CSCW Architectures for Geocollaboration Notes 7.29.04

Notes from my meeting with Mary Beth, Lauren to get some guidance on the scope and approach of this paper.

Next steps: timeline, outline, brainstorm some scenarios, re-outline

Mary Beth suggested that I do an intuitive analysis of the domain of synchronous map tools, i.e., look at GIS applications from a naïve GIS user’s perspective, then take one or two collaborative tasks and look at them from a CSCW architectural perspective.  In order to limit the analysis and review of Toucan Navigate and the Bridge Tool to just a few narrative tasks and heuristics, a sample scenario would be a great way for readers to get engaged in the paper and to just consider a few issues.

A reader can bring a lot of real-world context and issues to a scenario so it gets them thinking of other possibilities while you discuss the issues you bring up.  Issues such as response time, information structures, activity awareness, asynchronous vs. synchronous, all get couched neatly in real-world contexts, environments, sociality, and demonstrate how design can be informed heavily by a longer-term community of practic.  This is what the early stages of establishing research in geocollaboration can be about.

So the paper will be divided as follows:

1. Introduce Scenarios to define the problem statement and requirements (2 pages)

2. Literature Review, value-edited for the problem at hand (3 pages)

3. Architectural issues and deductions (4-5 pages)

4. Mock-up UI (6-9 pages)

5. Conclusions (10-15 pages)

1. Scenario/Stories - Mary Beth will send me her sample firefighter scenario for a model.  I will start with a few scenarios and try to consider some cursory spatial representation and cognitive modeling issues.  An emergency response or GIS data modeling scenario seems likely.

2. Review and Requirements – see Literature Review notes for key technical metaphors for computational processes and architecture.  Also, another subtopic is whether Geoprocessing workflow structures should be built in.  GIS tries to merge many disparate sources of data: satellite, mobile devices, complicated spatial and non-spatial databases, etc. and Weske et al. argue for the importance of steps and workflow cues.

Mary Beth gave me an overview of workflow systems:

· Surrogates and Predictors can be sketchy and cause problems

· Coordination is often emergent and informal  - it’s important to have enough structure but also enough flexibility to allow for tacit management if that is preferred

· Many argue that workflows can lead to deskilling, egality and monitoring in business situations

· How else can you manage different place synchronous work though?  Workflow can be replaced by a stronger degree of Activity Awareness instead, which gets into group memory issues.  How does this apply to spatial group memory (relates to Lu’s thesis?).  How do we document how people coordinate their efforts?  Eg. Babble suggested by Alan MacEachren, Contact Maps.  See below for more on our discussion of distributed group work… 

3. Architectural issues and deductions – at what level are things shared?  How are GIS databases made more accessible?  Are creative possibilities optimized?  Consider how GeoVISTA uses JavaBeans, would it be possible ot have a collaborative, synchronous platform that supports JavaBean applications?  Considerations in designing an architecture for geocollaboration

4. Mock-up – UI and functionality samples that would be neat to have, awareness mechanisms
5. Conclusions

From our discussion of Workflow Analysis vs. Activity Awareness, Mary Beth gave us some more grounding in approaches to CSCW analysis:

Scenarios

2 kinds: 

Problem Scenarios – present opportunities and challenges, malice of forethought, fieldwork, claims of current practices, intuitive approach

Design Scenarios – iterative development and redesign, longer-term

I should make up a problem scenario.

Personas, stakeholders are introduced with goals, physical and intellectual characteristics.  How would these characters react?  Hypothetical users can pace the development of the problem, the setting, etc.  

Distributed Groups

Social Awareness

Synchronous Collaboration – justifications for

Action Awareness – What objects?  What stage?  What gestures? What are you working on?  What motivates you to keep plugging or to collaborate with others?
eg. Radar View – overview of eachother’s work via thumbnails, relaxed WYSIWIG, how loose coupling affects action awareness

These workplace awareness mechanisms come from a tradition of dynamic activity theory with a European framework of HCI, from Applied Psychology and Work Psychology.  For the most part in American Psychology, motivation has been ignored, whereas the Europeans take a bigger purview of the anthropological, political, sociological, sociocultural (not just perceptual) issues that would be affecting these processes (tradition based in Piaget, Vygotsky, Scandanavians are very egalitarian).  They believe that our ways of thinking, motivations, etc. deeply affect the process.  It defines how the spatial is represented and interacted with.  What do you want to be remembering in the first place?  What will you be doing with it?  How can a system understand the semantics of a body of work for its users?

Some European HCI theorists: Suzn Bodker (Danish), Bonnie Nardi

Issues like collaborative social capital: how do you establish trust and reciprocity, how do you build ad hoc trust for people from different cultures?

