Shaping Analysis: Group 4 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 4’s large group session, one member (D.) acted as facilitator and stood in front of the room for the whole session; another (L.) acted as mapper and sat with the computer hooked to the large projection screen, behind the U-shaped tables along with the other participants.

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 focus group session,  where participants would ‘identify components’ and benefits for an educational program for space travel. A few seed nodes and images were prepared. The planners intended to capture ideas and questions as they emerged; no special shaping beyond a low-key dialog mapping approach.
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 building on each others’ contributions. No process issues emerged as distractions, though there was a brief environment issue early on when the mapper had trouble with an unfamiliar trackpad. For the main part of the session participant contributions were quickly, competently, and comprehensively mapped.
What was the level and quality of facilitator engagement? (with map(s), subject matter, participants, process, environment)

D., the facilitator, and L., the mapper, were very engaged throughout the session and appeared to be working as a team that had worked together before (which they had not). They paid close attention to participant comments and to the shaping of the map, with the facilitator employing a variety of verbal strategies to regulate the flow of conversation as well as make sure that the mapper could catch up and capture everything. The facilitator even narrated ‘side’ actions that the mapper was taking (e.g. scrolling the map up), as if to explain them to the participants
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 mapping unfolded more or less organically as the session went on, in the sense that new contributions were linked to either seed nodes or earlier contributions, with the structure adjusted on the fly to accommodate items that didn’t fit cleanly (e.g. adding new questions). There were some minor issues with cleanly managing the real estate on the map, sometimes things got crowded and some shifting around was necessary.

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

There was no significant running off the rails in this session. Even when the mapper got slightly behind, the facilitator made sure that she provided (or asked again for) material that hadn’t been captured. The map was slightly messy by the end, but coherent (well-formed questions, links, and answers).
Who did the shaping, for what reasons? What contributions to the shaping occurred?
The facilitator and mapper managed the map shaping itself for the most part. Participants contributed ideas verbally throughout but did not question or suggest shaping moves (they appeared to readily accept how the shaping was done). Most participant refinements were verbal rather than map-oriented.


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)? 

See previous. As mentioned above it appeared almost as if the mapper and facilitator had rehearsed and agreed how they would work together. They presented what would look to a newcomer as a nearly seamless front, with the facilitator appearing to prompt the mapper’s actions (that she had in fact already started in most cases (e.g. “We’re just adjusting the map so we can get a little more space here”)), sometimes suggesting that something should be captured differently (e.g. as a question with hanging answers).


Which are ignored or dropped? Why?

There really weren’t any ignored / dropped shaping suggestions or decisions. Each item that came up was followed up and acted on, within the time limitations.

What blocks an intended shaping?

How are the blocks resolved, avoided, etc.?

See previous.

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

As described in the narrative description of the sensemaking episode, the main way this occurred was the facilitator acting as the reservoir of contributions and intended actions whenever the mapper would get behind.
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