 restrictions influenced their behaviour. 

One mentioned that having to wear a mask would have would have hindered the social 

experience of the event because of the connotations that go along with COVID-19 safety 

measures: 

 

“Probably, probably changed… yeah definitely changed my experience. Because, I 

think, I think wearing a mask, I think, now it brings with it sort of connotations about 

social distancing as well. Which, you know it’s actually fair enough I think you know, 

when you have a certain set of behaviours for a year, it becomes engrained in your 

mind that when you wear a mask you sort of stay away from other people as well. So I 

think if those measures were in place I think everyone would have been really weary I 

think. Like going to the bar and stuff I thought, everyone would have been really 

trying to stay out of each other's way and going to the toilet as well.” (M, 24, full-

time employed, not vaccinated) 

 

Between the lack of safety measures and the perception that organisers wanted attendees to 

act 'normal', participants felt comfortable at the event, which may have influenced their 

adherence to the COVID-19 safety measures. One participant speculated that the sense of 

‘normality’ due to the lack of COVID-19 restrictions at the event may have impacted 

attendees’ adherence to guidelines afterwards: 

 

“Erm, so everywhere, there were signs to say that we must go back again to the 

regulations when we, when we come out of the arena... but I wouldn't have been 

surprised if for that night, the people that you were tested with went on to party, 

because it did feel like it was a, almost like a pass to kind of, erm, not go mixing with 

other people that weren't tested, but kind of almost like “well we've we've done that 
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now”, so I do wonder if it altered people's behavior” (F, 41, full-time employed, one 

dose of vaccine). 

 

This concern suggests that there may have been a lack of clarity about why the safety 

measures were important outside of the venue (before and after the event).  

 

5. Key factors associated with self-reported (non)adherence to COVID-19 

guidance  

 

In this section, we examine key variables from the survey data associated with self-reported 

adherence to the COVID-19 guidance, as well as possible additional motivators of adherence 

to the measures from the interview data. We also examine group processes that contributed to 

self-reported adherence. Finally, we analyse whether self-reported adherence differed 

between those who had previously received a COVID-19 vaccine and those who had not. 

 

5.1 Key variables associated with self-reported adherence 

 

The survey data suggests that self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 guidance was 

positively associated with the motivation to keep other attendees safe, perception that others 

adhere and clarity of guidance, but negatively associated with perceived risk of COVID-19 

spread (see Table 4).  

 

Table 4: Significant predictors of self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 guidance.18 19  

 

Self-Reported Adherence to Physical Distancing  β(SE) t p CI 

Motivation to keep others safe .10(0.05) 2.08 .038 [0.01, 0.19] 

Seeing that other attendees adhered  .46(0.05) 10.24 < .001 [0.37, 0.55] 

Risk of COVID-19 spread -.14(0.04) -3.20 .002 [-0.23, -0.06] 

Clarity of guidance to physical distancing  .17(0.06) 2.86 .004 [0.05, 0.29] 

 

We explore these results further, in the context of possible sources of nonadherence, in 

Section 6. Beyond this, the interview data identified two further facilitators of adherence to 

the measures. Firstly, participants felt that attendees were motivated to adhere to the 

measures because of their desire to enter the event, and therefore to avoid any “rule-

breaking” behaviour which might prevent this: 

 

 
18 A post hoc analysis using G*Power with a sample size of 332 and 4 predictor variables revealed that the statistical power 

for this analysis was 1.00 for the detection of a medium effect size (0.25). 
19 None of the demographic variables were found to be significant predictors of self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 

guidance, all at p > .05.  
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“People, you know, haven't had access to an event like that, for a long time, everyone 

was kind of the same - they just wanted to follow the rules and get in” (F, 41, full-time 

employed, one dose of vaccine). 

 

There was also a sense among participants that attendees found it easier to comply with 

COVID-19 safety measures because they were already used to those measures being the 

norm: 

 

“when you’re taking part in something like that you’ve just gotta do what you’re 

expected to do. And also we’re used to it at the moment as well aren’t we? So no real 

issue with that.” (M, 24, full-time employed, not vaccinated)  

 

5.2 Group factors associated with self-reported adherence  

 

There is evidence that a psychological sense of being part of a group influenced participants’ 

adherence to the safety measures. Firstly, self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 guidance 

was positively associated with feelings of being part of a group with stewards20 21.  

 

Secondly, the relationship between seeing others adhere and self-reported adherence can be 

explained through a process of feeling part of the same group as other attendees, whereby the 

more respondents felt part of the same group with others (had a shared social identity with 

them), then the more likely they were to adhere to the COVID-19 guidance if they saw others 

adhere (see Figure 6).22 

 

 
 

Figure 6. Mediation analysis depicting the relationship between shared social identification 

with other attendees and self-reported adherence through the perception that others adhere. 

 

 
20 The correlation between looking to stewards and self-reported adherence to the safety guidelines is r = .17, p < .01.  
21 A post hoc power using G*Power with a sample size of 332 revealed that the statistical power for the correlation between 

looking to stewards and self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 guidance was 0.88. 
22 There was a significant indirect effect of shared social identity with other attendees on self-reported adherence via the 

perception that others adhere (b = .115, SE = 0.063, p = .069, z = 1.819, 95% CI [0.010, 0.254]). There was also a significant 

effect of perception that others adhere on self-reported adherence to the safety measures (b = .503, SE = 0.057, p < .001,, z = 

8.818). However, the total effect was non-significant (b = .192, SE = 0.121, p = .111, z = 1.594, 95% CI [0.002, 0.455]).  
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The interview data supports this: interviewees consistently mentioned a motivation to help 

events reopen or support the Events Research Programme. There was a perception amongst 

some participants that attendees were motivated to ‘play their part’ at the event to help the 

reopening of future events become possible and inform the Events Research Program. This 

sense of shared duty connected the participants, regardless of pre-existing views: 

 

“I do think that a lot of the people that were there, you know, not all share the same 

opinion as me, they want to still have a good time, but also they actually do realize 

how important it was as well so. I think, I think we’ve got to a point now where 

everyone is happy to play their part, I mean we’ve played our part for over a year, to 

make sure we get back to doing good things again” (M, 24, full-time employed, not 

vaccinated).  

 

5.3 Impact of COVID-19 vaccine on self-reported adherence  

 

We compared the differences of self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 guidance between 

attendees who received the COVID-19 vaccine and those who did not23, and between 

attendees who had COVID-19 previously and those who have not24. We found no differences 

between the groups. 

 

6. Key factors behind nonadherence to guidance 

 

Whilst the attendees at Sefton Park were not required to physically distance once they had 

entered the venue, they were required to do so whilst in the queue for the venue. The 

observed data by Movement Strategies demonstrates that this social distancing measure was 

not entirely adhered to. In this section, we identify possible reasons for nonadherence, by 

drawing on both qualitative data from the interviewees and quantitative data from the survey 

respondents. 

 

6.1 Feeling safe due to the COVID-19 safety measures in place 

  

Attendees at the event generally perceived that there was a low risk of COVID-19 spread (see 

Section 4.3). Whilst this is on the surface positive, this feeling of low risk may also have had 

a negative side effect, by causing people to relax their adherence to the safety guidance. 

Survey data shows that lower self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 safety guidance was 

associated with a lower perceived risk of COVID-19 spread (see Section 5.1). This is 

 
23 t(309) = 1.37, p = 0.17 suggests no significant difference in self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 guidance between 

attendees who received the COVID-19 vaccine (N = 143, M = 4.38, SD = 0.95) and those who did not (N = 189, M = 4.23, 

SD = 0.97).  
24 t(179) =  -1.88, p = 0.06 suggests no significant difference in self-reported adherence to the COVID-19 guidance between 

attendees who had COVID-19 previously (N = 99, M = 4.14, SD = 0.98) and those who have not (N = 233, M = 4.36, SD = 

0.95).  
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supported by the interview data: one interviewee observed that whilst social distancing was 

not being followed and that this made it harder for her to follow the guidance, she did not 

mind as much because of the presence of lateral flow testing: 

  

“It did make [social distancing] harder, but again I just kept thinking - everyone's 

been tested, you know nobody's getting in there who hasn't had a negative result so I 

wasn't that worried about it.” (F, 53, full-time employed, fully vaccinated) 

  

Here, the interviewee adopted a more relaxed attitude towards the social distancing 

guidelines because of the safety measures which were in place – specifically, the requirement 

for a negative lateral flow test, which was mentioned by all interviewees as a measure which 

made them feel safe and was rated by survey respondents as significantly more important 

than other safety measures (see Section 4.1). This observation surfaces two important points 

for organisers. Firstly, attendees of the event saw the requirement for a negative lateral flow 

test as much more important than other measures and may have relaxed their adherence to 

other measures as a result. Secondly, that feeling safe is a double-edged sword. Insofar as it is 

a consequence of trust in the organisers and allows attendees to enjoy events, it is positive. 

However, insofar as it leads to a (potentially inaccurate) low perception of risk, it may lead to 

a negative outcome of nonadherence. 

  

6.2 Lack of understanding around the measures 

  

A second possible reason for nonadherence revolves around a lack of understanding the 

measures from attendees. Analysis of the survey data shows that clarity of guidance around 

physical distancing was a significant predictor of self-reported adherence (see Section 5.1). 

Specifically, the harder it was to understand the guidance, the less likely attendees reported 

adherence to the measures. Interview data suggests that this lack of understanding manifested 

in two ways: firstly, a lack of understanding of why it was important to follow the safety 

measures; and secondly, a lack of understanding of how to follow those measures. One 

attendee questioned the purpose of the social distancing requirements given the presence of 

other safety measures: 

  

“Erm, to be honest, I thought, what would be the point of people social distancing in 

the queue to get in to get into the venue that we’d all been tested for, and that was 

why we were being allowed in?” (F, 53, full-time employed, fully vaccinated) 

  

In this extract, the interviewee argues that given entry into the (non-distanced) venue was 

contingent on obtaining a negative result in a COVID-19 test, there did not seem to be any 

purpose in forcing individuals who had obtained this negative result to then socially distance. 

Along similar lines, another interviewee suggested that because usual COVID-19 restrictions, 

such as physical distancing and face mask wearing did not apply inside the event, it seemed 

arbitrary to apply them immediately before the event: 
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“And, obviously, it was sort of as if, like you, crossed a piece of land, because you 

queued up with your mask on and everything and then, once you got through the gate 

you could take it off” (M, 60, full-time employed, one vaccine dose). 

  

Even when participants were motivated to follow the guidance, they were not always clear 

about the exact nature of the safety measures implemented at the event. Notably, several of 

the interviewees mistakenly believed that face mask wearing was required in the queue for 

the event, when this was not the case. This generated significant confusion amongst the 

attendees, one of whom cited a lack of clarity around when masks should be worn or taken 

off: 

  

“I think a few people took their masks off before we were fully through security. Erm, 

so, that was a little bit disappointing, at times, erm, but I think people perhaps weren't 

totally clear about when you could and couldn't take them off, because we ended up 

asking, you know, at what point are we allowed to take them off?” (F, 41, full-time 

employed, one vaccine dose) 

  

This confusion also affected how participants saw one another. Another interviewee 

identified other attendees who were not wearing masks as they themselves were mistaken 

about the guidance: 

 

“I think because they thought it was a no mask event, that as soon as you get to the 

park it’s a no mask event, as opposed to once you pass the barriers.” (M, 33, full-time 

employed, one vaccine dose) 

 

It is important to note that in both of the above cases the lack of face mask wearing was read 

by the interviewees as nonadherence, even if this was not the case. This is important, because 

perception that others adhered was positively correlated with self-reported adherence (see 

Table 4). Therefore, it is possible that perception of nonadherence, even if mistaken, could 

contribute towards nonadherence amongst participants themselves.  

 

In sum, a lack of understanding amongst attendees around why the measures were required, 

what the measures were, and how they were to be followed likely contributed to 

nonadherence in both social distancing and face mask wearing. Communication at future 

events should therefore be clearly targeted around these points (see Section 7). 

  

6.3 Lack of ability to physically distance 

  

The survey data shows that self-reported adherence was positively related to the perception 

that other attendees were adhering to the guidance (see Table 4). Therefore, a low perception 

of adherence from other attendees would predict low self-reported adherence. One way to 

interpret this is through the lens of group psychology, via identification with, and subsequent 

mimesis of, those who are seen to be nonadherent (see Section 5.2). However, a 



 

 

 

22 

supplementary interpretation, suggested by the interview data, is simply that being around 

those who were not adhering to the measures made it harder for oneself to adhere. One 

participant pointed out that some of the attendees were rushing the queue, which made it 

harder for others to distance. They explained this “rushing” behaviour by reference to the 

excitement of the attendees: 

  

“I think there was that excitement of trying to get in so people just trying to rush the 

queue a little bit quickly” (M, 60, full-time employed, one vaccine dose). 

  

However, nonadherence to social distancing was not solely attributable to the behaviour of 

other attendees. One participant pointed out that the way the queue was organised caused 

attendees to become bunched up, specifically at the searching point at the second gate: 

  

“The only part I found it difficult to distance in was the actual check, you know the 

body checks. So to get into, basically the way it was set up, I don’t know whether 

you've seen that the map of it or, but it was basically, you went through the first gates, 

got to a second gate, which is where you were searched. But you still were not 

allowed to take your mask off and you still had to maintain social distancing at that 

point. However … there was nothing to stop people in front and behind you some 

behind you from coming together before, because everyone was queuing, and the 

search was taking that long, the queue is getting bigger and people were 

automatically moving forward.” (M, 33, full-time employed, one vaccine dose) 

  

The length of the search, combined with a lack of interventions to stop people in the queue 

from automatically moving forward, caused attendees to become concentrated around the 

second gate. Therefore, whilst some nonadherence was due to the behaviour of other 

attendees, the organisation of the queue also contributed to the problem. 

 

7. Understanding and developing communication strategies for COVID-19 

guidance at future events 

 

7.1 Comparison of forms of communication 

 

Clear communication about how to follow the COVID-19 safety measures is important to 

ensure that spectators know how to adhere: self-reported adherence was positively associated 

with clarity of guidance (see Section 5.1). We asked participants how effective they found the 

different sources of information about the guidance, from 1= very ineffective to 5 = very 

effective. Pre-events communications were rated as significantly more effective than all other 
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communication forms, whereas information from other attendees and announcements during 

events were rated as the least significantly effective (see Figure 7)25 26.  

 

 
Figure 7. Effectiveness of each communication type about the COVID-19 guidance. Pre-

event communications (M = 4.45, SD = 0.75); information from other attendees (M = 3.62, 

SD = 0.91); information available online (M = 4.24, SD = 0.80); event signage (M = 4.19, SD 

= 0.79), event stewards (M = 4.19, SD = 0.87); announcements during the event (M = 3.66, 

SD = 1.02).  

 

The survey data was corroborated by the interview data, which suggests that pre-event 

communications (e.g., emails and text messages from the ticket seller) were effective in 

conveying information. Participants felt that there was enough information to fully 

understand what they needed to do before the event, but not too much that it became 

overwhelming: 

 

 
25 An a priori power analysis using G*Power for a test of mean differences on the type of communication about the COVID-

19 guidance revealed that 28 participants would be needed to detect a medium effect size (0.25), where alpha= .05, and 

power = .95. Our N = 332. 
26 F(5, 1655) = 89.25,  p < .001, 𝜂2

P= 0.21 suggests that there were significant differences in the perceived effectiveness of 

the type of communication about the COVID-19 guidance. Post-hoc analysis using Bonferroni correction found that pre-

event communications were rated as significantly more effective (M = 4.45, SD = 0.75) than signage (M = 4.19, SD = 0.79), 

information from stewards (M = 4.19, SD = 0.87), announcements during the event (M = 3.66, SD = 1.02) and information 

from other attendees (M = 3.62, SD = 0.91), at p < .001, and significantly better than information available online (M = 4.24, 

SD = 0.80), at p < .01. Information from other attendees was rated as significantly less effective than pre-event 

communications, at p < .01, and significantly better than signage, information from stewards and information available 

online, at p < .001. Announcements during the event were rated as significantly less effective than signage, information from 

stewards, pre-event communications, information available online, all at p < .001.  
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“To be fair there was really good correspondence, so everything was sent out via 

email beforehand. And I think up to the day, to be honest. In the morning those emails 

sent out saying, just so you’re aware, this needs to happen. I mean obviously we took 

the test on the Saturday, and it happened on Sunday. But I believe up to the morning 

of the test, it would say, oh you need to come today at this time, it was constant, but it 

wasn't like it was spam, it was relevant, everything that was said was good” (M, 33, 

full-time employed, one dose of vaccine). 

 

Participants were also aware of other sources of information that they could seek if they had 

further questions: 

 

“I mean the emails were pretty informative about the steps to go through. But if you 

wanted to find out any further guidance on it, any information, you would go on the 

site with the FAQs and see what had been asked and that.” (M, 24, full-time 

employed, not vaccinated)  

 

The only potential issue mentioned with the pre-event communications was the suggestion to 

go to one of four testing sites. One participant felt there could be slight confusion about why 

those testing sites were chosen, and what would happen if they were to go to a different one: 

 

“The only thing I would say with that is it recommended that you go to 1 of 4 testing 

sites that were in Liverpool. But then it said you could go to any testing site but it just 

might not be as quick or something like that it was saying, and it just, it like, I just 

went to one of the 4 testing sites because I thought there’ll be more capacity and stuff 

like that ehm... I just thought that might have … like not confuse people, but it was 

just not as clear but that was the only thing really, and it wasn't, wasn't a big issue for 

me, I just thought it might be a bit weird for some people.” (M, 24, full-time 

employed, not vaccinated) 

 

A further advantage to pre-event communications was the sense amongst all five participants 

that drinking alcohol may have inhibited attendees’ ability to absorb the messaging, 

particularly later on in the event, influencing egress. When asked if there was guidance 

concerning egress, one participant stated: 

 

“No, no, no… I mean there may have been signs and things but… If you’re going to 

an event and having a drink you’re not gonna be compos mentis anyway, I mean we 

were, but other people wouldn't be so. Yeah, there was nothing that was glaringly 

obvious to put your mask back on.” (M, 33, full-time employed, one dose of vaccine) 

 

7.2 Who Individuals looked to for information 

 

During the event itself, participants mentioned less direct communication, as there were no 

COVID-19 safety measures to enforce once attendees entered the venue. However, looking to 
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others remained important in helping attendees obtain information about how to follow the 

guidance. When asked the extent to which they looked to others for information about how to 

follow the guidance, from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree, attendees reported 

looking significantly more to stewards, followed by other attendees (see Figure 8)27 28.  

 

 
Figure 8. The extent to which attendees looked to others for information about how to follow 

the COVID-19 safety measures, including stewards (M = 3.54, SD = 1.17), other attendees 

(M = 2.73, SD = 1.21) and musicians (M = 2.14, SD = 1.15).  

 

We also compared who attendees looked to for information with the extent to which they felt 

part of the same group with them. Looking to stewards, musicians, and other attendees for 

information was associated with feeling part of a group with them.29 30 

 

Although stewards were the most consulted source, interviewees were mixed regarding their 

perceptions of the stewards’ role. Some participants found the stewards and the signs posted 

to be helpful: 

 
27 An a priori power analysis using G*Power for a test of mean differences on who attendees looked to for information 

about how to follow the COVID-19 safety measures revealed that 43 participants would be needed to detect a medium effect 

size (0.25), where alpha = .05, and power = .95. Our N = 332. 
28 F(2, 662) = 176.94, p <  .001,  𝜂2

P = 0.35, suggests that there are significant differences in who attendees look to for 

information at the event. Attendees looked significantly more to stewards for information (M = 3.54, SD = 1.17), compared 

to other attendees (M = 2.73, SD = 1.21) and musicians (M = 2.14, SD = 1.15), all at p < .001. It was also found that 

attendees were looked to significantly more for information than musicians at p < .001.  
29 Stewards, r = 0.16, p < .01; musicians, r = 0.12, p < .05; and other attendees r = 0.19, p < .001. 
30 A post hoc power using G*Power with a sample size of 332 revealed that the statistical power for the correlation between 

looking to stewards and feeling part of the same group as them was 0.83, for the correlation between looking to musicians 

and feeling part of the same group as them was 0.59, and for the correlation between looking to other attendees and feeling 

part of the same group as them was 0.94. 
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“Yeah, again I thought it was great, I thought there was there was stewards 

everywhere, so if you needed anything if you needed help. I really liked the fact that 

there was lots of information everywhere as well, so, particularly the “be kind, if 

people need space, give them space” and that was on the screens, the whole time” (F, 

41, full-time employed, one dose of vaccine). 

 

However, others were less clear about the responsibilities of stewards: 

 

“I sort of looked and the stewards were just watching it [an argument between 

attendees], they, they clearly didn't want to get involved, so I wasn't sure whether the 

stewarding was more for … sort of entry and actually what the word, stewarding 

people in and out. As opposed to more security” (M, 60, full-time employed, one dose 

of vaccine). 

 

During egress, one of the interviewed participants mentioned clear and effective guidance 

from stewards: 

 

“that was really directed by the staff, through the barriers and things, erm they were 

directing you where to go, and directing the flow of people, really” (F, 41, full-time 

employed, one dose of vaccine). 

 

Another participant mentioned that, although the stewards were making announcements 

about egress, the loud nature of the event meant she was not able to hear them. The other 

three stated that they just followed the flow of other attendees, without noticing guidance 

from stewards (although two participants left the event early).  

 

7.3 Post-event communication 

 

Communication continued after the event, which most participants felt was effective in 

providing them with the information they needed. One participant mentioned that there was a 

text message concerning the PCR tests on the Saturday after the event, even though the tests 

were supposed to be done by the Friday, which influenced his perception of the post-event 

COVID-19 measures:  

 

“And we got a text each day, so I think, I think they left it on the Monday because 

obviously everyone would be worse for wear. But Tuesday, Thursday, Friday saying 

this is your last day. And then even on the Saturday it said, which makes me think 

there wasn't as many tests returned as there should’ve been because on the Saturday 

they said although it was meant to close yesterday, we've extended it by a day, so if 

you can get your test to us. But yeah afterwards the information was definitely there.” 

(M, 33, full-time employed, one dose of vaccine) 
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The same participant was unsure about who he would have contacted if he had tested positive 

on the post-event PCR test: 

 

“It didn't really say much about who to contact to if you’d had a positive test” (M, 33, 

full-time employed, one dose of vaccine). 

 

8. Conclusions, limitations and next steps 

 

This study contributes to evidence regarding processes associated with (non)adherence to the 

COVID-19 guidance during the Sefton Park musical festival, which is part of the Events 

Research Programme. In this section, we summarise the key findings, compare the self-

reported and observed data, note the study limitations, and make recommendations for future 

events. 

 

8.1 Key findings  

 

The Sefton Park event was unique compared to other events during the Events Research 

Programme because it did not require COVID-19 safety measures, such as physical 

distancing or face mask wearing once attendees entered the venue. Despite the absence of 

these usual measures, attendees reported feeling notably safe at the event, and experienced a 

strong sense of “normality”, interacting with others as they would have at an event pre 

COVID-19. Attendees also reported a high level of trust in the event organisers. This high 

trust in the organisers contributed to the feeling of safety in the event. Other contributing 

factors included the venue being outdoors and the presence of other safety measures. 

  

The safety measures, which were enforced at the event, included requiring attendees to 

submit a negative lateral flow test result prior to entry, and physical distancing whilst they 

queued for entry to the venue. The self-reported data suggests that the requirement to social 

distance in the queue was well-tolerated by attendees and largely adhered to. However, some 

of the interviewees noted that a minority of attendees did not comply with the restrictions, 

and others reported that it was difficult to identify whether social distancing was being 

properly observed due to difficulty in separating different households. Self-reported 

adherence was positively associated with the motivation to keep other attendees safe, 

perception that other attendees were adhering, and clarity of guidance, but negatively 

associated with low perceived risk of COVID-19 spread. 

  

Considered together, the survey and interview data suggest three important explanations for 

nonadherence. Firstly, attendees felt safe given the COVID-19 measures in place. In 

particular, the participants consistently emphasised the importance of providing a negative 

lateral flow test, and elevated its importance compared to other safety measures, such as face 

masks or limits to the number of people who could attend. This caused them to lower their 

perceived risk of COVID-19 spread and therefore “relax” their adherence to the other safety 

measures, such as social distancing. Therefore, whilst the feeling of safety among attendees 
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allowed individuals to enjoy the event and reflected confidence in the organisers, it also 

appeared to have the unintended consequence of lowering adherence to the safety measures. 

Secondly, some lack of clarity in communication around the safety measures caused 

attendees to question their purpose, as well as confusion around which measures were in 

place and how to follow them. Finally, participants reported difficulty in adhering to the 

guidelines due to the rushing behaviour of some other attendees; the time-consuming search 

process implemented at the second gate compounded this, as attendees became bunched up 

whilst those in front of them were being searched. Taken together, these observations 

illuminate the importance of providing attendees with appropriate information about why the 

safety measures are necessary, which safety measures are required, and how the safety 

measures are to be followed. However, they also pointed out the responsibility of the 

organisers to facilitate adherence, and to intervene where necessary to ensure that participants 

have the wherewithal to follow the guidelines (see Section 8.4 for recommendations). 

  

Effective communication is critical in promoting adherence to guidelines. The survey data 

shows that lower clarity in the guidance was associated with lower self-reported adherence. 

At Sefton Park, communication around the COVID-19 safety measures was generally seen as 

effective, although the extent of this perceived effectiveness varied by source. Pre-event 

communications were perceived as the most effective form of communication. Information 

from others and announcements during the event were perceived to be the least effective 

forms of communication; the latter approach was dually hindered by the loud nature of the 

event, which made it difficult to hear announcements, and the fact that many attendees drank 

alcohol throughout the event, which inhibited their ability to absorb the messaging. Although 

attendees in general looked most towards stewards for information around the safety 

measures, who they looked to also depended on their group identity. Participants were more 

likely to look for information from those who they felt part of the same group with. Finally, 

most participants felt that the post-event communications provided the information needed, 

although one pointed out the correct course of action following a positive post-event PCR 

could have been made clearer. 

 

8.2 Comparisons with observed data 

 

The observed data is not entirely concordant with the self-reported data. Whilst participants 

in the survey reported that adherence to the safety measures for themselves and others was 

very high, this is not borne out by the observed data, which showed that the density in the 

queue was over 1 person per square meter between 17:45 and 18:20, with a peak of over 2.5 

people per square meter at 18:0031. The mean of social distance between 17:50 and 18:10 was 

also found to be 0.83 (SD = 0.49), with 78% of attendees exhibiting a social distance of 1m or 

lower32.   

 
31 Movement Strategies (2021). Sefton Park Music Outdoor Festival: Events Research Programme Report (Draft). Received 

01 June 2021 
32 Movement Strategies (2021). Presentation on Social Distancing at Sefton Park (Draft). Received 31 May 2021 
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However, these observed findings are supported by some of the qualitative data. For instance, 

multiple interviewees pointed out that social distancing was not strictly observed by some of 

the attendees whilst in the queue for the event. However, measures of group density do not 

take into account the fact that many of the attendees likely distanced in same-household 

groups, which would have been within the COVID-19 guidelines. Furthermore, the mean of 

social distance of 0.83m was also less than one standard deviation away from the required 

distance of 1m: therefore, interpretations of the observed data must be careful not to 

exaggerate the level of nonadherence at the event. Nonetheless, the disparity between self-

reported measures of adherence and the observed data give reason to be cautious when 

interpreting the self-report measures alone (see Section 8.3) and serve as a reminder of the 

importance of triangulating such measures with other sources of information, such as 

interviews and observed data. 

 

8.3 Limitations 

 

There are several limitations to this study. There was a low response rate of 5.40% for the 

survey (see Section 2), meaning there were many participant’s views and experiences we 

could not capture. Additionally, only five interviews were completed, therefore the 

qualitative analysis was drawn from a relatively small amount of data.  

 

The participants may not be an accurate representation of the entire event. The majority of the 

survey respondents were ‘non-regular attendees’ (see Table 1). This may limit the study’s 

applicability, as regular attendees may be more representative of future music festival 

audiences. Nonetheless, the data from all participants provides useful information on 

potential reasons for nonadherence.  

 

As mentioned previously, part of the motivation for attending these events and adhering to 

COVID-19 safety protocols was to enable the return of live events and support the Events 

Research Programme. Findings from this study may not be applicable to future events where 

the attendees do not perceive that their actions will impact the planning of further events. 

Attendees were aware that these events were being closely monitored, and they may have 

behaved differently than they would normally because they wanted the event to go well.  

 

This also may have influenced participant’s self-reported adherence, as the observed data 

from Movement Strategies found less adherence to physical distancing in the entrance queue 

than the participants reported33. Another possible reason for incongruent self-report data is 

that attendees may find it difficult to accurately judge distances in the queue. Also, one 

participant mentioned not knowing whether other attendees in groups were from the same 

household or not. These conditions make it difficult for participants to judge adherence to 

physical distancing guidelines.  

 

 
33 Movement Strategies (2021). Sefton Park Music Outdoor Festival: Events Research Programme Report (Draft). Received 

01 June 2021 
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8.4 Recommendations 

 

Here we draw out from our findings five key recommendations for maximizing COVID-

secure behaviours at live events. 

 

(i) Ensure attendees can adhere to physical distancing guidelines at all stages of the event 

where it is required. Providing the opportunity for attendees to adhere is essential to mitigate 

risks, so organisers should facilitate adherence throughout the entire event. At Sefton Park 

this issue was especially salient at the second gate, where attendees were searched: because it 

took a significant amount of time to process each search, attendees became bunched together 

as people automatically moved forward. This issue could be addressed either through a) a 

more time-efficient search process, and/or b) an intervention to prevent people from moving 

forward whilst attendees in front of them were being searched, such as stewards or barriers 

which only move aside after each search is complete. 

 

(ii) Provide clear guidance about why the safety measures are necessary, how to adhere to the 

measures, and what precautions the organisers have taken to facilitate attendee safety34. Clear 

guidance should be presented at all stages of the event and provided in multiple accessible 

forms (e.g., live signage, stewards, and live announcements) to mitigate the potential that 

communication is missed (e.g., being unable to hear live announcements in hospitality areas 

due to noise). In particular, there appeared to be confusion amongst attendees around whether 

face masks were required in the queue, leading to a perceived lack of clarity in 

communication and (mistaken) perceptions of nonadherence from other attendees. There also 

appeared to be a lack of understanding around why social distancing measures were required 

in the queue if it was relaxed inside of the venue. Future communication strategies should 

therefore be at pains to make clear why this measure was necessary. 

 

(iii) Event organisers should make clear what measures they are taking to facilitate attendee 

safety and why, but it is vital that attendees are still aware of the risks posed by COVID-19 

and the importance of following the safety guidance. For example, attendees saw the lateral 

flow tests as significantly the most important measure; this caused them to feel safer at the 

event, which was in turn associated with relaxed adherence to social distancing. 

Communication from event organisers should therefore tread a line between reassuring 

attendees that safety measures have been put in place in order to encourage confidence in the 

organisation of the event, whilst also being honest around the limitations of each individual 

measure in order to discourage risky behaviour and enable participants to make more 

accurate decisions. 

 

(iv) Use effective communication sources to facilitate adherence to the guidance. At Sefton 

Park, the source rated as the most effective was pre-event communications, whilst the 

 
34 Drury, J., Carter, H., Cocking, C., Ntontis, E., Tekin Guven, S., & Amlôt, R. (2019). Facilitating collective psychosocial 

resilience in the public in emergencies: Twelve recommendations based on the Social Identity Approach. Frontiers in Public 

Health, 7, 1–21. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2019.00141 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2019.00141
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2019.00141
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individuals who were most looked to for information were stewards. Attendees were more 

likely to look for information about how to act from those they felt were part of their group, 

thus making those sources a potentially influential medium to communicate safe behaviours. 

Organisers can identify who is seen by fans as a part of the group and consider using them to 

deliver messages about the safety guidance. Alternatively, they can aim to promote a sense of 

shared “groupness” between the attendees and organisers: self-reported adherence was 

positively associated with feeling part of a group with stewards. Such messaging could play 

on and reinforce existing motivators of adherence, such as the motivation to “play a part” in 

the reopening of future events, or the motivation to keep others at the event safe. Levels of 

self-reported adherence were related to the extent others were perceived to be adhering, so it 

is vital that influential and visible figures, such as stewards, are seen to be following the 

guidance, and to model what “adherence” looks like in order to minimise misperceptions of 

nonadherence. 

 

(v) Be mindful of the sense of “normality” which relaxation of safety measures inside the 

event creates, and its potential implications (for more detail on social norms, see Neville et 

al., 202135; Templeton et al., 202036). Attendees reported feeling comfortable at the event, 

with many reverting back to pre-COVID gig-going norms, such as dancing, hugging and 

crowding together at the front of the venue. Some participants felt that such “normal” 

behaviour was encouraged and even desired by the organisers. Whilst this was not considered 

to be nonadherence at Sefton Park due to the complete relaxation of the safety measures 

inside the event, future events looking to relax safety measures should take into account not 

only the effects of each measure considered in isolation, but also its likely impact on 

attendees’ subjective experiences of the event and hence subsequent behaviour. Moreover, 

organisers must consider the knock-on effect a momentary suspension in “normality” may 

have on attendees’ behaviour after the event, and clearly address the objection of why safety 

measures should be followed before and after the event if they are not required within the 

event itself. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
35 Neville, F., Templeton, A., Smith, J., & Louis, W. R., (2021). Social norms, social identities and the COVID-19 

pandemic: Theory and recommendations. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, e12596, 1–12. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12596 
36 Templeton, A., Smith, K., Dang Guay, J., Barker, N., Whitehouse, D., & Smith, A. (2020, October 15). Returning to UK 

sporting events during COVID-19: Spectator experiences at pilot events. Sports Ground Safety Authority 
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Appendix A: Online survey for Sefton Park 

Please enter a unique identifier code made up of the first 3 letters of your mother's maiden 

name, the first 2 numbers of your date of birth. This is to keep the data anonymous but ensure 

that you can withdraw at any point until the study is written up by providing the unique 

identifier code to the research team. For example, if your mother's maiden name is Herbert, 

you were born on the 28th July your unique identifier code would be HER-28.  

________________________________________________________________ 

  

  

Please rate the extent to which you disagree or agree with the following statements 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

Keeping 

other 

attendees 

safe was 

important to 

me 

(Q5_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I was 

motived to 

help others 

keep safe 

(Q5_2) 

o   o   o   o   o   

It is 

important to 

me to follow 

the COVID-

19 safety 

guidance 

prior to 

entering the 

venue 

(Q5_3) 

o   o   o   o   o   
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I was 

focused on 

following the 

COVID-19 

safety 

guidance 

prior to 

entering the 

venue 

(Q5_4) 

o   o   o   o   o   

  

  

 

Please rate how unimportant or important the following safety measures are to you.  

   

Limits on the number of people who can attend (Q7) 

o Very unimportant 

o Unimportant 

o Neither unimportant or important 

o Important 

o Very important 

  

  

  

Queuing systems designed in line with physical distancing guidance (Q9) 

o Very unimportant 

o Unimportant 

o Neither unimportant or important 

o Important 

o Very important 

  

 

Face masks being worn by attendees (Q10) 

o Very unimportant 

o Unimportant 

o Neither unimportant or important 

o Important 
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o Very important 

  

  

  

Providing a negative result from a lateral flow test prior to entry (Q38) 

o Very unimportant 

o Unimportant 

o Neither unimportant or important 

o Important 

o Very important 

  

  

Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree that each restriction impacted your 

enjoyment of the event. (Q11) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neither 

disagree nor 

agree 

Agree Strongly 

agree 

Limits of 

number of 

people who 

could attend 

(Q11_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

Physical 

distancing in 

queuing prior 

to entry 

(Q11_2) 

o   o   o   o   o   

  

  

  

Would you recommend friends and family to attends events with similar measures in place? 

(Q12) 

o Yes 

o Maybe 

o No 

  

  



 

 

 

35 

Below are a number of ways that safety information may have been communicated to 

attendees at events. Please rate the extent to which you found the communication approach 

ineffective or effective at your event. (Q13) 

  Very 

ineffective 

Ineffective Neither 

ineffective 

or effective 

Effective Very 

effective 

Pre event 

communication

s 

(Q13_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

Events signage 

(Q13_2)   
o   o   o   o   o   

Event stewards 

(Q13_3)   
o   o   o   o   o   

Announcements 

during the event 

(Q13_4) 

o   o   o   o   o   

Information 

available online 

(Q13_5)   

o   o   o   o   o   

Information 

from other 

attendees 

(Q13_6) 

o   o   o   o   o   
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Below are questions about the safety information and safety measures. Please rate the extent 

to which you disagree or agree with the following statements. (Q14) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I was 

provided with 

sufficient 

practical 

information 

about what to 

do when 

leaving the 

venue 

(Q14_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I understood 

what actions 

were 

expected of 

me when 

leaving the 

venue 

(Q14_2) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I was 

provided with 

sufficient 

practical 

information 

about how to 

follow 

physical 

distancing 

measures 

before entry 

(Q14_3) 

o   o   o   o   o   
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I understood 

what physical 

distancing 

actions were 

expected of 

me before 

entry 

(Q14_4) 

o   o   o   o   o   

Planned 

exiting 

helped to 

keep 

attendees safe 

Q14_5 

o   o   o   o   o   

Planned 

exiting 

helped 

attendees to 

leave 

efficiently 

Q14_6 

o   o   o   o   o   

  

  

 

Please rate the extent to which you disagree or agree with the following statements. (Q15) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

There were 

sufficient 

measures in 

place to exit 

the venue 

safely 

(Q15_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   



 

 

 

38 

The 

organisers 

helped the 

attendees 

prepare for 

exiting the 

venue 

(Q15_2) 

o   o   o   o   o   

There were 

sufficient 

measures in 

place to 

allow safe 

physical 

distancing 

prior to entry 

(Q15_3) 

o   o   o   o   o   

Physical 

distancing 

helped to 

keep 

attendees 

safe prior to 

entry 

(Q15_4) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I found the 

information 

about the 

safety 

measures at 

this event to 

be consistent 

(Q15_5)   

o   o   o   o   o   
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The questions below ask perceptions of the safety instructions. Please rate the extent to which 

you disagree or agree with the following statements about the safety guidance. (Q16) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I wanted to 

go against the 

safety 

guidance 

(Q16_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I was willing 

to follow the 

instructions 

of the event 

organisers 

(Q16_2) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I intended to 

adhere to the 

instructions 

from the 

event 

organisers 

(Q16_3) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I felt 

confident that 

the organisers 

had 

sufficiently 

prepared to 

keep 

attendees safe 

(Q16_4) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I felt that the 

organisers 

were open 

about the 

actions they 

were taking 

to keep 

attendees safe 

o   o   o   o   o   
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(Q16_5) 

I looked to 

the musicians 

for 

information 

on how to act 

within the 

safety 

measures 

(Q16_6) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I looked to 

the other 

attendees for 

information 

about how to 

follow the 

safety 

measures 

(Q16_7) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I looked to 

the stewards 

for 

information 

on how to act 

within the 

safety 

measures 

(Q16_8) 

o   o   o   o   o   

This is an 

attention 

check. Please 

select 

'strongly 

agree' 

(Q16_9) 

o   o   o   o   o   
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To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following statements? (Q17) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I thought that 

myself and the 

management 

of this event 

were similar 

(Q17_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

There was 

great 

togetherness 

between the 

attendees and 

the 

management 

(Q17_2) 

o   o   o   o   o   

There were 

positive 

relations 

between the 

attendees and 

management 

(Q17_3)   

o   o   o   o   o   

I thought of 

myself and the 

stewards as 

similar 

(Q17_4)  

o   o   o   o   o   

I felt a sense 

of unity with 

the stewards 

(Q17_5)    

o   o   o   o   o   

There was 

great 

togetherness 

between the 

attendees and 

the stewards 

o   o   o   o   o   
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(Q17_6)  

I thought that 

myself and the 

musicians 

were similar 

(Q17_7)  

  

o   o   o   o   o   

I felt a sense 

of unity with 

the musicians 

(Q17_8)    

o   o   o   o   o   

I thought of 

myself and the 

musicians as 

being part of 

the same 

group 

(Q17_9)  

o   o   o   o   o   

  

  

The following questions will ask about your feelings and views of the crowd at the event. 

Please answer to the best of your ability from 'strongly disagree' to 'strongly agree'. (Q18) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I felt a sense 

of unity with 

the other 

crowd 

members 

(Q18_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I thought of 

myself and 

the others 

crowd 

members as 

being part of 

the same 

group 

o   o   o   o   o   
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(Q18_2) 

I felt I had 

very little in 

common with 

the other 

crowd 

members 

(Q18_3) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I thought 

everyone in 

the crowd felt 

part of the 

same group 

(Q18_4) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I thought 

everyone in 

the crowd felt 

united 

(Q18_5) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I thought 

everyone in 

the crowd felt 

a sense of 

commonality 

with one 

another 

(Q18_6) 

o   o   o   o   o   

  

  

 

To what extent do you disagree or agree that the other attendees overall adhered to the 

following safety measures? (Q19) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

Following 

physical 

distancing 

o   o   o   o   o   
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guidelines 

prior to entry 

  

  

   

To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following statements? (Q20) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

The typical 

attendee 

maintained 

physical 

distancing 

prior to entry 

(Q20_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

Most 

attendees 

would 

support 

others to 

keep safe 

(Q20_2) 

o   o   o   o   o   

The typical 

attendee 

would 

intervene if 

they saw 

another 

person not 

being safe 

(Q20_3) 

o   o   o   o   o   
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Most 

attendees 

thought it 

was 

important to 

follow the 

safety 

measures 

(Q20_4)   

o   o   o   o   o   

  

  

   

  

To what extent do you disagree or agree that you adhered to the following safety measures? 

(Q21) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

Following 

physical 

distancing 

guidelines 

prior to entry 

o   o   o   o   o   

  

  

   

If you saw that another attendee was not following the COVID-19 safety measures, how 

would you feel? (Q22) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I would feel 

confident 

intervening to 

help them 

adhere 

Q22_1 

o   o   o   o   o   
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I would feel 

comfortable 

intervening 

Q22_2 

o   o   o   o   o   

I would be 

nervous to get 

involved 

Q22_3 

o   o   o   o   o   

  

  

 

  

To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following statements? (Q23) 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I felt safe 

when I was 

with the 

other crowd 

members 

(Q23_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I was 

concerned 

about other 

crowd 

members 

spreading 

germs 

(Q23_2) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I felt that the 

other crowd 

members 

cared about 

my safety 

(Q23_3) 

o   o   o   o   o   
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I felt that the 

other crowd 

members 

took care of 

one another 

(Q23_4)   

o   o   o   o   o   

I felt that the 

crowd 

members 

could put me 

at risk 

(Q23_5)  

o   o   o   o   o   

I could 

expect 

support from 

the other 

crowd 

members to 

keep safe 

(Q23_6)  

o   o   o   o   o   

I was 

concerned 

that the other 

attendees 

could 

transmit 

COVID-19 

(Q23_7)  

o   o   o   o   o   

I was 

worried 

about 

catching 

COVID-19 

from other 

attendees 

(Q23_8)  

o   o   o   o   o   
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To what extent do you disagree or agree with the following statements? 

  Strongly 

disagree 

Somewhat 

disagree 

Neither 

agree nor 

disagree 

Somewhat 

agree 

Strongly 

agree 

I enjoyed 

being in close 

proximity to 

other attendees 

(Q24_1) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I wanted to be 

close to the 

other attendees 

(Q24_2) 

o   o   o   o   o   

I felt 

uncomfortable 

with the close 

physical 

proximity of 

the other 

attendees 

(Q24_3) 

o   o   o   o   o   

Being close 

together with 

other attendees 

is an important 

part of live 

events for me 

(Q24_4) 

o   o   o   o   o   

Being near 

other attendees 

is a valuable 

part of live 

events 

(Q24_5) 

o   o   o   o   o   
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How did you travel to the event? (Q25) 

 

o Public transport (all of the journey) 

o Public transport (part of the journey) 

o By coach 

o Drove in own vehicle 

o Dropped off by friend/family member 

o Taxi 

o Walked 

o Cycled 

o Other (please state) ________________________________________________ 

  

 

 

How did you travel from the event? (Q35) 

o Public transport (all of the journey) 

o Public transport (part of the journey) 

o By coach 

o Drove in own vehicle 

o Dropped off by friend/family member 

o Taxi 

o Walked 

o Cycled 

o Other (please state) ________________________________________________ 

  

 

 

Have you had a COVID-19 vaccine? (Q26) 

o Yes 

o No 
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Have you had COVID-19 previously? (Q27) 

o Yes 

o No 

  

  

  

Are you either a season ticket holder or regular attendee of this event? (Q36) 

o Regular attendee 

o Neither 

  

 

 

This is the final set of questions. Please provide us with some basic demographic information.     

  

 

Please select your age bracket (Q29) 

o 18 - 24 

o 25 - 34 

o 35 - 44 

o 45 - 54 

o 55 - 64 

o 65 - 74 

o 75 - 84 

o 85 or older 

o Prefer not to say 

 
 

 Please select your employment status (Q30) 

o Employed full time 

o Employed part time 

o Unemployed looking for work 

o Unemployed not looking for work 

o Retired 

o Student 

o Disabled 
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o Furloughed 

o Full time carer 

o Prefer not to say 

  

  

  Please select your gender identity  (Q31) 

o Male 

o Female 

o Non-binary 

o Transgender male 

o Transgender female 

o Prefer not to say 

   

Please select the region that you live in (Q32) 

o England 

o Scotland 

o Wales 

o Northern Ireland 

o Outside of UK 

o Prefer not to say 
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Appendix B: Interview schedule for Sefton Park 

1.   Why did you want to come to the event? 

2.   Could you tell me what you were most looking forward to at the event? 

3.   Did you have any concerns about attending? 

a.    Prompt: What were the concerns? What did you think were the main risk 

areas for catching the virus? 

4.   How did you travel to the event? With others? 

5.      Have you been to this venue before? 

a.    Prompt: What do you think of the people who run the venue? Do you usually 

meet other people you know there? 

6.   Did you see other people that you knew there [other than those they travelled with]? 

a.    Prompt: How did you react when you saw them? Is that typically how you 

would have greeted them? 

7.      How did you feel about not having COVID-19 safety measures such as physical 

distancing and not wearing face masks)? 

a.       Prompt:  This event was part of a broader programme testing live crowd 

events where safety measures were in place like physical distancing and 

mask wearing. How necessary do you think the measures such as wearing 

masks usually are for live events during COVID-19? 

b.   How safe did you feel at the event? 

8.      There were some COVID-19 safety measures in place such as physical distancing 

when queuing before entering the event, and having a negative results on a lateral flow 

test. What did you think of physical distancing in the queue? What did you think of taking 

the lateral flow test? 

a.       Prompt: were you happy to comply with the physical distancing? With 

the lateral flow test? 

b.      Prompt: Did you feel able to comply with the Physical distancing? With 

taking the lateral flow test? 

c.       Prompt: Who do you think decides on these measures? 

9.   How did you access the guidance about the COVID-19 safety measures that were in 

place, such as taking a lateral flow test before arriving? 

a.    Prompt: [ask about which sources – from the venue, from NHS etc.] 
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b.   Prompt: Did you understand how to follow the guidance? Why/why not? 

What parts did you find most (un)clear? 

c.    Prompt: Who/where did you look to for information? 

10.  How well do you think the other attendees agreed with the safety measures? 

a.    Prompt: Why do you think that? 

b.   Prompt: Was there anything that might have stopped them from following 

the safety measures? 

11.  What did you think about the overall organisation of the event? 

a.    Prompt: What made you feel safe or unsafe? 

12.  How did you find the crowd experience compared to before COVID-19? 

a.    Prompt: How did you feel towards the other attendees at the event? 

b.   Prompt: What were the interactions like? 

c.    Prompt: How do you think they felt towards you? 

13.  One of the great things about live events is getting to share the experience with 

others. How did you find being together with others to watch the musicians? 

a.       Prompt: How did you show you were enjoying the event? (e.g., singing 

along to the music) 

b.      Prompt: How did the others at the event show they were enjoying it? 

c.       Prompt: Did the decision to not have COVID-19 measures such as 

mask-wearing change your experience or actions in any way? 

14.  Now thinking about when you were leaving the event. What were you asked to do? 

a.    Prompt: Was the guidance (un)clear? Were you able to follow the 

guidance? Which parts? How did others act? 

15.  Is there anything else you would like to mention that we haven’t already discussed? 


