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Reflections and Experiences of Students involved in Producing Electronic Materials for Seminar Programmes
Yee-Wah Foo, Gary Taylor, Jo Long, Gary Saunders 

This chapter examines the reflections, experiences and expectations of students from two British universities who took part in a pilot project to discover what could be gained from getting involved with the design and making of their own seminar programmes. Rather than confine students to the role of consumers of seminar materials, the project was devised to encourage students to be both producers and reflective practitioners. In addition to producing a range of useful resources that could be used on an introductory module on social and political issues, we were interested in exploring the differences between the reflections of the ‘producers’ and ‘consumers’ of these seminar materials.  Whether they were primarily producers or consumers in this project, the students were asked to reflect upon the value of the resources that were produced and their respective roles in the project. In doing so, they provided some interesting insights into the expectations of students and into the way they view their place in teaching and learning.
Context
     The theoretical perspective of active learning in Higher Education is heavily debated (Rogers 1983; Ramsey and Couch 1994; Lonka and Ahola 1995; Hueser 1995; Burnard 1999; Sander et al 2000; Taylor 2000; Boud 2001; Brown et al 2003; O’Neil and McMahon 2005; Wingfield and Black 2005), with much of the discussion focusing on the possible benefits of active learning.  These include the development of better study skills (Lonka and Ahola 1995), reciprocal peer learning to encourage more effective learning (Boud 2001), providing students with a deeper understanding and ability to deal with circumstances in their lives (Hueser 1995), the acquisition of skills that would be useful in the students’ future professional careers (Wingfield and Black 2005) and an increase in student participation, motivation and grades (Hall and Saunders 1995).  
Rogers (1983a: p. 25, cited in O’Neil and McMahon 2005) describes the theoretical perspective of active learning as being a shift from the focus on an expert teacher dispensing information, to greater emphasis being placed on the participation of the student learner, which is driven by the need for a change in the traditional teaching environment where students have become passive, apathetic and bored. This has resulted in a growing number of students feeling they are not being taught or assessed in a way which they would hope to be in Higher Education institutions (Sander et al 2000).  
The concept of active learning in Higher Education has become associated with a plethora of terms, such as self-centred learning, flexible learning (Taylor 2000, cited in O’Neill et al 2005) and experiential learning (Burnard 1999, ibid). However, the definition of all these terms involves students to differing extents, having a greater involvement or participation in their own learning process, rather than merely receiving or observing it (Ramsey and Couch 1994, cited in Brown et al 2003, p. 85). Learning designs which involve active learning provide a more engaged role for learners in the learning process - more so than a passive instructor-centred module design (Wingfield et al 2005) such as formal lectures, which appear to be almost universally disliked by students and have become increasingly criticised (O’Neill et al 2005), yet almost universally expected by students in Higher Education (Sander et al 2000).  Gibbs (1995, p. 1, cited in O’Neill et al 2005) describes active participation by students as those courses which allow students to decide ‘what is to be learnt, how and when it is to be learnt, with what outcome, what criteria and standards are to be used, how judgements are made and by whom these judgements are made’.

This is not to say that there is a clear delineation between an active learning method and a passive method of teaching. It is perhaps wiser to consider both methods as terms at either end of a continuum, with the possibility of moving further or closer to each method (O’Neill et al 2005). This allows movement from those initiatives which give students complete control over the design of their course and those which offer students no role in module or seminar design.
The benefit of adopting an active learning method is that it is assumed students will learn more effectively and that the learning experience is more intense and permanent (Labinowicz, 1980, cited in Wingfield et al 2005, p. 119).  Not everyone would agree with this premise.  It has been argued that deeper levels of involvement by students in course design can result in time being wasted in negotiating the course format, content and requirements and be viewed negatively by both students and academics (Hueser 1995, p. 588; Mattern 1997, p. 18). Some students may not have the time (due to other modules on the course or job constraints) to take on the responsibility of designing their own learning (Mattern 1997, p. 17). It may also be the case that students who have experienced more passive learning designs will reject a more active student approach to learning, be frightened of it (O’Neil et al 2005) or fail to see why they should take on the responsibility of designing their own learning – a point to be highlighted at a time when students in Higher Education pay significant tuition fees.  Disadvantages have been noted even with a low level of student involvement.  For example, contributing in traditional seminars can be perceived as “brown-nosing”, unnecessarily extending seminars, and result in small group activities turning into social sessions (Brown et al 2003, p. 85). It could be that active learning is more effective with postgraduates than undergraduates (Brown et al 2003, p. 88), possibly due to a more mature approach to study. Mattern (1997) suggests that active learning may be more appropriate and indeed more effective for certain academic courses than others. For example, he points out that democratizing the learning process whilst teaching democratic theory, can give students practical experience of democracy for reflection and analysis.  
Research has shown that although there are pitfalls when involving students in designing and running modules, students and staff can still gain a great deal from participating in course design. A number of studies suggest that the active participation of students in the design process can have a beneficial impact upon self-directed learning (Ghng and Coombs, 2001), have enduring effects and implications for lifelong learning (Brown et all 2003, p. 86) and enhance the relationships between students and tutors (Hudson, Owen and Van Veen, 2003). As Brown et al (2003, pp 85-86) noticed, it is possible for students to become involved in planning and designing seminars or even the whole course, thus becoming partners instead of subordinates in the learning process.  Furthermore, most modules can be structured so that they offer students at least some active participation in the learning process.

There are, of course, many ways to characterise active participation. The notion of participative learning (see Wingfield and Black, 2005) is particularly useful in recognising the importance of allowing students some degree of control in designing modules and courses. The extent and character of this control can vary greatly and include ambitious programmes (often at postgraduate level) where students design their own learning outcomes and course structure. It can also embrace more modest ventures (often at undergraduate level) where students are asked to take part in determining the direction and focus of a pre-existing module. Both types of endeavour, stimulating in their own ways, can be seen to provide a context for the present study.
Examples of the more ambitious approach can be seen in a postgraduate programme offered at Glasgow Caledonian University where, on a work-based degree, students defined their own goals and designed their own programme of study. These students were allowed to submit case studies from their work as the major components of their degree. Although mentors at work supervised them, academics remained involved to ensure the maintenance of academic quality and standards (Sander and Stevenson, 2000, p. 1). Other innovative projects include involving students in formulating a postgraduate programme on educational design. In this project, students were required to establish the syllabus that members of staff would teach the following year (See Koelher, Mishra et al, 2004). These projects have in common a willingness to transfer the power of establishing the framework and rationale for a course to the students. Although students would no doubt continue to consume academic resources, they were not regarded in the slightest as passive consumers of knowledge. Their participation extended far beyond choosing between a few alternatives at the fringes of the course. Indeed, these projects allowed students to have a real say in what they were taught and express their own needs in a fundamental and largely uncensored way.

    Participative ventures developed at undergraduate level often involve students helping to design aspects of a module and working within a broad framework set by members of staff. An example of this can be seen in the work of Heuser (1995) who involved students in the design and teaching of a module on death studies. The tutor established a broad framework for the module but the students were allowed to choose the specific content to be covered. The students identified six main areas that they wanted to cover. The tutor agreed to deliver material on two of the areas, leaving the remaining four to be researched and delivered by students working in small groups. Heuser found that students were extremely creative in the methods they used to present the material. These methods included the use of their own drawings, reading poetry and singing songs. Left to their own devices, students will often put a lot of thought into the way they present lecture or seminar materials. Rarely do they seek to copy their tutor. Because of this, tutors can often learn a great deal from student presentations on the preferences and expectations of their students.

    Although some of the literature shows that students do not necessarily gain higher (or indeed lower) marks when they engage in experimental or participative learning programmes (see Wingfield and Black, 2005), there are many other ways for students to benefit from their involvement in such schemes. As we have seen, Brown and Murti (2003) found that involving students increased levels of attendance and the motivation of their students. Heuser (1995) believed that students can prosper in a supportive and collaborative environment and that this can often lead to a ‘rich exchange of ideas’ (Heuser, 1995, p. 588). It was noted by Koehler et al (2004) that students who participate in course design enter into different relationships with their tutors and often gain considerably in confidence. Staff can likewise feel the benefits. It has been argued that the active participation of students in course design can also be beneficial in democratising education (Heuser, 1995; Mattern, 1997) and in the development of new pedagogy (Hudson, Hudson and Steel, 2002). It is also apparent that staff can use such schemes to gain an insight into the needs and expectations of their students. Indeed, it has been argued that those involved in education should be willing to ascertain the expectations of their students and ‘… find the best learning route for each cohort of students’ (Sander and Stevenson, 2000, p. 1). It would appear that the literature supports the view that involving students in the design and teaching of modules can be rewarding for all concerned. Following on from this, our project seeks to investigate what can be gained by involving students in the production of seminar materials.

Method

    The aim of our project was to get staff and students at two universities involved in designing and applying seminar materials for a first year module on the ‘Politics of Everyday Life’. The lectures were set by staff at university b and the seminar questions set by staff at university a. Seminar materials were produced by students at university a and used by students at university b (see below).

	
	University A
	University B

	Staff
	Prepared seminar questions 
	Prepared lectures

	Students
	Prepared seminar materials


	Used seminar materials


The module ran for one semester and the seminar programme was designed to cover five main areas. 

· Democracy

· The media

· Religious fundamentalism

· Pressure groups

· The environment

Two weeks was dedicated to each area. In each case, the students received lectures and were required to prepare for the seminars using materials prepared by students at another university.

    Seminar materials were created by a Student Citizenship Forum established at university a and consisting of seven students, four from year 2 and three from year 3. Year 2 students were invited to participate because they had recent experience of studying at Year 1. It was hoped that involving year 3 students would benefit the project because of their greater experience of studying in higher education. These students were paid a small fee for participating in the project and were asked to produce seminar materials on the issues outlined above. The students were divided into three groups (with at least two students in each group) and each group was given a distinct question to address on each of the topics. Members of the forum were asked to produce different types of resources including lists of weblinks with brief commentaries, reviews of websites, raw material derived from questionnaires and transcripts of short interviews. The types of materials differed according to the topic under discussion and various research techniques were used to challenge both the producers and the consumers of the seminar programme.

    By way of illustration, what follows is a brief description of the resources produced for the session on democracy. Members of the forum were asked to produce a list of weblinks with short descriptions of each site. A total of 63 sites were selected in response to three questions:

· To what extent can democracy be defined? Students in group 1 selected 30 sites. These sites included those of campaigning groups (Charter 88, Transparency International), media outlets and those covering international perspectives (United States, Canada, Latin America) and critical perspectives (Islamic).

· To what extent does democracy threaten the interests of the minority? Students in group 2 selected 13 sites that included speeches, books and extracts from such authors as Samuel Brittan and the sites of marginalised groups who claim that their interests are being ignored (for example, supporters of fox hunting).

· To what extent are elites necessary to run the political system? Students in group 3 selected 20 sites that covered media critiques of politicians for being out of touch with the views of the electorate, intellectual critiques of elite agendas (for example, the works of Frank Furedi) and a collection of right and left wing critiques of the political centre.
The material varied greatly in terms of analytical depth, topicality and political colour. The consumers of these resources would therefore have a great deal of choice in the types of material they could use.

    The materials produced by the Student Citizenship Forum were used by two seminar groups at university b. Each group was divided into three sections, with at least four students in each section. Having prepared notes with the materials before the seminar session, the groups were asked to discuss their findings during the seminar and record their conclusions on flipcharts. The findings of each group were then shared with the rest of the class in the form of mini-presentations.

The project was not only concerned with the production and consumption of seminar materials but also with encouraging the students to reflect upon the value of the material. Members of the Student Citizenship Forum (at university a) were asked to reflect upon what they learned not only about the topics but also about constructing a seminar programme. The students at university b were asked to reflect upon the choices they made in their use of the forum material. In this way, we hoped to gain an insight into what the students valued. It is this reflective element that is the primary focus of the current paper.

The Producers

    Rather than outline in any detail what the Student Citizenship Forum produced, we are primarily interested in uncovering what the students learned about the art of constructing seminar programmes. Many members of the forum recognised that it was important to identify a range of sources in the hope of appealing to a variety of users. Forum member a tried to provide ‘… a wide and sometimes provocative range of opinions and viewpoints’ (forum member a). One of the group recognised that it was important to be open-minded when devising a programme for other students, though she also noted that she found it difficult to understand how some of these views are sustained in modern society (forum member f). Another member argued that it was important to provide students with a variety of views and to try to provide balance in the selection of websites. In his view, the web is dominated by radical groups but that it was surprisingly difficult to find material on the far right of the political spectrum and that the sites that existed ‘… tended to be in disrepair and quite small’ (forum member g). He went on to argue that left wing sites were considerably more numerous and better maintained. He felt that this might be because the political left (in Britain at least) is ‘more intellectually appealing’ than the political right (forum member g).

    Members of the Student Citizenship Forum identified a number of problems that they encountered whilst searching for material to use in the seminar programme. It was noted that there was some difficulty finding good quality material and arranging this in a logical fashion (forum member a). One member of the group complained about having to wade through ‘useless information’ (forum member b). It was also noted that it was difficult to find neutral websites, with the exception of sites like wikipedia (forum member a). Another member of the forum felt that it was difficult to provide neutral descriptions of the resources he found and he recognised that this was in part because the issues covered tended to be quite emotive. He asked, for example, whether the BNP should be described as a ‘nationalist’ or a ‘racist’ party. He felt that there were problems with describing the BNP as a racist party because it would ‘… not provide students with an opportunity to formulate their own opinions’ (forum member g). It would seem, indeed, that students were aware that they had a responsibility to test the quality of the materials they selected and that political neutrality was something to be aspired to in the presentation of this material. They were clearly interested in providing room for diverse opinions whilst not wanting to be open about where they stood on an issue by skewing the selection of material in favour of any particular faction or political ideology.

    The students were quite open about their desires to produce something that would benefit other students. One member of the forum hoped that by engaging in a ‘critique’, other students could in turn develop their own understanding of the topics (forum member c). It was argued that the project was useful because ‘… it gives an insight from other students, perhaps giving a slant as to ways of examining topics’ (forum member e). Forum member d recalled how she struggled with some parts of the project and she was ‘… worried that parts of my work will be useless’ (forum member d). At the same time, however, she felt that the topics covered were important because they had an impact upon us all and that because of this ‘… the information presented should in theory interest everybody’ (forum member d). Members of the forum seemed to believe that they had plenty to offer to other students and that the seminar programme they helped to construct would by definition be student-friendly.

    Members of the forum claimed that they learned a great deal from participating in the project. Some of the group viewed what they learned very much in terms of their own skills development. Forum member b identified greater confidence in approaching students to gain their cooperation and improvements in her own communication skills as the main things she had learned (forum member b).Forum member c talked about improvements in his own time management and the benefits he derived from using different research methods (forum member c). Forum member f noted that the project drew upon and helped to develop her analytical skills (forum member f). Another member of the forum valued the project because it allowed him to learn about new topics and gauge his understanding of more familiar topics. He believed that it had provided him with ‘… a chance to think about what I would like to know about the subject and what would challenge me if I were to study the area further’ (forum member g). The diverse range of topics was particularly appealing, partly because the members of the forum knew that they could concentrate upon the topics they found most interesting and ignore those that they had little interest in.

    The students engaged in producing seminar materials also learned a lot about the art of producing seminar programmes. Forum member d seemed to learn some interesting lessons about empathy. She said that she learned ‘… how to view the resources I found from differing perspectives’ (forum member d) and that the project ‘… required me to think about what other students might think about the topic under investigation’ (forum member d). It was noted that in devising a seminar programme it was important to ‘… be consciously aware that you are not the target audience and that the readers (in this case other students) are the main priority’ (forum member f). These students recognised that they were the ‘tutors’ and that they needed to give at least some thought to the possible interests and reactions of their ‘students’. Through producing resources for other students, they managed to get a glimpse of how many tutors attempt to gauge the interests and dispositions of their students and in so doing that they had responsibilities towards their students. In particular, they saw that they needed to incorporate different perspectives on the topics under discussion so as to increase the chances of engaging their students.

    In addition to recognising the importance of producing diverse materials, members of the forum wanted to avoid providing their students with all that they need and to find ways to stimulate their students’ learning. Forum member a said that ‘… I have learnt to think in terms of providing ‘starting points’ for discussion, rather than a fixed curriculum learning programme’ (forum member a).  He claimed that we should always avoid providing students with information to ‘bank’ in a passive way and that he ‘… worked upon the assumption that they would take on an active learning approach, following up leads and ideas’ (forum member a). This view was also echoed in the reflections of forum member e. She believed that it was not necessary to provide the students with all the facts or all of the perspectives and that it was more important to provide ‘… an entry point to the more complicated aspects, developing the student’s thought and rationalising process’ (forum member e). Forum member f hoped that what she had provided might ‘open some people’s minds to new phenomena’ and that the resources she helped to create should be used by students as a foundation to ‘… actively seek out further knowledge to broaden their understanding’ (forum member f). This member of the group tried to avoid settling for bland material and, convinced that we should avoid spoon-feeding the students, that we should aspire to ‘… interest the reader enough to investigate further and provide them with enough knowledge to discuss the issues and generate further questions and arguments’ (forum member f). It is apparent that for these students it is more important to stimulate students into exploring their interests than to provide answers to all of the questions raised in a topic or module.

    It could be argued that the project provided too much for students. Indeed, some members of the forum seemed to have reservations about the amount of detail they were asked to provide. Forum member a warned that a rigid and prescriptive approach could place unnecessary limits on discussion and ‘… stifle the sort of exploration of issues and making of connections, which is absolutely necessary in the social sciences’ (forum member a). In addition to clarifying his own understanding of the issues, he claimed that the project had helped to convince him that the ‘… best way to learn is to be involved in teaching’ (forum member a). Forum member g noted that although the project had ‘stretched’ his research skills, he felt that it would be ‘… a shame to provide first year students with a list of sites already identified by somebody else, as they would miss out on the opportunity to develop the skills needed to search for them on their own’ (forum member g). In his view, providing such materials and guidance could be useful in the short-term but ‘… in the medium to long term I feel it would be detrimental to their learning experience’ (forum member g). Herein lies an illustration that students can learn a great deal about active learning by taking part in designing seminar programmes. Involving students in the construction of our modules can indeed provide an arena for students to explore their interests in an active way. Perhaps we need to think more in terms of teaching our students to teach rather than to learn.

The Consumers

In addition to gaining some understanding of the motives, hopes and fears of the producers, we recognised that it was also important to allow plenty of room for the consumers to evaluate the materials that had been produced for them. We were aware that the project could backfire if the consumers took exception to using materials produced by other students. We found, however, that there were no objections voiced to using materials produced by other students. If anything, the students seemed genuinely pleased that the Student Citizenship Forum had made the effort to provide them with detailed explanations of many of the sources. Member 2b appreciated that ‘websites were explained so I knew what they were about’ (Group member 2b). When asked to evaluate what was liked most about the module, many students commented that the module was constructively designed. ‘Seminars and lectures combined to provide an effective learning method’ (Evaluation a). ‘Lectures and seminars linked well’ (Evaluation b). Although one student said he did not enjoy the group work, he still felt that the module was 'pro-active' and that he 'always felt involved’ (Evaluation g). The students seemed to have no objection to using materials produced by other students and felt that these materials were well designed and had even fostered a sense of inclusiveness.

    It was clear from the evaluations we conducted that the students at university b appreciated having access to a wide variety of viewpoints. As consumers, they felt it was essential to have ‘a wide variety of views’ (Group member 1i) from a ‘wide range of sources’ (Group member 1g). Although one group member argued that several of the sources ‘appeared biased’ (Group member 2d) and another student warned against the use of extremist sites (Evaluation m), it was conceded that a full range of views was still beneficial. For example, member 2a was of the opinion that even though she ‘may not agree with the views expressed,’ such a broad selection to choose from meant that she could ‘create a better argument’ (Group member 2a). It was apparent to some of the students that a number of sites lacked political neutrality. Remarkably, their reflections show this was not found to be a disadvantage, but rather an opportunity to learn something new and gain further insight. Member 1e chose what he considered to be the most radical sites because he thought ‘they would represent the more interesting and controversial points of view’ (Group member 1e). Many of the students actively picked out different or unusual sites. Member 3f wanted to use ‘... the most controversial sites – politically, religiously and racially’ (Group member 3f). Rather than looking for political neutrality, the students searched for diversity and were open-minded about radical interpretations, no matter how provocative.

    We were also interested to find out how useful students at university b found the materials produced by students in the forum. We found that the students could be extremely critical if certain selections were ‘not useful’ (Group member 1c) and they took for granted that the materials should be of a professional standard (Group members 1f and 1b). The students fully expected to do further research on their own initiatives and they welcomed thought-provoking information that was ‘not normally accessed by the public’ (Group member 1f). The students also seemed to like how the materials suited a diverse range of levels. Some of the lesser prepared students admitted that it was necessary sometimes to access information quickly to survive a seminar. One of the students claimed that ‘I knew Wikipedia would be easy to understand’ and give me what ‘I needed to know’ (Group member 3g). Other students preferred material with more depth. For example, group member 1c specifically chose selections with ‘a good range of intellectual opinion’ (Group member 1c). Member 2a picked sites with ‘alternative and quirky initiatives’ (Group member 2a). The materials were gauged at the right level and catered for different needs. Catering for different levels and providing materials that expressed a diverse range of opinions seemed to engage the students in a very real way. Far from being passive receivers, the students at university b were keen to get involved in an active way. Nobody wanted to be ‘spoon-fed’. Student Aa, for example, claimed that the project provided ‘... a very useful method of studying new material because rather than simply listening to a lecture and taking notes, then doing nothing until a seminar on the same subject, active learning required me to find material myself and engage with it’ (Assessment a). The level of engagement did of course very between the students, but there were definite signs that involving students in the production of seminar materials had helped to engage the vast majority on one level or another.

    We found that the project did have a beneficial impact upon student satisfaction and attainment on the module. The students placed a high value on being able to do well in the seminar presentations, so it was important to them that the research they carried out was relevant to their tasks (Group members 1e and 2a). They also valued being able to debate during the seminar on a variety of controversial issues (Assessments e and j). The students appreciated doing something ‘different’. One of the students pointed out that the module '... was different to all other modules I have studied this semester and offered some variation to the course…as well as improving my debating skills’ (Assessment j).  The assessment - another important factor for the students - was to choose one of the topics covered in the seminars and to consider the contemporary resonance of the topic. Although studies by Wingfield and Black (2005) show that students do not necessarily gain higher or lower marks when they engage in participative learning programmes, the assessment marks for the groups concerned were extremely encouraging. One third of the students attained a first. The average mark was 62% and there were no fails. 

Conclusion

In writing this paper we were particularly interested in comparing the reflections of the producers and consumers of seminar materials. Both groups can teach us about the expectations and experiences of students using electronic sources for seminar preparation. Rather than comment on all of the comments and differences, in this conclusion we are going to concentrate upon what the producers and consumers of the resources had to say about the variety and neutrality of sources and their views on the value of the project.

Both the producers and the consumers placed a high value upon producing or having access to a wide variety of sources. Although it might be tempting as tutors to channel the attention of our students to a few key sources, it is clear that many of the students who took part in our project want the freedom to judge for themselves what is attractive or useful. For the producers, this variety was viewed in terms of allowing room for different points of view and different political persuasions. Although the consumers also wanted different perspectives, they also noted the importance of having access to materials of different levels of complexity. It was clear that for the consumers of seminar materials, it is important that we recognise different levels of interest, ability or time when we construct our seminars. Although we might want all of our students to read theoretically sophisticated material, not all of them will have the time or interest to do so. If we fail to cater for these students, it could be argued that we run the risk of allowing them to remain relatively disengaged from the module. The inclusion of some basic sources, as long as they are acknowledged as such, might help to keep the less motivated on board.

The issue of neutrality was raised by both the producers and the consumers. The web is renowned for attracting marginalised groups and for its radical spirit. It could be argued indeed that an author writing for the web has no real responsibility to produce a balanced product. Because of this, the web is seemingly full of extreme views. This was clearly something that worried the producers of the resources. A number of them worried that they were unable to find neutral sites or use neutral terms to describe what they found. The consumers, however, were rather less concerned with this. As long as there was choice, the students felt that they could judge for themselves. It would appear that the students who consumed the materials did not expect neutrality and were content to balance arguments for themselves using a diverse range of opinions. 

    When asked to consider the value of the project, the differences between the producers and the consumers became apparent. The consumers evidently viewed the project in fairly instrumental terms. In particular, they appreciated the work of the producers because it provided them with accessible advice and because there were plenty of interesting selections that could help them prepare seminar presentations and 

fuel seminar debates. The producers, however, seemed quite surprised that what they gained was an insight into the activities and to some extent value structure of tutors. When the producers reflected on their experience, they talked about having to empathise with other students and gauge their interests. In addition, they recognised that they had responsibilities towards their audience. These responsibilities included finding ways to stimulate interest in the subject, encourage others to explore things for themselves rather than expect to be spoon-fed and allowing enough room for students to develop their own views. In so doing, the producers used their experience of consuming resources to develop interesting resources for others to consume. This, we suppose, is where we all start. The trick, however, is to find ways to maintain this commitment.  
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