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Executive Summary

This report shows how user involvement was a keypmment in development of the

Memetic toolkit. We show how a combination of etraphic studies and end user
workshops has facilitated communication betweengdess and end users, and how
end user requirements have been managed withiprdject. The report details our

experiences with a diverse range of end user ¢oaestiies, considering its use for
creating meeting records, as a tool for evaluagegormance art, and other uses,
such as recording seminar-type events, and higklighues specific to these domains
and more general questions regarding the developamehuptake of Memetic.

With regard to meeting records we found that:

Whilst most staff involved in the conduct of megsnrecognised the utility of
Memetic for creating meeting records, there is lactance to use the toolkit
because of a perception that it is difficult torfea

There was a perception that use of Memetic cretatedarge an overhead when
the work required to make meetings run smoothly aleesady too great

Whilst Memetic was seen as useful and receivedngéimusiastic response when
demonstrated, this did not always translate intoaaisage in everyday work

There needs to be functionality to support privecyecordings, e.g. flagging and
managing those parts of meetings that are confalent

With regard to performance art we found:

Users appreciated the flexibility provided by Meimet especially the use of
Compendium for annotation of video data

The importance of providing different user intedador different usage modes
(e.g. meeting records, evaluation of performande saminar-type events, etc.)
especially for communities less familiar with Acséarid.

Finally, with regard to generic usage we show:

The importance of ‘champions’ within end user ofigations to encourage use
and uptake of Memetic

The problems of organisational and technical intiftecdure support and the need
to ensure that dedicated support is availablekey dacilitator to use and uptake.

The report concludes with a discussion of the irtgrare of retaining end user
involvement throughout the lifetime of the projedthis ‘long-term engagement’
enables end users to exploit synergies betweenwhek and Memetic and to find a
place for Memetic within their work over time. VWenclude with an outline of the
key impacts of end user involvement on the projectpecifically the ways that
engagement has led to end users appreciatingithy oft the toolkit and taking it up
within and beyond the lifetime of the project.
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1. Introduction

1.1  The Report

This deliverable reports on the modes of end usgagement undertaken within the
development of the Memetic toolkit (hereafter MeigjetWe show how the links
between users and designers and the provision pbramities for collaboration
between these groups are at the core of the develoipof Memetic. We show what
might be called the ‘natural history’ of developrepresent some of the lessons
learned and the implications for both design and at Memetic. Our aim is to
highlight the centrality of long-term engagementimen users and designers over the
course of Memetic development.

1.2  Aims of the Report
This document aims to:

1. Provide a comprehensive account of engagementenifusers in Memetic
2. Provide a comprehensive account of issues raiseshthyisers

3. Describe the value of longitudinal ethnographyadftware development

4. Highlight lessons learned during the developmenlemetic

5. Suggest directions for future work

6. Draw conclusions from the end user engagement gsoce

2. User-designer Relations in Memetic

2.1 A Twin Track Strategy

Our methodological approach encompasses workshipsnd-users and developers
and a series of site visits to observe meetingshenwild’, linked with an ongoing
commitment to observe meetings over time via Ac€asd (and using Memetic) and
to discuss issues arising from these meetings datvelopers and end-users. The
initial workshop meetings were fora for developansl end-users to interact, discuss
the potential of Memetic technologies, and undedstaow these might be deployed
within each organization in order to afford work.eMetic technologies were
demonstrated to users and a workshop discussioweddl users and developers to
discuss ways that the technologies might a) be wéinih end-user organizations; b)
the potential for enhancements based on site-spesiberiences and needs.

2.2  Ethnographies of Use — their Use and Value

"Designers interested in augmenting or replacingrent artefacts (...) do well
to understand how they work, as well as what thiits are. In addition, those
interested in supporting the design of modifiabtiefacts do well to understand
the everyday processes of modification (....) Desgglism can be achieved, we
believe, through new methods for understanding dhganization of work
practice in detail."

- Suchman and Trigg 1991, quoted in Anderson, 1996.

3
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Meetings are central to the conduct of organizatidinese often include participants
over a number of sites via videoconferencing. Hmve\because meetings have
become part of the fabric of everyday life, thexyaisense in which their organization
is, to use Garfinkel's (1967) term, ‘seen but uivest’. This has implications for the

design of a set of technologies and tools thatsdppcords of meetings. The work of
participants in making meetings run is often nqilexly formulated or examined but

is, nevertheless, a vital resource in the designtemhnologies for recording

interactions. The question is how to access tloisksof practical methods for making

meetings work in order to use them as a resourcenieting enhancement tool
design.

It is our contention that this can only be gainédotigh long-term ethnographic
engagement with end user partners. We have to krimwmeetings work before we
can develop technologies that support the recordimd) annotation of meetings and
key points within them (e.g. decisions).

Ethnographies of workplaces, work practice and tee of everyday work
technologies provide input into the design procbesause they make the ‘real world’
aspects of workplaces and work practice visddethey exisfsee, for example Heath
et al, 2000 and Luffet al [eds] 2000) Ethnography focuses on the specific and
detailed organisation of activities which softwadesigners are concerned to
understand, analyse and reconstruct. The use afogthphic analysis that can
‘socially enrich’ requirements capture is valualie identifying the exceptions,
contradictions and contingencies of work activitibat do not necessarily figure in
more formal representations of work. In order tsige systems and artefacts that
support work practice (as opposed to getting inwtag) one must come to a detailed
understanding of that work practicevivo.

The unique value of ethnographic research is idéiled focus on the unfolding
orderliness of meetings and the role of technolaghin meetings. Ethnography
allows us to attend to what people are doing asgiaa meeting and how technology
is used to assist activities such as taking nassng minutes, making decisions,
allocating responsibilities, coming to agreementgnaging disagreements, moving
from one agenda item to another and so on..Congillat might be thought of as the
‘traditional’ meeting: one person chairs the megtianother takes minutes and
several participants make points and take decisiash of these activities has some
technology or artefact associated with it — the tmmsvious example being the
artefacts for recording minutes (pen and papepchilart, etc). The contribution of
ethnography is that it allows us to see in deth@ tstructure and supporting
technologies of meetings. It seems intuitive tinég person chairs, this person takes
minutes and so on — yet these are practical acmients in real time, and the value of
ethnography lies in its ability to access thesenpheena. Showing the practical
achievement of a meeting allows us to design artefdnat can support its activities.
Further, as we shall see later, ethnography camudesl to assess the impact of
technologies we have designed and can contributeetoredesign or show how they
are ‘domesticated’ (Silverstone, Hirsch and Mo@®@2) within particular work sites.

Specific research questions for Memetic can be samsed as follows:
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How far does the technology support naturally ogogrinteractions: where can it
be seen to augment these and where does it det inay?

What is the relationship between naturally occigrneferences to the technology
made by end-users during meetings, and their nodfieial’ accounts when asked

by us as researchers? (Note that here the Menmtlnology itself aids the

ethnographic research because all interactionseaceded.)

Which parts of Memetic are used, and how is it dggdl?

It is primarily through ethnographic observatiomdong term engagement with users
in the contexts of their work that such issues lwast be addressed. Before turning to
a more detailed discussion of the development gsoaead its relation to ethnography,
we highlight the importance of workshops as a medrsecuring and exploring end
user commitments and needs.

2.3  End User Engagement — Workshops

The initial workshop meetings (both face-to-facel @ver the Access Grid with our
US partner) were fora for developers and end-usergeract, discuss the potential of
Memetic and understand how these might be depleyitin each organisation in

order to afford work. The tools as they stood at gtart of the project (Access Grid,
Compendium, CoAKTIinG Meeting Replay) were demonsttato users and a
workshop discussion allowed users and developersdisouss ways that the
technology might a) be used within end-user orggins; and b) the potential for
enhancements based on site-specific experiencesesuts.

The aims of the user requirements workshops wengrdvide familiarity with the
potential of Memetic and its use; to develop argtaés an emergent ‘wish list’ of
items of functionality; and to produce a seriescofe requirements and resulting
actions based on the wish list.

Discussions were captured using the project’s owm@ndium tool, demonstrating
to the end-users first hand how it worked. The sdesere then categorised and
prioritised in Compendium by the team members,giire tool as a qualitative data
analysis aid. The Appendices provide photograpbsesishots and Compendium
maps from the face-to-face and Access Grid workshop throughout the project.

2.4  End User Engagement — the Users

Memetic aims to provide facilities to a wide rarmfeuser constituencies. Our users
included:

The Open Middleware Infrastructure Institute, whergvalready familiar with the
potential of AG technologies

The National Centre for e-Social Science, who woudg Memetic to manage
collaboration

The Welsh e-Science Centre, who provide a rangemices to end users
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The University of Bristol, who wished to trial Metiefor its potential to evaluate
performance art

Members of the Centre for Excellence in Enquiry é&h&earning, University of
Manchester

The National e-Science Centre, University of Edighu
The Freeman Centre, at the Universities of SusséXBaighton

The History of Political Discourse VRE at the Unisiies of Hull and East
Anglia.

2.5 Co-Realisation as a Strategy for Long-Term Enga gement

Following the pioneering work of the Participatdgsign (PD) community (see, for
example, Greenbaum and Kyng, 1991), the involvernéend-users in the design of
technologies and tools has become accepted prauiticien the world of Information
Technology. There are numerous variations on PDtlamane that we have followed
in the Memetic project goes by the name of ‘coiradibon’.

Our approach stands in opposition to the ‘overvi#’ mode of design where, after
litle engagement with the users and the contexisef users receive an artefact from
developers and are expected to get on with thisgsest they can. The aim of co-
realization is to develop technologies and toolearoperation with those who will
use them, and to do so over time. In line with @ri@lomberg, and Suchman’s
concerns (1999), co-realization strives to creatituation where:

‘... co-development of Computer Supported Collativea Work (CSCW)

technologies ... means more than engaging prosectsers in the design of
new computer systems to support their work. It meguthat we as designers
engage in the unfolding performance of their wosk veell, co-developing a
complex alignment among organizational concerndplding trajectories of

action, and new technological possibilities.”

We want to move beyond the concept of design (Bromhd Williams, 1996) as a
discrete stage in the history of a project to anfaf engagement in which artefacts
emerge and evolve as part of the longitudinal ppea# making this particular system
work for these particular users, in this particuarkplace and at this particular time.

The orientation of co-realization to design andalepgment conceptualizes design as
a co-operative and situated practice involving asers and designers of technology
as equal partners (Hartswood et al., 2002 and 2B08cher et al, 1996). Design and
development work is grounded in the experiencenuf-@sers as they come to use
technologies and to appropriate functionalities affdrdances into work practices

and relations.

In their discussion of ‘cooperative design,” Triggal ©p cit) point to the utility of
this strategy — especially as it affords a ‘reatityeck’ on work practice. They suggest
that:
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“an approach to the creation of more useful andaide computer artefacts ...
the combination of envisioning, building and usas.we work our way through
successive rounds of trial and discovery regardatigof the ways in which the
world is different than we had imagined it to b1'999, p. 348-9).

It is by engaging with the contexts in which Mernes used that we can come to see
how it can be better designed to support work.

2.6  Social Learning in Memetic

"Rather than conceiving of users as entities at@ithose involved in research
(and who therefore need to be scrutinized and sti)diwe think the borders

between users, researchers and designers ougle bdulbred so as to allow and

reflect a broader notion of human beings. Desigd arperience, in this view,

ought to be treated as isomorphic in the sensewhwt it is to be human is to

design, we want to propose. And to design, it séerus, is to be unique. These
views imply a need for researchers themselves ¢ogrése and acknowledge
their human nature." Terrenghi, Harper, and Sell2@06, p2.

We observed how users engaged with Memetic in tbein work and also in

workshops over the course of the project. Becatisieeoskill sets of some of the end
user partners and also because of their willingteeefngage with the potentialities of
Memetic, the boundaries between users and desigmgesblurred. Taking Terrenghi
et al's comments as both a descriptor of the way developmeght proceed in

practice and as a statement of principle, we sugties their ideas turn on the
relations between mutual learning and the shapfngahnology, something which
has been a key feature of Memetic.

One user described the need to ‘make a space foreliie. We use social learning to

provide a conceptual framework that enables usotik lat the contexts in which

technological artefacts and systems are techniaaily culturally appropriated and
made part of (or rejected by) particular conteRtp (et al 1995). As Sgrensen (1996)
puts it:

"Social learning can be characterised as a combir@i of discovery and
analysis, of understanding and giving meaning, afdtinkering and the
development of routines. In order to make an adefeork, it has to be placed,
spatially, temporally, and conceptually. It has e fitted into the existing,
heterogeneous networks of machines, systems, esytind culture.”

The following example is a quote taken from an eser during observation:

"The meeting involved the use of a shared PowetPgresentation;
collaborators at [US site] were unable to navigatensistently through the
presentation and had to be prompted by the presgnsite. Presenters
interrupted the presentation saying “could you klionto the next slide [US
site], please” and “click again...yes, that’s it”. Blse instructions led on more
than one occasion to [US site] moving too far aheed having to return to
previous slides, causing disruption of presentatidfier the meeting, [name]
said “(l) really thought that, yes, there’s a plaegere they could use Screen
Streamer, but | couldn’t get [US site] to set it. iext time I'll suggest that to
them.”
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In another case, activities across a number ofs s{feve music and dance
performance) occurred too rapidly to enable dedai@pping in Compendium. It was
decided that a set of event timelines would be usetelimit types of events, so that
when a particular type of event took place it waffident to make a simple

annotation in the appropriate sector of the gridorder that the activity became
observable within the overall flow (see below).

Our strategy brings together the long-term engageradvocated by co-realisation
and thereby enables us to develop work-affordirigfacts, while our attention to

social learning allows a focus on the ways thahnetogies become domesticated in
use. This strategy offers both a robust toolkit andappreciation of its potential in

site-specific ways that were previously unanticgoiat

2.7  Section Conclusions

In this section we have discussed in detail thegdephilosophy underpinning the
Memetic project. We have shown how attending to kwaractice through

ethnography and the engagement of end users inshopk adds value to the
development of the toolkit. We have also shown Iesues of social learning impact
on what people use the toolkit for and the wayswihich Memetic becomes
domesticated over the lifetime of the project (Aegiond).
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3. Implications for the Development of the Memetic
Toolkit

3.1 Memetic as a toolkit

It is important to consider Memetic as both a safteomplementary technologies and
a toolkit which allows components to be used indejatly of each other. In what
follows, we look at various uses for Memetic, issuaised and some solutions. Data
has been obtained from participants over the fifetiof the project through
observation, interviews and discussion at the femal user meeting.

3.2 Memetic in Use: Meeting Records

Memetic was originally intended as a means of m@iogr and annotating meetings,
but it is perhaps this use that has caused mobtgms for users. These issues have
mostly been organisational as opposed to techhigahey are worth discussing since
it seems likely that they will recur in future ugsagf Memetic.

3.2.1 Barriersto Use

Although staff involved in the creation of minutsd notes had a clear perception of
the utility of Memetic as a means of creating andasmcing meeting records, some of
these staff had a reluctance to use the systeranésiser put it:

“From an admin point of view, Memetic can be nothibut a helpful tool.
Anything that helps with minute taking and keepingecord of meetings is
invaluable to administrators.” (Staff member)

However, because of time pressures, it was not yalwaossible to learn the
technology and to integrate it into work practiééhile staff recognised the utility of
Memetic, the time to become familiar with its pdtehwas limited. In the context of
the same user group, a manager noted that a keyfiessMemetic was:

“...persuading staff to use it. If you are chairiggu are unable to use Memetic
at the same time therefore other staff must benédi to use the
software.”.(Manager)

This comment reflected the view that using Compemdifor Dialogue Mapping
(concept mapping the contributions to a discussasnhad been demonstrated at the
end-user workshop) looked too difficult. This iscammon response that we have
encountered in developing the tool prior to thetsth Memetic (to paraphrase: “that
was great what you did in our meeting, but | counleiver do that”). This is
undoubtedly a skill that takes some time to acquitewever, we emphasised that
there were many ways to use the tool, and thatitiqular, the fact that the Access
Grid session was being recorded relieved the loeiti® Compendium notetaker, such
that they could simply create a series of nodesakers into important points in the
meeting that they wanted to revisit afterwards. Eeev, the administrative staff
concerned did not see sufficient cost-benefit patgolearning a new tool.

In other contexts, the utility of Memetic outweigherganisational barriers to use.
One respondent noted how "it would help me takeutasi' but that there were some
technical issues. This user was not responsibladoninistration and had access to
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secretarial support, which meant that they had ntione to use Memetic in their
work.

This leads to issues concerning the logistics aigu§emetic. When one person is
running a meeting it can be problematic for thaspe to use Memetic to make notes
and also to do all the other tasks that are requfe meeting chair. Thus the division
of labour is an important issue — ‘single handes# of Memetic may pose significant
problems, while there is a perception of needamtstaff to use Memetic if it is to be

used effectively.

What this suggests is that end-user partners ijeqso of this sort need to have
commitment from more than just the senior member st#ff who approves
participation in the project. If the “troops on tlggound” are not resourced to
participate in training and trials, then deploymean collapse, because “the day job”
has to be done. Conversely, future projects neadviest even more in supporting
end-users as they start to trial new tools. Thalidewhere an end-user is co-located
with a technology developer, making ad hoc supparth easier.

In order to show how Memetic could be used, a nunabdraining sessions were
held. The feedback on these was generally posibue,issues occurred when staff
used Memetic as part of their work. Here we alsavigied guided sessions in which a
member of the Memetic project team sat in on a mgetnd showed how to book,
record and map meetings. It was notable that whibepotential of the toolkit was
appreciated (and as noted above received posépgbiick), actual usage after these
sessions was negligible. From our observationsyai$ interesting to see that the
toolkit was thought to be too complex (by one esdruat least) — users ignored the
point made in demonstrations that Memetic was lfllexand did not require detailed
mastery of all aspects before use. This is somgititiat resonates with the notion of
social learning above — if people are not prep&wetinker’ with the toolkit they may
well find it difficult to appreciate its flexibilit and may also have issues around
finding ways in to the toolkit, thereby not beingle&to make space for it in their
work.

3.2.2 Confidentiality

Another issue encountered during observations atsof confidentiality — there was
a general assumption that when something was redatdecame a matter of record
and that nothing should be said that would ‘get oubtherwise impact negatively on
the running of projects, centres or other collabors. In some cases, this was
referred to at the start of the meeting in a humsifashion when people stated ‘we’re
being recorded now, so watch what you say!" anctlers in a more serious way with
regard to the need to keep some aspects of theingesinfidential. This latter
formulation often led to a discussion about acaggists and annotations for the
meetings. There are obvious resonances with any fof recording, but at an
organisational level the need to keep parts of atimg confidential is important. We
suggest that training for Memetic users include esdorm of briefing about access
rights and the possibility to flag sections of niegs that are sensitive. Further, in
future developments of Memetic it will be importaathave such a feature available
for users since this will impact on issues alliecconfidentiality such as intellectual
property, the sharing of preliminary data and sthfo

10
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3.2.3 Addressing the Issues

These issues should be addressed to ensure magspnadd take-up of Memetic. It
may be possible to address the issues in the folpways:

Provide a longitudinal training and support packageich would enable users to
become more confident in their use of Memetic anthtlude it in their everyday
work.

To hypothecate staff to use Memetic in meetingstarttave each meeting include
a dedicated Memetic person responsible for usiagdblkit alongside members of
staff responsible for the conduct of the meetinglisas the Chair).

Part of realising Memetic’s potential is learnirrgri experienced users. This can
take the form of informal discussions, demonstratigmovies and so on) or
‘tinkering’ with Memetic.

There is a need to have robust support for privagl into Memetic — what users
consider to be confidential needs to be clearlyrdedd and managed within the
Memetic toolkit.

3.3 Memetic in Use: Performance Art

"One of the things that excited us very early omuabAccess Grid was its
apparent flexibility for bringing in a range of aligations into a single meeting,
but as it turns out it isn’t that flexible, as ia# sold [...] it’s fine as a platform
for having meetings but it wasn’t designed as dfpten for the kinds of things
that [we want to do] [...] While we wanted for thdérthworkshop to have a
range of media, [...] that just wasn’t possible hemeehad to project video onto
the projection surface and film that with the AGmeaas to get it into the
network. If it's IG-PIX, VNC or ScreenStreamer, all those are mutually
incompatible and there is a reliance on the othigesshaving access to those
tools. It's very limited to how many of those apalions you can use at any one
time given the AG bandwidth."

One of our end user partners used Memetic to reeoskries of collaborations
undertaken as a part of the AHRC-funded projectrftPmativity|Place|Space:
Locating Grid Technologies’ at the University ofiol. The workshops, which took
place between June and October 2006, involved tiiaboration of a number of
performance artists, including Kyra Norman (Danaedl Orchestra Cube and sought
to explore the spatio-temporal aspects of perfoomana AG. Memetic was used to
record and annotate the workshops. The use of AtAaémarts and humanities is an
emerging field with uncertainty as to the poteitied of AG — in this case especially
around issues of what performance means in an AGroement with multiple
viewpoints and collaborating nodes, and what kioflsnfrastructure are needed to
support the storage of and navigation through thiergially large amount of data
generated in distributed meetings in the perfornairig.

3.3.1  Flexibility

In our discussions with end users in performandethe need for flexibility was
stressed in the wider context of the Access Gridrenment — especially in terms of
room layout and mobility of recording equipment. @&\ interviewee put it:

11
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"(Y)ou need to be flexible really and it opensitipnproves the interaction (. . .)
in our final workshop although our fixed camerasnwveff-line (. . .) we had a
single webcam from the laptop (. . .) and once gould start moving that
camera around, people’s interactions became mudsdop and more fluid. |
think that’s interesting."

Flexibility was also an issue in Memetic: the tablkas identified as being easy to
use and flexible, especially Compendium:

"[Compendium is] an area which, when you’re familith it, you realise it's as
flexible as you want to make it. Memetic provides iateresting way of
recording and dialogue mapping [performance] adivi(...) we've used
Memetic to document the more performance sideirgst

These events had previously been recorded usingpheutameras and leading to
multi-viewpoint DVDs. During the interview it wasiggested that probably the main
use of AG after the project would be in allowingdistributed audience access to
performances {6 preserve the liveness of the performanaaid that for other
research of the type outlined in this section,uaist with multiple cameras and other
flexibility would be preferred.

3.3.2 Memetic and Work Practice
The user experience with Memetic was seen as:

“Surprisingly easy, in a way | mean | have no coamls about the user
experience in Memetic because once | was registeredhe server and |
suppose once | had seen it demonstrated | couldaway and practise
[especially with Compendium].”

"Memetic provides an interesting way of recordipgrformance] and mapping
it...[its value is] simply in distributing audienceso you get a wider
dissemination while at the same time preserving'liieness’' which is a key
element in any practice-based research.”

Compendium was seen as an important part of theddertoolkit in that it allowed
mapping of the events within each workshop; therinewee noted that once she had
seen that there was no ‘right’ way to use Compenditibecame easier to use since
mapping skills could be acquired at one's own pace.

The way that the toolkit ‘hangs together’ was eagdd positively, but the interviewee
said that this may in part be because of theirlfarity with it over time {I've had a
number of different encounters with Memetic at enber of levels). People new to
the technology were reported as having problemausecthe focus on the ‘meeting
aspect’ of Memetic elided some of the potential iecording other types of event.
Regarding social learning, it was difficult for eexperienced users to learn how to
integrate it into their work and to see that itdueafor uses other than meetings. In
discussion with the interviewee we agreed thatetheas the possibility of perceiving
Memetic as purely a means of making meeting recdrds front page was described
as having'an e-Science sort of feeWhich might put off people involved in other
areas and that there should 'sevariety of pathways into Memetic — | think more
transparent instructions for a sort of wider useogp would be usefulMemetic
could partially solve this problem by becoming itwaal in arts and humanities events
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and by providing training for these usersA 6ne day training workshop would be
great to sell it to the arts and humanities world"

Ease of use was seen as a positive aspect of theetibetoolkit:

“I've not had any problems booking a meeting, addpeople in, mapping the
meeting (and) replaying the meeting...It's good fagetimgs, it's good for
classrooms and it's good for rehearsals”.

3.3.3 Addressing the Issues

Flexibility was seen as an asset and this is sdngetinat we should exploit in
subsequent releases of Memetic. Stressing the Inesfuof different aspect of
Memetic would be useful, but this should not béhatexpense of the presentation
of a well-integrated tool.

The issue of ‘selling’ Memetic to the wider commiynis well made — it is
important in any subsequent activities to contidissemination workshops and
perhaps to extend their audience. It would alspdssible to target specific user
communities in conferences and similar events. ke ldone this to an extent for
the performance art community, and it seems likieit such a strategy would be
useful in enfranchising other user constituencies.

3.4 Memetic in Use: Other Uses

In this section we look at some of the questionsedhby the use of Memetic to
support collaborative work in areas other thanrfaeting records and performance
art. However, it is important to keep in mind tirelpninary nature of some of these
collaborations.

3.4.1 Memetic Champions and Institutional Uptake

One early use of Memetic was to support collaboratwithin an e-Science centre —
the value of the toolkit was realised early on, th& central problem was engaging
end users. In discussion a member of the e-Sciegmtee noted that while users could
see the value of Memetic, once they had left thenadestration, they became
immersed with their work and did not seek to exptloeé potential of Memetic. This is
interesting in that the extant literature on tedbgyp adoption and uptake within
organisations stresses the value of ‘championgidblight the utility of innovations

and aid their uptake. What happens when the uestsme their everyday work does
not seem to be considered. Our experience sugtestsvhile users may see the
utility of Memetic, the impact seems to fade ortoeytreturn to their everyday work.

The ScreenStreamer example in our discussion d@éldearning is a case in point —
the utility of the tool was recognised when thdatwbration was taking place but once
potential users returned to their everyday wonkas not pursued. The example also
highlights how AG is only a part of what the maigprof people do in their everyday
work — in an important sense when returning to @&ehvironment people seem to do
so for what Garfinkel has termed ‘another firstdirand the affordances of tools such
as Memetic are lost. The role of node operatoxgusial from this point of view —
their consistent use of AG suggests that they eople we should target if Memetic is
to experience more widespread adoption. While wee tdone this to an extent, the
problems discussed in this section suggest thaom@ proactive approach might be
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useful, such as a wider distribution of the sofmyagperhaps as part of the OMII
distribution.

3.4.2 Institutional and Technological Barriers and Facilitators

Our experiences show that issues such as firewatlsother institutional barriers to
use are widespread — it seems that outside smeriaAG rooms many institutional
networks are simply not configured to provide catima to AG, and, by implication,
Memetic. We understand that such policies are tf@rgood organisational reasons,
but where organisations do not provide support wppsert is not built into the
framework of the project, this creates problemsrgslementing innovative software.
One interviewee who found severe functionality peais with AG noted thatit’s
enough to cope with the intellectual work that [8tedents] have to do, but coping
with network problems as well is just, well, jusb tmuch® The lack of dedicated
technical support further exacerbated the problehesonly solution being to move
from the AG room to a desktop Access Grid which was regarded as being as
suitable for teaching. In this case, Memetic wa$ uwsed because of the high
workload of staff involved and the perception thsing AG was problematic enough.
However, this end user partner has begun to usedilemmuch more as some of the
problems described in this document have been ssighle within and across
participating institutions, but this usage comeslade for this evaluation.

3.4.3 Addressing the Issues

The question of institutional and technical bagiter uptake is something that must be
addressed if Memetic is to be used within a rarfgmntexts. We believe that a more

appropriate balance is required in Access Gridps@iuthe area of security to take

advantage of the potential for innovative softwsineh as Memetic. We suggest that
as Memetic finds a place within the AG communitis thay happen, but again there
is a need to discuss the potential of the toolkthweystem administrators and AG

operators so that they can include it in their work

There is a need to have ‘champions’ within orgdaiosa to increase uptake of
software such as Memetic. That end users see ithig ot a tool and then do not use
it because they have other things to do is intergst we suggest that ‘champions’
might foreground Memetic by making its use norma &tegrating it into the fabric
of work practice.

Finally, the issue of workload is something thagdeeto be addressed — when one has
a great deal to do, something has to be droppeditasdems that often new
technologies are the most likely to fall. We canoffér a solution to the problem of
workload, but it seems that making Memetic highdalble and of clear added value
may provide a solution.

4. Conclusions

This section considers the overarching lessons frentase study examples provided
above. While the users and uses are diverse,pbssible to point to a number of
common issues that emerge from the project ove.tim
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4.1 Engaging End User Partners

The engagement of end user partners was centita tevelopment of Memetic. One
of the first issues encountered was the need trsduy-in from people involved on
the ‘front line’, i.e. technical support, adminative staff and similar. Without the
engagement of these people we found that involvémeas relegated to best
intentions. We suggest that there are three wagsattage this:

Enfranchisement - end users must see what beaefitsie from being involved in
projects

Hypothecation — some funds must be set aside twbtgnd user partners to use
Memetic and to become ‘champions’ within partnégssi

Synergy — end users see the benefit of MemetictHfeir own work on other
projects and use it within what becomes a hybadwork.

These are not mutually exclusive and in and of #edwes do not guarantee end user
involvement. However, end users did identify eatthe these elements as issues that
affected their level of participation. It is cle@arus that if space is to be made for end
user involvement, this will require a strategy @tierg at a number of levels —
especially in terms of promoting the vision of ajpct within an organisation and
ensuring that this is done on an ongoing basisreTle an additional benefit to
promoting this strategy — the possibility of bringiin new end users over the lifetime
of the project. This was something that we foundigalarly useful within Memetic,
notably in the development of our end user communiperformance art.

4.2  Retaining End User Partners

Our philosophy has been one of long-term engagemettt users involved from the
initial stages of the project: to sustain thisitmportant to maintain a relatively stable
base of end user partners. We have found that wieses can see benefits for and
synergies with their own work, they will be invotl@ver the lifetime of the project.
Where this is not the case, involvement may beagporor may cease prematurely.

The strategy of involving users over the lifetimietloe project has, in the case of
Memetic, paid substantial dividends both for thisl &uture collaborations. Users
have been kept up to date with developments threughuser workshops and have
been able to use Memetic in their own place of waith on-site support from
Memetic personnel. This has worked especially welperformance art where end
users were able to come to terms with Memetic isupportive environment and
become confident in using the toolkit in their works one end user put it the
‘learning curve’ is not excessively steep, busitmportant to support users who may
be new to the possibilities of AG and who have d$iameously to cope with
technologies, manage collaboratermd get on with the work they have to do.

4.3  Supporting Learning and Collaboration

A key component of our research with end usersieen the support of learning
about Memetic and modes of usage and the develdpoheollaborations to support
these imaginative uses. The longitudinal engageragatded by co-realisation and
ethnographies of work practice are not a ‘magidebulthey are a way to come to
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know the world and to design technologies for waxaturally the ethnographer
cannot be in all settings at all times and it iscanmonplace to be told that ‘you
should have been here yesterday’ or similar —h@bbservations made have value as
they feed back into design and as they inform aesigas to what people want to do
with Memetic. Our strategy of holding workshops'reality check’ ethnography is
also important since it allows end users to saytvidamportant to them and not
simply to have ethnographers speak on their behalf.

A long-term engagement with end users is a keyesscéactor in a project such as
this and we would argue that while ethnographyitsamits, it is uniquely suited to
the kinds of information designers need. Blytairal (1997) rightly pose the question
"never mind all this ethno stuff — what does aistmean and what do we do now?"
They state that while ethnography is importanis bnly part of what goes on in and
around design. However, in communicating findings the form of vignettes,
ethnography can make a contribution insofar adldtva people to consider what
would happen if they take a particular course oatwd particular use of technology
means for design. It is our hope that in some whgtWwlemetic has become has been
influenced by discussions of this type.

4.4  The Impact of Memetic

One feature of Memetic was the increased user vewoént towards the end of the
project. We might see this as a sign of the teadugybecoming more ‘mature’ and
users realising its potential. There was a serag ttaving seen the development of
the toolkit over the lifetime of the project, it @ossible that more use of it could be
made. One end user suggested that the project Wast@ being on a runway,
building up the momentum to take off and that uptalould happerinow that we
have seen what it can do, we've got over the AGcandget on with [Memetic]"

The impacts of Memetic have been varied and it seatt in a number of cases it is
only toward the end of the project that use is ineigig to ‘take off’ in the manner we
had anticipated. Regardirige need to make space for Memetic, we have fobad t
users do this readily when they have seen theitat#knonstrated in workshops or at
conferences: it seems that the flexibility and sihass of Memetic is appealing and
that potential end users are readily able to seerevit might fit in their work. Of
course, making Memetic work on the ground is aedéht matter and there are
contingencies (technology, organisational, inteoaetl) to be resolved - where this
occurs Memetic has found a niche and has beenregéirded, in other cases the
niche is only now being realised and it remaindb¢oseen how far the toolkit will
become a part of everyday work with AG.
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Appendix 1: End User induction workshops

Project launch workshop with end-user partnersa52005)
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Workshop with US partners via Access Grid, repifaatthe face-to-face workshop
held in Manchester (12 May 2005)

(Screenshots from Open Univ. Personal InterfadtéoGrid on a single display)
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Post-workshop project meeting to prioritise endridisature requests
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Summary Compendium map, clustering end-user feddivs thematic, prioritised
groups
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20 Feb 2006: Induction of end-users to the integtdemetic software

Face-to-face:

and via Access Grid:
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Appendix 2: Compendium Maps of Final End User
Meeting

http://kmi.open.ac.uk/projects/compendium/memefiof211.24/
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Figure One: Making Space for Memetic

Figure Two: Institutional Issues
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Figure Three: Technical Issues

Figure Four: Interface Issues
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