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Commentary on questionnaire results – Ames Group 3

Knowledge/Experience profile

The Mapper, M., indicated she had never acted as a facilitator, with or without software. She’d used Compendium 2-5 years. She rated himself as having Medium Low skills with concept mapping and Medium with Compendium software, Medium skill level as a facilitator, but Medium High level of technical proficiency with software and familiarity with hypermedia. 

The principal Facilitator, H., had some more general facilitation experience, indicating she had facilitated for 2-5 years and 6-20 times, but had never done software/Compendium facilitation. However she described herself as having Medium High skills with knowledge mapping and Compendium as well as facilitation, and a high degree of technical proficiency with software and familiarity with hypermedia.

The secondary facilitator, J., indicated a Medium-High (2-5 yrs, 6-20 sessions) level of experience with facilitation and with facilitating with software including Compendium, though a relatively low number of facilitation sessions with Compendium (1-5). He rated himself as Medium in facilitation skills and Compendium skill level, Medium High with concept mapping software, and High level of technical proficiency with software and hypermedia familiarity. 

Attitudes toward the small group session

Their satisfaction with the small group planning session ranged from Med to Med High to High, though the final comment (from the Mapper) foreshadowed some difficulty:

· We all contributed to consensus

· Managed to create a new pattern language for comparative modeling using Compendium ontology

· We came up with a simple-clear exercise for the timescale that group had to do it in. It went well because the group just seems to interact well, as easily

· Someone contributed more time.

· Not go well' is too strong. There was a tiny bit of 'curiousity' about the exact nature of the task

· We did forget to discuss roles for the actual exercise. Not sure why. Just an oversight.

Attitudes toward the large group session

There was an interesting diversity of opinions about the success of the large group session. The Facilitator gave a Medium rating, and commented:

· Getting off track and not capturing it.
The Facilitator gave a Low rating to the large group session, and commented: 

· The map was simple for the group to understand so they seemed to engage with it well. Finding sets of opposites/differences is usually fun.

· I forgot to map the conversations about the map (model). I was focused on completing the model. Me and the facilitator did not have enough of a unity to fix this.)

The secondary facilitator, who demonstrated a willingness to switch back and forth from facilitative to participant roles, on the other hand rated the session High, and commented:

· Generated great metalevel discussion that opened the realization that each node in a map should also be a map - a wormhole into the metalevel stuff behind the decisions that pt that node onto the map

Discussion

The low level of experience facilitating with Compendium – coupled with the relatively high degree of technical/software knowledge – may account for the way the session unfolded. Although there was a high degree of engagement, the planned exercise and pre-made representation was excessively complicated for the short 15 minute session, and the practitioners had some difficulty explaining and getting across how to proceed. They also were not able to keep the ‘meta-issues’ from surfacing and taking over, and did not know how to contain them once they did. The secondary facilitator’s propensity to switch roles (not to stay inhabiting the ‘practitioner’ role) contributed to this.

	
	H.
	JPk
	Mi.

	1. How long have you been using Compendium? 
	1mo-1yr
	2-5yr
	2-5yr

	2. How long have you acted as a facilitator of groups in any capacity, whether or not using software? 
	2-5yr
	2-5yr
	Never

	3. How long have you acted as a facilitator of groups using any kind of software (Compendium, MS-Word, MindManager, Decision Explorer, GroupSystems, etc.) in a shared display?
	Never
	2-5yr
	Never

	4. How long have you acted as a facilitator of groups using Compendium in a shared display?
	Never
	2-5yr
	Never

	5. How many times or sessions have you acted as a facilitator of groups in any capacity, whether or not using software? 
	6-20
	6-20
	1-5

	6. How many times or sessions have you acted as a facilitator of groups using any kind of software (Compendium, MS-Word, MindManager, Explorer, GroupSystems, etc.) in a shared display?
	Never
	6-20
	1-5

	7. How many times or sessions have you acted as a facilitator of groups using Compendium in a shared display? 
	Never
	1-5
	1-5

	9. How would you describe your skill level with knowledge mapping / concept mapping software of any kind, (e.g. Compendium, CMapTools, MindManager, etc.)?  1-5
	Med High
	Med High
	Med Low

	10. How would you describe your skill level with the Compendium software?  1-5
	Med High
	Med
	Med

	11. How would you describe your skill level as a group facilitator?  1-5
	Med High
	Med
	Med

	12. How would you describe your level of technical proficiency with software, in general?  1-5
	High
	High
	Med High

	13. How familiar are you with hypermedia and hypertext concepts? 
	High
	High
	Med High

	14. In today’s event, what role(s) did you play in the small group planning session? 
	Other
	Other
	Mapper (hands on the keyboard)

	15. How satisfied were you with the results of the small group planning session?  1-5
	Med High
	High
	Med

	16. Please comment: What went well in the small group planning session? Why? 
	We all contributed to consensus
	Managed to create a new ? Pattern language for comparative modeling using Compendium ontology
	We came up with a simple-clear exercise for the timescale that group had to do it in. It went well because the group just seems to interact well, as easily

	17. Please comment: What did not go well in the small group planning session? Why? 
	Someone contributed more time.
	Not go well' is too strong. There was a tiny bit of 'curiousity' about the exact nature of the task
	We did forget to discuss roles for the actual exercise. 
Not sure why. Just an oversight.

	18. In today’s event, what role(s) did you play in the large group session that your group facilitated? 
	Facilitator (moderating the group)
	Other
	Mapper (hands on the keyboard)

	19. How satisfied were you with the results of the large group session that your group facilitated?  1-5
	Med
	High
	Low

	20. Please comment: What went well in the large group session that your group facilitated? Why? 
	 
	Generated great metalevel discussion that opened the realization that each node in a map should also be a map - a wormhole into the metalevel stuff behind the decisions that pt that node onto the map
	The map was simple for the group to understand so they seemed to engage with it well. Finding sets of opposites/differences is usually fun.

	21. Please comment: What did not go well in the large group session that your group facilitated? Why?
	Getting off track and not capturing it.
	Nothing!
	I forgot to map the conversations about the map (model). I was focused on completing the model. Me and the facilitator did not have enough of a unity to fix this.

	22. Please provide any other comments on any aspect of today’s event. We are especially interested in hearing about any obstacles you or your group faced and what you did to overcome them. You may also comment on any of the sessions that other groups facilitated. 
	 
	Interesting issue over clutter that S.[?] solved by suggesting 'white' responds to links
	It was fun. Random pairings of mapper and facilitator is unlikely to work well unless both are very experienced at their respective roles.

	23. Are you (circle one): Female=1,Male=2
	Female
	Male
	Female

	24. What is your nationality?
	USA
	USA
	UK

	25. What is your profession?
	Consultant
	Research scientist, software
	Programmer


