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1. Introduction

1.1 Structure and content of the report

This report brings together what we know of the ok#e output of the formative evaluation of the
PALETTE project and how members of the Steeringuprperceive and understand the use and
processes of the evaluation methodology. Mosthef input to this deliverable is drawn from
D.EVA.03. The object here is to isolate and higfhiithe use dimension from that report and add the
analysis of the steering group interviews underidkeDecember 2007 that focused on the evaluation
and its use. It outlines the use of the three dathering sweeps designed to chart the evolufidimeo
project from the project participant’s points oéwi. It will offer some reflections on this processa
methodology of ‘embedded evaluation’. Section Sadr@ut broad learning points from the way the
evaluation has been used and perceived by thecprsjeering group and section 6 gives a more
theoretical overview.

1.2 Audience

The audience for this report is as follows :

« Project participants

« CoP members

« EU officers

« Wider learning community in Europe

- International researchers and developers inter@steabporting learning through practices
1.3 Connection with other reports
This report draws on the way four formative repevtéch have been circulated within the PALETTE
project have been used, particularly by the stgagimoup. The reports are:

« Visions of the PALETTE Project (February 2006)

« Emerging issues in the implementation of the PALETFoject (October 2006)

« The evolution of the PALETTE project (June 2007)

«  WP6 Summary formative report 4: challenges conoastand awareness (October 2007)
These reports were not formal deliverables butthadfunction of internal learning resources for the
project participants’ use.

1.4 Purpose

The purpose of this report is fourfold:

- It provides an analytical narrative of the way PAUE participants have experienced the
methodology of the evaluation of the PALETTE projec

- ltisintended as a formative resource for propeetmbers

- It provides a basis on which aspects of the prajeght be adjusted and developed
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- It provides resources for increasing our understgnadf how evaluations ‘work’ within
complex projects

2 Evaluation framework and approach

2.1 The PALETTE evaluation approach

The PALETTE evaluation approach was presented enXteVA.O1. In this section, we summarize
the main dimensions applied in that first repotheTevaluation depicts, analyses and evaluates the
way in which the project participants experience thethodology of the PALETTE project. The
approach can be said to be formative in that result used during the project lifetime to help tgve
the project successfully. D.EVA.01 gives a pre@seount of three main steps that took place in the
first 18 months of the project during which datdlexiion, analyses, feedback and regulation
occurred. However, it should be noted that thiduatéeve process is not meant to be a direct part of
the management of the project, but is designedrasaurce for all project participants. Howeveg th
feedback and resources it produces are intendadesource for coordinating the work of the project
more effectively. In this sense, the approacharisevaluation for developmeniut it can also be
understood aan ‘evaluation for knowledgéh the terms of Eleanor Chelimsky (1997, p100)isTh
means that the evaluative dimension of the pragtuwilt into the design of the project and can be
justified as evaluative research in which the eatdwn was undertaken to obtain ‘a deeper
understanding in some specific area or policy fielsh D.EVA.03 the various understandings of the
participatory design methodology on the part ofipgrants illustrates this dimension.

The final role of this integrated approach is tmsider the evaluation as a providerpvbvisional
stabilities (Saunders, Charlier and Bonamy 2QU8hat is to saythat instead of trying to reduce
complexity by searching for common solutions ottaystised approaches, with the aim of creating a
stable framework that tries to harness change, vedelp an evaluation framework that helps
participants within a developmental process totersduated provisional stabilities. In this wéye
design of evaluation processes and practices woNige resources for ‘sense making’. Formative
evaluation can provide the resources for suchaidies.

It is clear then, that the work on evaluation inLEATE was not aimed at holding WPs accountable
for results in terms of pre-determined goals ogéts, but rather as a resource for all participtmts
understand, improve on and learn from the procetfsgswere involved in. Focussed more on the
project as a whole rather than the work of indigidwork packages, the evaluation was of particular
interest to the project coordination and the Step@ommittee.

2.2 Reflections on the evaluation process

In the D.EVA.01 we described the evaluation asusigle, that is to say, representatives of each WP
were to be involved in agreeing on the evaluatramework and making the indicators explicit. We
described the following principles as a guide for actions:

1. “Involving project team members in identifying amsing key questions, indicators or issues
(concern with participatory approaches); outlinedhghically in empowerment evaluation at
a ‘strong’ end of the participatory evaluation contum (see Fetterman et al 1996 and its
critique by Patton 1997)

2. Being part of an ethically justifiable process @cern with evaluation ethics)
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3. Making sure their experience is faithfully reportgen under political pressure (a concern
with declamatory platforms)

4. Evaluation products entry into a public debate ¢gmcern with evaluation as part of a
democratic process and as a way of promoting deatiagparticipation) (Saunders 2006)”

To be more effective and make better use of theuress of the project, in January 2007 the Steering
Committee decided to follow the evaluation repard #mit the participants in WP6 to its core team
(CSET, UNIFR and GATE-CNRS). However we have triedcontinue to apply the first principle
mentioned above by involving the SC in the disaussif the evaluation process and results, by giving
a complete account of the evaluation results dutiregplenary events or meeting (Fribourg, June
2006, Nice, December 2006, Lausanne June 2007 waoid, December 2007) and by publishing all
the evaluation intermediary reports on the BSCVWfqien.

2.3 Visions of the PALETTE project (on-line questionaire — February 2006))

This first stage of evaluation of the PALETTE pujbad three main goals:

- To depict the preliminary vision of all participardt the beginning of the project;
- To encourage project reflection and creativity foy various PALETTE participants;
- To facilitate valuable insight into increased kneglde of the PALETTE project.

2.4  Emerging issues in the implementation of the RATTE project (phone
interviews — October 2006)

This second stage of the evaluation of the PALEPidect had three main goals:

- To depict the evolution of the projects carried loypiparticipants;
- To describe and encourage reflection on partnepsking practices;
- To provide data to regulate the project process.

The evaluation had the following foci: the iteratinature of the project ; the process of mediadiuh
integration between project participants; and tlignment between aspirations and professional
development on the part of PALETTE partners

The results of this evaluation step were preseatebdiscussed with the partners during the plenary
meeting of December in Nice and led to importandifications to the project that were embedded in
the IP2 (second workplan of the project).

2.5  The evolution of the PALETTE project (on-lire questionnaire — June 2007)

This third stage of evaluation of PALETTE projeetdhsimilar goals to the previous one - to depiet th
evolution of the vision and experience of the prbjigom the point of view of all participants, to
describe and encourage reflection on partners’ mwgrkractice and to provide data to regulate the
project process. It did however broadened thetfmtake into account important aspects relateti¢o t
R&D research process, in particular the participatiesign methodology and the open source culture.
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2.6 Summary formative report 4: challenges conneitins and awareness (October 2007)

During the Palette Crete meeting in September 20076 undertook five-minute interviews of all the
twenty participants to get their opinions abouethquestions:

1. What is the major challenge at this stage of Raksttording to you?
2. What could be done to meet this challenge?

3. What role would you play in addressing this chajksh

This short account was used as a resource foralett® Steering Committee to support decisions and
the orientation of the project.

2.7 The way reports were used formatively within the poject

Despite the fact that a lot of participants werémjstic regarding the evolution of PALETTE, they

were also concerned by the manner in which theeptojould evolve in the future. The concrete
implementation of the participatory design seenteldd the most important worry. Another source of
concern was the integration of the different PALIETIDOIS.

Grounded on the observations in the evaluationrtepuentioned above, the coordination team, in
collaboration with the Steering Committee decided t

* Adopt the participatory design methodology suggebieWP1 ;

» Operationalise that methodology by setting up thiesams in which educational science
specialists and computer scientists could collaiearéth CoPs ;

» Use these teams to better align the visions of pteect between educational science
specialists and computer scientists;

» Deepen the research on learning in CoPs by carmyiriga transversal analysis of the data
already collected by WP1.

After discussions on the evaluation with all PALEH partners during the plenary meeting of
December 2006 in Nice, the SC decided to implenvapbrtant adjustments to orient the revised
version of the workplan to be negotiated with tlentnission (IP2):

» Change the organisation of work by more clearlyrdiefy and making known the role of WP5
and facilitating the collaboration between WPs;

» Clarify the roles and responsibilities by diminisithe number of partners per WP;

» Facilitate communication by setting up a serieguwflelines and by revising the mailing lists;

* Restructure the website and establishing an editboard;

* Reinforce the representativeness of the SC by wnwglthe board of directors in the main
discussions.

3 Summary of ‘use’

On the basis of the three sweeps of evaluation ioreed above, we can pinpoint the main uses of
evaluation results in the project. It's importantunderline that these uses could be focused easther
project development or on knowledge building akibet project methodology and on learning needs
that could guide training initiatives and the protilon of training resources.
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3.1 Changes in coordination and communication

The original project proposal had sought to featiéit collaboration between educational sciences
specialists (P) and computer scientists (T), byifgeach category of partner represented in each WP
and by having the responsibility for the WP shdretiveen a leader and a deputy one from each of the
two areas. The evaluation pointed to the fact fgaaticipants were overloaded by the number of
emails and by the complexity of the project. To idish this complexity and facilitate
communication, a number of decisions were madeépgration of the IP2: the number of partners
was limited in each WP and the responsibilities enorade more precise. However, to maintain
collaboration between P and T teams were set umgibg together P, T and CoPs.

3.2 Changes in the structure of work

The design of the work organisation as presentati@rDescription Of Work (DOW) suggested that
WP1 would lead the project. The evaluation poirtiedisks and difficulties in this situation. As a
result, a number of changes were made in the Ishigieand the design of the work organisation to
produce a better fit with the responsibility of ba/P. These changes also pointed to the role of WP5
as coordinating the collaboration between the pastand the CoPs through the teams mentioned
above that had been created in September 200Gladtéirst sweep of evaluation.

3.3 Adjustments in management

The evaluation pointed to a number of concerns tabwmetings, timing and discussion spaces. As it
related to the day-to-day practices of some pastriewas more difficult to handle. However some
actions were adopted by the Steering Committetsidune 2007 meeting. These included the addition
of a common agenda on the BSCW, the adaptationhef monthly report template and the
establishment of an annual planning for the peNi®-M30. In addition, the Project coordination
was to support the management of communicationhén groject (management of mailing lists,
communication of the profile of each partner,...).

3.4 Consolidating participatory design approaches

The analysis of the evaluation results led to manmemnt decisions about aspects of the participatory
design methodology including such things as evglwlarity, sharing understanding and the typology
of participatory design from participants’ perspesd. Sections 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 will be devoted to
participatory design.

3.5 Lessons for adopting open source approaches adigsemination

The evaluation results pointed to the fact thatinduthe first part of the project, insufficientextion
had been granted to the Open Source nature ofettveeas provided. For this reason a special task
force was created in the context of IP2.

3.6 The work on the generic scenarios

The evaluation results from the feedback obtaine@rete suggested that there was a need to ingegrat
the different tools and services and develop ctedibenarios for those who are going to use them.
This finding encouraged the formation of teams twkaon the construction of ‘generic scenarios’ to
function as an organisational focus for depictil§LBTTE tools and services using PDM as a
vehicle.
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4 Using evaluation for knowledge building: Participabry
Design Methodology

The main evaluation results as described in D.E@AcAn be summarised in three points: (1) the
collaborative building of the Participatory Desigfiethod (PDM), (2) the first experiences of its
implementation and (3) the main issues that thgeptdhad to address and the future strategies
proposed. In dealing with the implementation of BeM, it was necessary to evoke not only the
results directly connected to the PDM but also ¢hre¢ated to it: the iterative or evolving natufehee
project and reflexive processes and the non-seigliparallel developmentthe processes of
mediation and integration between project partitipand the alignment between aspirations (project
theory) and practices in the project.

4.1 The building of a PALETTE partners vision of the PDM: it’s iterative, interdisciplinary and
collaborative nature

It might seem surprising that data first gatherkedua the partners’ visions of the PALETTE project,
just before the kick off meeting in March 2006, mtdnclude any account about the PDM. However
at that time the PDM had not yet been built andpédrtners were more focused on the intended results
of the project. For the Pedagogical partners trednhthe development of research on the learning of
CoPs and for the technological partners, it mdamtievelopment of the services.

Six months after the beginning of the PALETTE petj¢he vision of the objectives of the project as
well as the role and tasks of the partners seenmd integrated and shared. The explanation mostly
given for this evolution was the PALETTE Summer &ihheld in Fribourg, during the last week of
June 2006.

“My vision of the project has evolved slightly owingthe content of the Summer School
activities;”

“Summer School was the cement of the work togéthigie project.
Taking place, as it did earlier than in other petgeit fell at the appropriate moment.

“It was a very good time to organize this Summdrdst and to permit to PALETTE people
to meet together: it was not a long period of indii)lly work, so the partners have not time
to develop something individually. By coming to 8w@nmer School, they can meet and
confront their opinions and strengthen the collad@mn and the interaction within the
project.”

It was also the first occasion for partners frofffiedéent disciplines to learn from one another bBwt
PALETTE tools and standards and T about the MOTGuUage and Actor-Network Theory (ANT) -
and to make common choices about methodologicuments to use in PDM: ANT and the MOT
language. This important step was directly follovagydhe proposal of a twelve-step methodology that
was the first version of the PALETTE PDM and itplementation through the organisation of three
interdisciplinary working group collaboratively Withe partners in September 2006. The evaluation
data gathered about six months later showed hanirtttiative has been important for the first steps
implementation methodology.

“At the beginning of the project, | had not a cleasion on PALETTE objectives and on
PALETTE partners' roles. But, when the teams AB@ weeated, these two points were
lighted! That's the reason why | particularly appiate the IP2 graphical representation of
work packages, with WP5 in the center, teams arpuhén other WPs: the ideal
representation in my opinion, which makes the pses and priorities of the project very
clear”
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Despite the fact that a lot of participants werémjstic regarding the PALETTE evolution, they were
concerned about the manner in which the projectldveuolve. The concrete implementation of the
participatory design seemed to be the most impbcamcern.

“While knowing that the people can not be forcedpgrticipate, how we are going to
implement concretely the participatory design?”

“In PALETTE project we find many different interesDo we manage to harmonize all of
them?”

To address this issue different actions were téletie scientific Coordinators and the WP leadérs o
WP1 and 5: frequent virtual meetings with the anargof the teams, suggestions of templates for the
scenarios and the writing of functional specifioat and the invitation of CoP representativesi¢o t
Nice plenary meeting on December 2nd. In additbme important step that had been forgotten at the
beginning of the project was carried out throughdlaboration of a contract for CoPs to serve as a
discussion basis and a support for the involverae@oPs in the PDM process.

5 PALETTE Steering Committee perceptions of formative
evaluation

The following section is based on fourteen intemdewith members of the PALETTE Steering
Committee carried out during the two and a halfsdafythe plenary meeting in Lyon, December 2007
along with a written contribution from one membdnoamwas unable to attend. Each interview lasted
between twenty and thirty minutes. A series of fiugestions about formative evaluation had been
prepared and were sent to Steering Committee mengiier to the meeting together with a summary
of earlier feedback from project participants abfoatnative evaluation.

5.1 On formative evaluation as a lever for changebackground issues to this sweep of
interviews

5.1.1 Making sense of diversity

In one of the Lyon interviews, an interviewee shil expected there to be very strong alignment
between visions of the Steering Committee membé&envit came to key issues. Another interviewee
spoke of the role of the evaluation to help coméetms with the uncertainty inherent in a complex
project where differing perspectives cohabited. fidgport quoted here seeks to provide a faithfubech
of the diversity of perceptions and visions anticdsms and demands of the members of the Steering
Committee about formative evaluation in PALETTEisTsection, however, is not just a collection of
points of view or quotations. It structures thoggons with a view to giving a clearer picture bét
role of formative evaluation within the project aimdparticular of the relationship between evaluati
and decision-making.

Some interviewees criticised the evaluation forenay down evidence from interviews. Others
expressed concern about giving too much voice tzédl/minorities”. We attempt to walk a fine line
between the two.

! The five guestions were as follows: 1) Have youegigmced a formative evaluation process beforette2l@)
From your experience, please identify ways in whiwhevaluation process has been used. 3) Havahea&on
contributed to participatory design methodology? lfias, tell us about the way you interpret itlerim this
respect? 4) In what ways do you think the evatunafirocess in Palette has been effective? Are thags in
which it might have been improved? 5) Please ldtnegw any other thoughts you may have about the thay
evaluation process has been undertaken.
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5.1.2 Interviews that contribute to understanding ad change

Interviewees said that the interview format andatientive listener gave them the opportunity to go
back over aspects of the project and contribuntamproved understanding that might later have an
impact on their work and the project. One intengevsuggested that the project had been more full of
tension than he had originally thought. In a smalinber of interviews it was clear that some things
have not gone well for the interviewee and thabhshe had had some difficulty “digesting” them
fully. This is part of the reality of PALETTE. Bitt didn't stop these people saying some useful and
interesting things about the project and its wagkin

5.1.3 Formative evaluation

The series of questions that Steering Committee lmesnwere asked in Lyon concerned formative
evaluation within the project and its relationshipthe Participative Design Methodology. Judging
from some of the responses, evaluation was oftkentan a much wider sense to include such
evaluative activities as validating software andtitey conformance of project outcomes to pre-
determined specifications. This situation was farttomplicated, as there was also a tendency to use
the word “evaluation” to refer not only to formagiwvaluation as well as other forms of evaluation,
but also to the work done by WP6. As a result, sahdhe expectations expressed about the
evaluation were in fact expectations of WP6 andesofrthe demands expressed could not be satisfied
by formative evaluation.

5.1.4 Anonymity

In reporting on these interviews, the choice waserieure the anonymity of interviewees. The chief
reason for this was to enable people to speakyfréeting the interview. It also, to some extent,
prevented points of view being dismissed purelyalbse of shared pre-conceived notions about the
person presenting them. However, anonymity hads& @gaportant information contained in the link
between the statements and the person’s role iprbject was passed over in silence. Discussing
these outcomes in the Steering Committee wouldigeoan occasion to partly recuperate this loss as
people took up a position in re-negotiating whatsth ideas meant for them and their fellow
Committee members.

5.2 Perceptions of the evaluation

5.2.1 Visions: more than just a mirror

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

5.2.2 The mirror and beyond

A number of people saw the role of the evaluatisradmirror” that provided a better image of the
project. Various reasons were given for having suahirror. These included: allowing all participant
to contribute to the management of the projectectihg the uncertainty of the project given the
diversity of perspectives present in its complex#lfowing the project to be seen as a whole. The
evaluation as a reflection of individual perspeesivs dealt with in more detail below. Some people
were not satisfied with evaluation as a “mirrorh€ly expected evaluation to provide support for
understanding. For thermmprmative evaluation involved recommending solusiamd accompanying
the decision-making process.

5.2.3 Individual understanding, sharing and discusag

One dominant perception of formative evaluation agsb Steering Committee members was an aid to
individual understanding, sharing and discussingigsues. The individual impact of this process was
seen in terms of increased personal awarenessdhht then have an indirect impact bringing about
changes due to that increased understanding. Téferpnce expressed by many for the interview
format was typical of that perception. That facddce discussion itself was seen to enhance
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individual understanding. According to these peppieking the essence of these discussions
available to others helped and enabled sharing$oinview about problems that might otherwise not
have been expressed openly. By making these pofmigew public in a less threatening way and
allowing people to take a position with respedtiem was seen to help understanding evolve.

5.3 Evidence of impact

5.3.1 By their nature, these interviews focussedenaom critical aspects of the evaluation rathentha
on praise of it. However, many people said they Saevaluation results as interesting and useful t
stimulate thought. They also pointed to the faet the results provided indicators for strategied a
ideas for project orientation. Interviewees wersifie about the interviews, seeing them as a ahanc
to express ideas and to think about the projedtdatogue with someone else and, as a result, lilegt t
led to improved understanding and possible chaa#sough one person said two interviews were
enough and wasn't sure people saw any point in Xh®me person liked the combination of structured
interviews, more informal interviews and online gi@nnaires as they revealed different aspects of
the project.

5.3.2 Some people clearly identified evidence thay considered indicated that the evaluation had
had a positive impact on the project. The termsvinich they remembered that impact varied. For
some it was the issue dealt with (difficulties @imamunication, insufficient participation, too many
people involved in WPs), for most it was the actiaken (the creation of the teams, changes in the
membership of the Steering Committee, preparing tB&ructuring the WPs and their relationship
with each other) and there are those who remembetlecbugh the form of evaluation carried out or
how the results were presented (a series of imeryi an online questionnaire, a poster session, a
presentation by the WP6 leader). Other people hark mifficulty in identifying the steps of the
evaluation, although they could point to what tlsegpected was a result of the evaluation (a more
constructive and better organised project, imprawederstanding of the project). Finally there were
those who felt the evaluation had had no impadherproject, especially when they thought in terms
of the work of their own WP. When questioned abebat indicated the lack of impact, one person
said “it doesn’t lead to decisions and actionsntgpriove things - things don’t get any better”. This
comment raises the question of the relationshipvdet evaluation and decision-making that is dealt
with at more length below.

5.3.3 As a number of people pointed out, it wasalafys easy to be sure that changes were due to
only one factor like the evaluation carried outW{6. As one person insisted, understanding impact
in such a complex situation was difficult. The exdlon was one of several factors contributing to
improvements in the project.

5.4 Chronology

5.4.1 One of the striking aspects of people’s irapi@ns of the impact of formative evaluation on
PALETTE lay in the concentration of this impactlime first half of the project: the discussions awbu
IP2; the setting up of the teams; the restructumhghe WPs; improvement of communication
channels; ... This fact raises the question of whanhged in the evaluation that made people see it as
more effective and presumably more present initsegart of the project. Part of the answer may li
in the different phases of the evaluation. As a Imemof the evaluation team pointed out, the
evaluation had three phases to it: enabling, peoaed output. During the first year, there waseagr
deal of formative evaluation designed to revealeetqtions and representations of the project. én th
subsequent process phase during the second yeardimg to this person, there was a lot of tengion
the project making formative evaluation more difficto carry out. The same person also mentioned
that, at one year from the end of the project,eheas suddenly an obligation to converge. Another
possible factor in the perceived decrease in imphtiie evaluation may have been the sliming down
of WP6 after the first year when the representatofethe other WPs no longer participated in WP6.
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5.4.2 To what extent did this modification conttibuo changes in the impact of the work on
evaluation? The review process may also have torénd to these changes. One interviewee pointed
out that the evaluation came under heavy fire dutire review meeting and clearly hoped that it
wouldn’t happen again. At the same time, a membethe® evaluation team described the review
process as short-circuiting the work of formativalaation, reducing it to a role of observation.

5.5. Anchorage in the project

5.5.1 Although one person felt that WP6 necessaglded to distance itself from the project toycarr
out evaluation satisfactorily, the general feeliegpressed in various ways, was that the work of
evaluation was not sufficiently anchored in thejgch Some people felt that the work of WP6 was too
distant and that formative evaluation was not @rmnough in the project processes. There wad a cal
for the evaluation to be an actor not just a spect&or a number of people this anchorage ought to
take the form of playing a role in the evaluatioithnm the WPs and not just at a project level. Migre
said below about the relationship between evaloaitd decision-making. Several people mentioned
the need for more frequent evaluation and more idiately available results, factors that might also
contribute to a perception of relative distancal@mpart of the evaluation.

5.5.2 The feeling that the anchorage of evaluaitiothe project was too weak may be linked to the
observation that the work of the evaluation was wistble enough within the project and that
communication was insufficient. One criticism exgsed was that there was not enough precise
feedback from the evaluation. Several people censd that the evaluation results were watered
down, too cautious and not direct enough. Theytlfet this didn't add to the credibility of the vits.

In a similar vein, one person criticized the Crietierviews as being less rich because fewer people
were questioned and people tended to repeat the gdas and complaints. The person said that
quotes from people were not enough, you also neadadical picture. As a counter part to the call
for directness, a couple of people expressed cortbat perturbations could be caused in the project
through formative evaluation by giving a voice targrularly “vocal” elements with a minority
opinion. To add to the complexity, some people whssatisfied with the evaluation because it failed
to enable them to communicate a message that thespmmally had otherwise not managed to get
across by other means.

5.5.3 For others, part of the difficulty of the &ation to play a central role lay with the project
participants who didn’t read the results and didmdnt evaluation the importance it should have. In
contrast to the visions of active discussions alibatresults mentioned above, some felt that the
evaluation didn’t lead to a participative proceSsme said that there was no systematic treatment of
the evaluation results, which they attributed tgamisational questions: there was no proper “place”
for the results of the evaluation to be dealt with.

5.6 Demands on the evaluation

In line both with the visions and the criticismssdebed above, individual interviewees expressed a
number of demands on the evaluation. Some of ttlesends have been taken up under the heading
“5.9 Pointers for possible adjustments” and alsoked in the conclusions (6.2). These demands can
be structured around a limited number of points:

5.6.1. Extend communication

* “Push” evaluation results to project participamsd @rovide at least the first steps towards keys
for understanding;

* Promote the evaluative process and its result$eBedmmunicate results to everybody. Show
people the interest and the value of the work afietion.

5.6.2. Ensure systematic treatment of the evaluatiaresults
« Systematically treat evaluation results explicitiyh all project participants;
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* Grant time during SC to deal with the evaluatigoors, point by point. Take into consideration
results in SC.

5.6.3. Modify output of the evaluation

« Provide more concrete results of the evaluaticaghimg conclusions, providing examples of
possible actions to take, producing concrete indisahat can be used by the SC and the project
co-ordination;

* Provide a clear evaluation schedule across all s¥idsevaluation guidelines.

5.6.4. Further assist project functioning
¢ Help prepare IP3;

» Assess the functioning and work methods of indialdPs (but “no additional evaluation is need
within the WPs").

5.7 Relationship between the PDM and the evaluation

5.7.1 Amongst PALETTE Steering Committee membeescgptions of the relationship between the
Participatory Design Method (PDM) and the evaluatraried enormously, reflecting a large diversity
of points of view on the PDM and its role. At oedtreme, many were perplexed by the interview
question and had a hard time finding a relation&lgveen the PDM and the evaluation. Judging by
the reaction of one person, a partial explanatienthiis situation may lie in a distinction made
between the method and the way it functions. Frois fierspective, changes in the ways of working
of the PDM, which people readily attributed to galuation, were not seen as being part of the PDM.
At the other extreme, the PDM and the evaluatioreveeen as closely related and involving many of
the same actors. One interviewee thought that Waduation should be seen as part of the PDM.
Beyond these seemingly opposing perspectives, thasethe relationship between the working of the
project itself and the PDM. Some people’s answeaigstpd to an underlying vision that the PDM
applied not just to the development of tools amdises for CoPs but also to all the workings of the
project.

5.7.2 This was reflected in their vision of the leation as part of a participative process driving
whole project. The question of the relationshieen the part and the whole was also to be foand i
the position of those who saw PALETTE as a CoPragdetted that there was not enough reification
of individual knowledge within the project. On ahet level, one person questioned the reality of the
PDM, saying it was a utopia, a shared goal that tiwagnotor of the project, but that the reality was
more modest. Another person insisted that the Pivi'dwork. When asked to indicate why, the
person pointed to the need for generic scenarigesas and went on to explain that a reason why it
didn’t work was the less participative role of tedavolved in technological aspects of the project.
They were not free to take initiatives, the persaid, because their position in their respective
companies didn’'t allow it. A number of people, hoee pointed to the impact of the evaluation on
the PDM, saying that there was an increased uradetisty of the PDM amongst project partners and
that the evaluation had led to its restructurind #me creation of the teams. From this perspective,
clearly the method and its ways of working were se®n as separate.

5.7.3 Finally, one interesting perspective on te&ationship between the PDM and evaluation
concerned the trans-disciplinary nature of the watédn in the PDM. Comparing evaluation taking
place in most WPs with that in the PDM, the perpointed out that evaluation in most WPs was
carried out by people in the same WP or in the sdisEpline, whereas evaluation in the PDM was
necessarily trans-disciplinary and led to an exgbasf opinions and ideas that moved things forward.

5.8 Levers for change

Ultimately, formative evaluation is about learniagd change. In the interviews, as people talked of
the role of formative evaluation, its place in tfh®ject and the relationship between the different
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project structures and the evaluation, the diseuoentred increasingly on the difficulties of leagr
change in PALETTE. As mentioned above, a numbgyeople were dissatisfied with the running of
the project because difficulties identified by #nealuation or by others were not dealt with. Sorhe o
them attributed this inability to devise and imptarhsatisfactory solutions in certain circumstartoes
shortcomings in the evaluation. They wanted a nurect intervention on the part of WP6. They
imagined WP6 organising working sessions within $teering Committee about evaluation results,
providing keys for analysis and even structuresrtsure decisions were taken. It is intriguing te se
that people considered that formative evaluatiaukhbe a key lever for change and yet, as we will
see in what follows, they admitted not granting tinge to study its outcomes and integrate them in
their decision-making. What are the other poten¢iatrs for change within the project? What istthei
role? And what relationship do they have with thvaleation? This series of interviews was not
designed to answers these questions. Howeverkindaf the role and place of formative evaluation
people’s comments pointed to aspects of the ralédheo Commission, the project coordination, the
Steering Committee and the WPs and their leadersteair relationship to evaluation and change.

5.8.0 The actors

5.8.0.1 TheEuropean Commissionand in particular the review process were seesdmge as the
ultimate levers of change. One person mentioned.ekample, that decisions had been “forced”
through because of the need to satisfy the Comaonissia forthcoming review. Checking compliance
with Commission requirements was seen as the fol@k leaders, the Steering Committee and the
scientific co-ordination of the project. It is inésting to note here what one person said about
providing deliverables: far too much time was talkeaducing deliverables and not enough time on
doing the work of the project. In terms of evalaatione person felt that the nature of the revieds a
the efforts it required short-circuited the workfofmative evaluation, making it pointless ledbét as

a memory of what had happened. This perspectivim isharp contrast with the point of view,
expressed by another interviewee that the reviesvtha work on the IPs were a challenge and an
encouragement for the work of evaluation.

5.8.0.2 Theproject coordination was praised by one person for achieving a straing of
community within the project, but at the same timas criticised because of the “soft” methods it
employed in a sort of “head in the sand” approazhdécision-making that consisted of hoping
difficult problems would sort themselves out onitlwvn. In contrast, another person, talking of the
impact and usefulness of the evaluation, saidtti@project coordination came to decisions with the
help of the evaluation results and then the WPdesaonplemented them. This person’s perspective on
decision-making within the project raises questiabsut the role of the Steering Committee in such
decisions. A further person suggested that thedioation and WP6 agree on how to handle the
evaluation results.

5.8.0.3 Some interviewees expressed frustrationtiivags changed too slowly within the project and
criticised both the evaluation work and t&teering Committeefor this. It is interesting to note that
they didn’t criticise the project coordination fiis. They said that the Steering Committee dithke

the time to go over the results of the evaluationd msufficient action was taken on the basis ef th
evaluation reports. As a consequence, they fetttthags that needed changing didn’t get changed.
Concrete suggestions were made about organisinginvgosessions for the Steering Committee to
integrate evaluation reports in decision-makingcpsses and then communicating the results of these
discussions to all project participants. When askéd should take responsibility for ensuring that
such discussions took place, a number of peoplagubito WP6. One interviewee felt that no specific
mechanisms were necessary to ensure that suctssiises took place. It would suffice, according to
this person, to put them on the agenda. Doubts west on this by another interviewee who
complained that Steering Committee discussions vademinated by administrative questions. In
contrast to this critical position about the redaship between the steering committee and the
evaluation, the impact mentioned above of evalunabigtputs resulting in changes in the project point
to a more nuanced perspective.
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5.8.0.4 Many of the members of the Steering Conemithre bothWork Package leadersand
representatives of one of the partners. This distin was made by an interviewee who considered
that, as a member of the Steering Committee, thdbigck from the evaluation was useful, but not as a
WP leader. A number of people referred to the walfkVP6 as being on a meta-level that didn’t
concern the WPs. The idea that the formative etialuaesults didn’t help or concern WP leaders was
shared by quite a number of interviewees, althoaghmentioned above, certain people felt that as
individuals the work of the evaluation affectedrthand could have an impact indirectly on decisions
they took. Several people mentioned that the roM/B leaders was to communicate issues raised in
the Steering Committee to the members of theireespe teams. For some people, their vision of
formative evaluation and participative design reggiiSteering Committee members to relay to their
teams and discuss issues raised by the evaludmmever, if the Steering Committee members as
WP leaders said they couldn’t see the pertinencth@fevaluation for their WP, it is difficult to
imagine that they would take the time to discussith their teams. Perceptions varied about the rol
of WP6 (not to be confused with that of formativaleation) in the Work Packages. Some people felt
that WP6 should draw up an evaluation schedulendveork and guidelines for all the evaluation
work being carried out by the WPs. As a countet fmathis perspective, many people took for granted
the fact that much evaluation took place within Wjage independently from WP6. For example, it
was suggested that the evaluation related to thetitning of the PDM should take place in WP1.
Note that this was adopted by the Steering Comenétel is now the case.

5.9 Pointers for possible adjustments

In the interviews a number of people requested\Wia6 accompany evaluation results with pointers
indicating possible directions that the projectldotake in the light of the evaluation results. The

following three points were suggested and a numbénem have subsequently been adopted by the
Steering Committee.

5.9.1 Communication and visibility

The impact and effectiveness of the work done amétive evaluation depends very much on the
perception and understanding that participants lo&ikat process of evaluation. In order to improve
communication about the evaluation, to increaseiibility and develop a better understandinghef t
use of evaluation, the strategy proposed here wgot® on two levels. The first involves the stegrin
committee and the project coordination. A concer&ffbrt should be made to inform steering
committee and project coordination members bothubtiee options taken by WP6 and of the results
of evaluations. It is suggested that, in additiorie deliverables planned for the Commission, more
targeted documents be drafted about specific isadesessed to steering committee and project
coordination members. This was done with the resuiltthe Lyon interviews that were presented to
the Steering Committee in a specific repofhe second level concerns the other projectqipatits.
This involves encouraging steering committee mesheract as relays of information about the
evaluation and the discussion of subjects raisethégvaluation to their teams and WPs.

5.9.2 Levers for change

To be effective, formative evaluation within a padijlike PALETTE, requires that the actors involved
reflect on its results and negotiate suitable smhgt amongst themselves. In order to enable this to
happen, the steering committee needs to make rooiits iagenda to discuss the results of the
evaluation and to come to meaningful conclusiormuahctions to be taken or lessons learnt. For this
to take place, it may be necessary to reconsigewtirk done by the steering committee as a whole
and its relationship with the scientific coordimatiand administrative coordination of the project.

5.9.3 Integration in the project

There are a number of ways, some of which are dyrgdanned, in which the work of WP6 can
respond to demands of steering committee membetbdoevaluation to be better integrated into the
project without this contradicting the work of faative evaluation. One example involves providing

2 Report entitled: “On formative evaluation as aglefor change”.
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an overview of evaluative practices throughout pineject, analyzing them using the RUFDATA
framework and linking them to decision-making pisss in the project. This should help improve
understanding of both the diversity of evaluativeagtices as well as the relationship between
evaluation and decision-making. This work wouldbatentribute to D.EVA.05. A second suggestion
concerns the improvement of understanding of psesselated to the PDM. Instead of carrying out
two further sweeps of evaluation, one of theseddd replaced by an evaluation of the process of
introducing generic scenarios and the restructusiniipe teams as part of the work. This work would
contribute to preparation of D.EVA.06.

6 Conclusions: Formative Evaluation in complex projets like
PALETTE

6.1 This report has provided a narrative account of Way in which the formative
evaluation methodology has been used and underbtoptbject members during the lifetime
of the project. It is unusual to have an evaluatibthis kind embedded within a project and
to have such a high level of reflection on evaltaprocesses. To some extent WP6 has
attempted a high degree of ‘transparency’ and ‘s (prompted by the review) and has
enabled project participants a free hand in refigabn the role of formative evaluation. This
process has not always been comfortable but hdsleshtéhe evaluation team to develop a
very authentic understanding of the variationsxpegience and understanding and to refine
its own approaches to formative evaluation.

6.2 Based on the evidence of the evaluations and #tenteny of the participants we are
able to make some tentative propositions about‘ghsitioning’ of formative evaluation
within a project like palette.

The work package structure tends to encourage a ‘si |0’ effect in which the immediate concerns
of the work-package overwhelm cross-project issues that might be raised by formative
evaluation.

The knowledge of and interest in formative evaluati on has large variation within the project and
is dependent on project role and position. We coul d say that it diminishes as we move from
coordination to WP leaders and members.

The expectations of the formative evaluation and th e role of the evaluation work-package
become merged. There is an over-expectation of the WP6 to provide internal work-package
‘evaluative services’. The role of evaluationint  hese circumstances is ambiguous.

The way in which a formative evaluation is used is dependent on the capacity of the project to
respond to evaluation feedback. This capacity tor  espond, what might be called ‘use capacity’,
is an interesting concept. Little research has bee n undertaken on the ‘strategies for
engagement’ that might be required in order to maxi mise evaluation use.

In the case of PALETTE, use of formative feedback b y the coordination was facilitated by
having members of coordination and the formative ev aluation team in common. This enabled
deep knowledge of the outputs from the evaluation a  nd a capacity to see how these outputs
might inform or imply systemic changes in the proje ct. An unintended outcome of this might
have been that this deeper knowledge of the implica  tions of evaluation was not shared evenly
across coordination practice.

Systemically however, the capacity of the projectt o respond to evaluative feedback through
the steering group was relatively low.
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The use of an evaluation evolves through time and h  as differentiated effects depending on
project requirements. This evolution is uneven.

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