Shaping Analysis: Group 3 Ames large group session
Characterize the overall ecosystem of the session.
This was a workshop setting, with a given task. Small groups were given a task to plan and prepare a large group exercise that involved participants in making some sort of changes to Compendium maps. A seed set of images and examples were given, but the small groups were free to diverge in any direction as long as their exercise involved engaging the large group in making changes to the map. Indeed the main point of the setup was to give the groups experience in coming up with mapping approach/strategy then carry it out “in the line of fire” in a real-time, public mapping event.
The session took place as part of a larger Compendium workshop held at NASA Ames in April 2007. Participants had diverse backgrounds but shared research, business/organizational, and/or technical interest in the Compendium approach and software. All of the attendees took part in the small and large group exercises as covered in this analysis. The exercises were billed as “skill-building” and “master class” exercises to give people feedback on their skills using Compendium with groups in live sessions (participants were also aware that the sessions were being recorded for later research purposes). The researcher did not take part in the small or large group sessions except to answer general questions (such as time remaining and technical matters; he did not answer questions about how to proceed with the exercises themselves). Each small group had a “master”-level Compendium practitioner as member who helped in the planning, but was not allowed to play a facilitative or mapping role in the large group exercises.
For Group 3’s large group session, one member (H.) acted as facilitator and stood in front of the room for the whole session; another (M.) acted as mapper and sat with the computer hooked to the large projection screen, behind the U-shaped tables along with the other participants. A third member (J.) sat at the table and made facilitative comments as well.
What shaping was intended? (Discuss how the session was planned to work, and what shaping the planners intended to occur and how it would be accomplished)

The practitioner team intended the session to proceed as a tagging exercise, where participants would add to their prepared map by designating what type of comparisons could be made between what was known about traveling to the moon in 1969 vs traveling to Mars today. The idea was to create nodes connecting images from each era that would name the type of comparison (e.g. “surface conditions”), then tag each image node with the value associated with that comparison.
What was the level and quality of participant engagement? (with map(s), subject matter, process, environment)

Participants were engaged throughout the session. They appeared to be paying close attention to the map for most of the time, were interested and contributing the subject matter, coming up with ideas and discussing/questioning each others’ contributions. However, in the last few minutes, although the level of engagement in the discussion remained high, the focus shifted away from the map and onto a meta-discussion about what the software itself could do. The same shift happened w/r/t subject matter (from making the comparisons as planned, to talking about whether or not tags could be argued about in Compendium) and with the process itself (from the planned process to the unplanned meta-discussion). No environment engagement per se.
What was the level and quality of facilitator engagement? (with map(s), subject matter, participants, process, environment)

H., the facilitator, and M., the mapper, were very engaged for most, closely following and guiding the contributions to the map, commenting on the subject matter, listening closely to and responding to the participants, and guiding the process. J. started the session engaging in a mostly facilitative manner, but shifted to participant about halfway through. As the discussion shifted to the meta-discussion in timeslots 29-34, H. and M. appeared to lose engagement and did not make any comments or interventions in that time.

What was the level and quality of mapper (if different person than facilitator) engagement? (with map(s), subject matter, participants, process, environment)

See previous.
What types of shaping occurred during the session?

The principal form of representational shaping that occurred was according to plan, though it required a fair amount of verbal explanation and negotiation. For most of the session, the shaping concentrated on creating new comparison nodes, adjusting the wording of the comparison nodes, determining how the tags should be constructed, and adjusting the wording and values associated with the tags. There was also discussion of alternate ways of portraying the relationships, which was in keeping with the planned direction of showing the comparisons. Three new comparison nodes and corresponding links were created and their labeling discussed. Towards the end a dialog node (“What does this mean?”) was added in partial attempt to depict the meta-discussion. There was also mapper-initiated moving around of the nodes to keep good spacing, and some discussion of the “invisible” (white) link lines running between all the nodes.

If the intended shaping ran off the rails, why did that occur?

Mainly it occurred when the discussion shifted to the meta-discussion / argument about whether and how Compendium tags could be argued about. All through the session, since it relied on a not completely clear approach to tagging, this topic had lurked (especially in TS17-24, but the practitioners had managed to rein in the divergence and keep things on track), but up until TS29 it had mostly been background to the intended task, but at that point it came to the foreground and remained there until the session ended. One of the facilitating team, J., contributed to this by shifting roles (as he had sort of been doing all along) from facilitator to participant, pushing the discussion in an area he was interested in rather than helping adherence to the planned exercise.
Who did the shaping, for what reasons? What contributions to the shaping occurred?
Facilitators, mapper, and participants were all very engaged in the shaping until the discussion veered into meta-discussion. All made suggestions on how to add, label, and tag nodes, offering different alternatives for all.


How were decisions about shaping made? What kinds of decisions were they? Who made them, on what basis?


How were these decisions taken up into the representation itself (if they are)? 

The decisions were a product of the collaborative discussion between all concerned. The mapper played a principal role both with her verbal contributions as well as acting directly on the map and sometimes talking about it. There was a fairly high degree of negotiation about many of the shaping decisions as they occurred (until the veering off).


Which are ignored or dropped? Why?

Some participant ideas about approaches to tagging, linking, and node creation weren’t followed, mostly in a “why don’t we…” that was then not followed.

What blocks an intended shaping?

Seemed to be a spirit of “it has to fit into what makes sense in this approach”, and ideas (usually about how to tag) that didn’t seem to fit weren’t followed. There wasn’t much of this. It was more a matter of the mapper trying to get the participants to supply tags and values, and the discussion kept moving slightly meta to concerns about what it meant to tag in different ways.
How are the blocks resolved, avoided, etc.?

Mostly through persistence on the part of the mapper to get something tagged.


How was the ability to shape the representation preserved or recovered?

In TS17-24, repeated verbal interventions by the mapper and facilitator to keep the group on the intended task, as well as the mapper’s conscientious attempts to capture and represent the intended tags, nodes, and labels, kept things on track when the meta-issues reared their heads. However, when it came back at TS 29 towards the end of the session, shaping was not recovered beyond a partial (and abandoned) attempt by the mapper to place a “What does this mean?” node.
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