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Executive Summary

The aim of this report is to draw together the broad learning points from the work of the evaluation work package (WP6) which fall into four linked foci and then to provide an overview of the major findings and recommendations. Before this, the report contains a scene setting section in which the core features of the project design are analytically synthesised. The first focus, reported in section 3, depicts how the project has worked and illustrates the lessons learnt, with reference to the PALETTE methodology and the participatory design methodology (PDM) in particular. The second focus, reported in section 4, contributes a meta analysis of the evaluation of data  emerging from the trials conducted by WP1 which focused scenarios in which communities of practice might be supported using configurations of information, knowledge management and collaboration services.   This report is written at a higher level of generality and attempts to draw together the broader lessons from the PALETTE experience which might inform developments in the future where a community of practice can be supported more effectively (given added value).  We offer an evaluative overview of the way in which a community of practice can be supported more effectively in a holistic way.  We use the meta questions developed in the Palette Evaluation Toolset (D.EVA 2).  In that deliverable we were interested in the process and experience of undertaking the trials from all key stakeholders’ perspectives. The third focus, reported in section 5, explores possible strategies with which R&D projects might approach wider changes and trends in technology and its usage. The fourth and final focus, summarised in section 6, synthesises the extensive discussion already undertaken in the report on the responses of the PALETTE project to formative evaluation. The conclusion of the report offers summative observations and recommendations concerning evaluation, change and supporting learning within Communities of Practice.
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Acronyms

BayFac - A service designed to classify and search documents

CoP – Community of practice

CoPe-L - CoPe-Learning, a CoP from Luxembourg

Did@cTIC – CoPs of university teachers and lecturers involved in a staff development programme at Fribourg University

DOW – Official description of work document

ePrep – An organisation for the use of information and communication technology in the first cycle of higher education in France and French speaking countries. Also used to designate the CoP set up within ePrep.

IP2 – Second official version of the Implementation Plan

IP3 – Third official version of the Implementation Plan 

IT – Information technologies. But also integrated technologies.

Learn-Nett – The CoP of the Learning Network for Teachers and Trainers
LimSee 3 – A multimedia authoring tool using templates

LOR – Learning and Organisational Resource

PALETTE - Pedagogically sustained Adaptive LEarning Through the exploitation of Tacit and Explicit knowledge

PDM – Participatory Design Methodology

R&D – Research and development

RUFDATA - Reasons and purposes, Uses, Focus, Data and evidence, Audience, Timing, Agency: an evaluation methodology
SweetWiki – A semantic Wiki

TFT – The CoP of an association of professionals from the health domain
WP0 – Workpackage 0 : management
WP1 – Work package 1: developing and monitoring the participatory design methodology

WP2 – Work package 2: information services

WP3 – Work package 3: knowledge management services

WP4 – Work package 4: collaboration services

WP5 – Work package 5: development and integration of services and scenarios

WP6 – Work package 6: evaluation

1.0 Introduction

The aim of this report is to draw together the broad learning points from the work of the evaluation work package (WP6) throughout the lifetime of the project.  This overview is embodied in Task 6 in IP3
. Task 6 involved four linked sub tasks:

· it will depict how the project has worked and illustrate the lessons learnt.
· it will contribute to the analysis of data to produce a meta analysis from which it will suggest ways in which a community of practice can be supported more effectively (given added value) using configurations of information, knowledge management and mediation services.

· it will continue with mapping current nodes and axes of leading edge change that shape the usage of technologies for learning and explore possible strategies how R&D projects might approach these changes
· it will identify the lessons we might learn from the experience of undertaking a formative evaluation in a complex project environment
The focus for each of these sub tasks form the basis for the structure of this report and are described in more detail below. A brief description of the structure and workings of the project can be found in section 2: Scene setting.
Focus 1: How the project has worked 

The first focus, reported in section 3, depicts how the project has worked and illustrates the lessons learnt, with reference to the PALETTE methodology and the participatory design methodology (PDM) in particular.
This focus involves synthesising the main lessons from the 1st and 2nd evaluation reports and includes a more summative account from PALETTE members who were asked for an overview of their experience of the project, lessons learned etc, with a particular focus on PDM.  The kind of overview we asked PALETTE participants to provide, involved a chance for them to reflect generally on project experience by responding to prompts using both electronic and face-to-face interviewing.  In this way we have been able to depict the trajectory of the project over time from the perspective of the participants.  Many of these depictions have been used as a basis for formative feedback at regular moments through the project life cycle.  Section 1 will provide a summary of this trajectory of PALETTE project experience and includes the most recent sweep that asked participants to provide an overview. 

Focus 2: Supporting communities of practice

The second focus, reported in section 4, contributes a meta analysis of the evaluation of data  emerging from the trials conducted by WP1 which focused on scenarios in which communities of practice might be supported using configurations of information, knowledge management and mediation services.   The detailed analysis of these trials is found in D.PAR.08 (PALETTE 2009a). D.EVA.06, however, is written at a higher level of generality and attempts to draw together the broader lessons from the PALETTE experience which might inform developments in the future where a community of practice can be supported more effectively (given added value).
We offer an evaluative overview of the way in which a community of practice can be supported more effectively in a holistic way.  We use the meta questions developed in the Palette Evaluation Toolset (PALETTE 2007b) in which we were interested in the process and experience of undertaking the trials from all key stakeholders’ perspectives.

Our approach brings to the fore unintended effects of working with the PALETTE methodology, its tools or its services and approaches.  This means that the way in which the trials have thrown up any unexpected or unanticipated areas of interest is a particular focus. In the context of the different communities of practice (CoPs), we identify core determinants that influence experience and give a sense of effective support for learning. We demonstrate ‘how’ these factors worked within the scenarios. In particular, we are interested in factors that helped or supported development and those that seemed to create problems for development and the usefulness of the associated technologies.

The report identifies the way in which PALETTE tools, methodologies or technologies have produced any emergent effects on policy and systems.   The report is particularly aimed at identifying any emergent, latent or actual practices that can be associated with the PALETTE project at individual or collective levels.

While we are using data and evidence from the trialling (in which WP6 participated by helping to design the trial methodology) as the principle focus, we have also used this broad orientation as the basis for some key informant interviews with central actors in the PALETTE project.  The purpose of these interviews is to provide broad orientation and data in its own right to address issues associated with the way a CoP might be supported.

Focus 3: Handling the unforeseen from technology watch

The third focus, reported in section 5, explores possible strategies with which R&D projects might approach wider changes and trends in technology and its usage. It pursues lessons from the work begun in WP4 mapping nodes and axes of leading edge change that shape the usage of technologies for learning (McCluskey & Touvet 2007).  This focus is directly linked to an overview of the dynamic of the change process at the heart of the PALETTE project. In that it details the complex relationship between technology development and technology use, the continual emergence of new technologies and new ways of using technology in the wider context necessarily has an impact on development and use of technology in a project such as PALETTE.  This focus raised two issues.  The first concerned the mechanisms that exist within the project to keep track of these changes. The second was about how this knowledge is integrated into the project, particularly in the form of technical modifications to tools and services being developed.

Focus 4: Formative evaluation in complex projects

The fourth and final focus, summarised in section 6, synthesises the extensive discussion already undertaken in the Report on the responses of the PALETTE project to formative evaluation (D.EVA.4) and the PALETTE evaluation framework and instruments (D.EVA.5), on “the lessons we might learn from the experience of undertaking a formative evaluation in a complex project environment.” At an early stage of the process of evaluation within PALETTE, it was planned to gather data and analyse it using the RUFDATA framework. 

RUFDATA (Saunders 2000) was conceived initially as a framework to help plan evaluation especially on the part of practitioners seeking to carry out self-evaluation. RUFDATA was designed for forms of evaluation that are formally structured and explicit or seek to become so. However, much evaluative practice studied in PALETTE was neither explicit nor necessarily formal and they were often not even perceived as evaluation. 

As a result, additional parameters were necessary to help describe and understand these moments of evaluation. This constituted a radical learning curve for both WP6 but also any team planning and undertaking a formative evaluation in a project environment analogous to PALETTE. Our first approach concerned the design and intentions of the evaluation. We then looked at a series of ‘axes’ (for example, between formal and informal) that formed our analytical frames and help to ‘position’ the moments of evaluation. And finally, as we studied the cases in more depth a number of conceptual frameworks helped us further clarify the moments of evaluation. 

We base this section on the understanding we gained of how evaluation (as it was conceived) was experienced by project members but also on how an evaluation design might be informed by a series of ‘principles of procedure’ that are applicable to similar project environments

We conclude the report by combining the learning points to emerge from Task 6 by contributing observations and recommendations on setting up and running complex R&D projects, supporting learning within Communities of Practice and handling innovation and change and undertaking evaluation in complex projects 
2.0 Scene setting

The official description of the PALETTE project (PALETTE 2005) stated that its aim was to facilitate and augment individual and organisational learning in Communities of Practice (CoPs). This aim was to be achieved by the provision of both a set of technology and learning services and a series of specific scenarios. From a technical perspective, interoperability between tools and extensibility of individual tools were key development issues. In order to ensure the alignment between services, scenarios and user needs in CoPs, a participative design approach was adopted involving technical and pedagogical actors within the project as well as members of CoPs.

The evaluation

In the context of PALETTE, formative evaluation is understood as having a main focus on the way in which aspects of the experience of the project-by-project participants could be regularly rendered in such a way that they could be helpful in project development. In order to undertake the evaluation, the WP6 team collected data on the experience of the project through a series of in depth interviews, conducted face to face and virtually throughout the lifetime of the project.  Other data included documentary analysis of deliverables, observations and informal discussions and analysis of material from WEB discussion spaces (e.g. Mediators’ Hut)  
The scenarios

According to D.PAR.02 (PALETTE 2006b), scenarios are made up of descriptions of CoP activities and the use of tools within a specific context. For developers, the purpose of these scenarios is to provide detailed information about ways of working that could inform development. For CoP members, the scenarios give structured information about the functioning and activities of their CoP. According to one interviewee, the scenario could also be the embodiment of the identity of the CoP. A detailed scenario might run to thirty pages, requiring extracts and summaries to make it more accessible to CoP members. Note that a scenario does not necessarily cover all the activities of a CoP, but rather reflects a coherent subset of activities that can be recognised and meaningfully treated as a whole, for example, those activities related to the production of documents. 

The type of scenario described above could be called ‘specific’
, as it sets out a central chain of activities of a particular CoP and includes references to specific services and artefacts as well as the context (PALETTE 2008c). Two other types of scenario were developed later in PALETTE. The first is the generic scenario that provides a de-contextualised description of a set of activities PALETTE 2008c). Finally, the instantiated scenario applies some aspects of a generic scenario by introducing the relationship between activities and the functions provided by services, without necessarily specifying which service will be used. 

Developing both generic and instantiated scenarios was an iterative process.  It was driven by the need to design suitable forms of description of CoP activities that provided pertinent information to the different actors involved: CoPs within the project; developers; other CoPs. In addition, one of the focuses at the end of the PALETTE project was the interaction of technical services within a chain of activities represented by a scenario. The instantiated scenario permits the depiction of such potential interactions between what might be called ‘generic’ tools and the related technical challenges, without going into the details of a specific case or a specific tool. In addition, the instantiated scenario offers a potential rationalisation of the specification process in that it builds on similarities between CoP scenarios rather than differences (PALETTE 2007d). 

Three generic scenarios

Each CoP taking part in PALETTE developed its own specific scenario in line with its context. On the basis of these scenarios and as a result of the work on categorising CoP needs (PALETTE 2007d), three generic scenarios were elaborated (PALETTE 2008a), regrouping activities related to CoPs in three major areas: 

· Knowledge reification – focusing on the integration
 of services that facilitate document production, retrieval and reuse, in order to increase the CoP knowledge capital.

· Collaboration: debate and decide – concentrating on the integration of services that facilitate the exposition of opinions, their comparison with others and the selection of the most salient ones.

· Animation and moderation: identity building – specialising in the integration of services that facilitate the development of a feeling of membership and that sustain and organize the evolution of the group.

Although other generic scenarios are possible, at this level of granularity, the work on categorising CoPs needs (PALETTE 2007d) would seem to indicate that there are necessarily only a limited number of such generic scenarios. There are likely to be a larger number of instantiated scenarios given that several configurations of technical responses are possible for each scenario.

The IT services

The proposed IT services fall into three categories (PALETTE 2005), each with its own dedicated work package: 

· Information services – providing tools for the authoring and the re-use of resources with a view to producing, reusing and sharing information;

· Knowledge management services – offering an ontological approach to knowledge management aimed at improved integration of knowledge production, learning and practice through a process of reification;

· Mediation services
​ – supporting collaborative processes that lead to both individual and collective learning with particular emphasis on ‘argumentative’ collaboration.

Learning and Organisational Resources

‘Learning and Organisational Resources ‘ (LOR)
 are akin to pedagogical scripts that give practical details on the running of an activity for learning or organisational purposes. They are designed to support the choice, use and adaptation of the services and generic scenarios by further communities (PALETTE 2008a). A simple common structure for the documentation of LORs was suggested as well as a process for their validation with CoPs. The LORs developed in PALETTE fell into three large categories:

· Supporting and evaluating learning – to identify both existing key competences and learning needs of members so as to be able to address specific issues and to evaluate learning taking place in CoP activities.

· Managing, developing and evaluating CoPs – to identify CoP activities and provide guidance for their organisation.

· Choosing and appropriating tools and developing scenarios for their use – to provide guidance on the use of specific tools for specific activities.

A participative process for design

To ensure the alignment between services and scenarios and the needs of CoPs, a participative process was developed to guide the design of scenarios and services. This process, based on a Participatory Design Methodology (called the PDM) (PALETTE 2007a), involves four main stages: 

· Analysing – establishing the collaboration with CoPs, analysing existing tools, modelling the activities of CoPs and validating those models with CoPs;

· Designing for use – designing enhanced and new activity scenarios on a CoP by CoP basis, developing associated prototypes of technology services and developing learning services;

· Designing in use – carrying out trials of both scenarios and services and making appropriate modifications to scenarios and services if necessary. Preparing generic scenarios as de-contextualised, formal abstractions of actual scenarios with the potential of validating these scenarios with new CoPs;

· Disseminating – disseminating generic and instantiated scenarios and both IT and learning services.

The Design-in-use phase of the Participatory Design Methodology brought together scenarios, tools and services for the first time in a practical context and it was at this moment that the trials took place (see below). 
Organising participative design

Work in PALETTE was divided up into a number of work packages
. Three of those (WP2 - information services, WP3 – Knowledge management services, WP4 – Collaboration services) dealt with the three categories of IT services mentioned above. An additional work package (WP1) was dedicated to developing and monitoring the participatory design methodology and LORs, and another (WP5) was responsible for the development and integration of the services and scenarios bringing together output for WP1 and the three technical WPs as well as feedback from users in CoPs. Finally, WP0 was focused on project management. 
In order to structure the work of participative design during the design-in-use phase with the intention of producing effective collaboration between technical and pedagogical actors in PALETTE as well as the participating CoPs, each CoP had a mediator. The idea behind the function of CoP mediator was that it be someone who had in-depth understanding of the CoP and was able to bridge the gap between the CoP activities and functioning and the possibilities of services and tools developed in the project. Each technical service also had a service mediator who played a similar role of go-between. Three teams made up of both service and CoP mediators were set up, first around the specific scenarios and then around the generic scenarios with the intention of improving communication between technical actors and CoPs.

3.0 How the project has worked with particular reference to PDM
3.1 The evolution of the project process
This sub section will provide a narrative of the way the project evolved in terms of the project participants’ experience of PALETTE as a project process and the ways in which a central operating principle, that of participatory design, was understood and experienced.  We understand the PDM (Daele et al 2008) as having at its heart, the following characteristics. 

 “the points of view of both developers and CoP members are closely interrelated through a distributed participatory design methodology (PDM) in order to develop technological services that could support CoP needs for information sharing, knowledge management and collaboration.” 

With this conception, PDM takes the form of an iterative process in which CoPs and developers of services work together, identifying CoP needs and activities, developing technological and learning services based on these needs and activities, designing scenarios to inform the development of these services and organising activities through which CoPs could participate in the design of the services and scenarios
Data first gathered about the partners’ visions of the PALETTE project in March 2006, did not include an account of PDM. At that time the PDM had not yet been fully articulated and the partners were more focused on the intended results of the project rather than a design process. Broadly speaking, for the Pedagogical partners it meant the development of research on the learning of CoPs and for the technological partners, it meant the development of the services.

Six months after the beginning of the PALETTE project, the vision of the objectives of the project, as well as the role and tasks of the partners seemed to have shifted and become more integrated and shared. The explanation most often provided for this evolution was the PALETTE Summer School held in Fribourg, during the last week of June 2006.  Face to face events where project participants had an opportunity to share issues, identify confusions, clarify assumptions and build joint understanding and other periodic plenary events were very important in the evolution of the project members’ understanding of how the project worked and some of its central operating principles. However, it is important to recognise that this understanding as an internalised operating principle was very uneven across the project participants.  It depended on their role, experience, empathy with the idea and centrality in the project.  For many, at this stage PDM was a relatively abstract idea rather than an embedded practice.

This important step in understanding was directly followed by the proposal of a twelve-step methodology that formed the first version of the PALETTE PDM.  It was to be implemented through the organisation of three interdisciplinary teams working collaboratively with the partners in September 2006. The evaluation data gathered about six months later (March 2007) showed how this initiative had been important for the first steps of implementation of the methodology by creating an organisational form that encouraged a participatory approach.
The complexities of a project like PALETTE are illustrated by the fact that despite many participants being optimistic regarding PALETTE evolution in general, they were simultaneously concerned about the manner in which the project would evolve in particular. The concrete implementation of the participatory design seemed to be the most important concern and was central to the vision of the Palette project.  In the middle period of the project, we found that its interpretation had moved from little or no reference, to consideration of what it might mean at the level of practice. In our evaluations of that period (2007), we found that project members had an active and evolving understanding of the idea but PDM was still a ‘concept in action’ that had much variation in understanding. Project participants understood this key idea disparately. We could see on the one hand that conceptions referred to the need for cross partner working and understanding.  They imply an open feedback mechanism but more than that, a collaborative joint ownership of development.  In other words, it is not simply a matter of checking whether or not requirements have been met.  However, there were other depictions that we could understand as a more limited notion of participatory design.  It is more or less a model that all good development would employ i.e. as long as end users are ‘consulted’, participatory design is taking place. It raises issues concerning the direct and indirect participation of different stakeholders within this project.  As well as the ‘positioning’ of the different stakeholders in the process, as we describe above, for some members participatory design also had a set of values concerning collaboration associated with it.
This data enabled us to develop distinctions in the understanding of PDM that ranged from participation, consultation, collaboration and ‘taking into account’. The mediations of CoPs practice through scenarios and depictions constructed by mediators and researchers are certainly forms of ‘indirect’ participation by the CoPs themselves.  The authenticities of this kind of involvement will depend on the extent to which the depictions reflect the complexities of the CoPs working practices.  One of the important lessons from PALETTE, concerns the way in which ‘indirect’ participation by members of a community of practice in the design process takes place through depictions of their work and learning needs by mediators and researchers.  These depictions (as scenarios or vignettes) can be called’ boundary objects’
 in that they help communication and understanding across the boundaries between the communities of practice themselves (and their learning needs or requirements) and those who may be developing tools and services designed to support their learning.

To address these issues different actions were taken by the scientific Coordinators and the WP leaders of WPs 1 and 5: frequent virtual meetings with the animators of the teams, suggestions of templates for the scenarios and the writing of functional specifications and the invitation of CoP representatives to the Nice plenary meeting on December 2nd 2007. In addition, one important step that had been forgotten at the beginning of the project was carried out through the elaboration of a contract for CoPs to serve as a discussion basis and a support for the involvement of CoPs in the PDM process. 

From the most recent sweep of project participants (October/November 2008) in which we asked them what their present priorities were, we find a shift.   The responses to prompts about project participation and experience were very pragmatic. The participants talk about their experience on the ground as PALETTE moves towards it final stages.  This has an influence on, in particular, collaborative work.  Answers to the questions about the aims of PALETTE in developing an inclusive methodology provided many variations in response but tended to be very concrete. With this rise in ‘instrumentalism’ there is less consideration of the bigger picture, each actor tending to stay within the confines of the immediate tasks they were engaged in and it is this that preoccupies their sense of collaboration.  

Many considered it too early to express a "wider" view of the project, and that they need more distance (in time), to be able to do it. There was a sense that the project participants found it difficult at this moment in time to generalise from their experience of the project to other possible future activities. In this sense, their experience is still highly ‘situated’ in PALETTE and they found it hard to reconstruct the implications of their participation (their learning points) in other contexts.

When collaborations were described between groups who differentially emphasised the two ‘professional concerns’ (of mainly ‘teaching and learning’ on the one hand or mainly ‘research and development’ on the other), a commonly held view and frequently highlighted was that collaborative work needs much time. While possibly sounding prosaic, this is an important conceptual and practice-based point with very real design implications.  In order for PDM to be successfully implemented, there is a need to design a series of induction, procedural and interactive activities that may not be directly related to a task orientation. 

Participants in projects like PALETTE participate on the basis of existing on-going work and research and development agendas which do not necessarily encompass the aspirations and on-going agendas of other collaborators within the project. This is the likely profile of many projects of this kind. In order to integrate these diverse expectations and aspirations, project design should include a range of processes to develop shared understanding.

Project participants highlighted the dislocation involved in the time needed to gain ‘mutual knowledge’ and the conventional time frames offered by a project.  Some said “It's only now, that the members of the project begin to know each other well, to know how to work together” Working together is a result of a  process of complex negotiation, that may come  inevitably and paradoxically toward the end of a project life cycle. There was consensus that collaboration between all project stakeholders involved taking into account the user’s needs, improving the interfaces because of ergonomic evaluation, adding new functions etc). 

The actors who had been most involved in collaborative practice, suggested, often, that the PDM was successful and that individual motivation played a very important role. An illustration is provided by the example of the evaluation of the LimSee 3 software. We give the following extract of what a developer writes in response to our prompt: 

“For example, there’s a great difference between the two usability analyses which were carried out with our software. You did the first with us: we discussed all the stages together to understand everybody’s motivations, to explain and to look for solutions … It was excellent because it was participative and, as a result, it was easier to accept (justified) criticism. For the second analysis, I had the opposite impression: the software was judge without consideration for its function or its originality. It was difficult to obtain answers even to simple questions (for example two and a half months for a suggestion about where to put a button). That’s understandable as the flow of information was one-way. It could hardly be called participative.”

Interestingly, some actors understood the ‘negotiation period’ during which time the project participants began to thrash out what needed to be done as “time lost” rather than a necessary dimension of complex project evolution. They argued that the project should have set up these key dimensions of project organisation much earlier.  The paradox is of course that this ‘understanding’ is unlikely to have existed earlier.

It could be argued that in a participative approach, it's important to interact more frequently, as was the case in the example described by the LimSee 3 team. The LimSee 3 team was characterised by the way it worked with a CoP member. This enabled an iterative approach to the work.
Another, rather different indicator of the level of collaboration, in this case across the project, t was the extent to which deliverables and the publications other than their own were known by work package members, CoPs, developers or those concerned with pedagogy.  The interviews suggest that deliverables were (most of the time) not read by those in the project who had not been directly involved in the tasks leading to the deliverable.

Researchers tended to pursue their own research axes that were modified differentially by the project. The collaboration tended to concentrate on specific points about the tools.  Having made this observation, the evidence does show a ‘relative evolution’.  The vocabulary and discourse became more shared. Most actors noticed the importance of face to face meetings to achieve a shared perspective.  Overall, we can say that, from the project management perspective, everyone had a common interest which enabled concessions, and it was in this way that the project advanced. However, others pointed out that these concessions were necessarily limited, due to the preliminary design of the project and it was this that limited the participative possibilities.

3.2 Summary of lessons of coordination and integration

While the comments on the PDM were the most prominent (see below in section 3.3), there were other areas that offered challenges leading to some important lessons

Alignment of perspectives and shared vision

The alignment of different parts of the project was seen as a real challenge. As we note above for example, it was suggested that actions to align the work of all the different work packages one third of the way through the project, The iterative process undertaken in the first year was necessary to come to this conclusion.  This, it was argued, resulted in individuals continuing with their own research rather than working in a more concerted way. The large number of partners contributed to make things difficult, and increased the need for negotiation processes. This was exacerbated by the "cultural" differences which were based, interestingly, more on disciplinary than national cultures.  One important learning point may be that complex projects like PALETTE benefit from a majority of participants having an existing vision and a preparation to explore and negotiate from different professional and disciplinary perspectives. This expectation should be in place rather than attempting to integrate disparate expectations once the project had started.  

Administrative and organisational challenges

Project participants pointed to several interconnected challenges for complex project management

· The way the rhythm and evolution of learning needs of communities of practice shift, change and solidify can pose ‘design and research challenges’ for educationalists and computer scientists.  It makes it difficult to clearly identify learning needs of communities of practice at an early stage.  These identifications are always ongoing and, by definition, might change.

· The timing and rhythm of ‘project life’ challenges computer scientists, educationalists and communities of practice alike in that, in some cases, they were asked to use services which were still relatively unstable and unfinished.  In some instances this creates a gap between the objectives of innovation of the tools (experimental) and the short-term needs of the CoPs which was sometimes difficult to negotiate. 

· The balance of administration over core practices:  many pointed to “too much administrative work” (but some said this aspect provided good experience, to learn how a European project works) and over bureaucratisation which created frustration.  This issue is of great importance because project participants retain contradictory views on the need for information and knowledge about the project on the one hand and the desire for as little information and frameworks for action as possible. This makes using evaluative feedback effectively tricky.

· There is a challenge of working at a distance with large numbers of project participants.  At this stage in technological development, using virtual environments for larger groups is still problematic.  Virtual environments for relatively small groups worked well but all project participants appreciated the increased understanding and social connections afforded by face to face meetings.

3.3 Taking the PALETTE experience forward: Participative Design Methodology
We have summarised here the main points that emerged from our request for project participants to reflect on the PALETTE experience.  We might call these learning points ‘propositions ‘on the way PALETTE has worked, with a particular focus on Participatory Design Methodology.
· The interactions between members, including the more challenging ones, have been an important learning output from the project. They enabled greater appreciation of other domain ‘cultures’. Collaboration is presented as an important dimension of the project leading to more ‘flexibility’ and to ‘hear’ the voices of other partners and collaborators.  The collaborations existed at an individual and group level, but were not necessarily perceived as formally coordinated... 
· Members derived intellectual interest (due, notably, to the innovative techniques used and for many, the multi disciplinary approach). However, there was, at the same time, a frustration, because the project timescales prevented the pursuit of such interests.

· Data from the evaluations suggest variations in the extent to which participants think that the project has had impact on the way they work. In some instances, participation in the project has profoundly shifted thinking and practice, in others, their routine practices have continued as before.  To some extent this is a truism and connects to the way in which project participation occurred on a strong or relatively weak basis (see figure 1).  Thus the project as a collective has had large variations of experience including members of the partner communities of practice.  It is true that in some cases, practice within those communities has been transformed by participation in the project in others it has had marginal effects. 
· The idea of a Community of Practice as a basic operational unit in terms of its learning needs and requirements has been explored and clarified within the project.  These reflections, embedded in the work of WP1, will form an important learning resource for future developments of work-based learning processes and how they might be supported.
Finally, on PDM specifically: 
It is clear that some groups learned to work together effectively. This raises some interesting questions, identified at the start, concerning the way in which PDM was rendered as practice.  Where it was identified, it was not perceived by participants as such, but rather as a pragmatic outcome of a series of collaborative interactions based on individual impulse. We might say that while PDM in its precise step-by-step format was not practiced as such and remained as a model, the general principles were understood and given authority within the project based upon iterative experience.

We can suggest some propositions concerning the variables that have constrained or enabled the development of a strong version of PDM in practice:
· The work package structure tended to slow down collaborations between different dimensions of the project. We can say that the PALETTE experience has shown how the development of interdisciplinary organisational forms around scenarios act as ‘sympathetic organisational forms’ and encourage stronger forms of PDM.
· Consensus on what PALETTE might offer to individuals (particularly PDM) developed relatively slowly and resulted in variations of practice and experience on the ground.  We point out above however, that the transformative ideas within the PALETTE project inevitably took time to negotiate and iterate in practice.  Part of this issue concerns the existing research and development agendas of individuals which might limit collaborative vision (see section 5 which elaborates on this tendency). It can of course work the other way in which new and exciting synergies are enabled between existing agendas
· PDM has developed as an ‘actual’ practice based methodology where the formation of emergent communities of practice was possible or it was already in existence.  Where we have an emergent community of practice, it involved a new collective identity built by computer scientists, educationalists and the members of a CoP in which there was ‘design space’ and motivation allocated to a shared operational concept. This identity required that the expectations of developers be recast in the light of close collaboration between key members of a work-based CoP, effective mediation and a fresh approach to learning needs.
Figure 1: Expressions of PDM in PALETTE
We can capture diagrammatically the way in which expressions of PDM were evident in the PALETTE project.  The continuum from weak to stronger expressions of PDM is based on a synthesis of the manner in which project participants expressed their experience of collaborative working between different key stakeholders.  

We can say that a strong expression of PDM exists where the characteristics on the right hand end of the continuum are apparent.
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                     Strong expressions
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4.0 Supporting communities of practice

4.1 Goals and methods

This chapter has two goals that are directly linked to the main aim of the PALETTE project (see above 2.0):

· To present a meta-analysis of the support of communities of practice in PALETTE using scenarios, configurations of information, knowledge management and mediation services as well as learning services;

· To provide a series of suggestions based on that meta-analysis, of ways in which CoPs beyond those who have taken part in PALETTE can be more effectively supported by services and scenarios.

The following meta-analysis is based on a series of interviews of the CoP mediators
 as well as the individual reports on the trials provided by the CoP mediators
 in the context of the work of WP1 and other documents about the CoPs, the trials, the scenarios and the services. Reference is also made to the interviews of technical actors carried out for section 5 of the present report.

The interview questions were structured around five axes which were extracted from the series of indicators devised from the PALETTE evaluation framework (PALETTE 2007b):

· The perceptions of the process and the experience as indicated by the trials;

· The unintended effects of working with the PALETTE methodology, tools, services or approaches;

· Contextual factors influencing the experience of CoP members and their sense of the effectiveness of the PALETTE services and approaches as support for learning; 

· Emergent effects on policies and systems;

· Emergent or latent or new individual or collective practices.

The following sections take up these indicators to structure the material brought together from the interviews and found in the project documents and deliverables. In addition, a section has been added that attempts to look at the material and the situations described from novel angles. These mainly take the form of questions that arose during the analysis but that do not fit within the structure of the pre-determined indicators. Finally a series of recommendations are made about how CoPs might best be supported on the basis of the experience within PALETTE or extensions thereof.

4.2 The trials

What were the trials?

The trials were a period of intense observation of CoP activities centred on the notion of ‘design-in-use’ during which the collection of data was more formalised than during the rest of the project. The trials served several purposes. They contributed to the process of the PDM, according to one interviewee, as the outcomes of the trials provided formal feedback to developers about IT services. They also provided feedback for the on-going development of the scenarios. As an example of how scenarios could evolve, one interviewee pointed to the integration of LimSee3 in the activities of Didactic as a result of the trials so as to cover an as-yet uncovered facet of reification: the passage from oral to written expression. The trials also constituted a form of “research within the research”. As such, they provided evidence about the usefulness of the scenarios as an accurate de-contextualisation of specific scenarios. Note that there were Trials and trials, where the former were carried out during the design-in-use period whereas the latter referred to testing and use at any time during the project. One person, for example, spoke of carrying out trials throughout the project and pointed to the first discovery of the tools and the writing of the scenarios as an example.

The trials generally didn’t cover the whole of the scenario validated by the CoP in an earlier stage of the project, but rather worked on fragments of the scenario. A number of people mentioned that the original scenarios were often long and complex and covered activities and interactions using tools that were not necessarily all available at the time of the trials. For example, one CoP had envisaged working with five PALETTE services but during the trials only one could be implemented and tested and a second was added later (Source: Mediators’ Hut). 

A number of observation methods were employed during the trials: interviews, questionnaires, focus-groups, filming the use of tools, some of the mediators who used interviews mentioned that it might have been better to use discussion groups as this would have led to more focussed results in a more collaborative approach to defining needs and discussing use. (Source: Mediators’ Hut).

Two overarching possibilities for change

In its essence, the PALETTE project was working on the change and improvement of practices of existing CoPs, particularly with relationship to learning and the integration of new technologies. Note that PALETTE did not cater specifically for the creation of new CoPs, even if a couple of CoPs taking part in PALETTE were newly created
 and some of the LORs would be useful for those seeking to create a new CoP. 

Two overarching possibilities were at work in this process of change and improvement. The first, which had traversed the whole PALETTE project, corresponded to the Participatory Design Methodology (PDM). The second concerned the creation and use of generic scenarios and was a much more recent addition in the project
. Note that although these two scenarios are treated as separate here for convenience, in reality they are interconnected.

1. Designing artefacts

What exactly is being designed in the participatory design methodology (PDM)? Although much emphasis has been put on the design of IT services in PALETTE, at least two other types of artefacts are also being designed: specific scenarios on a CoP-by-CoP basis and learning services for CoPs.

The design process involves a number of stages that correspond to most of those phases indicated in the diagram of the revised PDM as presented in Daele (2008)
.

1) The analysis of existing practices of CoPs and the needs that can be derived from them; 

2) The matching of a choice of those needs with existing or developing technologies and services; 

3) The formulation and validation of a scenario structuring a set of CoP activities and the related use of services to support activities and satisfy needs; 

4) The development of appropriate tools and services in an iterative process involving both users and developers; 

5) The integration of the scenario and the related tools and services into CoP practices.

Note that this ‘design’ perspective on the process focuses attention on the production of tangible artefacts like IT tools. It does not take into account the role of scenario building as a sense-making and an identity creating activity for CoPs. In addition, it does not draw attention to on-going innovation sparked off by working on the scenario and the appropriation of new technologies. Finally this overarching structure of a process that lasted the duration of the project does not represent the many less formal exchanges that in some cases contributed considerably to the design of scenarios and services.

2. Transferring ways of working

If the design process mentioned above concentrates on producing artefacts to be used in improving ways of working of CoPs involved in an overarching participatory design process, the process of de- and re-contextualising concentrates on formalising ways of working and aims both at helping those CoPs not necessarily involved in such a participatory design process to better understand their existing ways of working and at the use of the resulting scenarios by other CoPs to improve their own ways of working.

Three steps can be identified in the process, although the last step necessarily takes place outside the PALETTE project.

1) The reification of a set of chosen ways of working in the form of scenarios;

2) The de-contextualisation of a number of similar scenarios, converting them into generic and instantiated scenarios;

3) The re-contextualisation of these generic and instantiated scenarios by other CoPs to form a specific scenario they can use within their CoP.

Given the different nature of generic and instantiated scenarios, they can be used in differing circumstances to help CoPs outside the project. Generic scenarios give an overview of a set of activities that a CoP can recognise as being pertinent or not to their present practices. They can be used to orient discussions about current activities or potential future activities. Instantiated scenarios introduce the technical element and help orient discussions within CoPs in making the link between their practices and possible tools and services to use.

The notion of “re-contextualisation” or “re-appropriation” assumes a relatively close mapping between the original scenario and the re-appropriated one. As, according to one interviewee, the potential of the generic scenarios for re-contextualisation by CoPs outside the project in a process of “re-appropriation” needs to be tested, the degree of re-appropriation, re-interpretation or even transformation of scenarios remains to be seen.

The generic scenarios provided a conceptual framework that helped situate the work on the trials and the process of creation of the LORs. They served as part of sense-making.
Mediators

The functioning of the PDM depends heavily on the role of a number of experts, in particular the mediators. The word ‘mediator’ was not present in the founding documents of the project
. The concept was first coined in the revised description of the PDM (PALETTE 2007a) where mediators were described as “PALETTE researchers who establish connection between CoP needs and the PALETTE services.” In a document dating from the same period (PALETTE 2007d), a mediator was said to be more than a simple “transmitter” between CoPs and the project, he or she “translates and inscribes the CoP’s interests in order to better align them with the interests of the project and of the tools and services.”
 The mediator is thus seen in PALETTE (2007d) as an active participant in the process and not just an outside observer.

Subsequently the concept of mediator was extended to distinguish between mediators for CoPs and mediators for services. As mentioned above, the CoP mediator bridged the gap between the CoP activities and the possibilities of services and tools developed in the project. One interviewee stressed the fact that the mediator was a “pedagogical designer”, that’s to say, someone who understood both the IT and learning services and the activities of the CoP and could play a pedagogical role with the actors involved. 

When talking of the role of mediators, PALETTE (2007d) coins the expression “boundary actors”, paraphrasing the concept of boundary objects (Wenger 1998). Esnault (Esnault et aliud 2006) characterises such objects as “‘objects to-think-with’ that facilitate mutual understanding and trust among participants with various backgrounds.” By extension then, mediators, as boundary actors could be seen as stimulating thought so as to develop trust and mutual understanding between participants coming from different cultures. 

As go-betweens, CoP mediators spared members much of the time and effort of taking part in the PDM process. Most mediators stressed that time was at a premium for CoP members. In Learn-Nett, for example, direct contact between CoP members and developers was rare and often quite formal. Actual usage varied from service to service. In Learn-Nett, the mediator and the CoP coordinator were the main testers and users. Time was also a key factor for CoPe-L. There, participation in the project was approached from the point of view of the CoP and its needs and not from a theoretical point of view, like the generic scenarios. There were exceptions concerning direct member involvement. In ePrep, for example, one member worked intensively with the developer of LimSee3 on the design of a tailor-made version of the tool.

Despite their status as go-betweens, the early stages of the project offered few opportunities for exchange between mediators themselves. Several interviewees underlined how pleased they were with the possibilities of exchange between mediators during the design in use phase of the project (Source: Mediators’ Hut).  One mediator pointed out, however, that none of the other mediators were confronted with the same problems as he had in his CoP and regretted not having fellow mediators to talk to.

To summarise the nature of this “participative” way of working on design, the exchange between users and developers is mediated by an expert and the up-take of the artefacts developed during the process in the individual and collective practices of the CoP depends heavily on the ability of the mediator to grasp process at work, to negotiate change and to bring about learning.
4.3 Contextual factors 

A number of contextual factors influenced the way CoP members perceived the process and the effectiveness of support for learning. Particular attention has been paid here to factors that helped or supported development as well as factors that seemed to create problems for development and the usefulness of the associated technologies.

The tools

The usability of tools by CoPs was a key variable in the perception of support provided for learning. Many interviewees complained that the usability of tools was insufficient. As one person put it: “CoPs were trying to carry out scenarios designed with tools that still had imperfections.” Another interviewee said: “The adoption of at least one of the tools caused problems. Some members said they would never use it again.” One theory put forward by an interviewee to explain this situation was that developers were “more concerned with moving forward with their development than with questions of ergonomics and usability.” And it was suggested that developers should have been less ambitious. 

It is interesting, if not paradoxical to compare this with the discourse of some technical actors (see section 5 elsewhere in this report) about the relationship between research and development and their preference for the discourse of the former. On the one hand developers are seen as pursuing the development of advanced functionalities for tools to the detriment of assuring usability. On the other hand, some technical actors perceive CoPs as forcing the development of tools and functions to the detriment of research.

On the positive side, as described elsewhere here, in some cases, close collaboration between developers and CoP members led to tools that were tailor-made for the needs of the CoP. In addition, one person mentioned that the use of new tools attracted new members to the CoP. 

Not all those tools planned at the beginning of the project were actually used. In one case, two of the four PALETTE tools were employed, the third one was replaced by a tool from outside the project and the final one turned out to be too much. As the mediator said, “… members said they didn’t have enough time for an additional tool”. Shortage of time was seen by several mediators as a barrier to the uptake of tools and new practices (in particular sharing in the case of ePrep).

During the early stages of the project, development work concentrated on individual tools. Later, increasing importance was put on the interaction between tools as part of the response to needs of the complex sequences of activities of CoPs as described in their scenarios. Interaction raised problems of interoperability and compatibility that were difficult to solve. Those technical responses made available to enable interaction between tools came late in the project making their inclusion in the trials more difficult (Mediators Hut) and causing dissatisfaction as CoPs were unsure if they could carry out the scenario they’d planned.

Differing starting points

Not all CoPs joined PALETTE at the beginning of the project. This fact had an impact on perceived participation and benefits. Both CoPe-L and TFT joined PALETTE some time after its start and did not take part in the analysis phase of the PDM process. For CoPe-L this was seen as a disadvantage in that they had not analysed the needs and formulated the scenario for the CoP. On the other hand, it was said to be an advantage because they kept to a very simple scenario that suited CoP members who had very little time to lose. The complexity of some scenarios has been mentioned elsewhere here as a potential barrier to use.

Some CoPs were created during the lifetime of the project. The creation of the ePrep CoP, for example, coincided with the participation in PALETTE and was seen as part of a strategy to encourage sharing learning materials and experience between members of the wider ePrep community through the use of electronic tools and services. Being part of PALETTE was part of the identity of the CoP and served to reinforce it and provide additional legitimacy. In comparison, TFT, an emerging CoP for nursing staff, had a more ambiguous relationship to PALETTE. The mediator called it “precarious”. This CoP chose to work on the 3rd type of scenario concerning ‘identity’. Participation in the project was not made explicit because there was concern that members might think the mediators were more interested in research than the issues of the group. In these conditions, mediators suggested getting people to participate in the project was more difficult. This situation led one of the mediators to suggest that such emerging CoPs might need a different rhythm from the other CoPs in the project. 

The nature of the CoP itself and the way it worked were also factors that influenced the success of learning. Learn-Nett, for example, worked almost exclusively at a distance which created special challenges in particular concerning motivation and training with respect to PALETTE (Mediators’ Hut). Not all such factors were a disadvantage. In the case of CoPe-L, the geographical spread of members (two thirds were working for one company and one third worked elsewhere) meant the CoP had a good reason to take part in PALETTE as a potential solution for exchange and communication.

The culture

The culture of the CoP and the more general professional culture surrounding the CoP both had an impact on the perception of outcomes. For example, the culture in Learn-Nett, where trainers were used to questioning their practices as part of their learning process, was particularly suited to the use of SweetWiki. However, there had never been a practice in Learn-Nett of keeping and archiving documents, making the use of BayFac less familiar and more difficult to assimilate. 

In the case of ePrep, the wider culture amongst those preparing students for very competitive examinations was not conducive to exchange and sharing. Against this backdrop, the ePrep CoP played the role of a counter culture attempting to shift to a more open and sharing approach. This aim consolidated the identity of the CoP and reinforced the importance of successful use of tools as a strategy to extend their ‘sharing’ culture.

On an institutional level, especially in higher education, as one mediator pointed out, the efficiency of learning processes could depend on support from the Department or the Faculty in the form of official recognition or even on support from individual professors for their assistants taking part in learning activities. 

CoPe-L provides a different example of institutional support or lack of it, despite a discourse openly favourable to CoPs. For a while, in-house participants were paid and given time off work to participate in the CoP. This was seen as an incentive to participate. Following on from the restructuring of the company and the fact that there was no longer a specific in-house project associated with the CoP, heads of projects were not willing to allow such time off their projects, arguing that they could not see the benefit for the team and their work. 

Roles

The way CoP members react to, listen to and engage in CoP activities, according to one interviewee, depend a lot on the accompaniment of CoP by the moderator or coordinator and the roles they play. In another cases the mediator kept the members at a distance, only involving them occasionally in a formal setting; a choice which the person justified because of the highly distributed nature of the CoP. In a third case, the mediator deliberately kept members in the dark as to participation in PALETTE. This approach was justified he said because the CoP was not ‘captive
’ – what he called a ‘natural’ CoP. He considered that things could not be “forced on the group like one might do with a group of students”, and that made his work more difficult. This perception of other CoPs as “captive” was disputed by mediators of other CoPs.
The fact that ‘users’ of some IT tools during the trials were often CoP mediators or CoP animators and/or work package leaders rather than ‘ordinary’ CoP members was criticised by one interviewee
. The reason for this criticism was that the expectations of these people with respect to the tools being tested were different from those of CoP members in that they mixed wishes for changes of practices for their CoP with requirements needed to complete the PALETTE project rather than what he called ‘real, present or future needs’. The creation of ‘service mediators’ was perceived as a way of re-establishing the balance between CoP and developers by counteracting the CoP mediators.

Competences

Existing levels of competence amongst CoP members in the use of such tools were seen by some as a key element in the outcomes of the project. Members of CoPe-L, for example, all of whom worked in the field of e-learning, were used to working with technology, which made appropriation of the new services easier. The contrary was the case with TFT. Participants lacked competences and experience in the use of technologies. This was seen as a serious handicap by the mediator who reckoned that people used about 5 – 10% of the possibility of the tools.

4.4 Emergent effects on policies and systems

For the CoPs taking part in PALETTE, the trials in the last nine months of the project represented the most intensive part of their participation. Despite the recentness of this activity, a number of mediators pointed to signs of impact on an institutional level many of which, as can be seen in the following examples, centred on institutional recognition and legitimacy that led to a redefinition of roles and activities in the wider context.

One of the effects of participation in PALETTE on an institutional level for some CoPs has been increased legitimacy. In the case of CoPe-L, the resulting dynamism of the CoP led to a desire amongst the animators for a changed role of the CoP within the institution. Working in this direction led to a more formal role, for example, by becoming an official part of the development strategy of the institution. It also led to CoP animators being asked to develop a course about animating CoPs as part of the global training-offer of the institution. 

In the case of Did@cTIC, the involvement in PALETTE provided the added legitimacy necessary to justify participation in the e-Qual project which has a CoP of professors as a basis for work on quality management that in turn could have a considerable institutional impact. 

As a result of participation in PALETTE and the resulting dynamism of the ePrep CoP, ePrep launched a consortium with eleven institutional partners to widen the use of tools for exchange between teachers of preparatory classes, building on the experience of the ePrep CoP. In this change, the ePrep CoP will continue to play a role of avant-garde in the development of new practices.

In some cases, thinking about institutional change was not part of the culture of the CoP. Learn-Nett, for example, was seen as involving individuals and not institutions and was not seen as playing any direct role in institutional change. As a result, no evidence was gathered about the possible institutional impact of taking part in the project.

4.5 Emergent, latent or new individual or collective practices

One of the key indicators that participation in PALETTE has had an impact on CoPs is the degree to which both individual and collective practices have changed
. This impact can be seen at several different levels: the extent to which the new tools have been integrated in the work; the increased implication, participation and motivation of CoP members; improvement in the professionalization of activities; and the way CoP activities and roles have been extended.  

One interesting question that the following material raises is whether changes were predominantly individual or collective. According to a pedagogical expert interviewed, the pedagogical models about learning in CoPs used within PALETTE emphasised collective learning. However, the experience with CoPs like Didactic, involving young teachers who are interested in developing their own practices, point to a tendency to individual development of practices rather than collective development. This individual learning in a collective context is quite appropriate and worthwhile, she said, but it points to the fact that the models used need to be adjusted to take this individual learning into consideration.

The ways of working of the Didactic CoP have become more professional. When challenged to explain what was meant by ‘professional’, the interviewee said that it implied better organisation, better structures and a more explicit way of doing things. They managed to improve the formulation of what they were doing which implied that any new arrival in the CoP could be more easily integrated.

In the case of Learn-Nett, two examples were given of the integration of PALETTE tools and services. The first was collective and concerned SweetWiki, the use of which is to be integrated more extensively into the next training of tutors. The second was individual. A number of members of Learn-Nett thought up uses of the tools with their students, thus going beyond the framework of the trials and the participation in PALETTE.

One of the difficulties for TFT was getting people to formalise their practices. Members didn’t see what could be got out of it on a personal level and as such it was not always seen as worth the effort. On the more positive side, members of TFT began spontaneously organising meetings in small groups and then posting a summary of their discussions/work on the Wiki.

One of the major changes observed in CoPe-L was the way taking part in the project had them thinking about their ways of working and the scope of that work. For example, in developing an ontology for BayFac they realised they needed to cover a wider area than e-learning which subsequently led to a widening of the scope of the CoP. Participating in the project also led to reflexion about the role and scope of the CoP which in turn led to extending its remit. In addition, new subjects of interest emerged from the work such as the exploration of intellectual property rights. Another aspect that changed was the participation. The work with a focus group produced a much greater level of implication of certain members. It was the first time they had given their opinion about the workings of the CoP. Concerning tools, they enabled the mediators and animators to follow what was going on in the CoP, whereas before it was more difficult to know. At the same time, concentrating on getting the tools up and running and in use had the indirect effect that they neglected face-to-face meetings. Such meetings had not only been a means to stay in contact but also a way of learning from what others were doing in their e-learning projects. This problem has been remedied by holding informal meetings again. The mediator came to realise that both virtual and face-to-face meetings were necessary. 

One of the practices emerging from the work of ePrep in PALETTE was the process of development of LimSee3 where a developer and a member of the CoP worked very closely together on the tool. The other key change was the shift from individual practices to more collective ones. This was the raison d’être of the CoP, based on the conviction that new collective practices would emerge naturally from the exchange of individual practices.

4.6 Supporting CoPs beyond PALETTE

A structure to contribute to the legitimacy of CoPs

One of the clear institutional impacts of PALETTE as far as CoPs are concerned has been to provide them with improved legitimacy and, as a result, to clarify and consolidate their status and role in institutions. The relationship between CoPs and institutions has not been a theme of PALETTE, but evidence in the project points to the need of many CoPs to gain institutional recognition and to reinforce their legitimacy. Clearly, a structure like PALETTE is not a suitable long-term solution. The project, however, points to the need for suitable structures for CoPs that contribute to learning about the functioning of CoPs and afford additional legitimacy for participating CoPs. A suitable infrastructure would need to help structure exchange and learning between CoPs and their role in institutions and could be a vehicle to support a number of the propositions made hereafter.

Processes for understanding and improving ways for working of CoPs

PALETTE developed processes that helped make ways of working on CoPs more explicit and facilitated understanding and possible change and development. In particular it experimented with the use of scenarios to describe sequences of activities and map these to suitable services and tools. Beyond the PALETTE project, if CoPs want to better understand and improve their ways of working, on-going training is needed for CoP animators in the use of scenarios or scripts as a possible means to help understand and improve the way their CoPs work and to integrate appropriate tools and services. Such training might be provided in the context of an organisation for CoPs like the one mentioned above. 

Sharing learning and organisational resources

Learning and organisational resources (LORs) are designed to help choose, use and adapt both services and generic scenarios (PALETTE 2008a) and those created by PALETTE are structured around the generic scenarios. In the future, such assets are most likely to be used if the set of LORs continue to grow and develop in conjunction with a community of CoPs. Mechanisms need to be found to ensure the availability of these scenarios for CoPs and the possibility to develop and add further LORs. This might usefully be done in the context of a structure created to support CoPs as mentioned above.

Improved user-centred design

PALETTE developed a structure designed to facilitate collaboration between developers and CoPs animators with a view to improving tools available to CoPs. That process involves the three steps mentioned above: analysing CoPs; design for use; and design in use. Given the complexity of the process as instantiated in PALETTE and the fact that it was not the intention for CoPs to use this, it is unlikely that such a process could be imitated by CoPs. However, a ‘lite’ version of the process could well be adopted by CoPs with suitable training, appropriate technical partners and a system for financing the work. If the CoPs had a structure, as the one mentioned above, to share with other CoPs, the following process could be undertaken collectively and collaboratively by a group of CoPs with similar needs. This would also facilitate and rationalise work on technology watch.

[image: image1.wmf]
The need for mediators

The outcomes of the PALETTE project point to the importance of the role of mediator in the change processes mentioned above. This person, who acts as a process designer but also as a bridge between CoP animators and developers, could pilot the ‘lite’ participatory design process mentioned above. The PALETTE project developed considerable knowledge about such mediation. Some of that knowledge was reified; the rest resides in the experience of those mediators taking part in PALETTE. This knowledge could be capitalised on by those mediators to assist CoPs in their change processes. It could also be further capitalised on by training others to become mediators.

5.0 Approaches to the unforeseen from technology watch

5.1 Introduction

In the complex relationship between technology development and technology use, the continual emergence of new technologies and new ways of using technology in the wider context necessarily has an impact on development and use of technology in a project such as PALETTE. In an earlier work (McCluskey & Touvet, 2007) we explored axes of change in technology seen in terms of the way technology is used in learning. Two questions arose as a result of that work. The first concerned the mechanisms that exist within the project to keep track of these changes. The second was about how this knowledge is integrated into the project, particularly in the form of technical modifications to tools and services being developed. Informal discussions with technical leaders following on from the circulation of the article mentioned above pointed to an additional question: what are the differences in perception of research and development on the part of those working on technology and what influence do project structures and ways of working have on the balance between the two within the project. The following section explores these three questions on the basis of interviews with seven key figures of technological development in the PALETTE project. 

5.2 Technology watch

For those working in computer sciences, technology watch is perceived as an integral part of their work. As an activity that is largely seen as self-evident, it is not necessarily formalised although it may be part of a well-tried routine. Neither the process nor the results are generally written down.

Technology watch is invariably an individual activity. Amongst possible sources of information, the following were mentioned: journals, conferences, Web sites, blogs, word of mouth, chance meetings, being a member of committees or networks, belonging to mailing lists, using RSS feeds, reviewing articles for scientific journals, … Much technology watch is enriched by informal exchange. The interviews seem to indicate that there is a culture of exchange about new ideas amongst those working on technology. When some people talked of technology watch as a function of a team rather than the individual, they were referring more to the sharing of results than the work of being on the lookout for new ideas. The trans-disciplinary nature of PALETTE was seen to particularly favour the exchange of the results of technology watch. In some cases, technology watch can be undertaken systematically, for example when working on a particular deliverable. Technology watch for a specific deliverable is clearly anchored in a given project, but most technology watch is not necessarily carried out on a project-by-project basis but overflows as a background activity going beyond the boundaries of projects. One person called it the “glue” between projects. 

5.3 Integrating unforeseen new ideas

Let us now turn to the processes by which the project capitalises on results emerging from technology watch. Here we are neither talking of changes due to requests from users nor about changes due to external dependencies, like, for example, the impact of modifications of browser technology on web-based services. 

As we have seen above, technology watch is not generally specific to a given project. This implies that additional steps need to be taken to pinpoint those recent research results and emerging technologies that are promising for the project but which did not exist when the project was written. Here too there is often no formal procedure although there are informal practices, like, for example, presenting a new idea at the end of a weekly project meeting. When it comes to “minor features”, there are no formal processes for reaching decisions about adjusting existing features or adding new ones. As one person put it: “In the area of Web development, people rarely vote. It is more a question of consensus building and the subtle influences of individuals.” Sometimes choices are made by the individual developer within the scope of his or her remit. Other times, decisions result from demonstrations and discussions amongst team members and may lead to formal decisions taken by the WP leader. Several interviewees stressed the important role of WP5 (the work package for integration) as the ‘heart of the project’, a place where consensus could be reached on technical developments. Occasionally major questions were addressed to the Steering Committee for a decision. 

Two factors have a particular influence on the adoption or adaptation of unforeseen technical ideas in the project thanks to technology watch: 

· The impetus of individual initiatives;

· The overarching structure of contractual agreements like the Description of Work document (DOW) and the Implementation Plan (IP). 

The uptake depends on the actions of individuals who have an idea and who implement it so as to demonstrate it to others. A key strategy in getting across a new idea is to make it visible in meetings through demonstrations and discussions. And a key success factor in seeking the uptake of a new idea, as one person put it, is “the power to convince of the person driving the idea.”

In addition, the openness of project participants towards the integration of unplanned ideas from technology watch depends on the flexibility of contractual documents that govern the project and how participants perceive them. When talking about the integration of new ideas during the interviews, many people spoke of the IP and the DOW. They were said to be written in such a way as to leave room for change and development. The initial formulation of the project was referred to by several people as being a challenge. It is interesting to note that projects such as PALETTE are not necessarily put together in optimum conditions. Yet that initial formulation and the related negotiation between partners are going to condition the outcomes of the whole project, despite the fact that periodic revisions of the implementation plan allow for adjustments. 

The relationship between individual initiatives and collective objectives was put in a slightly comical way by one interviewee: “you have to find the right balance between ‘agitation’ and perseverance in the initial direction.” An additional tension exists between the ambitions and agendas of the different groups involved in the project and the objectives of the consortium as expressed in the official project documents.

5.4 The dynamic between research and development

Why look at the dynamic between research and development? Because the differing conceptions of the two and the relationship between them as perceived by those people involved in the technology work packages strongly condition the working of a project like PALETTE especially given the ambition to include users more actively in the development process.

When asked to explain the difference between research and development, a number of explanations were put forward. One such explanation opposed both the generic and the specific and the short term and the long term, stating that the aim of research was to improve understanding and to draw up generic solutions whereas development sought to create solutions to satisfy immediate needs often in a specific context. Another opposed the unknown and the unmapped with a precise set of specifications, research being an exploration in which the solutions are not necessarily known whereas development involves coding according to given specifications. Finally another explanation contrasted knowing and doing in which research sought to understand the world to be able to “master” it by producing knowledge in the form of models, whereas development had to do with producing artefacts using the knowledge developed by research. One thing that was stressed in this last perspective was that both the acts of knowing and doing could be seen as scientific if they incorporated appropriate methods to validate and verify models and artefacts. The perspective of knowing and doing throws a particular light on the relationship between research and development in which the latter builds on the former. One person estimated that there could be up to ten years delay between the two when it came to key questions, implying that any major research in a short project like PALETTE was unlikely to be used in the same project. 

Although the project was clearly situated as research and development, all the people interviewed expressed a clear preference for research over development, with one person saying that the optimum ratio of research to development should be about 80% - 20%. At the same time almost all interviewees felt that there was too much development in the project with the ratio being closer to 50% - 50%. Various reasons were put forward for this perceived imbalance. One was the overall framework of which the project was a part as a European Commission funded integrated project that necessarily required more development to produce distinct products. But the main reason evoked for the predominance of development over research was the role of users in the project. One person explained that the participatory design methodology (PDM) constantly placed the user in the development process in such a way that it created short-term pressure on technical teams to produce results. As a consequence many of the interviewees spoke with distaste of being forced into the role of suppliers to users – a couple of people even talked of “slaves” – having to develop solutions rather than carry out research. According to them, efforts in PALETTE were concentrated on satisfying CoPs. Some people felt that CoPs didn’t sufficiently understand the purposes and challenges of the project. At the same time, the technical actors didn’t necessarily understand the need to remodel the development process as epitomised by the PDM. In the software engineering cycle, which was well established, normally users were only consulted right at the beginning and at the end of the process. Technical actors couldn’t see the point of further involvement of users. With time, according to one interviewee, the developers have come to assimilate some of the ideas of the PDM into their development process even if they may not use the same words for things as the pedagogues.

When asked to what extent project structures influenced work on research and development, interviewees had differing answers. These included praise for the interdisciplinary approach as it was felt to increase exchange between a wider variety of disciplines, opening new perspectives. Working with an implementation plan (IP) was also seen as positive as it kept research work on track, but the formulation of those IPs was seen as excessively time consuming to the detriment of research. Preparing deliverables was also seen to be to the detriment of time available for research, although deliverables were also praised as occasionally raising interesting debates. One of the major criticisms, however, of the project structures as far as the relationship between research and development was concerned pointed to problems of timing and approach in the initial phase of the project. The pedagogues were to produce use cases on the basis of which the participative design process was supposed to be built. This took time. During this period many of the developers, not understanding the point of the PDM in relation to their work and their approach to development, were rearing to go, knowing exactly what they intended to develop and how to develop it. In addition, several interviewees mentioned that the technical work did not start from scratch at the beginning of the project, but was built not only on existing experience and prevailing research agendas, but also sometimes on existing tools. As a result, the technical work began out of phase with the pedagogical work and had to be subsequently adjusted.

5.5 Implications for R&D projects

Crafting the starting point

The conditions for drawing up projects like PALETTE
 are not optimum, yet the starting point constituted by the initial project description, despite subsequent mechanisms to periodically adjust that formulation, heavily determines the success of the project. A number of strategies might improve that situation. First and foremost, funders might consider preselecting a small number of potential projects on the basis of shorter project outlines and then fund a working meeting of project partners to draw up project proposals. Another strategy, indicated by what goes above, would be to encourage a more holistic approach to understanding the state of art during the formulation of the project going beyond the narrower disciplinary perspectives on what is current and what is not. At the same time, more attention needs to be granted to external dependencies and developing strategies to react to potential risks and changes. Finally, project partners need to carefully consider the appropriateness of taking forward technologies and approaches from earlier projects, weighing up the potential gains in time and effort against the loss of flexibility and responsiveness to the needs of the project and their fellow partners.

Room for change and unpredictability

Suitable mechanisms need to be found to improve the integration of input from wider technology watch into projects like PALETTE, in particular encouraging the circulation of new ideas and making more explicit the decision-making processes about the pertinence and possible uptake of these new ideas. 

The trans-disciplinary nature of the PALETTE project and the role of the integration work package, WP5, played a key part in developing exchange and the potential spread of new ideas from technology watch by providing structured contact between actors from different backgrounds. Additional work needs to be done to further develop ways of favouring individual initiatives and collective discussions about outputs from technology watch.

In addition, for such innovation to be possible, room needs to be made for on-going change at all levels of project organisation. One of the implications of this approach would be the need for funders of projects such as the European Commission to allow greater flexibility in the nature of deliverables and to accept a certain degree of unpredictability in project outcomes. Another implication would be the need for a renewed approach to project management that is able to handle uncertainty and keep track of and negotiate change and innovation without necessarily discouraging it.

Between research and development

The tension between research and development to be perceived in the discourse of the technological actors in the project raises questions about the suitability of engaging researchers in a process that, from a user perspective, requires concrete, functioning results. In addition, the heavy emphasis put on research over development by the technological actors in the project raises serious questions not only about the feasibility of developing viable ‘products’ for users but also about the sustainability of any software developed in the context of such a project. CoPs are extremely reticent about investing time and effort in the up-take of IT tools that will not be maintained and continue to be developed after the end of the project. In contrast, researchers do not perceive the maintenance and the further development of such ‘products’ as being part of their research remit. Perhaps the answer lies in finding a suitable balance between computer science research activities and technical development that fits the needs of the project for concrete reliable products.

6.0 Lessons learned about formative evaluation within a complex project environment
6.1 Introduction

At an early stage of the project, it was planned to gather data and analyse it using the RUFDATA framework. That framework, which was used to structure the initial work of WP6, is made up of seven questions concerning the reasons for the evaluation, its focus points and its nature (data gathered, audience, timing, and who conducts the evaluation). RUFDATA (Saunders 2000) was conceived initially as a framework to help plan evaluation especially on the part of practitioners seeking to carry out self-evaluation. It was designed for forms of evaluation that are formally structured and explicit or seek to become so. However, many of the evaluative practices studied in PALETTE were neither explicit nor necessarily formal and they were often not even perceived as evaluation. As a result of this finding, additional parameters were necessary to help describe and understand these moments of evaluation. 

This section summarises the experience of undertaking formative evaluation in PALETTE and offers some axioms or lessons that might be useful for the design of an evaluation within similar environments.  It takes into account the important lesson that evaluative practice goes beyond the planned, self-conscious and structured activity we conventionally understand as ‘evaluation’ and this is reflected in axioms the report suggests.

6.2 General ‘process’ issues in formative evaluation 
Making sense of diversity

Feedback showed that participants expected there to be a strong alignment between visions of the Steering Committee members when it came to key issues. Others spoke of the role of the evaluation to help come to terms with the uncertainty inherent in a complex project where differing perspectives cohabited. We were able to echo the diversity of perceptions and visions and criticisms and demands of the members of PALETTE about formative evaluation in PALETTE by structuring those perceptions in order to give a clearer picture of the role of formative evaluation within the project and in particular of the relationship between evaluation and decision-making.  Some interviewees criticised the evaluation for watering down evidence from interviews. Others expressed concern about giving too much voice to “vocal minorities”. We attempted to walk a fine line between the two.

Interviews as a methodology

We gained feedback that the interview process itself had important formative effects in that it gave interviewees an opportunity to go back over aspects of the project and contribute to an improved understanding that might later have an impact on their work and the project. A certain openness with the questions allowed interviewees to develop their ideas and to pursue what might be termed ‘personal theories’ of the processes involved in participating in PALETTE.

Understanding formative evaluation

We understood formative evaluation as having a main focus on the way in which aspects of the experience of the project-by-project participants could be regularly rendered in such a way that they could be helpful in both project and individual development.  However, judging from some of the responses, evaluation was often taken in a much wider sense to include such evaluative activities as validating software and testing conformance of project outcomes to pre-determined specifications, moreover, what might be termed evaluative practice was not seen as such by respondents (we follow this up later). 

Anonymity

Throughout the project, we have attempted to make evaluative feedback anonymous.  The main reason for this was to enable people to speak freely during the interview. It also, to some extent, prevented points of view being dismissed purely because of any pre-conceived notions about the person presenting them. However, anonymity had a cost: important information contained in the link between the statements and the person’s role in the project was made opaque. 

6.3 Participants’ perceptions of the evaluation 

Visions: more than just a mirror

Participants’ visions of formative evaluation in general ranged from an activity that influenced individual perception to one that formed the shared understanding. They also ranged from a passive role of evaluation as observation to a more active one where evaluation intervened in project decision-making.  

Individual understanding, sharing and discussing

One dominant perception of formative evaluation was as an aid to individual understanding, sharing and discussing key issues. The individual impact of this process was seen in terms of increased personal awareness that could then have an indirect impact bringing about changes due to that increased understanding. 

Effects of the evaluation

Many project participants said they saw the evaluation results as interesting and useful to stimulate thought. Some clearly identified evidence that they considered indicated that the evaluation had had a positive impact on the project.  Others had more difficulty in identifying the steps of the evaluation, although they could point to what they suspected was a result of the evaluation (a more constructive and better organised project, improved understanding of the project). Finally there were those who felt the evaluation had had no impact on the project, especially when they thought in terms of the work of their own WP. 

Timing

One of the striking aspects of people’s impressions of the impact of formative evaluation on PALETTE lay in the concentration of this impact in the first half of the project: the discussions around IP2; the setting up of the teams; the restructuring of the WPs; improvement of communication channels; … This fact raises the question of what changed in the evaluation that made people see it as more effective and presumably more present in the first part of the project. Part of the answer may lie in the three different phases of the evaluation which broadly coincided with IP1-3. 

Embedded in the project

Some felt that the work of WP6 was too distant and that formative evaluation was not central enough in the project processes. There was a call for the evaluation to be an actor not just a spectator. For a number of people this anchorage ought to take the form of playing a role in the evaluation within the WPs and not just at a project level. More is said below about the relationship between evaluation and decision-making. Several mentioned the need for more frequent evaluation and more immediately available results, factors that might also contribute to a perception of relative distance on the part of the evaluation. To add to the complexity, some were dissatisfied with the evaluation because it failed to enable them to communicate a message that they personally had otherwise not managed to get across by other means.  For others, part of the difficulty the evaluation had in playing a central role, lay with the tendency (noted above) for most  project participants to concentrate on their own work and not on the outputs of other work packages. One important learning point in relation to this is to consider more creative ways to engage partners with the output from evaluation activity.
PDM and the evaluation

 Amongst PALETTE participants, perceptions of the PDM varied enormously (see section 2), reflecting a large diversity of points of view on the PDM and its role.  If we relate PDM directly to evaluation, for many, this would not be a link they would necessarily recognise.  From this perspective, changes in the ways of working of the PDM, which people readily attributed to the evaluation, were not seen as being part of the PDM. At the other extreme, the PDM and the evaluation were seen as closely related and involving many of the same actors. 

Overview of the experience of formative evaluation PALETTE

· The work package structure tends to encourage a ‘silo’ effect in which the immediate concerns of the work-package overwhelm cross-project issues that might be raised by formative evaluation. It inhibits cross-disciplinary ‘whole project’ horizons.  The project responded to this problem at the end of the first year by a major restructuring
· The knowledge of and interest in formative evaluation varies widely within the project and is dependent on project role and position.  We could say that it diminishes as we move from project coordination to WP leaders and then onto members.

· In the case of PALETTE, use of formative feedback by those coordinating and managing the project was facilitated by having members of coordination and the formative evaluation team in common.  This enabled deep knowledge of the outputs from the evaluation and a capacity to see how these outputs might inform or imply systemic changes in the project.  The use of the evaluation evolved through time and has differentiated effects depending on project requirements.  This evolution is uneven. 

· The feedback from the steering group suggests an ambivalence concerning evaluation use.  On the one hand there are high expectations of evaluation; on the other hand, there is a resistance to spending too much time on establishing the implications of evaluative feedback for project processes. 

· The way in which a formative evaluation is used is dependent on the capacity of the project to respond to evaluation feedback.  Systemically however, the capacity of the project to respond to evaluative feedback through the steering group was relatively low. This capacity to respond, what might be called ‘use capacity’, is an interesting concept.  Little research has been undertaken on the ‘strategies for engagement’ that might be required in order to maximise evaluation use.  
6.4 Lessons to carry forward

Possibly the most important lesson we carry forward from the experience of formative evaluation in PALETTE concerns the way evaluation as a practice is embedded in much of the day-to-day activity of a project participant.

Recognising evaluative moments

The phrase “evaluative moments” was coined to cover a set of widely found practices that retained some of the characteristics of evaluative practices as recognised by experts in evaluation without necessarily being seen as being evaluation by those carrying them out (or by those people who are professional evaluators). One of the essential characteristics of evaluation is that it generates new knowledge (or reveals or makes apparent existing knowledge or ‘hidden’ knowledge) that can be used by participants or others. The usability of any new knowledge produced during the course of an evaluation is at the heart of the idea of formative evaluation.  This generation of knowledge may well not be seen explicitly as knowledge or learning by those undertaking it, just as they may not see it as evaluation. But it serves a purpose in a working process and uses some of the tools and process also used by evaluation. Evaluative moments generally entail a number of related phases. Making them explicit will enhance evaluation use and thus its potential for being formative: 

· The negotiation of work to be done with actors concerned;

· The process design and the creation of tools;

· The collection or generation of data;

· The analysis and/or reorganisation of that data and 
· The integration of this (new) knowledge in a process
Evaluation seen as practice

Considering evaluation as a series of practices may help in making explicit the limits and possibilities of both ‘externalised’ evaluation (more formalised evaluative practices) as well as embedded evaluative practices that occur as part of sets of practices associated with the development or process in project activity. In the initial elaboration and description of projects (including those for funding purposes), both types of evaluation should be depicted as part of an ‘evaluative or reflexive culture’ with a view to encouraging them during the project.  Indeed the idea of encouraging ‘reflexivity’ within a project is key to the extent to which evaluation can be formative.

Evaluation as a means to handle complexity

We have suggested in this report that effective evaluation contributes to diminishing perceived complexity, if only temporarily, and as a result can facilitate decision-making. Saunders and others have talked of evaluation as depicting ‘provisional stabilities’ (Saunders et al 2005). Actor Network Theory speaks of the emergence of ‘actors’ that serve to simplify the system. The notions of complexity and emergence have still to penetrate many decision-making processes, which, as a result, remain inadequate because they can’t satisfactorily handle complexity. Explicitly linking evaluation and complexity with suitable images and metaphors may help to both popularise ideas about complexity and help understand the evaluative role in many practices. (Callaghan G. 2008).  If evaluative practice can make provisional sense of complex project processes then its formativeness will be enhanced. 

Focussing on usability of evaluation as a lever for improvement

The concept of ‘usability’
 is an attempt, from the academic perspective, to subsume identifiable practical aspects of extended evaluative practices that might be assessed and improved to support its formative capacity. The word ‘usability’ is interesting in that it necessarily points to the way something is used and as such addresses the relationship between the ‘design’ of the activity (even if it is entirely tacit and informal) and the use to which it is put seen in the light of its role and place in a wider context or process. The articulation between the evaluative moment and the wider process is a key facet of usability. The concept of ‘usability’ is also interesting in that it can be of use from a change management perspective. It is also, to some extent, close to the more practical preoccupations of those carrying out these ‘evaluative’ activities. The concept of usability, in the case of extended evaluative practices, might be a way of approaching the question of changes in practices and learning from those changes that can be assimilated more readily by the ‘practitioners’ themselves and their professional communities. 

The need for mediators or ‘Boundary Brokers’ in formative evaluation

We have illustrated the extent to which practices associated with evaluation play a key role in many professional practices. It has also underlined the diversity and the complexity of those activities and their relationship to other activities within the project and beyond it. At the same time, the level of awareness of these activities as ‘evaluative’ is often very low.  Thinking about social practice and the framework of communities of practice points to the innovative impact on practices of those who move at the periphery of such communities, acting as ‘mediators’ between differing communities and different practices and perspectives. Note that mediators are not external experts, but rather people who have one foot in and one foot out a given community. The position of such people is not always comfortable because communities tend to want to bring those at the periphery fully within their logic. In order to extend the possibilities of evaluation providing positive project effects (its formativeness), focussing more attention on the role of go-betweens might be a viable strategy for organically raising awareness about new practices and new ways of seeing practices.  We are of the view that brokers, amongst other things, are required to help project participants see the implications of formative evaluation output for project enhancement.

Evoking the difference between the 'espoused' and the 'actual'
We discuss the difference between espoused reality and ‘actual reality’ (PALETTE 2008b); we evoked the difficulty, if not the dangers, of uncovering growing gaps between the two. We also mentioned the difficulty, within the framework of a given evaluative activity, of questioning the underlying assumptions on which those activities were built. There are clearly places and times when challenging assumptions and ways of working are not welcome. It might be fruitful to explore ‘places’ and roles in which ‘challenge’ would be possible, if not encouraged, and where that transgression from espoused reality could be innovative and constructive.

Summary takeaways and axioms: lessons for formative evaluation in a nutshell

The following points summarise the lessons we offer from our experience of formative evaluation within PALETTE that can be used to question ways of working, to stimulate reflection about the place and role of evaluation in project work and to encourage innovation and improvement in evaluative practices in complex R&D projects.

· Evaluation helps handle complexity by providing provisional stabilities that assist decision-making processes and can serve to combat entropy by enabling the emergence of a simpler order from complexity, albeit temporarily.  They can act as a bridging tool from one moment of development to another. To be formative in its strongest sense, evaluative approaches that ‘sense make’ in order to make progress are required.

· Understanding and improving evaluation in complex projects requires extending the notion of evaluation to include moments of evaluation, that is to say, embedded evaluative processes not necessarily carried out by evaluation experts.  It is important to recognise and incorporate such practice into the design of an overall evaluation and to think of ways in which embedded evaluative practice of this kind can be supported. Project reflexivity is another way of expressing ‘ embedded formative evaluation’.

· Many people are unaware that evaluation (not just that carried out in a specific workpackage but also those evaluative activities that are embedded in their everyday practices) is an activity that involves and concerns all participants in a complex project like PALETTE and not just the experts of evaluation. Evaluative moments are invariably to be found amongst their professional practices.  To acknowledge this will militate against excessive expectations of the evaluation work package in terms of its own embededness and help to create reasonable expectations and boundaries.  In order for evaluation to yield its formative promise, it must be understood as both legitimate and participatory.

· Integrating evaluation more solidly to decision-making raises questions about the relationship to decision-making as part of increasing the ‘usability’ of evaluation outputs. Other dimensions associated with usability we have inferred from our experience of PALETTE are: 

· The extent to which it is embedded in decision making cycles (clear knowledge on when decisions take place and who makes them);

· Whether there is a clear understanding of project memory (how evaluations might accumulate) and the process of evaluation use;

· What are the systemic processes (how does an evaluation feed into structures that are able to identify and act on implications);

· The extent to which the project is lightly bureaucratised (complex adaptive systems). They are better placed to respond to ‘tricky’ or awkward evaluations; 

· Where evaluations are strongly connected to power structures;

· Where evaluations are congruent: recommendations from evaluation need to build on what is already in place. Avoid suggestions which need a total change unless there are resources to back them up. 

· Usability has its limits, in particular the extent to which evaluation is able to question the framework in which it is taking place.  Formative evaluations are often limited to contributing to ‘second order’ issues of implementation rather than fundamental project design questions.
· The understanding of an extended notion of evaluation can be enhanced by looking at evaluation as a series of practices developed within one or more communities of practice rather than a matter of technical methodologies. This extends to formative evaluative practices i.e. how to enhance evaluation usability during project lifetimes.

· As evaluative practices may differ from one community to another, working in a trans-disciplinary project like Palette requires that attention be paid to differences of perspective resulting from evaluation as potential sources of misunderstanding but also of learning.  To underestimate these differences will mean that significant stakeholders within the project may not use the evaluation outputs formatively because they fail to see their relevance.  These differences in perspective need to be ‘surfaced’ in order to collectively understand, appreciate and manage them in a productive way.  Surfacing is different to the reification process in that it is more about communication than capture.  We argue that surfacing is inherent in the formative impulse.

· The difference between experts and the lay in evaluation can be understood from a social practice perspective in that evaluation experts belong to communities of practice centred on evaluation whereas lay users of evaluation belong to communities not centred on evaluation but whose practices contain some activities related to evaluation.  Both types of evaluative practice have a formative role.

· In a participative project centred on knowledge like Palette, the relation between diverse participants is problematic because of the imbalance of power due to differences in the perceived legitimacy of their respective knowledge and expertise.

· The practice perspective throws new light on the way knowledge is given form and shape and is made to last (reification) as a process of learning. It raises the question of the extent to which evaluative processes and their outcomes are recorded and made available and whether this might contribute to improved effectiveness during the lifetime of a project..

· The concept of usability, that addresses the relationship between the ‘design’ of the evaluative activity (even if it is entirely tacit and informal) and the use to which it is put is central to the idea of a formative evaluation. 
· To enable the critical evaluation of fundamental questions, assumptions and frameworks, thought should be given to creating ‘places’ and roles in which transgression (asking questions that are generally not allowed  or challenging that which is taken for granted) would be possible, if not encouraged, such that transgression could be innovative and constructive.  This is a difficult area because too radical questioning could destabilise a project rather than contribute formatively.
7.0 An overview of observations and recommendations

Included here are some easy to read and ‘detachable’ summaries and, in some cases, recommendations that can be used as a resource for planning in other complex ‘change’ environments. While we are conscious that many experiences are situated and context specific, at the same time, it is useful to be able to offer some learning points which might be used as a platform for considering how communities of practice might be better supported elsewhere.  We are also conscious that we know much more now about how evaluative practices evolve within project environments and can be harnessed to support development.  This learning process is also captured in some general ‘take-aways’ outlined below.’ 
7. 1 Setting up and running complex R&D projects

· Given the impact of the initial project formulation on the subsequent running of the project, funders might consider preselecting a small number of potential projects on the basis of shorter project outlines and then fund a working meeting of project partners to draw up project proposals. 
· Encourage a more holistic approach to understanding the state of art during the formulation of the project, going beyond the narrower disciplinary perspectives on what is current and what is not. 
· Grant more attention to external dependencies and the development of strategies to react to potential risks and changes due to on-going innovation in technology. 
· A transdisciplinary approach to collaborative R&D projects engenders broader understanding, flexibility, innovation and increased motivation, provided priority is given to developing a shared understanding and vision of the work being undertaken and the differences in perspective between participants are ‘surfaced’ in order to collectively understand, appreciate and manage them in a productive way.

· Given the perceived shortcomings of the work package structure in transdisciplinary projects, care has to be taken in the design of suitable organisational structures to ensure that the impact of exchange and collaboration is maximised.

· Project partners need to carefully consider the appropriateness of taking forward technologies and approaches from earlier projects, weighing up the potential gains in time and effort against the loss of flexibility and responsiveness to the needs of the project and their fellow partners.
· A participative approach to the design of working processes (PDM) and related services in which users are seen as “co-constructers” requires a number of ingredients including: shared understanding and knowledge; pro-active mediation and enabling; adaptive design solutions; and the identification of needs via the depiction of routine practices. These can be brought about by a number of strategies: setting up interdisciplinary teams; creating a shared vision; accepting the need for complex negotiations; blurring roles between computer developers, learners and mediators; searching for unaddressed learning needs; and using modular, flexible services and tools.
7.2 Supporting CoPs

· Create suitable structures for CoPs that contribute to learning about the functioning of CoPs and afford additional legitimacy for participating CoPs. 

· Provide on-going training for CoP animators in the use of scenarios or scripts as a possible means to help understand and improve the way their CoPs work and to integrate appropriate tools and services. 

· Create a number of learning and organisational resources that facilitate the process of using these high level ‘scenarios’ (or modified versions of them) to create new scenarios tailored for a given CoP.

· Set up mechanisms to ensure the availability of scenarios for CoPs and the possibility to develop and add further LORs. 

· Simplify and streamline the participative design process so that it can be readily adopted by CoPs with the help of trained mediators to assist the change process.
7.3 Handling innovation and change

· Improve the integration of input from wider technology watch into projects, encouraging the circulation of new ideas and making more explicit the decision-making processes about the pertinence and possible uptake of these new ideas.
· Develop ways of favouring individual initiatives and collective discussions in complex R&D projects about outputs from technology watch. 
· Grant room for on-going change at all levels of project organisation, for example, 1) by funders allowing greater flexibility in deliverables and accepting a degree of unpredictability in project outcomes, and 2) renewing approaches to project management so as to handle uncertainty and keep track of and negotiate change and innovation without necessarily discouraging it.
· Find a suitable balance between computer science research activities and technical development in complex R&D projects that fits the needs of the project for concrete reliable products.
7.4 Evaluation in complex projects

· Evaluation helps handle complexity by providing provisional stabilities that assist decision-making processes and can serve to combat entropy by enabling the emergence of a simpler order from complexity, albeit temporarily.

· Understanding and improving evaluation in complex projects requires extending the notion of evaluation to include moments of evaluation, that is to say, embedded evaluative processes not necessarily carried out by evaluation experts.

· That understanding can be further enhanced by looking at evaluation as a series of practices developed within one or more communities of practice rather than as a matter of technical methodologies.

· Many people are unaware that evaluation is an activity that involves and concerns all participants in a complex project and not just the experts of evaluation. Evaluative moments are invariably to be found amongst their professional practices.
· Formative evaluation is designed to assist and enhance a reflexive approach both within CoPs and projects. In addition, the presence and role of mediators further serve as a motor to drive ‘reflexivity’ at a practical level calling on CoP members to identify, formulate and re-think their practices as well as the tools they use to carry them out.
· Integrating evaluation more solidly in decision-making raises questions about the ‘usability’ of evaluation outputs for such a task. By usability we understand the relationship between the ‘design’ of the evaluative activity and the use to which it is put.

· In a participative project centred on knowledge, the relation between diverse participants is problematic because of the imbalance of power due to differences in the perceived legitimacy of their respective knowledge and expertise.

· To enable the critical evaluation of fundamental questions, assumptions and frameworks, thought should be given to creating ‘places’ and roles in which transgression (asking questions that are generally not allowed) would be possible, if not encouraged, such that transgression could be innovative and constructive.
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Characteristics of strong PDM environments:


Users as co-constructers


Shared understanding of knowledge and expertise


Pro-Active mediation and enabling


New, situated  and adaptive design solutions


Needs identified through recognition/depiction of routine practices


Brought about by:


Interdisciplinary teams


Shared vision


Acceptance of complex  negotiations


Blurring of roles between developers, learners, mediators 


Unaddressed learning needs


Modular and flexible services








Characteristics of weaker PDM environments:


Users as clients


High sense of exclusive expertise


Low mediation and brokerage


Readymade design solutions


Formalistic or abstract expressions of learner needs through texts or espoused practice


Brought about by:


Traditional relationship between technical expertise and recipient ‘user’


Work package project structure or mono disciplinary teams


Fixed existing work agendas


Problematic time constraints
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� The third version of the project implementation plan


� A number of terms are used for such scenarios. In addition to being called specific scenarios in D.PAR.08, they are also called “situations” in D.IMP.08.


� In each of these scenarios it is understood that the ‘integration’ of services can and does lead to improvements in activities and the related scenarios.


� They were subsequently called “collaboration services”.


� For more about the LOR:  � HYPERLINK "http://sweetwiki.inria.fr/swikipalette/data/Lor/LorHome.jsp" ��http://sweetwiki.inria.fr/swikipalette/data/Lor/LorHome.jsp� 


� There are nine in all. Those not mentioned here cover: management (WP0), evaluation (WP6), training (WP8) and dissemination (WP7).


� D.PAR.05 calls these “methodological instruments”.


� Most of the interviews took place during the PALETTE plenary meeting in Nice 2008, each lasting about 40 minutes.


� Reports on the trials from the following CoPs were studied: CoPe-L, Didactic, ePrep, Learn-Nett, TIC-EF & TIC-FA, TFT.


� ePrep and TFT.


� The notion of generic scenarios was first evoked in D.PAR.03 (PALETTE 2007c) and subsequently in the third Implementation Plan (PALETTE 2008) in May 2008.


� Pg. 14


� It is not used in the initial Description of Work (PALETTE 2005) nor in the original description of the PDM (PALETTE 2006a). There were however “CoP observers” earlier in the project, whose role was to ‘observe’ and analyse the existing activities and processes of the CoPs. These were not however equivalent to the later role of mediators.


� PALLETE (2008d), Pg. 5


� Captive: the dictionary gives the following meaning (amongst others) “… having no freedom to choose alternatives or to avoid something” 


� Taken from the series of interviews carried out on technology watch (See section 5).


� Note that further, more detailed information about certain changes in practices can be found in a report entitled “D.PAR.08 Analysis of Instrumental Genesis lived by the CoPs” (PALETTE 2009a) produced by WP1. The report describes how the specific scenarios were conducted with each CoP and analyses those trials in terms of the appropriation of services by CoPs and changes that occurred within them. In addition, it is also provides an inter-case analysis highlighting the conditions of use of the PALETTE services in the trials.


� For example,  as pointed out by one project partner from the educationalists, the time allotted for bringing the project description together for the call was too short to enable engaging CoPs as partners.


� By usability we understand the relationship between the ‘design’ of the evaluative activity and the use to which it is put.
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