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Executive Summary 

This deliverable reports on the assessment studies that were undertaken as part of WP5 of 
RESPONSIBILITY1.   

These included the assessment of the Analytic Grid (WP2), Forum (WP3) and Observatory 
(WP4).  As detailed in Deliverable 5.1 Requirements for Assessment: the reasoning for an 
integral and iterative set of assessments through the development of each of these tools 
was to ensure that stakeholder perspectives could be taken into consideration and 
integrated into the ongoing design and development of each tool.  

Such participatory approaches to the design and development of technology allow for the 
development of the tool and platforms to be less abstracted from the use context in which 
they will be embedded. Through this deliverable we outline the outcomes from each 
iteration of development for each tool. We begin by considering the assessment of the 
Analytic Grid, followed by the Forum, and finally consider the assessment of the 
Observatory. 

Finally, we conclude the deliverable, reflecting also on future directions for the development 
of the Forum and Observatory as they are potentially moved into practical use by a wide 
range of global stakeholders. 

  

                                                      
1
 It is beyond this report to detail the full functionality and purpose of each tool: this can be found in the WP2 

for the analytic grid- WP3 for the Forum and WP4 for the Observatory.  We focus purely on the assessments of 
each, and the outcomes of each assessment. 
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1. Introduction 

This deliverable reports on the assessment studies that were undertaken as part of WP5 of 
RESPONSIBILITY2.   

These included the assessment of the Analytic Grid (WP2), Forum (WP3) and Observatory.  
As detailed in Deliverable 5.1 Requirements for Assessment: the reasoning for an integral 
and iterative set of assessments through the development of each of these tools was to 
ensure that stakeholder perspectives could be taken into consideration and integrated into 
the ongoing design and development of each tool. Such participatory approaches to the 
design and development of technology allow for the development of the tool and platforms 
to be less abstracted from the use context in which they will be embedded.  

The purpose of these assessments was to provide a source of feedback from the 
perspectives of users, and informed by these suggest implications for the development of 
each of these tools. It is important to mention that the expectation set in regard to the 
provision of implications to the Task Force was that, it was up to the Task Force to decide 
upon which implications were considered feasible within the constraints (for example: time 
and resource) of this project. 

The tools were assessed as follows, iteratively through the three-year duration of the 
project: 

Analytic Grid:  two focus groups 

 Forum: three user studies 

 Observatory: three user studies 

Through this deliverable we go on to describe initially how the assessment studies were 
planned and outline the methods used.  We then go on to detail the assessment of the 
Analytic Grid, followed by the assessment of the Forum and then the Observatory.  Finally 
we draw conclude the deliverable and within this include a brief discussion regarding future 
directions for the development of the Forum and Observatory. 

1.1 Planning of the Assessment Studies 

The assessments of the Analytic Grid, Forum and Observatory were planned at the outset of 
the project in collaboration with the teams allocated to the development of each tool3.  This 
early planning was crucial in order to set the expectations regarding the trajectory of the 
assessments and how they would fit into the development cycle of each tool.  

Given the use of the Analytic Grid to inform the collection of case studies (see deliverables 
2.2 and 2.3), it was decided that the assessment of this should be undertaken in the early 
stages of the project. The assessment of the Forum and Observatory were then considered 
in relation to one another, ensuring that the scheduling and time between the assessments 
suited the requirements of the development team to implement relevant implications. 

                                                      
2
 It is beyond this report to detail the full functionality and purpose of each tool: this can be found in the WP2 

for the analytic grid- WP3 for the Forum and WP4 for the Observatory.  We focus purely on the assessments of 
each, and the outcomes of each assessment. 

3
 There was some cross over in this- with some partners involved in the development of both tools. 
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To guide the undertaking of the assessments, an assessment template was created. This was 
created as guide because we anticipated that given the three-year life span of the project, 
there would likely be unanticipated contingencies, delays and issues that may cause a 
deviation from the initial plan.  Indeed, this was the case: for example, there were issues 
with the development of both tools that caused delays, and the shape of the assessment 
study for the second assessment of the Observatory had to be altered due to a 
recommendation for the inclusion of G06 partners by the Commission during the review of 
the project4.  In each case we managed the issues that emerged fluidly and collaboratively 
with the consortium, to develop alternate plans and methods where necessary in the 
development cycle of the tools.   

The table (table 1) below shows when each assessment was undertaken, followed by which 
we provide more detail regarding the methods used. 

Table 1.1: Scheduling of Assessment Tasks 

Tool Assessment 
number 

Responsible 
Partner 

Time Method 

Analytic Grid 1 DMU September 2013 
 

Focus Groups (x2) 
8 participants 

2 UOXF November 2013 Focus Group  
6 participants 

Forum 1 UNIMAS November 2014 Task based user study 

2 UNISI June 2015 Task Based user study 

3 UOXF December 2015 Task based user Study 

Observatory 1 CHILE December 2014 Task based user Study 

2 TUB June 2015 Task based user Study 

3 Fraunhofer October 2015 Task based user Study 

What was methodologically novel and complex about the assessments undertaken through 
RESPONSIBILITY was the globally distributed arrangement necessary for the undertaking of 
these assessments. Two user studies were conducted in Chile and Malaysia, with others 
undertaken in various European locations.  This involved careful planning and consideration 
of methods. The assessment criteria- that is what was assessed at each iterative stage, was 
decided upon at the planning for each iteration of the assessment of each tool, informed by 
Deliverable 5.1, and the circumstances and issues of importance in development at the 
particular time when an assessment study was scheduled (more detail presented with the 
report of each individual assessment study).  For the Analytic Grid, this was a consideration 
of each dimension of the grid as a whole.  In regard to the Forum and Observatory, these 
were largely shaped around considering the ability of users to navigate through the tools 
and use the core functionalities of each tool.  It was decided that the Forum and 
Observatory would be geared towards (at least through the development stage) for use by 
researchers, and then broadened out to a wider stakeholder base when practically 

                                                      
4
 As shall be detailed later on in the deliverable the study was initially going to be undertaken within TUB  

(Technical University of Berlin) with institutional members based there: through a task based usability study 
and associated focus group.  However the Commission required members of other G06 projects to take part, 
and so a distributed assessment based on a task based user questionnaire and Skype meeting to discussion 
user perspectives was set up. 
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disseminated following the duration of the project.  Accordingly, the participants of the 
assessments were drawn from a diverse range of academic disciplines, and diverse in their 
international geographical distribution. 

There were a range of methods used to conduct the assessment studies.  Each method was 
chosen according to what was decided at the outset of the project, stage in the 
development of each tool, and also, the circumstances close to the time in which the study 
was to be undertaken.  

1.2 Methods Used 

Focus Groups: Focus groups of (the recommendation was 5-8 people: Greenbaum, 1998) 
were used to allow participants to share perspectives regarding a particular tool. These were 
conducted following user studies where participants were allowed to interact with the 
Forum and Observatory; or in regard to the Analytic grid, where the reasoning behind the 
tool was discussed with participants, and they were able to share their perspectives on this, 
based on their own contextual and situated understanding of research and innovation in 
various domains.   

Task based user studies: User based tasked studies of participants (the recommendation 
was three pairs of participants) were informed by the quasi-naturalistic experimental 
method (Luff et al, 2011; de la Flor et al, 2010), which has shown to be powerful in eliciting 
and suggesting implications for the design and development of prototype technologies (see 
for example: Luff et al, 2011).  As recommended by the quasi-naturalistic approach, the user 
studies were to be conducted in pairs5, so as to allow for a discussion of issues out-loud, to 
be captured for data collection and analysis.  Given the distributed nature of the 
assessments, the studies were scaffolded by task-based activities which participants had up 
to an hour to complete, filling out task sheets as records of their undertaking.  There was an 
observation of participants as they did this, and most partners who conducted the studies 
were able to also video record the studies for data analysis purposes.  The importance of 
these user studies was to allow for participants to experience using the platform first-hand, 
and record views as they did this, and also for this to inform discussion in associated focus 
groups. 

Online Questionnaires: Online questionnaires were devised where necessary in order to 
allow for distributed participants to share their opinion of the platforms through a Likert 
Scale. 

Internal Assessment: This included partners from the consortium scrutinising the platform 
according to the ISO 9241/ Ergonomics of human-system interaction (Part 110), and 
providing a report to the development team.  This was conducted as part of the third 
assessment of the Observatory seen as important by the Task Force at this stage in the 
development as an addition to the task based user study. 

The design of the assessments provided advantage in terms of allowing a broad range of 
stakeholders from multiple, geographically distributed institutions experience using the 

                                                      
5
 Two studies originally planned as task based user studies could not be conducted as planned.  These include 

the second assessment of the Observatory (see Footnote 1); and also the third assessment of the Observatory: 
due to a workshop no longer being able to facilitate the study.  This left a short time span in which to recruit 
participants separately and plan another user study with single participants rather than pairs. 
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platform. However designing assessment studies to be conducted over a three-year period, 
in many different cultural and institutional contexts did provide methodological challenges.  
For example, partners were requested to conduct focus groups following the conducting of 
task-based user groups.  However, the Malaysian partner felt that their participants would 
prefer not to be a part of a focus group discussing issues with a large group of participants.  
Instead UNIMAS, conducting the Malaysian assessment study, separated participants into 
smaller ‘Question Groups’, pertaining that they would be more comfortable discussing issues 
in this situation.  We could also not anticipate fully institutional circumstances changing and 
the related capacity to undertake a study as planned being affected.  The third assessment 
of the Observatory was to be undertaken by Fraunhofer during a workshop in Berlin.  
However unforeseen issues meant that shortly before the workshop occurred, the study 
could no longer be embedded within it.  Alternate arrangements for the user study had to be 
made, and the user study altered from pairs of participants to single participants interacted 
with the Observatory.  It was fortunate that during this circumstance Fraunhofer had 
conducted (after deliberation with the wider Task Force), an internal assessment of the 
Platform, which provided a rich insight into the development of the Observatory alongside 
the final user study.  There were also unanticipated issues in the development phase of the 
tools, on issue being that a key member of the development team had to be replaced during 
the project.  This had quite significant delays, which then also had an impact on the 
scheduling of assessment studies. 

These are just some exemplar issues of some of the challenges faced during the undertaking 
of the assessments.  As mentioned in the introduction, the scale and temporal nature of 
these assessments meant that such issues were not unexpected.  It was important to remain 
prepared for challenges, and as a consortium to deal with these ongoingly and 
collaboratively devise solutions based on the circumstances at hand.   

The iterative assessments of the tools were undertaken as planned through two iterations 
for the Analytic Grid, and three iterations for the Forum and Observatory.  Following each 
assessment study, implications were surfaced and summarised for the relevant development 
team tasked with the production of each tool.  These implications were passed forward in an 
internal report, and then also- and importantly so, discussed via Skype to ensure that the 
team could ask any questions and discuss issues of concern.  Part of the discussion revolved 
discussing with the teams what they felt feasible to implement into the future design and 
development of the platforms, given the varying technical challenges and clarity of the 
issues and related implications suggested by users, and also temporal and resourcing 
constraints (as suggested for consideration in Deliverable 5.1). 

We now go on to discuss the assessment studies in more detail.  Section 2 deals with the 
assessment of the Analytic grid.  Section 3 outlines the key implications from the 
assessments of the Forum, and Section 4 turns to present details of the assessments of the 
Observatory. After a brief introduction to each assessment, the key implications of each 
iteration within the assessment of the three tools are presented.  There may be variation in 
the presentation of the key implications given the varying themes that emerged through the 
user studies. It is important to reiterate that the outline of implications presented here is an 
outline and only part of the process of sharing information with the Task Forces, as this was 
also accomplished through verbal discussion of issues raised through the user studies. 
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2. Assessment of Analytic Grid 

In order to construct a grid of analysis that was able to specifically address the requirements 
of the RESPONSIBILITY project: it was decided that after consideration of other projects, and 
consultation with project partners to create an initial grid, that it was then necessary to 
consult with other potential stakeholders to evaluate the perceived value and potential 
effectiveness of the grid of analysis. Stakeholder identification and involvement is of 
particular importance in the RESPONSIBILITY project and so it was felt that stakeholder 
engagement in the production of the analytical grid was necessary from the outset.  This 
then enabled further iterations of the grid and increases its relevance and usefulness for the 
RESPONSIBILITY project. 

The assessment and development of the analytic grid was undertaken through two iterative 
focus groups within the first year of the project (so that the grid could be used to inform 
other aspects of this project- for example: the selection of case studies). By undertaking 
focus groups during the ETHICOMP (ETHICOMP, 2013) international conference 6in Denmark 
and at the University of Oxford in the UK provided insight into a range of views and 
perspectives across a spectrum of stakeholders, both in terms of geography and 
technological interests.  

Undertaking focus groups enabled the iterative development of the analytic grid that aligned 
as far as possible, with the expectations of ‘stakeholders of RRI’ and the envisaged ‘users’ of 
the Observatory and Forum.  It was important therefore to ensure that the grid of analysis 
was both usable and grounded in the context of the RESPONSIBILITY project. 

Focus groups are a powerful way to directly engage with potential users to gain perspectives 
regarding the tools developed, in this case the grid of analysis. Focus groups are seen as a 
method to capture stakeholder views and have been widely adopted in a range of areas 
from technological development to market research. Whilst the precise parameters are not 
defined, there is a consideration that approximately eight or so people would be considered 
appropriate for the purposes of evaluation of the grid of analysis. This is due to the need to 
have a large enough group to enable multiple perspectives and yet small enough so that 
more assertive group members do not dominate proceedings (Greenbaum, 1998).  For the 
RESPONSIBILITY project, having taken this into account, the focus groups were kept to sizes 
of approximately five to eight participants.   With regards to the session at the ETHICOMP 
conference, the RESPONSIBILITY project was constrained in part by the availability of 
participants. In this case, participants were self-selecting from the group of attendees at the 
conference, and were drawn from a range of academics and Information Systems 
professionals. The nature and expectations of the project was explained to participants as 
indicated below and there was the opportunity for users involved to ask any questions 
before and after taking part.  For the second focus group held by the University of Oxford, 
the participants were chosen from a range of disciplines- including a policy and governance 
researcher, and a robotics developer. 

                                                      
6
 The conference itself attracted a wide range of people with expertise in a range of fields including ICT, ethics, 

education, business and public policy 
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2.1 The Analytic Grid: first iteration of analysis 

February – March 2013  

Initial examination of description of work requirements of the grid of analysis was 
undertaken. This included an examination of past projects’ approaches and development 
strategies to inform the background of the RESPONSIBILITY grid of analysis. 

April – May 2013  

Consultation with consortium partners and development of initial grid of analysis was 
conducted. Below is the first iteration of the grid. This differed from grids produced in the 
past for other projects (such as EGAIS) in very many ways: unlike previous grids, common 
themes were found for columns, for example, as indicated by the column headings.  This grid 
was then to be subject to deliberation at the first focus group at the ETHICOMP, 
international conference held at Kolding, Denmark 11-14 June 2013 

Table 2.1: The first iteration of the Analytic Grid 

 Who  What Why How 

Norms & Values  Whose norms? 
Whose values?  

What values? 
What norms?  
Theoretical 
questions/answer
s 

Presupposed, 
ignored, excluded, 
constructed?  

Evaluation of 
theoretical 
concepts/context 

Expectations  
 

Funders (EU) 
Researchers 
(Project Partners 
and external) 
Policy/Decision 
Makers 
Innovators 

Usability of 
interface 
Relevance of 
Content/subject 
area/style 
Interact-ability  
Answers 

Information 
sharing 
Information 
gathering 
Innovators 
moderate risk 
through analysis 
of content. 
Aid 
decision/policy 
making 

Engagement with 
the Observatory 
Engagement in 
the Forum 
Adding to content 

Governance (of 
what?) approach  

 Building 
consensus within 
the Observatory 

Harmonisation of 
policy/decision –
making 
Improving 
efficiency/effectiv
eness 
Buy-in 

Moderation/ 
peer review 

Public interest  
 

Stakeholders 
 

Involvement 
Interest 

Outcomes 
Influence 

 

Means of 
expressing 
interests  

Those with access Observatory 
Forum 

Outcomes 
Influence 

Engagement with 
Observatory 

Research and its Researchers Innovation Funding Dissemination and 
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June 2013  

Arrangements agreed for undertaking two one-hour focus groups at the ETHICOMP 
conference in Kolding, Denmark. Development of focus group questions and strategy was 
completed.  

ETHICOMP Conference, Kolding, Denmark 

Focus group was conducted during two one hour sessions. Feedback and emerging themes, 
concepts and ideas regarding the usability, suitability, relevance and likely effectiveness of 
purpose derived from the focus groups enabled a second iteration of the grid of analysis to 
be created. This feedback and input to the following grid was based on an initial briefing on 
what the grid was intended to be used for (detailed in the Analytic Grid Report).  

The participants were then tasked with evaluating their perceptions as to not only its 
potential effectiveness in use, but also to offer suggestions as to how it could be improved. 
The subsequent iterations of the grid therefore are based on discussion and tasks 
undertaken at the focus group and later comments and suggestions sent by email. 
Justifications for the changes included the identification of gaps that would serve to limit the 
effectiveness of the grid, or to suggest improvements that would enhance its usability.  

Table 2.2: The second iteration of the Analytic Grid 

background  
 

Innovators 
Stakeholders 

projects 
Research projects 

requirement 
Responsibility 

dialogue 
Innovation 
process 

Assessment/evalu
ate 

All 
users/stakeholder
s 

Usability of 
interface 
Relevance of 
Content/subject 
area/style 
Intractability  

Validation 
Iterative 
improvement 
 

Review 
Feedback 

 Who  What Why How When 

Ethical Issue 
Identification 
and 
Specification  

Whose norms? 
Whose values?  

What values? 
What norms?  

Theoretical 
questions/ 

answers 

Presupposed, 
ignored, 
excluded, 
constructed?  

Evaluation of 
theoretical 
concepts/cont
ext 

In process 
stages. 

Forward 
planning 

Governance 
arrangements 
(surrounding 
the case 
studies) 

Ethics 
procedures 
where in place 

Legal 
department 

Reputation 
management 

Business risk 

 Harmonisation 
of 
policy/decision 
–making 
(harmonising 
with 
underlying 
ethics) 

Improving 

Moderation/ 

peer review 

When to 
govern?  When 
not? 

How to? 
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The above iteration of the grid of analysis was derived after deliberation on the outcomes of 
the first focus groups.  

 

register efficiency/effe
ctiveness 

Buy-in 

Ethical 
Approach 

Key actors in 
the case. 

Possibly they 
will take 
account of 
views of:  
Stakeholders 

The public 

Those with an 
interest 

Society 

Humanity 

Involvement 

Interest 

Moral 
Philosophy 

Methodology 

Tools & Access 

 

Outcomes 

Influence 

Benefits and 
Harms 

Textual 
analysis.  
Questionnaire
? 

Informed 
consent 

Transparency 
and Clarity     

At all stages 
including both 
short and long 
term  impact 
assessment 

Means of 
expressing 
interests  

Those with 
access 

Observatory 

Forum 

Outcomes 

Influence 

Engagement 
with 
Observatory 

When is it 
appropriate to 
get 
participation?  
(expectations 
may differ) 

Reflexivity  

 

All 
users/stakehol
ders, 
researchers & 
innovators 

Usability of 
interface 

Relevance of 
Content/subje
ct area/style 

Intractability 
Process 

Validation 

Iterative 
improvement 

 

Review 

Feedback 

Continuously 

Implementatio
n 

Researchers 

Regulators 

Producers 

Sellers 

Service 
Providers 

End Users 

Documentatio
n 

Guidance  

Education 

Redress 

RRI Reflexivity 

Analysis 

Engagement 

Iterative 
processes 

Continuously 
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2.2 The Second Iteration of Analysis 

August – Sept – 2013  

University of Oxford conducted additional an additional two hour focus group where the grid was presented and discussed with a range of researchers 
who could provide varied knowledge and insight (ranging from: technical fields to policy) into its further development.  The researchers were presented 
with the grid, given an explanation of its purpose, and then allowed some time to discuss what elements they thought were appropriate/inappropriate 
and could be added in order to develop the grid further.  This provided significant feedback and further iterations to the grid of analysis. Whilst there 
were actually several further versions of the grid of analysis along the way, V3.0 below represents the summation of the focus groups and evaluation of 
the grid to this point in the timeline of the RESPONSIBILITY project 

Table 2.3: The third iteration of the Analytic Grid 

 Who  What Why How When 

Ethical Issue 
Identification 
and 
Specification  

- Whose norms? 
- Whose values?  
- How are these embedded 

in the context in which the 
issues arise? 

- What norms? What 
values?  

- Theoretical 
questions/answers 

- How are they shaped? 
Commercial? Political? 
Conflict of interest? 

Presupposed, ignored, 
excluded, constructed?  

Evaluation of theoretical 
concepts/context etc. 

- In process stages. 
- Forward planning 

Governance 
arrangements 
(surrounding 
the case 
studies) 
 

- Legal department 
- Reputation management 
- Business risk register 
- Government 
- University 
- Research Bodies 

- Ethical Procedures 
- Regulatory frameworks 

(Industry specific 
guidelines etc.) 

- Mandatory Legislation 
but may not be included 
as a governance 
arrangement 

- Ethics procedures,  
where in place,  may 

- Harmonisation of 
policy/decision –
making (harmonising 
with underlying ethics) 

- improving 
efficiency/effectiveness 

- Buy-in 
- Ensure quality 
- Avoid harm to 

participants  (physical/ 

- Moderation/peer 
review 

- Ethics Committees 
- Supervisory Boards 

- When to govern?   
- When not? 
- How to? 
-  At what point do these 

governance arrangements 
apply to the responsible 
research/ 

- innovation area 
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 Who  What Why How When 

vary between countries, 
research areas 

- reputation etc.) 

Ethical 
Approach 
 

- Key actors in the case. 
- Possibly they will take 

account of views of:  
Stakeholders 

- The public 
- Those with an interest 
- Society 
- Humanity 
- Though there may be 

ethical approaches- these 
may come about/ be 
shaped by overriding 
political 
interests/commercial 
interests rather than the 
most 
“important”/”necessary” 
issue to deal with. 

- Involvement 
- Interest 
- Moral Philosophy 
- Methodology 
- Tools & Access 

- Outcomes 
- Influence 
- Benefits and Harms 
- Awareness 

- Textual analysis.   
- Questionnaire? 
- Informed consent 
- Transparency and 

Clarity 
- Voting 

At all stages including both 
short and long term impact 
assessment 

Means of 
expressing 
interests  

- Those with access 
- But may be self- selecting 

and may cause constraints 

- Observatory 
- Forum 
- Voting for 

representation of option 

- Outcomes 
- Influence 
- Awareness 

Engagement with 
Observatory 
Engagement with Forum 
discussions 
Submission of Case 
Studies 
Through opinion 
polls/voting systems 

When is it appropriate to 
get participation?  
(expectations may differ) 
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 Who  What Why How When 

Reflexivity  
 

- All users/stakeholders, 
researchers & innovators 

- Since it is hard to involve all 
stakeholders- those 
involved may be 
representatives of different 
societal groups. 

- Usability of interface 
- Relevance of 

Content/subject 
area/style 

- Intractability Process 
- If reflexivity is through 

voting and such like- 
then awareness, and 
transparency 

- Accessibility to relevant 
information 

- Validation 
- Iterative  
- improvement 
- Awareness of Issues 
 

- Review 
- Feedback 
-  Discussion and Debate 

upon issues (this may 
be part of “review” 
above) 

Continuously 

Implementation - Researchers 
- Regulators 
- Producers 
- Sellers 
- Service Providers 
- End Users 
- Supervisory boards to 

guide the process 

- Documentation 
- Guidance  
- Education 
- Redress 
- Public Drives/Events 
- Through media and 

other high impact 
means- to apply 
pressure for RRI to be 
implemented 

RRI implementation and 
action – it may not 
always be possible to 
behave responsibly 

- Reflexivity 
- Analysis 
- Engagement 
- Iterative processes 
- Alteration of existing 

processes to embed 
RRI within them (such 
as including it as a 
consideration in 
proposal 
writing/funding 
applications). 

Continuously to how extent 
of impact of 
implementation measured? 

This final version of the Analytic Grid, having been iteratively developed, was then embedded into the project at an early stage. 
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3. T5.2-Assessment of Forum 

As mentioned earlier in the deliverable, the assessment of the Forum was undertaken 
through three iterative phases, and scheduled at various points in the development cycle of 
the online prototype platform.   

The assessments were planned according to an initial assessment template. Given the 
ongoing contingencies faced within the project (for example: partner resources, delays in 
development etc.), as is anticipated during such prolonged assessment studies, we were not 
able to adhere strictly and exactly as to the template prescribed at the start of the project.  
We would carefully (re)shape plans as and when required.  The table below reiterates the 
timing of each assessment: 

Table 3.1: An outline of the number, timing and partner responsible for each assessment 

Assessment 
Number 

Partner responsible Timing 

1 UNIMAS November 2014 

2 UNISI June 2015 

3 UOXF Dec 2015 

Following each assessment, an internal report of implications was produced for the Forum 
Task Force7.  The implications provided were passed to the Task Force so that they could 
make a decision, given temporal and resource constraints, which of these would be feasible 
to implement within each iteration. This provision of report was coupled with a discussion 
with the Task Force verbally via Skype, so as to ensure that the implications and issues that 
participants had raised during the studies were clearly understood. Similarly with the 
planning of each assessment study the Task Forces were consulted to discuss firstly, how the 
implications of the prior assessments had/had not been implemented; and secondly, what 
they would see as necessary for the proceeding assessment.  All procedures were planned in 
collaboration with the Task Force, in a communicative and synergistic process.   

In the following three sub-sections we provide a summary of the three Forum assessments, 
and the implications of each for the development of the Forum.  The implications are 
provided in summary form, and in practice were (as mentioned) also verbally discussed with 
the Task Force.  These implications are based on rich insights, and we do provide a fair 
amount of detail within the description of the three assessment studies.  In each case, since 
there was variability in the user studies and assessment criteria, the implications are 
presented in varied thematic/issues based forms. 

3.1 Forum Assessment 1 

 Forum Assessment 1: Facts 3.1.1

The first assessment study was undertaken by an international partner on RESPONSIBILITY: 
UNIMAS (University Malaysia Sarawak), in November 2014.  This was important as it allowed 

                                                      
7
 The group of partners responsible for the development of the platform 
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us right from the outset to engage with the perspectives of global stakeholders in relation to 
the development of the Forum.  The Forum is designed to be a tool for global stakeholders, 
and so such a consideration was perceived as very important, so that these concerns could 
be embedded into the ongoing design and development of the platform. 

The assessment criteria for this first assessment were determined by consideration the 
Forum Descriptive Report (deliverable 3.1), and also through consultation with the Forum 
Task Force.  

Essentially, the main aspects of the Forum we wished to assess in terms of their usability and 
experience by users were: 

 The aesthetics of the platform- including the language, layout, colour  

 The accessibility of information on the Forum- how clear the information is to those 

using the Forum for the first time 

 Accessibility to and engagement with the dynamic coalitions 

 Accessibility to and engagement with the innovation cafes 

 Accessibility to and engagement with the open space section 

 Interaction with the partnership initiative space 

 Interaction with the suggestion board 

 The conceptual underpinnings of the Forum 

There was an initial task based study, followed by a group interviews.  It was foreseen that a 
combination of both an interactive usability study with the platform (allowing users to 
interact naturalistically as far as possible at this stage of development), and then also 
allowing users to share their experiences, would give an important initial insight into the use 
of the platform from beyond the development team. It was recommended to UNIMAS that 
there should be three pairs of participants to undertake the initial usability assessment, 
followed by a focus group involving all six participants. 

UNIMAS undertook the first part of the assessment with four pairs of participants who were 
postgraduate researchers in the Faculty of Economy and Business, also with occupational 
backgrounds8. Following the initial part of the assessment, there were three group 
interviews compiled of four participants each, undertaken.  It was recommended by the 
assessors at UNIMAS that the large single focus group that was recommended in the 
research design would not be appropriate for this particular context.  This is, as it would 
likely render participants reserved and so reluctant to share views on issues.  It was seen as 
preferable to follow a more structured approach with smaller groups in order to attain the 
best possible implications for the Forum.  All those that took part in the initial task based 
user study took part in the question groups, as well as four others who had been observing 
the initial usability study.   

The preference for smaller and more structured question groups was methodologically 
interesting to note. It was interesting to observe from this early stage, that there were 
situated contextual issues that extended to a difference to the methodological requirements 

                                                      
8
 The occupations they were drawn from ranged from education, to construction- all potential stakeholders of 

RRI, and thus possible users of the Forum 
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of the assessment, revealing the necessity to be sensitive to these in the design and 
development of the Forum. 

In the following section we outline the key implications for the Forum that emerged from 
the analysis of the study.  These implications were passed on to, and discussed with the 
Forum Task Force. 

 Forum Assessment 1: Implications 3.1.2

The key implications were as follow: 

 The overall concept of the Forum 3.1.2.1

The general notion of having an online platform where issues surrounding RRI could be 
debated and which provided for the ability to access key information in a centralised 
location, was greeted positively by most of the participants.  This was in particular given 
what appears to be- according to participants, a cultural preference to share and debate 
issues in a situation which does not engender face-to-face interaction.  Participants were 
also keen to use the Forum to extend their existing networks and have a more ‘informed 
awareness’ of issues regarding RRI.   

These positive attributions were said to stand if the value of trustworthiness was embedded 
into the platform.  Participants had concerns regarding government spying, potential 
malicious use of the Forum, and the credibility of comments.  It was important to the users 
that the platform enabled freedom of speech. 

We recommended that developers build mechanisms to increase the users sense of trust 
and to discuss issues without ramification, and also to consider the introduction of various 
features such as, user profiles detailing profession and education (as specified by users in 
this context) as marks of the credibility of information that is contributed to the Forum.  This 
also suggested a requirement for us as a consortium (beyond just this development) to 
understand what trust means in different contexts, as it appears to play an important role in 
how users were prepared to interact with the platform. 

 The overall design of the Forum 3.1.2.2

It was largely felt by users that the platform in its current form was suited to the needs of 
those who can be considered frequent users.  This demarcation of what a frequent user 
incorporates was focused around an ability to navigate around the platform with ease, thus 
a familiarity with the design of the Forum.  It was also extended to consider a familiarity with 
the linguistic terminology used on the platform by the developers and also contributors, in 
particular regarding the complex terminology that some areas relevant to RRI may incur the 
use of.  

It was seen that novice users would have to take some time to become familiar with the 
platform and the information that was included upon it.  This was determined by some of 
the participants as a potential deterrent to the use of the Forum, and so detrimental to the 
dissemination of RRI and the overall role of the Forum as supporting and developing a 
network of stakeholders related to RRI. 

In order to address what the users conveyed as ‘tailoring the platform to different users 
aside from those who are familiar with RRI’, we suggested that simplifications to the overall 
design of the Forum, particularly concerning the language used could be made.  In addition, 
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there were other design features that users suggested could be amended or embedded 
within the platform that could help.  We detail these as we reflect more closely on the 
design of the Forum next. 

 The design and development of the Platform 3.1.2.3

It was felt by most participants that the aesthetics of the Forum could be improved.  One 
suggestion was to make the design, particular in terms of colour, more consistent with the 
homepage that led to both the Forum and the Observatory.  Participants felt that this page 
was attractive, whilst the Forum homepage itself could be made more vibrant. 

It was suggested that a more colourful page would be interrelated with a desire for a 
participant to remain engaged with the Forum.  We suggested that the platform may simply 
be made more colourful, or that the use of colour is strategically used according to particular 
RRI issues, or even modalities. 

The use of language was also an important issue. Though the use of English was not seen as 
problematic, it was seen as vital that the English was grammatically correct.  Moreover, 
users felt that it would be beneficial at times to use visual media rather than words in order 
to simply the interface, and thus their engagement with it.  A number of participants 
commented on the fact that the platform could benefit from the use of more graphics to 
replace some of the language.  The term ‘simplification of language’ would often be used in 
relation to this.  We suggested that that the developers may be able to incorporate graphics 
into the Forum, and in some cases use them instead of words to convey an issue.  It was also 
felt that users found the terminology both embedded in the platform by developers, and 
also that contributed by others was too complex. We recommended that the developers 
could introduce a mechanism to assist users with this (discussed further later in this 
deliberation of implications, in the section depicting potential new features of the Forum). 

Associated with the issues surrounding the complexity of language, it was seen as important 
that all users should be able to access the information and discussion on the Forum, and to 
ensure this, the information should be understandable to all through appropriate use of 
words and clear explanation.  We suggested that developers could find a way to shift this 
burden of responsibility to those contributing- asking them to clarify terms, or explicitly 
asking them contribute to discussion in a particular manner.  On the other hand the 
developers could take responsibility for this issue, as suggested when considering the new 
features of the Forum in the following section. 

With regard to the content, it is important that the information regarding the purpose of 
each of the modalities of the Forum is clear.  Users appeared to engage with the overall 
purpose of the Forum, but it was also important that the description of modalities is clear, as 
they provide the infrastructure of user engagement with the Forum and demarcate the 
distinct aspects of this Forum as opposed to the many others that exist. Clarity will, we 
suggested- emerge through the simplification of the descriptive language used to denote the 
purpose of each modality. 

In order to increase interactivity and make discussion around issues clearer, we suggested 
that introducing and allowing the contribution of visual media such as images and videos 
would benefit the platform greatly.  This was seen as important in engaging users with the 
Forum, and importantly, may play a role in maintaining and shaping their engagement 
through increased insight into particular issues present on the platform. 
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Navigation around the platform was seen as important in attracting and maintaining users.  
There were particular problems in using the hyperlinks leading to the various modalities of 
the Forum.  The importance of ensuring the hyperlinks led to where they are supposed to 
was outlined to the Task Force. 

 Entirely new additions suggested by Users 3.1.2.4

A new feature that keeps record of the users’ histories of use was suggested by users as an 
aid to navigation around the Forum.  This was seen as important to enable users to revisit 
any areas of the platform they were interested in, and facilitate their shaping of interaction 
and accessibility to information. We passed this point on to the development team.  

In relation to the above point, it was seen as useful by users if those who had viewed or 
contributed to the platform were allowed to mark any issues that were of interest to them, 
and then be informed if any related or similar information that emerged on the Forum.  This 
may be difficult to implement in practice and might encourage a ‘glossing over’ of 
information, without users engaging in debates or with information that they could 
potentially find interesting, but have no awareness of. 

We also suggested that a glossary would be useful to include in order to enable a 
clarification of some of the terms that the novice users found complex.  This was as the 
participant stated that they often used Google in conjunction with searching for information 
in order to help them understand terms used or discussions that were contributed by others 
to the Forum.  It was suggested that the developers could suggest a link to Google for novice 
users in order to facilitate their engagement with the Forum, or consider the development 
of a similar mechanism that enables users to search for words, terms and their associated 
meanings. 

Given some of the difficulties that users had in navigating around the Forum, we proposed 
be that a “help” feature may be necessary.  This could be in the form of ‘frequently asked 
questions’ or allow them to contact a designated individual or repository of information 
regarding potential issues that may emerge through the use of the Forum.  This seemed 
important both if the users have a problem with the platform that is caused by some issue 
with the platform itself, and also when (as was the case through a two of the user 
assessment tasks) problems emerge that are attributable to network issues local to users.  A 
help function could have an interlinked ‘report your problems’ section, which will allow for 
the continual development of the platform as problems emerge which cannot be anticipated 
from the inception of the Forum.9 

 Concluding Points 3.1.2.5

This first assessment of the Forum presented a number of potential issues for the 
development of the platform in relation to the experience and perspectives of novice (not 
only to the platform, but also to RRI), international users.  This was unsurprising given the 
early stage of development. 

                                                      
9
 This is a feature which we feel would be important through the sustainability of the platform beyond this 

project time-scale, to allow an ongoing development of the platform based on user feedback and practical 
considerations and issues surrounding its use.  
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These international participants seemed, at this preliminary stage of assessment, an 
important group of users to consider as the platform will need to attract a range of users 
who are generally unfamiliar with the notion of RRI, worldwide.  It was seen as important for 
the developers to acknowledge that there may be users with differing relations to the Forum 
such as, high frequency users versus novice users, experts as opposed to those with no prior 
knowledge of RRI and such like.  Through this assessment we shed light on the perspectives 
of novice users based in Malaysia which may not entirely converge with those who are 
experts of RRI, or indeed based in a different context. It seemed that the platform should to 
be tailorable and accessible to these different genres of user, and further sensitive to various 
contextual issues that may shape their interaction with the Forum.  

Having been developed in a largely euro-centric environment, the perspectives of 
international stakeholders and potential users of the Forum, proved important to the 
ongoing development of the platform. More generally speaking, involving users in the design 
and development of prototype systems has shown to play a part in their successful 
implementation. Through RESPONSIBILITY, the ongoing assessment of the Forum plays an 
important role in its further development, and trajectory to a usable Forum beyond the life-
span of the project. 

3.2 Forum Assessment 2 

 Forum Assessment 2: Facts 3.2.1

The second assessment of the Forum was undertaken by a European Partner, UNISI 
(University Sienna). The purpose of this assessment was decided according to discussion 
with the Forum Task Force.in July 2014.  

The focus of the assessment was decided collaboratively with the Forum Task Force, in 
relation to the stage of development of the Forum at this time. The study was shaped 
around considering user interaction with and perspectives of the four key modalities of the 
Forum: including the Forum and RRI Caucus database, Innovation Café, Discussion Board, 
Open Space Section, Partnership Initiative Space, and asked to comment on the RRI 
Government Area (see deliverables 3.1 and 3.2 regarding specific details and reasoning 
underpinning each functionality).  This allowed for a scrutinisation of each of these key 
elements from the perspectives of these users, and for the suggestion of further implications 
for design and development. 

As with the first assessment, there was a usability study allowing for quasi-naturalistic 
interaction with the platform, followed by focus groups.  In this case UNISI conducted the 
study with six students in the Department of Information Technology and Mathematical 
Sciences.  The students were initially asked to undertake a task in pairs, allowing them to 
interact with the different modalities of the Forum. 

Following this all participants were gathered together in order to partake in a discussion 
group regarding their experiences of interacting with the Forum- considering the overall 
concept of the Forum and issues surrounding the use of the four modalities. 

We go onto to present the key implications that were passed on to the Forum Task Force. 
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 Forum Assessment 2: Implications 3.2.2

The implications are considered in regard to the overall concept of the Forum and to each of 
the functionalities: 

 The overall concept of the Forum 3.2.2.1

Overall there was a positive response to the concept of the platform, with many of the 
changes suggested by participants being more superficial- such as aesthetic reshaping of 
certain features in order to facilitate user interaction.  When the participants described or 
mentioned what they saw as positive features of the platform, they would often use the 
words ‘intuitive’ or ‘easy’ to illustrate their positive perspective.  Accomplishing a platform 
that is ‘intuitive’ and ‘easy’ to use, was then seen an important objective of the development 
of the Forum. 

 The Forum and RRI Caucus Database 3.2.2.2

The participants largely commented on accessing the Forum and RRI Caucus database in a 
positive manner, and were able to identify the various functions available to them.  Two 
pairs mentioned that they were ‘easily’ able to access the Forum and RRI Caucus database, 
and it was ‘easy to use’.  Another pair mentioned that it was intuitive to use.  So all in all, this 
aspect of the procedure in actually accessing the Forum from the homepage, and then 
moving on to the Caucus database were positively greeted and functioned well, this was 
substantiated in the discussion group where there was a positive response to this by all 
participants. 

 The Dynamic Coalition and Innovation Cafe 3.2.2.3

Accessing the Dynamic Coalition and Innovation Cafe 

In relation to this sub-task, whilst one pair of participants felt that the task was 
straightforward, the others suggested various improvements that could be made. 

In one case the participants stated that their expectations in the interaction were not met, 
when as opposed to accessing a page by clicking the relevant link, they were led to a 
registration request.  It was suggested that this should be ‘easier’ and also if important it 
should be highlighted as an action they will be required to conduct rather than something 
that appears to them unexpectedly.  Here we suggested helping participants anticipate what 
will be expected of them, and also shaping their expectations of what can appear as part of 
their interaction with the platform. 

In relation to the task, one pair of participants comments that though the page is easy to 
use, the links for data sharing to Facebook and Twitter were ‘barely visible’ to them.   

So similarly to informing users they would be required to register- we suggested that it may 
also be that important actions and links can be made more visible to users.  The notion of 
visibility of relevant information was emphasised as important for the Task Force to 
consider. 

The clarity of Information in the Introductions within the Dynamic Coalition 

One pair of participants responded to this task in a general manner (not directly responding 
to the question) but instead stating that the site is easy to use.   
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Another pair commented on the fact that on the whole the introductions are easy to read, 
however there are spelling errors.  Further, these participants remarked that the key points 
of the introduction were not clear in some cases.  We recommended that the Task Force 
consider how information can be presented appropriately- as though it may be easy to read, 
it is important to the participants that key points can be elicited with ease (perhaps through 
a bullet pointed summary?). 

The third pair of participants stated that the introduction was ‘not attractive’ and 
consequently did not capture the attention of users.  These participants suggested 
improving the structure of the introduction, which is was in a ‘block’ of text, perhaps by 
separating it appropriately into paragraphs.  This was raised again in the discussion group, 
with participants calling for a more appealing structure to information, and the ability to 
decipher what the key parts of information are.   

From the consideration of user perspectives it seemed that there were some improvements 
that could be made to these introductions, and also future introductions related to dynamic 
coalitions.  According to the participants suggestions, we suggested that structuring the 
introduction more clearly through the use of paragraphs, may facilitate the understanding of 
the users. We recommended that that the Task Force could consider how such a structure 
can be implemented in order to improve the introductions, and to also clearly delineate 
from the introductions what the outcomes or key features of the contribution are- through 
summaries constituted of bullet pointed lists or such like. We recommended that a 
consideration by the Task Force of how to enable contributors of materials to structure 
introductions clearly, may help the interactions of users who are accessing materials are a 
later stage. 

Innovation Café 

One set of participants remarked that was ‘easy’ to provide the text and follow the 
discussion. 

It was suggested by another pair of participants that locating the Innovation Café was 
problematic.  In relation to their interaction, they stated that the button leading to the 
Innovation Café was not found whilst they were navigating on a page regarding the Internet 
of Things and the Internet of Body Caucus.  There was a tab labelled as ‘click here for more 
details of this Innovation Café” which did lead to the area, though the participants who 
made this comment are unsure of whether this is the actual Innovation Café tab.  This was 
reiterated during the discussion group. 

We suggested the Task Force consider labelling this button in a way that it is clear that it 
leads to the Innovation Café, rather than being a tool to provide more information regarding 
the Innovation Café as it may currently suggest.  We further recommended that it may also 
be advisable that all key buttons and their associated labels are considered in this way, to 
ensure as far as possible clarity to the users of the platform. 

It was also suggested that since the tab “click here to learn more about the RRI Caucus 
Process” contains vital information it should be made more visible to draw attention of 
users.  As with the recommendation regarding the Innovation Café tab, we suggested that it 
might be advisable that the Task Force considers how vital buttons are made visible on the 
web pages so that users can clearly see where they are located. 
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Discussion Board 

One pair of participants found it ‘easy’ to comment on and follow the discussion.  Another 
pair of participants also felt that it was ‘intuitive’ to use.  The third pair of participants 
declined to comment on this, and so it seemed that all were able to provide comment and 
follow discussion on the discussion board appropriately. 

Discussion Statement 

It was felt by two pairs of participants that the interface is appropriate for providing the text 
required.  One pair of participants declined to comment on this. 

From the information we suggested that the interface was most likely seen by participants 
as being appropriate for providing text. 

Open Space Section 

From the information we had from users, it was suggested that the Task Force considered 
how the function of allowing users to vote on existing topics related to the specific 
discussion here- regarding a technological innovation, could be implemented.  It was further 
suggested, in regard to the platform in general, that suggestions on discussions could be 
ranked or even grouped into categories.  The voting capacity would give the moderator an 
insight into which topics are seen as important to discuss by the users- and so steer their 
consideration of this in the choice of discussion topics.  From our perspective: this did come 
with a note of caution however, as focusing on the most popular issues, may serve to cause 
other less popular but equally important issues to be overlooked.  So there was the issue of 
considering how this could be prevented if some means voting was to be introduced. 

During the discussion group, participants embellished details of their interaction with the 
platform, and it emerged that it was difficult to save a topic in the open space.  One 
participant stated that upon trying to save a topic, there were error messages received that 
their topic was not saved- later discovering that their topic had saved ten times.  We 
outlined that may be something that the Task Force wished to consider remedying as what is 
interesting is that this worked for some participants and did not work for others.  It was seen 
as important for the Task Force to revisit this area of the platform to ensure that it is 
working appropriately, or investigate why such an issue arose. 

The Partnership Initiative Space 

One pair of participants commented on the similarity of this function to the open space, and 
stated that it is easy to navigate, with another set commenting on the fact that it is intuitive. 

The third pair of participants stated that though the partnership initiative space was 
organised well and easy to use, it was not visible enough relative to the other features of the 
platform.  It was suggested that the page should be highlighted with a different layout or 
colour from other parts of the platform in order to make it stand out.  The notion of visibility 
was important here, and was highlighted as something the Task Force consider in relation to 
key links, buttons or pieces of information on the platform.  

The participants also commented on the fact that there was no auto-spelling feature in the 
text editor and that this would be useful to introduce to them.  It was emphasised by us to 
the Task Force to decide whether such a recommendation is possible, as it may help 
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facilitate the interaction of users with the platform.  During the discussion group, it did 
emerge that the partnership initiative space, was seen as a useful aspect of the platform. 

The RRI Government Area 

There were mixed responses from the participants regarding what the RRI government area 
is, and in one case the participant stated explicitly that this was confusing.  We suggested 
that it might be that the existing information can be made clearer so that the purpose of it 
as seen by the Task Force is conveyed clearly to users. 

The Suggestion Board 

There were some problems in conducting this aspect of task.  Though it was possible to add 
a comment on an existing suggestion, participants remarked that they were unable to save a 
new topic suggestion. 

A suggestion that was made by users for added functionality was in relation to the possibility 
of ranking results on the suggestion board, to enable the popularity of certain topics to 
become more visible.  Such a feature may enable the moderators or other users to 
determine what are topical issues of concern for the majority of users, and for users to 
interact with the key concerns of others.  As mentioned previously, an issue in introducing 
such a feature is that less popular suggestions- which may be just as important to 
disseminate or stimulate discussion, are glossed over or overlooked.  We suggested that it 
may be up to the Task Force to consider whether and how a ranking system may be 
introduced- and how we could prevent less popular issues from getting overlooked entirely- 
perhaps by showing all suggestions and then providing an option to see how they are 
ranked. 

 General points from Discussion Group 3.2.2.4

There were several important points that were raised during the discussion group, which are 
important to note here, as implications for the further development of the Forum, as they 
were not addressed through the undertaking of the tasks. 

A participant stated that it would be beneficial on the homepage of the platform to have a 
search function. 

There was no ‘back button’- instead the ‘back button’ of the browser was used, the 
participants were keen to have this modality within the platform itself. 

A participant commented on the lack of visibility of the platform on Google.  It was seen as 
important that one can search for the Forum in this way, without having to enter the full 
domain address in the search bar. 

 Concluding Points 3.2.2.5

Importantly through the second assessment it seemed that the Task Force should ensure (as 
far as possible) that within the activities and interactions that the participants conduct using 
the platform could be anticipated- with no ‘surprise interaction’- such as requiring to 
register when clicking on a link- emerging.  This related to the notion of visibility which 
seemed quite central to this assessment.  It seemed many issues users raised surrounded 
ensuring that links and other important areas of the platform were made visible in 
appropriate ways, or distinguished relevantly from the different aspects of the platform 
(through highlighting, different colours and such like).  Similarly buttons leading to different 
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pages should be appropriately labelled and visible to users as there was some difficulty in 
regard to the button leading to the innovation café.  

Information presentation could also be considered as related to visibility, in the sense of 
presenting it in such a way that it be appealing to users, structured appropriately- perhaps 
with summaries where possible to allow for a fast assimilation of key points to be taken 
from text.  The tailorability of information in order to make certain aspects of comments or 
topic suggestions more visible amongst others, to facilitate navigation, was also seen as 
important.  As previously noted, it was seen as important to consider how making certain 
issues or topics more visible, may detract from other lesser known issues. 

It was fully acknowledged that because of time constraints and also resource issues, it would 
not possible to address all the implications and issues that emerged.  This was something we 
reiterated in discussion with the Task Force following the second user study. 

3.3 Forum Assessment 3 

 Forum Assessment 3: Facts 3.3.1

The third and final assessment of the Forum was undertaken at the University of Oxford. 

As with the prior assessment (assessment 2), the assessment criteria for this focused on a 
consideration of the four key modalities of the Forum, with an explicit focus on allowing the 
users to experience the modalities, and share their perspectives on the four key modalities 
of the Forum: including the Forum and RRI Caucus database, Innovation Café, Discussion 
Board, Open Space Section, Partnership Initiative Space, and asked to comment on the RRI 
Government Area.  Participants were also asked to consider and share their views on the use 
of the reputation system, and also the future sustainability of the Forum (which could also 
inform issues surrounding the future sustainability of the Observatory). 

The assessment was undertaken through: task based user studies and an online 
questionnaire, followed by interviews with two pairs of participants, and one group of three 
people.  Three of the participants could be considered expert researchers in RRI, one 
involved in the sister G06 Project GREAT; another, leading RRI related activities in the EU 
funded Smart Society project, and the third leading RRI activities in the Networked Quantum 
Information Technology (NQIT) project.  The other participants were doctoral students in 
Department of Computer Science.   

 Forum Assessment 3: Implications 3.3.2

 The overall concept of the Platform 3.3.2.1

The overall concept of having a Forum was greeted to as positively by the participants. It was 
seen that a platform on which a community could come together in a central location, learn 
from one another, discuss ideas and information, and inform policy makers was a positive 
attribute. The use of an online platform for this purpose, to deliberate, gain cross-cultural 
understanding of issues, and central coordination of issues surrounding RRI was seen as 
appropriate to society on the whole today. 

There were however issues surrounding improvements to the interface, as well as- more 
than in the prior assessments, considerations around the sustainability of the platform and 
its positioning within the wider ecology of online communities and policy making bodies.  
We now go on to convey these and provide an outline of the suggestions that were provided 
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to the Task Force: with some suggestions and implications on how they may wish to deal 
with these issues based on stakeholder perspectives10.  In outlining suggestions to the Task 
Force, we kept focus on the issues that according to stakeholders required some 
improvements (rather than focusing on positive attributes). 

Familiarity with the Platform 

It was seen by all of the users that the platform takes a long time to become familiar with.  
This is particularly given, in its present form, the amount of exploration and reading of 
instructions that would be required for a user to become familiar with the key functionalities 
of the platform, and the role of these within the overall platform. 

Whilst the level of instruction is useful for users who have more time to allow for a 
comprehensive exploration of the platform, we recommended that it may be advisable for 
the Task Force to consider how to allow users an overview of the key elements of the 
platform without having to engage with large quantities of information.   The users 
suggested some kind of diagrammatic overview page or perhaps a means by which a 
moderator can be approached in order to ask questions about the functionalities of the 
platform. We indicated that some sort of overview of the key functionality presented in an 
easy to assimilate and simplistic form before users are greeted with the level of detail 
regarding each that is present, may be advisable. 

This is an important issue as the initial impression of users may impact how likely they are to 
use the platform in the first place, or return to use the platform following an initial 
encounter with it. 

Additionally, although the use of colour was well received- the users were keen to know if 
the colour selection has been checked for colour blindness.  So, we suggested it will be 
important for the Task Force to do this, and if necessary alter or offer alternate options for 
the choice of colour, by colour-blind users. 

Home Page 

The comments surrounding the homepage related to the notion of the familiarity of users in 
their use of the platform (conveyed above).  Users felt that there was too much information 
present on the first page of the Forum.  An overview, (as suggested above) was seen as 
important, with larger font to make the page clearer to read.  It was suggested that a degree 
of tailorability be introduced whereby users can be allowed the option to ‘find out more’ by 
clicking on an option, if they so wish. It is seen that what would be advisable, as relayed in 
the “familiarity” section above, was for users to have an ‘at a glance view’ of the Forum, 
allowing them the option to further probe into areas of interest having at least understood 
how the different elements fit together.  We recommended that this could perhaps be 
achieved through a diagram or illustrative model of the platform, before users access the 
main page or each of the core functionalities.   

                                                      
10

 Given that this is the third assessment of the platform: time and resource constraints mean that the 
suggested improvements may not yet have been considered or implemented as required (and could be 
considered through a sustainability process. 
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The users liked the tables giving insights into each functionality, but again- without an idea 
of the functionality of the platform as a whole, then this was less useful than it may have 
otherwise been. 

Improvements to particular functionalities 

In a functional sense, the users were able to navigate through the various functionalities of 
the platform.  There were however a few specific comments regarding the functionalities 
which we draw on now: 

Partnership Initiative Space 

The users were unsure of the provenance of the projects for this space- in that were the 
projects responsive to calls or were they user ideas for projects.  We recommended that it 
may be good for further explanation regarding this. 

 Dynamic Coalition and Innovation Café 3.3.2.2

The users found actually engaging with the extent of this process quite time consuming.  As 
suggested in prior sections- we proposed that it may be good for users to be presented with 
an initial overview of each function of the platform and their interrelationship to one 
another through a diagrammatic/easily absorbable form.  This was as it may allow for at 
least an initial idea of the purpose of functionalities before users delve into further detail.  
Visual representations of processes are seen as particularly useful in this regard.   

It was also suggested that the results of the process that participants in the dynamic 
coalition and innovation café work through to accomplish (policy recommendations) be 
presented and then the allowance for users to delve into further detail of how decisions 
reaching policy recommendations were reached.  This seems like logical reasoning for the 
structure of outcomes, and something that we suggested that the Task Force should 
consider. 

The users were also concerned with the quality of policy recommendations. This was an 
extremely important issue raised by each set of users.  More specifically, there was concern 
around how the quality of policy advice would be ensured, and how there would be 
assurance that the provision of policy advice to policy makers was substantial and 
appropriate.  This is an issue that the developers can move on to deal with through 
developments regarding the sustainability of the platform, as it moves beyond prototype 
form. 

Language 

There were a number of comments from users regarding language- in relation to the clarity 
of the wording for non-native speakers, and the second dimension of language use which is 
the use of over technical terms for non-technical users (there is an interrelation between the 
two of these elements).  The word “caucus” was mentioned in each case, as a term that 
participants were not keen on being included. 

It was suggested by us to the Task Force, that any abbreviations used within the platform are 
fully explained.   

Another issue was that the names of each of the four functionalities were not seen as 
intuitive.  One set of users mentioned that it was difficult to reflect on the use of the 
platform post-interaction, as the terms were not clear.  This is something that we 
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recommended may be addressed by the Task Force through an initial outline of each 
functionality in an easy to understand, overview form (as suggested in the familiarity and 
home page sections).  This is so that the users can become more easily attuned to the 
purpose of each element of the platform, as well as allowing them to refer back should they 
so need to. 

Reputation System 

The use of the reputation system was a highly deliberated issue.  The users questioned 
whether the reasoning underpinning the attribution of ratings- and whether such a system 
would be favourable to the Forum.  Though the determination of credibility, and trust, were 
seen as important and integral features for the Forum, it was seen as important that the 
rating system did not encourage some sort of gamification of the platform, or the provision 
of quantity over quality of materials present. 

We suggested that it may be that a verification procedure as users register to the platform, 
may be more appropriate for setting some baseline level of trust, and the allowing users to 
self-regulate the trust/credibility through commenting on materials or up-voting.  Setting 
some kind of user etiquette for use of the platform alongside the verification was also seen 
as important, to set user expectations.  Such approaches would require additional 
moderation to ensure that users are following the etiquette, though this may also be 
introduced through some sort of self-regulatory mechanism such as allowing users to report 
issues through a reporting system.  The use of the reputation system is an important 
consideration for the Task Force; as such systems have been used successfully by other 
platforms and play an important role in the creation and maintenance of a community of 
users.  There could be no concrete recommendation provided in relation to this point- 
though the Task Force may wish to consider alternatives for building trust and credibility 
given the strong response to (and in some regards, against) the reputation system from 
users11. 

Moderation 

The issue of moderation was important to the users, for a number of reasons- some of which 
have already been touched upon.  It was seen that as well as monitoring content, and 
verification, the moderator would be important in overseeing the quality of content in the 
unstructured spaces on the platform.  Additionally, some moderation in relation to the 
temporality of discussions was seen as necessary- to ensure that the desired outcomes (such 
as policy recommendations) could be reached.  Also in relation to temporality, moderation 
in relation to ensuring that the platform is inclusive of users in different time zones- and 
allowing for them to be involved in the rhythm of discussions was also seen as important.  
For a platform aimed towards a global stakeholder base such considerations become 
extremely important. 

It will be essential for the Task Force to consider in detail what the role of a moderator will 
be for the Forum, and how this can be organised and managed in its daily running, given the 
issues which stakeholders have raised, and may continue to raise through the use of the 
platform. 

                                                      
11

 There was a similarly negative response to the reputation system in relation to the Forum 
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Sustainability 

The users were keen to discuss the sustainability of the platform- perhaps given their 
awareness that this was the final assessment during this project.  Questions were raised as 
to follow up funding, and resources for the running and further development of the 
platform.  Importantly for the users, it was considered that the sustainability, especially in 
regard to developing a community of users, would take some time to establish.  It was also 
seen that feedback from users ongoingly would help to further develop the platform, co-
constructing it according to their concerns.  Importantly for one set of users, it was seen that 
the development of the platform, and the use of RRI within this, should be according to a 
truly global audience- allowing for renegotiation of terms through allowing user feedback, 
rather than asking those users to adopt RRI in what was perceived to be its euro-centric 
formulation.  

The considerations and concerns of users in regard to sustainability are important to 
consider.  It will important for the Task Force to consider a sustainability plan, which takes 
into account how a target community will be developed, and importantly, how the Forum 
will fit together with the Observatory and be embedded within the wider ecology of users 
(for example: other specialist Forums, and policy informing bodies such as science policy 
interfaces etc.). 

 Concluding Points 3.3.2.3

The third assessment of the Forum provided a rich insight into the development of the 
platform.  More so than the other assessments prior to this, the users were concerned with 
the processes of use (ensuring trust, moderation etc.), and also the wider positioning of the 
platform within the ecology of other Forums and policy informing bodies/institutions to 
consider its future sustainability.   

Many of these recommendations, informed by discussion with the stakeholders, ask the 
Task Force to look forward and begin deliberating on the wider issues surrounding the use, 
usefulness, and credibility of the platform.  The positive aspect of this is that the functional 
issues surrounding issues such as navigation seem to have been improved to the extent to 
which users have now been able to direct their attention and considerations to such wider 
issues. 
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4. T5.3-Assessment of Observatory 

As with the Forum, the assessment of the Observatory was undertaken through three 
iterative phases and various points in the development cycle of the online prototype tool.   

The assessments were planned according to the initial assessment template. Given the 
ongoing contingencies faced within the project (for example: partner resources, delays in 
development etc.), as is anticipated during such prolonged assessment studies, we were not 
able to adhere strictly as to the template prescribed at the start of the project.  

Table 4.1: Number, timing, partner responsible for each assessment 

Assessment 
Number 

Partner responsible Timing 

1 Chile Dec 2014 

2 TUB June 2015 

3 Fraunhofer Oct 2015 

Following each assessment, an internal report of implications was produced for the 
Observatory Task Force12.  This provision of report was coupled with a discussion with the 
Task Force verbally via Skype, so as to ensure that they were well understood. Similarly with 
the planning of each assessment study the Task Forces were consulted to discuss firstly, how 
the implications of the prior assessments had/had not been implemented; and secondly, 
what they would see as necessary for the proceeding assessment.  All procedures were 
planned in collaboration with the Task Force, in an ongoing and communicative process.   

In the following three sub-sections we provide a summary of each of the three assessments, 
and the implications of each for the development of the Observatory.  The implications 
provided were passed to the Task Force so that they could make a decision, given temporal 
and resource constraints, which of these would be feasible to implement within each 
iteration. 

4.1 Observatory Assessment 1 

 Observatory Assessment 1: Facts 4.1.1

The first assessment of the Observatory was undertaken by Universidad Chile, in the 
Advanced Centre of Mining in December 2014.  As with the assessment of the Forum, it was 
felt important to engage with and embed the views of international participants into the 
design and development of the platform at an early stage 

The assessment was undertaken through a task based usability study- allowing for quasi-
naturalistic interaction with the platform, and related focus group with the participants who 
undertook the usability study.  The six participants who took part in the assessment were 
doctoral students in the Advanced Mining Technology Center. 

The implications raised, are drawn from those which the participants through their task 
based assessments and focus groups stated were important to them.  These were passed 

                                                      
12

 The group of partners responsible for the development of the platform 
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forward and discussed with the Observatory Task Force with the recognition that it may not 
be possible to implement all the changes suggested by the participants given time and 

resource constraints, so that what will be amended is up to the discretion of the Task Force. 

Below, the key points derived through the assessment are summarised: 

 Observatory Assessment 1: Implications 4.1.2

On the whole it seemed that most were able to use the platform.  However there were 
suggestions for improvement, the participants interrelating ease of use with the appeal of 
users to access the platform. 

 The Overall Concept of the Observatory 4.1.2.1

The users did comment on the fact that they felt the Observatory was a potentially 
important tool for research and innovation, most suggesting that it was a tool that they may 
use to support their work. 

This positive attribution was conditional on certain improvements being made to the 
platform, as participants in this first assessment study recognized that the platform was at 
an early stage in its development. 

Navigation 

Most participants commented on issues surrounding their orientation to, and through the 
platform.  The following implications were suggested by us based on a consideration of such 
issues related to this that arose. 

It was recommended that perhaps a more memorable and shorter domain name would be 
more appropriate than the current name (at the time of the assessment) in the long term- to 
encourage and create a large body of users. 

In a broader sense, it was suggested that it may be important to consider mechanisms 
through which the Observatory appears high on the list of Google searches related to RRI. 

The Task Force was also asked to consider ways in which the navigation of users through the 
platform could be streamlined.  It was often described as slow- and it was suggested that 
changes to mechanisms allowing for uploading and searching for case studies to become 
more rapid or ‘straightforward’ may be important. 

Aesthetics 

Many comments from users revolved around issues that could be grouped together as those 
surrounding the overall appearance of the interface of the Observatory. 

It was suggested by us that a colour change might be necessary.  Though users did not 
delineate exactly in which manner they would like to change the colour, they did not feel 
that the current colours of the Observatory were appealing to them.  Importantly, there was 
a participant who was colour-blind; he found the site particularly problematic to view.   

In this case we suggested that since the Homepage leading to the Observatory was 
considered very appealing, then the Observatory layout may be consistent with this.  It was 
seen that this may mitigate the disturbing impact of the green on those who are colour 
blind.  Or perhaps, there could be an option on the page to allow participants to ‘turn off’ 
colour. 
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Further we raised that it may be that the Task Force considers other means by which the 
Observatory is made to appear more attractive.  The participants were vocal on the fact they 
did not find the page visually appealing, and we felt it may be that the Task Force had some 
wider considerations of how this can be accomplished- perhaps even drawing on some 
comments drawn from the first assessment of the Forum. 

Case Studies 

Participants had some issues regarding the uploaded and searchability of the case studies on 
the Observatory. 

Participants recommended that a critical mass of case studies should be uploaded to the 
Observatory.  It was recognized by them that this may have to be accomplished over time, 
but it was seen as important that the Observatory Task Force have a strategy through which 
this can be accomplished.  We suggested that this could be part of a sustainability plan. 

It seemed that allowing alternate forms of uploading case studies is important for what the 
users termed as ease of use of the Observatory.  Allowing users to upload cases in formats of 
their choice may encourage them to add cases to the platform.  On the other hand it may 
also disturb the consistency of the Observatory.  We suggested that the Task Force have 
more deliberation regarding this issue. 

The issue of incentives regarding case studies we a key point of discussion.  Though there 
may not a tangible incentive that can be offered to users for uploading case studies, we felt 
that it may be important to consider broader mechanisms that encourage incentives, 
drawing on other platforms such as Wikipedia to learn lessons. 

Information 

Users were concerned with the appearance of information on the platform and how this 
contributed to the professionalism of the platform. We suggested that it seemed necessary 
to ensure that the use of different word cases such as upper case wording, is done so 
appropriately. 

Given the complexity of RRI and associated notions, it was seen by participants as necessary 
that there is an introductory paragraph which concisely explains the purpose of the 
Observatory, as well as the notion and purpose of RRI. We recommended that these should 
be what the users initially view when arriving at the platform, so that they are clearly aware 
of what the concept of RRI refers to and are aligned to the purpose of the Observatory. 

It was felt to be important for long documents and complex information to be preceded by 
short, clear summaries. This was suggested to allow users to get an idea of issues present in 
the document and make choices regarding their manipulation of the platform thus 
facilitating their navigation, instead of having to search through large quantities of 
information. We recommended that the Task Force consider how this can be accomplished. 

In terms of information presentation, it was suggested by users that the Observatory Task 
Force may consider an entirely different, and more established form of information 
presentation (for example: the WIKI format as a possible alternative). However, given the 
complexity of altering the format of the Observatory in this way, we felt it may be more 
advisable for the Task Force to alter the layout and make the recommended information 
changes that have been suggested to the existing platform. 
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Given concern from some users we suggested that it seemed important that information 
which asks the users to suggest the nature of the country they are from be more tactfully 
worded or excluded, so as not to appear discriminatory. 

We also recommended that the information on drop down lists asking for the selection of 
country of habitation be comprehensive so as not to cause offense to any user. 

Based on user discussion we also raised the importance of any button which assists in 
searching or navigating through case studies, be visible to users.  If located lower on a page, 
out of screen view then it was outlined as important to indicate to users that there is a 
button located elsewhere on the page out of their eye line. 

It was further proposed to the Task Force that may be that that an informal mechanism such 
as a blog, to enable users to track up-to-date or updated issues regarding scientific issues 
would be a useful addition to the Observatory.  The IEEE blog was pointed to as an example 
of such a blog. 

 Concluding Points 4.1.2.2

The key points outlined show an outline of implications we suggested to the Task Force 
based on the key changes suggested by participants.  There were a number of changes 
suggested by participants, which was unsurprising given the early stage in the development 
of the platform.  Importantly, the initial assessment allowed us to incorporate the views of 
international stakeholders in the early development of the Observatory, and also draw their 
attention and awareness to the existence of this platform. 

4.2 Observatory Assessment 2 

 Observatory Assessment 2: Facts 4.2.1

The second assessment of the Observatory was conducted by Technische Universitat Berlin 
(TUB) in June 2015.  The task was shaped around an assessment of the general concept of 
the Observatory, the use of the search functionality, the contribution of a document to the 
platform, followed by the download and sharing of a document (and so this is how the 
implications are presented in the following section). 

This assessment of the Observatory was shaped according to a recommendation from the 
Commission, as well as the stage in the development of the Platform.  It was suggested by 
the Commission that other members of Go6 Projects should be given the opportunity to 
interact with the platform, and so a study was shaped based on this recommendation. 

The assessment was conducted according to the following procedure: 

All Go6 projects have been invited to participate in the Observatory Assessment. Of the six 
projects 4 managed to nominate one representative from their consortium. Apart from that 
we asked one of our practice partners from Samariterbund (Vienna) to participate as well. 
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Table 4.2: Participant details 

Project Name Email Skype TestAccount 

ResAGorA Nikolaus 
Poechhacker 

nikolaus.poechhacker@ihs.ac.at nikolaus.poechhacker TestAccount23 

Progress Stephan 
Linger 

stephan.lingner@ea-aw.de stephan_lingner TestAccount24 

Responsible 
Industry 

Alex Brem brem@mci.sdu.dk   TestAccount25 

Great Blagovesta 
Nikolova 

blag_ilieva@yahoo.com blagy.nikolova TestAccount26 

Responsibility Sigrid    TestAccount27 

The participants were sent an introductory document with a brief introduction to the 
Observatory, a description of the procedure and a description of the three tasks. They were 
given 12 days to conduct the tasks.  

An online questionnaire was been set up that the participants were asked to fill in before 8th 
of June 2015. All five participants filled in the questionnaire. 

On 8th of June 2015 there was a mandatory Skype meeting to which all participants had been 
invited to give a qualitative feedback. Only two of the five participants managed to take part 
in that Skype conference.  It was jointly decided during an Observatory Task Force meeting 
that this commentary by those that did attend this Skype meeting would suffice for the 
purpose of the assessment task. 

We now present the key implications from the second Observatory assessment: 

 Observatory Assessment 2: Implications 4.2.2

 The Overall Concept of the Observatory 4.2.2.1

The Observatory was largely seen as a useful tool in relation to RRI. When considering the 
results of the assessment, there was little objection to its concept. This is positive 
considering the participants are all drawn from Go6 projects, and have a depth of insight and 
experience with RRI and also as individuals who are interested in learning more about 
various topics and issues. 

We now go on to delineate what these suggestions were regarding the key modalities of the 
Observatory: 

 The Search Functionality 4.2.2.2

There were certain issues that we must consider surrounding the search functionality of the 
Observatory, before detailing the outcomes from the assessment.  

Firstly, during the time of the second assessment the Observatory had not been very 
substantially populated with documents and this issue did seem to emerge in comments 
made from participants in discussion and also through the questionnaire.  Further, there was 
unanticipated technical work being conducted on the Observatory during the assessment 
period by the participants- and again this has had some impact on the participants 

mailto:nikolaus.poechhacker@ihs.ac.at
mailto:stephan.lingner@ea-aw.de
mailto:brem@mci.sdu.dk
mailto:blag_ilieva@yahoo.com
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interaction with the platform.  However this does raise an interesting issue in itself in that 
when the platform is being tested in the future, it may be that we have some form of notice 
to users so that they are aware that this is being conducted and may affect their interaction 
with the platform. 

The Search Functionality and Relevant Information 

The theme of ‘relevance’ seemed to emerge when we consider the search functionality, and 
we can consider findings in relation to this.   

There was the request for a clearer explanation of what “RRI related” means.  It was 
suggested that the Task Force may be able to insert a short explanation of this on the 
platform to clarify this: and also consider how an explanation of other terms which could 
cause confusion, be embedded within the platform. 

The issues of which search filters were relevant for the search function were important for 
some of the participants. Issues raised include: 

It was suggested that there were too many filters through which to conduct a search, in that 
there were too many filter categories and also too many filter items in each category. A 
participant suggested that it may not be that we can ‘get rid’ of categories’ but instead we 
may be able to hide filter options if they are not required, or consider some other means of 
displaying them as it was difficult to get a comprehensive overview of what the options in 
each category were.  We suggested to the Task Force that this could possibly allow the users 
to tailor their use of the platform, and increase the visibility of relevant information. 

There were some categories within the filters that were not understood as clearly as others- 
such as “stage of implementation”- the questionnaire results showed that only one of the 
five participants in the assessment used this as a filter option when searching for a case 
study.  The item “usefulness for future people” was also viewed as ambiguous.  We 
recommended that it may be important for this term to be clarified, and also for the other 
categories to be considered in regards to their understandability to a broad audience- where 
they maybe uncertainty as to what they mean, it could be that the Task Force include some 
means of explanation. 

It was suggested that there should be the ability for an “other” category as a filter option, 
which would allow for missing items to be added or new categories to be created 
interactively.  This was seen as a mechanism which may allow users to tailor their searches 
specifically, and further it may be that a mechanism can be added in order to allow users to 
suggest to the moderators/governor of the Observatory what categories they consider to be 
important, so that the platform can be developed ongoingly.  In this assessment, one 
participant did also comment on there being the addition of a “gender” option, and also the 
separation of the author surname and first name in order to enable a search through this 
way.  We suggested that the Task Force to consider whether these suggestions were seen as 
appropriate. 

The choice of relevant terms within the search function was seen as important in relation to 
understandability.  For instance as touched upon already, we recommended that it may be 
good for the Task Force to explain the term “RRI related”.  A user also pointed to terms 
encountered in the use of the platform including “ISNOTEMPTY”, “Null” and “Not Null” 
which seem oriented to a technical user. We recommended that it may be that these can be 
amended to be more relatable to a broader user base. 
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It was felt by some users that changing filter options required a large effort (since this was 
stated in the questionnaire, it is difficult to delineate specifically what was the case)- we felt 
that this may be something that the Task Force could review.  One user did suggest larger 
font to make things easier. 

Some participants were concerned with what a relevant summary of a search result could 
include. It may be that longer and more consistent summaries for and between search 
results can be included- as a participant commented on the fact that they were different and 
too short.   

In terms of the relevancy of search results- at this time the participants seemed to feel that 
it was difficult to comment on this wholly- given the stage of development and technical 
work being conducted.  However it was suggested that there be another filter following the 
conducting of a search allowing a categorization of search results (such as by document type 
for example).  In the questionnaire there were users who pointed to irrelevant results that 
were obtained in regards to their search, for example a user searching for an EU-oriented 
document was provided with a case study on India.  We suggested that this may require 
further testing of the search function by the Task Force to consider how and why this 
happened. Further, a participant suggested that the filter dialog from the first page was 
different from that on the results page, and this was confusing.  We recommended that this 
could be something the Task Force can consider remedying. 

In regards to the relevance of information presented on the index cards- there was some 
uncertainty as to whether the “useful for” category was appropriate, as one person may be a 
different stakeholder in different circumstances.  It was seen that the Task Force could either 
explain a little more what this means or steer the users in relating to the different 
categories. 

It can be seen that the main comments in regards to the search functionality were in order 
to ensure relevant, understandable and in some cases tailorable information and terms are 
used to underpin the search functionality. 

We proposed that the Task Force considers how to combat the ambiguity regarding certain 
categories and terms used- perhaps with explicit information provided on the platform- or 
some kind of question mark icon (as one participant suggested) which users can click on to 
access further clarification regarding categories and terms, so avoiding the overcrowding of 
the interface.  We further suggested that this approach may also be used to explain aspects 
of a particular procedure- as though most knew how to conduct a search; one person in the 
questionnaire stated strongly that there was not an adequate explanation of how to search 
for documents.  So there could be an overall explanation accessible via an icon, or some 
means to reduce any existing ambiguities. 

It was also commented on that the overall design of the search functionality was technically 
functional, but not aesthetically pleasing, and we felt that this may be something that the 
Task Force could consider, within current time and resourcing issues.   

Uploading Content 

As with the search functionality, the users seemed to feel in an overall sense that though 
this function was usable, that there were some changes that could be made. 
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Relevance and Uploading Content 

The theme of relevance seemed important here, in order to encompass our implications: 

There was a mixed response on the questionnaire regarding whether or not there was 
relevant information present in order for users to understand how to upload a document.  
As suggested with the search functionality- we proposed to the Task Force that there may be 
some information added to the platform which users who are unsure of how to upload a 
document can access explanation through, to avoid any such confusion. 

There was some concern regarding the relevance of each of the categories used to establish 
the nature of a document that is being uploaded.  It was seen that it difficult to determine 
the different between each of the categories included: for example a user pointed to the 
difficulty in understanding what the difference between a conceptual document and 
guidelines was.  In order to deal with this we felt that the Task Force may wish to consider 
how explanation to clarify these differences can be added to the platform. Another user also 
mentioned that the category of “presentations” might be relevant for users to upload. 

A user also commented on the fact that it was difficult to choose just one category 
demarcating the nature of the institution to which he or she belonged- we recommended 
that this may perhaps be combatted by allowing users to select more than one category, 
framing this as the “best” choice, or allowing an “other” category.  

There were some elements of the case study uploading template which users did not 
understand- for instance- there was some concern over determining what “level of 
experience” means and how one should decide what their level of experience is. In relation 
to this there was some concern that the “level of experience” may be used to judge 
contributions of users and perhaps have implications for determining the value of 
contributions. Again as with other less clear elements of the interface, we suggested that 
some mechanism of explanation regarding this may be important.  Similarly, another 
participant did not understand why the participant title was important as part of the 
template- it may be that this can enable the identification of the gender of a participant 
where it is not clear or such like.  We felt that it would be important for the Task Force to 
decide whether this is relevant or not, in order to either include or remove it from the 
template.   

In terms of adding to the template- one participant felt a relevant piece of information to 
include would be “gender”. 

It was felt that privacy was a relevant and important issue- and one user asked whether a 
moderator would be involved- this may be more clearly demarcated on the platform. 

It was felt that the template might be more geared towards a technical user. For example 
the html file format may be more understandable and usable to users of a certain technical 
competence rather than all users- we strongly suggested that it may be important for the 
design of the interface to reflect its use by less “tech savvy” individuals.  It was further felt 
that the template could be shortened- and made more intuitive- and less technical- however 
we lack information regarding how exactly the user intended for this to be completed. 

In regards to tailoring the template for individual user needs- it was seen that some users 
felt this could be accomplished, and others felt that this could not- so we proposed that may 
be a case of considering whether and how it is desirable for a template to be tailored.  There 
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was concern that there could only be one RRI issue related to their template- as one user felt 
that content could relate to more than one issue. 

In general concerns seemed to surround the design of the template in that it is currently too 
technically oriented, and could be made less “tech savvy”.  We felt that this necessitated a 
(re)consideration of terms used through the uploading procedure to ensure they are widely 
understood and not overly technical.  

As with the search function we suggested that it may be important to clearly explain terms 
where necessary- or find some mechanism like a question mark icon suggested by a 
participant in regard to the search functionality- where more information can be accessed. 
Furthermore we proposed that the Task Force may wish to consider how aesthetically the 
interface can be made to appear more user friendly- again drawing on feedback received 
from the assessment of the Forum. 

We felt that it was up to the Task Force to consider which information and categories are 
relevant for users to provide in their contributions given the concerns of the participants, 
and then continue excluding or including them. 

In regards to the ease of correcting errors whilst contributing to a template- the participants 
all stated that they were undecided whether this was easy or not- we felt that it may be 
worth the Task Force considering this for themselves, to ensure changes can be made when 
required. 

Similar to the search function the concerns of the users surrounded the understandability of 
information available to them on the platform, and understandability regarding the 
information they should contribute to the platform.  

 Downloading and Sharing a Document 4.2.2.3

There were some concerns regarding downloading and sharing the documents on the 
Observatory. It was clear that the users regarded their capacity to do this as an important 
function of the platform.  It is also important to mention, as with the sharing function, at this 
stage there was still testing of the platform occurring and so difficulty in accessing all 
documents.  This can as in the sharing instance give us information regarding how testing or 
site maintenance can be made visible to users and the importance of this.  It is also 
important to note that the system is in its early stages of development and so not 
substantially populated with articles. 

As with the search functionality and the contribution of documents, it seemed that many of 
the users concerns regarding the downloading of and sharing of a document, centred 
around the availability of relevant information and features. 

 Relevance and the Download and Sharing of a Document 4.2.2.4

In relation to the availability of relevant information in regard to downloading a document- 
most questionnaire participants were happy with what they could access and their 
knowledge of how to undertake this process. One participant however was in strong 
disagreement, so we suggested that it may be that the Task Force wishes to review the 
process to ensure that it is clear how to download and share a document.  Additionally, 
though most could undertake the process, they still appeared to feel that the effort to 
understand and download documents was too large- so it was seen that the Task Force 
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could perhaps consider how this process can be refined (perhaps in relation to the 
comments below) 

The users seemed to feel that there were a wide range of social media platforms which were 
relevant to the sharing of the documents, but not included on the platform- including 
Twitter, Research Gate, and Google Scholar.  It was a concern that one of the buttons for 
sharing currently available just led to the Facebook account of the project- thought this is 
invariably as the platform is still in its prototype form. It was suggested that the Task Force 
could incorporate a wider range of social media platforms- perhaps providing an area for 
users to feedback any which they deem necessary to be included. 

In regard to being able to download a document some commented on the fact that they 
were unable to in the initial instance actually locate the relevant button to download a 
document- so we suggested that it seems important that this is made clearer, preventing 
users from having to search for it.   

 Concluding Points 4.2.2.5

It could be seen from the assessment that the participants seemed to understand the need 
for each of the different functions that were assessed, and the idea of an Observatory in 
general. 

The main comments seemed to emerge in relation to ensuring that the information on the 
platform was relevant to the different modalities- relevant in the sense that it should be 
available and understandable to the users in order to facilitate their interaction with the 
platform.  It seemed important for there to be a function available where users can access 
information regarding how to undertake different procedures and also what the different 
terms used, and categories mean and why all of these aspects are present on the platform. 

The points raised were suggestions made by the participants in the study, and these were 
passed to the Task Force to decide which of these are relevant to follow, given the various 
constraints they face in designing the platform, before the final assessment later on in the 
year. 

4.3 Observatory Assessment 3 

 Observatory Assessment 3: Facts 4.3.1

The third Forum assessment was conducted at Fraunhofer IPK, Berlin. 

There were two parts to this assessment, as with the established process, decided in 
collaboration with the Observatory Task Force.  It was felt appropriate to conduct an internal 
usability review of the platform, to scrutinise its functionality according to the dialogue 
principles proposed by ISO 9241/ Ergonomics of human-system interaction (part 110).  
These dimensions (the conceptualisation of these is included in greater detail within the 
results report below) included (these are explained in more detail in the report itself): 

 Suitability for the Task 

 Self-Descriptiveness 

 Controllability 

 Error Tolerance 

 Conformity with User Expectations 
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 Suitability of Individualisation 

 Suitability of Learning 

 The second part of the assessment was initially planned to be embedded within a workshop 
at Fraunhofer IPK.  However, unforeseen circumstances determined that this could not be 
the case, and an alternate plan was organised in a short time frame13.  Instead, a task based 
user study was organised with three students working within the domains of Computational 
Engineering Science, Computer Science and Production Engineering.    This was a slight 
deviation from the preference for pairs of participants, however it was by no means a 
disadvantage as some insightful and valuable feedback was received from the study and also 
the focus group following this.  

The outcome of the assessment was presented to the Observatory Task Force in two forms: 
the first, an internal assessment report (4.3.1), and the second an outline of implications 
drawn from the focus group (4.3.2). 

 Observatory Assessment 3: Special Report 4.3.2

We begin by presenting the internal assessment report that was produced in relation to the 
first part of the third assessment: in the form that it was presented to the Task Force. 

Usability Review of the Platform www.Observatory-rri.info (Observatory only) 

The following observations can be read as a problem report, in order to give hints on how to 
improve the platforms’ usability under ongoing development. The assessment of usability 
has been compiled with respect to the dialogue principles proposed by ISO 9241/ 
Ergonomics of human-system interaction (Part 110). These are:  

1. Suitability for the Task  

2. Self-descriptiveness 

3. Controllability 

4. Error Tolerance 

5. Conformity with User Expectations 

6. Suitability of Individualization 

7. Suitability of Learning 

The criteria were applied to the platforms’ Observatory (OBS) only, yet the overall linkage 
between the Observatory and other parts has been taken into account, where essential. 
Generally this review aims to provide an overview and does not claim to be complete.    

Note: Dialogue principles are not highly selective, which implicates that failing to fulfil one 
principle might affect other principles as well (e.g. an overall clear navigation structure is 
important in order to guarantee the users’ controllability, but it also affects the self-
descriptiveness of the page in general). In this case deficiencies won’t be repeated. 

 

                                                      
13

 The time frame was limited in order to allow for the Observatory Task Force to receive the results of the 
assessment in a timely manner. 

http://www.observatory-rri.info/
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Table 4.3: Suitability for the task 

Definition:  
„A dialogue is suitable for the task when it supports the user in the effective and efficient completion 
of the task.” (ISO 9241 Part 110 (2006)) 

Applicability:  
Functioning of the OBS according to: 
research and utilize RRI-related material (search and refine) 
contribute (upload and comment) 

General Impression :  
With the Observatory the platform aims to provide different types of user with a wide range of RRI-
related material and to encourage the users to contribute by adding own material to the Observatory. 
Although the platform is under construction, these tasks can be generally conducted flawlessly and the 
system reacts in due course. 
Beside small functional problems (see below), the effectiveness of searching content is affected by 
choice, amount and clarity of search categories. Whether the OBS is suitable for the task depends on 
different user types. Researchers might miss functions corresponding to typical literature work (see 
below). Laypeople might not find content efficiently, as selecting the right category and refining the 
search might be difficult (see also self-descriptiveness). With regard to uploaded content it should be 
considered how to guarantee safety and permission of uploaded content.  

Shortcomings:  

Finding Content 

[Related Functions]  
The relation between “refining content” and 
“advanced search” is irritating. Why making a 
difference with regard to functions and 
appearance? 

 

[Advanced Search] 
Clicking each option separately is a lot effort. At 
the current stage, the advanced search offers 
too much options and therefore needs a lot 
time.  

 

[Refining Content] 
At this stage the detailed refinement (IS/IS NOT) 
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is not suitable, as it is not possible to handle 
categories of one type differently. E.g. to search 
for “Energy” but not “Education”. Generally it 
might be considered to skip/hide this option 
here ( see individualisation)  

[Research Functions] 
Typical functions of literature work are missing 
( see conformity with user expectations) 
No option to export the content in a form that 
can be cited 
Search by author & date; type of document 
(article, book; legal text); editors 

 

[Bookmarks] 
Sometimes the option to bookmark was not 
shown (however logged in)  

 
 

 
 
 

Contribute 

[Uploads] 
Generally no problems up/downloading files 
How to guarantee that uploaded content: 
is free from computer viruses? 
has a legal status of the documents? (Permission 
to share; upload…?) 

 

[Document Names] 
Would be great, if users were encouraged to 
choose meaningful document names  
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[Preview] 
Preview wasn’t working at during the test.  

 

Table 4.4: Self-Descriptiveness assessment 

Definition: „A dialogue is self-descriptive when each dialogue step is immediately comprehensible 
through feedback from the system or is explained to the user on request.” (ISO 9241 Part 110 (2006)) 

Applied according to:  
comprehensibility of terms and headlines 
display and readability of content/ appearance 
consistency of content 
ordering principles 

General Impression :  
The self-descriptiveness is casually impeded by terms, headlines or categories that seemed to be arisen 
in a wider context. To an outstanding user it can be difficult to understand which category a document 
belongs to. Sometimes terms and headlines aren’t obvious, these also contain small inconsistencies. In 
order to enhance self-descriptiveness the overall appearance could be improved. 

Shortcomings: 

Terms and Headlines (exemplary) 

[Search Categories] 
Some categories aren’t precise “general activities”/ 
“future people” 

 

[Search Categories] 
Meaning of “Basic page” isn’t obvious 

 

[Search Categories] 
Abbreviations should be avoided  
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[Uploading content] 
“link title” ≠(document) title, so it’s better to 
headline it as “link title” and maybe adding a short 
hint to the user that this is way the link will be 
displayed  

Inconsistencies (exemplary) 

[Terms and Headlines] 
Small inconsistencies influence self-descriptiveness 
( learnability):  (&/and) (Submit/Add) 
(Report/Reports) 

 

  

 

Categorization and Ordering Structure 

[Menu: RRI Guidelines] 
Meaning and distinction between menu categories 
isn’t always selective (e.g.: “Training Material” vs. 
“Media Training”) (“Assessment Guideline” vs. 
“Review Process Guideline”); 
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[Refining Content] 
Order of refinement options should follow the 
order of the navigation bar 

 

[Refining Content] 
The option “other” isn’t necessary when searching 
for content (however useful when adding content) 
If offered, it should be at the end of the list. 
Readability is impeded by the appearance of longer 
terms and the large amount of categories ( 
learnability) 

 

Display of Content and Appearance (exemplary) 

[List Results /readability] 
An option to show the abstract on demand, would 
improve readability ( Individualization) 
Results are sorted by date, but it isn’t obvious in 
the first place; The assortment logic should be 
mentioned above the results ( Individualization)  
Type of document (book; article …) should be 
recognisable 

 

[Display of Categories] 
Readability is influenced by design 
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[Display of text] 
Spacings/Margin should indicate clearly where a 
text belongs to 

 

Table 4.5: Controllability assessment 

Definition: „A dialogue is controllable when the user is able to initiate and control the direction and 
pace of interaction until the point at which the goal has been met.” (ISO 9241 Part 110 (2006)) 

Applied according to:  
orientation in relation to other parts of the platform 
navigation inside the OBS 
controllability over uploaded content 

General impression:  
With regard to users’ own content the OBS generally fulfil the demand of controllability and supports 
the user by providing functions to preview and delete content (uploads; bookmarks; comments 
(preview only)). Regarding orientation and directions paths the platform evokes confusion at some 
levels. On the one hand, there is a separation between Observatory and other parts of the platform, on 
the other hand, these areas are analytically linked to each other. A first-time user of the OBS might 
gain the impression not to be fully in charge of the direction, as he is guided from the OBS to other 
areas of the platform rather quickly and without realising.  

Shortcomings: 

Orientation (in relation to other parts of the platform) 

[Home] 
Areas aren’t separated consistently  

 

[Direction Path] 
Click on Observatory (Home)  leads to OBSs 
1st page  search “RRI”  guides to results 
(from all parts platform) and a  navigation bar 
on the left, which suddenly breaks the 
impression of discovering the Observatory: user 
might feel guided to the Forum, after he 
decided in the first place to step into an 
“Observatory”  

 
 

 
 



  
 

D5.2 Assessment Report 50/63  RESPONSIBILITY-321489 

 

[Direction Path] 
Advanced Search mixes OBS and Forum  

 
 

 

[Left navigation bar]:  
After the user decided to enter the 
Observatory, he might expect that all the bullet 
points are part of it (Similarly, after entering 
the section “My account” the user might expect 
that ‘content’ refers to content which has been 
added by him) 
Order and separation of the different bullet 
points isn’t handled consistently to the 
platforms’ overall structure : it highlights areas 
of different levels in the same way; 
“Content” is actually part of the “Observatory” 
/ “My bookmarks” belongs to “My account” / 
Contact and Report abuse should be near to 
each other … 
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Navigation (inside the OBS) 

[Path display] 
Path isn’t indicated correctly: Inconsistencies 
between the content that has been chosen and 
the horizontal navigation bar which follows  

 

 

Controllability over contributed Content 

[Providing comments] 
When preparing a comment, a button to cancel 
would be nice (an option to change owns mind 
can help to overcome barriers and encourage 
users to comment) 

 

[Comments] 
An option to fully delete one’s own comments 
could be considered, at least until they weren’t 
re-comment (up until now they can be edited 
only) 

 

Table 4.6: Conformity with user expectations assessment 

Definition: „A dialogue conforms the user expectations when it is consistent and corresponds to the 
user characteristics, such as task knowledge, education, experience, and to commonly accepted 
conventions.“ (ISO 9241 Part 110 (2006)) 

Applied according to: 
Functionality and Handling 

General impression:  
The system generally conforms to user expectations. At current stage of implementation some 
violations against visual design principles (see self-descriptiveness) evoke irritation, yet these do not 
interfere the overall handling gravely.  
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Shortcomings:  

Functionality and Handling 

[Home] 
Option to click on the animations in the beginning 
could be expected, because it often works at other 
platforms 

 

[List results] 
User from research could expect the Observatory 
to behave as research database, but the ordering 
structure does not correspond to famous example 
(e.g. Web of Science) type of document; author; 
date… (  Suitability fr the task) 

 

[Choosing categories] 
The option to choose more than one category, 
might not be familiar to all users (however can be 
understood thanks to the cancelling cross) 

 

[Use of buttons] 
Button isn’t indicated as such, because the amount 
of text is too long and the overall appearance 
correspond to the headline (simply 
“change”/”edit” would be more familiar)  

 

Table 4.7: Error tolerance assessment 

Definition: „A dialogue is error tolerant if, despite evident errors in input, the intended result may be 
achieved with either no or minimal corrective action by the user.” (ISO 9241 Part 110 (2006)) 

Applied according to: 
Reactions of the system to errors 
Error messages 

General impression:  
Error tolerance had to be tested with reservations, regarding that up until the test the platform wasn’t 
fully functional.  Generally not many errors could be initiated. Deviances in handlings of the systems are 
usually answered with suitable error messages. Small improvements would be desirable.   
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Shortcomings:  

Forgiveness of the System 

[Handling menu/ RRI Guideline] 
Long menu makes it hard to click the lowest. Menu 
vanishes completely when being too much left/right 
Same when trying to reach diagonally the item 
“Technology assessment” from RRI Report  

 

Error Messages 

[Refining content] 
Preciseness of error messages: When trying to add 
“Gender” as a refining category, the error indicates 
that “no results” match”, which refers to the given 
categories not to the results of content   

 

[Home] 

Page is partly under construction:  “The requested 
page "/?q=indexcard" could not be found.” 

 

Table 4.8: Suitability for Individualization 

Definition: „A dialogue is capable of individualization when the interface software can be modified to 
suit the task needs, individual preferences, and skills of the user.” (ISO 9241 Part 110 (2006)) 

Applied according to: 
options to adapt search and display of content 
options to adapt uploaded content 
options to adapt user-specific content 
appropriateness of the amount of options 

General impression:  
The OBS provide several options of individualization. Those options related to the search and 
refinement of content might be rather overwhelming to first-time users and it should be considered to 
place them more discretely in the background. However regarding the display and ordering of content, 
options to individualise might be missed (especially with regard to literature work ( suitability for the 
task).  
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Shortcomings:  

Options to in individualize Search and Display 

[List results] 
Would be nice, if different options could be provided 
to the user like: sort by date; sort by authors; sort by 
title and the option to change form newest to 
oldest…). Doing so, the user would stays in charge of 
his search (  controllability) 

 

[Refinement of content] 
However options to categorise are very important 
when uploading (and tagging) content, these can be 
overwhelming when refining and searching (and 
might lead to frustrating search results.) It should be 
considered to handle search and upload separately 
and reduce the amount of categories or place them 
in a more background function with regard to search 
and refinement. If not, a hint could be added to the 
error message that a reduction of search results 
might lead to better results.  
Is/Is not: Detailed refining is described very 
technical. At this stage it should be considered to 
skip the option, as to much individualisation here 
might cause bad search results. And it does not work 
appropriately ( suitability for the task) 

 

 

 

Options to individualize Categorization 

[Uploading content] 
Option to fill in own categories has been skipped? 
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[Uploading content] 
A study might address more than one stage of 
implementation   

Options to adapt the Platform with regard to Personel Preferences 

[CAPTCHA] 
An option to change the CAPTCHA would be nice, as 
for some users specific CAPTCHAs can be hard to 
read (due to colours or form; also users might want 
to change instead of guessing the capitals z/Z) 

 

[Bookmarks] 
“My Bookmarks” can be seen in a general overview 
and in a detailed table.  
Ideally the user could individualise the order in the 
table and have a consistent display in the overview.  
Saving-order could be expected additionally (latest 
bookmark) ( suitability for the task; conformity 
with user expectations)   

 

Table 4.9: Suitability for learning 

Definition: „A dialogue is suitable for learning when it supports and guides the user in learning to use 
the system.“ (ISO 9241 Part 110 (2006)) 

Applied according to:  
structure and ordering principles 
help and explanations 

Overall Impression :  
Learnability of the OBS is affected by shortcomings of self-descriptiveness, the navigation structure and 
the amount of functions and categories (see above). Beside this, the options to use the OBS are 
manageable and clear to understand. The user is supported with explanations and help pages are 
provided, when needed.  The appearance of help and explanations could be more discrete and clearly.  
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Shortcomings: 

Categorization 

[Menu: RRI Guidelines] 
Menu point contains many items, ideally it 
shouldn’t be more than 7 (can be more, if 
presented appealingly). However here it 
should be considered if another root 
category is useful? (e.g. practical material; 
training materials…?) 

 

[Uploading] 
Uploading content takes a while, due to 
many options of categorization, but also 
because some are missing ( 
individualisation). To a first-time user it is not 
easy to understand how to classify the 
content with respect to given categories. 

 

Orientation 

[Navigation] 
Navigation structure makes it difficult to 
orientate and impedes a quick 
understanding. ( controllability) 

 

Help and Explanations 

[Explanations] 
Explanation pages suffer under the amount 
and arrangement of text ( self-
descriptiveness). Therefore help might 
provoke confusion as well. A more elegant 
solution would be a symbol (question 
mark…) explaining with mouse-over or click.  

[HTML Explanation] 
HTML explanation is very helpful, but starts 
with some technical explanations, which are 
more difficult to understand. Could be 
considered to explain the handling of token 
with a “you type”/”you get” table as well…   

 

 Observatory Assessment 3: Implications 4.3.3

The second part of the assessment was based on user study conducted within the 
institution.  Here we go on to present the key implications derived from this. 
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 Overall Concept of the Observatory 4.3.3.1

The overall concept of the Observatory was responded to in a largely positive manner. One 
participant was particularly keen, feeling that case studies could be particularly good to 
allow other researchers to learn lessons regarding what constitutes good practice in projects 
of a similar nature.  It was felt important that it would allow for the discovery of new content 
and perspectives. It was also felt that through the consideration of case studies, researchers 
may also be able to consider where there are gaps and how to improve on practice.  This 
was conditional on some of the improvements to functionality suggested by the participants, 
which are detailed as we move on through this discussion.   

It was felt that the Observatory could have a role like a NGO- an accessibility point for 
people who care about these issues.  The framing of the overall use of the Observatory 
seemed to point to some more fundamental and systemic issues for RRI, rather than the 
Observatory in itself. There was one participant who raised some problematic 
considerations- he felt that the notion of RRI may impede on scientific research (thus 
perhaps alluding to the traditional moral division of labour attribution to science and its 
relative responsibility to society). This draws on some long-standing and ingrained views of 
the relationship between science and society, which may have to be reshaped in order for 
the relevance of RRI as relevant and integral of across research and innovation to be 
established. 

The participants suggested some improvements that can be made to the development of 
the platform, which we now detail. 

Information Presentation 

There were some comments regarding information presentation.  It was felt that in some 
areas there was over explanation of a feature.  For example, it was felt that the FAQ would 
not necessarily need explanation regarding its role as this was intuitively understandable. 
We suggested that the Task Force consider where information is considered vital to be 
present immediately, and where users can be allowed to access further information that 
they so require- as to prevent overcrowding of the platform. 

Information Filtering 

It was seen that there was over filtering on the platform, participants commenting on 
confusion regarding the number of filtering options available to them. In particular there 
was confusion over the difference between “RRI Issue” and “domain/field” is, and what 
categories such as “future people” mean.  Importantly, and conversely there was no region 
country filter for Germany- we suggested that the Task Force should ensure that there is 
completeness in this regard, as to ensure a fully inclusive information repository. It was seen 
that that the Task Force could clearly mark where information regarding the meaning of 
filters can be located, or find an information logo allowing users an understanding of 
different category meanings should they need this.  Providing a logo or link to do this, allows 
the platform to be tailorable for different user needs and experiences in relation to the 
platform, without overloading the main body of the platform with information. 

Conceptualisation of Users 

There was confusion regarding the conceptualisation of beginner and experiences users.  It 
was felt that in addition to there not being a clear explanation of what determined this 
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classification, the conceptualisation a user may determine as appropriate to his or herself 
would largely be based on a subjective judgement regarding the level of expertise- and this 
may vary between fields.  Related to this there was concern surrounding how the credibility 
of users is determined, and how this was checked.  Similarly there was concern of how one 
would determine whether practice was good or bad, as this may be a subjective 
consideration.  

We suggested that it seems that in order to deal with this issue there may be some 
requirement for the moderator of the platform to verify users as they register for use of the 
platform, and then the consideration of contributions to the page. We recommend that the 
Task Force can use these perspectives of the user in order to clarify the role of the 
moderator- in conjunction with the issues raised by users in relation to the assessment of 
the Forum. 

Search Results 

In regard to the filtering of results the users wished for more filtering options such as sorting 
results by publication date of the content. At present there was only the ability to sort 
results based on the uploading of the content to the platform. 

In regard to the provision of related to results, the users did not feel that some of the results 
presented to them were relevant.  It was felt that the search tags should be exactly those 
which were included in the initial search filter, rather than the addition of tags related to the 
initial search tags.  Additionally they felt that the addition of tags to the summary of results 
would be useful for users to skim through results, instead of having to click in and out  of 
abstracts to decipher whether content is relevant to them.  

We suggested to the Task Force that these concerns from users seem to point to the further 
development of the search function in relation to the presentation of search results, and the 
dissemination of the related items search results.   

Comment Function 

The ability to comment on content was responded to positively as an interactive element of 
the platform. However participants were concerned that there was no delete button. It was 
felt that it should be much easier to undertake- akin to social network sites such as 
Facebook.  The participants particularly did not like the fact that they had to go through a 
capture process in order to comment despite being signed in.  

It was seen that the issue of user verification and protection against bots should be dealt 
with an initial log in, when the user is locked in they did not need to be questioned.  We 
suggested that this may be a consideration that the Task Force wishes to embed into the use 
of the platform. 

Another issue in relation to the provision of comments, is that it was not possible for users 
to identify who was responsible for commenting to content.  It was felt that a link to the 
person commenting was important to the users to firstly determine the credibility of the 
content, and following this, determine whether they would like to pursue a further 
conversation with the commenter.  It was seen as important to allowing for relationship and 
community building on the platform. 
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Preview Button 

The users commented on issues with the preview button: their expectations in regard to its 
functionality were not met.  Instead of providing a preview of information as it would be 
presented on the platform, users were provided with information on the same page as the 
input it on.  

We recommended that: it may be the Task Force allows for users to see their content in 
preview, as it would appear on the platform, so as to meet their expectations of use. 

The Menu 

Users commented that it may be better to position the menus on the left hand side as there 
are more intuitive and commonly used as positioning. As well as this, at times there was a 
placeholder for menus but no menu embedded within these.  They felt having a menu that 
was consistent through the site was important (similar to the Forum), so that for example, 
users have the option of uploading content wherever they are currently located in their use 
of the platform. 

The comments regarding the menu are important as it is an essential component of user 
navigation through the platform as a whole.  We proposed that the Task Force could 
consider how the appearance and placement of the menu may be consistent through the 
platform, and also explore where the placement of menus is commonly held on other more 
established web platforms.  If this is, as the users suggest, on the left hand side of pages, 
than it was felt that the Task Force may be able to emulate this positioning so as to make 
navigation through the Observatory more intuitive. 

 Uploading Content 4.3.3.2

Accessibility 

There was concern that the files uploaded to the platform would be made public to 
everyone- if they could be uploaded in pdf than this would be fine.  However if there were 
internal documents which needed a hyperlinked connection- then they would open within 
the website and not as an individual document- this was a concern if documents costed 
money to download elsewhere.  It was felt that this was an important issue for the Task 
Force to address, as the sustainability of the platform is considered. 

Reputation score 

The presence of a reputation score on the site was a large point of contention for the users. 
The participants responded to this negatively, questioned the reasoning for the attribution 
of such scores, and did not really correlate this to a professional site. It was felt that the 
prominence of the score may engender values and conditions such as pressure, competition 
and gamification. 

The need for some demarcation of credibility was understood by users (as with issues 
regarding the identification of commenters). However, given responses of participants, it is 
felt that the use of a reputation score is perhaps not the best way in which to accomplish 
such credibility.  This is especially if the reasoning underpinning such credibility markers is 
based on how much a user contributes/comments etc., as this may not necessarily reflect 
the quality of those contributions, and thus mark a false attribution of credibility.   
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We suggested that it may be that the credibility of a user can be assessed and verified upon 
registration to the platform, with key information indicators such as profession being 
available for other users to view.  However we recognise that this is a hugely difficult issue to 
deal with, and one that may be ongoingly considered as the platform is rolled out in 
practice. 

Entirely New Additions  

The users did suggest some potential suggestions for entirely new additions to the platform.  
The simpler of these was to more clearly mark where the users could contact those 
responsible for running the platform.  As with the daily operation of the Observatory, such 
contact information may (as will be discussed in the conclusion of the deliverable) provide a 
valuable feedback loop for the ongoing development of the platform. 

It was also suggested that an activity field on the first page of the Observatory allowing 
users to subscribe to topics and track desired content would be beneficial (akin to sites such 
as Research Gate and Science Direct).  Such information, it was seen would facilitate 
navigation through the page and allow users to tailor their visits to the site.  It was suggested 
that such an activity field could be on the user profile page- as there was nothing inside 
except the reputation score- or on the page following entry to the Observatory where there 
is only a small introduction currently present. 

The suggestions from the users regarding new additions to the platform both seem to be 
important suggestions for the future development of the platform, and importantly for the 
building of a community of regular users to the site.  It may be that the Task Force considers 
how such additions could feasibly be made at present, or to keep them as options for future 
development beyond the project.  For example- adding contact details or activity fields may 
be something to include in a sustainability plan. 

 Concluding Points 4.3.3.3

Both the internal assessment of the platform and the task based user study and associated 
focus group, have provided important insight into the development of the platform. At this 
stage in the project it was recognised that not all of the changes would be feasible to 
embed, given the upcoming completion of the project.  However, it is suggested that such 
implications are kept to the fore and made an integral part of a future sustainability plan.   In 
this assessment, particularly with regard to the perspectives of the users, we can see that 
underlying issues concern how moderation of the site could be practically accomplished, and 
also how a community of users could be built to encourage regular use of the platform.  This 
is something we go on to discuss further in the final part of the deliverable. 
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5. Conclusion 

The assessments undertaken through WP5 considered, in an iterative and participatory 
approach, the perspectives of potential users to whom the three tools of RESPONSIBILITY 
relate to and/or that they may use. 

This deliverable has presented an outline of some of the rich outcomes and implications 
which were determined through considering the insights of these potential users.  The 
implications drawn from their experiences and related thoughts and perspectives of the 
tools, outlined here, were discussed at each relevant stage of the project in more detail with 
each relevant Task Force.  This oral deliberation was a hugely important part of the iterative 
development of the platforms, allowing for a great deal of sensitivity to the user concerns 
and also a synthesis between this Workpackage and the other relevant tasks of the project. 
At times, members of both Task Forces would be present to discuss and negotiate the on-
going development of the platform: according to the user implications, other relevant tasks 
of RESPONSIBILITY, and time and resource constraints, as well as the issues that were being 
experienced by the project at the particular time of an assessment. These implications raised 
through WP5 have played a part, alongside other tasks within the project, of allowing the 
Task Force to develop a platform that is sensitive to user needs. 

For the Observatory and Forum in particular, we can see that, though there are raised 
implications which relate to specific functionalities of each platform, there are some 
commonalities which are important to appreciate and consider.  For example, the 
accessibility of language for a multi-stakeholder user base is seen as hugely important (in 
terms of non-native English speakers as well as non-technical users), as is the aesthetic 
design of the interfaces- that are oriented towards clarity and the appropriate and tailorable 
presentation of information.  What became clear through the iterative development is the 
level of detail and insight that was revealed, through allowing users to access and share their 
thoughts on prototype platforms.  It was often the case, that users revealed issues which 
seem obvious retrospectively, but yet were unanticipated by Task Forces during 
development, given the large-scale and complexity of the technical development tasks 
involved.  The user studies allowed as far as possible at this stage of development for 
functional issues to be considered and dealt with, and then as we reached the later 
assessments, for more emphasis on sustainability issues to be deliberated.  What was also 
an important, emergent issue is that it is difficult and indeed complex to develop a platform 
which satisfies in one form, the needs of every user.  Hence, it was important for the Task 
Force to deliberate and discriminate on which issues they would take into consideration and 
embed into the ongoing development of the platform, and also to develop means by which 
elements of the platform could be tailorable to different user needs. 

The nature of this assessment also, as touched upon in the introduction of the deliverable, 
presented a methodological challenge in allowing a globally distributed assessment study to 
take place.  Such distribution was seen as absolutely necessary given the global nature and 
outreach that is the intention of the responsibility project.  However, it also meant that the 
expertise, resource constraints and preferences of participating assessors was variable and 
had to be managed carefully in order to ensure as far as possible, coherence of and between 
the different assessment studies in relation to each tool.  This was further complicated by 
the issues arising within the project at particular times which necessitated a divergence from 
the pre-planned assessment template and at times, the preferred methods which were 
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discussed and produced at the start of the project.  Regardless of these complexities, the 
communication with the relevant Task Forces, either individually or together, meant that the 
impact of such issues on the implications drawn from such assessments was mitigated.   

Importantly now, the assessment of the platform will move into the practical realm- the use 
by users in practice should the platforms be sustained further.  For the Observatory and 
Forum, what is seen as important within a sustainability plan, is for an ongoing feedback 
loop to be maintained between the users of the platform and the developers/owning 
partners or institutions, in order for the platform to remain sensitive to user needs.  Such a 
feedback mechanism can play a part in maintaining the sustainability of the platforms, as 
they will develop and evolve along with user requirements and concerns that may not have 
been possible to render visible in the development phases of the RESPONSIBILITY.  It is often 
recognised during technology development, that a tool is never ‘complete’ per se, and for 
such global, multi-stakeholder tools as developed within RESPONSIBILITY, this issue is quite 
complicated: as there is the need to address the diverse perspectives of a potentially world-
wide user base which can, given different cultural, political and societal aspects, be hugely 
variable.   

It will be important now for the sustainability of the platforms, to carefully consider issues 
such as moderation, ownership, community development and the future trajectory of 
development of the platforms individually and interrelated to one another.  As of yet, the 
platforms are largely- aside from connections such as related content disparate from one 
another.  So it may be the case that as well as considering broader issues surrounding the 
sustainability of these tools, more fine considerations in relation to related functionalities of 
the platforms will need to be considered.   

The nature of these platforms is such, that as RRI develops, and the user base of the 
platform grows and evolves, than they themselves will continually have to be assessed: in 
order to build and sustain a community of stakeholders who can come together at a global 
level to discuss, raise awareness of, and continue to diffuse the importance of RRI.  It seems 
that if long as the platforms (indeed as principles of RRI itself suggest) remain responsive and 
inclusive, then they may potentially be able meet changing demands of the ecology within 
which they are positioned: to possibly, over time, become important components in relation 
to encouraging the awareness and integration of RRI into research and innovation processes 
and products across the world.   
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