Shaping Analysis: Group 1 Rutgers 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.
 
The session took place in a half-day workshop, set up as a research experiment at the SCILS department at Rutgers University in June 2007. Participants had diverse backgrounds but were all either faculty members or graduate students in the department, sharing some level of advanced interest in communication tools and practices. All of the attendees took part in the small and large group exercises as covered in this analysis. Participants were 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). 
 
For Group 2’s large group session, primarily one member (D.) acted as mapper and facilitator and sat with the computer hooked to the large projection screen. Another member (Mn) stood off to the side but did not contribute much facilitatively. The other members sat among the 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 set up a structured exercise in which the participants would verbally characterize 4 groups of pre-chosen images. Mapping was limited to filling in the labels of nodes linking the sets of images. After the participants finished this labeling, the participants would tell them the names they had given to the same groups.

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

Participants were engaged throughout the session. They wanted to understand the setup and several times asked questions about the process. They looked carefully and in depth at the images and had lively discussions of each image and grouping, including personal observations, memories, and jokes associated with the images and each other’s comments.

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)


The facilitator/mapper stayed actively engaged throughout the session, attending to process (intervening several times to keep the exercise on track, maintaining the map, listening carefully to and getting validation from the participants.

What types of shaping occurred during the session?

All the shaping, except the textual shaping of the group labels themselves, was done in the planning session. There was no active shaping of the maps or nodes otherwise during the session itself. 


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

The session and its shaping never really ran off the rails. The facilitator did have to intervene in the boisterous discussion a few times to bring things back on track, and there were several points where there was some confusion on the part of the participants as to how to proceed or what the practitioners intended. But these were settled quickly.

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

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

All of the shaping of the textual labels was done in the course of discussion, mostly by the participants themselves, sometimes in conversation with the practitioner team. They were deliberations on the content of the grouping label, arguments about how to characterize the groups.


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

When there was agreement about the wording or at least general consensus on themes to reflect, D. typed them into the respective label. Generally D. appeared to make a good faith effort to capture and synthesize all the contributions, as reflected in the inclusive wording of the labels (e.g. the way that the “New kinds of books / new cultural products / spurred the cultural imagination” label included several different participant contributions).


Which are ignored or dropped? Why?

What blocks an intended shaping?

Because of the laughter, boisterousness, and many people talking at once frequently, there probably were some contributions ignored or (probably unintentionally) blocked, but it is difficult to discern which ones on the recording. 


How are the blocks resolved, avoided, etc.?

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

D. made several attempts through verbal interventions (e.g. “OK let’s look at uh, this one now”) to curtail the boisterousness and bring the participants back to the task at hand; most were (at least temporarily) successful.
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