Shaping Analysis: Hab Crew 2004.05.03 session
Characterize the overall ecosystem of the session.

The session occurred in the context of the 2004 Mars Society/NASA Mobile Agents field trial. It was one of a number of hab crew planning sessions concerned with planning the next EVA, and also doing so in such a way as not only to be useful for their own planning, but capturing and representing in Compendium in such a way as to be comprehendible to the Remote Science Team that would be working with the materials later.

Additionally, the participants and practitioner had the knowledge that the day’s meeting in particular, and the Mobile Agents field trial in general, were part of an experiment in which the particular tools and techniques they were using were themselves a "text" for the meetings, as opposed to familiar, unquestioned background features of the landscape in which they operated.

The May 6 session was a face to face meeting in the Utah desert Hab, with a shared display (as well as video recording of the participants working together with the facilitator) showing Compendium and other tools. One member (M.) acted as facilitator for the whole session, acting as mapper as well as pulling up reference materials (hand drawn map of the area they were planning for)in Photo Editor as necessary. Much of the hour-long session was examining and discussing the map. The main Compendium activity (which continued to be interspersed with references to the hand-drawn map) started at about 24:15 (total session was about 55 minutes).

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 session was tightly planned in advance with an agenda and links to previously prepared materials. It followed a similar form to earlier meetings, that had also been conducted in Compendium. The main intended shaping was to develop and capture specific planning items for the next EVA, particularly where the robotic rover was to take photos and how to call those locations, and other aspects of the geologists’ planned activities during the EVA. The form was intended to be simple nodes and links following a question-and-answer form. Although one member (M.) acted as facilitator and mapper throughout, he was also engaged in the subject matter and aspects of the planning from the perspectives of technical expert and mission team member, so participated fully in most of the discussion, although clearly the two geologists were responsible for the specifics of the contributed content.

What was the level and quality of participant engagement? (with map(s), subject matter, process, environment)

The participants were highly engaged throughout the session, both in contributing content, validating how M. represented things, making suggestions for new directions, and collaborating on navigation and retrieval of previous material when necessary. There were some interruptions to the process from other team members not participating in the session; M. dealt with these swiftly and kept the meeting on track.

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

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

M. was deeplyy engaged throughout. He was steeped in the subject matter and intended use (being one of the downstream ‘users’ of the info himself thus was able to see implications and importance of different issues and contributions. He exhibited a high degree of skill and familiarity with the software, and kept an unflagging attention to the details and the need to capture and represent the participant contributions succinctly. He deflected interruptions swiftly and kept the proceedings hewing close to intended purpose and timeline.

What types of shaping occurred during the session?

Primarily capturing the relevant aspects of the hab crew discussion and representing it in nodes, linking them to the relevant questions. There were several times near the end of the session where search/navigation/retrieval in order to find material for transclusions in the main map. The display was kept clean and succinct. 


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

There were only a few very brief and swiftly resolved disruptions, which were dealt with so quickly (always contained within a single 60 second timeslot) as not to run anything off the rails.

Who did the shaping, for what reasons? What contributions to the shaping occurred?

The graphical/hypertextual shaping was done by M., with nearly all content as well contributed by the participants (B. and A.) along with extensive review and validation as well as suggestions for additional topics and directions to find previous material. Both B. and A. provided wording for the labels and suggested adding additional nodes.


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

Much of the shaping was within the scope of the pre-planned agenda except for the emergence of the ‘sample bag nomenclature’ topic. The textual shaping was mostly done by M. capturing the exact text of the participant verbal contributions, but some was suggested directly by the participants. M. came up with some intermediary questions to create groupings for the sample bag nomenclature, but then dropped this when the participants suggested finding and transcluding nodes from previous maps.


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


Which are ignored or dropped? Why?

After discussion, when it occurred, M. took all decisions directly into the representation, primarily through text changes or node moves/deletions. None were ignored or dropped after a group decision.


What blocks an intended shaping?

How are the blocks resolved, avoided, etc.? 

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

There were no technical or procedural blocks during the session, only a few very temporary hiatuses that were swiftly resolved through either collaborative navigation/retrieval or quick problem-solving by M. (e.g. when he had brief trouble doing a group linking).


p. 3 of  3

