Sensemaking moment analysis: Remote Science Team -- Finding Waypoints episode

The episode concerns a disruptive event in the flow of the 6 May RST session, when both the RST participants and the practitioner realize that crucial location (waypoint) data is apparently missing from the imported science data. 

Flow of events in the Finding Waypoints episode


Figure 1 summarizes key moments in the episode described above. It shows the trajectory from sensemaking trigger through improvised investigation, consideration of alternatives, construction and aesthetic refinement, culminating in direct verbal engagement between participants and practitioner and further refinement.
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Figure 1: Timeline of Finding Waypoints episode

1 Event FW1: (Trigger) Recognition that waypoint data is missing (60:37-60:50)

Description. In the midst of the 6 May session, after completing a review of the BuddySpace tool for possible use by the RST in subsequent sessions, the team turned to the third item on their stated agenda for the meeting, "3. Analysis of data downloaded from Wednesday's EVA." Prior to the start of FW1 at 60:37, S. had navigated to the map titled "Segment_1_of_Lithe_Canyon_EVA May 5_2004 6:57PM_BST Science Data" where the RST observed Brahms-generated nodes indicating that AstroOne had done something at Waypoint4, and AstroTwo had done something at Waypoint2. That map also contained two map nodes for EraModel_IMAGE_1 and for EraModel_IMAGE_2. As S. navigated through the maps, Sh. and St. discussed whether St. had had time to map the Waypoints on the aerial map. During this time, S. is working in a combination of Direct engagement modes (doing navigation moves at the direct behest of the participants), and Indirect engagement (making small independent moves to refine what the display is showing). 

At this moment, the RST and S. are anticipating different activities in response to the science data nodes they're about to look at. The RST is expecting to look at the nodes, analyze them, talk about them, perhaps with reference to the analyses that various members had already done the previous night. S. was poised to capture the analysis discussion and steward the visual representation. But the event that occurs shifts both parties out of that poised anticipation into a different kind of exploration and problem-solving mode, questing for key information missing from the imported science data nodes.

At 60:33, S. had the EraModel_IMAGE_1 map open for review by the RST (see Figure 2: Screen at 60:37), hovering the cursor over the image node so that the image displayed large on the screen. The image is a monochrome image taken from the Boudreaux rover's still camera. At 60:37 Sh. comments: 

"And this is at Waypoint … what Waypoint is this, 2?"  [inaudible response in b/g]
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Figure 2: Screen at 60:37

This is the trigger for the segment to analyze. At this moment Sh. is not able to continue moving forward with the analysis. Waypoint information is necessary to be sure of the physical location that the image refers to, especially in order to be able to locate it on other artifacts such as the "hand-drawn map" created by the hab crew that shows the relationship of waypoints to geographic/physical features. The participants experience the lack of waypoint information as a surprise, violating the unspoken assumption that as they penetrated deeper into the downloaded science data they would always be able to cross-reference each level of the data effectively (indeed this assumption was based on the care that had been taken to provide multiple kinds of information on each science data map, such as 'creator', 'gpslocation', 'timestamp' etc. that can be seen in Figure 1). 

Simultaneously S. realizes that something is wrong that requires interrogation. He responds with a ruminative exclamation:

"Umm…"

which acts as a sort of placeholder indicating that something has occurred that will cause him to lift out of the navigation/displaying engagement mode he had been in for the previous few minutes (but he does not yet know what will come next). In the previous segment he had been moving fluidly through maps in response to Sh.'s stated wishes to show the participants particular information from the EVA. At Sh.'s question here he is taken out of that mode and shifts immediately into a searching/sensemaking mode, where it is not clear what he needs to do to solve, or even characterize, the problem that is presenting.  The first action he takes is to look for the missing Waypoint data (FW2).

2 Event FW2: Looking for the missing data (60:50-60:58)
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Figure 3: Screen at 60:55

Description. The responses of the participants and the practitioner diverge after the triggering event (FW1). At 60:50 Sh. says "I'll look it up," an apparent reference to consulting Science Organizer, emails, or other sources to figure out the missing data, followed a few seconds later by St. saying "Wait…" and Sh. continuing "I actually ... Have to go back." S., instead, starts looking around in Compendium for the apparently missing data (he could have sat back and waited for Sh. to return with the information, but instead takes the initiative to begin investigating on his own). 

His first action (at 60:51) is to scroll down the EraModel_IMAGE_1 map to see (apparently) if the data could be lurking down there. He seems to cast over the map (moving the cursor over various nodes) and not see anything helpful, so at 60:54 he hovers over, then selects, then opens the "GPS Coordinates" map node, apparently to see if that map contains anything useful. After 3 seconds of glancing at that map (probably considering whether anything of what it shows could be useful), he closes it, then navigates (using the Map Back button) back to the containing maps two levels above (Segment_1_of_Lithe_Canyon_EVA May 5_2004 6:57PM_BST Science Data) at 60:58, concluding the event (he was unable to find anything useful in his initial effort). 

Focus. In this event, S.'s focus is on the maps, looking for the missing information. He is indirectly engaged with the participants, not directly taking part in their conversation, though aware of it.

Knowledge. S.'s choice of actions here reflect an understanding of what sort of information a map might contain based on the text in its label ("GPS Coordinates") and the relation to the subject of immediate concern (in this case, postulating that the missing location (waypoint) data might be found in a map containing geographical position data). He spontaneously launches a "plan" to review the existing map, locate a potential source of further information (the GPS Coordinates map), open and inspect its contents, then return back "up" to a higher level to continue the search. He also demonstrates a consideration that some of the maps that are included inside the various maps he looks at during the event would not contain the kind of information he is looking for, thus opening them would be a waste of time. He maintains a sense of 'presence' and 'location' -- where does he need to be at the present moment, both to solve the current problem and to keep within the bounds of an understandable context for the participants (i.e. where to be in relation to what else is going on), and where will he need to be in order to stay a move or two ahead. 

Communication. The communication in this event is mostly between the participants themselves. S. does not verbally interact with the participants except for his "Umm…" interjection. They don't take direction from each other, each acting for the moment on their own. 

Tool/Artifact Use. It is interesting that the reactions of participants differ from that of practitioner here. The participants' (at least Sh.) first reaction is to think of looking in other artifacts ("go back") for the waypoints information. S. on the other hand looks elsewhere in Compendium. This may be because the participants experience the various information artifacts in the overall experiment (Science Organizer, CapCom emails, Compendium, intra-RST emails and documents such as the PowerPoint analyses) as more of a continuum, without privileging one over the other, than S. does; his focus is on Compendium and working with the data as it is present in the database. He is concerned with the performance of the tools and the intricacies of their representations and interrelationships, particularly the way the Brahms-generated science data is represented in Compendium (since he was in on the design, or at least planning, of that). He is always aware of what they designed into the imports and exports so is confounded that something is missing that ought to be there -- a connection wasn't made.

Skills/Expertise.  The navigation and display moves he makes are very fast. He knows where to look and how to accomplish the moves he needs to make.

Aesthetics. The primary practitioner activity in this event is exploring the existing data for missing information. There is no "making," hence no aesthetic judgments or actions to comment on.

Ethics.  S.'s stance during this event is essentially that of a participant, albeit one with particular capabilities. Since the advent of the missing information is as discontinuous to him as to the RST members, he plunges into the same kind of sensemaking speculation and exploration as they engage in. He can't continue in a "facilitator" stance and shifts into a problem-solving mode. This reflects a "we're-in-this-together" orientation that occurs on several levels -- helping to solve (and being as implicated by) the immediate problem, as well as demonstrating a responsibility to "fix" the larger set of mechanisms that led to the situation of the missing data in the first place -- that is, S. had been part of the design team that had come up with the mechanism for generating the science data as Compendium nodes according to a particular template, so his problem-solving here is directed equally at trying to understand how such a situation could have come about in the first place. 

3 Event FW3: Diagnosing cause, making guess (60:58-61:24)

[image: image4.png]Compendium - NASA MDRS Crew 29
Fle Edt Msp Format Tools Favores Workspaces Window Help

“

|au|@m]el]

% || @ | ] 4[]0 &g we ] T [seeetraar <] {f§ffoon
ont_1o anyon_EVA May_5_700 once Data

. '
o mm—CT N

20
AstraOne Map Locations WayPaints

o, @ S,

F — -—
AstroTwo Map Locations WayPoint2

i'ilﬂi
o, @

-—
Era ImageFiles +——____ .

2PE
EraModel_IMAGE_2





Figure 4: Screen at 61:02

Description. In this event, the participants and practitioner partially come together again, considering what they've just seen and trying to determine a way forward. At 60:58, S. says in a musing tone, 

"Do we not know what Waypoint, why do we not know…"

At the same time that he has been exploring the maps in the previous event, he is also aware of the conversation between the RST members, as if there is a "channel" open listening for key input even as he is mostly engaged in his own investigation. He is both manipulating Compendium and partially listening to/engaging in the group conversation. At 61:01, Sh. says

" "o wait wait wait " "I'm assuming that one of these [clears throat] excuse me [again] is taken at Waypoint, no! cause that's the ERA"

During this statement S. moves the cursor around the map, as if going over the contents looking for something of value, using the visual feedback to help bring forth any ideas from the node collection. At 61:12 S. highlights the map node "Waypoint 4", but then moves the cursor and hovers over "Astro One" (musing "Astro One…" at 61:10).

At 61:12, Sh. makes what amounts to a guess about the Waypoint location of the image node:

"Yeah so it's taken at, they're taken from, I'm assuming, Waypoint 0" "that's zero" "Yeah" [chorus from other RST members]

Followed by St. supplying some subject matter evidence (that S. does not capture):

"Because that [?] the, on the East side of the talus slopes hill is the canyon mouth."

S. appears to take this in and make a decision that it is time to shift from deliberation/exploration to another mode. He prepares to make the next move by moving the cursor to then opening ERAModel_IMAGE_1 map at 61:24, ending this event. 

Focus. Throughout this event S.'s focus is on the maps and the subject matter, with a "side" channel of attention to the surrounding discussion. 

Knowledge. S. demonstrates knowledge of how to determine what is salient (and what can be let pass) in the RST members' discussion.  

Communication. The direct verbal communication in this event is between the RST members talking through different interpretations of the image. However S. is actively listening to the discussion, effectively dividing his attention between his continuing exploration of the maps and the surrounding discussion. His verbal comments are more or less unheard by the RST, but they constitute an active participation in the discussion nonetheless. They can be characterized as tentative, exploratory comments. 

Tool/Artifact Use. This event did not display much significant tool use.

Expertise.  There is an expertise of being able to operate the tool while simultaneously listening with discrimination to the discussion on the phone; both pursuing his own cognitive track (evidenced by continuing to move the cursor around the map) while interpreting the significance of the discussion (highly contextual) as he goes.

Aesthetics. Nothing much of aesthetic interest in this event except the implied "displaying" of his thought process by moving the cursor around.

Ethics. In this event S. makes a choice to cease his semi-autonomous exploration of the maps and capture what he hears of the participants' characterization of the missing data. To understand why this is a choice, reflect that he could have either a) kept looking around on his own, b) stopped the meeting and looked in other information sources, such as Science Organizer (a choice he makes later on in the meeting for another purpose), c) done nothing and let the RST members continue to discuss and explore, waiting for their determination, or other possible actions. His choice possibly also reflects a judgment that it would not be fruitful for the current meeting to continue spending time on this point. 

4 Event FW4: Putting in the guess (practitioner) (61:27-61:46)
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Figure 5: Screen at 61:41

Description. In this event S. creates a Question node capturing the preceding few seconds' deliberation from the RST members. The node creation is unprompted and impromptu, not directed from the RST, and not in response to any particular coda in the conversation. Rather, S. seems to have determined that the RST would not be able to get any closer or more information to inform the Waypoint determination than what they had just said. The issue is rapidly dealt with and 'capped' at least for now.

The event proceeds in four distinct moves. Since the last position of the window had been at the bottom of the node area of the map, first S. scrolls to the top of the map window in preparation to create the node. At this moment (and even before, at the closing move of FW3 when he reopened the map) he must already have the node creation act in mind; that is, the moves he is now making are with the goal of creating the node whose text, at least in some form, is already in his mind. Next, at 61:29 he creates a Question node and gives it the Label "RST guessnig [sic] that this is at Waypoint 0", completing the text entry at 61:38. He chooses an area in the white space to the right of the imported science data nodes, implying, or emphasizing, by this choice that the new node is a comment on the science data rather than an addition to it; it is "outside" of the pre-existing imported science data. His choice of a Question node is an interesting one given that the text of the label does not actually embody a question (that is it does not ask a question); instead it implies a "questioning" of the science data itself, or an expression of doubt or uncertainty ('there is something questionable about this' or 'we didn't really know what to say exactly'). The comments he makes in the label implies "we couldn't make as much sense of this image as we would like," which serves both as a comment back to the Hab crew as well as a note for later consideration of the process as a whole. 

Next at 61:39 he draws a link from the new node to the image node, emphasizing that the Question is in reference to the image node itself. Finally at 61:46 he clicks in the Label of the "RST guessnig…" node and corrects the text to "guessing". 

S.'s actions in this event are a shift from the exploratory/problem-solving mode he'd been in during FW2-FW3 to a node-making mode -- he's both capturing and characterizing the moment. He uses a gerund -- "guessing" -- to characterize the event that has just happened and is still happening, as if to make a process note that, while characterizing this particular datum (the image node, or more precisely the Waypoint aspect that it is meant to refer to) also characterizes the data collection/communication/representation process itself (that is, that the RST had to make a guess as to the Waypoint location, which they shouldn't have had to if the science data process had worked as expected). 

Focus. S.'s focus during this event shifts from a semi-direct focus on what the participants are saying to create a new node in the map (including the guess they are making in his node) to an indirect focus on making links and corrections in the map itself without engagement with the participants.

Knowledge. Several types of knowledge are evidenced in this event. S. displays knowledge about node placement in maps (where in the map is the best place for the kind of node he's adding, as well as for the link he's going to draw). He displays a kind of planning knowledge, as his early moves are all made in the context of what he's going to do a couple of moves ahead. He shows semantic node typing knowledge (knowledge of what node type to use in this sort of situation (Question)). He shows knowledge of how and where to draw links, which would be the most effective node to link the Question to. Finally his choice of text for the node's label reflects knowledge of the context and framing concern for the meeting, that observations on the process are as important as fulfilling the ostensible analysis tasks themselves.

Communication. The participant/practitioner communication in this event is indirect. S. does not verbally draw the RST's attention to the node he is creating or otherwise engage in the conversation, which continues between the RST members while he is performing the node creation. In fact the RST's conversation in this event is transitioning to a new theme; Sh.'s comment at 61:44 is a prelude to a discussion of whether her prior knowledge of the physical location is acceptable information to include in the science data analysis.

Tool/Artifact Use. The kind of node created -- a comment on both the immediate event and the data collection/publication process -- adds a particular rhetorical use of the medium than most of the nodes created during the 6 May RST session. It is similar to an earlier node ("St. searching Science Organizer"), constituting a reflection on the process itself, a sort of standing outside the action and commenting on it, rather than a contribution to the ostensible corpus of RST analysis itself. Note that he does not Tag the node at this time. 

Skills/Expertise.  No expertise of note demonstrated in this event.

Aesthetics. As noted above, S. makes several aesthetic choices during this event. He chooses to set the new 'comment' node in white space to the right of the rest of the nodes in the map, emphasizing its separateness from them and the nature of the comment it's making. He also chooses to link the node to the main image node, drawing the link across all the other nodes in the view, which serves to make it more dramatic, and possibly effective, emphasizing the disruptive quality of the missing information and the effect it had on the RST. He makes a textual aesthetic choice in his use of the gerund "guessing" to imply the unfolding, transitive nature of the comment in the node. If he had used the past tense ("RST guessed") it would not have conveyed the same 'process' sense of the moment.

Ethics. S. had already made the choice to return to this view and make the node at the conclusion of FW3, so the ethics of that choice are captured in that discussion above. Here, the ethical choice is related to the text he chooses to use to characterize the event. As notes above he uses a gerund to emphasize the "process" nature of the comment that the node is making, and also that it would benefit the larger goals of the project to capture the fact that the RST had to make a guess. An alternative choice would have been simply to state "Waypoint 0" without the observation that this was a guess, with its implied provisionality. He chooses to highlight that fact that this was indeed a guess. He could have gone farther and made a meta-comment, similar to the verbal comment he makes about "why do we not know" that this information should have been in the imported science data, but he chooses not to do that at this time. By making this type of entry, he chooses to communicate information of this type both to the Hab crew (as part of the day's communication from the RST back to the crew) and to the larger context of evaluation of the technical methods and procedures used in this Mobile Agents experiment. 

5 Event FW5: Continuing diagnosis and discussion (participants) 

Description. This event is really the continuation of the discussion that continues between the RST members while S. is engaged with the actions in event FW4. It is separated only for possible analytical clarity, since it occurs at the same time as FW4.

At 61:44, in a continuation of the intra-RST discussion, Sh. says

"Well it's not what I would've … huh… never mind." [laughing]

This comment is not in reference to S.'s actions or the new node, and he does not (yet) verbally draw attention to the node he's created. The conversation between RST members goes on without him.

6 Event FW6: Augmenting guess node with diagnosis (61:45-63:12)
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Figure 6: Screen at 63:10

Description. This event contains the first direct interaction between S. as practitioner with the RST participants of the Finding Waypoints episode, concerning the point that S. captured in FW4. In the first moments of the event, S. takes no actions while he waits for the discussion started in FW5 to conclude, or at least waits for an opening where he can draw the RST's attention to the "RST guessing" idea. From 61:45 to 61:49, Sh. continues her thought from FW5: 

"I'm trying not to use my higher knowledge of the area"

When she finishes speaking, S. attempts to interject his thought (at 61:50):

"There shouldn't…"

but St., apparently not hearing him, responds jokingly to Sh.'s comment, followed by another statement from Sh. (61:51-61:57):

"bad, Baaaad Sh.…" "I know it's hard, it's really hard, y'know"

S. apparently decides to wait until the conversation on this point concludes, so he returns to making minor adjustments to the display, moving the node created in FW4 down a bit from 61:52 through 61:55 (not clear why this is done). He then waits, with the node still highlighted, taking no action while the below conversation between Sh. and St. continues until 62:25:

"And then I of course had access to the scenario that I didn't know you guys had, didn't have access to, so even when they were reviewing the plan, in the hab, it was like all old news. So I was glad that you guys were y'know like you both said it was very cool how the way they did that cause for me it was just like OK this is a review " [laughing] "We're like Wow! that's cool!" "Yeah" [laughing] "So..."

At 62:27 S. gets his thought out, saying

" [inaudible] the RST shouldn't have to be guessing where this is taking … should be quite…"

By doing this he intervenes in the flow of the RST's discussion and returns it to the particular process points he is concerned with, particularly the way the data has been brought into Compendium. Sh. and St. pick up this thread in their discussion (62:30-62:49):

"No, you know what, yeah, they should definitely, I mean, since we're using Waypoints for this? There should be somewhere that says what the Waypoint" "Waypoints  instead of just giving us GPS coords because it means basically" "I mean they put it in the name of the picture? I don't know if that's such a good i..." "I don't know" "I'll shut up now." 

In response to these statements, S. launches another compound action to refine the "RST guessing…" node he had made in FW4 with the point about GPS coordinates that the participants just made. He first (at 62:49) creates a second link of that node to the map node containing the GPS coordinate information, indicating that the node is also commenting on the GPS coordinates, then clicks into the label of the "RST guessing…" node (at 62:50) and adds "GPS cords not so helpful", a paraphrase of Sh.'s comment above, to the end of the label (which now reads "RST guessing that this is at Waypoint 0. GPS coords not so helpful").

At 62:52 Sh. responds to this, including a direct response to S.'s paraphrase of his words (in bold below):

"Y'know it should have, the, y'know, it should say Waypoint zero…. At this point it isn't helpful because we have to go back. So, um, St., what we put in here is '"RST guessing that this is at Waypoint 0. GPS Coords not so helpful" "Right" "OK so let's go back to the second image..."

This is a direct appropriation of a concept from a node that S. had introduced into the flow (as opposed to a response to a verbal comment) into the participant's conversational flow: "it [the GPS coordinates] isn't helpful because we have to go back." The second half of Sh.'s comment ("So, um, St., what we put in here is…") occurs because St. is not able to view the Webex in this session, so Sh. from time to time brings her up to date on what the screen is showing. This interchange also serves as a participant validation of the text S. had put into the node. 

Focus. In this event S.'s focus is on the participants and the process, directing their attention to the process point he had made and implicitly requesting they discuss and validate it (which they do). He has a short indirect moment when he focuses on the map (and moves the node down) while he waits for an opening in the conversation.

Knowledge. S. demonstrates knowledge of how to visualize the multiple meanings that nodes can have, by creating a second link to the GPS Coordinates node. He also demonstrates implicit knowledge of what kinds of facilitator interventions are appropriate as well as appropriate conversational turn-taking. He also demonstrates contextual knowledge in knowing the significance of the difference between Waypoints and GPS Coordinates (someone might easily think those were the same).

Communication. This event has three sub-segments of communication: RST members talking amongst themselves for the first sub-segment, then a conversation between S. and the participants for the second, concluding with a return to an intra-RST conversation.

Tool/Artifact Use. The double-linking of the "RST guessing…" node that occurs during this event takes advantage of the rhetoric-visualization aspect of Compendium, showing that a particular node relates to two others. In addition, S. keeps the "RST guessing…" node highlighted during the event, drawing the participants' attention to it by emphasizing its importance as the object he wants them to consider.

Skills/Expertise.  S. demonstrates a key facilitative skill -- paraphrasing -- in this event. From the long interchange in 62:30-62:49, the précis that he adds to the "RST guessing…" node is the succinct "GPS cords not so helpful", an artful pulling out of most significant thread from the stream.

Aesthetics. The making of the second link from "RST guessing…." in this event can be characterized as an aesthetic choice as well as a rhetorical one. S. places the node in such a way that the link lines do not cross over any other nodes. His movement of the node downwards is to correct his earlier visual "mistake" from the FW4, when the link from "RST guessing…" crossed over several of the pre-existing nodes.

Ethics. S. makes several choices about when and how to intervene in the RST's discussion during this event. In the first, he makes the choice not to interrupt during the "higher knowledge of the area" discussion, waiting until the participants had apparently finished (for the moment) discussing that subject. He then chooses to interject his point about the tool/data import/process issue, deciding that it was important enough to merit an interruption, and that he was justified in doing so. He then makes a further choice to allow the rest of the verbal comments in the event to belong to the RST, further choosing to enshrine the most salient aspect of their conversation ("GPS coords not so helpful") as part of the node label.  He makes the implicit choice not to direct their attention to his act of including those words, but their merit is shown in Sh.'s validation of them ("at this point it isn't helpful") when she describes what has been done on the screen to St. (it is also interesting to note that she describes this as what "we" have done on the screen, though the creation of the node and its editing was solely at S.'s initiative, without direct consultation with the participants. 

7 Event FW7: Augmenting guess node with filename (63:14-63:29)
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Figure 7: Screen at 63:29

Description. In this event S. performs makes a final refinement to the "RST guessing…" node on his own volition, while the participants wait to see the next image in the series display. There is no further interaction between S. and the participants during this event, until the event concludes with S.'s navigation back to the "Segment_1_of_Lithe_Canyon_EVA May 5_2004 6:57PM_BST Science Data" map at the RST's direction to go to the second image.

The event is composed of five rapid Compendium movements, in which (in another seemingly instantaneously "planned" mini-project) S. adds more specificity to the "RST guessing…" node by replacing the word "this" in the label with the actual filename of the image which the event has been concerned with. In the first, S. moves the cursor over to the image file, clicks into the label, highlights the text and copies it (63:14-63:20). In the second, he moves the cursor back to the "RST guessing…" node and double-clicks its icon to open the Contents window (63:21). In the third (63:24), he highlights the word "this" in the Label field (the label at this point reads "RST guessing that this is at Waypoint 0. GPS coords not so helpful"). In the fourth, he pastes the filename text he had copied, which replaces the highlighted "this" with "still_image_one_AstroOne_0_0_0.jpg" (the label now reads "RST guessing that still_image_one_AstroOne_0_0_0.jpg is at Waypoint 0. GPS coords not so helpful"). Finally he clicks the "OK" button at bottom of the Contents window to conclude the sequence (63:28). 

Note: On the Camtasia video of the 6 May RST session, the last two of the above actions appear to happen after S. has asked the RST members if they are ready to go back to the second image, but this is most likely due to the delay in the Webex transmission. Based on the sounds of clicking and typing in the background, the above actions were already complete by the time S. asks "You want to go back to, this one?" at 63:23, so I do not analyze them here as they really are beyond the scope of the Finding Waypoints episode.

Focus. In this event S.'s focus is on the map and text labels. He does not interact with the participants while he accomplishes the text selection, copy, paste, and label edit. 

Knowledge. His actions evidence an understanding of what type of information will be most useful to later viewers of the material produced in the session, including that actual filenames will be more specific and locatable than "this" which would be hard to understand out of context. He understands that in Compendium it is quite possible that the "RST guessing…" node will be viewed in a different context separated from the surroundings here, possibly even without a transclusive link (e.g. in a web export in which the current view was not included), so adding specificity will help maintain the integrity and usefulness of the information (it is not just adding specificity but a certain kind of specificity, tying the observations to the 'system name' of the object (the image node) that they refer to. 

Communication. There is no verbal communication between any of the parties during the few seconds of this event. 

Tool/Artifact Use. As noted above in "Knowledge", the manipulation S. makes during this event shows an understanding of the different ways individual nodes can show up in Compendium or its produced artifacts, such as summary maps or web exports. By adding the specificity of the image filename to the label, he insures that future artifacts that include the node will retain sufficient information to be useful in as yet unanticipated contexts.

Skills/Expertise.  The five actions in this event are performed very rapidly, while the RST was waiting for the next segment (consideration of the second image) to occur. 

Aesthetics. No visual elements were added or modified during this event, but as noted above, there is a kind of "textual aesthetics" at work in S.'s crafting of the node label, adding a final bit of artful specificity before leaving this area for now.

Ethics. S. makes the choice here to keep the RST waiting (for a few seconds) while he adds information to the node that he considers critical for later consumption (since it will have no immediate bearing on the participants themselves).

FW1. Trigger: Recognition that data (which waypoint?) is missing (60:37-60:50)





FW2. Looking for the missing data (60:50-60:58)





FW3. Diagnosing cause, making guess (60:58-61:24)





FW4. Putting in the guess (practitioner)





FW5. Continuing diagnosis and discussion (participants)





FW6. Augmenting the guess with diagnosis





FW7. Augmenting the guess with the image node's filename
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