Shaping Analysis: RST 2004.05.06 session
Characterize the overall ecosystem of the session.

The 2004 Mars Society/NASA Mobile Agents field trial introduced a new strand of research on how best to support Remote Science Teams (RST), who in actual missions are likely to be spread across the Earth in multiple time zones. This mission provided a testbed for new kinds of collaboration technology to see how well these tools and methods can connect the RST with each other, and with a crew located on another planet. The problem was how to ensure that the RST could work with maximum efficiency and productivity and coherence in the extremely compressed timeframes they had to do their work. After each EVA, the hab crew would prepare its materials (along with the dozens or hundreds of image and other data files uploaded to Science Organizer). The RST had to examine and digest this material then formulate an analysis and recommendations in a coherent form all in the space of a two-hour teleconference held early in the morning. The job of the RST facilitators was to downlink the science data and hab crew analyses, prepare materials in a form that the RST could examine most rapidly, convene the teleconference and web conferences, facilitate the discussion while it unfolded to keep it focused and on track, capture questions, ideas and recommendations on the fly in a visual concept mapping tool, format the materials in best possible form, then uplink the materials for the hab crew as well as publish them on the web for other Earth-based teams. RST members and facilitators operated in a 'loosely coupled' mode, working as a virtual US-UK science team, from separate offices and homes, having never met in person, picking up tools and data from diverse emails and web links as well as specialized software. The facilitators had to work adeptly with the software tools in question while simultaneously playing conventional meeting facilitation roles and participating actively in the discussions. Various themes of discussion occurred throughout the 6 May session. These were reoccurring concerns for the RST participants:

· aspects of the geological methodology that one of the RST members had developed

· the need for the State University of New York at Buffalo RST to "get on the same page" as the "main" RST (the one that participated on the 6 May telecon), especially with regard to reviewing and using the methodology in their analyses

· what the RST would and wouldn't be able to accomplish within the two hours of the 6 May SOWG

· how the RST and crew should interact

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 held as a virtual meeting, with phone teleconference and webex showing Compendium and other tools. One member (S.) acted as facilitator for the whole session, acting as mapper as well as pulling up reference materials in other tools (Science Organizer, Photo Editor, etc.) as necessary.

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 ‘portal map’ linking to the various materials to review prepared earlier. Besides review and discussion, the main planned shaping was to formulate hypotheses, observations, and comments in the form of nodes linked to the various materials, tag them with one of a set of pre-formulated tags, and create a summary map with the various nodes transcluded from where they originally appeared.

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

The three participants were highly engaged though in different ways. Sh. led most of the discussion and was most obviously focused on the maps themselves as they appeared on her Webex screen (from what can be told from the audio soundtrack of the Camtasia recording. St. was also engaged but was not viewing the Webex due to technical problems (she looked at an offline copy of the prepared Compendium materials). M. was highly engaged also and was able to view the Webex, particularly with the analysis portions, but slightly less than Sh. All three were deeply acquainted with the subject matter from this and previous missions and attended as well to process and environment issues.

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)

S., although once or twice during the session was called away for a few moments, was highly engaged throughout, working with all of the tools under high pressure with aplomb. Since he was the only one directly working with the materials and running the webex, he had to deal with all aspects (map(s), subject matter, participants, process, environment) on many levels throughout the session, and had to perform highly complex and rapid maneuvers with many different tools (especially Compendium).

What types of shaping occurred during the session?

Primarily capturing the relevant aspects of the RST discussion and representing it in a variety of node types, linking and tagging the nodes, performing transclusions and assembling new maps, arranging the materials spatially for maximum clarity and sometimes impact, rewording labels and details for clarity and impact, and performing a wide variety of complex navigation and retrieval functions in service of finding materials or bringing something forward for display from a previous session. 


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

Several times (as extensively documented in the FYR and elsewhere), expected science data or other materials were missing, and rapid investigations and repair moves had to occur.

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

Most of the graphical/hypertextual shaping was done by S. himself, with extensive review and validation by Sh. Many times, both Sh. and M. provided wording for the labels and suggested adding additional nodes, sometimes suggesting what types of node should be added (semantic types such as “mission hypothesis), but most of the label text was created by S. (sometimes later amended or edited via suggestions or direction from the team).


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

S. made most of the decisions on the fly without direct consultation, but many times also asked for validation, and/or Sh. would provide unprompted review or validation herself. M. also suggested changes. All decisions were made either unilaterally by S. or through consensus, a few were subject of discussion between the team members.


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


Which are ignored or dropped? Why?

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


What blocks an intended shaping?

There were no technical or procedural blocks during the session; where there were blocks it was because something was missing in the source or prepared data.

How are the blocks resolved, avoided, etc.? 

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

Through rapid discussion, investigation, and resolution, sometimes by adding nodes saying what was expected, the consequence of its missing, and how to avoid the problem in future sessions.
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