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1. Activities and progress made during reporting period

To enable readers to follow this report, please find below the summary of the four sub-project structure together with a brief outline of the state of progress. Please note that the project start was delayed. Project activities started in January 2005 (not September 2004) and will conclude in December 2007. We are currently in the process of applying for the necessary extension. At the point of reporting we are only 21 months into the project (not 24 months). 

Whilst a project plan exists within the original proposal, the actual work programme has had to be re-constituted to take into account the constraints of the delayed start date. Below is an outline of the project components, fleshed out to give a more accurate picture of the kind of work that is involved. Rather than accounting for the project progress in the grid format, we chose a narrative approach. As we have basically had to re-think and re-design the project from scratch the grid simply does not allow sufficient space for the type of explanations that are needed. 

Project A (country visits) investigates educational practices in the biggest sending countries of international graduate students in business and management studies (i.e. China, Greece and India). The aim is not to judge practices in these countries as either good or bad, but as a basis to understand where and why students may be experiencing difficulties as they are adapting to British academia. Country visits entail interviews and focus groups primarily with students and lecturers, but also with British Council staff and others involved in preparing students for their studies in the UK. 

Progress: to date country all country visits to Greece (2) and India (1) have been concluded. In September 2006 two members of the team conducted a visit to China (Guangzhou). This will be followed by the final trip to be conducted in October / November 2006. We envisage that the data from Project A will be analysed and processed by January 2007. The outcomes of Project A have by far exceeded our expectations for the data is rich, varied and fascinating. There is little material available about international students’ academic backgrounds and whenever we present our findings, audiences are asking for more. The challenge here is to distil our findings into user-friendly resources and to package them in such a way that these can be used without being mediated by a member of the team (see project D).   

Project B (UK fieldwork / the writing project) consists of research with new international students. We seek to consider and shadow their experiences from their arrival onwards. The primary focus of this research is to follow cohorts in Lancaster and London closely to gain a better understanding of how students write and look carefully at the role and use of electronic sources. This research also attends to the induction practices in the different institutions and how plagiarism policies and guidelines are actually understood by the students.    

Progress: We ran (and will continue to run) a questionnaire with all new students about their prior educational experiences. We have followed the induction process and academic year carefully across the two institutions. We have conducted periodic focus groups (1st term, 2nd term) and interviews with students about their progress and writing strategies. During the summer of 2006 we intensified our research and followed students’ activities through the thesis writing process on a weekly basis (in Lancaster). We will conduct a similar study with the first assignment written by LSE students (Week 5-8) in the Michelmas term. The data will be analysed and processed by January 2007. 

Project C (detection) takes a closer look at plagiarism detection software (PDSW), especially in terms of the assumptions that are embedded within it. PDSW is currently being implemented by many UK universities, but there is little critical discussion of how it works and of the implications that the technological specifications might have. Our aim is to open the 'black box' of plagiarism detection software in order to appreciate better how to use it appropriately and in a formative (rather than punitive) manner.  

Progress: Project C research was started early, i.e. already during Y1 of the project. Back then a pilot study was conducted where we investigated TURNITIN Internet coverage and its ability to detect international students’ paraphrasing.  This is being followed up by the current second phase. We have also expanded our focus beyond the technical harvesting of data and included the user and institutional dimensions, i.e. variety of PDSW use across institutions, role of PDSW within plagiarism policies, identifying barriers to uptake, staff perspectives of its role etc. Data collection will conclude by the end of 2006. This will be followed by data analysis in the first quarter of 2007. 

Project D (dissemination) seeks to disseminate the project outcome not only through academic publication of research findings, but by producing user-friendly sources of information for international students and their lecturers at UK universities. Moreover, we are keen to inject our results into the ongoing policy debate about the way international students are recruited, prepared and taught and how plagiarism can be deterred.

Progress: Dissemination activities started already during the previous reporting period and have been ongoing. During the current reporting period we presented project findings at various workshops, seminars and conferences across the UK and abroad. Each of these events was oriented towards different audiences, hence spreading awareness and communicating outcomes to different parts of the HE community. Our paper outlining findings from India was accepted – in July – for the highly competitive stream of the International Conference on Information (ICIS) conference that takes place in December in Milwaukee. 

Production of project resources and piloting will take place throughout Y3.  We have begun to research the techniques and practicalities of resource production. This will be ongoing during the development phase. It is vital that all dissemination activities are streamlined in order to facilitate transferability to other institutions should transferability funding become available.

A preliminary date for the final project conference has been set for September 2007. 

In the current year we have managed to bring our evaluation activities in line with the HEA schedule, i.e. the evaluation report produced by our external evaluator is appended to this document. Contents and strategy described in this document have been discussed with the steering group. Our last meeting took place in June in Lancaster and our next meeting is scheduled for November in London. The meeting notes are available online on the project website, http://www.lums.lancs.ac.uk/Departments/owt/Research/sdaw/.

Overall progress on the project has been smooth and steady and at this point we are confident about concluding the project on time and with deliverables duly submitted. To date there have been no changes to the team, although we have brought in some outside research assistance on Project B and will do so again for some technical work on Project C. Changes to the original plan (in emphasis, rather than content) are described in section 1.3. Future plans, key issues and project successes are discussed in further detail in section 1.4 below. 

1.2

Collaboration 

Outside interest in the project and its findings continues to be intense and we are consistently monitoring institutions and parties in order to identify appropriate collaborators for future activities during and beyond the project period. Within the HEA itself there is clearly a lot of scope for developing future proposals – especially given the recent initiative focused on internationalisation within HEA – and due to the ongoing concerns regarding plagiarism within the wider HE community and beyond. For the moment, our workload is fully consumed by project activities, but during Y3 we are likely to seek a closer relationship with HEA along these lines (see also section 2.5, which identifies Help needed). 

During the current reporting period we have participated in two subject centre workshops. Anja Timm contributed a session to the BMAF workshop on Teaching International Students in York (at the invitation of Philip Warwick, a Forum Teaching Fellow at York University). Lucas Introna and Edgar Whitley travelled to Sheffield at the request of Simon Steiner who had organised a plagiarism event through the Engineering subject centre. Furthermore, Brenda Smith attended one of our steering group meeting (in Lancaster, June 2006).

Our external evaluator, Jude Carroll is also Deputy Director of the Assessment Standards Knowledge Exchange CETL (ASKe) at Oxford Brookes and this allows for a ready and informal exchange of news and ideas (http://www.business.brookes.ac.uk/aske.html). More recently we have managed to identify the work of Colin Neville on plagiarism and we will be seeking to forge links in due course. Colin is based at the University of Bradford and participates in the LearnHigher CETL (based at Liverpool Hope, http://learnhigher.hope.ac.uk/). 
The working relationship with the Teaching and Learning Centre at the LSE (http://lse.ac.uk/collections/TLC/, from now on referred to as TLC/LSE) and the Centre for Enhancement of Learning and Teaching (http://luvle.lancs.ac.uk/celt/celtweb.nsf/, from now on referred to as CELT/Lancaster) is well established. Both units are represented on the project steering group. In addition, frequent and informal contact exists with various members inside these units and others across the two partner institutions. Among them Nick Byrne who heads the Language Centre at the LSE who was a National Teaching Fellow in 2001 and a 2004 Fellow, Dr Moira Peelo who coordinates the Student Learning and Development Centre (SLDC) within CELT/Lancaster.

With the focus shifting onto project C, we are at present developing a closer relationship with the two internal sections that deal with TURNITIN (PDSW) management issues. It is noteworthy that the two participating institutions are structured very differently and our initiatives, queries and research activities are rarely directly transferable.

Professor Sue Cox, current Dean of Lancaster University Management School and former chair of the Association of Business Schools has been supportive of the project throughout and suggested that she might set up a dissemination session at the annual ABS conference in October 2007.   

The JISC Plagiarism Advisory Service (in Newcastle) is represented on the project through Dr Fiona Duggan who was one of the original applicants. As research results are now being processed we are hoping to involve Dr Duggan (and JISCPAS) in our dissemination activities throughout Y3. Two members of the team took part in the Biannual Plagiarism Conference in Newcastle in June 2006. We are also hoping to draw on their expertise – in terms of speakers, conference organisation and press liaison – as we are gearing up for the final project conference in 2007. 

A paper presented by Edgar Whitley during the last reporting period at the Annual BEST conference 2005, “Plagiarism, values and computing: differing cultural expectations of academic work in information systems education.” was recently published in the Proceedings of the BEST Conference Ealing, London. (ISBN 3-937195-09-2). 

1.3
Learning from activities and progress made during the reporting period

· Project contribution

The project contributes to the life of the departments and to the various units within the partner institutions on an ongoing basis. For example, our expertise on all matters related to plagiarism is in high demand when it comes to induction activities for new students. We are also being used as an informal guide by other members of staff who are wondering about best practice, university policy, detection, etc. Many of them wish to think about these issues before necessarily setting in motion formal procedures. Our presence as colleagues and researchers – rather than ‘guardians of policy’ or the ‘detection police’ – makes that possible.  

Over and beyond the specific plagiarism issues we are also being consulted by other groups within the school in terms of back up and clarification. For example, we have been asked about how to improve international recruitment, the use of agents, the standing of particular institutions, potential overseas partners, higher education practices in Greece, China and India, best practice in terms of electronic detection, etc. etc. On the basis of our research findings we have also contributed to planning and policy committees as regards institutional strategies. One of the institutions involved is currently considering a radical change in their plagiarism policy and the insights derived from the project have directly contributed to the debate.    

Our interest in the international students arriving in the UK and in their educational backgrounds has also been an interesting starting point for discussions with colleagues in China, India and Greece about the nature of higher education and systemic differences more generally. 

· Unanticipated outcomes

It is unsurprising that the research process itself is generating new ideas and presents potential avenues to pursue. For us, perhaps the most surprising outcome has been from Project A, i.e. the country visits. The applicants for the grant – Professor Introna, Dr Hayes and Dr Whitley – all have a background in Information Systems and their initial interest in the project was generated by the plagiarism detection software (Project C).  It was only later that Dr Timm, a social anthropologist, joined the team and this has gradually lead to a shift in emphasis (also onto Project A). Had a linguist been appointed as the research associate, a stronger focus onto various aspects of the process of writing or English as an additional language (Project B) seems likely. We recognised early on that we had these limitations and have tried to find remedies by involving third parties, i.e. Ken Hyland and Roz Richards on the steering group, ongoing involvement with student support services, etc. 

At the same time we have come to recognise that in the process of collecting data on academic writing, we also gain the data on educational practices in the sending countries.  Though this data is outside the agreed remit of this data, if time and finances were available we could also disseminate much more widely. For example on international students backgrounds and systemic differences among HE systems. 

Regarding dissemination (Project D) we must admit that when we set out on this project we did not quite understand the gulf between the potential audiences. Project stakeholders vary considerably. For example, when we do presentations it emerges very quickly that there are a large number of people who are seeking to understand the complexity of plagiarism for the very first time (novices). At the same time, there are always also a number of people in the room who have done their homework, who have read the standard texts and have tried various types of interventions in their own classrooms, etc (practitioners). Finally, there is a very small number of people who are conducting funded research. However, these people are geographically dispersed around the globe. When talking to the different groups at the same time it is almost impossible to satisfy any of them. This is to say we are faced with a gulf between the different groups of academics and we must find ways of addressing this in terms of our own activities.  

Within this field we don’t really see ourselves as the first point of call, explaining to novices where the plagiarism debate is at. There are a number of people who fulfil this role with greater expertise and panache. We are actively engaging with practitioners – to see what works and what doesn’t – but a lot of the work that is being presented (especially at subject centre events) is restricted to anecdotal evidence rather than research. Experts meanwhile are thin on the ground and our opportunities for exchange are sadly limited although we expect to do more of this during Y3. Even at the biannual JISCPAS conference, which is a specialised event, these different groups were very much in evidence. We will clearly have to continue our discussions about finding the right outlets and the right audiences. At this point our strategy is as follows: to seek initial dissemination and exchange with fellow researchers, amend and correct our findings, package them appropriately and then disseminate more widely among a larger audience or practitioners. Regarding staff development, one idea we have been discussing for some time is whether to create interventions that would work at the departmental level, rather than solely for peer groups, as is the case in training courses that tend to be run at the beginning of academic careers.     

But whilst this approach seems reasonable in the face of diversity within the big group of HE teaching staff, it is becoming very clear that there are also other groups such as those involved in HE policy (on plagiarism, on international students) and at an operational level, i.e. international student advisors, student learning support staff, EAL / EAP units. Whilst we identified these stakeholders fairly early on, we keep discovering new groups as our research progresses. For example, we have a wealth of information on libraries and how they are used by staff and students in China, India and Greece. The obvious answer would be to identify a conference on information literacy of international students, do a presentation and write a paper. Another group that is emerging are student union representatives (generally welfare officers on sabbatical posts) who help and accompany students who are being accused of plagiarism and face disciplinary action. Sabbaticals are performing this job usually for one year (occasionally two) and hence their interest and expertise vary. Whilst there is some training available through the National Union of Students (NUS), uptake can be uneven and, of course, institutions differ in the way in which allegations of plagiarism are detected, investigated and punished. Again, it would make a lot of sense for us to work with the NUS and to put together a ‘beginner’s guide’ (which would serve as a resource for generations of welfare officers to come). However, we do not have the time available in our project plan or the finances to engage with these groups.

· Difficulties experienced

Given the recent (2006) reforms and pay rises across the HE sector – at 13% these are well above inflation – we have been caught out by the rise of staff costs that could not possibly have been anticipated when the project budgets were being estimated for the original application. We have now been told by the research support officer that there is a shortfall of almost £6000 in the staff budget for the Research Associate and this will have to be identified and vired from other budgets. We have sought counsel from HEA in the hope that HEFCE – like other UK research sponsors – would have made arrangements to back up projects that are being caught out by events beyond their control. Unfortunately, this appears not to be the case. It is probably fair to say that we are feeling unjustly penalised and that it would be helpful for HEFCE to review its financial arrangements for grants in terms of future bidding rounds. At the moment we are relying on the expertise of our HEA monitor to advise us on how best to proceed.   

Unlike the staffing problems detailed above there are also budgetary constraints that fall within the more mundane range of problems encountered with externally funded projects. For example, the original proposal did not adequately account for the costs of conducting fieldwork in London nor transcribing the interviews. Both incur a considerable financial burden. In the case of transcription, however, as transcription is central, we  are carefully identifying those interviews that are central. This will have to be paid out of other budget lines and as such have a knock on effect on other activities When it comes to the fieldwork in London, we are simply operating a restricted regime. In an ideal world we would be capable of collecting more comparable data simultaneously at both institutions (see also below). 

The least well researched group of students (Project B, UK fieldwork) are the Chinese students, especially those studying at the LSE. We have tried to get them involved in our focus groups by a whole range of means (short of coercion), but without success. More recently we have tried interviews, and this works well, but it is also more labour intensive. From our data collection in Lancaster we know that it is easier to involve Chinese students when there is an existing personal relationship, but the programme in London is both larger and more difficult to access for the researcher. During the coming academic year we will endeavour to intensify and concentrate our efforts in order to overcome this difficulty. And we are lucky to have gathered enough data on Indian and Greek students.  

Within Project B, the writing project, we have had some difficulties with maintaining students’ interest in participating in the research throughout the dissertation period. Despite our best efforts to ally data collection as closely to students’ habits and circumstances (e.g. offering a choice of communication channels ranging from instant messaging systems to interviews utilising internet telephony, hence accommodating their movements, etc.) about 15%  simply ‘disappeared’.  Further, due to time pressures, we have employed a PhD student to undertake this research, which has not only incurred an unexpected cost, but means that we will have to pay for the transcription of all those interviews.    

In terms of research strategy, we would probably have spent more time initially on the design process for our questionnaire. 

· Technical problems

Project data consumes considerable volumes of storage space. We are recording most fieldwork conversations in .wav format, which is most desirable if either manipulation of the files or broadcasting is being envisaged (and we want to keep our options open). The main issue for us is to preserve a ‘safe original copy’ of all materials so that these may be used for later analysis. We have managed to secure extra space on the server from the University, which we can share among the team members based in Lancaster. Meanwhile, our LSE colleague is making do with digital format that we send to him on CDs or transfer during meetings. However, if the project involved more partners, data sharing would require a different strategy. 

· Embedding change

Throughout the project we have felt at times overwhelmed with outside enthusiasm in our activities. Many of our colleagues, within and outwith our own institutions have found our research approach and findings stimulating. And everyone has a story to tell about plagiarism!  But there is of course a big difference between being considered interesting (by individuals) and facilitating sustainable institutional change. One way in which we are trying to address this is detailed elsewhere (in this section on project contribution), i.e. being open minded towards the concerns and priorities of others, in the hope that this attitude is matched by them when we are seeking to disseminate what they may think of as ‘uncomfortable truths’. We are in the process of building the kind of reputation that will allow us (hopefully) to be heard by a larger audience. 

It is very clear by now that the complexity of the phenomenon of plagiarism can only be addressed through a multi-pronged approach. We knew from the very outset of the project that detection software is not the silver bullet. But we have learned since that any preventative strategy has to integrate also student support and re-thinking the curriculum, forms of assessment, etc. Furthermore, international students frequently have needs that are not being addressed (some of which are shared also by other student groups), especially in terms of good academic practice. We have also come to realise that our colleagues in the teaching and learning units have been trying to do this for some time. But similarly to the work of the subject centres, this is frequently a matter of preaching to the converted. It is an unfortunate fact that many academics dismiss staff development activities outright. Given this attitude they might as well be considered ‘hard to reach’ when it comes to traditional teaching and learning approaches.    

As part of our work on the project to date, it is our experience that – for better or worse – academics respond to us positively when they perceive of us as research active (as well as experienced teachers). Drawing on the mechanisms and procedures of academia (i.e. presentations at academic conferences, publishing in peer-reviewed journals, etc.) appears to be a worthwhile strategy to get them to listen, even if we are ultimately preaching a similar message to that of our colleagues. We have discussed this at length with our steering group and have been advised that without insisting on the standing and reputation of our research, the resources that we are producing are likely to be ignored by this group of key stakeholders. 

1.4
Evaluation of your work

In this section please describe what evaluation activities have been carried out and by whom. Please report on any findings that are emerging from your activities, commenting in particular on any outcomes, effects and impacts.

Formal evaluation activities for the project continue in the manner outlined in the Annual Report for Y1. Jude Carroll, our external evaluator is in charge of this process. Annually we organise a symposium at which we present progress to her and this in turn enables her to gain an overview, ask questions and put together the evaluation report that is appended to this report. 

Meetings with the external evaluator during the Y2 reporting period:

· Symposium in January 2006 (presentations made by Lucas, Niall & Anja)

· Meeting in Newcastle in June 2006 at the JISCPAS Plagiarism conference (Edgar & Anja)

· Symposium in September 2006 (presentations made by Edgar, Lucas, Niall & Anja)

In order to discuss project strategy and troubleshoot bigger issues we consult with our national steering group twice a year. Finally, both steering group members and Ms Carroll have shown incredibly willing and supportive whenever we needed to clarify or consult on plans, problems and opportunities as and when they arrive and this happens also outside of the formal meetings listed here. 

Meetings with the steering group during the Y2 reporting period: 

· 2nd Steering Group Meeting on 27th February 2006 in London

· 3rd Steering Group Meeting on 29th June 2006 in Lancaster

The steering group currently consists of: 

Liz Barnett (LSE, Teaching & Learning Centre), Rosemary Deem (Bristol University, School of Education), Fiona Duggan (JISC Plagiarism Advisory Service), Susan Glover (British Council), Beatrice Merrick (UKCOSA), Chris Park (Steering group chair, Lancaster University), Steve Outram (Higher Education Academy), Ros Richards (Reading University), Paul Rodaway (Lancaster University, Centre for Excellence in Teaching & Learning) and  Alexandra Vincenti (LSE SU). 

Some of the original members have dropped out and have been substituted during the reporting period. Terry Wareham left the CELT unit within Lancaster University and has been replaced by Paul Rodaway. Sian Errington was the Welfare Officer at the LSE Student Union and has been replaced by Alexandra Vincenti, the newly elected Welfare Officer. Ken Hyland from the Institute of Education resigned due to other commitments and Ros Richards from Reading University recently joined us. 

The projects’ stakeholders are diverse. As we are nearing the end of the project and transferability funding is being highlighted to us as an option, we realise that we have always looked well beyond our two partner institutions. Plagiarism and internationalisation are such big issues affecting universities across the UK as well as abroad and we believe that our way of addressing these complex phenomena is innovative and has much to offer to others. 

Regarding Project D our aim – in the first instance – is to interact / satisfy / serve the relevant groups within our own institutions and to then move outwards from there. At the same time we are already now using other arenas for discussion (see the list of dissemination activities below) and these are feeding back into the resource production process. 

Internal stakeholders  (LSE & Lancaster University)

· Lecturers teaching international students

· International students

· Teaching and Learning units (staff development & student support)

· Policy makers

As previously mentioned, the two institutions are structured very differently and hence applicability and uptake of the resources produced as part of the project is likely to vary across the two. Our relationship with Teaching and Learning units will again intensify during Y3 as we will seek to package the research outcomes. Regarding lecturers and students they have formed part of the actual data collection process and our understanding of their needs (and appropriate communication channels) is fairly advanced. We have consciously held back in approaching policy makers although we have tried to better understand their concerns. For example, during the last steering group meeting, Professor Chris Park was asked to speak about the development and introduction of the plagiarism policy at Lancaster.

External stakeholders

· HEFCE
· Higher Education Academy
· British Council (overseas offices and the regional network in the UK)
· UKCOSA, the Council for International Education
· BALEAP, the British Association of Lecturers in English for Academic Purposes

And specifically in terms of policy making:

· Association of Business Schools

· Universities UK

We are lucky to count members of the British Council, UKCOSA and BALEAP among our steering group. The Higher Education Academy is the monitoring organisation for our funder, HEFCE. Having said that, we are keen to develop a closer relationship with them during Y3 especially in order to make the most of our ambitious dissemination strategy. Brenda Smith who is involved in the new internationalisation initiative within the Higher Education Academy kindly attended our last meeting.

Our participation in conferences and workshops follows directly from this perception of our key stakeholders. During the reporting period we have attended the following events:
   

· In May Anja Timm presented a session focused on project findings from India at the workshop on “Teaching International Students” in York, at the invitation of Philip Warwick and organised through the BMAF subject centre. 

· Also in May, Lucas Introna and Edgar Whitley presented at workshop organised through the Engineering subject centre at the invitation of Simon Steiner. 

· The JISC Plagiarism Advisory Service organised the biannual Plagiarism conference in Newcastle in June. Edgar Whitley and Anja Timm presented a session entitled: “Assessment, expectations and rewards: educational practices and academic misconduct at Indian universities”
· In July Anja Timm ran a workshop together with Theresa McKinven from Ustinov College, Durham University at the annual UKCOSA conference in Swansea. 
· Also in July, Anja Timm attended the annual Chinese Learner Conference organised by Portsmouth University. 
· In Lancaster, Anja Timm attended selected sessions of a conference entitled, Higher Education Close up 3 
· Lucas Introna, Niall Hayes and Anja Timm attended an internal event in July, in Lancaster, entitled: 'UNDERSTANDING THE CHINESE LEARNERS’ COMMUNITY OF PRACTICES: AN INSIDER-OUTSIDER’S VIEW” this was followed by a workshop with the speaker, Professor Ouyang from Guandong University of Foreign Studies.  
· Edgar Whitley and Anja Timm contributed to a two-day training event for new lecturers at the LSE in September.
· In September Anja Timm also gave a presentation at Newcastle University during an internationalisation seminar (at the invitation of Yvonne Turner). It was entitled: “Internationalising the classroom? Embedding research on HE educational practices abroad”.  
· In December 2006, Niall Hayes and Edgar Whitley will be presenting a paper entitled “Power, Knowledge and Managements Information Systems Education: The Case of the Indian Learner” at the ICIS conference in Milwaukee (acceptance rate 8-10%).
Frequently our attendance at these events is facilitated through invitations, which indicates our success in positioning the project among diverse groups. At times we feel somewhat oversubscribed and we try not to duplicate too much. Overall our aim for Y3 is to turn the research findings into resources for different stakeholders that will be sustainable, adaptable and ultimately useable without our own mediation. Despite our considerable success to date a number of formidable challenges is awaiting us still. We expect to consult with experts in the field of Learning Development in order to package our findings in the shape of user friendly resources in the near future and have already drawn up a list of likely candidates.   

Regarding the nature of effective partnership we are lucky in that the current arrangements are working very well indeed. However, it is noteworthy that for this fortunate state of affairs we are relying on existing connections and coincidences. For example, Professor Introna (LUMS) used to teach at the LSE. This means that he knows both the workings of the organisation and the course that we are using as a case (MSc ADMIS). Likewise, Dr Whitley (LSE) is currently acting as the external examiner on the Lancaster programme (MSc ITMOC) and this means he is familiar with the course and knows the director, Dr Hayes, well. Most communication among team members takes place on email and conference calls (using internet telephony). When we are being invited to events we often try to bring in several team members. This allows us to meet more frequently (and at no extra cost), but it is also an opportunity to keep up a conversation about research and the development of resources that is informed by the whole range of audiences interested in our findings. 
The UK fieldwork of the project requires a lot of access in both institutions and most of this work (i.e. focus groups, interviews, consultations) is carried out by Dr Timm who is the only person working full time on the project. As it happens, she is an alumna of the LSE and has worked in various administrative sections throughout the school, hence bringing with her networks, historical knowledge as well as an insider’s credibility. Despite these links the comparative aspect of the research between the institutions is both labour and cost intensive and relies on the good humour of many different individuals in both organisations. 
Given the nature of qualitative work it is also vital to allow for the comparative dimension between institutions. This is to say, it is not good enough to run the same instrument by different people in different universities. The project thrives on our ability to consistently compare between Lancaster and the LSE and many insights into what works well (or not so well) for the students and the staff derive from precisely this set up and from the discussions that ensue from it. 
2. Planning for year three

This report is being written only 21 months into the project. The following three months (that are still part of Y2 of the SDAW project) will be used for concluding data collection and continuing data analysis activities. 

The outstanding data collection activities are as follows: 

· Country visit to China (Project A) – one visit concluded, one to come,

· Researching students’ adaptation to UK writing styles (Project B) – concluded in Lancaster, still to monitor, first student essay at the LSE, Week 5-11.

· Testing and evaluation activities on PDSW (Project C). 

Data analysis on Projects A-B should be concluded in early 2007. Data analysis on Project C is scheduled for the same period, but it will partly depend on the availability of some outside help (it has been scheduled and agreed already).

Milestones for Y3 (January – December 2007):
January 2007 – end of data collection and analysis on Projects A & B





Beginning of resource production, dissemination remains ongoing.

March 2007 – end of data analysis on Project C





 Beginning of resource production and beginning of dissemination.

January to May 2007 – production of SDAW resources & ongoing dissemination (with stakeholder involvement and the help of educational developers, designers, consultants, etc). 

1st June 2007 – Resource review day: presentation and demonstration of resources (some may still be in draft form) to external evaluator, steering group and key stakeholders

June 2007 – Incorporation of adjustments and changes suggested during the Resource Review Day. 

July to December 2007 – dissemination activities continue until project ends. 

Rationale for Y3 activities / STAKEHOLDERS AND THEIR NEEDS

Y3 is the final year of the project and we will be intensifying our activities in Project D and focus primarily on the production of resources and dissemination. We are hoping for the hard work during Y1 and Y2 to bear fruit (see list of dissemination activities undertaken in Y1 and Y2). Whilst we will be able to draw on the relationships that we have built during the project, it will also require quite a different focus. As research active academics in research-led institutions, the initial phase of the project came relatively easy to us; it is what we do all the time, albeit on different topics. Now we need to focus on the stakeholders and their needs (more than ever) and we need to identify the best ways of communicating our findings to them and design resources that will fit in with their activities. Whilst we are familiar with some of these groups, especially students and our colleagues, it will be a different ball game to come up with sustainable stand alone interventions that will work without our mediation. 

To recap, among our key internal stakeholders are international students and their lecturers at British universities. We have been advised by our steering group that we should focus our efforts primarily on lecturers, rather than students. The main argument here is to ensure sustainability, i.e. if we get it right with the lecturers then their activities will result in improved understanding, preparation and teaching of generations of international students to come. 

This is not to say that we are abandoning dissemination towards international students, but rather, that we ought to rely on the established networks with UKCOSA, the British Council and to seek inclusion of our resources into existing packages, i.e. utilising channels of communication that are already there. This applies – of course – also to the partner institutions, i.e. we will seek to disseminate towards international students advisers, EAP / EAL professionals and other student support units, rather than directly to the students themselves.   

When it comes to reaching and supporting lecturers it is important not to treat them as a homogenous group. This is to say early career academics and established teachers are likely to have quite different needs when it comes to thinking about plagiarism and international students. In our discussions with the steering group we have also identified graduate teaching assistants, or GTAs (who are frequently still PhD students themselves) as an important group.     

New lecturers are often overburdened and fighting fire on the three fronts: research, teaching and administration. Rather than adding to the (additional) training load that has become compulsory in the sector, we must seek to find ways of integrating the issue of plagiarism and international students into existing courses. At LSE new lecturing staff are expected to undertake The LSE Postgraduate Certificate in Higher Education, at Lancaster it is the Certificate in Academic Practice (CAP), both are HEA accredited. Courses such as these tend to be run by staff development units. Hence we need to work with staff developers and staff development personnel as we are developing our SDAW resources for academic staff. 

When we discussed this with our advisors, we decided that it would be wise to append to our resources the peer-reviewed publications. In this way, we can stress the research basis for our products, which will hopefully aid debate and uptake. 
It should be noted that we have also been advised that the best staff development packages reflect the actual student population of the institution in which they are being run. This is to say, ideally there would be some integration of local statistics, perhaps some talking heads of local students and above all relevance to the student demographic in question. In terms of transferring the SDAW resources for teaching staff to other institutions, this is perhaps an important point to take on board for HEA. Current rules for transferability seem at cross purpose with this type of localisation (which of course, requires additional, if limited, local research and adaptation).  

Serious consideration and discussion of plagiarism issues (and the way in which we address the needs of our international student populations) is perhaps most likely with and among more experienced teaching staff. However, a few years into their academic careers the vast majority of British HE lecturers tend to avoid staff training. Meanwhile, teaching and learning units find themselves powerless to engage with academics who do not choose to address their development needs via their development courses and units.  

As outlined above, we are planning to bring in Learning Development consultants who will help us with this. However, as we have also noted, traditional staff development approaches within HE do not have a particularly high success rates when it comes to ‘reaching’ teaching staff. This is to say, we will have to be opportunistic and innovative in our approach to identifying designers and educational developers to help us. In September 2006 and with the help of Steve Outram and Jude Carroll we have drawn up a list of potential candidates to approach. There is some very interesting work done at Oxford University through the CETL in Preparing for Academic Practice and we are hoping to make contact with Keith Trigwell and Graham Gibbs in the coming weeks. 

Resources to be produced – KEY DELIVERABLES:

In our meetings with the project monitor and the external evaluator in September 2006 we discussed the original list of deliverables and how these might be adjusted to reflect shifts in technology and our matured understanding of the subject matter and practices of key stakeholders. We were told that such adjustments were not only permitted, but expected.

Timing: All resources will be showcased to our external evaluator, the steering group members and other selected stakeholders on the 1st of June 2007. The date will allow us to make adjustments and changes within the project period and to ensure that resources are piloted and up and running. 

Without transferability funding – EVENTS: 

Given the different structures of the two participating institutions, the planned internal dissemination events will vary. 

· In Lancaster we are currently in discussions with CELT to repeat the highly successful Plagiarism Day that they organised in 2001, when discussions to change the plagiarism policy of the university were underway. We envisage that this event would bring together project findings with other relevant sections of the school (e.g. policy makers, Turnitin administrators, etc.) and would offer an opportunity to showcase the resources that we have produced. The Plagiarism Day 2007 is likely to take place in the summer. 

· At the LSE the debate on plagiarism prevention, detection and ‘punishment’ is alive and well. We have repeatedly been asked to contribute to these discussions in smaller groups (e.g. conveners meeting) as well as on a larger stage, in the Academic Board Meetings. In terms of project dissemination, it is likely to take place as part of ongoing staff development events (with GTAs and new academic staff) and on a departmental level.  

· As outlined in the original proposal, we are currently planning the end of project conference, which is probably going to take place in September 2007. The original bid costed and billed this event as a national conference (see below for an enlarged programme). 

· As outlined in the original proposal, we will be setting up a web portal for the resources that we are producing as part of the project. We are still debating where these will be hosted. Ideally an institutionally neutral site needs to be set up (see earlier discussions about the need to remain neutral), but this need not be the actual host site. We are also hoping that our own institutions, and others, will draw on the resources. CELT / Lancaster has already noted their interest in linking through to their pages / hosting resources.  

· Our original dissemination strategy included a number of conferences to be attended. The list has not yet been finalised, but it is likely to include:  the Annual UKCOSA conference in July 2007 in Manchester (we already attended the one in Swansea in July 2006). 
· Even without access to transferability funding we would probably like to put together a workshop through the BMAF subject centre. It would be a dissemination event focused on international students and plagiarism primarily for this subject specific audience. This will allow us to present the findings and the resources to a wider audience, i.e. beyond the two partner institutions.  

With transferability funding: 

· The SDAW project was originally going to be submitted through HEA’s Generic Centre. In order to disseminate our findings beyond the two institutions – and beyond the BMAF subject centre – we would set up two demonstration days with the help of HEA. These would showcase research findings and provide and opportunity to present the resources produced to the practitioners who are most likely to use them within their own classrooms. One demonstration day would take place in the South, and one in the North of the country. The demonstrations days would be advertised across the subject centres.

· As outlined in the Y2 report, we have recently identified an important dissemination audience: the National Union of Students (NUS). NUS is increasingly paying attention to the international student population. There is now for the second year running an International Students Officer on the NUS Executive. What we would like to do is build a relationship with NUS so that resources produced as part of the project (on how to deal with plagiarism accusations) may be used to teach future generations of Student Union Welfare Officers. This would represent a cornerstone in making project findings and resources sustainable. 
If transferability funding became available we would run a workshop for NUS officers (sabbaticals) as well as permanent staff working for NUS.  

· In terms of reaching institutional policy makers, we will be using our connection with the Association of Business Schools (as outlined above), which will hopefully result in an invitation to present our findings at the Annual conference in October 2007.

· Additionally we would offer our paper and a demonstration of the resources produced as part of the SDAW project to Universities UK, which may decide to include us in their annual conference at the University of Exeter, 12-14th of September 2007. We know that Universities UK is interested in this issue as a one-day conference is forthcoming in the autumn of 2006, entitled “Tackling Plagiarism, Collusion and Cheating in HE” (http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/events/).
· If transferability funding did become available, we would very much like to develop further our own conference concept. The original funding allocated was sparse and it was clearly perceived of as a national event. By now we have learned that several of the authorities on internationalisation and plagiarism are actually based abroad (North America, Australia, etc.). In order to make this the best event we can, we would like to invite a greater number of experts.  

2.3
Dissemination Plan for year three
Y3 will largely focus on the production of resources and the dissemination of these. Hence, dissemination activities are clearly outlined and discussed in the work plan (in section 2.1 of this report), i.e. in conjunction with the rationale for dissemination that distinguishes between different groups of stakeholders. 

2.4
Evaluation Plan for year three

All evaluation activities follow on from the evaluation framework outlined in the Y1 Annual Report. Our agreement with our external evaluator, Jude Carroll, combines formative and summative elements. The Y3 evaluation strategy was discussed and decided jointly together with our external evaluator, during the Y2 evaluation symposium that was held on the 19th of September 2006 in Lancaster.  

On 1st of June 2007 we will arrange a review event for our evaluator, the steering group and other stakeholders, which will showcase the outputs and resources that will have been produced on the basis of the project (some may still be in draft form). It will be an opportunity to gather feedback, comments and criticism from the user groups. We will then have the opportunity to implement this feedback for other dissemination events that will follow during the remaining project period (until December 2007). 

As was envisaged when we agreed the evaluation framework, we are hoping that our evaluator will be present also during the conference in September 2007; and that she will participate not only as our evaluator, but also in her capacity as an expert on plagiarism and international students. 

The overall summative evaluation of the project will take place in the final year, i.e. the second half of 2007. As outlined before, the evaluation event will lead also contribute to the final project report that is to be submitted to HEA. The precise date for this report will depend on the outcome of our application for transferability funding. See also the appended evaluation report written by our external evaluator, dated September 2006.  

2.5
Help needed for year three

The team hopes to increase communications with HEA during the final year of the project, as dissemination activities are increasing. 

As we understand, there will be a change in monitoring arrangement during the autumn of 2006. Luckily, we have already been able to benefit from the participation of Brenda Smith to our last steering group meeting and we are hoping that this relationship will continue. Indeed, we would welcome if it she were to become our new monitor.   

In addition, we are hoping to meet Glynis Cousin in the near future. As we understand she is in charge of internationalisation efforts within HEA and we feel that the project has many unanticipated outcomes that we ought to discuss in the hope of further development for the benefit of the sector as a whole. We are also hoping – with the backing of HEA – to forge a stronger link with HEFCE in support of its own internationalisation strategy (http://www.hefce.ac.uk/partners/world/strategy/ / liason: Jannette Cheong, Head of International Collaboration and Development).

We are also hoping to be able to arrange a meeting with HEA’s event manager, Carrie Drewer in preparation for organising our final conference event in September 2007. 

Finally, we will need to discuss with HEA’s website manager Mike Clark whether it might be possible for HEA to host the resources that we are going to produce, or whether it might be possible to add a page linking through to our site. As mentioned in the report, it will be impossible for the British Council to advertise and disseminate our work if it would require for students to click on a Lancaster (or LSE) link, as this might constitute advertising.
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Financial Statement

Fund for the Development of Teaching and Learning (FDTL) – Expenditure Statement

Actual expenditure for year two 1 October 2005 – 30 September 2006

Project No. and name: 169/03, "Plagiarism and Cultural Values: Preventing Plagiarism among international business and management post-graduate students” / Name of lead institution: Lancaster University

Income for year two:

Allocation from the HEFCE:
£71,667.00
Total for year two:

£119,295.52
	
	    
	
	
	
	Lancaster's contribution

	 
	Total budget for period
	Total expenditure
	Variance underspend - /overspend + 
	Reasons for variance and action taken/intended
	 
	Total budget for period
	Total expenditure

	Staff
	34,513.70
	31,847.55
	-2,666.15
	See note 1 and 2 below
	Staff
	12,100.43 
	10,695.61 

	Travel & subsistence
	5,000.00
	10,735.93
	5,735.93
	See previous AR and underspend on travel & subsistence due to reorganisation.  
	Travel & subsistence
	 
	 

	Dissemination
	16,755.00
	763.65
	-15,991.35
	Resource production is more ambitious than anticipated (video clips, etc.), will be spent in Y3
	Dissemination
	     240.00 
	 

	Equipment
	300.00
	477.94
	177.94
	
	Equipment
	 
	 

	Evaluation
	5,000.00
	1,337.77
	-3,662.23
	See note 1 and 3 below
	Evaluation
	 
	 

	Proofreading
	287.00
	-
	-287.00
	Expenses for proofreading will be carried over into the resource production period in Y3. 
	Other costs (Project office rental, finance/personnel services, telephone & Postage, photocopying, secretarial & IT support)
	33,843.50 
	36,932.91 

	Recruitment
	-
	-
	-
	
	
	 
	 

	Total
	61,855.70
	45,162.84
	-16,692.86
	 
	Total
	46,183.93 
	47,628.52


Note 1: Please note that due to the delayed start date on 30th of September 2006 the project is only in its 21st month, not its 24th month.  

Note 2: There have been unanticipated sector wide changes in terms of academic pay due to the introduction of the new pay framework and the above inflation pay rises. For the Research Associate post alone Lancaster University has forecasted a shortfall of almost £6000 for Y3 of the project. The shortfall will be vired in from the other personnel post (Gaynor Cannon) and from the evaluation budget line in the first instance. Increased staff costs (partial contribution) for Professor Introna and Dr Niall Hayes will be covered through the Lancaster contribution. Y3 will show further increases in staff costs due to research assistance required (and justified above).

Note 3: Evaluation costs for Y2 are not yet fully included – our meeting only took place in September 2006 and have not yet been invoiced. In any case, evaluation costs to date have been lower than originally anticipated. We expect to vire the underspend into the staff budget line to make up for the anticipated shortfall in terms of personnel costs (as explained in note 2).
Anticipated expenditure statement for Y3
See notes 1-3 above for details on forecasted expenditure for Y3.  As outlined in the body of the text, we are currently in the process of applying for transferability funding. Also, the resources that we are hoping to produce on the basis of the project are now more ambitious than originally anticipated (this was also discussed with our project monitor, Steve Outram in September 2006. We foresee more detailed costings for the amended deliverables to be included in the forthcoming report to HEA that is due in the beginning of April 2007. 
4. Appendix: Evaluation Report written by Jude Carroll, dated September 2006

Evaluation report, September 2006

The Student Diversity and Academic Writing Project (SDAW)

Jude Carroll, External Evaluator

Background

This is the second full-day meeting I have had with the team in 2006 (the first was in January 2006 and resulted in a report that will also be referred to in this iteration).  The meeting schedule was revised to coincide with annual reporting dates.  This report therefore considers just over eight months’ work.

Information in this document draws upon:

· recommendations from the January 2006 report, 

· a draft of the Annual Report,

· comments and discussions with the full research team in September 2006 (including Edgar Whiteley from the LSE)  

· and several informal discussions with Anja, the primary researcher during 2006.

Report, January 2006

In January, 2006 I noted the general challenges for the project as:  

· completing data collection; 

· shifting the balance from data collection to designing and testing deliverables.

For Year Three (2007), the primary focus needs to be on dissemination, testing of impact, and refinement of products and resources generated by SDAW.

Overall comment, September 2006 

Specific comments are offered under each project.  I think that exactly the same comment can be made overall in September 2006 as was the case in the earlier report.

Overall, data collection and analysis is scheduled to be complete by January 2007 and the recommended shift in focus to deliverables is expected at that time. This leaves 12 months to design, test and disseminate the deliverables.   

The annual report lists an impressive number of interim dissemination activities in the form of academic papers, meetings and conference presentations.  It also lists contacts and collaborations that have deepened over the last eight months, increasingly underpinned by the growing data and understanding.   

Plans for Year Three were discussed in September 2006 and are described in detail under Project D.  The team is acutely aware of the need to start using what they have learned whilst at the same time, ensuring they use the data well and to maximum advantage.  They recognise the rich and varied nature of much that they have uncovered.  

Project A:  

Recommendation from January, 2006 for Project A were:

· a plan for 2006 that states clearly how much time will be used to collect, process and extract information needed to underpin the rest of the project. 

· a clear focus on the issues related to student writing and to more generalisable findings from the three countries visited.  

Comments after September, 2006 meeting:

The plan for 2006 reflected that proposed in the original bid and is outlined in the September 06 annual report.  I continue to be concerned about the demands of data collection and analysis but I am convinced that the team is equally mindful of the issue and has realistic plans for ‘crunching’ what they have collected in country visits and using additional people to help.

The data collected in all three countries will need careful analysis to differentiate between espoused and real practice.  At the time of the meeting, a decision as to whether a further visit by two of the team to China was under review with (to me) unclear grounds for making the decision.  I suggest these criteria be agreed asap and further, that the decision be based on data collection requirements.  Does the team need more information for the project itself?  – i.e. about actual practices by students and teachers rather than stated practice gathered at formal or organised meetings?  Can themes developed in India such as how students take notes or how students use libraries be usefully explored via field work?  Would a ‘lower-level’ (i.e. without the need to give lectures etc) visit using previous contacts yield useful data?

The team has made serious efforts to focus on issues linked to student writing though because they find the data deeply interesting, the pull to wider themes is still evident. We discussed at some length how they will use additional data outside the remit of the project.

A paper on the India data has been accepted at an international conference located in the US [refereed] and other such papers are planned.  These can also be focussed on pedagogic journals as well as those with a more discipline-specific focus and this would mean they were more widely accessed by a range of stakeholders.  I recommend this be addressed seriously and suggested strategies for expanding the range of targeted journals at the meeting.

The sector continues to be hungry for the kind of data that is emerging in Project A as well as ‘generalisable’ themes / areas where students not from target countries might be expected to find difficulties with transferring previous skills and understandings to the new UK context.

Recommendations for Year Three, Project A:

· to complete data analysis by January 2007 as agreed and to focus data analysis to the needs of the project Yr 3 issue:   on academic writing.  Other use of the rich resource is fully justified and should happen, albeit outwith the project.  The example of the US paper is one way.  The team may decide to target journals more likely to be read by teachers and educational developers such as the names discussed at the meeting.  

· To underpin the deliverables with evidence-based statements drawn from Project A.  This is one of the special strengths of the project and whatever emerges must openly cite and rely upon the rich data collected.  One way might be to identify good questions in the deliverables (‘Do you use tutors in your home country?’ ‘What strategies do you use to keep you on track?’) based on themes emerging from three country comparative studies.

· To remain alert to the lessons on UK practice that emerge from comparative studies of the three target countries.

Project B

Recommendations after the January 2006 meeting:  

· That the team note difficulties with the questionnaire for future iterations but continue to use the original version with students already being tracked and those starting programmes within the life of the project.  

· That full use of focus group discussions is made to investigate and confirm responses made to the questionnaire;  

· that the team continue to liaise with and learn from writing specialists as described in the September, 2005 annual report.   

At that time, I wrote:  ‘The proposal to collect and report on findings from this strand in ‘summer 2006’ will probably ensure that the necessary information for future resources and deliverables has been collected.’ 

Comments after the September 2006 meeting:

The questionnaire continues to be used and data collection is not yet complete.  There is a clear plan on how the data will be managed and analysed with this due to be complete in January, 2007.  This extension beyond the ‘Summer 06’ date reflects difficulties described in the annual report and new avenues for exploration.  It also shows the team to be flexible and alert to issues.

There was frequent evidence in the annual report and the meeting of the team’s efforts to focus on writing and to use the expertise of others rather than expend energy on investigating this huge area of expertise.  The Steering Group seemed especially useful in this regard.    

I recommend:

· using external experts to ensure a useful focus on writing and second language writing.  

· Buying transcription services to allow collection of systematic data

· Ensure by Christmas that you can say what the data tells you.

· Ensure data in Project A and Project B are collected using similar categories so that each can inform the other.  

Project C:

Recommendations from January, 06:  

The project plan for this strand suggested the development of an intervention and of generalisable resources by July, 06.  In January, 06, we discussed the development of a diagnostic activity that allowed students to identify and confirm their own skills needs and gaps so as to encourage their engagement with the new requirements of UK academic writing.  This would be underpinned by and reactive to the way in which Turnitin matches and reports on international students’ writing practices. Whatever is developed needs to ensure that insights gathered from inspecting Turnitin are applied to the practical aims of the project as well as the legitimate and valuable research findings in their own right. 

Comments in September, 2006:

Project C is now focussed on scaling up early investigations and extracting data for a range of dissemination activities.  There are other projects suggested such as investigating how instructors use Turnitin, institutional policies etc as described in the annual report.  The proposed completion for this is again, January 2007.

Recommendation:  

· That careful thought be given to starting up SDAW projects only if they can be completed within the agreed time frame and do not require additional time from the research team.  The use of additional researchers’ time was discussed and seems to be useful at the current level.  

· That a keen eye be kept on current developments in the use of Turnitin within the UK and internationally to ensure any deliverables address the commonly expressed needs and questions, including those emerging since the project was agreed in 2004.

Project D:

Recommendations in January 2006:  

· that the researcher monitor carefully how she responds to external requests for her time and expertise and that she creates some criteria as a matter of urgency for vetting such requests.  

· That the team regularly meet to identify which of the many dissemination ideas will be pursued with a prioritised list emerging by mid 06;  

· that resources, as they are developed, are regularly tested and evaluated with students, bearing in mind the difficulties with ambiguity and situational-specificity that emerged in Strand B;  

· that additional funding is sought for the more ambitious dissemination products such as a film and that they are only tackled if additional resources are forthcoming; 

In conclusion, dissemination follows the proposal in the annual report which is to seek out relatively low key venues for describing findings thus far, thereby gaining useful feedback and more precise understanding of their significance rather than expending large amounts of time in publishing high profile papers etc.

Comments in September 2006

The extensive and impressive list of dissemination opportunities are described in the annual report.  The team is also confident that they can deliver on the [revised] list of activities for each project.   I have looked at and concur with these suggestions.  My concern is how and when the team will seek external guidance and help with the products as it is vital that they are useable and high quality.  This was discussed in some detail at the meeting.

I also support the growing confidence with which the team identifies different audiences and needs.  I support the Steering Group’s recommendation that dissemination concentrates on teachers and specialists rather than students.  I also agree that a range of levels of expertise is likely and should be anticipated.  

Evaluation plan for Year Three

This plan assumes all the timetables stated above will be met.

Resources will start to be produced in January 2007 and will be available in draft form for review in June.  I will again meet with the team and a range of appropriate people on 1 June to discuss and review deliverables.  

A summative conference is scheduled for September 2007 probably over 2 days.  

I will identify stakeholders by the end of the conference, collect their views through a range of methods including phone interviews, questionnaires and use of my own informal networks.  This plus the project annual report will feed into a final evaluative report on SDAW project by December 07. The team is currently investigating the additional funds for transferability.  If these are forthcoming, there will be an additional time in which to disseminate.  If not, the plans for the next 12 months will include activities designed to create, test and disseminate information on all projects.

� Event participation peaked around the late spring and summer as the period from September 2005 to January 2006 was taken up by fieldwork for projects A (India visit) and B (UK fieldwork/ the writing project) and during March and April with the final trip to Greece.





