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Summary points

· Projects need to develop specific and targeted relationships with some well defined segments of their target user group.

· Projects that have a narrow or highly specific focus should be prompted to develop a number of definite contacts outside of the project area with the aim of transferring and generalising project outputs.

· Projects with broad or generic aims should be encouraged to work with smaller and well specified target groups during development rather than relying on immediate connection to a wider community.

· There are some elements that are transferable from the projects to other areas of work. JISC needs to work with projects to make these more clearly visible and available to other interested parties.

· It is worth project managers making sure that user testing is built in earlier into project life spans so that teams can identify as near to the beginning of the project as possible areas that hinder learners from gaining maximum benefit from using the resources. 
· Time should be given for evaluation of products and resources well before project end dates and these should be planned in appropriate time, taking into account the rhythm of the academic year. (e.g  making sure interventions are before the end of terms/ not during exam periods).

· Account must be taken of those students who still consider the use of digital resources and computers to be incompatible with their subject areas. It should not be taken for granted that students will be enthusiastic about new initiatives without being given a particular impetus.

· For some projects it has been very difficult to get users involved and test their materials and outputs. As a consequence in some cases the evaluation could only ascertain the views of a handful of students.

· Our involvement in the projects clearly helped the project teams to think pedagogically and make better connections between outputs and outcomes.

· Cluster meetings have been useful to projects and in terms of helping the programme to operate as a whole unit, but even more collaboration among teams can be encouraged.

1.0 Introduction

The objective of this workpackage is to re-write the initial report on the take up and use of JISC 5/99 teaching and learning projects in ways that respect confidentiality in order to make the report available for public consumption. The evaluation team had an engagement with the projects through programme meetings and direct contact with individual projects and cluster groups that carried on throughout the life of the programme. Work with projects around the question of project logics is reported separately in the Final Report of Workpackage Z7-C-3 Project Logics. This report deals with the outcomes of the engagements with projects in relation to their outputs and user groups, work that was conducted in two Workpackages C4 and C5. They are reported jointly in this document as the sub-set of projects was common to both Workpackages and the issues raised during the work formed a common strand. 

It is important to remember when reading this report that the work conducted with projects had a formative aim concerned with assisting the projects. The work should not be read as a summative evaluation of the projects and their outcomes. Furthermore the work although conducted with individual projects was focused on programme aims and issues and was not a substitute for or replacement of individual project evaluations.

1.1 Aim and objectives of Workpackages C4 and C5 within Strand C: Pedagogical evaluation of DNER

The aim of Strand C was to enable EDNER to undertake a formative evaluation of the DNER with respect to its actual and potential implications for learning and teaching. Strand C was therefore directly concerned with the following project-level objectives (or parts of those objectives):

1. to assess the impacts being made by the DNER on learning and teaching through the projects selected for funding under JISC circular 5/99 and thus the value of the investment being made by the community through JISC.

2. to assess the impacts of broader ongoing DNER developments on learning and teaching (but not research)

3. to identify examples of good practice in using the DNER to support learning and teaching, leading to an enunciation of factors which relate to the successful pedagogical use of the DNER.

Objective 1 involved some summative judgements about the ‘learning and teaching’ projects but the main aim in carrying out this work was to assist  the larger and longer-term formative evaluation of DNER itself.  Part of the approach was to analyse the ‘learning and teaching’ projects (and any closely related project activity) and to use them as instances of classes of intervention - i.e. to learn some more general lessons by abstracting some of their features. 

The work reported in this document followed the initial investigation of project process reported in Z7-C-3 Project Logics . These two reports can be thought of as forming a linked set of interventions relating project intentions and planning with outputs and outcomes and finally to benefits for intended users and the broader community.

1.2 The studies

The two Workpackages reported here, C4 and C5, were derived from the original plan for the pedagogical evaluation of the DNER 5/99 Projects devised when CSALT took over this part of the evaluation from King College. The original CSALT plan had envisaged a single Workpackage based on a series of case studies conducted over a two year period. In the revised second phase plan the activity was to only take place at a later stage of the DNER programme and to run for a reduced period of time from October 2002 (C 5) and from March 2003 (C 4). The reporting of this work had been re-combined in one single report as the activity was located in a largely common set of projects and the revised Workpackages could not hope to be as extensive in scope as the original plan. The work reported here could be thought of as an extension of the case study approach begun in Workpackage C3 which can be found in Final Report Z7-C-3. Project Logics. One way of conceiving the link between the different case study based Workpackages and reports that have a connection to the individual projects is to think in terms of C 3 as process, C 5 as product and C 4 as prospects (in the sense of take-up of project outputs).

The original plan envisaged two sweeps over ten projects with a potential for four additional projects identified as the evaluation progressed. The revised plan has a maximum sweep of ten projects identified in October 2002 as offering coverage of the different clusters of projects.

The activity located in Workpackage C 5 involved contacting and in some cases visiting projects, collecting project documents, including where appropriate final project reports and lists of contacts who currently use or may make use of project products. Some of this work had already begun with some of the selected projects as they are projects that had been part of the examination of project process for Workpackage C 3.  Workpackage C 3 was a formative intervention that took the form of a project centred evaluation examining process using project logic maps. Workpackage C -5 was intended to be broad in scope and focused on the products developed by the project. The products of projects included courseware (e.g. Project 1), guidelines etc (e.g. Project 4) as well as more recognisable artefacts. In the Case of Project 4 this involved following up workshop participants (a relatively large number), but in the case of Project 1 this involved visiting sites that had adopted Project 1 outputs and implemented them in another university setting. Contrary to the order implied in the numbering Workpackage C 4 followed on from C 5 both in timing and in its conception. This aspect of the case studies was intended to be narrow in scope and planned to yield some illuminative vignettes of use. The focus here was on the user group and assessment of impact and potential for take up. It was at this point that we hoped to be able to engage users of projects products and investigate how sustainable the outcomes were/might be, why users might take up and continue to use project outcomes and what benefits end users find in them. The sites for this Workpackage were generated from Workpackage C 5 as we asked the projects (or their personnel and if necessary using final project reports) to identify the most promising examples of their expected user group(s) take-up of the project outputs. The projects chosen for inclusion in the case studies are set out in Appendix 1.

2.0 Methods

The case studies were conducted using a mixture of methods. In all cases there was a documentary analysis of the project plans and written products. In each case a project summary was drawn up in a common format reporting a digest of this literature review and some additional items considered to be of interest by the evaluation team. The additional items included consideration of the nature of the project outputs in relation to three dimensions.

· The degree of mediation required

· The degree of independence of other resources

· The degree to which pedagogy was implicit within the outputs (see Table 2 Appendix 2)

Projects were also assessed in relation to the challenges that they had faced, for example in recruiting staff or in relation to developments between partner groups. This also included a consideration of the unintended outcomes that resulted from some projects.

In some cases project activities were visited such as workshops and other dissemination events. A mixture of telephone and email was used to maintain contacts with project teams themselves and in some cases visits were made to the project teams. Project outputs were examined remotely when this was possible and in some cases users of project outputs were contacted and visited or they provided written comments to the evaluators. Not all attempts to contact users of the projects during the academic year 2002/3 were successful and this aspect of the work had continued after the formal end of the EDNER project, as some project outputs were not used in educational settings until the academic year 2003/4. Even towards the second term of 2003/4 three of the projects showed a limited use of their outputs.

An output from the evaluation was a set of summary digests that tried to capture the main features of the selected projects. These summaries were then used with the more detailed materials collected from each project to provide the basis for developing some general themes. This report concentrates on the reporting of these themes rather than a close description of each project as the consolidated summary reports ran to over 80 pages after editing.

A key aspect of the method was to have a continuing formative relationship with those projects that were common to this Workpackage and the Workpackage Z7-C-3 that focused primarily on project logics. It is our contention that the work we did in this regard helped projects focus on what we identify in this report as a key set of distinctions.

· Project outputs

These were defined as the deliverable items that the project produced and included a variety of artefacts including software, reports and guidelines.

· Project outcomes

These were the intended outputs put to use as defined by the projects themselves. Outcomes were the outputs when recognised valued and put to use by an intended user group.

· Project benefits

The project team introduced this distinction to try and focus project teams on the sustainability of outcomes by identifying those users who would take the project outcomes forward after the project finished. Benefits were outcomes sustained by user groups for their own reasons independent of the projects continued existence.

3.0 Data gathered at the Manchester DNER projects meeting 

At the programme meeting, held on the 24th  & 25th of January 2002, a brief presentation was made by a member of the evaluation team under the general heading of ‘planning for take up’ (of project outcomes). The speaker commented about the way that current research on student learning in HE could inform project activities. At the close of the talk the speaker made the distinction between project outcomes and project benefits. Projects have one or more intended outcomes, often stated in terms of formal project goals, deliverables etc. An outcome, in vacuo, is rarely a benefit. Usually someone else needs to do some work – taking the outcomes and doing something with them to try to get some educational benefits (enhancements to some specific aspect of student learning, for example). 

The Programme meeting then broke up into groups, with a member of the evaluation team facilitating each group. For the first ten minutes of the group meetings, each project representative was asked to complete a short questionnaire, which asked them about the intended benefits of their project, what they assumed other people would have to do to turn their project outcomes into benefits, who these people were, why they would be motivated to help, and what the project was doing to involve such people in a timely and sustainable fashion.

Sixty-two questionnaires were returned. All seem to have been completed carefully and conscientiously. It should be stressed that the points made below were not made with the purposes of criticising the way projects were working or of how they may have been set up. The point was to identify ways in which their potential benefits could be maximised and to assist projects in engaging in this task before it was too late in the programme. The following points were derived from our initial analysis of the data.

· Project teams found it hard to be specific about educational benefits. The 62 returns were classified into (a) those which said something specific about improved/enhanced student learning (whether in terms of the outcome or the experience), (b) those which did not say anything about student learning but talked about better, easier or more use of an information resource or service, (c) those which could not definitely be classified as either (a) or (b). 

Forteen of the 62 responses fell into category (a), 38 into category (b) and 10 into category (c). 

· We looked at who the respondents thought would be involved in taking their outcomes and turning them into educational benefits. Only 14 of the 62 responses did not refer to academic/teaching staff. Several of these 14 projects were at the ‘technical’ end and didn’t see themselves as delivering outcomes of direct benefit to teachers/students. So, the great majority of project staff believed that teachers would (need to) take up the outcomes of their projects in order to deliver educational benefits to students. Teachers were recognised as key intermediaries, in most cases.

We identified a potential problem if projects expected teachers to take up project outcomes when projects find it difficult to produce clear descriptions of the intended educational benefits. This re-emphasises a point made in an earlier EDNER Deliverable (DC 1) about the need to help projects become more articulate about their possible educational benefits.

Project staff were asked to say why they thought people (teachers or others) would be motivated to help turn project outcomes into something of potential educational benefit. Most responses sketched an answer in terms of it making teachers’ use of electronic resources easier, or richer, etc. Projects could reasonably be accused of being over-optimistic about the motivation of teachers in HE. This raises questions about how planful projects were being in developing partnerships with key intermediaries like teachers. Few of the projects said much about conducting current work with teachers.

Finally, it is worth pointing out that none of the respondents said, in relation to this question of motivation, that their projects were driven by an initial identification of a need by users (e.g. teachers). This could be contrasted with development projects in the commercial sector where the notion of a customer for any and every project, a clear user voice, etc is often seen as essential to successful development. 

4.0 Themes

The following sections distil the experience of what were a wide variety of projects into some coherent and general themes. In order to do this without loosing the sense of some detailed engagement with particular projects examples have been taken to illustrate the various themes. Readers should be cautious when reading these examples. Our evaluation was a programme wide evaluation and we made no attempt to evaluate individual projects. Our engagement with projects was intended to be largely formative in character and the remarks here should not be taken to be definitive or summative statements about a project or its worth.

We apologise in advance to those projects that may feel our presentation of their project and its outcomes is partial or inaccurate. We would also like to thank all those projects and their personnel who assisted us in our work.

4.1
Project Products

Projects produced learning materials and resources delivered in different forms: reports, guidelines, discovery tools, software websites and workshops. In some occasions these resources were simply being made available to students and teachers based on the assumption that their use would lead to definite educational outcomes, without having a clear picture of the user and of how they would interact with the resources. However, case studies or problem scenario studies conducted by the projects during the design process often helped them to configure the user and to envisage certain user needs and characteristics. This information about the user enabled projects to place emphasis on developing strategies for transferring the knowledge and skills learnt especially in regard to the implementation of the information resources on learning and teaching. 

From the projects we followed more closely, some provided supportive material to the users conceived of as learners and/or teachers in the form of guidelines (Project 4, Project 2, Project 7). Some others produced course-specific teaching tools (Project 3, Project 8), tutorials (Project 5) and learning paths (Project 6). In the case of Project 5, the student user of the resource produced had been clearly visualised as being familiar if not confident with networked technologies and capable of working on their own. Familiarity and previous experience with the use of computers and networked had been considered as feature of the user from most of the projects e.g. Project 7, Project 3 and Project 8. In contrast, Project 1 aimed to help students develop their information skills and took students through a guided set of materials in a way that technologic knowledge was not a pre-requirement. Project 4 whose products were directed to academics, mainly lecturers and tutors had a clear view of the user as being a teacher of any subject area with an interest in a particular technologic tool but not necessarily equipped with the technical skills needed in such developments or informed by the pedagogies entailed in implementing and evaluating related events including uses of the specific tool in learning and teaching.     

4.2 
Project Users 

Although the project team had discussed project users with all projects studied under workpackages C4 and C5, there were only a few opportunities to get in touch with actual users in real settings. We looked at actual users engaged immediately with resources produced by Project 3, Project 4, Project 5 and Project 6. Project 3 evaluation included uses of the resource by lecturers from outside the project followed by group discussion. The Project 4 evaluation experience involved attending workshops and subsequent communication with participants and data collection and analysis. The evaluation of Project 5 and Project 6 resources was conducted at their home institutions using postgraduate students. A site visit was conducted to examine the implementation of Project 1 project outputs in another university but without having any direct contact with users at that time.

For the rest of the projects user experiences of their information resources were discussed with the project team and data were exchanged in certain occasions (Projects 1 and 2) without always having a personal insight to user activities. There were some clear reasons for our more limited engagement with users than we anticipated: 

· At the time of our evaluation some project products had not yet been completed or even when they had there was no time to test with real users as the academic year came to an end. 

· Some of the projects have found it difficult to get users involved and test materials for various reasons, e.g.

·  because these materials had not been a formal part of their studies, 

· the focus of the project was highly specific therefore the number of potential users was very limited and 

· because targeted relationships had not been established between the project and lecturers/students in the first place. 

· finally, even though communication between project staff and ourselves had been continuous, it was not always possible to attend sessions that entailed student use either because these were organised on an ad hoc basis or because they were planned at short notice.  

In the cases where we managed to attend actual practical sessions, seminars or evaluation sessions the difficulties should not be underestimated. A lot of preparation was required and co-ordination with project staff, including the project evaluators and collaboration with related academic staff who had agreed to implement the information resource into their teaching. JISC 5/99 projects are geographically dispersed and therefore effort and extra time was required in travel to visit the projects and to attend related events. On some occasions where seminars aiming to the use of resources were being advertised in institutions and thus being open to any possible student, a further difficulty was that it was not possible to obtain information about the target group in advance (i.e. type and year of study, background information). Therefore the evaluator needed to have a variety of optional tools ready for data collection to inform analysis.

The evaluators feel that this was a weakness that was partly a responsibility of the evaluation team and the limits of our design and partly due to issues about the planning and timing of projects in relation to the academic year. The roll out of project outputs to users was often not well coordinated with the demands of the academic year and this clearly impacted on the ability of the evaluation team to gain good access to groups of users in natural settings or even good trial settings with potential user groups.

4.3 Workshops and their uses

Workshops have been used by a large number of projects in a variety of ways. Workshops can be used as a device to show a projects activity and as a means of connecting to a user group. Some of the projects have used workshops as an opportunity to test their resources with real users, mainly students from partner institutions as part of their formative evaluation plan or they have organised workshops in order to present the resource and to exchange knowledge and new understandings among interested parties. Workshops with real users in the form of seminars integrated  with modules taught at a university were offered by Projects 4, 5 and Project 6. Workshops directed  more broadly at the academic community and potential users were organised by Projects 2, 3 and 7. To illustrate the uses made of Workshops we include two brief examples below (N.B. Some information about the evaluation sessions, in particular details of context, have been omitted to ensure confidentiality).

4.3.1 Project 5 - User-centred evaluation

MA students of a specific applied social science module used the digital resource. One week before the practical students were given a lecture to cover subject knowledge related to the information contained in the digital resource and were introduced to related terms and concepts. At the end of the lecture the tutor downloaded data from the digital resource demonstrating how they could get hold of particular information. The lecture and the demonstration prepared students for the hands-on experience with the materials the following week. During the practical when eleven students actually downloaded the materials for the first time they faced some difficulties even though they used a comprehensive handout with detailed instructions and clarifications which was prepared by the tutor and was customised for the particular session. Apart from the handout the tutor provided support and advice to individual learners when needed during the practical. However, the whole procedure was a bit complicated and the following problems were experienced:

 

Registration took about 15 min for the majority of the students mainly because the programme kept flipping round and took them back to the registration page several times. Thirty-five minutes after the session started 2 students remained unregistered as access was denied and they had to log in using another username and password. The registration problems were not related to data archive problems and they didn’t have anything to do with the fact that many people accessed the server at the same time. The project team learned from this experience and a member of the Project 5 team was tasked to provide quick steps for registering for the particular data provided by the resource.

 

The programme gave misleading messages to the user while accessing the data confirming that the process was successful at a given point despite the fact that errors might have occurred in the process. This was found to be problematic at the end when students found they missed all the data. A number of other problems were identified during the workshop. At a general level the tutor needed to intervene while using this resource and to provide support to the students. This view was supported by the Project 5 team who noted that in other cases students appeared to be able to use the resource without much input from the tutor. 

The students involved in the exercise were largely positive and this example was a successful use of a workshop to test the use of a resource with a group of student users. It provided valuable feedback to the Project 5 team and prompted revision of the design.

4.3.2 Project 4

Project 4 used workshops to engage with a potential user group. Project 4 was dealing with the uses of a particular technologic tool from the viewpoint of three investigative strands: a) technology b) implementation and c) pedagogy . The project used a set of case studies to generate an understanding of implementation and pedagogic issues. The process of the project led to revisions in the aim of the project and to a shift in the intended users. Technical constraints led to a move towards the project focusing on its web site and dissemination activities instead of an adaptive interface that would have allowed lecturers to use something like a ‘wizard’ to produce a product. 

The revised focus was on the provision of checklists, pedagogical and technical guidelines, case studies and examples of uses of the technologic tool . Because of the revised focus dissemination of the knowledge gained by Project 4 was passed on through the web site, an electronic list and workshop events. The project team kindly allowed the evaluation team to attempt to follow-up workshop participants from workshops that had been conducted by Project 4 themselves and by other organisations. Approximately  50 workshop participants from a variety of workshops were contacted  via email  and 44 responses were received of which 41 had actually attended the workshop, in some cases this discrepancy was because a substitute had attended from an institution. 

The email message asked for responses to three simple questions.

1.Why did you attend the workshop?

2.Have you used any of the ideas shared at the workshop in your work? In which ways?

3.Have you got any thoughts about using [the specific technologic tool] in the future?

The picture of the participants varied. Two significant groups can be discerned from the varied replies. One group was an experienced set of users who had come to see what was going on in a field they already had some considerable experience of. For example one respondent claimed to have been working in the area for seven years. Many of this group pointed towards web accessible resources that they had already produced. A second group were novice users who had considered using the tool or had a reason to investigate the area. It was pleasing to see that a significant number from this group reported working on pilot schemes or conducting pilot studies following the workshops. 

A significant number of the respondents pointed to a variety of constraints on future use, even when they were experimenting with the technology. Many of the constraints mentioned were technical, concerning bandwidth or limits to the institutional support for the technology. Others were social and included a range of organisational issues and in one case concerns with accessibility issues. For those who were not simple enthusiasts the proposed tool was seen as experimental and for the future rather than a technology with immediate application. The uses identified by workshop participants were largely exemplary rather than routine. It was notable that the minority of participants who reported attending ‘to learn’ or ‘to educate myself’ were the most likely to report no further use of the workshop. It was attendees who either had a particular need or previous experience who reported making most use of the workshop.

The two examples we have chosen point to key features that we consider are important for the use of workshops as a successful tool for projects. The use by Project 5 of a workshop with potential student users was highly productive for the project team in drawing attention to issues that might be of concern. We think that JISC may have a significant role in encouraging projects to develop early links with potential user groups, especially students and academic staff. An issue that arose more generally was of the connection between project timelines and the academic year. It was not uncommon for projects to have mistimed their outputs in terms of the need for user involvement. It is a programme wide issue to make sure that user testing is built in early in a projects development and that the user testing is done at a time that will allow project outputs to be deployed in a timely manner. In particular we note that any outputs that are developed after May are unlikely to be deployed in the following academic year and may wait up to eighteen months before they can be evaluated in vivo. 

The Project 4 use of workshops was greater than they initially anticipated. The project team themselves were not sure what use would be made by attendees of the engagement in workshop activities with the project. Our evaluation indicates a productive overall use by attendees of the project outputs. It shows that those who did not have a specific need to engage with the project or prior knowledge and experience in the field were least likely to report further use of project outputs. Beyond the project’s control the attendees report a set of issues that were focused around technology and social and organisational concerns, often specific to an institutional environment, that constrained further development. This may point to a need for more follow on activity to be built into workshop interventions. A follow up contact asking for feedback from attendees on how they took up the workshop material may be important in uncovering issues that restrict the take-up of the project. The issue of targeting a potential audience for a project and keeping some long-term contact is one we return to later in this report.

4.4 Successes and failures

Within the projects that we engaged in there were projects that were more or less successful. In this section we wish to examine two examples to illustrate some of the issues we believe may be of importance for the management of a programme in teaching and learning. We must emphasise that we are not in a position to evaluate the projects individually and our interest in them is from a programme point of view. In this sense one of the major considerations in selecting the examples was not their objective success or failure but how they were perceived in the JISC community and beyond. This selection is necessarily arbitrary but we base it upon published material and a range of opinion that we solicited to make these judgements.

4.4.1 A successful outcome

The aims of the Project 1 project were set out in the projects documentations as follows:

The project will create a set of interactive, Web-based learning materials which will enable students to exploit relevant high quality electronic information.  This will include sources and services available to students locally and also those which from the DNER.  

The overall aim is to develop a transferable model which can be used across various subject areas and by other institutions, as well as benefiting [home institution learners of a particular discipline]. 
The project has been accompanied by a considerable effort in evaluation, including a baseline survey, that has been iterative in style and provided feedback at all stages of the project. The project has been highly visible and has published a wide range of materials on the project web site. The project has had an engagement with very specific audiences, particular courses in specified departments in a selection of institutions. The aim of the project to produce a transferable model has informed project activity at all stages and though the home institution was the primary site for development the project has sought to engage other potential users from an early stage.

The evaluation team have visited one of the institutions that have taken up Project 1 products. At this institution the modules are not hosted within the VLE but appear on the student web pages. The prime movers for the adoption are based within the library though they have developed good relationships with academic staff. The evaluation of the work has been conducted locally and one of the more impressive features of the project is the buy-in it has achieved from partner sites. 

We believe one of the key features in the success of this project has been the ability to have a general aim that has been embodied in a set of specific actions throughout the life of the project. The project has been clear about its audience and has maintained a strong relationship with key personnel who have been able to embed the project in other locations away from the main project. Their ability to target locations and personnel we would argue is a key to the apparent success of this project.

4.4.2 An apparent failure?

The aim of Project 7 was very ambitious and had a reflexive element. The output of the project was itself dependant upon a user group perceiving a benefit from engagement with the project. For Project 7 to be a success it had to deliver a product, and engage a user community who would provide resources. The evaluation team attended project workshops at which two features of the user group became apparent. At one workshop the user group displayed a degree of disunity as to how the project output would function and what it would provide. The user group for Project 7 was not a mature community and it seemed to have very different expressed needs. The project team was not in a position to moderate between these divergent views or provide a solution that would satisfy all.

The need to create a product and have it available early enough for the project team to take it out into the community caused tensions in terms of development. The demands of production led to a need for more time to make the technical system robust and well specified. The demands implicated in the conception of user involvement pushed the technical team to complete quickly and at certain stages to deliver something that worked rather than being an optimum solution. This tension points to a need in development projects for a degree of decoupling between the technical development and the needs of the user group. In academic projects this might mean designing in large time gaps between intended delivery of the project outputs and first deployment.

Although Project 7 developed a useful product, the academic community made little use of it. The main reasons reported by the project were the difficulties they faced in bringing the particular community together in the time available. The project was intended to go through three phases a) needs analysis, b) trial stage and c) mass use. At the third stage the project team simply ran out of time. It is still an open question as to whether the user group if given more time would have used the product and created a forum for sharing and collaborating. 

Clearly, there was a failure of communication and difficulty in marketing Project 7 as a concept. A further problem was that national agencies that were viewed as potential supports appeared to be completely foxed by Project 7 and they were unsure how best to use its product. It was also unclear whether the user community was genuinely interested in investing time and publishing their resources on the Project 7 site. This could be an academic narrowness in that there was no perceived benefit in volunteering resources, unlike journal and article publication, but it begs the question of whether the user group was sufficiently well understood by the project team. It is at least possible that the particular professional group that would form the user community are not currently developed in a way that would fit the ‘community of practice’ metaphor that underpinned the Project 7 project.
However, new skills were gained from research and development in the context of the project. The evaluation team have kept contact with some of the personnel from the project who have gone elsewhere and they report using the skills they developed in the Project 7 project in their new posts. In this case there is good evidence to support the anecdotal case that is often made about JISC projects that they are developmental in kind and in many cases the development is in the form of the personnel who’s skills are made use of in further projects and later developments. 

Project 7 showed problems that other projects also face in a more stark form. The user group identified by the project proved to be more complex and less generous than the project team anticipated. The project found itself in complex loops in which competing demands worked to undermine coherent development of the project into outputs that had a sustainable benefit to the intended user group.
4.5 
Targeted projects

In the following two sections we will make what is inevitably a crude distinction between what we are calling targeted and generic projects. In the 5/99 projects there exists a wide variety of project types, aims and outputs. This distinction aims to capture one dimension that expresses a limited feature found in this diversity.  Targeted projects we have defined as those projects with a clear and delimited target user group. Examples of these would be projects such as Projects 3 and 8 that aim to provide access to particular collections with a definite audience for those collections in mind. 

The Project 3 database is an example that includes digitised objects from a particular museum, the project’s home institution’s archives and other external collections. This material was to be used in a variety of courses across three disciplines. The project was committed to demonstrating the wider potential of the materials for teaching and learning. However, the way that the database was built is designed to assist learning and teaching activities among groups that are already familiar with the particular museum and thus enhance learning at the home university while a distant user might possibly experience difficulties. 

During the project, the project team became aware that Project 3 could be enhanced to make it useful for additional subject areas not considered as part of the original bid. Discussion with the project’s external partners and academic staff indicated that limited work to package the existing resource and some additional data would turn it into a valuable resource for a number of additional disciplines. The academic staff in the specific areas suggested that it might require additional records to be added to the database, but much could be achieved by adding extra captions and/or additional images of items already recorded on the database. Although time was given to allow implementation of the existing resource, there were only limited uses at the home institution.

We would point towards the Project 3 project as a good example of both a self-conscious willingness on the part of the project to widen the scope of the project to others and of the problems that can arise with project that has a very specific location and target group of users. Active management of such projects might be necessary to ensure that the lessons learned are made available through JISC networks to a wider audience. 

4.6
 Generic projects

For the purposes of this section the definition of generic projects is those projects that have general or generic target audience. The distinction between these projects and targeted projects is one of degree and many projects displayed elements of both a targeted and a generic audience. An example of this would be the Project 1 that was focused on particular institutions and definite courses but aimed to address a generic issue of a particular subject area. Examples of other generic projects are Project 4, 5 and 7. 

Project 5 provides a good example of how targeting can provide a useful focus in assisting projects to face up to the usual delays found in recruiting personnel.

“ In the previous biannual report we discussed the issue of piloting of materials being a problem for some sites. This continues to be the case, and regardless of our outreach work to the community we have received few offers to pilot the materials. However, this issue was also addressed at a specific meeting, with the result that all partners responsible for piloting materials have been working on recruiting two or three sites with whom they can work closely over the next academic semester in order to pilot materials. The feedback from this work will be incorporated into the materials, which will subsequently be promoted to a wider teaching audience.” (Report covering 2/02 – 7/02 Italics added)
This example illustrates the problems that projects can face when they actively try to engage with potential users. The evaluation team attended Project 5 workshops and in the early stages workshops contained a wide range of participants, some of whom were unlikely to take-up project outputs, for example retired academic staff. The Project showed persistence over time with the aim of actively engaging its potential user community. By doing this, the project gained a more accurate view of who was likely to use its products and the conditions and contexts of use. 

In general we would recommend that projects think of who exactly the user might be i.e. not teachers in general but teachers as represented by a specific sub-set with whom the project can develop a continuing relationship.

5.0
 Conclusions - Configuring the User

Steve Woolgar (1997) has argued that there is a reflexive tie between machines and their users. He goes on to suggest that machines make their purpose available to a user in the way that a text makes a reading available to a reader. That is he suggests that machines and technologies incline users to some certain uses rather than others. This is not to suggest that certain uses are inevitable rather it suggests some uses are more likely than others. In this context this view would seem to imply that the projects within the 5/99 call are not simply designing for certain user groups they are actively designing the user group itself. The products and outputs of 5/99 establish parameters for the users actions. Viewed in this way the 5/99 projects are not simply an extension of JISC-DNER for use in teaching and learning they contain within them an implicit definition of how teachers and students will or ought to be.

The context for the development of the JISC DNER/IE is that over the last five years, universities in the UK and in many other countries have seen an extraordinary take-up of what is coming to be called ‘e-learning’ or networked learning, notably using the technologies of the Internet/World Wide Web. Little of this shift has been motivated by any clear ideas about the pedagogical advantages of new media. However, there has been a small but growing strand of empirical research which has aimed at understanding the conditions in which students can be said to benefit from networked learning, and to provide guidance to academic staff about how these changes may affect educational practice. 

The JISC funded Networked Learning in Higher Education project provided one source of research-based evidence about successful networked learning at university level. This project tried to gather information that would help to identify those characteristics of students, and their ways of studying, that are held to be well-suited to particular kinds of networked learning– especially those kinds of learning which involve group collaboration and discussion (Goodyear et al 2001). Conversely, this can help to identify circumstances in which networked learning may not be beneficial for certain groups of students. The project data sources were (i) a set of interviews with 17 experienced tutors in networked environments; (ii) a set of interviews with 57 undergraduate students from six UK universities, all with recent experiences of networked learning (iii) a survey of students’ experiences of networked learning, involving nearly 250 students from four universities. The project report and later articles based on the same data summarised some of the ways in which the students and teachers who have participated in networked learning describe ‘good learning’ and ‘good learners’ (Jones et al 2000, Goodyear et al 2003). In many cases, the images they construct resembled ‘strategic’ rather than ‘deep’ ways of studying. A particular finding was that academic staff using networked learning had what appeared to be a common educational philosophy but few practical rules of thumb when it came to the design of networked learning courses.

Taken together the concerns of Steve Woolgar about the relationship of designed artefacts and their users and the lack of secure research based evidence describing ‘good teaching’ and ‘good learning’ in networked environments we think the relationship of a project team to its intended users may well be critical for the success of the project. The ill-defined domain makes definite predictions about users in general and their requirements likely to be especially unreliable. A possible answer to this is to engage with target user groups iteratively throughout a projects lifetime.

The data gathered during the evaluation of the DNER and more specifically the 5/99 teaching and learning projects has added a further element to our understanding. We would note in particular that account must be taken of those students who still consider the use of digital resources and computers to be incompatible with their subject areas. We have no specific evidence for a similar claim in relation to teaching staff but it would be surprising if the same issue did not arise. It should not be taken for granted that students will be enthusiastic about new initiatives without being given a particular impetus and a clear understanding of the benefits and the relationship between their subject areas and technology use. Strong evidence for this claim was found in at least three projects. In one case it was found that students of a particular discipline hadn’t previously thought of working in any significant way with computers. In another case students were uncomfortable with digital resources. This may be a sensitive area for projects working in this field as the default assumption has been that simple access is all that is needed to reduce barriers to acceptance. Our work would imply that students’ take-up and use may be dependant on developing the appropriate attitudes and skills amongst some of the student population prior to use.

Our recommendations are that projects need to develop specific and targeted relationships with some well-defined segments of their target user group. The process of development cannot begin by assessing user requirements in a fixed form and designing to them. We consider that a relationship needs to develop between projects and their potential user groups. Specifically projects that have a narrow or highly specific focus may need to be prompted to develop a number of definite contacts outside of the narrow project area with the aim of transferring and generalising project outputs. Without this there is a danger that project outputs remain the property of a specific institution or highly localised group of users. JISC may need to work with projects to make those elements that are transferable from projects more clearly visible and available to other interested parties. Those projects with broader or more generic aims might benefit from being encouraged to work with smaller and well specified target groups during development rather than relying on immediate connection to a wider community. Without this targeting the danger is that projects design for undifferentiated learners or teachers without a proper consideration of the wide variations that can be found in different contexts of use.

The evaluation noted that it was worth project managers making sure that user testing was built in earlier into project life spans so that teams could identify as early as possible in the project those areas that hinder learners from gaining maximum benefit from using the project resources. This related closely to a slightly different point in relation to evaluation more generally. The evaluation showed that time should be given for the evaluation of products and resources well before project end dates. A particular concern was that these should be planned in appropriate time, taking into account the rhythm of the academic year.  For example often project planning did not take adequate account of the wind down of activity in the summer term leading into examinations. For some projects it became very difficult to get student users involved and to test their materials and outputs. 

In conclusion we must add that we consider the involvement of the evaluation team with the projects clearly helped the project teams to think pedagogically and make better connections between outputs and outcomes. We would also note that despite some early concerns cluster meetings have been useful to individual projects and in terms of helping the overall programme to operate collectively. We would suggest that even greater collaboration among project teams could be encouraged in future programmes.
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Appendix 1 : The projects identified for inclusion in the case studies and discussed in this report

Project Selection

	Project
	Purposes (Aims and Objectives)

	Project 1
	Help students of a specific discipline develop their information skills and make better use of DNER within VLEs.

	Project 2 
	Allow students of a specific minority language better access to the spoken language; enrich the range of teaching material available to them; provide them with better opportunities for peer-interaction; within context of a 3-university virtual dept. 

	Project 3
	Create database of 3500 digitised images of materials etc in a specific university museum & accompanying teaching materials in courses across three disciplines.

	Project 4
	Ready integration of a technologic tool into educational applications Project includes work on educational design and evaluation of educational effectiveness.

	Project 5
	Improve use in learning and teaching situations of a specific collection data by improving access to the data (eg through a portal) and by providing additional learning & teaching materials; awarenesss raising etc. Special mention made of problem-based learning and student project work.

	Project 6
	Using advanced technologies to make objects and archives of a particular museum accessible to remote learners and teachers

	Project 7
	Assist in integrating the growing array of groups and projects across the HE and FE sectors producing specific materials to support learning

	Project 8
	Improve access to objects in specific subject domain collections by creating digital representations of them. Such objects are often too widely dispersed or too fragile to allow easy or intense scrutiny. Develop teaching materials which help teachers integrate use of these resources into their teaching. 


Table 1: 5/99 Case study projects

Appendix 2 Taxonomy
	Project
	Outcome
	Features

	Project 1


	Learning object database
	Mediation required?

Dependent on other resources Pedagogy implicit

	Project 2
	A specific minority language learning resources
	No mediation required

Independent from other resources?

Pedagogy implicit

	Project 3
	Distributed image/database collection
	Mediation required

Independent from other resources

Pedagogy implicit

	Project 4
	Examples of uses of a particular technologic tool, guidelines
	Low Mediation required

Independent from other resources

Pedagogy implicit

	Project 5
	Single point of access to specific data & associated learning materials
	Mediation required

Independent from other resources

Pedagogy implicit



	Project 6
	Database/ collection of a specific museum objects
	Mediation required

Independent from other resources

Pedagogy not implicit

	Project 7
	Portal exchange for learning technologists 
	No mediation required

Dependent on other resources

No pedagogy implicit

	
	
	

	Project 8
	Teaching materials to integrate art resources & objects 
	Not much mediation required

Independent from other resources

Pedagogy implicit


Table 2 Taxonomy

EDNER


Formative Evaluation of the


Distributed National Electronic Resource





EDNER – the formative evaluation of the UK higher education sector’s Distributed National Electronic Resource (DNER) – is a three year project being undertaken by the Centre for Research in Library & Information Management (CERLIM) at the Manchester Metropolitan University and the Centre for Studies in Advanced Learning Technology (CSALT) at Lancaster University. Details of the project’s work and copies of published reports are available at http://www.cerlim.ac.uk/projects/edner.htm
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