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Abstract

This thesis proposes a genera structure for knowledge sharing to represent knowledge
that allows a group of users to share concept meanings and their relations and to
organise information about a specific knowledge theme or context.

Recently, many developments were introduced for presenting information concerning
the use of visualisation techniques, including 3D interactive visualisations and virtual
environments. The way a group shares information about the meanings of concepts
used, defined here as structure for knowledge sharing, is considered an important issue
for knowledge sharing and knowledge construction. However, visualisation potential for
representing and exploring knowledge has not yet been totally explored.

The study of existing practices in collaborative learning and education environments
serves as an initia starting point to get insight into ways of using abstract information
and how it can be of value for and between students. Research areas such as CSCL,
CSCW, visudisation, and graphical knowledge representations were investigated in
order to inform the research. This study has provided the main motivation for the
research on how to provide knowledge sharing support for collaborative learning use.

The work also presents the development and evaluation of a partial prototype to test the
above ideas. Its aim is to assess how users can collaborate and take advantage of using a
common structure for knowledge sharing and a visualisation design for collaborative
learning support.

An empirical study conducted suggests that users were able to specify structures for
knowledge sharing, use the 3D interactive visualisation to explore the structure and to
contribute to the enhancement of the common structure. It also shows that using a
particular structure for knowledge sharing provides learning value as a tool for
collaborative learning in a higher education context.

The novel aspect in the thesis is the proposal of the use of a structure for knowledge
sharing to render a 3D interactive visualisation and allows combining data source
information with the use of integrated information. Together these facilities provide an
environment for collaborative learning support. The thesis concludes by discussing how
to improve current work, new directions for further work and produces a number of
recommerdations.
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1 Introduction

Currently, there is some pressure to improve learning environments and use Information
and Communication Technologies — ICT — in innovative educationa contexts
[Goodyear, 1999]. The ready availability of networks and computers allows for the
development of computer- networked systems that support learning activitiesin

classrooms or distributed situations.

However, current systems for collaborative learning [Britain and Liber, 1999] do not
support the same knowledge sharing environment that face-to-face situations enjoy. In
particular, there are difficulties is representing context and abstracting information
about the knowledge theme being discussed. Thisis a problem that needs to be
addressed in order to facilitate support for Computer Supported Collaborative Learning
— CSCL [Bannon, 1989]. In particular, knowledge sharing becomesan even geater
problem in situations where more traditional teaching, based on the presence of the
teacher, is expanded to allow for both local and distance education settings [Wan and
Johnson, 1994].

This thesis addresses the problem of how to share knowledge between a group of people
engaged in learning activities. In existing systems that support collaborative learning
there is some evidence that difficulties occur when we try to:
- support the sharing of knowledge between users;
- support the learning process across distributed groups within a given
educational setting;
- provide distributed access to knowledge from different types of machines.

Some authors argue that efforts to improve learning and education must emphasi se not
only content but also context [Figueiredo, 2000]. In fact, already [Lewin and Grabbe,
1945] defend both that learners play an active role in discovering knowledge for
themselves and the strong influence that the social environment of the learner in
promoting changes. Also [Vygotsky, 1978] deferds that knowledge results, not from a

transmission process, but from the internalisation of social interactions.

New technologies that use 3D visuaisation facilities and interactivity within virtual

worlds seem to assist in minimising the difficulties by allowing abstract information, in
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the form of structured knowledge for representing contexts and meanings, to be visualy
mapped and explored using direct manipulation techniques. Such a representation can
complement existing tools to allow context sharing of a given knowledge theme —a

view of organising information about a particular knowledge theme.

Collaborative learning is defined as groups working together for a common purpose
[Resta, 1995]. To collaborate effectively in group work, each individual’ s purpose must
share a common grounding of concepts and be able to specify them in aform that
allows individual reflection within the group. Each user in the group must possess a
common mental map representation for reference, to understand the meanings and
relations underlying a particular situation, topic, or subject knowledge referred as view.
The common use of avisua representation of such a mental map allows for
collaborative construction and enhancement, providing the opportunity to augment both
individual and collaborative learning. An example of asimilar system is CSILE
(computer-supported intentional learning environments), which is a collective
networked database of students' thoughts in text and graphic form. Datais labelled and
organised in suich away that it can be accessed alowing a student to analyse agiven
view and to access related information in another domain [ Scardamalia and Bereiter,
1994]

Information to support the meanings and relations of a mental map can be seen asa
common information set of which each user must be aware. Asthis information
comprises abstract concepts and their relations, we propose the need to develop a
structure for supporting knowledge sharing for the view to be shared. Few systems
explicitly support such abstract information or consider it an important issue for

supporting collaborative learning [Beck-Wilson et al., 1999].

This thesis examines how a common structure for knowledge sharing can be used in
distributed environments for collaborative learning in a higher education context by
providing a 3D interactive visuaisation. This work proposes the development of a
visualisation design to convey information of the common structure for knowledge
sharing to be created and enhanced in an educational context. The claim of thisthesisis
that the use of both the visualisation design and the structure for knowledge sharing can

support collaborative learning.



1.1 Thecontext for thework

The Visualisation DEsign for Sharing Knowledge (ViDESK) model proposes the
following ideas to support both user and collaborative learning:
- astructure for representing the knowledge theme being shared;
- avisualisation design to convey information about the structure being shared;
- an environment to allow the use of the structure and visualisation design to

discuss and collaboratively enhance the knowledge being shared.

This thesis suggests that a system that offers a Shared visualisation and virtual
environment can support collaborative learning using a structure for knowledge sharing
and a visualisation design to convey structure information to complement existing tools
that already support student communication such as electronic mail, whiteboards, CSCL
and CSCW systems.

The work attempts to propose a visualisation design addressing the problems of:
- cognitive overhead: which allows an abstract high level for information
representation [Norman, 1991] and thus providing the means to integrate data
using Information Visualisation techniques [Card et al. 1999];
- information overload: which allows each individual user to take advantage of a
structure for knowledge sharing and thus providing a context for reasoning about

a particular knowledge theme [Huhns and Singh, 1997].

Additionally, the work is also extended to propose:

- support for data source integration: which takes advantage of a visualisation to
merge information about a data source with the common structure for
knowledge sharing and a textual search engine for Information Retrieval [Baeza-
Y ates and Ribeiro-Neto, 1999].

VIDESK addresses these problems by using a 3D interactive visualisation based on a
structure for knowledge sharing that describes the requisite information. The structure is
used to organise abstract information that must be shared for collaborative learning. The
proposed solution uses visualisation as a means of creating a projected representation

for the structure being shared among different users.



The central claim in this thesis is that with such a visualisation design it is possible to
help each individual in a collaborative learning situation by sharing and proposing
meanings using an abstract high level for information representation. The visualisation
also supports the integration between the constructed structure and a data source. The
visualisation can work as complementary to existing systems for collaborative learning

by providing itself as an interface.

Overdll, the thesis proposes a general structure for knowledge sharing to represent
knowledge that allows a group of users to share concepts and negotiate their meanings.
It isasimple structure that presents a model to support knowledge, and convey
information about the knowledge to be shared among users. The structure aims to
support knowledge construction in a collaborative learning environment. To ease user
interaction with the structure, a computer based 3D interactive visualisation design is
proposed to allow a higher abstraction representation addressing cognitive overhead and

information overload.

This work extends previous research on Information and Communication Technologies
in education, in particular, using Internet facilities for supporting virtual environments
for higher education [Gouveia, 1999a].

1.2 Approach of the work

The study of existing practices in collaborative learning and education environments
serves as an initial starting point to get insight into ways of using abstract information
and how it can be of value for and between students. The study of literature about face-
to-face collaborative learning situations and knowledge construction provide important
insights to inform about the characteristics that a virtual world system must have, to

support similar functionality.

The potentia for Information and Communication Technologies and the impact that
these can have in current education settings have been studied. In particular, abrief
study of pedagogical issues and theories concerning learning and collaborative learning
has been conducted to inform design requirements.

Current CSCL and CSCW systems are discussed in order to address how they provide

extended support for collaborative learning. The Collaborative Virtual Environments
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(CVEs) are among those systems. A CVE aims to provide support for co-operation by
placing users within a shared virtual space that affords particular forms of co-operation

[Benford et al., 1997].

A group of empirical studies and experiences conducted to support information and
communication use in collaborative learning and knowledge construction are presented
and provide evidence which suggests the need for knowledge construction support in

learning.

Based on the existing empirical data and from technical solutions developed on existent
systems, a number of design solutions were considered. One of those is the use of a
structure as the main support for sharing knowledge about a particular theme view —
context. Huhns and Singh propose that users can contribute to enhance an existent
domain knowledge model [Huhns and Singh, 1997]. Additionally, Huhns and Stephend
defend the idea of using a set of symbols to represent a knowledge domain to be used by
each individual [Huhns and Stephens, 1999].

The use of a set of symbols in the visualisation design provides a visual mental map
representation that can help to keep cognitive overhead and information overload
problems minimal. [Tufte, 1990].

As one of the main characteristics of the structure that must be represented is its
relationship network, the visualisation design must provide some clues to organise and
orient users. The exploration of athree-dimensional space for human interaction seems
anatural option to do this: Cyberspace has claimed to provide athree-dimensional field
of action and interaction with recorded and live data, with machines, sensors, and with
other people [Benedikt, 1991]. According to Wexelblat, a well-structured view can
make things obvious to the viewer and empower interaction. The view structure can
convey an underlying mental model and can indicate possibilities for interaction in what
Wexelblat proposes as semantic spaces [Wexelblat, 1991].

The strategy followed for the visualisation design is to take advantage of collaboration
between users to enhance domain knowledge that can be visualised and manipulated by
each user for their own information needs and to allow different data sources to be
integrated with the structure for knowledge sharing. This will lead to the combination of

data source information and knowledge in away that there is an independent layer
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between the knowledge being shared and a given data source. Thus providing the user
with additional support in analysing both the data source and help in information
retrieval activities.

This high level approach allows for adifferent kind of integration with existing data
sources. It alows, in opposite to aternative low level — data — approaches no need to
alter existing data sources and apply precise rules for previous identification —
classification — of relevant information. However, the data source must provide an

interface to search for text keywords, considering the actual ViDESK implementation.

In order to test both the use of the structure for knowledge sharing and the visualisation
design, a prototype has been developed to allow a group of students to use the
visualisation design for sharing knowledge. The knowledge describes a theme view and
is used to support information retrieval from the World Wide Web (Web or WWW)
search engine [Baeza-Y ates and Ribeiro-Neto, 1999]. The prototype intends to test both
the functionality and effectiveness of the use of the structure for knowledge sharing and
avisualisation design to support user learning. The learning results from a group of
activities such as collaboratively sharing, discussing and enhancing a structure for

knowledge sharing.

1.3 Objectives of thework

Considering the 3D interactive vistalisation proposed for representing knowledge
awareness, the following advantages can be enumerated leading to three work
objectives:

- support collaborative learning which provids a visualisation design to convey
the structure information (giving a visual orm to gain knowledge and convey
information about it). Once a user learns how to take advantage of the
visualisation design he can engage himself in the share, discussion and
exploration of the knowledge theme being shared providing a collaborative
learning environment.

- minimise cognitive overhead: which explores the visualisation design and takes
advantage of the navigation facilities offered, the user can explore information
about the structure for knowledge sharing as a space alowing a more smple and

user friendly alternative for structure presentation in textual form.
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minimise information overload: the visualisation deals better with the
information overload problem by using a reduced set of symbols to generate the
visualisation design. This provides a visua representation for the structure
network relationships. The interaction with the visualisation alows information
filtering to highlight particular network relationships, providing base
functionality to explore the structure for knowledge sharing as a virtua
environment taking advantage of the visualisation facility using a three

dimensional representation.

A number of additional observations can be made on the basis of experimental trials of

the developed system. In particular, four additional experimental conclusions were
obtained.

ease user interaction: provides a common interface independent of different
knowledge themes: the visualisation design uses the structure for knowledge
sharing to generate the symbols used and their position, size and relations. The
reduced set of symbols remans the same which alows visuaisation

independence from the knowledge theme of the structure.

In addition, within the context of the potential for data source information integration,

the following advantages canbe considered:

the provision of a high abstraction level to describe a given knowledge context:
allowing a high description level for use in collaborative learning to discuss
models, concepts relationships and confront perspectives about a given
knowledge theme. Later, a collaboratively constructed structure can be used to
assist information retrieval.

support for data source analysis: based on a given structure for knowledge
sharing by comparing the structure with data source information it can be used
both as feedback to enhance the structure, and for assisting data source
information retrieval.

a context meta-description with which to analyse and compare different data
sources: based on a given structure, this allows the user support to start, generate
and analyse data source information retrieval results in a given knowledge theme
context.

Both use of the structure for knowledge sharing and the 3D visualisation needs to be

tested to assessits real possibilities for collaborative learning. Although the traditional

computer mouse, keyboard and monitor interfaces may not be the best way to take
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advantage of the interaction provided by the visualisation design, it still shows the

potential of interacting with knowledge.

An important issue is the evaluation of the model derived from the research undertaken.
The preliminary evaluation results have indicated the need for more evaluation and
further research in order to take advantage and to fully implement the ideas presented in

this thesis, dthough they have confirmed the research goals as valid.

1.4 Nove characteristicsof the work

The work defends the need to consider information about tacit knowledge as one of the
requirements that must be presented in using Computer Support Collaborative Learning.
Other authors defend a similar approach [Lewis, 1999; Mercer, 1995]. One of the main
contributions of thiswork is the proposal of a structure for knowledge sharing to
describe a knowledge theme view. This structure presents a base structure that can be
extended to include and reference more information and thus provide richer semantics

by adding new elements.

This work claims that an appropriate approach to use the proposed structure for
knowledge sharing is to provide a visual interface as a 3D interactive visualisation. A
direct advantage of this approach is the possibility of representing structure
relationships and integrate both knowledge and data source information.

The general outcomes of this research are:

- use of a structure to represent a knowledge theme view: conveying information
to be enhanced by collaboration. The structure alows the knowledge
specification, knowledge sharing and supports the visualisation generation.

- a 3D interactive visualisation to convey structure information: allowing the
visua sharing and individual exploration of the structure for knowledge sharing.

- proposing a generic support to knowledge for collaborative learning: resulting
in the joint use of the structure for knowledge sharing and a 3D interactive
visualisation to support collaborative learning.

- provide the means for integration knowledge and a data source in the same
interface: by giving a visua representation for the knowledge. The integration is
made possible by using Information Visualisation techniques [Card et al., 1999].



The devel oped prototype serves to demonstrate the use of the structure and visualisation
design. The prototype alows a small group of students to take advantage of sharing
knowledge about a given knowledge theme view both for its discussion and to support
information retrieval. The data source support is given by generating contextual

searches using the structure for knowledge sharing.

The novel aspect in the thesisis the proposal of the use of knowledge to render athree
dimensional interactive visualisation design, and an integrated Information
Visualisation to combine data source information with the visualisation of the structure
for knowledge sharing. Together these facilities provide an environment for

collaborative learning support.

The system canbe integrated with a data source, providing a tool for sharing and
manipulating the visualised structured information as a knowledge map. This means
that the system assists users in information retrieval actions within a specific knowledge
theme view. The VIDESK model provides the support for more informed browse and
search tactics to be undertaken by the user. VIDESK also provides support for sharing,
discussing, and exploring the structure for knowledge sharing, providing an

environment for collaborative learning.

1.5 Structureof thethess

This thesis is organised in nine chapters as follows. Chapter 2 — Cognitive over head,
information overload and collabor ative lear ning, provides the underlying reasons
that inform the efforts to this work, giving an historic overview of trials and approaches
to provide better support for knowledge sharing both for the individual and groupsin a
learning perspective. It also introduces information issues regarding the problems of
cognitive overhead and information overload. A number of learning issues are presented

to inform the devel opment and evaluation of the prototype.

Chapter 3 —From collabor ation technologies to knowledge r epr esentation, presents
a set of concepts to be used during the work. Due to the multidisciplinary nature of the
work, a number of work areas were studied. In particular, the World Wide Web, Virtua
Reality, Information Retrieval, CSCL and CSCW systems, Visualisation, Information



Visualisation, graphical knowledge representations and Topic Maps are discussed.
Additionally a number of graphical tools and knowledge maps are presented.

Chapter 4 — Graphical support for knowledge sharing, introduces the system general
description to provide a broad view of VIDESK functionality. The section provides a
description of the system proposal to support the work undertaken. It also introduces the

genera context for its use.

Chapter 5— A mode for a visualisation for knowledge sharing, presents the model to
address the problem of sharing knowledge. The model is based on a structure for
knowledge sharing to support and organise knowledge to be shared and to support the
visualisation rendering. As part of the model, the Visualisation design and Information

Visualisation are also presented.

Chapter 6 — Implementing a knowledge sharing system, introduces the prototype that
implements the VIDESK model ideas. The application consists of a collaborative
infrastructure that allows a small group of students to collaboratively construct a
structure for knowledge sharing of a given theme and use it to support access to a Web
search engine for information retrieval. The interaction is based on the use of a 3D
interactive visualisation. The prototype technical solutions and its use are briefly

presented. Also, a user scenario is described.

Chapter seven and eight present the prototype evaluation. Both the evaluation setting
and methodology are described in chapter 7 — Experimentsto evaluate the system in
use. The evaluation results are presented and discussed in chapter 8 — Experimental

Reaults.

The final chapter (Conclusions and future work ), summarises the research undertaken.
The most important concepts and results are outlined and the novelty in the work is
listed. A discussion on how to improve current work and new directions for further
work is given. Finally a number of recommendations are made, taking into account the

experience gained.
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2 Cognitive overhead, information overload and

collabor ative learning

2.1 Introduction

In chapter 1 — I ntroduction, the thesis problem has been presented: how to share
knowledge between a group of people, in particular people engaged in learning
activities together. In particular, the work proposes a system for knowledge sharing to
support collaborative learning in a higher education context and the use of a

visualisation design to convey it.

In order to inform such a system, a number of fundamental issues must be considered as
the interface issues, learning issues and information issues. These three are seen as
fundamental to inform a Visualisation Design for Sharing Knowledge. The above issues
contribute to the discussion of the role that Visualisation may have in the devel opment

of the next generation of user interfaces.

The motivation section introduces the potential that visualisation and virtual reality can
have. In particular, a new generation of user interfaces that include emergent computer
3D facilities such as Information Visualisation and Virtual Reality systems as defended
by a number of authors as [Card et a., 1998; Erickson, 1993; Benford and Greenhalgh,
1993].

The interface issues provide an historical background to inform how the use of 3D
facilities can be an advantage. In particular, Bush, Engelbart and English for their
visions [Bush, 1945; Engelbart and English, 1968], Hutchins and Norman concerning
the collaborative aspects of the representations and the importance of representation
itself [Hutchins, 1995; Norman, 1993], and by Jul and Furnas regarding the use and
navigation on information spaces [Jul and Furnas, 1997].

Learning issues, who provide the notions of experiential and reflective learning
[Norman, 1993], learning in an artificial intelligence perspective [Coelho, 1996], the
importance of social interaction [Vygotsky, 1978], and the notion of collaborative
learning [McConnell, 1994].
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Information issues contribute to the discussion of the cognitive overhead and
information overload problems. In particular, the contributions from Ebersole and
Conklin situate the problem of cognitive overhead and characterise it [Ebersole, 1997;
Conklin, 1987]. Regarding the problem of information overload, important discussions
are provided by Kerka, contributing to its characterisation [Kerka, 1997], and Wurman

who aso introduces the related notion of understanding [Wurman, 1989].

This chapter is structured as follows:
- Section 2.2 — "Mativation”, explains the aim and the motivation underlying the
proposed work.
- Section 2.3 — "Interface issues'. Discusses why this work and associated
problems are important, feasible, and how they relate to research purposes.
- Section 2.4 — "Learning issues’, introduces the concepts of learning and
collaborative learning used in this work.
- Section 2.5 — "Information issues’, introduces the informationrelated problems
of cognitive overhead and information overload.
- Section 2.6 — "Fina remarks', presents a number of research issues to be
considered.
The perspective that Visualisation can promote the opportunity to foster user interaction
and computer based human mediation is defended. The chapter ends with a proposal of

the main issues to be researched in order to develop better humancomputer systems.

2.2 Motivation

Information Management and information flow can be seen as critical success factorsin
human systems [Gouveia 1994], based on the hypothesis that if these factors are
handled conveniently it is possible to improve productivity dramatically. In order to
obtain such an advantage, the information system must be improved with technology
that enables the information to flow and that integrates with existing information

systems.

As emerging disciplines, Visualisation and Information Visualisation can be of interest.
The latter can offer technologies that improve the way humans perceive and use large
and complex datasets, and help manipulate information [Card et al., 1998].
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The former can be introduced as the process of transforming data, information, and
knowledge into visual form making use of the human’s natural visual capabilities [Card

et al., 1998]. It can also provide an interface between the human mind and the computer.

Moreover, Virtual Reality technology offers a great potential to represent information
and a new paradigm to represent information in 3D. Virtual Redlity (VR) can be
considered as the delivery to a human of the most convincing illusion possible that they
are in another reality [Harrison and Jacques, 1996]. This reality existsin digital
electronic format in the memory of a computer. Terms related with Virtual Reality
(Jaron Lanier) are Artificial Reality (Myron Krueger), Cyberspace (Willian Gibson),
and, more recently, Virtual Worlds, Synthetic Worlds, and Virtual Environments as
stated in [Beir, 1996].

How can we relate Virtual Reality technology and visualisation? We can consider that
the visualisation god is to represent data in ways that make them perceptible, and able
to engage human sensory systems [Erickson, 1993]. As Artificial Reality makes it easier
to interact with visualisations, and the user can have its own presence in a 3D space,
there are more natural possibilities for manipulating 3D images. This opens the way for
usersto interact directly with the data, for multiple users to interact smultaneoudly with
the same visudisation, and a so act as environments to support human/human

interaction [Erickson, 1993].

The impact and use of Visualisation and VR technology to visualise information, and
knowledge in an education environment along with the possibility to support knowledge
sharing, is the intended subject of this study. Approaches to educationa systems based
on well-tested and conventional techniques have suffered from limitations due mainly
to:

- the complexity resulting from large amounts of unstructured information, and
the difficulty of keeping pace with updating, verification, and authoring
information. This affects largely human computer interaction, and no novel
solutions are in sight to solve this problem.

- the complexity of co-ordinating several information sources when one tries to
move to decentralised or distributed solutions does not seem to be reduced as
heterogeneity, and interoperability problems arise. Further, related problems

concerning user interaction remain untouched.
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- the shift in information content from pure data to knowledge does not seem to fit
well with conventional available systems. Knowledge changes and evolves
continuously and needs to be certified, authored, and represented in various
supports and dimensions.

The proposed approach in this work is to free information and knowledge from
conventional and hardware-oriented supports and to ease user information management
[Fairchild, 1993]. Visualisation and VR technology seems a promising start as it allows
for the following improvements:

- the cost of technology is faling, and it is now becoming affordable for even
small organisations;

- athough the visua quality of these systems cannot, as of now, compete with
traditional displays, thisis not a drawback in our context;

- user interaction becomes more intuitive, and presents the possibility of
extending routine work, with apparently no losses in productivity [Oravec, 1996;
Barnatt, 1997];

- Visudisation and VR technologies offer new possibilities to build system
applications that improve or modify radically productivity [Chorafas and
Steinamann, 1995; Barnatt, 1997].

The described improvements are also valid for Computer Supported Cooperative Work
(CSCW) systems. The goal of CSCW is to discover ways of using computer technology
to further enhance the group work process through support in the time and place
dimensions, where the focus of CSCW is the socia interaction between people, and not
the technology itself [Dewan, 1998].

When considering the use of VR as an enabling technology in CSCW systems, it will be
possible to enhance co-operation by synchronising the focus of users' attention —the Do
You See What | See issue [Wexelblat, 1993]. With users inhabiting a common world,
this problem is avoided. The creation of avirtual environment where users can
collaborate using VR technology and CSCW principles, introducing 3D representations,
user embodiment and enhanced interactivity is referred to as a Collaborative Virtua
Environment (CVE) [Benford and Greenhalgh, 19974a].
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The essence of a CVE system isto make it possible to interact with an information
space and with other individuals to share, discuss It aso alows to turn visua as much

information representations as wanted.

The emphasis of this work is on the following issues:

- representation of information and knowledge in 3D spaces, where there are

needed better alternatives and innovative approaches,

- creation, sharing, and modification of information and knowledge visual

representation in 3D spaces,

- productivity issues related to the use of the system in an educationa setting.
Why consider a learning prototype system to test these ideas? Today educational
systems are in change [Gouveia, 1999b]. This can be seen as a great opportunity to
apply some of the concepts regarding the ongoing research into real settings.

A European Commission document [European Commission, 1998] confirms that
perspective, by stating that the access to information alone is not the answer to better
education, learning and training. There is also a need for skills and tools that enable
users to turn the information into knowledge. The document concludes that we are

beginning to witness the evolution of the information society into the knowledge-based

Society.

2.3 Interfacelssues

2.3.1 Usegraphicsasdialogue extenders

The need for better ways of representing information and dealing with the increasing
complexity and volume of information for a user or a group of usersis not new. These
topics constitute a central issue for many research projects and are part of the expected
outcomes for many others. Most of those projects follow in the footsteps of the
Engelbart’s Augmentation Research Centre, at Stanford Research Institute, which was
set up to explore new forms of computer interaction [Engelbart and English, 1968]. A
more recent proposal is given by Schneiderman’s Genex which proposes a framework

for an integrated set of software tools to support creativity [Shneiderman, 1998b]

Some people, such as Sutherland, propose new forms of dialogue between users and

computers — a graphical dialogue [Sutherland, 1963]. Lakin also proposes a performing
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medium where the focus is on live manipulation of text and graphics [Lakin, 1988].
Laurel adds that “graphical and, by extension, multisensory representations are to both
physical and emotional aspects of directness in interaction. Hence, it is worthwhile to
examine the role and contributions of graphic design in interface systems’ [Laure,
1993].

Tufte introduces the roles that graphics and other visuals must follow in visualising
information and conveying meaning. His books are each oriented to a specific topic: the
first book focuses on introducing a graphics history and a language for discussing
graphics. It also gives a practical theory of data graphics (in particular, statistical
graphics) [Tufte, 1983]. The second book presents the principles of information design
that are as universal as mathematics, in the author’s perspective [Tufte, 1990]. The book
is also about escaping flatland, this means, adding more dimensions to be represented
and discuss how to represent the rich visual world of experience and measurement
knowing that the world is complex, dynamic and multidimensional. The third Tufte
book deals with design strategies for presenting information about motion, process,
mechanism, cause and effect [ Tufte, 1997].

Flatland is aword coined by Abbott, from an 1884 book with the same name, where he
describes atwo-dimensional universe in which all the creatures were flat shapes
[Abbott, 1991]. The Flatland book also offers a demonstration of the difficulties of
breaking out of the mental structures we use to make sense of the world, and serve as a
reflective model for the use of 3D facilities in actual computer systems. This was best
described by Woolley’ s comment about the book [Woolley, 1992]: “How would A.
Sguare make sense of Spaceland, the three-dimensional world occupied by the strange
Sohere creature that can be experienced in Flatland as a circle that could make itself

large and smaller, and that could appear and disappear at will?”.

2.3.2 Thehuman side of technology users

When dealing with visua information representation for humans, the first issue to
consider must be the individual, his’her perceptua limitations and the way he/she
understands visuals. Norman defined humans as thinking, interpreting creatures, that are
active, creative, social beings [Norman, 1993]. Hutchins states that cognition issocially
distributed [Hutchins, 1995]. The same author adds that cognitive activity must be
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analysed in context, where context is not a fixed set of surrounding conditions but a
wider dynamic process of which the cognition of an individual is only a part. This
means that we must consider cultural factors and explicable effects that are not entirely

internal to the individual [Hutchins, 1995] — introducing a socio cultural perspective.

The concept of space and its use is also important to the present study. Human cognition
adapts to its natural surroundings and potentially interacts with an environment rich in
organising resources. For Hutchins, human cognition differs from that of animals,
primarily because it isintrinsically a cultural phenomenon. Hutchins refers to three
kinds of space: the physical space, the social space and the conceptual space. It isthe
last one — conceptual space — that will be the focus for the present study [Hutchins,
1995].

2.3.3 Systemsto support knowledge sharing

The main material each individual can use, share, and communicate whichis

knowledge. A precursor system like the Memex system presents as its essential feature
the associative indexing which introduces the concept of creating an information space
from new material and active links to existing material [Bush, 1945]. The Memex was

described as an individual appliance to organise and access information.

Ted Nelson (who coined terms such as hypertext and hypermedia) introduced the
Xanadu project in 1962, extending the Memex system and proposing a new type of
publishing medium, allowing the creation of links between existing and new contents,
including its modification. These links make possible the creation of new meanings and
interpretations by elaborating dynamic structures. The proposed system can be
described as a collective appliance. The system is aso described by [Woolley, 1992],
“everything within the Xanadu project exists by virtue of its links with everything else,
and those links are constantly forged and broken. Every reader of every text contributes
to its meaning by participation in the creation of the structures that placeit”. If we
consider not the database implementation but a visualisation representation with an

annotation linking system some of the described functionality can be achieved.

Although the Xanadu project has not been accomplished, a distributed hypermedia
system — the World Wide Web (WWW or Web) [Berners-Lee et d., 1994] —with a

client-server architecture has become a global system to access information. The Web
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content is unstructured and is continuously changing its content. It links a huge amount
of information that is increasing all the time. The Web has three characteristics that
make its study challenging for current research: its informationis not globally
structured; the information is dynamic and complex; and the huge amount of available
Web information originates scaleability problems, even if we considered only parts of

Web representations.

2.3.4 Thedirect manipulation factor

One of the important interface concepts is direct manipulation. It was coined by
Shneiderman [Shneiderman, 1983] who listed three criteria for a direct manipulation
system: (i) continuous representation of the object of interest; (ii) physical actions or
|abelled button presses instead of complex syntax; and (iii) rapid incremental reversible
operations whose impact on the object of interest isimmediately visible [Shneiderman,
19984].

Shneiderman argues that the goal of direct manipulation is the creation of environments
“wher e the users comprehend the display, where they feel the control, where the system
is predictable, and where they are willing to take the responsibility” [ Shneiderman and
Maes, 1997]. He also states that the future direction for direct manipulation is
information visualisation with the focus on the remarkable human capabilities in the
visual domain, under-utilised by current design [Shneiderman and Maes, 1997]. This

also may apply to visualisation.

The use of 3D visuals, the time and space representation, the ability to detect patterns
and the representation of cause/effect relations seems to be some of the key issues in the
information visualisation field. Other important issues for the current research are
interaction and sharing, allowing individuals to deal with information and share its
visions of it. Visuaisation and Virtua reality systems may play an important role in
this, giving way to new forms of interaction with information visualisations and dealing

with the dynamic characteristic of informetion.

2.3.5 Theimportance of a common language

Another important issue is the context where the information sharing is done. This

introduces the concepts of collaboration and co-operation and the need to consider
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issues aready being considered in CSCW systems. As afunctional combination of VR
and CSCW systems, a CVE can offer an environment where more than one user is
involved with an information space. In a CVE the need for information visualisation

still exists and remains as one of the components to be studied, along with others.

To share information we must deal with a common language that specifies and enables
the basic communication operations to share meaning by known abstractions. This gives

rise to questions about symbols and semantics, that is, communication iSsues.

Hutchins also proposes that when the manipulation of symbols is automated, neither the
cognitive processes nor the activity of the person who manipulated the symbolsis
modelled. The original source domain for the language of thought was a particular
highly elaborated and culturally specific world of human activity, that of formal symbol
systems [Hutchins, 1995]. This way, the boundary between inside and outside became
the boundary between abstract symbols and the world of phenomena described by the
symboals.

Hutchins defends that “people process symbols (even the ones that have internal
representation), but those symbols are not inside the human mind, creating a distinction
between cognitive and perceptual human activities’ [Hutchins, 1995]. Hutchins adds
that “the symbols were outside, and the apparatus that fell off is exactly the apparatus
that supported interaction with those symbols. When the symbols were put inside, there
was no need for eyes, ears, or hands. Those are for manipulating objects, and the
symbols have ceased to be material and have become entirely abstract and ideational”
[Hutchins, 1995].

In cognition, based in Hutchins, we must distinguish between the tasks that the person
faces in the manipulation of symbolic tokens and the tasks that are accomplished by the
manipulation of the symbolic tokens. The same author presents humans, good at
detecting regularities in their environment and at constructing internal processes that
can co-ordinate with those regularities. They spend their time producing symbolic
structures for others. Hucthins concludes by saying that “ontogenetically speaking, it

seems that symbols are in the world first, and only later in the head” [Hutchins, 1995].

Given the multidisciplinary nature of visualisation, it isimportant to define the problem

to study. Information works as the raw materia to be used. The main area of study will
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be the sharing of knowledge by using visual representations to convey information
about it. The main problem is How far can 3D visual computer mediated
representations be useful in helping the under standing and communication between
individuals of shared knowledge?

When dealing with representations it is rather obvious that different one can enhance the
understanding level of a particular problem. The form of representation makes a
dramatic difference in the ease of the task and their proper choice depends upon the

knowledge, system, and method being applied to the problem [Norman, 1993].

Why consider visualisation as a research topic? We need better tools to deal with
complex data sets, ill-structured and dynamic information settings that characterise
actual systems— to deal with communication needs, understanding and learning
problems, and cognitive overhead and information overload [Forrester, 1987]. Visual
representations are more natural for humans and can be used to improve their perception

to learn and as an aid for search and computation.

2.3.6 From abstraction to action

The data-information-knowledge pyramid (Figure 1) can provide a starting point to the
research discussion. The higher the level, the more symbolic the abstraction. A similar
pyramid is proposed by Lengel and Collins [Lengel and Collins, 1990], but designated
as educational pyramid, where the information level is referred to asideaslevel. The
authors give a description for their educational pyramid: “What education is supposed
to do isto get studentsto see data (facts) in such as way as to inform themselves. The
data in their mind are combined into information. Information is then related to other
information to produce ideas in the students' minds — concepts that help explain the
world. Some students combine these ideas to produce a wisdom that under stands the
whys and wher efores of life and truth. The aim of education is to move up the pyramid”
[Lengel and Collins, 1990].

In the lower level, data is considered as the base raw materia to represent information
[Wilson, 1997]. In amore formal definition, data is the representation of facts, concepts,
or instructions in a formalised manner suitable for communication, interpretation, or

processing by human beings or by automatic means [ANSI, 1982].
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Figure 1: data-information-knowledge pyramid

support decision making or other actions [Wilson, 1997]. A formal definition is
proposed by [ANSI, 1982] as the meaning that a human being assigns to data by means
of the conventions applied to those data. For [Barnatt, 1997], information is the product
of filtering and then processing raw data into a potentially useful form.

The knowledge level adds context and purpose orientation to the informationlevel.
Knowledge Management is an actual research topic in the Management, Information
Systems, and CSCW areas. Knowledge stems from the analysis of information within an
expert frame of reference so that it becomes attributed with actual meaning. Barnatt
proposes an illustration for the data- information-knowledge progression (Figure 2)
[Barnatt, 1997].

| DATA | —»INFORMATION|—» KNOWLEDGE

Filfar for value Andlyse for meaung

Figure 2: data-information-knowledge progression

At the top of the pyramid (Figure 1) a higher level —wisdom — is proposed as the long
term material to high order structured models for representing reality. Wisdom is

socialy constructed and derives its value from being accepted by a group of individuals.

The knowledge which is used in a given problem domain could transform itself into
wisdom and become a base to the generation of action activity [Coelho, 1996]. Cooley
proposes a data to wisdom transformation, based in a signal/noiserelation — Figure 3
[Cooley, 1988].
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Data combined gives information. Information, placed in the appropriate context, forms
knowledge. And knowledge, combined with experience, judgement and a whole range

of other things, gives us wisdom [Weir, 1996].

A data
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Figure 3: datato wisdom transformation

2.3.7 Information artefacts and infor mation access

Norman proposes that external representations, especially ones that can be part of a
workspace shared with others, require some sort of constructed device to support them:
an artefact [Norman, 1993]. He also adds that the representations of the representations
of thoughts and concepts are the essence of reflection and of higher-order thought. It is
through metar epresentations that we generate new knowledge, finding consistencies
and patterns in the representations that could not readily be noticed in the world
[Norman, 1993].

As we step up to higher levels of abstraction, better cognition artefacts are needed.
Engelbart proposes a useful notion of artefact as part of four basic classes of
augmentation means (the others are language, methodology and training) [Engelbart,
1963]. The proposed cognition artefact in this work differs from the Engelbart notion of
artefact because he considered only physical objects. Thisway the proposed cognition
artefact is more like the Engelbart’ s language class from the conceptual framework,
defined as “the way in which the individual classifies the picture of hisworld into the
concepts that his mind uses to model that world, and the symbols that he attaches to
those concepts and uses in consciously manipulating the concepts («Thinking»)”
[Engelbart, 1963].
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In particular, information artefacts are the tools for dealing with information.
Concerning the designing principles for information appliances, Norman proposes three
axioms [Norman, 1998]:
- simplicity: the complexity of the appliance is that of the task, not the tool. Make
technology invisible for the user;
- versatility: appliances must alow and encourage novel, creative interaction;
- pleasure: appliances should be pleasurable, fun and enjoyable to the user.
A further important notion to be considered is the way we access and use the
information. Humans access informationin severa different ways. If we consider the
amount of information available organised into an information space, we can
distinguish three access types: searching, browsing and reading [Rada, 1995].
- In the search type access, one concept is key and that concept occurs just once
(or afew times) in the information space.
- In the browsing access, several important concepts relate to severa parts of the
information space, some are relevant and some are not.
- For the reading access, the user takes al the information space trying to match
the required concepts.
Swets provides two useful definitions concerning information access. precision —
fraction of the retrieved information which is relevant, — and recall — fraction of the
retrieved information relevant versus all relevant information — [Swets, 1969]. If
considered together with the amount of information, precision and recall provide a three

dimensional criteriato evaluate information access (Figure 4).

The search access needs few parts of the information space and should be performed in
a system that provides high recall and, at least, medium precision. The browse access
needs several parts of the information space, also needs high recall and, at least,
medium precision. The reading access needs to consider greater parts of the information
space, which corresponds to an understanding task. We have an understanding problem
when precision and recall are low or when we need to consider large amounts of
information [Rada, 1995].

These information access types work better in small to medium information spaces
where their dimension corresponds to more structured concepts with a greater number

of relations between them. This way, to perform search and browsing tasksin an
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information space, some understanding tasks must be performed in order to learn about

the information space and the amount of information, precision and recall values.

amount of
information
needed
reading ]
\ i
. ' recall
browsing

searching ,Z\

precision

Figure 4: three-dimensional criteriafor defining information access

The understanding problems can be filtered by the use of better and more abstract
information visualisation schemes. The medium is important for helping in
understanding tasks, like in the case of paper that can be more attractive than
compuerised information based on its familiarity, tangibility, and portability [Hansen
and Haas, 1988].

Providing an alternative perspective for studying information access, Laura Leventhal
defines navigation as “the cognitive process of acquiring knowledge about a space,
strategies for moving through space, and changing one’ s metaknowl edge about a
gpace” [Jul and Furnas, 1997]. Furnas and others [Jul and Furnas, 1997], proposed a
definition of some concepts related with navigation where a distinction between task
(search and browse) and tactics (query and navigate) is made. Thisway, search is
considered a task of looking for a known target. Browsing is the task of looking to see
what is available in the world. The querying tactic consists in submitting a description
of the object being sought to a search engine, which will return relevant content or
information. Navigation is presented as moving sequentially around an environment,
deciding at each step where to go next, based on the task and on the environment seen

0 far.

Furnas presents map building as one of the navigational subtasks and describes it as
constructing a representation — mental or physical — with spatia structure to aid multiple
route following and finding tasks [Jul and Furnas, 1997]. Apperley, Carl, Jul, Leventhal
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and Spence proposed a three level structure to the navigational design where the users
cognitive map is based on their previous knowledge, experience and their views of the

imposed structure (Figure 5) [Jul and Furnas, 1997].
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Figure 5: levels of structure for navigational design

For our purposes, the generation of cognitive map visualisations can be of interest.
McAleese suggests that the concept map functions as an aid, helping the learner
interpret and organise persona knowledge [McAleese, 1998]. The same author proposes
the use of concept maps to the representation of knowledge and its application to
support learners with external learning spaces by providing cognitive map visualisations
[McAleese, 1998].

24 Learningissues

2.4.1 Experiential and reflective learning

The way we learn as a cognitive experience can be aresult of many kinds of cognition.
Norman proposes two modes that are relevant when a discussion of cognitive artefacts
is made (in a human centred view): experiential and reflective learning [Norman, 1993].
The experiential mode leads to a state in which we perceive and react to the events
around us, efficiently and effortlessy. The reflective mode is that of comparison and
contrast, of thought, and of decision-making. The first mode is related with an expert
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behaviour and efficient performance, and the second, with the creation of new ideas and

novel responses.

Human cognition is a multidimensional activity, involving all the senses, internal
activities and external structures; this way Norman recognises that the division in only
two categories of human cognition is a simplification, although useful for design

purposes of human-centred systems [Norman, 1993].

Norman proposes that experiential thought “is reactive, automatic thought, driven by
the patterns of information arriving at our senses, but dependent upon a large reservoir
of experience. (...) It involves data-driven processing” [Norman, 1993]. The reflective
mode “is that of concepts, of planning and reconsideration. (...) Tends to require both

the aid of external support and the aid of external people” .

Norman suggests that the environments used to aid cognition must be designed
accordingly: “the external representations have to be tuned to the task at hand if they
are to be maximally supportive of cognition. Rich, dynamic, continually present
environments can interfere with reflection: These environments lead one toward
experiential mode, driving the cognition by the perceptions of event driven processing,
thereby not leaving sufficient mental resources for the concentration required for
reflection. In the terms of cognitive science, reflective cognition is conceptually driven,

top-down processing ” [Norman, 1993].

The focus on designing the action is also proposed by Laurel [Laurel, 1993]. Bodker
[Bodker, 1989] adds that in performing atask, the person has a focus and a godl, this
way the attention must be in the task, not in the tool. Tools must be in the background,
giving afeeling of working directly on the task.

Rumelhart and Norman propose three kinds of learning: accretion, tuning, and
restructuring, extending the experiential and reflective cognition framework [ Rumelhart
and Norman, 1978]. Accretion is the accumulation of facts, adding to the stockpile of

knowledge. With the proper conceptual framework, accretion is facilitated and efficient.

Tuning is based on massive practice. It tunes the skill, shaping the knowledge structures
in thousands of little ways so that the skill in early stages required conscious reflective

thought ,could now be carried out automatically, in a subconscious, experimental mode.
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Experimental thought is tuned thought [Norman, 1993]. Tuning is necessary to reach

expert levels of performance, and then essential to maintain them.

Restructuring is about forming the right conceptual structure. Accretion and tuning are
primarily experiential modes and restructuring is reflective. This third way of learning is
where new conceptual skills are acquired. It is necessary to use the right tools to reflect,

explore, compare, and integrate.

Hutchins proposes learning or conceptual change as a kind of adaptation in alarger
dynamic system [Hutchins, 1995]. He also states that one scale of learning or changesin
the organisation of cognitive systems are the opportunities for the development of new
knowledge in the context of practice. Experimental artefacts provide mediation between
the mind and the world. Reflective artefacts allow us to ignore the real world and

concentrate only on artificial, representing worlds.

In figure 6, Coelho proposes a learning triangle, with three main learning activities and
general knowledge transformations [Coelho, 1996]. This represents an Artificial
Intelligence perspective of learning activities. The proposed path for handling
knowledge gives the possibility to obtain solutions and more knowledge from actual

Situations.

Generali sati ons

INDUCTION COMPILATION
lmowledge discovery lmowd edge tran sformati on

ANALOGY
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Figure 6: thelearning triangle

Learning can be defined as any deliberate or directed change in the knowledge structure
of asystem that allows it to perform better on later repetitions of some given type of

task [Fischler and Firschein, 1987]. Learning is seen by Brown and Duguid asthe
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acquisition of knowledge [Brown and Duguid, 2000]. Vygotsky asserts that one
important aspect of learning is socia interaction [Vygotsky, 1978]. Fischer presents a
group of assumptions about learning made in current trends in educational theory
[Fischer, 1996]:
- learning is a process of knowledge construction, not of knowledge recording or
absorption
- learning is knowledge-dependent; people use their existing knowledge to
construct new knowledge
- learning is highly tuned to the situation in which it takes place
- learning needs to account for distributed cognition, requiring knowledge in the
head to combine with knowledge in the world
- learning is affected as much by motivational issues as by cognitive issues.
When discussing learning, one important concept is the existence of mental models.
Mental models are the images, assumptions, and stories that we have of others,
organisations, our experience, and ourselves. It is through mental models that we view
reality. Culture can be seen as one of the most basic mental models. Added to that is the

accumulation of knowledge and experience, which brings us to the present day.

2.4.2 Collaborativelearning

Schools and universities today emphasise working in isolation; however, digitalisation
will encourage teamwork [Weir, 1996]. Thisis reinforced by [Goeller, 1998] who states
that western business, social and academic culture is ruggedly individualistic;
education's focus is on individual performance while employment performance
assessment is based amost exclusively on individual performance. Nevertheless some
experiments with group assessment are reported in the literature [Gouveia, 1998b]. To
confront students with group work, teachers must explicitly teach and model teamwork
including it in curricula because as Goeller states, technically competent students are
actually deficient if they cannot apply that competence in ateam setting [Goeller, 1998].
We can say that co-operative learning is arecent concept as away of thinking about and
conducting the educational process. Although co-operation in learning is not in itself
new, the idea of "cooperative learning” as a particular system of learning is [McConnell,
1994].

- 28 -



Co-operation is defined by Argyle as "acting together, in a coordinated way at work, or
in social relationships, in the pursuit of shared goals, the enjoyment of the joint activity,
or simply furthering the relationship™ [Argyle, 1991]. McConnell states that co-
operation "is seen as central to our everyday lives" and “cooperative learning is process
driven” [McConnell, 1994]. In the definition of the group, McConnell states that a
human group is a collection of individuals, who have interdependent relations, and who
perceive themselves as a group that is recognised by non members. Finally, group
members have interdependent relations with other groups and whose roles in the group
are functions of expectations (internal and external) [McConnell, 1994].

In open learning situations where there are many different simultaneous influences on
the group including distributed systems and the use of virtua technologies to augment
the group environment it is possible to add some influences from beyond the social
structure of the group itself [Wexelblat, 1993]. Co-operative work produces information
products such as decisions, design, and analysis, minimises information loss, and
operates afiner level of details [Scherlis and Kraut, 1996].

What are the outcomes of cooperative learning? In their work, Johnson and Johnson
looked at 323 studies and concluded that cooperative methods lead to higher
achievement than competitive or individualistic ones [Johnson and Johnson, 1990]. In
another study conducted by Slavin, it is reported that cooperative learning increases the
positive affect of classrooms and students working cooperatively become more
cooperative; they learn pro-social behaviours such as how to get on with others, how to
listen and so on [Slavin, 1990]. Also, Sharan suggests that cooperative learning fosters

knowledge about the learning process [Sharan, 1990].

In addition to the individualistic and competitive learning goal structures, cooperative
learning can be relevant to education, learning and training, justifying the introduction
of ICT that support it. When dealing with technologies some practices must be well
planned especialy in an environment with a great number of systems owned by
multiple kinds of users. This can become even more complex as it can be stated that
technology is a less stable resource than users and work practice. To complement,
technology is developing fast and the users have just become aware of a potential

change of the traditional work practice [Kommers et a., 1996].
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Since the notion of cooperation isinherent in collaborative learning, research can also
be applied to collaborative learning environments. Both cooperative and collaborative

learning are built around the idea of socially constructed knowledge.

Collaborative learning can be defined as the interaction of two or more people to engage
in value-cresating activities based on improving, practising, and transferring learning
skills both within the group and to the organisation or group of organisations to which
they belong. The outcomes of collaborative learning activities are improved work
performance, strategic awareness, and positive business impacts. Johnson and Johnson
have shown that students in collaborative learning environments outperform studentsin

non-collaborative environments [ Johnson and Johnson, 1990].

The kinds of activities referred to as collaborative learning are tasks that students
perform in groups of two or more. These tasks might include peer critiquing of papers,
working together on a project or assignment, exploring content and practising skills.
Knowledge is not generated in a continuous way. Its change is often characterised by

aternating periods of slow movement and rapid transformation.

Information and theory help to outline an alternative paradigm and encourage
individuals for further development where knowledge can be developed. Sipusic and
others enumerate a collection of five theories that have been devised to explain the
collaborative learning effect [Sipusic et a., 1999]:

1. the small group environment provides more time for each student to communicate.
It allows more opportunities for students to ask questions and thus acquire new
information;

2. during collaborative learning, students make public considerations about
knowledge. The feedback from others helps group members to refine their ideas
even further;

3. the social necessity to communicate their ideas requires students to articulate and
elaborate their knowledge. The acts of articulation and elaboration encourage the
active use of the conceptual content which, in turn, fosters learning;

4. studentsin collaborative groups exhibit helping behaviours — offering emotional
encouragement, tutoring, sharing notes, etc. — that increase learning;

5. collaborative learning leads to increased receptivity to learning by increasing

motivation and attention.
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Collaborative learning needs to be distinguished from cooperative learning. Both are
non-competitive forms of learning, and in both the reward structure encourages students

to work together to accomplish a common end.

Cooperative learning, however, generally leaves established authority structures
unexamined and untouched. The end is defined in the beginning by an instructor-in-
charge, who aso prescribes the means by which the goal is to be obtained and evaluates
the entire exercise, without his’/her own role being seriously questioned or open to

significant change in the process.

Collaborative learning is comparably cooperative, but it takes all of the participants one
step further: involving them in self-reflection of akind that generally raises serious
guestions of "meaning" and "power" and forces themto confront issues implicit in any

classroom learning regimen but rarely explicitly defined and dealt with.

Collaborative learning fosters an openness to change that enables participants to work
together closely and self-critically, towards an eventual improvement of the
effectiveness of their teamwork. Such a system characteristically evolves beyond
cooperative and adaptive learning, learning needed to survive, and develops generative
learning capabilities — a process by which participants enhance their creativity, and

rationally direct their evolution.

For aclass to become such alearning system, the teacher must become a collaborative
member of the system without losing his/her leadership that can and must facilitate and
guide the learning process. To collaborate in exploring, describing, interpreting,
explaining, and providing generative knowledge about the world, it provides better

human systems.

Underlying the mgority of collaborative learning experiences is a distinctive set of
assumptions about what learning is, and what the nature of knowledge is. Perhaps the
most important of these is the assumption that knowledge is created through interaction,
not transferred from teacher to student [CELT, 1994]. It follows that instructional
activity must begin with students' current levels of background knowledge, experience,
and understanding. It further follows that the teacher's role is to create a context in
which learners can make their own progress through an active process of discovery
[CELT, 1994].
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The knowledge thus gained is acquired in a downto-earth, proactively "hands-on" way.
Such knowledge is empirically testable and practically useful. It can be validated
through further action research; it can be codified and communicated in ways that make

it accessible to those who need to use it.

2.5 Information issues

2.5.1 Cognitive over head

Effective design of interactive information artefacts needs to take into account
the cognitive experience of the end user. Key issues to be considered include

coherence and cognitive overhead [Ebersole, 1997].

Interactive media authors apply theories of coherence and cognitive overhead
as they relate to user comprehension. By increasing coherence — facilitating the
construction of semantic relations between information units — and minimising
cognitive overhead — freeing processing capacities that otherwise would have
been bound by orientation, navigation, and user-interface adjustment —
interactive information artefacts can increase their effectiveness [Ebersole,
1997].

For example, increasing local coherence of text-based information is achieved
by using established rules of grammar and compositions, and by limiting the
appearance of fragmentation [Wright, 1993]. However, to increase local
coherence one needs to minimise the appearance of fragmentation. Caution
should be exercised to prevent fragmentation, which causes user disorientation

and confusion.

With respect to reading a hyperdocument, Conklin characterised cognitive overhead as
"the additional effort and concentration necessary to maintain several tasks or trails at
one time' [Conklin, 1987]. The reason for cognitive overhead liesin the limited
capacity of human information processing [Johnson-Laird, 1989]. Every effort
additional to reading reduces the mental resources available for comprehension
Nielsen describes "overhead" and "cognitive load" as they apply to the user's
experience in terms of the "look and feel" of the interface [Nielsen, 1990]. The

experience, according to Nielsen, should be one of effortless navigation through
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the material without concern for 'what the computer will do or how to get it to
do what they want" [Nielsen, 1990]. According to Thuring, Hannemann and
Haake, cognitive overhead in hyperdocuments often results when users are
concerned about orientation, navigation, and user interface adjustment [Thuring
et. al., 1995]. Dealing with what may be an unfamiliar user interface while
trying to remember one's position within the document can put a load on the
cognitive process, thus making less processing power available for
comprehension and learning. In summary, minimising the distractions of
disorientation and unfamiliarity will enhance comprehension [Ebersole, 1997].

The use of different media brings the issue of using different symbol systems to
present information to the user [Ebersole, 1997]. According to Ebersole — based
on [Salomon, 1979] — differences between various media are significant in two
ways:
- the amount of mental trandation from an external symbol system to the required
internal mode;
- thekinds of mental skillsinvoked in the process of knowledge extraction.
Salomon perceived these differences to be of great importance with regard to
their impact on the use of media for educational purposes [Salomon, 1979]. The
assumption is that the increase in mental resources required for recoding results

ina decrease in comprehension [Ebersole, 1997].

Two of the many important elements to consider when designing an interactive
system, which will increase coherence and minimise cognitive overhead are
consistency and orientation cues.

- consistency is achieved when the same actions result in the same effect,
regardless of other variables that may have changed. A consistent interface is
achieved by sdlecting and then following, a metaphor. The metaphor is the
overarching theme that captures the form and function of the system's
architecture [Erickson, 1990]. According to Lynch, a successful metaphor limits
the number and complexity of rules that the user must learn for interaction
[Lynch, 1994].

- orientation is a means to reduce cognitive overhead by using cues to aid the

user's navigation through the information space of the hyperdocument. The
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metaphor of space is common to the world of computer-mediated
communication [Ebsersole, 1997].
Empirical studies summarised in [Dillon et al., 1994] revealed a correlation between
comprehension and memory for location. One interpretation of this result is that
memory for content and memory for spatial information are different aspects of the
same mental representation — the user’s mental model.
In summary, readability can be improved by supporting the construction of a mental
model in terms of a dual approach [Bly and Rosenberg, 1986]:
- increase coherence, thus facilitating the construction of semantic relations
between information units;
- reduce cognitive overhead, thus freeing processing capacities that otherwise
would have been bound by orientation, navigation and user- interface adjustment.
This approach leads to a number of design problems that must be solved to support user
understanding. These problems can be formulated as cognitive design issues.
In cognitive science, comprehension is often characterised as the construction of a
mental model that represent the objects and semantic relations. When people interact
with the environment, being people or technology, interpretative representations are
developed. These representations drive performance and are mental models [Norman,
1993]. Johnson-Laird characterises mental models as incomplete, unstable, not having
firm boundaries. Moreover, people's ability to control their models is limited [Johnson
Laird, 1989].

Individuals not only read for understanding, they appear to read for theme. If arelevant
theme is not available, comprehension is inadequate and recall suffers. Two factorsin
particular are crucial in this respect: coherence as positive influence and cognitive
overhead as negative influence on comprehension [Thuring et al., 1995]. Information is
easier to remember when it isin an orderly state, rich in pattern and structure, and

highly interconnected.

A well-defined, recognisable structure for content flow minimises the mental effort to
understand content [Thuring et al., 1995]. Information is easier to process if presented
in one whole piece. For example, reading on-line is lower and unpleasant. It requires

much more mental effort and concentration [Thuring et al., 1995].
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We can advance possible definitions for comprehension, coherence and readability.
Comprehension is the construction of a mental model that represents objects and
semantic relations described. A documert is considered to be coherent if an individual
can construct a mental model from it that corresponds to facts and relations in a possible
world.

Also, readability can be defined as the mental effort required for comprehension. In
order to increase readability the individual must be helped in the construction of a
mental model. Strengthening factors that support the mental model |eads to coherence;
otherwise, if factors impede the construction of a mental model, this imposes cognitive
overhead. Cognitive Overhead can be defined as the additional effort and concentration

necessary to maintain several tasks or trails at one time.

Kommers and Lanzing argue that concept mapping can be used essentially as a method
to regulate the ratios between fragmentation/coherence and cognitive
overhead/flexibility during the students’ browsing in hyperlinked documents [Kommers
and Lanzing, 1997].

2.5.2 Information overload

Information Overload, Info-glut, Infobog and Data Smog are some of the names
provided for the Information Age phenomena caused by the volume of information that
technology now makes available. As reported by Brown and Duguid on an anonymous
and ubiquitous phrase, showing how the amount of available information has increased:
"On an average weekday the New York Times contains more information than any
contemporary of Shakespeare's would have acquired in a lifetime" [Brown and Duguid,
2000].

The end of the twentieth century sees, for the first time in history, a capacity for
producing information greater in scale than the human capacity to process it [Shenk,
1997]. In fact, an average worker spends half of aregular day processing documents
[Owen, 1999].

However, some authors began questioning if the problem is really information overload.
Paul Saffo asserts that is ot the information overload that causes problems but our
inability to process information [Owen, 1999]. He further states that information

overload is not a function of the volume of available information but a gap between the
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volume of information and the tools we have to assimilate the information into useful
knowledge. A similar position is defended by [Shenk, 1997] who argues that people

make the mistake of confusing information with knowledge.

[Kerka, 1997] points out that it is a misconception to think of the problem of
information overload as the result of too much information; she argues that a greater
problem may be an increase of no information. Information overload can aso result
from the multiplicity of communication channels. Unlike earlier eras, new technologies

are not replacing but adding to the host of media choices [Gilster 1997].

With these multiple channels the information flow is now simultaneous and
multidirectional. However, most traditional information management practices are too
linear and specific. Asreferred by [Alesandrini, 1992] they were pipes developed for a
stream, not an ocean. Both the volume and speed which information can be acquired

give an illusion of accomplishment [Uline, 1996].

A key issue related to information is its usefulness. As pointed out by [Milton, 1989] a
great deal of effort is used gathering the raw material —information — and almost
nothing is spent on the most important job of transforming information into intelligence.
Milton also suggests that it is possible to have “negative information” — that may lead to
knowing less than before because it is not integrated, applied, and transformed into
knowledge.

One important issue is the understanding of the relationships between data, information,
and knowledge: data are raw facts and figures; information is data organised into a
meaningful context; knowledge is organised data (i.e., information) that has been
understood and applied [Kerka, 1997]. Wurman also asserts that the problem with
information overload can be an explosion of information that lacks relevance, quality,
and usefulness [Wurman, 1989]. As Kinnaman points out, we need better judgements of
the quality, accuracy, and reliability of received information [Kinnaman, 1994].

According to Brown and Duguid, people may perceive overload because the
information they receive does not fit into current mental models for understanding the
world [Brown and Duguid, 2000]. The problem of information overload thus has both
technological and human aspects. The solution as stated by Kerka has also two aspects:

technological — create better technological tools and make better use of them and human
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— revise mental models and sharpen the capacity for critical reflection and analysis
[Kerka, 1997].

Information may be current, timely, and sufficient for the task at hand but not
necessarily complete [Lively, 1996]. The goal of information seeking should be to find
the answers to personally meaningful questions. It is quite consensual that away to deal
with information overload is to select and restrict what to follow and to keeping up. As
pointed out by Tetzeli, dealing with information becomes easier once it is accepted as a
part of life [Tetzeli, 1994].

Davidson believes that most decisions made by people are not of long-term importance
[Davidson, 1996]. The same author suggests that there is no need to continue gathering
information when instinct indicates that enough is known for a decision to be made. As
Lenox and Walker suggest, it is more important to know where and how to find what
one needs to know [Lenox and Walker, 1993]. The focus should be less on the
acquisition of information than on the execution of information processes — thinking

about and interacting with information.

The Internet gives the impression that the pace of change has accelerated [Kerka, 1997].
Dvorak attributes that to the fact that the Web has smply removed natural barriers
between people and information they would otherwise never see [Dvorak, 1996].
Although availability isimportant it does not provide importance, accuracy, utility, or
value to the content [Berghel, 1997], which makes availability a necessary but not

sufficient condition.

Research has shown that many people feel that information gained through a computer
screen is more reliable than from any other source [Breivik and Jones, 1993]. Kinnaman
reports companies that published reports on computer printout paper because people

were more accepting of their authority [Kinnaman, 1994].

According to Koniger and Janowitz information is valuable only to the extent that it is
structured [Koniger and Janowitz, 1995]. In the World Wide Web there are not widely
common structures (in fact, there are many alternative structures), which means that the
medium is no longer areliable indicator of the type of information it contains. Because

there are no preconceived notions of content, new kinds of information structures are
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needed [Kerka, 1997]. The Internet requires the user to build content from its vast
resources [Gilster, 1997].

It is possible for an individual to retrieve information — physical access— but be unable
to understand it — intellectual access — [Wurman, 1989]. Factors such as time pressure
and familiarity may make people rely on information sources that are immediately
available and accessible, but not necessarily the best [Savolainen, 1995]. As stated by
Kerkathisis both a human and a technological issue [Kerka, 1997].

Current education practice emphasi ses navigation of information sources over critical
analysis, integration, and application [Kinnaman, 1994]. Also, Lenox and Walker argue
that people are not prepared to deal with information overload problems by the old
educational paradigm that emphasises acquisition, access, storage, and retrieval of
discrete and fragmentary information (even when computers are used) [Lenox and
Walker, 1993]. McKenzie presents the exercise of questioning as the primary
technology to make sense [McKenzie, 1996]. He adds that questioning converts data

into information and information into insight.

According Kerka we are still using the classic information retrieval model, which
attempts to find the best match between mental "boxes' — questions — and structured
information "boxes' that contain the answers [Kerka, 1997]. According to Hert the use
of available information sources can be compared to the following [Hert, 1994]:
- superhighway — learn how to drive, by using the tools;
- cyberspace — learn where to go, by navigating;
- community — critically questioning. Searching for answers of who, why, where
and how information can help;
- mine —discover vaue, find and separate information and refine it into
knowledge.
Shenk defends that everyone needs education more than information by saying that
"Education is the one thing we can't get overloaded with. The more of It, the better"
[Shenk, 1997]. Using information effectively requires a set of skills that includes
thinking about the kind of information needed; |ocating the information; evaluating,
selecting, and organising the information; and then using or applying it [Pappas, 1997].
Information technologies have also created a virtual flood of easily accessible

information leading to a greater need for understanding the array of available sources
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[Kerka, 1997]. The activities of information retrieval cannot replace the activities of
reflecting on, evaluating, and synthesising the information [Uline, 1996].

The volume of information available and the many alternatives to access it are one of
the causes for information anxiety [Wurman, 1989]. Information overload, fuels stress
and promotes faulty thinking [Shenk, 1997] which is a strong indicator of the need for

new tools to deal with it.

2.6 Final remarks

The various issues described raises the question on how we can use 3D facilities to
improve user skillsto deal with information. An historical perspective of efforts that
could inform a system for knowledge sharing has been introduced. Also, a number of
issues regarding interface, learning and information have been introduced. These issues
allow to support the research of how Visualisation can provide a useful way of sharing

knowledge representations as a collective supporting tool.

Applications for education, learning and training mediated by computer can be
developed to test these ideas. Also, Visualisation can lead the way to better content
management, information organisation and retrieval.

Among the research issues that could have been proposed, the following was identified
asavalid path for research:

- dealing with the problems caused by the use of three dimensional facilities.
Adding one more dimension to the traditional 2D brings a whole new class of
problems to be considered;

- propose a model for knowledge representation that alows the use of
visualisation in order to take advantage of 3D facilities. This must take into
account the particular needs of alearning environment;

- propose 3D symbols to serve as demonstrators for a visualisation prototype that
conveys information for sharing knowledge;

- use aset of enabling technologies to implement the developed 3D space for (i)
individual control and (ii) sharing among users.

- select an application context where these ideas can be tested. In particular focus

on the use of a learning context where a model can be proposed on which to
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base users discussion about a knowledge theme. Such a model can be
represented as a visualisation.
Our assertion is that the use of 3D Visualisation techniques to develop direct
manipulation interfaces will enable us, as Laurel states, to “think of the computer, not as
atool, but asa medium” [Laurel 1993], and thus, augmenting user learning by allowing

the sharing of knowledge.

In particular, we propose a Visualisation Design for sharing Knowledge to alow the
support of collaborative learning by minimising cognitive overhead and information

overload.

The next chapter, chapter 3 — From collaboration technologies to knowledge
representation, presents technologies and associated work that informed the current
research and complemented the interface, learning and information issues by presenting

anumber of existing related systems proposals.
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3 From collaboration technologies to knowledge

representation

3.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 — Cognitive overhead, information overload and collaborative lear ning,
discussed the motivation and a number of issues that must be taken into account to
propose a Visualisation Design for Sharing Knowledge. It defends the use of 3D
Visualisation techniques to develop direct manipulation interfaces to augment user
learning by allowing the sharing of knowledge and to promote the opportunity to foster

user interaction and computer-based human mediation.

In particular, we propose a Visualisation Design for sharing Knowledge to alow the
support of collaborative learning by minimising cognitive overhead and information

overload.

This chapter continues by discussing related research areas that are important for the
conducted work. The effort involved in studying a Visualisation Design for Sharing
Knowledge involves a number of concerns that can be informed by issues relating to the
World Wide Web, Information Retrieval, and Virtual Reality. Thisis the case of
Kerckhove who proposes the World Wide Web as a“ my-way medium” [Kerckhove,
1996], of Rijsbergen who introduces important notions such as precision, recall and
weighted keyword description [Rijsbergen, 1979], and of Cadoz who advances virtual
reality as areality medium [Cadoz, 1996].

Other technology areas are presented that have influenced the conducted work, such as
Computer Supported Cooperative Work that Wexelblat relates with virtual redity
[Wexelblat, 1993]. Also considered, has been Computer Supported Collaborative
Learning, McConnell defends its potential which allows a group of people to work in
complex ways, augmenting the group environment [McConnell, 1994]. Some of the
current developments of Virtual Environments and Collaborative Virtual Environments
are reported by several authors [Benford and Greenhalgh, 1997a; Chen and Gaines,
1997]. Also, Visualisation and Information Visualisation have been analysed, in

particular, the works of Tufte who provides a general discussion of interactive graphics
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[Tufte, 1997] and presented by Card and others where a structured view of information
visualisation techniquesis provided [Card et a., 1999].

The chapter includes a section that discusses graphical knowledge representation issues

and ends up with how these technologies can inform the design of a system to share

knowledge and support collaborative learning. In particular, the work of Novak and
Gowin [Novak and Gowin, 1984], and of McAleese [McAleese, 1998] isimportant to
relate such graphical representations to learning.

This chapter is structured as follows:

Section 3.2 — "Related technologies’, where issues concerning the World Wide
Web, Information Retrieval and Virtual Reality are presented.

Section 3.3 — "Enabling group interaction”, a number of technologies related
with group support are described, such as CSCW, CSCL and CVE. These were
chosen because of their potentia for supporting learning activities.

Section 3.4 — "Using visuals to convey information”, describes two areas that
use graphical facilities to convey information — visualisation and information
visualisation — that can be useful to develop a system for sharing knowledge to
support collaborative learning.

Section 3.5 — "Knowledge sharing issues’, provides an introduction to graphical
knowledge representation and sharing issues, with particular reference to an
educational context.

Section 3.6 — "Final remarks", closes the chapter by summarising how the above
technologies can be used to propose a system for the sharing of knowledge to

support collaborative learning.

This chapter is organised in order to develop the requirements of a system for dealing

with the sharing of knowledge in a higher education context, proposing a visualisation

design to support collaborative learning by minimising cognitive overhead and

information overload (as discussed in chapter 2).
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3.2 Related technologies

3.2.1 World Wide Web as a development lab

The World Wide Web, aso known as WWW or Web, began in August 1990 by Tim
Berners-Lee and Robert Cailliau. The Web authors submitted a proposal at CERN — the
European Laboratory for Particle Physics, in Geneva — where they worked in the

computer science department [Berners-Leeet al., 1995].

Particle physics research often involves collaboration between institutes from all over
the world. Berners-Lee had the idea of enabling researchers from remote sites right
across the world to organise and pool information together. But far from simply making
available a large number of research documents as files, which could be downloaded, he
suggested that they could be linked in the text files themselves. This way, reading one
research paper, could quickly display part of another paper, which held directly relevant
text or diagrams. Documentation of a scientific and mathematical nature would thus be
represented as a “web” of information held in electronic form on computers across the
world [Raggett et al., 1996].

The Web is alarge-scale distributed hypermedia network based on a client-server
model, with awide range of services and standards. It can be seen as a global
information system. The organisation that co-ordinates all the standardisation efforts,
formed in October 1994, is the World Wide Web Consortium —
http://www.w3.org/Consortiumy/ , headed by Tim Berners-Lee. Since 1990 the Web has
gained world-wide acceptance and every day more people in the world use, publish and

work with this information system.

WORLD WIDE WEB ISSUES

The World Wide Web is a magjor information base and it can be considered as a digital
library. However, this huge hypermedia repository seems unreliable (with many misses:
document not found), information lacks context (Where am 1? Can | trust this
information?), and there are also navigation problems (Where should | go next?). The
Web is vast, growing rapidly, and filled with transient information. According to 1996
figures, at 50 million pages with the average page online for only 75 days [Kahle,

1997], the turnover is considerable, and the number of pagesis reported to double every
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year. In 1996, there where about 400,000 Web sites with an estimate total data of 1,500
GB and a change rate of 600 GB per month [Kahle, 1997]. A more recent study by
Lyman and Varian estimate that the Web has 1 billion pages with a rate of growth rate
of 7.3 million per day. In 2000, there where 1 billion web-connected documents
representing 19 Terabytes of information [Lyman and Varian, 2000]. Efforts are being
made to introduce semantics into Web pages that can be used to help retrieve the
information — metadata — one example is the initiative in the education field [Wantz and
Miller, 1998].

Nielsen refers to the Web as a “linking medium” [Nielson., 1996a]. The major goa that
motivated the Berners-Lee work with the Web, was trying to support better ways of
helping groups of people work together [Berners-Lee, 1995]. Berners-Lee adds that his
vision for the web is “less of a television channel and more of an interactive sea of
shared knowledge” [Berners-Lee, 1995].

The Web is an ideal environment to be used as a testing platform due to its minimal
investment cost, technology availability, opportunity to use real users and data
availability settings. Thisis also complemented with well-documented protocols and

reliable technology to be used for development.

Berners-Lee lists among others, the following needs for Web development [Berners
Lee, 1996], which continue to be valid:

- share knowledge — with semantics;

- notification of change built into web;

- structuring aids;

- better access control — how can we trust Web for information availability;

- integration with audio, video and whiteboard,;

- enabling group editors;

- distributed simulation environments with object manipulation capabilities.
Web services have become more accessible, allowing usersto easily publish their own
information on the Web. This way, as technology is better integrated into the classroom
and educational settings, the Web is being used more as an instructional tool [Aken and
Molinaro, 1995; Gouveia, 19994].



One aspect to be considered is Web design, where certain interfaces issues need to be
considered and adapted for this medium. Nielson discusses the use of narrative
structures [Nielson, 1996a] and reports alist of top ten mistakes in Web design
[Nielson, 1996b]. Some specialised companies propose a general issues list for Web
design such as those provided by McKim [McKim, 1996a; McKim, 1996b; McKim,
1996¢]. Some authors aso propose methodol ogies for Web devel opment [ December,
1998]. Also, Rosenfeld and Morville propose an Information Architecture for the World
Wide Web to support the design of large-scale Web sites [Rosenfeld and Morville,
1998].

Kerckhove asserts that the Internet is not just a medium [Kerckove, 1996]. He adds: “it
is not a one-way medium. It is not even a two-way medium. It’s a «my-way>» medium.
When everything and everybody is on-line, everybody has a word to say about what’s
worthy to read, hear, see, watch and do on-line. That means that the user, not the
producer of information isin the driver’s seat” [Kerckhove, 1996].

3.2.2 Information retrieval

As defined by Baeza-Y ates and Ribeiro-Neto, information retrieval (IR) studies the
retrieval of information from a collection of written documents [Baeza- Y ates and
Ribeiro-Neto, 1999]. The retrieved documents aim at satisfying a user information need.
According to Rijsbergen an information retrieval system does not inform (i.e. change
the knowledge of) the user on the knowledge theme of hisher inquiry [Rijsbergen,
1979]. It merely informs as to the existence (or non-existence) and whereabouts of
documents relating to his request.

Information retrieval is different from data retrieval (DR) as summarised in Figure 7.
An IR system is more concerned with retrieving information about a subject than with
data that satisfies a given query [Baeza-Y ates and Ribeiro-Neto, 1999]. In an
information retrieval system the retrieved objects might be inaccurate and small errors
are likely to go unnoticed. An information retrieval system must make an attempt to
interpret the contents of the information items — documents — in a collection and rank
them according to a degree of relevance. The notion of relevance is important and the

primary goa of an information retrieval system isto retrieve al the documents, which
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are relevant while retrieving as few nonrelevant documents as possible [Baeza- Y ates
and Ribeiro-Neto, 1999].
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Figure 7: information versus data retrieval

Much of the research and development in information retrieval is aimed at improving
the effectiveness and efficiency of retrieval. Efficiency is usually measured in terms of
the computer resources used such as storage and processing time [Rijsbergen, 1979].
Efficiency should be measured in conjunction with effectiveness to evaluate the benefit
in terms of unit cost. Effectiveness is commonly measured in terms of precision —ratio
of the number of relevant documents retrieved to the total number of documents
retrieved — and recall — ratio of the number of relevant documents retrieved to the total
number of relevant documents (both retrieved and not retrieved) [Rijsbergen, 1979].

The approach to document representation pioneered by Luhn used frequency counts of
words in the documert text to determine which words were sufficiently significant to
represent or characterise the document in the computer [Rijsbergen, 1979]. As aresult
of this approach, alist of keywords is derived for each document. In addition the
frequency of occurrence of these words in the body of the text could also be used to
indicate a degree of significance. This provided a simple weighting scheme for the
keywords in each list and made available a document record in the form of a weighted
keyword description. It has become common practice in the IR literature to refer to

descriptive items extracted from text as keywords or terms. [Rijsbergen, 1979].
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3.2.3 Virtual reality
Virtual redity (VR) is atechnology that provides visual based virtual environments.

Chorafas and Steinamann treat VR as a new generation of solutions that address
multimedia, direct end- user interaction, the ability to visualise one's ideas, and user-

activated visua programming processes Chorafas and Steinamann, 1995].

There are several introductory papers on virtual reality available on the Web, most of
them describe VR technology as a mix of hardware devices and software techniques
[Isdale, 1993; IMO, 1995; Beir, 1996].

Chorafas proposed that VR brings change in three levels [ Chorafas and Steinamann,
1995]: at the strategic level, with the emergence of the virtual organisations; at the
implementation level, where the change will be in the way we work (the virtual office);
at the tactical level, where interactive 3D graphics play an important role along with

artificial intelligence artefacts and object orientation.

McGreevy sees VR as “a display and control technology that can envelop a person in
an interactive computer-generated or computer-mediated virtual environment”
[McGreevy, 1993]. The same author proposes VR as a technology that “creates
artificial worlds of sensory experience”, or immerses the user in representations of real
gpatial environments that “might otherwise be inaccessible by virtue of distance, scale,

time, or physical incompatibilities of the user and the environment” [McGreevy, 1993].

Cadoz presents the idea that humans interact with the real world through the use of
machines. This way the computer (as a machine) represents a reality medium and it is
through it that humans interact with reality. According to this perspective, the user has
only an invoked environment (and not reality), with which he/she interacts directly. A
resulting interaction with the real world is accomplished via computer interaction

[Cadoz, 1996]. This perspective is presented in Figure 8.

Chorafas and Steinamann sees the essence of virtual reality as a multimedia
environment within the user's reach. As stated in [Beir, 1996], VR can be seen as “the
delivery to a human of the most convincing illusion possible that they are in another
reality, where thisreality existsin digital electronic formin the memory of a computer”
[Chorafas and Steinamann, 1995].
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Figure 8: the human and the real world through a machine [Cadoz, 1996]

Also, VR can be considered as an enabling technology in the sense that it can bring new
metaphors for interaction between human and machines. A metaphor — for information
technology — is used to create things that people and mechines can understand. As
Chorafas and Steinamann refers, VR “is a metaphor of the real world” Chorafas and
Steinamann, 1995]. Spatial information analysis and handling requires the use of three
cognitive spaces: haptic, pictorial and transperceptual. VR facilities are also proposed as
an add-on to enhance user ability to explore and visualise data in a Geographical
Information System (GIS) [Neveset a., 1997].

Among the potential applications for VR are education [Harasim et al., 1995] and
Information Visualisation [Chorafas and Steinamann, 1995; Fairchild, 1993]. Harasim
and others, also discuss the importance of ssimulation, as used by the US Army, which
uses among the biggest applications already developed, for education [Harasim et al.,
1995]. Biocca sees VR as a cognitive technology capable of creating cognitive
environments that might free the human mind by enhancing its operation [Biocca,
1996].

Fahlén defined the TelePresence from the MultiG project as distributed virtual reality.
Fahlén states that “TelePresence is about visualisation, interaction and distribution. The
visualisation is done in a simulated 3D-world where the interactive manipulation is
done by the use of interface units that have more degrees of freedom than a
conventional keyboard and mouse can supply in a practical way” [Fahlén, 1991]. The
same author adds that within the MultiG TelePresence system “certain objects and

processes have an obvious visual representation. But how should we visualise abstract
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things that have no «natural» visual appearance? (...) Thereisa great potential for

combinations of this new technology and conventional data processing” [Fahlén, 1991].

Weets defined avirtual environment (VE) as a setting where the user has a sense of
presence in, and is able to navigate around, a computer generated three dimensiona
environment, and can interact with that environment in real-time [Weets, 1993]. A
virtual environment may also be defined as an advanced, intuitive, and user transparent
man/machine interface. Other names for VEs, according to Weets, are proposed as VR,
Virtual Worlds, Cyberspace and Artificial Reality.

Rosenblum and Cross discuss the impact and applications for VR, concerning the
research and technology issues faced in constructing virtual environments [ Rosenblum
and Cross, 1997]. Concerning the use of VEsin an educational context, Osberg
proposes a guide for developing virtual environments [Osberg, 1997]. One such virtual
environment that takes advantage of the VR technology is the NICE project, which
provides a supportive virtual learning environment where exploration and experiential
learning is promoted [Roussous et al, 1997]. Although the NICE project has been
developed to be used with children, the built systems show how to combine
constructionism, narrative and collaboration in a virtual learning environment [Roussos
et. a, 1997].

According to William two assumptions are made concerning constructivist theories
[William, 1997]:

- students construct their own understanding of what they are learning. This can
be achieved by interacting with their learning environments, using knowledge
and skills that they aready have, to experiment and make sense of new
experiences,

- knowledge construction is collaborative. Meaning is constructed socially, and
where there is disagreement about what something means, negotiation occurs
[Vygotsky, 1978].

McLellan defends that VEs are good places for students to construct knowledge
[McLellan, 1996]. William adds that students learn by interacting and experimenting,
often iteratively, with virtual objects and phenomena as they do with real phenomena or
phenomnena represented in other ways [William, 1997]. However William aerts for the

need of using VEs with different strategies from the ones implemented in the classroom.
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3.3 Enabling group interaction

3.3.1 Computer Supported Cooperative Work

An areathat contributes to the development of systems to enable group interaction is
Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW). As stated by Greif, CSCW has
emerged as an identifiable research field focused on the role of the computer in-group
work [Greif, 1988]. One of the primary CSCW characteristics pointed out in Agostini
and Michelis has been its interdisciplinarity as a research field, involving people from
both computer and human sciences [Agostini and Michelis, 1997]. A CSCW system
must provide means to yield solutions to problems such as how a group of people can
collaborate using computers, How people plan to work together using the computer as a
medium, How group work must be redefined to take advantage of computers. For Greif
the focus on helping people work together is the unifying theme of CSCW [Greif,
1988].

Agostini and De Michelis propose general requirements that new CSCW systems
should meet as completely as possible [Agostini and Michelis, 1997]: openness,
multimedia continuity, contextualisation and integration of communication and action
added to personalised and selective workspaces interfaces. Additionally, Wexelblat
provides two principles of CSCW [Wexelblat, 1993]:
- co-operation is not a separable activity. This means that any computer support to
be used must fit into the normal users work pattern;
- CSCW applications must alow people to cooperate by overcoming barriers of
space and time, which may lead to a discussion of time-space functionality.
One important factor in CSCW applications is the degree of collaboration awareness,
that Wexelblat [Wexelblat, 1993] defines as the degree to which knowledge of, and
support for, the co-operative activity has been designed specifically into the application.
Wexelblat was also among the first to propose virtual reality as an enabling technology
for CSCW.

CSCW as a study area can be considered as a sub-topic within the broader field of
Information Systems [Checkland, 1997]. With the use of Computer Supported
Cooperative Work systems one can expect to extend the study of learning environments

to work environments.
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Checkland states that a CSCW system implies four items: a group of people; their
would-be co-operative activity: an organisatioral context of some kind and technol ogy

supporting the group activity [Checkland, 1997].

Marmolin and Sundblad propose the Collaborative Desktop where a number of tools
designed for supporting collaboration are presented making use of direct manipulative
human-computer interfaces [Marmolin and Sundblad, 1991]. The proposed tools are a
team map (visual overview of members activities), a telephone exchange (for
establishing connection between members), an answering machine (similar to real world
answering machines), awhiteboard (for exchange and drawing of graphic messages),

and atool for asynchronous and synchronous collaboration on writing documents.

Marmolin and Sundblad demonstrated how a collaborative environment could be
designed and implemented based on three principles: atool approach, a room metaphor
and an electronic hallway metaphor [Marmolin and Sundblad, 1991]. These authors also
describe a model named The Knowledge Net, with four layers, asa CSCW environment
for distributed design. The model base layer is the Knowledge Base, the second layer,
the basic communication services, the third layer, the CSCW tools, and the last layer,
the task, as a pre-defined combination of tools.

Crow, Parsowith and Wise give an overview of the more important issues in the CSCW
area, presenting an interview with Dourish, Greenberg, Grudin and Rogers [Crow et d.,
1997]. An early discussion of requirements for a CSCW platform is made by Schmidt
and Rodden [Schmidt and Rodden, 1992]. CSCW systems can a so be extended to deal
with coordination issues like the ones reported in the Maurer paper that summarises the
results from the conference WET ICE 96 [Maurer, 1996].

A number of applications are useful to inform the present work; Twidale, Rodden and
Sommerville present the Designers’ NotePad (DNP) as a supporting tool for
collaborative dialogues and report the influence of the interface on usability and
effectiveness of the system that use short text fragments positioned two dimensionally
and supported by graphical notations such as links, shapes and colour use [Twidale et
al., 1993]. A further tool is gIBIS which provides support for design and planning
discourse, proposing graphical various views of information such as a graph structure

visualisation, an index window, a control panel and an inspection window [Conklin and
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Begeman, 1988]. The gIBIS toal is an example of an Issue-Based Information System
(IBIS) [Rittel and Webber, 1973], that handles problems, that cannot be solved by a
traditional approach. These problems lack a definitive formulation and the only way to
understand them is to provide a solution — the problem space cannot be mapped out

without understanding the solution elements [Conklin, 1987].

To help design CSCW systems that offer a better support of co-operative activities, the
developers can use workplace studies [Plowman et al., 1995], and in particular
ethnography, which provides ways to gather information from field studies of co-
operative work and organisational analysis [Hughes et al., 1994]. The Project Report for
a CSCW Symposium gives a framework of methods for the design of a CSCW system
[SYCOMT, 1996].

Araujo, Dias and Borges propose a summary of existing approaches to support the
development of cooperative software into four different aspects. group memory;
awareness, communication; and coordination [Araujo et a., 1997]. Greenberg discusses
real time distributed collaboration, defining terms such as tel epresence and tel edata, and
presents a concept map groupware application [Greenberg, 1998]. Greenberg also refers

to important issues to be considered for this type of system.

3.3.2 Computer Supported Collaborative L earning

One of the dimensions that must be preserved in the context of Open and Distance
Learning (ODL) is the interaction between students as an essential learning reguirement
[De Meuter, 1998]. Thisis aso valid for education and learning activities. Some
technologies have the potential to satisfy co-operation requirements and interaction
demands. One of these, more oriented to education is Computer Supported
Collaborative Learning (CSCL).

Ramage presents a discussion of the nature of co-operation and cooperative systemsin
[Ramage, 1999]. McConnell adds that people working co-operatively in CSCL
environments do work in groups and that these groups work in complex ways
[McConnell, 1994]. In open learning situations where learners conducted their learning,
there are many different simultaneous influences on the group including distributed

systems and the use of virtual technologies to augment the group environment.
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Considering that, it is possible to add some influences from beyond the social structure
of the group itself [Wexelblat, 1993].

Co-operative and collaborative work produce information products such as decisions,
designs, and analysis, minimises information loss, and operates a finer levels of detail
[Scherlis and Kraut, 1996]. However, Dillenbourg makes a clear distinction between co-
operation and collaboration: Co-operation can be considered as the work division
between participants with which one is responsible for a part of it, and Collaboration is
based on an agreement between participants to resolve one problem in a unified and co-
ordinated way [Dillenbourg, 1996].

Slavin states that co-operative learning increases the positive effect of classrooms, and
students working co-operatively become more co-operative; they learn pro-social
behaviours such as how to get on with others, how to listen and so on [Slavin, 1990]. In
addition to the individualistic and competitive learning goal structures, co-operation is
of interest to education, learning and training, justifying the introduction of Information

and Communication Technologies (ICT).

Internet and ICT based ODL are rapidly gaining popularity and importance as a means
of providing Lifelong Learning (LLL) [Ask and Haugen, 1998]. Use of new
technologies such as CSCW and VR can enhance collaboration, foster knowledge
representation and provide a multimedia environment allowing the development of

systems that provide vicarious experience [Leclercq et al., 1998].

These technologies aso provide means with which to augment the teaching and
learning skills of al the usersinvolved, creating new forms of interaction, dynamic
information representation and relations within the learning community in multiple
time/space alternatives. Shneiderman and others discuss the emergent patterns of
teaching/learning in electronic classrooms, based on their own experience [ Shneiderman
et a., 1998]. One such example is given by the use of the Web as a support for student

assessment in a collaborative style [Gouveia, 1998b].

Komers and others discuss the impact of using telematics for collaborative learning and
relate it to more ideological changes in educational settings, such as situated learning;
distributed knowledge and constructivism [Kommers et al., 1996]. Psycho-pedagogical
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studies in the educational field have shown that students can learn better by managing,

manipulating and organising the information on their own [Ronchi, 1998].

3.3.3 Collaborative Virtual Environments

A concept that is used frequently is cyberspace. Gibson coined the term, in 1984 as a
name for avirtual environment [Gibson, 1984]. Cyberspace had a significant influence
on both theorists and designers of virtual reality systems [Moulthrop, 1993]. According
to [Tomas, 1991], cyberspace is a “post-industrial work environment predicated on a
new hardwired communications interface that provides a direct and total sensorial

accessto a parallel world of potential work spaces’.

Benedikt provides a more useful definition for our purposes [Benedikt, 1991] when he
states. “Cyberspace is a globally networked, computer-sustained, computer accessed
and computer-generated, multidimensional Artificial, or «virtual» reality. Inthis
reality, to which every computer is a window, seen or heard objects are neither physical
nor, necessarily, representations of physical objects but are rather, in form, character

and action, made up of data, of pure information”.

This cyberspace definition can be used to foster existing Campus Wide Information
Systems (CWIS) environments with the support of information technology [Deden,
1998]. One example of such an environment is available at Fernando Pessoa,
University at Portugal, characterised in [Gouveia, 1998a]. Considering the Fernando
Pessoa environment, it is possible to propose a service that could evolve as described by
Benedikt [Benedikt, 1991]. Such projects focus on representation of information and
knowledge as virtual objects that can be manipulated by users. Laurel proposes a useful
definition for the use of the adjective “virtual” as “describing things (worlds,
phenomena, etc.) that look and feel like reality but that lack the traditional physical
substance” [Laurel, 1993]. The same author adds that a virtual object “may be one that
has no real-world equivalent, but the persuasiveness of its representation allows us to
respondtoit asifit werereal” [Laurel, 1993]. Lévy asserts that “virtual” is related with
potential rather than actual existence and “it’s a mode of being which expands the
process of creation”. The same author adds that the term “virtua” is being used towards

actualisation without undergoing any form of effective or formal concretisation, where
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actualisation implies the production of new qualities, atransformation of ideas that
feeds the virtual in turn [Lévy, 1998].

A Collaborative Virtual Environment (CVE) gives the opportunity to implement and
assess the validity of the described concepts. A CVE system is defined by Benford and
Fahlén as a "cyberspace meeting point" [Benford and Fahlén, 1993], which allows
severa people to interact through their computers in order to obtain a common goal.

A CVE involves the use of distributed virtual reality technology to support group work.
Benford and Greenhalgh, presented two conditions for a system to be considered a
CVE: the provision of simultaneous multi- user access to a virtua reality system and
explicitly consider and support the needs of users who wish to work together [Benford
and Greenhalgh, 19974a).

One important aspect in this kind of system is the existence of a virtual space that
Trefftz defines as an immaterial world, which alows distance interaction for severa
users via a set of networked computers [Trefftz, 1996]. He also states that the
interaction can be accomplished from an exchange of written ideasin a 3D space with
the possibility of movement and voice exchange. In a more open definition, systems
such as the Multi- User Dungeons (MUD) and Internet Relay Chat (IRC) are included.
Both of the systems are discussed as well as their social implications [Rheingold, 1993;
Oravec, 1996; Sudweeks et al., 1998].

However both perspectives (strict and open definitions of CVE) share the point that
each user needs to be aware of other users. In fact, Benford and Greenhalgh stated that
the essence of CVEs is given by the users being explicit represented to each other
within a shared space [Benford and Greenhalgh, 1997a]. For Rodden, a CVE can be
stated as shared spaces in the machine, that are inhabited by users who are also
represented in the space. Rodden adds that these environments are aready realised in a
number of stable technologies such as the MUDs and MOQs, for 2D, and Distributed
VR environments, for 3D [Rodden, 1997].

Benford and Greenhalgh reported three main reasons to develop a CVE [Benford and
Greenhalgh, 1997D]:
- support for natural spatial social skills which offer a more natural style for
human interaction;
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- inherent scalability, to address the interaction of alarge number of users;
- applicability to co-operative spatia tasks, where current VR-applications offer
design support that can be extended to support collaboration.

In Benford and others, a discussion of user embodiment is provided [Benford et al.,
19954q]. It states that user embodiment means the provision of users with appropriate
body images so as to represent them to others and also to themselves. Billinghurst and
others discuss the Shared Space concept, where aform of overlaying the real world and
computer- generated world in a setting that augmented reality must be implied to include
open shared workspace paradigms [Billinghurst et a., 1998]. The same authors describe
two pilot studies, which imply that wearable may be able to support 3D collaboration,
and that users perform better with these interfaces than immersive collaborative
environments [Billinghurst et al., 1997]. Smith proposes that CV Es can extend the What
You See IsWhat | See— WY SIWIS — abstraction by the use of shared interfaces, and
presents a model to manage the use of subjective views in CVES [Smith, 1996].

Tennison and Churchill report the impact and usage of Virtual Environments for
semantic structuring of an information space and as a means for collaboration between
users of information systems [Tennison and Churchill, 1996]. They conclude as
preliminary results that virtual environments can be used to present a metaphorical
instantiation of an information resource and, aso, that information retrieval is facilitated
by the use of virtual environments. In other experiments with 2D and 3D visualisation
settings for networked information, results showed that three times as much information
can be perceived using a head coupled stereo view when compared with a 2D view
[Ware and Franck, 1994].

An introduction to Collaborative Virtual Environments is provided by Benford and
Greenhalgh, which includes topics such as awareness and the spatial model of
interaction, scooping presence and network scalability, space, place and mixed realities
[Benford and Greenhalgh, 1997a]. A CVE system brings some of the recent research
into groups and co-operative settings together with the promising potential of 3D
representation and interaction. It also merges the results obtained by research in the

CSCW area and virtua reality technology.
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IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES FOR VIRTUAL ENVIRONMENTS

Classification schemes can be developed when considering a CVE as an immersion
tool. We can classify from the user interface perspective where we can identify text-
based interfaces and virtual reality interfaces. Some examples of the former type are the
traditional MUD and IRC systems (although these cannot be considered strictly as pure
CVE systems). Examples of the virtual reality interfaces are the Distributed Interactive
Virtual Environment (DIVE) which provides a genera development environment
[Carlsson and Hagsand, 1993] and the MASSIVE-2 system, from Nottingham
University [Benford and Greenhalgh, 1997b].

Osberg proposes a four-step process and discusses related project management issues to
develop virtual environments for use in learning settings [Osberg, 1997]. A discussion
of multimedia user interfaces, considering virtual environment and ubiquitous
computing is given by Feiner, where some of the advantages of using 3D facilities are
discussed [Feiner, 1996].

In order to support communication, we need to specify links between parts. As Araujo,
Dias and Borges state, communication among group members depends upon the
existence and the potential of these links [Araujo et al., 1997]. These links include
mechanisms for message exchange, electronic meetings and discussion forums.
Different approaches to support communication can be identified. One of these
approaches is based on shared workspaces. In shared workspaces participants share a
common area where they express ideas and build products. Shared workspaces are the
most used resources for co-operative interaction support. As discussed by Rodden this
information-sharing model to support collaboration involves the use of conferencing
facilities, real-time conferencing systems, desktop and multimedia conferencing and
electronic meeting systems [Rodden, 1993]. Benford [Benford et al., 1996] classifies
shared spaces into four types. media spaces; spatially oriented video conferencing;

collaborative virtual environments, and tel epresence systems.

An aternative way of classifying CVEsis by their application: some examples are
computer games and VR CVEs. The latter are designed as supporting medium to a large
number of users with virtual represertations. A virtual world can have many users
represented but also can contain autonomous agents whose behaviour is controlled by a

computer program [Zyda et al., 1993].

- 57 -



Some of the challenges for using CVEs in higher education are the need to incorporate
video, stabilise the platform on PCs, and provide a managed set of services and Campus
Building Facilities [Rodden, 1997].

A detailed discussion of the implementation issues for virtual environments is presented
by Brutzman [Brutzman et al., 1995]. An early introductory discussion on the software
required for developing virtual environments is given by several authors [Zydaet al.,
1993; Macedonia et al., 1995]. One example of a protocol implementation for network
communication in a distributed virtual environment is the use of an updateable queue
[Kessler and Hodges, 1996].

An early project concerned with distributed collaborative environment, the MultiG,
proposed the need for further study of 3D interaction, virtual worlds and the potential of
telepresence as computer-human interfaces [Pehrson et al., 1992]. The same author
proposes a classification of generic collaborative tasks into four categories:

() conferencing, including exchange of experience and knowledge between two or
more team members, concerning issues such as briefing, negotiation, idea
generation and problem solving;

(i) co-working, including any activity for synchronous or asynchronous co-
production;

(i)  information exchange, such as the exchange of documents or other information
structures,

(iv)  management, such as the need for co-ordination and supervision, including

scheduling and planning.

Some of the technical issues in developing CSCW systems relate to the support for
collaboration, discussed by Rodden [Rodden, 1992a; Rodden, 1992b]. Smith and
Rodden present the development of a simple mechanism that enables dynamic support

for tailoring user interfaces for use in shared interfaces [Smith and Rodden, 1994].

Chen and Gaines develop amodel of virtual co-operative interaction through the Web
and make a comparison between groupware and socioware [Chen and Gaines, 1997].
Many research groups make the development of a groupware system over the Web:

Chen and Gaines described the InterConnect prototype, in which interface issues are
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explored. Connectivity problems and difficulties of interaction using Web browsers are
described by Cavalcanti and others [Cavalcanti et a., 1996].

Other systems use a browser’ s bookmark facility as a basis for an information sharing
system [Susaki and Muramoto, 1998]. Dieberger proposes the use of Web browsers
combined with atextual MOO to create an information rich spatia interface, named
Juggler [Dieberger, 1995]. The Web can also be used to support constructivist models
of education, asin the case of the Henre project [Lambert and Walker, 1995], where the
extension to normal Web pages is made using CGI scripts, creating workspace tools and

workspace connections.

The Web can also be used as a distribution medium for content, as described by
Martinez and others, where an environmert is proposed that supports interactive
presentations to distributed audiences over the Web [Martinez et al., 1997]. Somers and
others proposed, based on usability studies, guidelines for Web interface design
[Somers et a., 1997]. The paper presents afield study with data from area-time
collaboration setting.

Two systems that enable collaboration over the Web are BSCW and Habanero. The
Basic Support for Cooperative Work (BSCW) is based on the idea of a shared
workspace that enables a group of users to organise and coordinate their work. The
shared workspace is a repository of information, accessible to workgroup members
using a user/password authentication scheme [Bentley et al., 1997]. The Habanero
Framework or Application Program Interface, is a collaborative framework and set of
applications that provides methods to create or convert existing applications into
collaborative applications [Chabert et al., 1998].

3.4 Using visualsto convey information

3.4.1 Visualisation

As stated by Hamming, “The purpose of computing isinsight, not numbers’ [Hamming,
1962]. Using visua representations of data to provide information is a well-established
field. Abstract displays of information (such as graphs and plots) are a recent invention
(around 1750-1800) [Tufte, 1983].
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As considered by Card and others, visualisation is the use of computer-based,
interactive visua representations of datato amplify cognition [Card et al., 1999]. Wood
and others assert that visualisation is a collaborative activity and propose the existence
of a Computer Supported Collaborative Visualisation (CSCV) field [Wood et a., 1997].

Jern discusses the existence of athird-generation GUI paradigm: the Visual User
Interface (VUI). The same author presents a number of characteristics that a VUI must
have [Jern, 1997]:

- picture-centric user interface;

- direct interaction — exploration and navigation;

- graphical object selection and data probing;

- close connection to data;

- object-oriented focused graphics,

- control of geometry resolution;

- direct engagement of the user.
Vision is the highest bandwidth human sense [Uselton, 1995]. Humans are good at
scanning, recognising, and recalling images. Visualisation takes advantage of human
perceptual abilities [Johnson-Laird, 1993]. If we consider the dictionary definition of
the word “visual”, we obtain several definitions relating to information gained through
the human eye. However, an alternative dictionary definition suggests the conveyance
of amental image. If we now look at the dictionary definition of “visualisation”, we see
in one case that visualisation is “the power to process and forming a mental picture or
vision of something not actually present to the sight”. These definitions alow us to
consider that a visualisation can result from input to any combination of the human
senses, which is not restricted to "visible" images.

Visualisation can be seen as a process with six steps, as represented in Figure 9. The
enumeration of the proposed steps is adapted from Uselton [ Uselton, 1995]. Uselton
states that Visualisation extends the graphics paradigm by expanding the possible inpuit.
In particular, data analysisis a process of reducing large amounts of information to
short summaries while remaining accurate in the description of the total data[Yu,
1995].
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Figure 9: the visualisation process

One particular graphical application use is in statistics. Y u proposes a framework for
understanding graphics based on the idea of balancing summary with raw data, and
analyses ten different visualisation methods for multivariate data [Yu, 1995]. The author
concludes that the use of colour in statistical graphics has long been neglected but this
tends to change due to the availability of better hardware, changing the type of graphics
that can be created and used. He also proposes the process of visualisation as an

adjustment of noise and smooth (blocking understanding or facilitating it).

An extension of graphicsis the concept of interactive displays of information. The
Interactive Graphical Methods are defined as the class of techniques for exploring data
that allow the user to manipulate a graphical representation of the data[Eick and Wills,
1995]. The interactive graphics are also referred to as direct manipulation graphics or

dynamic graphics.

Eick and Wills list a number of areas in which interactivity significantly improves static
displays, such as: clarity; robustness; power; and possibility [Eick and Wills, 1995]. The
purpose of an interactive graphical display is to use graphical elements to encode the
datain such away as to make patterns apparent and invite exploration and
understanding of the data by manipulating its appearance. Both Tufte [Tufte, 1997], and

Eick and Wills present a general discussion of interactive graphics.

Making good visualisations requires consideration of characteristics of the user and the

purpose of the visualisation. Knowledge about human perception and graphic design is
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also relevant [Uselton, 1995]. According to Eick and Wills a good display must include
the following three characteristics [Eick and Wills, 1995]:

() it should be obvious as to what is being displayed;

(i) it should focus attention on the data;

(i) it should indicate scale and location of the data

Cleveland gives an ordering of the difficulty of decoding visual cues, starting with the
easiest ones. position along a common scale; position along identical, non-aligned
scales; length; angle; area; volume; colour hue; colour saturation; and density
[Cleveland, 1985].

In the DARPA’s Intelligent Collaboration & Visualisation (IC&V) program, aimed at
enhancing collaboration between teams through distributed information systems, one of
the specified key challenges is to develop team based visualisation software for sharing
views, and in particular, visualising abstract spaces [IC&V, 1997]. DARPA describes
research challenges in mapping real objects to data about them; methods for augmenting
real spaces with superimposed information that adds value, and the more difficult
problems of developing techniques to support visualisation of abstract N-dimensional
gpaces, where there is a need to develop methods for representing abstract information
spaces and for navigating such spaces [IC&V, 1997]. Turner and others described a 4D
symbology (3D symbols plus time-dependence) for battlefield visualisation where data
come from real-time sensors and from simulations and are positioned in a high-fidelity
3D terrain [Turner et a., 1996].

3.4.2 Information Visualisation

Andrews defines Information Visualisation as the visual presentation of information
gpaces and structures to facilitate their rapid assimilation and understanding [Andrews,
1997]. In the same document, the author provides details of a collection of Information
Visualisation related Web resources. Y oung reports on three-dimensional Information
Visuaisation [Young, 1996]. This report provides an enumeration of visualisation

techniques and a survey of research visualisation systems.

McCormick and DeFanti define Information Visualisation as the transformation of the
symbolic into the geometric [McCormick and DeFanti, 1987]. Bertin proposes

Information Visualisation as an augmentation to intelligence in helping find the
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artificial memory that best supports our natural means of perception [Bertin, 1967]. The
main goals of Information Visualisation are related to aiding the human in anaysis,
explanation, decision making, exploration, communication, and reasoning about
information [Card et al., 1999].

Visualisation offers a support structure (such as spatial or graphical representations), for
pattern finding, change detection, or visual cues to help reasoning about large datasets
and multiple and heterogeneous information sources. These factors are aso reasons for
the need to develop cognition artefacts that use information visualisation techniques
[Norman, 1998]. More specificaly, it is possible to summarise that visualisation should
make large datasets coherent and present huge amounts of information compactly;
present information from various viewpoints, present information at various levels of
detail (from the more general overviews to fine structure); support visual comparisons;
make visible the data gaps; and tell stories about the data [Hearst, 1998].

Three main perspectives can be considered for visualise information in 3D [Buscher et
al., 1999]:
- using the properties of information objects and defining rules for their
distribution in space — VIBE [Olsen et al., 1993], BEAD [Chalmers and Chitson,
1992 and  Q-PIT [Colebourne et a., 1996];
- visuadisations of hypermerdia-link based systems—[Card et a., 1991];
- human-centred tools, allowing people to structure and display information in
electronic spaces— [Benford et al., 1997].
An example of an information visualisation system is the Populated Information
Terrains (PIT). The PIT concept aims to provide a useful database or information
system visualisation by taking key ideas from CSCW, VR and database technology. A
PIT is defined as a virtual data space that may be inhabited by multiple users. One
particular characteristic is that users work co-operatively within data[Benford and
Mariani, 1994]. Moreover, VR-VIBE was designed to support the co-operative
browsing and filtering of large document stores [Benford et al., 1995b].

Computers facilitate access to large datasets, interaction, animation, range of scales,

precision, elimination of tedious work, and new methods of display [Hearst, 1998].
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An overview of graphical visualisation is made by Ware, where the main issues with
visualisation techniques are listed as. space; time; stability; and navigation, based on the
hierarchy notion [Ware, 2000]. A paper collection presenting an overview of classical
visualisation techniques (pan and zoom, multiple windows, and map view strategy), and
focus+ context techniques (fish-eye, hyperbolic browser, cone-trees, intelligent zoom,
treemaps, and magic lens) is given by Card and others [Card et al., 1999]. Beaudoin and
others introduce a novel approach — Cheops —, and a discussion of strengths and
limitations of focus+ context techniques (to which the Cheops approach belongs)
[Beaudoin et al., 1996].

One of the application areas for Information Visualisation is Scientific Visualisation,
where applied computational science methods produce output that could not be used
without visualisation. This happens because huge amounts of produced data require the
high bandwidth of the human visual system (both its speed and sophisticated pattern
recognition), and interactivity adds the power [Uselton, 1995]. Visualisation systems
provide a single context for all the activities involved from debugging the ssmulations,

to exploring the data, and communicating the results.

Other information visualisation application area is the Software Visualisation, defined
as the use of “the crafts of typography, graphic design, animation, and cinematography
with modern human-computer interaction technology to facilitate both the human

under standing and effective use of computer software” [Price et al., 1994]. By computer
software, Price, Baecker, and Small intend to include al the software design process
from planning to implementation. These authors present taxonomy for systems involved

in the visualisation of computer software.

Chen discusses the use of information visualisation ard virtual environments, presenting
the StarWalker virtual environment [Chen, 1999]. For research opportunities, Uselton
points out, among others, the need for new interaction tools and techniques; new
mappings of data to visual attributes; new kinds of visuals, and automatic selection of
data or mappings [Uselton, 1995]. Hearst reports that alot of the new information
visualisation methods have not been evaluated [Hearst, 1998].
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3.5 Knowledge sharing issues

3.5.1 Knowledgesharing

One of the issues concerning knowledge management is knowledge sharing [Clare and
Detore, 2000]. Knowledge Management is a strategy that turns an organisation’s
information into greater productivity, added- value, and increased competitiveness
[Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995]. Many authors assert that without an underlying culture
that embraces knowledge sharing, learning and change is a natural part of each
individual’s work effortsin an organisational context, only short term gains are
produced [Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Sveiby, 1994].

People create knowledge that directly impacts other people. A large portion of this
knowledge takes the form of intangible but highly valuable know- how, experience and
common sense. However, such expertise is rarely disseminated across a group: people
in an organisation do not know who can help them to solve their problems, resulting in
redundant work, wasting of time and loss of productivity. This also occurs when people
exchange vauable information via meetings, e-mails, and phone calls. Most of the
information exchange remains undocumented and therefore unusable by others. This
effect isalso aresult of most of the times, information exchange activities result from
informal interaction. Knowledge sharing problems are compounded as the group grows
and has a longer existence. For all the reported information exchange problems, making

available and needed information easily accessible can be a solution.

Two types of knowledge can be defined: explicit knowledge and tacit knowledge [Clare
and Detore, 2000] :

- explicit knowledge is knowledge that is in some way articulated, documented or
captured. Knowledge is often made explicit when based on policies, procedures,
instructions, standards and results, and is readily communicated, often through
written documentation. Textbooks, memos, e-mails, and even conversations
contain explicit knowledge.

- tacit knowledge includes al the primary and derivative people-based knowledge
assets in the organisation. It is represented by individual or group experience and
expertise. Tacit knowledge is used for understanding, problem solving and

gaining of perspective. It is persona and rarely documented.
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A number of questions can be asked concerning the knowledge sharing in an
organisation context:
- How often is time wasted thinking about a business problem when someone
within reach already has the answer?
- How often is it not known whom to ask a businessrelated question among
partners or suppliers?
- How difficult it is to find an up-to-date document that answers business-related
guestions?
Within education, learning and training, Similar questions can be asked. In particular,
taking advantage of knowledge sharing can enhance group-learning activities.
Networks of knowledge sharing, community Web sites and other tools allow the
promotion and support of the storage, access, brokering, and sharing of knowledge
within and across organisations and groups. Among solutions that foster knowledge
sharing are events that combine virtual and face-to-face interactions, alowing people to
connect globally in ways that are far more powerful than other types of gatherings.
There is a need to design workspaces to maximise team and individual productivity,
knowledge sharing, innovation, as well as to seamlessly integrate physical and virtual
Space to support knowledge sharing.

Again, these ideas can also be used to promote knowledge sharing in a higher education
context, with students and teachers forming groups to satisfy their knowledge needs and
promote knowledge sharing events. Additionally, knowledge construction can take
place using similar techniques to those used for knowledge sharing. Mercer asserts that
we rely on others to help develop our understanding and learning in an educational
context, and this depends on how knowledge can be jointly created and shared [Mercer,
1995].

The Gartner Group proposes a number of categories to help in understanding and
evaluating technologies for knowledge management [Logan, 2000]:

1. Storage mechanisms for explicit knowledge such as document repositories;

2. Access to existing information, such as search engines and classification tools;
3. User-interface tools that offer tight integration of presentation techniques;
4

. Products that address the issue of capturing tacit knowledge;
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5. Collaboration support, traditionally by e-mail arnd extended with synchronous or
real-time collaboration tools;

6. Decision support, including business intelligence;

7. Development platforms: both general-purpose and specialised for applications such

as portal development.

For knowledge sharing, concerning the present work, categories 3, 4 and 5 are
considered as related to graphical knowledge representations, since they focus on user
interface issues, address the issue of capturing tacit knowledge and promote
collaboration support. Although the use of graphical representations can help to support
knowledge sharing, other approaches are possible as the one defended by Neches and
others, which use knowledge based systems that rely on Artificial Intelligence
techniques [Neches et a., 1991].

3.5.2 Graphical knowledge representationsfor education use

COGNITIVE MAPSASHUMAN INTERNAL REPRESENTATIONS

A cognitive map is a mental map that supports navigation through the world. The
concept was studied by people looking into the behaviour of animals when they moved

from one location to another.

Concerning the knowledge that people need to have to move around, Thorndyke and
Hays-Roth propose two types of knowledge: Route Knowledge and Survey Knowledge
[ Thorndyke and Hays-Roth, 1982]:

- Route Knowledge is knowledge that results from getting around. If someone
provides directions to his’her house, he/she is using Route Knowledge.

- Survey Knowledge is knowledge that enables us to understand the general spatial
relationships that are involved. This is applied when we indicate that the house
is north of the Museum.

Cognitive maps that are constructed by people as mental maps tend to be biased by the
person constructing them. Such a mental map is a map that has been filtered by our
personality. With it we can justify things that do not readily fit in our concept of the

universe.
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Mental maps are also related to images and concepts, and these, with the way
individuals think about them: Damasio defends the identification of mental images with
temporarily time-locked activity in multiple neural regions (people perceiving images
for thinking purposes) [Damasio, 1994], and Clark includes the identification of
concepts with distributed, context-dependent patterns of neura activity [Clark, 1993].
These two perspectives provide support for the idea that such mental maps can be of
help to identify and take advantage of concept and image representation for knowledge
sharing support.

MIND MAPS

Mind Maps were proposed by Buzan [Buzan, 1974]. They are designed to help expand
our mental capacities. The author asserts that Mind Maps can be used to promote clear
thinking about concepts and ideas where relationships are visualised and manipulated in
amore natural way than the case of the linear note taking. Buzan proposes a group of
seven laws to develop Mind Maps: use images, use words, connected lines with
associated words, one word per line, use colours and allow for cregtivity to take place
[Buzan, 1974]. The author also proposes a technique to develop Mind Maps called
MMOST (the Mind Map Organic Study Technique). Two main sections comprise the
MMOST technique: preparation and application. Each of these sectionsis divided into
four additional sub-sections. Figure 10 presents an example of a Mind Map on the uses
of Mind Maps [Buzan, 1974].

Figure 10: A Mind Map on the uses of Mind Maps [Buzan, 1974]
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Mind Maps can be described as having a central word or concept. Around the central
word it is possible to draw 5 to 10 main ideas that relate to that word. Taking each of
those child words, and again drawing 5 to 10 main ideas to relate to each of those words
[Buzan, 1974]

CONCEPT MAPS
Concept Maps provide a visua representation of knowledge structures and argument
forms. They provide a complimentary aternative to natural language as a means of

communicating knowledge [Gaines and Shaw, 1995].

Concept Maps are diagrams that help students see how words or concepts are related to
one ancther. In most cases, Concept Maps begin with a brainstorming session in which
students are encouraged to make associations with the main topic or concept presented.
Students are actively engaged in using their prior knowledge, as well as new concepts
and experiences that have been provided, to develop Concept Maps, both individually,

or in small groups.

Novak and Gowin develop the concept mapping technique [Novak and Gowin, 1984].
This work was based on Ausubel’s ideas that stressed the importance of prior
knowledge in learning new concepts [Ausubel, 1963]. Novak and Gowin add that
meaningful learning involves the assimilation of hew concepts and propositions into

existing cognitive structures [Novak and Gowin, 1984].

Concept Maps have been widely applied for education in evaluating students learning
[Gaines and Shaw, 1995]. Figure 11 presents one example of such Concept Maps from
[Novak and Gowin, 1984]. Because Concept Maps have any number of concepts they

often require a network representation.

A further example of Concept Maps is proposed by Toulmin who developed a theory of

scientific argument based on them [Toulmin, 1958].
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molecules

found in

life beings

Figure 11: a Concept Map example from [Novak and Gowin, 1984]

As defended by Kommers and Lanzing, concept mapping is a method to regulate the
ratios between fragmentation/coherence and cognitive overhead/flexibility during the
student’ s browsing of hypermedia documents [Kommers and Lanzing, 1997]. The same
authors add that Concept Maps can be used as:

- a Design method to be used as a structural scaffolding technique for the
development of hypermedia;

- a Navigation device for students who need orientation while they explore
information domains such as hypermedia documents;

- aKnowledge €elicitation technique to be used by students as they try to articulate
and synthesise their actual states of knowledge in the various stages of the
learning process;

- a Knowledge assessment tool to enable students to diagnose their own level of

understanding and to detect misconceptions.

CONCEPT DEFINITION MAPPING

The strategy, proposed for developing student vocabulary, provides an illustration —
mapping — of the attributes of key concepts [ Schwartz, 1988]. Students are asked to
think beyond the essentials of what aword isand what it is not. The use of the Concept
Definition Mapping promotes the analysis of aword from multiple perspectives. This

strategy is aimed to foster students' understanding of semantic relationships between
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words while aiding in their recall. Figure 12 presents an example of a Concept

Definition Mapping.

What is the Sport concept?

Human
activity

What is the Sports

concept like?

Physica effort

Work Mental effort

What other concepts are Entertainment

related?

[\

What are some examples of the Sports concept?

Figure 12: a Concept Definition Mapping example

To use this technique the following steps should be followed:

1. Propose aninitia Concept Definition Map;

2. Discuss the questions that the Concept Definition Map should answer: What isit?
What isit like? What concepts are related? What are some examples of it? What are
its essential characteristics? What makes it different?;

Use additional familiar vocabulary terms to complete the Concept Definition Map;

4. When the map is finished, ask for a complete definition of the concept;

5. Allow for continuous map improvements along with the learning process related to

the concept.

SEMANTIC MAPS

Semantic Maps are a strategy for graphically representing concepts. Semantic Maps
portray the schematic relations that compose a concept. It assumes that there are
multiple relations between a concept and the knowledge that is associated with the
concept. Thus, for any concept there are at least these types of associations:

1. class: the order of things (selection) the concept falls into;

-71-



2. property: the attributes that define the concept;

3. example: exemplars of the concept.

Semantic Maps are used also to identify techniques that describe a variety of strategies
designed to show how key words or concepts are related to one another through graphic
representations [McAleese, 1998]. These techniques are also known as idea mapping or
word webbing. Mapping can be used for teaching vocabulary, for textual patterns of
organisation, for improving note taking and for creative thinking skills. For teaching
vocabulary, learners are asked to create their own unique semantic networks of
association with a given text. Figure 13 shows an example of the use of Semantic Maps,
given by [Zaid, 1995].

Large m All colors Fred and
= Small for

oS ques Favers axcept bl

amd homes pray green popular

Hizes Colors

MUOSLIM CARPETS

Designs
o
treem

. Flowers
animals

Figure 13: example of a Semantic Map about Muslim Carpets[Zaid, 1995]

A genera procedure to develop a Semantic Map is by having a group discussion. In a
situation like this, it is a@most inevitable that the three types of concept associations —

class, property and example —will emerge.

The mgjor purpose of a Semantic Map is to enable students to organise their prior
knowledge into formal relations and thus provide themselves with a basis for
understanding what they are about to read and study. Comprehension can be thought of
as the elaboration and refinement of prior knowledge. Semantic Maps provide a graphic
structure of knowledge to be used as the basis for organising new ideas as they are
understood [McAleese, 1993].
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Within the Artificial Intelligence field, a similar Semantic Map representation is known
as Semantic Networks. A Semantic Network focuses on the graphical representation of
relations between elements in adomain. It isanon formal knowledge representation
[Findler, 1979].

Hanf was among the first to propose the development of a Semantic Map procedure
designed to improve the teaching of study skills [Hanf, 1971]. However, the notion of
Semantic Mapsis older and based on Ausubel who claimed that background
information was a necessary prerequisite to the addition of new concepts and
vocabulary [Ausubel, 1963].

Ausubel asserts that when individuals are presented with new concepts, these concepts
will not be explicitly understood until they are linked in a meaningful way to pre
existing concepts [Ausubel, 1963]. Similarly, reading theorists have likened the process
of reading comprehension to relate the new and the unknown [Pearson and Johnson,
1978].

Gathering the several uses of Semantic Mapsit is possible to consider them as:

- atechnique for increasing vocabulary and improving reading comprehension;

- ameans of improving the teaching of study skills;

- aframework for identifying the structural organization of texts,

- ameans of teaching critical thinking skills;

- an assessment technique;

- acomputational scheme to support reasoning in intelligent systems.
During the process of developing Semantic Maps, it is possible to identify what isin
and what is outside of students level of awareness with regard to core ideas and
supporting details [Fleener and Marek, 1992]. This can provide diagnostic information,
which can help lead a group in an appropriate direction. The final phase of Semantic
Maps development comes when students are asked to recall the details of atext and to

discuss and graph new information onto their pre-existing maps.

Fleener and Marek assert that Semantic Maps are useful for evaluating students
increase in understanding throughout the learning cycle. They go on to state that the
identification of misunderstandings early on allows teachers to redirect students

misconceptions. As an assessment tool, Semantic Maps revealing beyond sudents
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perceptions aso allow to relate misunderstandings of core ideas, concerning the three
phases of the learning cycle — exploration, conceptual invention, and expansion —
[Fleener and Marek, 1992].

SEMANTIC MAPPING FOR CONCEPT FORMATION

Semantic Maps are also used as visual tools to encourage readers to access their prior

knowledge regarding concepts, to examine and understand components of new

concepts, and to relate them to previous knowledge, for concept formation. A method

for using Semantic Mapping for Concept Formation might be as follows:

1. write the subject or concept in the middle of a chart;

2. students brainstorm and record alist of related words — the bigger thislist is, the
better;

3. group the words into categories in the form of a web or map;

4. explain the reasoning behind word groupings to the group of students.

Figure 14 presents an example of a Concept Mapping for Concept Formation. The
group discussion is critical to building understanding and provides a solid foundation
for the reading that will follow.

divison game
First league Sadium
Honour division Teams
[1 B north Referees
Il B centre Supporters
[l B south Media
Portuguese
Football
competition
player positions competition
Goal keeper League
Defend%?p divisions
Middlefield Nacional cup
Forward Super cup

Figure 14: Semantic Mapping for Concept Formation example
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Every individual has a chance to compare with others its notions while gathering further
background knowledge. Discussion is also valuable as an opportunity to fill in

knowledge gaps or to attempt to eliminate misconceptions about the topic.

KNOWLEDGE MAPS

A Knowledge Map can be defined as avisual representation of a knowledge domain
according to criteriathat facilitate the location, comprehension or development of
knowledge. Knowledge mapping is a systematic approach to improve the understanding
of knowledge through visualisation. This may include the previous types of maps
already introduced.

A Knowledge Map represents concepts and their relationships (such as a hierarchy, a
taxonomy or a network). It is a navigational aid that enables a user to position
him/herself on the desired concept and follow links to relevant knowledge sources. It
models explicit information about peoples’ processes, and their information objects, and

the relationships between them.

Hall defines Knowledge Maps as a method of displaying text in atwo dimensional,
gpatial, node link network. The same author states that one of the basic assumptions of
the model is that structural properties of the map format activate spatial processing
channels which during subsequent retrieval, the structural information stored within
gpatial schemas can act to cross reference detailed information during recall [Hall,
1996].

Hall shows that Knowledge Maps can be an effective tool for enhancing acquisition of
text materials relative to a more traditional format (like text) and concludes by saying
that objective cognitive outcomes are mirrored in student subjective rating of
concentration and motivation, showing that affective outcomes could also be considered
[Hall, 1996].

Kesik proposes Knowledge Mapping as a process rather than a content. He adds that
science is knowledge, and that science extends in a knowledge landscape like land in a
geographic landscape. The same author asserts that order is funded in patterns, patterns

in similarity, similarity in likeness, and likeness by comparing perspective; if these do
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not fit in to our patterns we seek to explain, to understand, and to know why not or why
for [Kesik, 1996].

Kesk defends that maps can be considered both descriptive tools and prescriptive
guides which may be referred to as atool-guide function. A Knowledge Map isa
representation of what we know of science. It provides arecording of the patterns that
have been recognised and in turn situates these patterns as elements to expand patterns.
As maps can serve both as a descriptive tool and a prescriptive guide, they are unique
resources to help to know what to know when we do not know what to know [Kesik,
1996].

TOPIC MAPS

Topic Maps and Knowledge Maps are related, but not equivalent, concepts. A Topic
Map is a particular type of Knowledge Map, one that describes a semantic network of
relationships between concepts. Topic Maps are an | SO standard for describing
knowledge structures. Topic Maps allow us to [Logan, 2000]:

- represent objects and provide away of navigating them;

- enable the structuring of unstructured information;

- deploy information sets in different environments with different requirements.
Topic Maps enable users to capture knowledge about information resources. what isin
them, where they are and how to reach them. The Topic Map paradigm is a technology
that can be used to improve access to information. According to the Gartner Group,
Topic Maps will be an adopted technology for the use of portal and search engines
[Logan, 2000].

The internationa standard for Topic Maps [I SO/IEC, 1999] defines Topic Map syntax.
It allows the creation of amodel for an area of knowledge. The model takes the form of
an XML document-type definition. A Topic Map works by layering associated
information over an information set. It is a knowledge representation paradigm that

allows knowledge structures to be modelled and then linked to information sources.

The strength of Topic Maps is that they allow indexing and data modelling information
to be maintained separately from the information that is indexed or modelled [Logan,
2000]. Every user can therefore have a particular Topic Map representing a view into
the data [Pepper, 1999].
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Topics have a flexible definition: they can be anything that the user is interested in and
thelr subject iswhat they are about. Topics also have names, which identify them for
their users. Names are declared, much like data values for variables. Topics become the
constituent parts of Topic Maps. They can be thought of as multidirectional links,
pointing to all of their occurrences. The ideais that the link will aggregate everything
about a given subject. Topics and their links are networks of meanings defined by the
user [Biezunski, 1999].

Topic Maps are groups of named information objects around topics and the
relationships between them. These relationships are called associations. The topics and
their associations form networks when they are parsed. The links between the nodes of
the network can be traversed to find related information and used to create networks of
knowledge and information [Biezunski, 1999].

Topic Maps are not constrained by a particular structure. They may be object-oriented,
hierarchical, ordered or unordered. Any number of Topic Maps can be designed to work
with the same set of information resources, stored in any structured or unstructured
format. Among potential uses of Topic Maps are: online navigational aids, virtual
documents, filtering information for specific users and uses, and information structure

support.

MAPSEXTENSIONSAND RELATED 3D VISUALISATIONS

A number of systems use some kind of Knowledge Map to support knowledge sharing
and collaborative learning activities. Among these are:
- Kmap, a general Concept Mapping tool that supports collaborative learning
through the World Wide Web [Gaines and Shaw, 1995];
- KSE (Knowledge Sharing Environment) which is a system of information agents
for organising, summarising and sharing knowledge from a number of sources.
In KSE, users are organised into user groups or communities of interest [Davies
et al., 1999];
- Semio solution — a software technology for information categorisation and
retrieval. It is based on constructing and devel oping a taxonomy based on lexical
tools [Semio, 2001];
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TheBrain — a non-hierarchical knowledge management software producing a 3D
visual map as shown in Figure 15. The software maintains relationships between
issues in a dynamic manner, and URLSs associated with a particular issue is
displayed in a web-browser when the issue is made as the focus of attention.

[TheBrain, 2001];

Strategy i=Email

o _n:i a

ol =chedule
ol Teams

.
WBudget = Sotratedy

AResearch

Figure 15: The Mind Brain software

MindManager — an implementation of Mind Maps that allow the collaborative
development of thoughts and ideas [MindManager, 2001];

WordNet — an on-line lexical database developed on the basis of contemporary
psycholinguistic theories of human lexical memory [WordNet, 2001];

ThinkMap — a browser for exploring WordNet based thesaurus, using a Java-
enabled spatial map, the Visual Thesaurus [ThinkMap, 2001];

Soryspace — a tool designed for hypertext writers. Provides maps and views to

help writers create, organise, and revise [Storyspace, 2001].

3.6 Final remarks

A number of technologies have been presented in order to inform about the

development of a model to support collaborative learning by minimising cognitive

overhead and information overload.

Among them are the World Wide Web, Information Retrieval and Virtual Redlity,

which provide different ways of organising information providing a number of useful
ideas, and CSCW, CSCL, and CVE which highlight important collaborative issues that

are needed to be present to support collaborative learning.
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Additionally, visualisation and information visualisation offer alot of potential for
representing the structure of knowledge for sharing and integration with “real world’
data. The chapter ends with the presentation of several strategies to represent and share
knowledge.

The adoption of avirtual environment that embodies knowledge maps, 3D and
collaboration facilities could have several advantages in supporting learning. An
environment using a number of the described facilities could support both knowledge

sharing and user understanding as presented in work reported in the current chapter.

Chapter 4 — Graphical support for knowledge sharing, presents a proposal for a
system to share knowledge in collaborative learning, taking into account both the issues
from chapter 2 (related with cognitive overhead, information overload and collaborative
learning) and the insights resulting from the analysis of related work presented in this

chapter.
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4 Graphical support for knowledge sharing

4.1 Introduction

Following the thesis problem of how to share knowledge between a group of people, in
particular people engaged in learning activities together, this chapter describes a system
for knowledge sharing to support collaborative learning in a higher education context. It
does that by taking advantage of the use of Huhns and Singh' s proposal that users can
contribute to enhance an existing domain knowledge model [Huhns and Singh, 1997].
Additionally, Huhns defends the idea of using a set of symbols to represent a knowledge
domain to be used by each individual [Huhns and Stephens, 1999].

As introduced in chapter 3 — From collabor ation technologies to knowledge
representation, the use of a set of symbols in the visualisation design provides a visual
mental map representation that can help to keep cognitive overhead and information
overload problems minimal [ Tufte, 1990].

In particular this proposal takes into account the need for minimising both cognitive
overhead and information overload by:
- cognitive overhead: dlowing an abstract high level for information
representation [Norman, 1991] and thus providing the means to integrate data
using Information Visualisation techniques [Card et al. 1999];
- information overload: allowing each individua user to take advantage of a
structure for knowledge sharing and thus providing a context for reasoning about
a particular knowledge theme [Huhns and Singh, 1997];
To inform about the work, an analysis of current issues regarding an environment to
support knowledge has been discussed. In order to take advantage of how we use
language and how it supports our construction of knowledge [Vygotsky, 1978], a
structure for knowledge sharing has been devised based on words and its semantic
relationships following ideas developed in the linguistics and semiotics fields
[Schwartz, 1988; Hanf, 1971].

With these ideas combined with the construction of a textual structure based on
meanings that can be built with the contributions of a group of people, it provides a

basis for development of a common mental map as proposed by McAleese [McAleese,
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1998]. Its value as an education tool as already been proved by Novak and Gowin and
most of the times is used in conjunction with a graphical representation to ease how
individuals understand and use it [Novak and Gowin, 1984; McAleese, 1998].
Collaborative learning is defined as groups working together for a common learning
purpose [Resta, 1995]. To collaborate effectively in a group work, each individual must
share a common grounding of concepts and be able to specify them in a form that
allows individual reflection within the group. Each member of the group must possess a
common mental map representation for reference, to understand the meanings and
relations underlying a particular situation, topic, or subject knowledge. The common
use of avisual representation of such a mental map allows for collaborative construction
and enhancement, providing the opportunity to augment both individua and

collaborative learning.

Additionally, some authors argue that efforts to improve learning and education must
emphasise not only content but also context [Figueiredo, 2000]. In fact, Lewin and
Grabbe state that learners play an active role in discovering knowledge for themselves
and attest to the strong influence of the social environment of the learner in promoting
changes [Lewin and Grabbe, 1945].

Also Vygotsky claims that knowledge results not from a transmission process but from
the internalisation of socia interactions [Vygotsky, 1978]. As stated by Damasio the use
of visual representations can enhance the way individuals actually think and aid them in
their efforts to share mental maps[Damasio, 1994]. New technologies that use 3D
visualisation facilities and interactivity within virtual worlds seem to assist in
minimising the difficulties by allowing abstract information, in the form of structured
knowledge for representing contexts and meanings, to be visually mapped and explored
using direct manipulation techniques. Such a representation can complement existing
tools to allow context sharing of a given knowledge theme — a view of organising
information about a particular knowledge theme. Thus, what is proposed isa
visualisation to externalise a mental map in order to support its collaborative

construction.

The proposed visualisation uses 3D facilities in order to allow both a natural world
mapping and to deal with the high order of relationships that the concept network of the

structure for knowledge sharing produce.

-81-



As one of the main characteristics of the structure that must be represented is its
relationship network, the visualisation design must provide some cues to organise and
orient users. The exploration of a 3D space for human interaction seems a natura option
to do this. As Benedikt states, Cyberspace will provide a three-dimensional field of
action and interaction: with recorded and live data, with machines, sensors, and with
other people [Benedikt, 1991]. According to Wexelblat a well-structured view can make
things obvious to the viewer and empower interaction [Wexelblat, 1991]. The view
structure can convey an underlying mental model and can indicate possibilities for

interaction in what Wexelblat proposes as semantic spaces.

The strategy followed for the visualisation design is to take advantage of collaboration
between users to represent a domain knowledge so that it can be visualised and
manipulated by each user for their own information needs and enable different data

sources to be integrated with the structure for knowledge sharing.

The ViDESK name — Visualisation Design for Sharing Knowledge — results from its
characteristics of using a 3D interactive visualisation to convey information about a
structure for knowledge sharing. It provides a"visua desktop" to explore aview of a
knowledge theme and allows both its sharing among a group of users and its
enhancement. The control of the 3D interactive visualisation is made possible by using
direct manipulation techniques. It provides a visual interface to explore, enhance and

use the structure for knowledge sharing.

The rest of the chapter provides a detailed description of ideas used in the VIiDESK
proposal. The chapter is structured as follows:

- Section 4.2: — "An environment to support knowledge sharing", discusses the
problem to be addressed and how it is currently solved. It also presents
limitations and additional support needed in current solutions.

- Section 4.3: — "The proposal", discusses how additional support can be provided
by presenting the basis for the proposed solution based on a structure for
knowledge sharing and a visualisation design to convey information of the
structure to support collaborative learning.

- Section 4.4: — "System functionality”, presents an overview of the proposed
system and its functionality concerning its use, the structure for knowledge

sharing and the visualisation design to convey information about the structure.
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- Section 4.5: — “Summary”, provides a summary of the thesis proposal and what
has been achieved. It also presents a brief description of what isto be covered in

the next chapter.

4.2 An environment to support knowledge sharing

4.2.1 Theproblem

The problem to be addressed can be stated as the use of a shared structure for
knowledge sharing, applied to collaborative learning tasks in a Higher Education

context.

A definition of the term “knowledge’ is required. The knowledge to be shared by the
VIDESK system is provided by the structure for knowledge sharing. It provides a
simple and understandable network of concepts, which eases individual participation in
the building of a common structure, and thus, of the knowledge itself. It aso describes
the view of an expert or a group of users on a particular knowledge theme and provides
the context to reason about a given domain or topic — tacit knowledge. Tacit knowledge
is defined by Sveiby as the knowledge that is used as a tool to handle or improve what
isin focus [Sveiby, 1994].

A more general definition of the term “knowledge” is given by Clare and Detore who
describe knowledge as any form of active organised content [Clare and Detore, 2000].
These authors add that knowledge is a system made up of three elements. content —
what the knowledge is about; structure — how the content is organised; and reasoning —
defining dynamics of the system. The following discussion of sharing knowledge in a
higher education context is based on this definition.

CONTEXT

Students may find it difficult to fully understand and put into context a given knowledge
theme for which they need to construct their own structured mental model, in order to
reason [Wurman, 1989].

As an example, for a computer science student learning about HumanComputer
Interaction (HCI), a group of concepts about human factors are addressed along with

more technical ones. The students need to have a clear mental model of the relationships
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between HCI, human factors and computers to understand, retrieve and use information
about each topic given the general framework. If this knowledge does not provide a

clear understanding for each of the concepts, the reasoning about the knowledge theme
is, a least, limited. This limitation is more concerned with the knowledge that remains

with the user after the learning process.

In general, any problem where information structure and complexity are important is a
candidate for testing the VIDESK system for knowledge sharing. Other possible
applications are Web Information Retrieval and Personal Information Management.
Collaborative learning was chosen because it provides a feasible evaluation

environment to test the system as a collective setting for knowledge sharing.

4.2.2 How theproblemiscurrently solved

The traditional functions of the university remain ailmost the same since its origins.
Universities are considered as the primary storehouses of information, the primary
disseminators of information and necessary as communities of teachers, learners and
researchers [ Thomsen, 1999]. Current knowledge sharing in a higher education context
is provided by lectures, seminars and lab sessions as the most traditional solutions
[Puttnam, 1996 and Rossman, 1992].

- Inlectures, an expert gives a structured perspective by introducing a particular
knowledge theme and students take part normally as passive receptors of the
information. One example can be atalk about Usability in HCI.

- In seminars, one or more experts give a group of integrated perspectives about a
particular knowledge theme. One example can be a seminar in Usability theory
and practices.

- Labs sessions allow each student to learn by doing, or experimenting on a given
problem. One example is a lab session to test and evaluate the usability of a
particular application interface.

To support lectures, seminars and labs, information for further student development is
given as lists of readings, including papers, books and printed material and also as some
multimedia material as video and CD-ROMS. In some cases hypertext-based materia is
also used, which is normally accessed on the web. This material serves as chunks of an
information database that must be referenced.
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Recent developments allow the use of Computer Supported Collaborative Learning
(CSCL), Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW) and also Web-based learning
environments, but most of the times only to extend current knowledge sharing
paradigms [Deden, 1998; Watters et a., 1998].

4.2.3 Limitations of existing solutions

The lecture, seminar and lab solutions, though valid for knowledge transmission, where

one teacher engages in passing structured information to the students, have some

limitations for knowledge sharing, where teacher and students are engaged in sharing

their own opinions and difficulties. In particular, lectures, seminars and labs have a

number of limitations:

they provide a consumer model where each student receives information to form
hisher own knowledge, and do not consider the student as a valid information
producer. For example during a lecture, each student takes his’her own notes and
does not usually describe his/her perspective about a particular lecture topic;
information support usually relies on fostering information access, not
facilitating student informed participation and empowerment [Arias, 1999]. For
example during a seminar, a number of references may be given as topics for
further reading, but no provisions are made to discover how relevant each
student considers these references to be;

they do not promote the collaborative organisation of common knowledge
structures and the involvement of each of the students because of typical
individual learning orientation. For example, assessment of students’ knowledge
is typically made through individual exams, which can be complemented, with
other information such as, perhaps, group projects, but following an individual
approach for assessment;

the support for learning is based on a closed system from the student perspective
because neither his’her notes become part of the available reading material nor
are reflected in it. For example, some student notes address understanding
problems related to concepts and links between different content. This can be
made available to others but within current practices it is done on a non

integrated individual basis.
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Also, approaches to educational systems based on well-tested conventional techniques

have suffered from limitations that our system addresses in the following way:

the complexity resulting from dealing with large amounts of unstructured
information, and the difficulty of keeping pace with updating, verifying, and
authoring information. This affects largely human computer interaction, and no
novel solutions are in sight to solve this problem. In the VIDESK system,
although the structure for knowledge sharing is stored in a textual form, it canbe
represented in a visual form. A visuaisation design can improve the relation
between a group of users and each user and the information sources that satisfy
hisher information needs;

the complexity of co-ordination between several information sources when one
tries to move to decentralised or distributed solutions, does not seem to be
reduced as heterogeneity, and interoperability problems arise. Furthermore, the
user interaction problem remains unsolved. In the VIDESK system, the use of a
text-based structure for knowledge sharing eases use of available meta-data to
search information sources, provided by existing Internet search engines and
browsers. The proposed design of the visualisation structure for knowledge
sharing addresses user interaction using direct manipulation techniques,

the shift in information content from document referencing to context sharing
does not seem to fit well with conventional available systems. Knowledge
changes and evolves continuously and needs to be certified, authored, and
represented in various formats and diverse applications. The proposed solution
for knowledge sharing seeks to support a context by providing a higher
abstraction level description that can be used both to support collaborative
learning and data access by taking advantage of the structure for knowledge
sharing.

VIDESK facilities are discussed later on in this chapter, in section 4.3, where the

proposal is presented.

4.2.4 Alternative solutions

Other solutions that exist for sharing knowledge and supporting collaborative learning
are Web-Based Learning Environments [Britain and Liber, 1999], CSCL and CSCW
systems designed for collaborative learning [Lewis, 1999]. Although these solutions
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address the collaboration issues, they do not support an externalisationthat provides a
common model for knowledge sharing that can be collaboratively enhanced and used as
a 3D interactive visualisation. Examples such as FirstClass, WebCT, EFTWeb and
others are more concerned with providing an environment to allow collaboration than

for knowledge sharing and its visua representation [Gouveia et al., 2000c].

A list of the limitations of existing collaborative learning prototype systemsis reported
in a Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) report [Britain and Liber, 1999]. A
list of the additional support needed in prototype collaborative learning systems is also
reported in another J SC report [Kalawsky, 2000]. Existing efforts to represent meta-
data and knowledge representations for easing information access related to educational
settings are given, among others, by the IMS Learning Resource Meta-data Information
Model [IMS, 2001], IEEE’ LOM — Learning Object Meta-data [|EEE, 2001], the
Dublin core [Weibel and Lagoze, 1997], ISO’ MPEG-7 — Multimedia Content
Description Interface [1SO, 2001], RDF — Resource Description Framework [Jenkins et
a, 1999], and Topic Maps [Biezunski, 1999].

The VIDESK system proposes a different approach where the knowledge to be shared
provides a context, which is one of the many possible views for the knowledge theme.
The VIDESK system does not attempt to provide a unique definition for the knowledge

theme being shared or even to classify content as most of the meta-data efforts do.

4.2.5 Additional support needed

Collaborative learning will alow each student to take advantage but a so to contribute
with hig’her own effort to the group. This way, the consumer model where the student
merely receives information can be transformed in a consumer/producer model, where

the student also produces information to be shared among all.

Each individual needs to be involved in the knowledge construction and actively
participate. As Clark and Schaefer claim, for knowledge co-construction to occur,
participants must not only make a contribution, but must also get their contribution
accepted by others [Clark and Schaefer, 1989]. This involves a notion of building
something together by engaging each of the group members in a common activity — the

enhancing of the structure for knowledge sharing. The notion of a common activity is
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central to collaborative learning where a group works together for a common purpose
[Resta, 1995].

The evolution to a consumer/producer model can be an advantage because it can
enhance knowledge sharing involving teacher and students. Constructing and
structuring a network of concepts seems a good direction to enhance each student’s
perception of the knowledge theme, since each student’s mental model, although an
internal representation, can be represented as networks of concepts [Carley and
Palmquist, 1992 and Jonassen, 1995].

Based on a similar approach, a structure that can support a network of concepts can be
used and shared among students to provide a common structure as an external

representation.

A network of concepts that represents the HCI theme gives one example of such a
structure, where we can enumerate Interface, Computer, User, Information, Data,
Interaction, Usability, among others. We can also list a number of characteristics for
each concept and based on that, specify relationships among existing concepts. For
example, Usability, Interaction and User can have in common a characteristic named
user. A characteristic named data can be associated with Computer, Information and
Data concepts. Note that we can have a concept and a characteristic with the same
name. They are different because the concept isalist of characteristics and the

characteristic itself can belong to any concept.

4.3 The proposal

4.3.1 Thestructurefor knowledge sharing

The idea of using a structure for knowledge sharing comes from the use of concept
maps and other knowledge representations already presented in chapter 3, section 3.5.2.
A structure for knowledge sharing addresses the above limitations. It does that by
proposing (with the teacher’ s involvement):
- theuse of a structured concept description that can be enhanced by students
(making them also producers), because of the implicit and explicit rules that
such a structure represents, which in turn, when understood, facilitates the

contribution of each individual;
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involving students in the co-construction of the structure (informed
participation) and fostering the knowledge construction with as many group
members as possible actively involved;

use collaborative facilities to allow students' interaction with the structure by
using a visual image that can be shared and modified, taking advantage of the
way we thought, according to Damasio and providing a tangible externalisation
for the knowledge been shared [Damasio, 1994];

the use of a common structure can allow students' notes to be considered and
integrated along with the knowledge sharing structure that evolves over the time
(as an open system). This provides a means of supporting reuse and a growing
corpus of related knowledge;

provides a high-level abstraction structure to be used for integration with
available information. Also, it provides a high level layer to support access to
unstructured information (dealing with unstructured information). Due to its
structured characteristics and textual form, it eases the creation of interfaces to
integrate available information;

as atext-based structure, it allows integration with current text search systems to
seek content associated with groups of terms (concepts and its characteristics).
This means that with some operations on the shared structure, ordered sets of
terms can be generated to access a particular data source using a text search
engine (heterogeneous and interoperability access information problems);

by allowing sharing and collaboration, the structure can be enhanced and used to
include new users' contributions (knowledge dynamic characteristics). This will
provide the conditions to foster knowledge construction among the group
members,

because it is open to each student’s contributions the structure can be enhanced
and used more easily than other meta-data specifications that are bound to more
formal rules (the IMS being an example), or context creators such as those
provided by the Topic Maps standard [Biezunski, 1999]. In particular, it
provides a possible link between data and context by not embedding context

data but by specifying context independent representations.
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HOW THE SUPPORT IS PROVIDED

To overcome the described limitations, we proposed a simple solution based on a high
abstraction textual structure, keyword based, for discussion among users. The textual
structure provides an easy way for supporting discussion among a group of people and
takes advantage of the role of language in both thought and social interaction
[Vygotsky, 1978]. These characteristics may turn the solution to anatural one, already

known by individuals who use language as their main tool for knowledge sharing.

This structure provides a description for the knowledge to be shared thus providing a
relation between each user’s mental map and a collective description of a knowledge

theme view, providing the creation of a shared context.

The proposed structure is composed of concepts and keywords. A keyword is any word
that can be used to describe a particular characteristic of knowledge. A given keyword
can be repeated as wanting to be included in different groups of keywords. Each
keyword group represents a concept. The keywords associated to each concept have a
rating that represents the degree of relation with the concept (similar to a fuzzy logic

membership function).

Taking into account an example using a HCI context, we can propose a concept named
Interface. The Interface concept can have several associated keywords as computer,
usability and user. For each keyword we give a particular rating (a value between 0 and
1 that represents the degree of membership of the keyword in the concept): for example,
0.46 for computer, 0.80 to usability, and 0.67 to human. These values give an order of
importance to the relation between the concept and each of the keywords — they are not
probabilities, so their sum does not need to equal 1. These values are proposed and
voted among group elements in order to specify an association degree between the

concept and the keyword.

Later, the structure canbe modified by adding and deleting concepts, adding and
deleting keywords, and modifying existing keyword ratings, providing full flexibility to

reorganise the context for a particular knowledge theme.

One example of a structure for knowledge sharing about the HCI theme can be

composed of ten concepts as presented in Figure 16. These concepts result from an
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initial description that can be made by the teacher or from collaboration between users

(teacher and students).

Conputer: the information artefact “par excellence”

Data: the raw material to represent reality

Dat abase: the technology to store and retrieve data
Enterprise: a group of people and resources organised to
neet a goa

Ergonomics: to deal with better systens to support hunman
oper ati ons

Information: the relevant data that support deci sion-
maki ng

Interface: the nedi ati on between conputers and users
System a ground concept of unity and utility

Technol ogy: the tools that hel p humans

User: humans that operate (use) the technol ogy

Figure 16: List of concepts and their meaning

Considering the ten concepts in the structure, many more can be added by any of the
users, athough, at first, users must propose keywords to describe each of these

concepts. A possible resulting structure for the HCI theme is presented in Table 1.

Severa keywords were added to each concept. For example, the structure keyword was
added to the System, Computer, Information, Database and Enter prise concepts
(highlighted in Table 1). Notice that the keywords used to describe the Human concept
were included in the Interface concept. The values (between 0 and 1) placed with each
keyword give the degree of relation (membership) between the keyword and the
concept.

The structure is composed of the concepts, and for each concept there is a keyword set.
The rating of each keyword also serves to establish an ordered list of importance for all
the keywords belonging to the concept. A concept can be better described by including
more keywords. The relation between two concepts is given by the existence of the
same keywords even with different values associated. In the example, the keyword

structure relates to (five concepts.

Notice that the resulting structure represents a mental map specification based upon the
contribution of a group of individuals about the HCI theme. It provides a concept map
for relating HCI concepts based on a common agreement between the group of people

involved.
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System User Interface
structure, 0.24 human, 0.78 order, 0.34
order, 0.27 operation, 0.65 operation, 0.76
lifecycle, 0.45 human, 0.8
conponent, 0.49 conmputer, 0.56
Data Information Database
operation, 0.5 structure, 0.67 structure, 0.78
data, 0.78 deci sion, 0.67 order, 0.7

retrieval, 0.4 data, 0.6

cost, 0.56 retrieval, 0.5

storage, 0.55

Computer Enterprise Technology
order, 0.67 val ue, 0.56 lifecycle, 0.55
technol ogy, 0.7 technol ogy, 0.44 | value, 0.78
automatic, 0.67 structure, 0.24 operation, 0.68
processing, 0.8 system 0.23 change, 0. 34
structure, 0.7
Ergonomics
human, 0.7
lifecycle, 0.5
cost, 0.56

Table1: A partial structure for sharing knowledge about the HCI theme

Based on the same keywords and their values it is possible to obtain a value of
similarity between two concepts. The keyword values from each concept are used in
order to select which keywords are the most important for the context that deserve to be
compared with the other concepts. For example, User and I nterface have a strong
relation based on the keywords human and operation. If we modify the value for the
human keyword in Interface from 0.8 to 0.3, the relation between User and Interface is

not as strong as before, although it still exists.

However, the relation between two concepts exists in cases where keywords are shared
among them. Based on the structure, it is possible to establish the relationships between
concepts of the knowledge theme being shared by the structure. Figure 17 lists the
existing relationships for the concepts from the HCI related structure.

The smple use of concept, keywords and keyword ratings provide the means for a
group of people engaged in the construction of a concept space expressing the
knowledge being shared. It provides a simple but usable way to share knowledge
between a group of people using language as the main tool, as claimed by Vygotsky
[Vygotsky, 1978].
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Conmput er: System (order, structure), Interface (order),
Information (structure), Database (order, structure),
Enterprise (structure)

Data: User (operation), Interface (operation), Database (data),
Technol ogy (operation)

Dat abase: System (structure, order) Interface (order), Data
(data), Information (structure, retrieval), Computer
(structure, order) and Enterprise (structure)

Enterprise: System (structure), Information (structure),

Dat abase (structure), Conmputer (technol ogy, structure) and
Technol ogy (val ue)

Ergonom cs: System (lifecycle), User (human) Interface (human),
Information (cost) and Technol ogy (lifecycle)

Information: System (structure), Database (structure,
retrieval), Conmputer (structure), Enterprise (structure) and
Er gononi cs (cost)

Interface: System (order) User (operation, human), Data
(operation), Database (order), Computer (order), Technol ogy
(operation) and Ergonom cs (human)

System Interface (order), Information (structure), Database
(structure, order), Computer (structure, order), Enterprise
(structure), Technology (lifecycle) and Ergononmics (lifecycle)

Technol ogy: System (lifecycle), User (operation), Interface
(operation), Data (operation), Enterprise (value) and
Ergononics (lifecycle)

User: Interface (hunman, operation), Data (operation), Technol ogy
(operation) and Ergonom cs (human)

Figure 17 Relationships between concepts

4.3.2 Thevisualisation design

From the textual structureit is difficult to detect the concept’ s relationships even with a
small structure such as that considered above that has just ten concepts and 37
keywords. To ease user understanding of the structure, a better presentation must be

provided.

An important issue is the structure of the visual representation. The solution offers a 3D
interactive visualisation of the knowledge. The use of a visualisation design addresses
the problems of minimising cognitive overhead and information overload, providing a
virtual environment where the structure for knowledge sharing can be explored. As
stated by several authors, spatial or visual representations appear to be easier to retain
and manipulate than are textual representations [Arnheim, 1972; McKim, 1980].

As the structure must be collaboratively enhanced, a shared representation is needed. A
study conducted of the construction of shared knowledge during collaborative learning

suggeds the importance of constructing a shared representation [Jeong and Chi, 1997].
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The same authors stressed how critical, for a computer system, it isto provide an

externa representation in which participants can negotiate their own representation.

A number of graphical solutions for representing knowledge were available, such as
those discussed in chapter 3, section 3.5.2. Most of these solutions use 2D graphical
facilities that have been proved to be useful in learning contexts [McAleese, 1998].
However, considering our case and based on the complexity — that is to represent the
structure for knowledge sharing relations even in a 2D representation—, we proposed
the use of a 3D virtual world. This allows each user to explore the network of concepts,

by moving around a planet-based metaphor.

The option for 3D isjustified by the need to have a well structured view that can make
things obvious to the viewer and empower interaction as defended by Wexelblat
[Wexelblat, 1991]. The same author puts forward the concept of semantic spaces where
we can convey an underlying mental model and indicate possibilities for interaction.
Due to the high abstraction of the structure for knowledge sharing, a more human
understandable approach is needed. Thisis the case of a 3D space where people can
navigate and take advantage of a visualisation of a common mental map in a space with
the same dimensions as in the real world. The potentia of such virtual environments for
collaborative learning has already been discussed [Kommers et al., 1996].

Along with a 3D interactive visuaisation, additional direct manipulation facilities are
included, adding a great sense of control to the user and promotes faster learning and
higher retention [ Shneiderman, 19984].

Also, due to the abstract nature of a structure for knowledge sharing, an enhanced
visualisation needs to be used in order to alow exploration as the one offered by the
interaction with a virtual world. Thus, the structure for knowledge sharing uses a
visualisation design to convey its information in order to facilitate its understanding and
user interaction. The visualisation design helps to minimise both cognitive overhead and

information overload.

The chosen structure externalisation also allows the integration of data source
information taking advantage of a virtual world that can be explored; this virtual world
allows the integration of the structure externalisation with other information sources,

providing the means for context integration.
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The visualisation design is based on the idea of a workspace where users interact by
sharing a 3D interactive visualisation that allows direct manipulation and gives each
user some control of the ongoing result. This control alows each user to participate in
the changing of the structure for knowledge sharing, performing its analysis, and as a
tool for integrating data source information within the context provided by the structure

for knowledge sharing.

The proposed 3D interactive visualisation is based on a two-part visualisation design
(Figure 18). The 3D interactive visualisation is composed of two parts, named concept
space and criteria space.

User A
e

data sourc
User A Different for each user

data source

To explore conceptual
CriteriaSpace relationships based on the

\4 structure keywords
Shared among users
To visualise the network of
Part I: Concept Sp e concepts resulting from the
knowledge structure

Figure 18: ViDESK two-part visualisation design

CriteriaSpace

These two parts have different functionality and can be controlled independently by the
user. We can summarise the role of each visualisation design part as follows:

- pat | — concept space — provides a visual representation of the structure for
knowledge sharing. As a network of concepts, the concept space is used as the
interface to the structure that can be shared and edited collaboratively;

- patll: — criteria space — providing a visual representation of the structure for
knowledge sharing that can be customised by the user, according to his/her

particular needs. As the criteria space supports each user’s needs, it is not shared
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among users,; it allows users to create their own criteria spaces and thus explore
concept relationships based on the keywords. The criteria space includes an
information visualisation facility for integrating data source information.
The two-part visualisation design allows both the sharing of the structure for knowledge
sharing and its further exploration by each individual. The concept space provides a
common view for al the group members that remains the same independent of each
user navigating it individualy. Any change to the concept space is the result of a
collaborative exchange and impacts the concept space of all the individuals — this allows

for the existence of a common mental map.

The criteria space enables each user to customise the visualisation allowing each
individual to organise concepts according to their own criteria Taking advantage of the
structure for knowledge sharing, a second visuaisation is built taking into account
concept relations specified by each individual. The criteria space is oriented to the
user’sindividua needs, providing a customised view of the structure for knowledge

sharing. Each user can customise the criteria space as many times as he/she wants

Also, the use of atwo-part visualisation design supports a solution for the problem of
changes in the concept space visualisation. These changes may impact user orientation,
if users were allowed to directly modify it. This problem, reported by several authors,
occurs in some visualisation systems where the general appearance of the world changes
with changes to its contents [Card et al., 1999].

The visualisation design addresses the problems of providing a common understandable
base for sharing information [Tufte, 1990], and of taking advantage of the flexibility

and ease of exploration of information spaces [Benedikt, 1991].

Concerning interaction with the information spaces, the use of a two-part visualisation
design aids in solving the problem of spatial layout which reflects potentialy
dynamically changing information without the user’ s sense of position being affected by

changes to the layout [Ingram and Benford, 1995].

THE CONCEPT SPACE

The concept space is used to support the sharing and collaborative enhancement of the

structure, presenting the conceptual relationships. It also provides aglobal picture of the
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network of concepts to be shared among users and constitutes the image of the structure

for knowledge sharing.

Each user interacts with the concept space to explore the structure for knowledge
sharing. It is possible to discover existing relationships between concepts by using
keywords as criteria for building a 3D interactive visualisation that represents these
other relationships based on individual keywords: thisis achieved by the criteria space,
which supports users' individual information needs.

THE CRITERIA SPACE

The criteria space can also be integrated with a data source through an information
visualisation. An embedded information visualisation facility provides support for
analysing and comparing the data source with the context given by the structure for
knowledge sharing. The information visualisation gives information about the data
source content regarding similar groups of keywords (concepts) within it.

The criteria space is used to support users individual exploration of the structure for

knowledge sharing by identifying concepts that are associated with common keywords.

INTEGRATION OF THE CONCEPT AND CRITERIA SPACES

The integration of the two parts of the visualisation design results from both the concept
space and criteria space use of the structure for knowledge sharing and as the
information for rendering the visualisations. The main difference between the two

visualisations is based on the spatial position rules used to place concepts.

In the concept space, the spatial position is part of the knowledge structure definition

and cannot be modified by the user. The concept space is an open virtual space where
each concept can be placed on any spatial position without restriction of range limits.

Just one rule applies: each concept must be in a unique position not used by another

concept.

For the criteria space, each user is able to influence a concept’s spatial position by input,
the criteriato be used for placing them (hence the name criteria space). The criteria

gpace is also a defined virtual region where al the concepts must be placed in a range of
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available values. These values are related with the keyword values from the structure for

knowledge sharing (ranging from zero to one).

4.3.3

Puttingit all together

The proposed solution, combining the structure for knowledge sharing and the

visualisation design for conveying structure information, provides the following

support:

al users are involved in the provision of a simple, easily understandable
structure, based on keyword aggregations to describe concepts;

a textual description of the conceptual relations means that each concept shares
existing keywords with different membership degrees (ratings);

a structure for knowledge sharing, available to all users, supports collaboration
and context sharing;

the collaborative enhancement of the structure of each user’s participation in the
structure modification (involving users in adding concepts, adding keywords,
and altering existing keyword ratings);

collaborative learning is supported in an environment where it is possible to
share, enhance and explore information that provides a context description of a
knowledge theme;

cognitive overhead and information overload associated with large texts are
reduced by the use of an interactive 3D visualisation to promote structure
visualisation and exploration;

techniques to compare the network of concepts with adata source allow the
representation of information about the data source within the structure

visualisation.

The 3D interactive visualisation provides a high level representation of the structure for

knowledge sharing that can be used to support collaborative learning and to integrate

information from a data source.

The VIDESK system provides the support for discussing and enhancing the structure for

knowledge sharing. Also, the VIDESK system uses the structure for knowledge sharing

to offer a knowledge theme as a context to reason and compare with content from a data

Source.
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The problems associated with the sharing of knowledge between a group of people
engaged in learning activities are addressed by VIDESK as follows:

- support for collaborative learning: collaborative learning is defined as groups
working together with a common purpose, where individuas learn from being
involved. The need for sharing a common ground of concepts is essential for
maintaining each individual in communication within the group.

- minimisation of cognitive overhead: cognitive overhead results in a user
becoming confused or having difficulties in making his’/her choices and
decisions. Cognitive overhead places heavy demands on the working memory.

- Minimisation of information overload: information overload means that the user
has received more information than he/she can cope with. It occurs when the

user's information processing capacity is exceeded.

4.4 System functionality

441 VIDESK facilities

Concerning the objectives of supporting collaborative learning, minimising cognitive
overhead and minimising information overload, additional support is needed which is
provided by the VIDESK system facilities.

A number of service facilities were considered taking into account the identifiable need,
the system facility and how the VIDESK system implements it:
- NEED: the use of a structured concept description that can be enhanced by
students (making them also producers)
SY STEM: alowing each student to add and delete concepts and keywords, and
alter keyword ratings based on a voting scheme;
HOW: any user can propose a modification of the structure (add a concept, add a
keyword, and modify a keyword value). The voting result determines if the
proposal is accepted or not.
- NEED: students involvement in the co-construction of the structure (informed
participation)
SY STEM: supporting each user’s interaction with the structure by exploration of
the 3D interactive visualisation (concept space) and updating it each time the

structure is modified. The 3D interactive visualisation (criteria space) supports
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each user’s exploration of the keyword relationships. A two-part visualisation
enables user exploration of the structure for sharing knowledge;

HOW: the two-part visualisation design allows a visual representation of the
structure for knowledge sharing. The shared visualisation is the concept space —
anetwork of concepts linked by their keyword similarity. The second
visualisation — criteria space — allows user exploration of the concept space
through spatial rearrangement of the concepts according to the user’s own
information needs. The criteria can be any of the existing keywords.

NEED: collaborative facilities to alow students' interaction with the structure
by using a virtual image that can be shared and modified.

SY STEM: support the use of a 3D interactive visualisation as a virtual world
that can be explored and which conveys information about the structure for
knowledge sharing;

HOW: develop a 3D interactive visualisation to generate a virtual world that can
be explored by users and implement the two part visualisation design, including
user controls to access information of the structure for knowledge sharing.
NEED: acommon areato allow students' notes to be shared and integrated
along with the knowledge sharing structure. These common notes evolve over
time with the students help (as an open system).

SY STEM: alows each student to submit related information to the network of
concepts as Internet addresses (Uniform Resource Locators: URLS) and hints
about the knowledge theme. This allows a common set of notes to evolve over
time;

HOW: using an annotation facility where each student's contributions are placed
in aserver for central storage and later retrieved by user request.

NEED: a high-level abstraction structure to be used for integration with
available data sources. A high level layer to support access to unstructured
information.

SY STEM: the criteria space allows each user to take advantage of the structure
for knowledge sharing. This provides the opportunity for informed data source
acCess,

HOW: The integration is made possible by using an information visualisation

facility within the criteria space.
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- NEED: to use the structure information with current text search systems to seek
related content. Based on textual operations using the structure for knowledge
sharing, ordered sets of terms (keywords) can be generated to access a particular
data source using a text search engine (heterogeneity and interoperability
information access problems).

SYSTEM: the system takes advantage of the textual structure for knowledge
sharing to extract search strings that can be used in search engines (both for the
web or for use on alocal disk or data base);

HOW: The data access results are displayed using a standard browser. The
search results are given by a Web search engine that allows the use of search
strings and return results that can be displayed on aWeb page.

- NEED: support discussion of the structure for knowledge sharing to promote its
enhancement and allow user contributions (characteristics of dynamic
knowledge).

SYSTEM: achat system for discussion among user's;

HOW: implement a chat system to allow users synchronous interaction in

textual mode as a complement of the shared structure and its representation.
Table 2 summarises the VIDESK facilities that support collaborative learning by

minimising cognitive overhead and information overload.
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Limitationsto collaborative
learning and knowledge
co-construction

Additional needsfor
collabor ative lear ning support

How VIiDESK
can support the needs

aconsumer model wherea
student merely receives
information considered to be an
information producer

using a structured concept
description that can be enhanced
by students allows students to be
producers

allowing each student to add and
delete concepts and keywords,
and alter keyword ratings based
on avoting tool .

support usuallyrelieson
fostering information access, not
facilitating student informed
participation and empowerment

involving studentsin the co-
construction of the structure
(informed participation)

atwo-part visualisation design
to support structure exploration
and modifications and to further
explore concept relationships

no promotion of collaborative
organisation of knowledge due to
an individual learning orientation
(involvement of all students)

use collaborative facilities to
allow students' interaction with
the structure by using avisual
image that can be shared and
modified

support the use of a3D
interactive visualisation, to be
explored as the knowledge
structure representation

support for learning is based on a
closed system (from the student
perspective) where annotations
do not become part of the
available material

use a common area to integrate
students' noteswith the evolving
knowledge sharing structure (as
an open system)

allow students to submit
information as URLs and hints
related to the structure. Provide
an annotation facility to store
and share information

complexity resulting from large
amounts of unstructured
information, and the difficulty of
keeping pace with updatesto it

offer ahigh-level abstraction for
integration with available
information material. Also,
provide access to unstructured
information

use the visualisation and
structure as a context to support
data access. This is possible by
using an information
visualisation.

heterogeneity, and
interoperability problems occur
when one tries to move to
decentralised or distributed ways
of co-ordinating several
information sources

the textual structure allows
integration with current text
search systems, allowing ordered
sets of terms to be generated to
support data access

extract search strings from the
textual structure for knowledge
sharing. Data access results are
displayed (in Web search engine
style) in a browser

difficulty in shifting from
information content to context
knowledge - Knowledge changes
and evolves continuously

by supporting sharing and
collaboration, the structure can
be enhanced and used to support
discussion

thisis an overall outcome of the
system (structure plus
visualisation) when used in
complement with a chat system
for users discussion

Table 2: Problems, needs and ViDESK support

4.4.2 VIDESK functions

The VIDESK (Visual Design for Sharing Knowledge) system can be described as
supporting four functions, which allow it to be used as an interface for collaborative
learning in a higher education context.

The functional perspective of VIiDESK allows us to view the system as a knowledge
sharing enabler and shows at a high level how it can be integrated with data sources. It
also provides a high level view of its functions. The functions are (Figure 19):
- Coallect: enhance the context provided by the structure for knowledge sharing by
gathering user contributions,
- Provide: support knowledge sharing among users as a result of the interaction
with the visualisation design, making it possible to organise and reason witha

knowledge theme;
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- Visuaise: integrate information from a data source with the visualisation design
allowing its comparison with the knowledge theme view;

- Produce: generates textual output about the knowledge theme from the structure
for knowledge sharing. It allows the generation of search strings to support
browse and search activities.

The VIDESK system is based on the assumption that the structure for knowledge
sharing and the visualisation design can support user interaction, where each user takes
advantage of the system to share, explore, discuss a given knowledge theme and analyse
data source information regarding the context provided.

Provide

knowledge sharing

among users
yl sualise Collect
integrate data source enhancing the
information VIDESK visualised context

- Produce

support for browse
Data source and search activities

Figure 19: The four functions of the VIiDESK system

Figure 18 and Figure 19 contain informationon how the ViDESK visualisation design
integrates with a data source. Each user can take advantage of sharing the structure but
he/she has hisher own possibilities of using the structure information to individual

exploration and to take advantage of the data source integration facilities.

The VIDESK functions PRODUCE and VISUALISE are related to the user. The other two
VIDESK functions — PROVIDE and COLLECT : — are related to the group. These four
functions provide a view of VIiDESK functionality and emphasise how the structure for
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knowledge sharing and the visualisation design can be integrated with data sources

containing “real world” data.

45 Summary

Based on the problem of how to share knowledge between a group of people engaged in
learning activities, a structure for knowledge sharing was proposed. It provides a
structured way for specifying a common mental map to be used by a group for

collaborative learning.

In order to allow the use of such a structure for knowledge sharing, a visualisation
design was proposed to convey information of the shared knowledge structure. In order
to inform VIDESK ideas, a number of studies were followed concerning interface,
learning and information issues (chapter 2) and the use of graphical knowledge

representations (chapter 3).

The system was designed to address the problem of sharing knowledge among a group
of users, in particular students and teachers in a higher education context. The goal is to
support knowledge sharing for collaborative learning by minimising cognitive overhead

and minimising information overload.

This is made possible by taking advantage of the use of a visualisation design to present
and allow exploring information about the structure for knowledge sharing. The
VIDESK system offers support for:
- interaction between users, by taking advantage of atwo part visualisation
design;
- exploration of a network of concepts representing knowledge sharing — context —
by taking advantage of the visualisation design as an interface;
- anaysis of the structure for knowledge sharing based on concept relationships
by providing a 3D interactive visualisation — concept space;
- anaysis of the structure for knowledge sharing based on concept keyword
relationships by providing a second 3D interactive visualisation — criteria space;
- comparison and analysis of the knowledge theme — context —with information
from a data source by providing an information visualisation within the criteria

space;
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- create search and browse activities by providing a string search generation
facility to be used in textual search engines.
The next chapter 5 — A model for a visualisation for knowledge sharing, presents
the VIDESK model and discusses the design options taken to provide the support for
collaborative learning using such a virtual environment. It extends the proposal
chapter by providing a description of how the system has been proposed as a
visualisation design for sharing knowledge and provides a virtual environment for

collaborative learning support.
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5 A model for avisualisation for knowledge sharing

5.1 Introduction

Chapter 4 — Graphical support for knowledge sharing, presents aproposal allowing
the sharing of knowledge among a group of people engaged in learning activities

together, to support collaborative learning.

In particular, asystem is proposed for sharing knowledge based on the use of a 3D
interactive visualisation to convey information about the knowledge being shared. In
order to represent and organise such knowledge, a structure was built to specify a
knowledge theme, which is viewed as a structured concept network composed of

concepts, keywords, and keyword ratings as introduced in chapter 4.

Additionally, the model for a Visualisation Design for Sharing Knowledge was
developed to take into account the need for minimising cognitive overhead and
information overload [Wurman, 1989]:

- to minimise cognitive overhead support must be provided to allow user
understanding, confidence and feedback regarding his/her choices and decisions;

- to minimise information overload support must be provided to leverage the
amount of information available to the user by providing representation facilities
and customised detail.

Considering the proposed visualisation design for representing the structure for
knowledge sharing, a number of requirements can be enumerated.

- ease collaborative learning by providing a visualisation design to convey the
structure for knowledge sharing.

- address the problem of cognitive overhead: by exploring the visualisation
design, the user can exploit the structure for knowledge sharing as a space,
allowing a more ssimple and user friendly alternative for structure presentation
than text.

- address the problem of information overload: the visualisation deals better with
the information overload problem both by using a reduced set of symbols and
through the visualisation. A visual representation is provided for the conceptual

relationships. The interaction with the visualisation allows information spatial
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rearrangement to highlight concept relations, fostering the structure for
knowledge sharing exploration.
Figure 18, from chapter 4, presents the proposed two-part visualisation design, which
features two visualisations. the concept space visualisation and the criteria space

visualisation.

The concept space visualisation, while allowing each student to explore conceptual
relationships and the content of the structure for knowledge sharing, does not allow the
repositioning or regrouping of concepts. This is because, the concept space is a shared
visuaisation, and so any modification impacts the group as a whole and may lead to

confusion.

Support must be considered for each student to further explore existing relations in the
structure for knowledge sharing. This support is provided in an independent way and
without interfering in the concept space visualisation using the two-part visualisation
design. It thus provides a second visualisation to allow each student to further explore

concept relations based on their keyword description.

In the criteria space visualisation, each student can create and modify independently
from other students, as it is not shared. The criteria space visuaisation alows the
association of concepts based on their keywords and according to the needs of a
particular student. The criteria space is based on assigning to each of the three axes,
keywords that allow for the repositioning of the concepts based on having or not the
corresponding keywords. This allows regrouping and repositioning concepts according
to aset of criteriainput by each student. As the criteria space is associated with each
student, he/she can alter it as desired and without interfering with the shared concept
space. For example, having a context about |nformation Management, a useful view for
a student could be a criteria space that relates concepts by using keywords such as cogt,
information and management. The resulting criteria space visualisation provides a
different focus of the network of concepts with each of them grouped according to these

specified keywords.

This way, the system for shering knowledge offers a common representation for the

network of concepts and the flexibility to further explore and generate new
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visualisations — any number of criteria space visualisations — based on the structure for
knowledge sharing.

The two visualisations (concept space and criteria space visualisation) use the same
structure for knowledge sharing, providing different and complementary views.

This chapter presents the model of the VIDESK — Visualisation Design for Sharing
Knowledge. It follows the proposal presented in chapter 4, and extends it by introducing
the associated concepts and visualisation design in detail. VIDESK allows the sharing of
knowledge using a structure for knowledge sharing and provides a virtua environment

for collaborative learning.

A number of ideas were adopted from current literature to inform about the visualisation
design. In particular, these concerned the use of colours and the use of few information
elements [Tufte, 1990], the way the system presents its symbols and allows user
interaction [Benedikt, 1991], and the interaction between users and how they can benefit
from this [Wexelblat, 1991].

Although the above ideas were followed, no attempt was made to study the interface
and perform comparative studies to choose the visua elements and metaphors other
than the used planet-based metaphor that was actually used. A planet-based metaphor
seems to be a good metaphor to describe mental maps [Damasio, 1994], and extending
semantic maps [Kalawsky, 2000]. Additional facilities such as chat and voting systems
are also considered in order to foster collaboration and take advantage of the existence

of a common mental map representation.

The chapter is structured as follows:

- Section 5.2 — "The structure for knowledge sharing”, introduces the structure
and its associated definitions.

- Section 5.3 -"The visudisation design”, presents the model for creating a two-
part visualisation design to convey information and allow the exploration of the
structure for knowledge sharing.

- Section 5.4 - "VIDESK integration with data sources', discusses how ViDESK
integrates information about the structure for knowledge sharing with
information from a data source. It also presents the use of the structure for

knowledge sharing to generate textual output to support data source queries.
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- Section 5.5 - "Sharing issues’, discusses the networked services that ViDESK
must have to support the sharing and collaborative enhancing of the structure for
knowledge sharing.

- Section 5.6 — "Summary", presents asummary of the ViDESK modd.
Additionally it briefly introduces the next chapters.

5.2 Thestructurefor knowledge sharing

5.2.1 De€finitions

The structure for knowledge sharing allows a user to specify a particular knowledge
theme. The structure has been designed to be shared, and collaboratively enhanced by a

group of students and teachers in a higher education context.

We can cluster information based on agreed keywords about a problem describe a
knowledge area, or build a given context. To structure the collected information, the
keywords are grouped together, based on their role in a relevant topic within the
context. The reasoning over and the justification for the structure was given in chapter
4, section 4.3.1.

The use of a structure based on concepts and associated words can be thought of as a
network of concepts with an associated meaning as defended by several authors
[Vygostsky, 1978 and Clark, 1996].

A knowledge theme results from using the structure for knowledge sharing. It provides
a context to reason about a given knowledge area, described by using the structure for

knowledge sharing.

The structure for knowledge sharing is composed of three e ements, named as structure

elements:
- concept —C,
- keyword K,

- keywordrating — R.
Based on these three elements it is possible to built a network of concepts and specify a
knowledge theme to be shared. The structure for knowledge sharing can be stated as a
set of concepts. Each concept is a set of keywords. Each keyword has a corresponding
rating value (Figure 20).
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Figure 20: Concept, keyword, and keyword rating

- Theconcept isidentified by a name of the concept or object it represents. Any
number of keywords characterise a concept.

- A keyword identifies a particular characteristic that can be associated with a
concept. A keyword is identified by a name of the characteristic or property it
represents.

- Thekeyword rating is always associated with a keyword. It defines the degree of
membership of the keyword with the concept. A numeric value between zero
and one provides the degree of membership, with up to two decimal places.

One concept example is User. To be defined, it must be considered within a given
context as, for example, Information Visualisation. This concept can be composed of
any number of keywords; let’s give just four in this case with the corresponding ratings.
human with arating of 1.0, user with arating of 0.76, value with arating of 0.6, and
operation with arating of 0.4. Note that the keyword user does not need to have arating

of 1.0 asits association with the concept User could have any rating value.

The keyword human with a rating of (1.0) is strongly associated with the concept User.
Also, the user keyword is associated with the User concept. The same concept is also
related to value and operation, the value association being stronger (0.6) than the

operation rating (0.4).

A concept aso has atype; the concept's type is used to provide additional information
about the importance of the concept within the network of concepts.

Based on the need to classify the concepts by their importance regarding the context, a
three level classification was chosen because it is smple, and easy to learn and apply.
Sachter suggests the need for asimple and easy way to use classification when

classifying concepts, regarding it as an important issue considering how learners
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construct sophisticated mental models in a 3D space [ Sachter, 1991]. The three concept

types defined are:

critical —a concept that must be present to the definition of the context provided
by the structure for knowledge sharing. It is considered the most important type
level;

base — constitutes the basic concept to complement information given by critical
concepts. It is the usual type of concept to be included in the structure for
knowledge sharing;

normal — a concept that helps the description of a context provided by the
structure for knowledge sharing, although it may be considered as aless
important concept or subsidiary concept considering the knowledge theme —

context — being described.

Examples of the use of concept types, considering an Information Management context

are:

Information as a critical concept, being the main resource to be considered in
Information Managemert, it may be seen as one of the key conceptsin such a
context;

Database as base, because athough it refers to an important concept within the
Information Management context, it is not among the most critical ones;

Work as normal, because it is neither a critical concept nor a base concept, it still
deserves to be included as taking part in the structure for knowledge sharing.

A keyword can be used by different concepts with different associated ratings. If a

particular keyword exists for two concepts, this means that both concepts share the
characteristic described by the keyword. Thisis away of relating concepts.

A knowledge theme specifies a context using the three structure elements. The
possihility of repeating the same keywords with equal or different keyword ratingsin
more than one concept allows the creation of a network of concepts, which can contain

complex relationships among defined concepts.

The process by which keywords and concepts are fed into the system is based on the

contribution that each user can make to the overall context definition (provided by the

structure for knowledge sharing). Each user can participate in the structure enhancement
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by proposing new concepts, new keywords, and altering the ratings of existing
keywords.

5.3 TheVisualisation Design

5.3.1 Introduction

In order to convey information about the structure for knowledge sharing, a two-part
visualisation design is proposed as discussed in chapter 4.

3D facilities could foster understanding, exploration and discovery [Card et a., 1999].
This can be of interest when considering people engaged in learning activities. User task
oriented situations favours the use of a virtual environment, one example is the sharing
and enhancing of the structure for knowledge sharing. The use of 3D facilities provides
a richer environment and allows the co-existence of information representations with
integration and interaction facilities, as proposed by VIiDESK ideas. The use of such a
3D space also deals with complexity by providing means for understanding, exploration

and discovery within a virtual environment regarding its size and number of objects.

The 3D interactive visualisations are presented in the following sections: the concept
space visualisation (section 5.3.2) and the criteria space visualisation (section 5.3.3),
both based on the structure for knowledge sharing.

5.3.2 The Concept Space visualisation

The first part of the proposed two-part visualisation design is the concept space
visualisation. This 3D interactive visualisation provides a visualisation to be shared as

the common representation for the structure for knowledge sharing.

One of the main goals of this visualisation is to provide a visua network of concepts for
a shared mental map. This way, each concept’s spatial position must remain constant
despite any changes to the structure for knowledge sharing. Spatial positioning has an
important role in allowing users to recognise and identify parts of the network of

concepts.

To deal with changesin the network of concepts and yet be able to represent the concept
relationships (justifying the name of network) aspects of proximity must be represented.
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This proximity, based on each pair of related keywords and taking into account their
ratings, is based on computed semantic distance value and is explicitly represented

using a symbol to connect the two concepts.

The concept space visualisation offers a network of concepts that provides a visua
representation of the structure for knowledge sharing but allows the spatial positioning
of each concept to remain the same. They are the explicitly represented relations that

can change, modifying the shape of the network of concepts.

The spatial position of each sphere is provided once and becomes part of the
information conveyed by the structure for knowledge sharing. The spatial positioning is
regarded ssmply as user input to facilitate the referencing in the network of concepts or

to provide some particular visual arrangement for the concept space visualisation.

CONCEPT SPACE DEFINITIONS

In order to obtain avisualisation of the network of concepts that conveys information
from the structure for knowledge sharing, the following must be carried out:

- represent all the concepts specified in the structure for knowledge sharing;

- provide an indicator of how each concept is composed in terms of keywords and
associated ratings. Thisis important because regardless of the concept
importance for the given context, some clue must be provided as to how the
concept is characterised by keywords and corresponding keyword ratings. Thus,
by taking into account the number of concept-associated keywords and their
ratings it is possible to provide a measure of how this concept is described in the
structure for knowledge sharing. This measure is the concept description rate
that can have a value between zero and two.

- provide an indicator of the importance that each concept may have in the context
of a particular structure for knowledge sharing. Thisis given by concept type as
introduced in section 5.2.1 as a structure for knowledge sharing definition;

- represent the existing relations between concepts to visualise the network of
concepts. The relations between each two concepts are anaysed taking into
account the description of each of the concepts and how they relate to each
other. This gives a metric for comparing the keywords and their ratings,

considering the relative importance of each of the concepts, and selecting the
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most important keywords in the two concepts for comparison. This similarity
measure is called semantic distance, calculated as a function of keyword
similarity between two concepts [Foo et al., 1992; Baeza Y ates and Ribeiro-
Neto, 1999]. The semantic distance is a number between zero and one. If the
value is zero, this means that there are no common keywords and no relation can
be made between the two concepts. If the value is one, this means that most of
the keywords are the same on the two concepts or that one of the concepts has
many of the keywords of the other concept.

Figure 21 provides a representation of the graphical objects in the concept space

visualisation. The used components in the 3D space are spheres; lines between spheres,

corresponding labels and, in the origin point of the 3D space (given by null co-ordinates

for X, Y and Z), asmall axis representation, for orientation.

The user can navigate among the collection of concept space elements, exploring the

structure for knowledge sharing and analysing existing conceptual relations.
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Figure 21: Elementsin the concept space visualisation

In order to give meaning to the different symbols used in Figure 21 the following
correspondence is made with the structure for knowledge sharing elements (concept,
keyword, and keyword rating):
- each sphere represents a concept;
- the sphere sizeisrelated with the keywords and keyword ratings that describe
each concept. The sphere size is given by the concept description rate The use

of the sphere size as a representation of the concept description ratein the
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concept space visualisation was selected because it provides an associated
indicator. It is known that the use of size in virtual environmentsis not very
effective [Ingram and Benford, 1995]. However, in the case of the concept space
visualisation, it does the job of providing a clue to be confirmed by the user with
other interaction facilities. More importantly, it makes the concept space
visualisation less monotonous because not all spheres have the same size.

- each line represents the semantic distance between two concepts,

Each sphere has a label that is the name of the concept in the structure. Each line has a
label that is a value between zero and one, corresponding to the semantic distance. The
spheres spatial positioning has no meaning; they are placed arbitrarily.

The justification for using spheres and lines is given as follows. A number of
alternatives were considered for representing the concept:

- use of text: Thereis alimitation on using intrinsic dimensions on text [Benedikt,
1991]. It aso requires a more restricted perspective to read the text, and a need
to be close. But the most important issue here is the need to have a mental map
representation which is more associated with visuals to take advantage of the
way we externalise ideas and represent them [Damasio, 1994 and Hutchins,
1995]. The use of text requires from users an additional effort because we are
used to reading text and not seeing it as graphical;

- useof arestricted collection of symbols. This solution aso has some problems
regarding the need to map those symbols to some sort of concept classification,
which is against VIiDESK ideas of dealing with abstract information. We must
remember that the structure for knowledge sharing can be applied to any
context, describing a particular view of a given knowledge theme. Also, this
solution requires learning to take place and mismatches may occur;

- use of solid shapes. This solution is interesting because it provides the visual
clues, independent from the text. It also provides a higher number of
possibilities for using intrinsic dimensions to represent additional information.
From the most basic solid shapes as sphere, cube, cylinder and others, the
chosen one was the sphere. The sphere has no sides and |ooks exactly the same
from each perspective. Thusit provides avisua clue to the network of concepts

without adding extra complexity.
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The use of the line to represent semantic distance was chosen as the most smple
solution, as it can support colour, be labelled and its goal is smply to relate (link) two
concepts. Considering that each concept’s spatial positioning remains the same since its
creation, avisua clue must be used to indicate the evolving concept relations, based on

the modifications of the structure for knowledge sharing.

Other aternatives to represent the semantic distance could be the use of solid shapes,
but those do not add anything more to the current solution. An alternative option could
be the use of adynamically neighbour’s formation as proposed by a number of systems
[Card et al., 1999]. This solution may confuse users regarding a stable mental map
presentation that must retain the same appearance regarding perspective and user

exploration.

To render the concept space visualisation two additional issues must be considered: the
use of colour for rendering the spheres and the lines. Colour allows us to define
additiona intrinsic dimensions [Benedikt, 1991] for use in the concept space
visualisation. The use of colour also helps to provide the notion of a 3D space [Tufte,
1990].

Colour aso has asimilar effect as that described for sphere size. It helps to make the
visualisation interesting and aids user recognition of particular regionsin the

visualisation (non-monotonous) [Benedikt, 1991].

A colour-coding scheme is used for the spheres, indicating the concept type. Three
different colours are considered:

- redisused to represent critical concepts,

- blueisused to represent base concepts;

- light blue is used to represent normal concepts.

A similar colour-coding scheme is used for the lines, providing a visual clue about the
level of the existing semantic distance value. Four levels are considered indicating
levels of relationship between concepts, corresponding values of semantic distance and
colour used:

- strong relation: a value between (0.75) and (1.00), represented as red,;

- upper medium relation: a value between (0.5) and (0.749), as blue;

- lower medium relation: a value between (0.25) and (0.49), as light blue;
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- small relation: avalue between (0.0) and (0.24), as white.

By default, only the red and blue lines are shown in the concept space visualisation. The

user can control whether or not the others are displayed.

CONCEPT SPACE EXAMPLE

The concept space visualisation is a 3D representation of the structure for knowledge
sharing as a network of concepts. In the concept space it is possible to navigate around
existing concepts (spheres), visualise their types (sphere colour), relations (coloured

lines), and assess each concept collection of keywords (sphere size).

Figure 22 presents a concept space visualisation example, where four spheres (concepts)
with different sizes (collection of keywords) and two lines (semantic distances) are
represented. Some of the spheres are linked together which indicate the presence of

common keywords and semantic distances.

Work

User
0.75
Interface
Y
0.32 Cost
x S
z

Figure 22: A concept space example

One of the spheresisisolated — the Cost concept —without lines linked to it. This means
that its keyword group is not currently related to others. However, it must be pointed out
that, for computing the semantic distance, only keywords with higher keyword ratings

are considered. This means that even a concept with a small semantic distance value can

have keywords that exist also in other concepts.

The User and Work concepts are closely related as indicated by the (0.75) value for the

semantic distance. The relation between the User concept and Interface hasasmaller
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value (0.32) for semantic distance. This indicates that a more closed relation can be

expected from the User concept with Work.

The axis visualised at the origin point of the 3D space serves as an orientation support.
With the X-axis vertical, it is possible to read the labels on the concept space
visualisation. Thisis a reference position for orientation, allowing a user to situate

his/her concept space exploration.

SPATIAL POSITIONING IN THE CONCEPT SPACE

The spatia positioning of each concept is specified by the information available in the
concept object from the structure internal representation. These co-ordinates work as do
the external ones, referred to as the extrinsic dimensions [Benedikt, 1991]. These co-
ordinates are responsible for mapping the concept space elementsinto a 3D spacein a
way that is common for all users and remains constant for each concept from its

creation onwards.

Concepts are placed in the visualisation not by any degree of semantic proximity
between concepts but according to the result of voting polls. Although this may be seen
as a drawback, since the spatial position cannot be used as a semantic clue, it provides
support for user navigation by identifying relative positions of existing concepts that
remain constant even when the structure for knowledge sharing has been modified. This

principle has been proposed in other works as reported by Chen [Chen, 1999].

For rendering the concept space visualisation, each sphere needs to be placed in the 3D
world in a unique position. Additionally, spheres should not overlap with other
visualisation components. A method for sphere positioning is based on having a defined
grid where each sphere can be placed. Once calculated, the 3D co-ordinate values
remain constant for each concept in the structure. Figure 23 shows a method for

generating valid 3D co-ordinates for use in the concept space visualisation.

‘

I Direction
Distance factor
N ]
- New .

P < Initial Generate Check available
U point XYz 3D point
T or
S current

\ position

Figure 23: Block diagram to generate valid 3D co-ordinates

- 118-



The user can choose a possible direction to place the new sphere, from a number of
aternatives. The direction indicates the relative position from a 3D point from which to
place a 3D object. Considering a 2D space it is possible to specify 9 distinct positions,
including the origin. This number results from combining three options for each
dimension — positive, negative, and null values. Following the same scheme but
considering a 3D space, with positive, negative and null values for each dimension it is
possible to identify 27 different sequences corresponding to available directions,

including the current position or starting point.

The distance factor is constant and the chosen value is (2). This particular value has
been chosen to allow existing spheres not to intersect with the new sphere. The distance
factor can be changed as a parameter for the minimum distance between two adjacent
spheres. The distance factor value provides away of tuning the dimension of the
sphere’ s placing grid defining the distances between each position of the grid, used to
place a sphere.

To render the spheres in the concept space visualisation, the algorithm must gather
information from the concept object and use concept description rate for the sphere
size. Also, the colour coding for the sphere is performed, using the concept type. The
colour coding scheme for the lines and the decision for its rendering is based on the
semantic distance value, computed for each pair of concepts in the structure for

knowledge sharing.

5.3.3 Thecriteriaspacevisualisation

The second part of the proposed two-part visualisation design is the criteria space. It
allows the user to organise the visualisation of the network of concepts according to a

group of criteria. The input criteria enables the individual user to explore the structure.

The 3D interactive visualisation provides to each user a visualisation to complement the
concept space visualisation and further explore the structure for knowledge sharing. The
criteria space visually represents conceptual relationships based on keywords, not

concepts, as is the case for the concept space visualisation.

The criteria space visualisation offers the opportunity to use an alternative spatial

positioning for visualising the structure for knowledge sharing. It is integrated with the
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concept space visualisation as it uses the same structure for knowledge sharing but

represents it in a different way.

The main difference between the visualisations is on the organising of the available
structure information. The criteria space visualisation enable user’s to represent inputted
criteria. These criteria can be any of the existing keywords of the structure for

knowledge sharing.

CRITERIA SPACE DEFINITIONS

Three characteristics define the criteria space visualisation. They are the 3D space
organisation and the notions of criteria and octant. The 3D space organisation explores
the 3D characteristic to take advantage of assigning a particular variable to each
dimension and create a 3D space to visualise concepts organised according to these
variables. If any of the keywords allocated to each dimension are changed, the
visualisation changes accordingly. It is thus possible to create as many different
visualisations as the sequences used for the three available dimensions, provided by the

available keywords from the structure for knowledge sharing.

A criteria specifies the relation between each variable dimension and its relation with
the structure for knowledge sharing that must be used. Such criteria related with the
structure are concept keywords. The keywords are used because they have a label with
associated meaning and a value (the keyword rating) that provides a numeric value to be
used for rendering the 3D visualisation.

The criteria space visualisation allows the relating of concepts from the structure for
knowledge sharing by specifying existing keywords belonging to one or more concepts.
Thus, the visualised relationships come from the keyword groups of each concept.
Asthe main goal of the criteria space visualisation is to group concepts according to
their keyword ratings, and using the keywords as the criteria, the notion of octant is
introduced. There is a need to divide the criteria space into regions to help with concept

grouping.

The use of the three dimensions supports eight possible octants resulting from and
considering the sequences of positive and negative values for each of the dimensionsin

the 3D space as presented in Figure 24.
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For example, al the concepts that have in their keyword group the keywords used for a
criteria belong to the first octant where al the criteria values are positive. The opposite
happens for the octant where al the criteria values are negative, which means that the
concepts placed there have none of the keywords used as dimensions for the criteria

space visualisation.

OK

Figure 24: Octantsin the criteria space visualisation

Another distinction between the criteria space and the concept space visualisation is that
within the criteria space, the range of possible positions for any concept are only those
allowed within the axis limit. The criteria space visualisation works as a 3D-space
graphic, taking advantage of being a 3D interactive visualisation to alow different
perspectives to explore it.

The criteria space visualisation allows for the regrouping of available concepts based on
particular keywords. As the criteria space is created individually by each user and is not
shared, it provides atool to further explore the structure for knowledge sharing

according to each user’s individual needs.

Figure 25 presents a partial example of a possible criteria space visualisation with four
concepts represented. Each one has the concept name associated to the corresponding
sphere as a label. The axes have keyword names as labels since existing keywords from
the structure for knowledge sharing can be used as valid criteria. The placing of each
sphere is the result of the corresponding keyword rating to each of the three dimensions.
All the spheres have the same size, which means different sphere sizes are an effect of

the viewing perspective of the 3D criteria space visualisation.
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Figure 25: Elements in the criteria space visualisation

The criteria space visualisation differs from the concept space visualisation in the way it
organises the same basic concept symbol and conveys information from the structure
for knowledge sharing. The criteria space visualisation does not use:

- lines between spheres. This means that no semantic distance between concepts
are represented;

- gphere size as an indication of the concept group of keywords. This means that
no provision is made for representing the concept description rate. The effect is
that all the concepts are represented by spheres of the same size;

- the concept spatial positioning provided by the concept object. Instead, the
concept's spatial positioning is based on inputted criteria. Thiswill be discussed

further in the next section.

Although &l the spheres in the criteria space have the same size they still use the colour
coding for the concept type specified in concept space visualisation. The chosen sphere
size value takes into consideration the need to minimise concept’s superposing in the
visualisation, since sphere’ s positioning in the criteria space is given by concepts

keyword ratings.
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CRITERIA SPACE EXAMPLE

The criteria space visualisation gives a 3D interactive visualisation that supports
organising concepts from the structure for knowledge sharing according to user-entered
criteria. The concepts (spheres) are organised according to three axes (orthogonal lines
in the visualisation) that provide the rules of each of the user entered criteria.

Just for demonstrating the perspective, includes in the plane formed by X-Z axis
(associated with the value and process criteria), the projection point for each sphere's

centre. The points and projection lines are not part of the visualisation.

human User

value

I ntenface
Cost

B

Figure 26: A criteria space example

operation

Figure 26 presents a criteria space visualisation, where four spheres (concepts) with the
same size, and the axis are represented. The sphere sizes are equal but asthey are not in
the same plane, the more distant spheres seem smaller. The represented concepts are
Work, User, Cost and Interface. The axes are labelled with their assigned criteria: the

value keyword for X, the human keyword for Y, and the operation keyword for Z-axis.

In this exanple just the concepts Work and User have met al the three criteria met. This
means that for these concepts, the criteria exist as keywords in their keyword group. It is
possible to compare the concepts by examining the concepts spatial positioning. The
Work concept has the greater rating concerning the operation criteria. The User concept
has greater rating in the other two criteria: value and human. Note that the Cost concept

does not meet any of the human and process criteria but has the greatest ratingamong
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the four concepts, regarding the value criteria. The Interface concept does not meet any
of the criteria.

Thisway, it is possible to customise the criteria space by entering different criteria and
thus forming different alternative visualisations. The concept representations — spheres
— are positioned to each other in ways that vary as resulting from the use of different
criteria. This supports analysis of how particular criteria may influence the concepts
grouping. For example, considering the same concept as in Figure 26, but using as
criteriadecision, value and human instead of value, human and operation, we get the
following criteria space visualisation (Figure 27).

value Cost
User

o |z

decison

Interface L

Figure 27: Another criteria space example based on the same concepts

human

Thistime, the concepts are placed in different positions, showing their relation with
each other, based on a different criteria space. For example, this second criteria space
visualisation shows that concerning the decision criteria, the concepts User and Work

are no longer together as in the case of the previous criteria space visualisation.

Overal, the concepts are placed in the criteria space visualisation in one of eight
different octants, according to how much they meet each of the defined criteria as

specified in Figure 24.
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SPATIAL POSITIONING IN THE CRITERIA SPACE

Concerning the spatial positioning, each sphere is placed according to the existence of a
matching keyword with the criteria, using the keyword rating as a value. Provisions
must be made when a given concept does not have the keyword used as criteria. This
means that the corresponding keyword rating cannot be considered as a value of (0.0)
because it has not been specified. Some rules concerning the concepts positioning are
needed.

For each axis, there is a positive value, which gives the corresponding keyword ratings,
and a negative value for placing the concepts that do not have the corresponding
keyword. For those concepts, the negative value is always the same, a value (-1) for the

corresponding dimension. Figure 28 describes dimension co-ordinate assignment.

if a concept does not have a if a concept has a keyword
keyword that match the criteria, that matchesthecriteria,
usethe (-1) value as use the keyword rating as
co-ordinate co-ordinate
| | |
-1 0 1

] Possible assigment values

Figure 28: Spatial positioning reasoning for the criteria space visualisation

5.4 VIDESK integration with data sources

5.4.1 Introduction

As one example of VIDESK potentia for integration with existing systems, the
proposed visuaisation design for sharing knowledge can have some level of integration
with data sources. Examples of data sources are SQL compatible databases and Web
search engines such as Altavista (www.altavista.com) and Y ahoo (www.yahoo.com).
With a Web like search engine interface, a hard disk can be used as a data source in the
VIDESK context.

When considering the use of the VIiDESK system one problem is how to integrate it

with available data sources. This means dealing with how to pass from a high-level
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description of a knowledge theme to a database that represents data. The knowledge
theme is represented by the structure for knowledge sharing.

Some alternative approaches can be followed to integrate the VIDESK system with data
SOUrCes.

- manually: by adding structure keywords to each content occurrence in a data
source. This is not feasible for large data sets and is context dependent;

- usean interface to the database: by providing filters to trandate the structure
elements from the structure for knowledge sharing to available information in
the data source. This solution is feasible but it is also context dependent;

- initial set-up of keywords as the result of a particular database schema. This way,
the structure for knowledge sharing in the VIDESK system is controlled by
forcing structure elements to have some degree of matching with the data
source. This solution is against the VIDESK aim of being a visualisation for

sharing knowledge. Also, this solution is context dependent;

The previous aternative approaches are all context dependent. This means that for each
knowledge theme view, procedures related with these approaches need to be repeated.
Clearly, an approach is needed that provides content independence. This means the need
is for integration with a data source without having to perform any special procedures

each time a new knowledge theme is created.

The approach of no need to tag or classify the data source is followed because the main
goal of VIDESK isto provide avisualisation design for the sharing of knowledge. The
VIDESK system can take advantage of the structure for knowledge sharing to produce

textual output, which, in turn, can be used for data source integration.

This allows VIDESK to produce information for use with the data source. To alow the
integration of information from a data source, the ViDESK model proposes the use of
an information visualisation. An information visualisation is a visual presentation of
information spaces and structures to facilitate their rapid assimilation and understanding
[Andrews, 1997]. Information visualisation can be defined as the use of interactive
visua representations of abstract, non-physically based data to amplify cognition [Card
et al., 1999].
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Figure 29 shows how a data source is integrated with VIiDESK. This integration is made
by taking advantage of the criteria space characteristics, allowing data source

information to be integrated with it, by using an information visualisation.

The VIDESK system produces textual output from the structure for knowledge sharing
taking advantage of the structure elements to generate search strings. These search
strings can be used with any data source that accepts a textual search interface. The

search results are displayed using a Web style browser.

Two-part

VIDESK | |igalisation design

Textual output
generation

Data source Information visualisation

interface (information)
and browser (data)

SQL/Web

Data
sour ce

Figure 29: Map ViDESK with data sources

‘ ‘ Search strings for

From the perspective of the data source integration, the ViDESK system can be seen as
an information discovery tool which allows the co-existence of a knowledge theme —
context — with a data source — content — by using visualisation techniques to convey
structure information and data source information together. Section 5.4.2 describes the
VIDESK information visualisation and section 5.4.3 introduces the textual output

generation facilities.

5.4.2 Theinformation visualisation design

The proposed information visualisation allows integrating within ViDESK, information
about data source content. Thisinformation is represented as visual elements that can be

compared with visual elements from the visualisation design. Thus, information from
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the structure for knowledge sharing can be put together with information from a data

Source.

The information visualisation is integrated with the criteria space visualisation. The
criteria space visuaisation is the individual user’s visualisation and the one that can be
generated by entering three criteriato form a 3D space. The information visualisation is
associated with the first octant of the criteria space visualisation, where all the criteria
are satisfied.

The two information visualisation visual elements are a cylinder and aline. The cylinder
is used to represent a concept equivalent to the data source and has a label on top of it
with the number of occurrences in the data source. The cylinder is a common symbol to
represent a data source, being used to take advantage of its direct and specialised use as
suggested by Tufte [ Tufte, 1990]. All represented cylinders have the same size as their
concept symbol counterpart, regardless of the number of occurrences that they may

represent. Also, all cylinders have the same colour: green.

The placing of the data source element — cylinder — has an associated meaning. It uses
the same rules that apply to the spatial positioning of concepts in criteria space. The data
source criteriaratings are calculated counting the number of occurrences associated

with each keyword, giving the total number of occurrences for all the keywords that
belong to the concept.

The lineis used to link the cylinder to the associated sphere, indicating the concept to
which the data source information is related. Also, the sphere and cylinder’ srelative
positions provide an indication to how information from the structure for knowledge
sharing and data source content may differ, based on keywords used as criteriafor this
criteria space.

Figure 30 presents the visual elements for the information visualisation, integrated
within the first octant of the criteria space visualisation with its visual elements already

presented in Figure 25.
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Figure 30: Elementsin the information visualisation

In Figure 30, only two of the four represented concepts are in the first octant. For these
concepts in the first octant, according to the criteria space defined by the X, Y and Z
criteria, the corresponding data source indicates that there are some differences between

the information provided by the knowledge theme and its data source equivalent.

These differences are more visible in the Y criteria (human) and for the X criteria
(value), where the data source symbols have smaller values when compared to their
concept counterparts. This may indicate that the data source is not the most appropriate
to find information about the two concepts given the X, Y, and Z criteria within the
given knowledge theme. The use of VIDESK textual output generation and a browser to

display data source entries will help in supporting these indications.

The idea behind having an information visualisation within the criteria visualisation is
based on the work of Huhns and others, who propose a structure similar to the structure
for knowledge sharing as a context to mediate data access [Huhns and Singh, 1997;
Huhns and Stephens, 1999]. The value of the proposed information visualisation can be
summarised as follows:

- provides a semantic indicator of how the selected concepts match their data

source counterparts;
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- provides a string search generation facility about a given context, to support

information retrieval.

5.4.3 Textual output generation

The VIDESK system produces textual output from the structure for knowledge sharing
to be used with data sources. The textual output allows the composition of queries
related to the knowledge theme being shared.

The use of the structure elements to compose query strings support querying a data
source and integrating a high-level context description of a knowledge theme,

exploiting the particular context to inform the access of a data source.

SEARCH STRING GENERATION

The VIDESK system provides two types of queries: concept and keyword. They differ

in the way they use elements from the structure for knowledge sharing to form the

query.

The concept search type uses the keywords that belong to a concept to formthe query.
The concept keywords are used to compose a string with al keywords belonging to a
concept, ordered by higher keyword rating. The concept search can be useful to retrieve
information related to the concept, when performing a textual search in a data source.
For example, for the User concept, with keywords human, user, operation, and value,
the output search string presents the keywords with spaces between them: “operation

value user human”.

The keyword search type uses keywords with higher keyword ratings from al the
concepts in which the target keyword exists. The final list of keywords is ordered by
keyword ratings and the keywords with higher scores are selected. The keyword search
composes a query based on related keywords from the context in which some relation
can be established with the input keyword.

For example, consider the concepts and their keywords: User (human, user, operation,
value); Work (human, operation, value, decision, experience) and Value (experience,
value, information). Performing a keyword search using the operation keyword related

the User and the Work concepts creating a joint list of keywords: “human operation
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value user decision experience”, this being the exact order of the keywords given by the

sum of ratings considering the corresponding keyword ratings in the two concepts.

BROWSE DATA SOURCE RESULTS

Using the two types of queries to a data source, the result is displayed as alist of hits,
referencing data source entries. The list of results is displayed using a Web style
browser that uses alink for each of the result entriesto display information or provide
accesstoit.

The VIDESK system uses a Web style browser for displaying data source results. For
integration, the browser command needs to receive as input a URL (Uniform Resource

Locator) including the search string.

One example can be the following string for the concept search for User using Altavista
Search Personal Extension on aloca machine:

http://127.0.0.1: 6688/ ?pg= g& what= 0& fmt=.& q=+ %2Boper ation+ %2Bv al ue+ %2Bus
er+%2Bhuman.

55 Sharingissues

Information about users and the structure for knowledge sharing support is provided by
a network service. The user information has been minimised on the current ViDESK
implementation and was composed of a name, a student number, a password and a
small description given by the user him/herself. The VIDESK system supports user
information and maintains the structure using a server. The server is responsible for
providing a common structure for knowledge sharing to all users and maintains updated

information about structure changes every time they occur.

Additionaly, a number of services must be present to support ViDESK functionality:

- voting system; to enable users to elect which enhancements to the structure are
accepted. Valid contributions are new concept, new keyword, altering an
existing keyword rating. The voting process is based on one vote for each user.
The options for voting are three: yes, no and neutral. The proposal is accepted in
cases of 50% or more “yes’ votes.
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chat system, which supports user exchange of textual information in real time, to
support discussion. The chat system identifies each user by his/her login name
and al the discussion text is echoed for all users- no private channels are
allowed.

annotation system, where related information such as hints and URL s about each
of the concepts in the structure for knowledge sharing can be placed. The
annotation system stores each user contribution with the user’ s name and date of
contribution. The contributions are organised by concept and are accessed by
each user from an annotation server using the concept space visualisation as an

interface.

These services can be considered as complement services to the VIDESK model in

order to allow the use of existing applications. The voting, chat and annotation systems

can be integrated with VIiDESK or operate as independent servicesaslong asit is

possible to have information transferred between services, described for each of the

services as follows:

For the voting system:

input: the description of the proposal to be considered in the vote contained user
name, type of proposal and its elements. The proposal elements are the
associated concept and keyword object fields from the structure for knowledge
sharing internal representation;

output: the voting result, being one of the three options. yes, no and neutral. This
output will be used to decide if the structure is updated with the user

contribution.

For the chat system no data needs to be transferred to ViDESK. The service can work

independently once it supports real time discussion.

The annotation system:

input: this service needs the user name, referenced concept, a hint about the
knowledge theme or a URL submitted for inclusion in the annotation database.
Other input concerns requesting for information about a particular concept on
giving its name;

output: database content for the corresponding concept.
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56 Summary

The model for the VIDESK system has been presented. Both the structure for
knowledge sharing and the visualisation design were described as the main core of the
model. In particular, a planet-based metaphor was used and a two-part visualisation

design followed.

The VIDESK design options were justified in order to inform the creation of a
visualisation design for sharing knowledge in a virtua environment for collaborative
learning, following the proposal presented in chapter 4. A reduced set of symbols has
been presented in the form of spheres and lines along with colour, size and spatia
positioning. Additionally, a cylinder symbol has also been proposed for use in the
visualisation design.

The structure for knowledge sharing and its elements has been specified, being a
structured list of concepts and for each concept, alist of related keywords and keyword
ratings. Special attention has been given to visualisation elements and how they map

onto the structure for knowledge sharing.

Additionally, a number of issues regarding the VIiDESK model have been covered in
order to discuss how the system integrates with data sources and how it supports
sharing. In particular, a context independent approach has been selected to take full
advantage of VIDESK characteristics.

The work is focused on demonstrating the use of a 3D interactive visualisation to
convey information about a structure for knowledge sharing to support collaborative
learning by minimising cognitive overhead and information overload. The proposed
system can be used as a mental map representation for building and enhancing
knowledge between users and thus support collaborative learning. Based on student
collaboration, a visua representation of the structure for knowledge sharing allows all
the students to share a concept space visualisation as a network of concepts using a
planet-based metaphor.

Chapter 6 — Implementing a knowledge sharing system, provides a detailed
description of the VIDESK implementation, including a number of the ViDESK

prototype screenshots and its implemented functionality.
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Chapter 7 — Experiments to evaluate the system in use, reports how VIiDESK has
been evaluated, and what needs to be evaluated, and chapter 8 — Experimental Results,
reports data gathering and its analysis following the specifications for the VIDESK

experimentation.
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6 Implementing a knowledge sharing system

6.1 Introduction

Chapter 5— A model for a visualisation for sharing knowledge, provides the
specification to develop a system for knowledge sharing in support of collaborative
learning, VIDESK (Visualisation Design for Sharing Knowledge). It describes a 3D
interactive visualisation, composed of two parts: a concept space and a criteria space.
These visualisations are generated using a structure for knowledge sharing and provide

a representation for the knowledge theme to be shared.

This chapter describes the implementation of the VIDESK system. The prototype has
been devel oped to investigate the use of a structure for knowledge sharing and a
visualisation design to convey information about a knowledge theme. The aim isto
support knowledge sharing for collaborative learning by minimising cognitive overhead

and information overload.

This chapter also describes the use of VIDESK in actual sessions. Results of pilot
testing are also discussed. The chapter is structured as follows:

- Section 6.2: — "Prototype platform and architecture", describes the architecture
of the system and the implementation decisions.

- Section 6.3: — "Using the prototype", describes the implemented VIiDESK
prototype. It introduces the use and operation of the VIDESK prototype version
that was used in the evaluation phase.

- Section 6.4: — "User scenario”, provides a description of a group of people using
the VIDESK prototype to discuss and enhance a structure for knowledge
sharing.

- Section 6.5: —"Summary”, summarises the chapter content and briefly

introduces the next chapters.
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6.2 Prototype platform and architecture

6.2.1 Prototypeplatform

The VIDESK prototype was devel oped for testing purposes, namely the empirical study
aswill be described in chapter 7 — Experimentsto evaluate the system in use. In
particular, the prototype was developed to test how systems such as VIDESK help to
minimise cognitive overhead and information overload and support both individual and
collaborative learning. The implementation is based on the VIDESK model presented in
chapter 5.

The VIDESK prototype was designed to run in standalone mode or in a TCP/IP
network. The network mode requires the use of the VIDESK server and the VIDESK

clients for the users in the group.

The VIDESK prototype was devel oped using a Windows 95 box with the VIiDESK
server running in the Windows NT operating system. The implementation language is
Java with the following specifications:

- Sun JDK (Java Development Kit) for Windows 32 bits, version 1.2.2;

- SunJava 3D JDK extension for OPEN GL for Windows 32 bits, 1.1.1;

In particular, a number of Java techniques and features have been used in the VIiDESK
prototype development, i.e. Collections, Serialization, and input/output for prototype
logs and to store and manipulate user and shared objects. For the graphical interface
both AWT and SWING have been used. Network support used Java networking,
threads and RMI. In addition to the Sun documentation other documentation was used
[Eckel, 1997; Flanagan, 1997; Farley, 1998; Brown and Petersen, 1999]. The prototype
development time was about ten months for programming and testing. Minor

corrections were made.
6.2.2 Prototype architecture

The system is based on a client/server architecture to support the sharing of the structure

for knowledge sharing. Figure 31 describes the implementation architecture.
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In the VIDESK server side, two persistent objects (representing the users and the
knowledge structure) are maintained as well as the proposal and voting system, a chat

system and the structure sharing service.

On the client side, the VIDESK client allows each user to explore a two-part
visualisation design. This visualisation design is composed of a concept space
visualisation representing the structure for knowledge sharing and the criteria space
visualisation, which allows rendering of a 3D visualisation to fulfil user needs. The
criteria space visualisation allows integration of data source information with the

structure for knowledge sharing.

Structure Annotation
sharing system

Voting i Browser
system system :

| r_1for r_nati_on data
visualisation
source
Concept space i | Criteriaspace
Visualisation design :

Network Local
enable i use

Figure 31: VIiDESK prototype architecture

The current version of the VIDESK prototype implements the visualisation design and

integrates with it a number of features for use in a collaborative learning environment:

1. atwo-part visualisation design to represent the structure as a network of concepts —
concept space — and to allow each user to analyse structure relationships based on
particular keywords — criteria space;

2. a3D interactive visualisation to address the problems of cognitive overhead and
information overload resulting from the structure complexity and multiple existing

relationships. It aso proposes a representation for exploring the structure;
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a network support for sharing the structure for knowledge sharing;
avoting system to allow co-construction of the structure for knowledge sharing;

achat system to support users comments and discussion;

o gk~ w

an Information Visualisation within the criteria space to allow comparison of

information about a data source with the structure for knowledge sharing;

7. asimple browser to display results from a data source based on search strings,

8. atextua search engine integration to use with the information visualisation and
browse facilities The search engine software used was the Altavista Search Personal
extension 97,

9. aninterface to enter the knowledge structure alowing the input of a previous

specified structure.

6.2.3 Prototypeimplementation

The structure for knowledge sharing has been implemented as a two-list structure,
taking advantage of the structure elements presented in chapter 5, section 5.2.2. The
structure for knowledge sharing contains the information needed to render the 3D
interactive visualisations that are shared among users. The sharing of the structure is the

responsibility of the server.

The implementation of the structure for knowledge sharing was designed to optimise
network traffic. For example, the three versions of the Information Management
structure presented in appendix A, are as follows:. version with 17 concepts — 11K B;

version with 30 concepts — 20 KB; and version with 45 concepts — 22 KB.

Based on Figure 31, the only service not implemented in the current ViDESK prototype
is the annotation system. As the annotation facility does not affect the evaluation of the
prototype it was not implemented in the current ViDESK version. The chat system and
browser are modified third party code. The data source search engine is a commercial
tool provided by Altavista, the Altavista Search Personal eXtension 97.
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6.3 Using the prototype
6.3.1 TheVIDESK visualisation design

VIDESK INTERACTION FACILITIES

Interacting with the prototype is largely through the mouse and direct manipulation
facilities. The VIDESK prototype has a similar ook and fedl to typical Microsoft
Windows applications.

The opening screen presents the ViDESK name and program credits (Figure 32).
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Figure 32: welcome screen in the VIiDESK client prototype

The VIDESK client uses six pull down menus and five window tabs for presenting five
simultaneous screens. Together, the menus and tabs provide access to user functionality
available in the VIDESK client (Figure 33).
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Figure 33: VIDESK client interface (menus and tabs)

The VIDESK client has the following six pull down menus (Figure 33):
- Client: with one option (Exit) that allows to exit the VIDESK client program.
- Users: with four options. The menu includes the options that provide

information about users and access to the chat system. The options are: User
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profile — redefine your user profile; List active users— gives alist of the users
actualy in the system; List all users— gives a complete list of the group users,
and Chat with other users— to use the chat system facility, integrated with the
VIDESK client.

Collaboration: with five options. The menu contains the commands for
proposing new structure elements. The options are: Get structure elements —
forces an update from server of the structure for knowledge shering; Add
concept — add concept action; Add keyword — add a new keyword for an existing
concept; Alter keyword rating — modify the current keyword rating in a concept,
and Add concept comments— to use the annotation system (not implemented).
Visualisations: with four options. This menu includes the commands related to
the VIDESK visualisation. The options are: Refresh Concept Space — forces a
redraw of the concept space visualisation, presenting the default perspective;
Slect level relations to visualise — alow to choose which of the four concept
relationships levels are represented in the concept space visualisation; Analyse
one concept relations — allow the selection of a particular concept and all its
relations to other concepts, and Define a new Criteria Space — to input the
criteriafor the rendering of a criteria space visualisation.

Search& Browse: with three options. The menu contains the options related to
the search engine. The options are Concept search — generate a search string for
agiven corcept and display the results in a browser; Keyword search — generate
a search string for a given keyword and display the results in a browser, and Use
a search engine — use of a ViDESK integrated browser featuring a search engine
interface.

About: with three options. This menu is related to credits, funding support and
program identification. The options are: Version — display the VIiDESK client
version; Credits & funding support — display information about the ViDESK
project, and Feedback — provides the email and World Wide Web address for
comments and information about the VIiDESK project.

The VIDESK client has five tabs for selecting different windows. The use of this kind

of interface alows having more available screen area by superimposing several

simultaneous screens and supports the two-part visualisation design as presented in

chapter 5. The five tabs are the following (Figure 33):
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- Small User Guide — a brief description of the VIiDESK client program, for user
reference.

- Concept space visualisation — the screen where the concept space visualisation
can be explored.

- Criteria space visualisation — the screen where the criteria space visualisation
can be explored.

- Structurelisting — presents a textual listing of the structure for knowledge
sharing. The concepts are listed on the left side of the screen and a complete
structure listing with all the structure elements (concepts, keywords, and
keyword ratings) is displayed on the right side of the screen.

- Prototype Credits— presents the VIDESK name and program credits and acts as
the opening screen when entering the ViDESK client prototype.

Further description of the more important VIiDESK client options is given in the
following sections for each of the topics. The knowledge theme used in the following

examplesis the small version of the Information Management structure presented in
appendix A.

An overall description of the VIDESK client prototype and brief user guide has been
included. The Small User Guide(see Figure 34) tab contains an introduction of the
prototype facilities in six help topics. These range from a general explanation of the
aims of the prototype to the user visualisation controls. In the data display area, text is
displayed every time users select a given topic.
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Figure 34: the Small User Guidetab
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EXPLORE THE 3D INTERACTIVE VISUALISATIONS

Exploration is via a three-button mouse, sometimes along with a keyboard. Both the

concept space and criteria space visualisations use the same controls for user navigation.

As a 3D space, the user needs to explore and move around the visualisation.
VIDESK client uses the mouse for allowing three basic operations to explore the 3D

interactive visualisations:

- Rotation: left mouse button. Controls the rotation of the 3D interactive
visualisations by dragging the left- mouse button.

- Trandation: right mouse button. Allow the control of the trandation in the (X,
Y) plane. A drag motion using the right-button mouse can trandate the 3D
interactive visualisations.

- Zoom: central mouse button. Allow the control of Z-axis trandation of the 3D
interactive visualisations. The Z-axis trandation is performed with a mouse drag
motion using the central mouse button. If the mouse has just two buttons, the alt
key plus the mouse left-button can be used (alt-click-drag)

KNOWING MORE ABOUT STRUCTURE ELEMENTS

Facilities to explore the structure for knowledge sharing are accessed through direct
interaction within the visualisations, using mouse and keyboard commands. The two
available VIDESK optionsin this area are listing concepts from the structure for
knowledge sharing and a listing concept keyword and corresponding ratings. These two
facilities complement the visualisations by providing more detail of the structure for

knowledge sharing.

To list al the structure concepts for the knowledge theme, shift key plus left mouse
button isused. A diaog is then displayed in front of the visualisation (Figure 35). The

dialog box contains the concept listing, with concept name, type and description.
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Figure 35: list concepts from the structure for knowledge sharing

To know more about a particular concept of the knowledge theme, the left mouse
button is double clicked. An input dialog box prompts to enter a concept name. After
entering a valid concept name, a dialog box with concept information is shown (Figure
36). The dialog box contains the complete keyword list with the corresponding keyword
ratings for the entered concept. The information includes the concept name, type and its
description.
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Figure 36: lists keywords and keyword ratings from a concept
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The Structure Listing tab contains the textual description of the structure for knowledge
sharing. The description contains the concept list and, for each concept, its keywords
with the ratings and some additional information. The information is organised into two
columns. The available concepts column lists al the available concepts in the structure
for knowledge sharing. The structure data lists all the structure elements as shown in

Figure 37.

The structure listing cannot be directly edited, but allows copying in order to transfer
the text to other applications. However, from pilot testing, this facility was used in only
two out of eleven trials and never after the first exploration of the visualisation design.
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Figure 37: structure for knowledge sharing textual display

THE CONCEPT SPACE VISUALISATION
When selecting the Concept Space Visualisation tab (Figure 38) the 3D interactive

visuaisation is ready for user exploration. The concept space visualisation follows the
model presented in section 5.3 — The visualisation design.
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Figure 38: aview of the concept space visualisation

In Figure 38 dl the used concept space visualisation symbols are displayed. Five
spheres (concepts) are visible (at least partially) with two of the three available (concept
type) colours on view. A number of lines, representing the semantic distance for each

pair of concepts, are displayed. These lines show conceptual relationships.

The default view of the concept space visualisation shows the origin where the axes for
orientation purposes are represented. Also by default, only some of the concept
relationships are represented. The semantic distances represented are the strong ones

(red lines) and upper medium ones (blue lines), when they exist.

To explore the concept space visualisation, additional support is provided by the
Visualisations menu, as shown in Figure 39. The first three options are related with the
concept space visuaisation. The first option — refresh concept space — allows rendering
of the concept space visualisation in the default perspective. Each time the concept
space viswalisation is rendered using this option, it shows the initial perspective (the one
that includes the origin axes). Thus, the user can return to a known position, each time
he/she feels lost in the visualisation.
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Figure 39: the Visualisationsmenu

M eaning of concept space visualisation symbols

The concept space visualisation uses a reduced set of symbols with precise meanings.
When VIDESK is started or the concept space visualisation is refreshed, a small axis
symbol is represented in the origin of the visualisation. This serves as a landmark. The
X-axis has a small red sphere in its extremity. The Y-axis is vertical, and the Z-axisis
positioned starting from the origin up to the user; when on this position, the 3D world is

in the correct position to enable the labels to be read.

Besides the landmark for orientation support, the visualisation has only two more visual
elements: the sphere and the line. A sphere represents a concept. Each sphere has one
label associated with it that gives the corresponding concept name. Its colour denotes
the concept type, critical (red), base (blue) or normal (light blue). The sphere size is
related to the concept keywords and keyword ratings composition — the concept
description rate. Sphere sizes vary from 0.1 up to 2 units of the virtua environment

(corresponding to meters in the real world).

Although the the sphere size may vary as a function of the user’s perspective and
position in the 3D world, it can be used as an indicator of the concept composition.
Figure 40 shows an example of a small size sphere resulting from a concept that does
not have any associated keywords and keyword ratings. The concept named Task,
despite corresponding to the first sphere being visualised, is the smallest among the four
represented. Notice that the associated concept label denotes the proximity of the Task
concept (we are close to this concept).
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Figure 40: example of a concept without associated keywords

A line represents the semantic distance between spheres with values varying from 0 up
to 1 representing the degree of relationship among them. A line always starts in one
sphere and finishes in another. Each line has a label indicating the corresponding
semantic distance value, placed in the middle of the line. The lines are colour coded to
facilitate the identification of the semantic distance value. Four colours are used for
identifying four levels of semantic distance values, as presented in chapter 5, section
5.3. Figure 38 and Figure 40 give examples of the symbols used in the concept space
visualisation, including the lines.

Dealing with concept space visualisation complexity

With the increase of the number of concepts in the structure for knowledge sharing, the
number of its relationships also tends to increase. An increae number of semantic
distance values greater than zero and the number of visible lines will make the concept
space visualisation less easy to understand and explore. By default, the concept space
visualisation includes only the lines representing upper medium relationships and strong
relationships.

To analyse the existence of other relationships, there are two options in the
Visualisations menu (Figure 39). These options are the Select level of relation to

visualise, and Analyse one-concept relation.
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Figure 41 visualise small relations

The Select level relation to visualise option filters each one of the four colour line types

to be visualised. Figure 41 shows one example of displaying the significant relations,
where only the white lines are represented.

Figure 42 shows the same concept space visualisation area, but this time with lower
medium relations displayed. If Figure 41 and Figure 42 are compared, the number of
represented lines and respective colours are different but the spheres characteristics
remain the same (size, position and colour). Notice that between the same concepts
there is no more than one line (regardless of its colour).
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Figure 42: visualise lower medium relations

- 148 -



The Analyse one concept relation option from the Visualisations menu (Figure 39)
allows the user to see only the relations of the specified concept. Figure 43 shows an
example of the concept Data of such a visualisation. Between all the other concepts,

relations are visualised as in the default concept space visualisation.
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Figure 43: visualise all relations for the Data concept

THE CRITERIA SPACE VISUALISATION

When selecting the Criteria Space Visualisation tab (Figure 39) only the axes are
represented, along with alabel indicating that no criteria are selected. Thisis the initial
criteria space visualisation, before entering any criteria (Figure 44). The criteria can be
entered using the Customise Criteria Space option from the Visualisations menu (Figure
39).

The criteria space visualisation is an aternative way of visualising the structure
elements. It uses spatial positioning for grouping concepts based on three criteria
entered by the user and these can be entered as many times as wished. The criteria space

visualisation was introduced in chapter 5, section 5.3.3.
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Figure 44: initial criteriaspace visualisation

To explore this 3D interactive visualisation the same controls are used as for the concept
space visualisation. For landmark purposes, the X-axis has a small red sphere in the
extremity. The positive section of an axisis visualised in white, while its negative part
islight blue. At positive extremity of the axes the criteria name label appears. Text
labels in the Criteria Space visualisation are readable when the X axisis displayed with
the red sphere to the right and the Y axisis positive side upwards.

The criteria space visualisation has the axis represented and all its symbolsin alimited
space defined by the axes. Note that all the spheres are the same size but maintain their
colour code as in the concept space visualisation. The example in Figure 45 uses the
following criteria: information, management and cost. The criteriainput can be a given
keyword or no input at al. If no criterion is specified for a given axe, the Criteria Space

visualisation uses only the two other axes for placing the concepts.
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Figure 45: criteria space visualisation

The spatial position is important in the criteria space because it provides information
about the rating, for each of the criteria, of concepts. The existence of the criteria for
each concept supports the placing of the concept for the corresponding criteria
according to the concept' keyword rating. If the criteria do not exist for a concept, the
resulting criteria value assigned is -1. This means that the concept will be placed in the
negative side of the corresponding criteria axis. The three available axes can be
arranged in eight possible ways — each named as an octant. Figure 46 shows a
perspective of the criteria space visualisation in Figure 45, where the concepts

distribution in the eight octants is more visible.
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Figure 46: criteria space visualisation octants
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Among the eight possible octants in the criteria space visualisation is the octant that
corresponds to the situation where the three criteria are not satisfied. All the spheres are
in the same place, causing their labels to form alabel list up the sphere representation
(Figure 47), meaning that among the 17 concepts in the structure, four concepts (Task,
System, Human and Data) have none of the criteria.
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Figure 47: criteria space octant or the no satisfy criteria

Figure 48 shows a further example of a particular octant in the criteria space

visualisation where six concepts are visualised with different, but close, spatial
positions.
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Figure 48: The placing of the concept spheresin the Criteria Space visualisation
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From Figure 48 some observations can be made. A group of four concepts (Information,
Communication, Knowledge and Computer) have both criteria information and cost but
not the management criteria. These four concepts are closer to the Z-axis. A second
group with two concepts (Database and Value) is aso visualised but in a more distant
position on the Z-axis, which has the cost criteria assigned. Thus, this two-concept

group shows only one criteria: information.

6.3.2 VIDESK interaction with data sour ces

THE VIDESK INFORMATION VISUALISATION

Within the criteria space visualisation it is possible to compare the concepts that meet

al the criteria with a data source as described in chapter 5, section 5.4.2.

This VIDESK facility alows analysis and how much information from the data source
is related with the structure for knowledge sharing regarding the selected group of
concepts that met the criteria. Figure 49 shows an example of a criteria space
visualisation with an information visualisation that provides the image based on the data
source for the two concepts (Business and Work) that meet al the three criteria. The
occurrences for each corcept differ, with Business having the higher number of hits —
1294. These values are obtained by querying the data source using each concepts

keyword list.

Chm=t Lsms ol s Wsnabeslizng. e rhAERIREn fthar
Sl Lt ik !Wm_ﬂ- E CFUTERIA SPACE Visudcalion  SWLENNe Lssg  Piotelyps iosine

VIDE B - ki et o Deca ki e Bha g Kl

Figure 49: criteria space visualisation with the information visualisation
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As seen in Figure 49, two additional symbols are used to represent the information
visualisation. The cylinders have labels to indicate the total data source hits for the
concept to which it islinked to by awhite line. All cylinders are the same size and green
colour (the 3D perspective effect could provoke apparently different sized cylinders).
The spatial positioning of the cylinder results from using the concept’ s keywords that

meet the criteria and calculate their relative rating considering the total number of hits.

VIDESK INTERACTION WITH A DATA SOURCE

The system provides a means of producing textual output that supports the creation of
gueries based on the structure for knowledge sharing and the display of results. These

facilities are placed under the Search& Browse menu (Figure 50).
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Figure 50: the Search and Browse menu

The Search& Browse menu features three options. Concept search, Keyword search,
and Use search engine. The first two deal with the generation of search strings for
guerying the data source, and the other option allows the use of a Web browser

featuring a search engine — the Altavista search personal eXtension 97 (Figure 51).
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Figure 51: the Altavista search personal eXtension 97
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VIDESK uses the structure for knowledge sharing to find relevant information by
organising groups of keywords related to user input. Two types of VIiDESK textual
output are available.

The first search type uses the concept collection of keywords to compose a query. The
user enters the chosen concept and a textual string is generated, and used as a search
string to display HTML window with search results from the data source. Figure 52
shows the results of a concept search performed using the Information concept, showing
the keywords associated with the concept Information in the submit field of the search
engine interface.
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Figure 52: aresults window for a concept search

The other search type is based on a given keyword. VIDESK allows the user to enter a
keyword and based on that keyword, a textual output string is generated as a collection
of related keywords — as described in chapter 5, section 5.4.3.

Gathering the most highly rated keywords in al the structure concepts that have the
inputted keyword on its keyword list makes the keywords collection. Figure 53 shows
the results of a keyword search performed using the keyword management.
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Figure 53: akeyword search results window

6.3.3 VIDESK sharingfacilities

INTRODUCTION

One of VIDESK's facilities is that users can collaboratively modify the structure for
knowledge sharing. A server is thus needed to address both user awareness and

structure sharing.

The Users menu (Figure 54) provides three groups of facilities to support user
information. Information about the user itself, with the User profile option; and other
users information with two options that list the active users and al the users registered
in the group — the options List active users and List all users, respectively. The last of
the three groups of optionsis a chat system that allows supporting users synchronous
discussions as a complement to the voting process — Chat with other users.
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Figure 54: the Users menu

The Chat with other users option accesses a chat system that enables discussion

between al the active users, through a text message broadcasting. Each time a user
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wants to send a message, the correspondent text is echoed for al users. The messages
are displayed in a scroll window. The chat system was developed and based on code
provided by Farley [Farley, 1998].

STRUCTURE ENHANCEMENT

For structure enhancement, any user can propose new concepts, new keywords and
alterations to existing keyword ratings. Each user proposa is voted on, and if the
majority of people (greater than 50%) accept the proposal, then the structure is changed

accordingly.

The Collaboration menu (Figure 55) groups the user options related to the structure for
knowledge sharing. The first option on the Collaboration menu — Get structure
elements— enabl es the user to force the updating of the structure for knowledge sharing
from the server — it provides an alternative to the automatic updating provided by the
server. The last option Add Concept comments provides access to the annotation system.

This option has not been implemented in the current prototype version.
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Figure 55: the Collaboration menu

When a user selects the option Add CONCEPT, from the Collaboration menu, he/sheis
requested to input a name for the concept, its type, concept description and concept
gpatial position. The input of the concept spatial position in the concept space
visualisation is given by an initial position, a direction and a distance factor, as
described in section 5.3.2.

When the user selects the option Add KEYWORD, from the Collaboration menu, he/she
is requested to input the name of the concept and to add the keyword, the keyword name
and the associated keyword rating.

When the user selects the option Alter KEYWORD rate, from the Collaboration menu,
he/she is requested to input the name of the concept to which the keyword belongs, the
keyword name, and the new keyword rating.
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Based on the input given by the user, the voting system broadcasts the information and
walits for al usersto vote. It then implements the proposd, if the magjority of the users
have voted yes. Figure 56 presents a proposal to add a concept. The window shows
information about the proposal and the support for the three available options to vote:
yes, no and neutral. To submit the user vote it is necessary to press the Submit vote
button, which causes the voting option to be sent to the server and closes the voting
window. For other actions (add a keyword and altering an existing keyword rating) the

voting window is similar.
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Figure 56: the voting window for a new concept proposal

The voting window does not block the visualisations. This supports user decisions based
on more exploration of the structure and available 3D interactive visualisations. Figure
57 shows the voting window in front of the concept space visualisation alowing the

user to interact with both windows as desired.
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Figure 57: the voting window and ViDESK prototype simultaneous access

Following a vote, the system notifies users of voting results, presenting the information
of the actionproposed and the number of votes for each of the available options. The

system aso informs if the proposal was accepted or not (Figure 578).

- 158 -



E g :
Chsl  Usws  Colshwosos  Wisuskesiisns  Seacsafowsn ahw
Sl Lty Qifehd | COBMEDT S0 iionatiotn | CRNTERIR SPACE Nisuaisation | Sanicrin Lssisg

3

¢ "

e T

e capical

Il pos s onighs . direcios: 29 destanoe facins &
‘Wl resesit RODEPTED

Hem ol weins: §
WEE. T Bk 4 MEUTREL .0

o=

WIDE B K - i s o D ecs g o S e rin g nrd ind pa

Figure 58: user notification window for the voting system

VIDESK SERVER

To support sharing, the VIDESK prototype includes a server. The VIDESK server is
responsible for maintaining the structure for knowledge sharing updates for all users by
keeping track of structure enhancement. The VIiDESK server featuresthree pull down

menus and four tabs (Figure 59).
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Figure 59: VIDESK server interface (menus and tabs)

The VIDESK client has the following three pull down menus:

- System: which includes four options. The options are: refresh concept space
visualisation — used to update the visualisation test within the server; VIDESK
description — adescription of VIDESK; Start server service — command to begin
the server service, following input of the name of the knowledge theme to be
shared; Stop server and exit — closes the server application and stops the server.

- Filelogs: with two options. They are: Backup logs — allowing to backup the log
files used in the server; and Reset logs — deletes all information from existing
logs. The user can input which of the four logs to backup or reset.

- About: with three options. This menu is related to the credits, funding support

and program identification. The options are: Version —display ViDESK server
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version; Credits & funding support — displays information about ViDESK, and
Feedback — email and World Wide Web address for comments and information
about VIiDESK.

The VIDESK server five window tabs are;

Small Guide — providing a description of features and their use. The tab content
is displayed by default when the VIDESK server is started. The small guide tab
issimilar to the one in the VIDESK client. (Figure 34).

Sructure manager —allows the modification of the structure for knowledge
sharing in alternative ways to collaborative enhancement. More commands are
provided than are for collaborative enhancement. Among these are the ability to
delete concepts and keywords. The structure manager (Figure 60) can be used to
input a new structure and manage existing structures.

efospane managm Iehpmgacn sl sreg
woutirospace ] H & 1 6 IMENER rating: 044 daka, Ty Fab 1 025330 GAT A0 use | =
Hame informadion mting 037 dods . Thu Fab T 02 73368 GNT J90MH e 1 1
e | H o e opporhm ity isng 050 date: Thu Feb 0 02 2336 GHT 200 waet
H i e @ EATORT N £ i e 034 s Thid el D1 03 23239 GMT 2000 a1
vtk ptuspsce [l M e b raing: 044 dade Th Fed 01 0223230 GUT 2001 use 1
Cinan imfnspses . W& v e vl raireg: O 7 dabes Tra Fedl 01 00235 50 QAT 2007 wae 1
- EM[17THmm e Workly p e B dade Thi Fea 01 02233 GWT 2001 0 05 ¢ Ak desedon ed by b
ust miozaes [l | Ut o besmas ok
H s m B compay raing 045 daie: Thu Fab (H 02 23:30 GNT 20MH ues |
Cousl cancosls . B Y e G B £ i 0 A5 sk Thi Fab 0 0% 53230 GaT 2000 waec i
Crmcaif msagen Hommeccoet raling: 02T date: Thu Feh 31 022223 GWT 2001 wsec |
m- . W e dsscisdon ralneg: Dbl dadee Tha Feb 04 00235 50 OMT 3004 wai
ETRC Ham e soussbion rming 055 dele: Thu Fab I 02 23:38 GRT 00 use |
Daes B @ e e T 0,75 data: Thi Fab 002 53790 O T 2000 uses 1
« W N m e sqierience mbng 045 daie: Thu Fab T 02 2338 GNT 200 used
M - dscaigtian . M@ e goal rading 0.8 dade: Th Fed 01 00:33 50 OWT 2001 e 1
N s m e human rabing: 063 dade: Th Feb 01 0273 3 GMT 2001 w1
Sl . Cho e . M @ e ined id il radi 085 daka: Thu Fab 01 0F 53230 GMT 2000 use 1
H m e infomation i g 0,30 dale: Thu Fab [ 02 72:38 GNT 700 e 1
A £ ool i . P v e e o e o redingg 0,46 chvke: Th Fat 0 02 23538 ONT 200 vae 1
Hisrab bl i i i et M @ e Aetwark raineg: 055 diate: Thi Fed 01 0323350 OMT 1001 a1
N m e aperaban raiing 0,95 die: Thu Fab [ 02 23:38 GHT 200 uee |
=
s [l P i rakng ;0175 et Tres Fity 01 022330 T 2001 w1 i
eietn kol [l o s traning robng: 051 dade: Th Feb 01 0223 3 GMT 1001 e 1 b
A e Al . il T |

A0 Gl o BT i o |

Figure 60: the structure manager in ViDESK server

Users manager — this window comprises the management of information about
the users identification and personal information. Information stored includes a
password to log in the server. The user manager has facilities to add and delete
users, and maintains information on up to twenty users. Figure 61 shows the

users manager with all the available actions and a list of users.
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Figure 61: the users manager facility

Usage logs — allows the maintenance of four log files. The log files are the
server activity log, structure manager activity log, the users manager log, and the
structure enhancing log. The first three provide information on the use of the
VIDESK server, the last provides information about enhancements to the
knowledge structure.

Concept space visualisation — the concept space visualisation tab enables the
testing of the visualisation rendering. All the levels of relation are represented in
this version of the Concept space, as shown in Figure 62. This version of

concept space visualisation is used mainly for testing purposes.
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Figure 62: the concept space visualisation version in ViDESK server
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After starting the VIDESK server, the option start server service from the system menu
must be selected.
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Figure 63: the start server service option

When selected, the option for starting the server service (Figure 63) requests a label to
identify the structure to be shared. When the VIDESK client logs the server, the
structure for knowledge sharing is passed and the input name is placed in the window
title, as seen in Figure 58 for the Information Management example. Note that the
VIDESK client can be run in stand-alone mode without sharing the structure. In this

case, the window title appears as in Figure 55, with the label test standalone mode.

6.4 A user scenario

INTRODUCTION

The following user scenario provides a general description of the use of ViDESK to
support collaborative learning. The group has four people: one lecturer — John, and three
students: Mary, Tom and Luis. The knowledge theme is Information Management.

John wants his students to discuss the two first modules of the Information Management
class: Information Management introduction and the business and enterprise practice.
The Information Management classis part of a Communications Engineering major
degree scheme. The class godl is to consider information as an economic resource that

needs to be planned, evaluated, controlled, and managed.

So, John's goal isto provide technical students a different perspective to deal with
information and information needs — an enterprise-based perspective. This must be done
with the contribution of all group members, who discuss the concepts and form their
own mental map of the knowledge theme, in order to maximise learning of the
underlying concepts. The group is requested to enhance a structure for knowledge
sharing to further develop their knowledge about I nformation Management.
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The group will use the system to elaborate a common structure for knowledge sharing
and be involved in the construction of a common mental model for the knowledge
theme. Each individua is expected to explore and contribute to the structure for
knowledge sharing. Each individual effort brings to the group new sources of

information that can be useful to support learning and show others' perspectives.

As the lecturer, John has to produce aninitial description of the knowledge domain as
covered in the two class modules. He lists concepts, and for each concept, lists a set of
keywords that describe the concept. To each keyword he associates a rating to provide
an indication of the keyword association to the concept

The initial structure also specifies the position of each concept for the concept space
visualisation. Thisinitial structure provides a context for the knowledge being shared
and discussed.

John has an aternative for the initial structure — an empty structure. An empty structure
has no structure elements (concepts, keywords and keyword ratings). In this case, each
group member is involved in building the structure for knowledge sharing from the
beginning. This represents a greater effort and requires better knowledge of the

knowledge theme.

The students, Tom, Luis, and Mary already possess some understanding of the above
concept space, resulting from the first two lectures on the Information Management
module. The group has two main goals:
- enhance the structure for knowledge sharing in order to fully enrich it based on
common agreement;
- learn about Information Management concepts by exploring the system and

contributing to group discussion.

START USING THE VIDESK SYSTEM

John used ore of the school computer labs where all four group members can access the
system. John has organised with the local technical staff the software installation:
VIDESK server and four VIDESK clients, one for each of the users, including himself.
The lab dlows the use of four personal computersin alocal network with accessto a

server where the VIDESK server software is installed.
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John uses the VIDESK server to input the initia structure for knowledge sharing and
user’ related information. He also starts the server service with the structure to be

shared, labelling it Information Management. The server for the chat system is also
started.

Each user starts a VIDESK client and logs in to the system by entering their student
identification number and password (Figure 64). The VIDESK server checks user
identification and password. If both identification and password are valid, the ViDESK
server returns the structure for knowledge sharing and the structure label. With these
elements, the VIDESK client is started and the first credits window tab (Figure 32) is
displayed. From now on, the VIDESK client is ready for use.

[T |12

Emli i jrasawiiil | FERR

Figure 64: VIiDESK client login

Tom chooses to browse the small user guide (Figure 34) that gives an introduction to
the commands and options of the VIDESK client. Luis and Mary choose to explore the
structure for knowledge sharing. Luis selects the structure listing (Figure 37) to have a
textual introduction to the structure. Mary chooses to explore the concept space
visuaisation (Figure 38).

By now, al group members are logged into the system; John included, and has access to
the VIDESK client facilities. John reminds the group that they should focus on
exploring the structure for knowledge sharing, and on the conceptual relationships.

John invites each user to explore the concept space visualisation. He does that because

each user needs to know more about the structure in order to be able to discuss it.

- 164 -



VIDESK USE

Tom explores the overal structure elements by using the concept space visualisation.
He zooms out and tries to locate the red spheres that are the critical concepts of the
structure (Figure 65). Tom discovers that there are just six critical concepts — using the
system facility to list all concepts (Figure 35), which are all in the same region of the
concept space visualisation.
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Figure 65: looking for the Information Management critical concepts

Mary looks for the relations between some of the concepts. Mary knows that concept
relations are represented as lines and that they result from keyword similarity between
concepts.

In particular, Mary examines the Human and Work relation (Figure 66) with a semantic
distance value of (0.59). Based on this Mary knows now that there is a relation between

Human and Work within the context provided by the structure about Information

Management.
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Figure 66: analysing relations between concepts

Luis anayses how the Computer concept is related with other concepts in the structure.
He uses the option from the Visualisations menu that alows the analysis of conceptual
relationships. When exploring the concept space visualisation, Luis finds that the
Computer concept has five relationships with different semantic distance values: two of

them are upper medium, another two lower medium and the last is small, Figure 67.
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Figure 67: analysis of Computer relationsin the structure

John asks his students to explore the structure for knowledge sharing using ViDESK
client facilities. These facilities include the 3D interactive visualisations, the structure
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listing and the interactive options for further exploring the structure about the

Information Management.

Mary checks how concepts are related based on the criteria information, structure, and
value (Figure 68). Mary finds out that two (Businessand Information) of the 17
concepts have, in their keywords, the ones specified as criteria. Mary aso notices that
the other four critical concepts other than the ones in the first octant do not have the
keyword structure in their keyword group. The first octant is the one with the two
critical concepts (red spheres) linked with the cylinders (Figure 68).
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Figure 68: criteria space visualisation for information, structure and value criteria

Taking into account the criteria space visualisation from Figure 68, Mary finds that the
existing cylinder symbols of the two concepts have the same hit values — 1294 —which
potentially means that their data source results can be similar. This occurs because
performing the corresponding concept searches for these concepts return the same
number of results, although they are different results as shown by the cylinders dlightly
different positions. Luis aso uses the criteria space visualisation to find further relations
between concepts based on their similar keywords. Luis used data, information and

value, which provided the criteria space visualisation in Figure 69.

Luis finds out that none of the structure for knowledge sharing concepts met all the
criteria, which indicates that there are no concepts with the data, information and value

keywords together. Luis establishesthat al the critical concept does not have the data
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keyword on their keyword groups but that five of the critical concepts have the
information keyword (the exception being the Technology concept).
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Figure 69: criteria space visualisation for data, information and value criteria

Tom relates to the information and value criteria without specifying athird criterion, as
visualised in Figure 70. Because Tom has just introduced two criteria, concepts are
positioned in a plane composed of the information and value criteria. Four concepts
meet the criteriac Business, Information, Management and Value.
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Figure 70: acriteria space for the information and value keywords
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Tom managed to relate four critical concepts from the Information Management theme.
He aso discovered that although each concept has a different number of hitsin the data
source, the associated concepts are close to each other. This may indicate that for the
data source there are no differences in searching occurrences for each of the concepts.
To test this hypothesis Tom used the Searché& Browse menu (Figure 50) with the option

concept search, enabling him to see the data source results and compare them.

Luis tries to make some searches for its local data source, based on both the concept and
keyword search facilities from the Search& Browse menu. VIiDESK uses these facilities
to detect if some of the occurrences of the data source have relevant information in the

context of the structure for knowledge sharing.

After exploring the VIDESK visualisation design, Tom, Mary and Luis have a better
understanding of the available network of concepts and their relationships as their
discussion in the chat system seems to show. Thiswill alow them to participate in the
construction of the structure for knowledge sharing by using the Collaboration menu
(Figure 55).

STRUCTURE ENHANCEMENT

John proposes a new concept. He does this based on his analysis that most of the critical
concepts have some kind of relationship with information and value. John proposes a
concept named Work, defining it with a brief sentence, its type and position in the

concept space visualisation. The proposal is placed for voting as shown in Figure 71.

To support the proposal of a structure enhancement as John did, users should take
advantage of the chat system to introduce and discuss their proposals. Figure 75 shows a

text log for the structure enhancing discussion.
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Figure 71 asking for avote on the new concept proposal

The voting process ends with the results gathered by the VIDESK server and returned to
each VIDESK client as shown in Figure 72. The voting results notify that the new
concept Work is accepted and the structure for knowledge sharing updated accordingly

in the server. All the users will receive the new structure that includes the new concept

from the server.

AERE D Y i} H
Ol Uswe  Colshwssos Vissskesiisns Sewcsafowss ghm
S Uty itk | COMCEPT SPACE Vissotsotns | CRNTERIN SPACE Visusisation | Suucnie Lisdsy  Protetye Ciodite

S Bl S Coscepn

hi: Wik
T s
il s Hussans - dinaction: §4 - ditance facig: 2

Waling ressl: KOCEPTED

i o s 4
WES - 3 MO - 1 MEUTAAL -0

Figure 72: avoting display results from the concept proposal

Tom performs an add keyword proposal regarding the Task concept. Tom proposes a
new keyword because the concept Task has no keywords. He does so by selecting the
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option Add Keyword from the Collaboration menu (Figure 55). He introduces the
concept name to which the keyword is proposed (Task), the name of the proposed
keyword (value) and the corresponding rating (0.6). ViDESK displays a new voting
window for the add keyword proposal as shown in Figure 73.
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Figure 73: asking for a vote on the new keyword proposal

Again avoting pool takes place but thistime Luis and Mary voted no, and John and
Tom voted yes. Because the number of yes votes is not greater than half plus one of the
group members — in this case, three — the proposal was not accepted. This resultsin the
structure not being updated.

&4 VIDESK chat Client - Luis

John: well i think that we need a concept Wark -
Mary why if we have one already named Task

Tom: i agree with john, work is different from task

John;well, the idea is to allow future reference towork as a concept
Luis: armeeay where doyou place it

John: near the concept Human because its related with people

Mary: well can we vote the concept and move to ather contribution
John: ok, iwill propose the concept for vating

Tom: what do the group think ahout key value to the Task concept?
Luis: its ok for me

John: what doyou mean by value

Mary: is value related with maoney ar profit

Tom: value is mare than money or profit as Mary propose, its somethir
Luis: yeah, its the reasan why the task must he performed in the firstw
Johin: but i think we have already a different key for that: added-value
Mary: | agreed with jonh, added-value may be hetter, what you thing Ta
Tom: well, the idea is that, so | will propose a keyword added-value to-

John:yes Tom do itl ==
4| | i
Chat here| LSEND

Figure 74: achat window resulting from structure enhancing discussion
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Figure 74 shows the use of the chat system during the structure enhancement
discussion. The text from chat log is given in Figure 75 for the structure enhancing

situations described above — the add concept proposal and the add keyword proposal.

()

Luis: please can John give info about prop

John: well | think that we need a concept Work

Mary: why, if we have one already named Task

Tom: | agree with john, work is different from task

John: well, the idea is to allow future reference to work as a concept

Luis: anyway where do you place it

John: near the concept Human because its related topeople

Mary: well can we vote the concept and move to other contribution

John: ok, | will propose the concept for voting

Tom: what do the group think about key value to the Task concept?

Luis: it's ok for me

John: what do you mean by value

Mary: is it value related with money or profit

Tom: value is more than money or profit as Mary proposes, its something that results from doing
the task

Luis: yeah, it's the reason why the task must be performed in the first way
John: but | think we already have a different key for that: added-value
Mary: | agreed with John, added-value may be better, what you think Tom?
Tom: well, the idea is that, so | will propose a keyword added-value to the task concept
John: yes Tom do it!

()

Figure 75: Text log for the structure enhancing discussion

FINAL REMARKS

Mary, Tom, Luis and John (the lecturer) can actively participate in the structure
enhancement. The VIDESK system allows the interaction between group members and
individually each member can relate the structure for knowledge sharing with a data
source. This relation provides the means to integrate the context reported by the
structure for sharing knowledge with available data. Additionally, each member can
inform others about his’her own perspective and participate in the knowledge
construction activity.

For John, as a lecturer, the system aso produces useful information that can help him to
refine initia structures for Information Management. The VIDESK system also

provides knowledge about the student perspectives about Information Management.

6.5 Summary

The VIDESK prototype has been presented. It provides support for sharing the structure
for knowledge sharing. It is an implementation of the two-part visualisation design and

the information visualisation facility. A detailed description of the prototype from the
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user point of view has been provided. The ViDESK prototype used for evaluation
implements the 3D interactive visualisation design and integrates with it a number of
features for use in a collaborative learning environment:

atwo-part visualisation design composed of a concept space and a criteria space;
a 3D interactive visualisation;

anetwork support;

avoting tool;

achat system;

an Information Visualisation;

asimple browser;

atextual search engine;

© © N o g b~ w NP

an interface to input the knowledge structure.

Additionally, a user scenario has been provided to highlight how VIDESK can be used
as alearning environment too. Taking also into account current CSCL systems,
VIDESK has potential as a collaborative learning tool and provides avalid evaluation

tool to assess the use of 3D interactive visualisations to support collaborative learning.

Chapter 7 — Experiments to evaluate the system in use, describes the experimentation
conducted to evaluate the VIDESK prototype presented in this chapter. Chapter 8 —
Experimental Results, describes and analyses the data gathered.
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7 Experimentsto evaluatethe system in use

7.1 Introduction

Addressing the research problem of how to share knowledge between a group of people
engaged in learning activities, a visualisation for knowledge sharing, the ViDESK
system, was developed. VIDESK supports collaborative learning by minimising
cognitive overhead and information overload.
- to minimise cognitive overhead support was provided for user understanding,
confidence and feedback;
- to minimise information overload support was provided to control the amount of
information available to the user by providing representation facilities and
customised detail.

The VIDESK implementation was presented in chapter 6 — I mplementing a knowledge
sharing system, providing a set of facilities: atwo-part visualisation design; a 3D
interactive visualisation; a network support; a voting tool; a chat system; an Information
Visualisation; asimple browser; atextual search engine; and an interface to input the

knowledge structure.

This chapter presents the evaluation of the VIDESK (Visualisation Design for Sharing
Knowledge) model and its prototype implementation. The chapter describes the
evaluation strategy and the experimental methodology used.

The thesis addresses the problem of how to share knowledge to support collaborative
learning. It also asserts that the use of both the structure for knowledge sharing and the
visualisation design can be used for knowledge sharing in the context of collaborative

learning.

The work objectives are: (1) support of knowledge sharing for collaborative learning by
(2) minimising cognitive overhead and (3) minimising information overload.
Additionally, a number of experimental conclusions were considered, taking into
account the resulting actions. These actions are: (1) easier user interaction; (2) providing
a high abstraction level to describe a knowledge context; (3) supporting data source
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analysis, and (4) providing a context meta-description to analyse and compare different

data sources. Table 3 summarises the work objectives and experimental conclusions.

Number | Description

Work abjectives

1 Support collaborative learning
2 Minimise cognitive overhead
3 Minimiseinformation overload

Experimental conclusions
Ease user interaction

Provide a high abstraction level to describe a knowledge context

Support data source analysis

- OS] T I

Provide a context meta-description to analyse and compare different data

Sources

Table 3: Work objectives and experimental conclusions

The prototype was intended to test both the functionality and effectiveness of the use of
the structure for knowledge sharing and the design of the visualisation to support

collaborative learning.

The devel oped prototype implements the main ideas proposed by the VIiDESK model:
- a(textual) structure for representing the knowledge to be shared;
- avisualisation design to convey information about the structure being shared;
- an environment to allow the use of the structure and visualisation design to

discuss and collaboratively enhance the knowledge being shared.

The rest of this chapter is structured as follows:

- Section 7.2 — “Experiments’, where experiments to evaluate VIiDESK are
introduced.

- Section 7.3 — “Using tasks to conduct the experiment”, discusses the strategies
used for the ViDESK evaluation.

- Section 7.4 — “Experimental methodology”, describes the methodology used to
conduct the VIiDESK evaluation.

- Section 7.5 - “Experimental procedures’, presents the precise procedures used
to evaluate the ViDESK prototype.

- Section 7.6 — “Summary”, summarises the chapter and briefly introduces the

next chapter.
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7.2 Experiments

To evaluate the extent to which VIDESK fulfils the specified work objectives, three
distinct experiments were developed to test different issues related to the work
objectives and experimental conclusions, allowing better data analysis and minimising
data gathering complexity. Due to the multidisciplinary nature of this work, the
evaluation assumes an important role, helping to analyse how the VIiDESK prototype

impacts each of the work objectives.

The following assumptions made in each experiment helped to conduct the experiments.
The experimental results are used to inform each of the work objectives evaluation. The
assumptions are important because they guide how both the work objectives and

experimental conclusions can be confirmed regarding each experience set up.

EXPERIMENT 1

Experiment 1 considered experts developing a structure for knowledge sharing and
specifying its visualisation. Four assumptions can be considered taking into account
experiment 1:

1.1itispossible to build a structure for knowledge sharing for a specific knowledge
theme. By testing this assumption it is possible to help confirm the work objective
of supporting collaborative learning, and also the experimental conclusion of
providing a high abstraction level to describe a knowledge context;

1.2 it ispossible for an expert to specify the visualisation parameters for the knowledge
sharing structure. By testing this assumption it is possible to help confirm the
experimental conclusion of providing a high abstraction level to describe a
knowledge context;

1.3 experts consider the structure useful for their own knowledge view. By testing this
assumption it is possible to help confirm both work objectives. minimise cognitive
overhead and minimise information overload;

1.4 experts consider the visualisation as a better representation when compared to the
textual description. By testing this assumption it is possible to help confirm both the
work objective of minimising cognitive overhead and the experimental conclusion

of ease user interaction.
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Taking into account these assumptions and their relation with work objectives and
experimental conclusions, experiment 1 focused on assessing how:
- aparticular knowledge theme can be represented by the (textual) structure;
- thevisudisation design can represent the structure;
- the VIDESK prototype can be used to create the structure.

EXPERIMENT 2

Experiment 2 considers exploring an existing structure by interacting with its

visualisation. Four assumptions can be considered for experiment 2:

2.1 it ispossible for users to obtain and use information conveyed by the visualisation
design. By testing this assumption it is possible to help confirm two work
objectives. minimising cognitive overhead, and minimising information overload,
and also, the experimental conclusion of making ease user interaction;

2.2 it is possible for users to reason about and describe the structure of the knowledge
theme being represented. By testing this assumption it is possible to help confirm
the work objective of supporting collaborative learning, and also, the experimental
conclusions of ease user interaction and providing a high abstraction level to
describe a knowledge context;

2.3 itispossible for users to take advantage of the visualisation design to analyse the
structure's relationships. By testing this assumption it is possible to help confirm the
experimental conclusion of providing a high abstraction level to describe a
knowledge context;

2.4 it is possible for users to compare the knowledge theme view with data source
information that is provided by the visualisation design. By testing this assumption
it is possible to help confirm the work objective of minimising information
overload, and also, the experimental conclusions of supporting data source analysis
and providing a context meta-description to analyse and compare different data

SOuUrces.

Taking into account these assumptions and their relationship with work objectives and
experimental conclusions, experiment 2 focused on assessing how:

- auser can understand the structure;

- auser can individualy learn;

- auser can be supported for accessing a data source.
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EXPERIMENT 3

Experiment 3 considers enhancements to the structure using the visualisation for shared

interaction. Four assumptions can be considered taking into account:

3.1itispossible to use the structure and visualisation design for knowledge sharing of a
given knowledge theme; By testing this assumption it is possible to help confirm
two work objectives: minimising cognitive overhead and supporting collaborative
learning, and also, the experimental conclusion of providing a high abstraction level
to describe a knowledge context;

3.2 it is possible to enhance the structure using the visualisation design as an interface.
By testing this assumption it is possible to help confirm two work objectives:
minimising information overload and supporting collaborative learning, and also,
the experimental conclusion of ease user interaction;

3.3 it ispossible to explore the structure's relationships using the visualisation design as
an interface. By testing this assumption it is possible to help confirm two work
objectives: minimising cognitive overhead and minimising information overload,
and also, the experimental conclusion of ease user interaction;

3.4 it is possible to engage users in collaborative learning using the visualisation design
for a given knowledge theme. By testing this assumption it is possible to help
confirm the work objective of supporting collaborative learning.

Taking into account these assumptions and their relation with work objectives and
experimental conclusions, experiment 3 focused on assessing how:

- the users can share the structure;

- the users can enhance the structure;

- the users can learn collaboratively;

EXPERIMENTAL ASSUMPTIONS AND WORK OBJECTIVES

Taking into account the above assumptions and the work objectives we can relate them

to Table 4. Also considered are the experimental conclusions.

Concerning the work objective 1 (support collaborative learning), assumptions 1.1 and
2.2 although addressing individual learning, they are regarded here as requirements to

support collaborative learning.
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Experiment 1 Experiment 2 Experiment 3 Number
assumptions assumptions assumptions of related
11 (12 |13 |14 |21 |22 |23 (24 (31 |32 |33 |34 | assumpt.

Work objectives

1 X X X X X 5
2 X X X X X 5
3 X X X X X 5

Experimental conclusions

1 X X X X X

2
3 X
4 X

Table 4: Work objectives, experimental conclusions and experiments assumptions

The work objectives were addressed with the same number of assumptions. The
evauation only addresses, at the same level of analysis, the first two of the additional
experimental conclusions. The other experimental conclusions regarding the support of
data source analysis were addressed only by one assumption, which indicates the need

for further research to be conducted.

Section 7.3 describes the strategy used to conduct the experiments to evaluate the
model, proposing an evaluation based on three experiments where user interaction with
the system is guided by specifying precise tasks to be undertaken. The experimental
methodology adopted for the evaluation of the VIiDESK system is presented in section
7.4. Section 7.5 outlines the experimental procedures. The results and their discussion

are presented in chapter 8 — Experimental Results.

7.3 Using tasksto conduct the experiment

A recent study recommends that virtual design environments are very useful to convey
complex educational design concepts [Kalawasky, 2000]. This seemsto confirm the
educational potential of such systems, which include the VIiDESK prototype.

However, using a 3D space as the basis for the visualisation design brings some, as yet,
unsolved problems concerning both the user and the platform to test the system
[Erickson, 1993; Hubbold et a., 1995; Ingram and Benford, 1995]:
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- user disorientation, leading to user confusion and spatial unawareness;

- novelty of the user interface, which differs from current available systems;
- the need for the user to learn symbols and navigation tools;

- processing and response times,

- interface limitations onthe prototype, lack of adequate peripherals;

- hardware limitations on the prototype, (e.g. input/output devices).

Instead of dealing with each of the above issues separately, atask approach was
followed. A number of tasks were designed for conducting the experiments. This
focused user interactions on the more important issues regarding the research objectives
and allowed direct observation of user activity. Concerning the hardware issues, the
evaluation focuses mainly on testing the VIiDESK approach without concern for using
the best interface possible or trying to optimise system response times. However the

reported issues must be taken into consideration for the evaluation design.

To test the VIDESK approach a number of different experiments were conducted to
evaluate different parts of the system. The use of three distinct experiments allows
concentration on particular issues needing evaluation in order to assess how the system

can be used to support user learning.

The three distinct experiments to be corducted are:

1. Ask people to construct a structure and its visualisation. This supports evaluation of
how the structure can be used to present an expert's view regarding a knowledge
theme, and be meaningful to others.

People were asked to build a structure for knowledge sharing. The structure is based
on concepts (sets of keywords with a given name composed of one or more words),
keywords (aword) and keyword ratings (the rating can be a value between zero and
one, with two decimal places). The structure describes the view of an expert or a
group of experts on a particular knowledge theme; it provides the context to reason
about a given domain or topic — tacit knowledge. Tacit knowledge is defined as the
knowledge that is used as a tool to handle or improve what is in focus [Sveiby,
1994]. Other users can enhance the structure by proposing new concepts, keywords
and altering existing keyword ratings.

2. Ask people to explore an existing structure by interacting with its visual

representation. This supports evaluation of how the visualisation design can be used
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to support user interaction with the structure for knowledge sharing and how users
understand structure content. It also tests how the visualisation can convey
information about the structure.

People were asked to explore a visualisation that represents a structure about a given
knowledge area (Information Management). Two parts comprise the visualisation
design: the concept space and the criteria space. The concept space visualisation is
used as the shared view for representing the structure. It allows each user to interact
with the structure representation where concepts have a fixed spatial position. The
criteria space can be customised by the user and presents the structure concepts
placed according to user input criteria. The criteria space allows the organisation of
concepts into variable spatial positions according to the criteria used which can be
keywords from the structure. The rating of each keyword in a given concept yields
its co-ordinates for spatial positioning. The concept space visualisation is used to
explore the structure by enabling analysis of conceptual relationships based on up to
three keywords. The criteria space visualisation is used to relate concepts using up
to three keywords, taking advantage of using a 3D co-ordinate system to allow the
gpatial reorganisation of the structure representation.

3. Ask people to enhance a structure using the visualisation for shared interaction. This
allows evaluation of both how the structure and the visualisation design can be used
to support user collaboration to discuss and augment knowledge being shared and
how users learn from that (promoting one kind of learning called reflection
[Norman, 1991]). The learning is organised as collaborative learning.

People were asked to use the visualisation to collaboratively enhance the shared
structure. Each user can explore the visualisations to take advantage of the existing
structure to learn about the knowledge theme being represented. The 3D interactive
visualisation can help user learning about the structure theme being represented. The
visualisation helps user interaction and supports its contribution to enhance the
structure and thus allows user participation in the structure construction. Each user

has a chat and voting facility to interact with other users.

Taking into consideration that ViDESK was evaluated using three distinct experiments,

anumber of different tasks were devel oped.
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EXPERIMENT TASKS

For the first experiment, a single task was considered. The task was to construct a

structure to specify an expert’s view on the knowledge he/she wanted to share with

others. This alowed evaluation of how the structure could be used to describe context

knowledge as an expert view. Table 5 summarisestask 1.1.

Task 1.1 Construct a structure for knowledge sharing

Title Build a structure that provides the expert's view of a particular knowledge theme
view, suitable for an introduction to the domain or topic.

Description The task requires each participant to develop his’her own structure for agiven

theme. The participants are asked to develop a general structure that can be used
by abroad audience in ahigher education context. The goal isto build a structure
that includes the most important concepts related to the theme.

Table 5: Experiment 1 task

For the second experiment, two tasks were considered for dealing with the structure

visualisation and with the structure content. For the task concerning the structure

visualisation, alist of questions was organised for guiding the user when interacting

with the prototype. It worksin asimilar way to a checklist regarding the interaction
with available VIDESK features. The task concerning the structure content deals with

guestions related to content analysis and user ability to understand the existing structure

by using the VIDESK prototype. It includes questions related to user ability to

contribute to new concepts and keywords. This allows evaluation of the use of the

visualisation design to convey information about the structure. Table 6 summarises the

two experiment 2 tasks.

Task 2.1 Structure visualisation

Title Explore the visualisation to identify the structure elements and its relationships.

Description Each user has direct support when needed with the researcher guiding the activity
for task completion. The user is free to spend the time he/she wants and to ask any
questions. Thistask is used for introducing system facilities and associated
concepts.

Task 2.2 Structure content

Title Explore the visualisation design in order to know more about the context
knowl edge being represented and propose more structure elements.

Description Each user has direct support, when needed, for using the system. However, the

researcher simply reacts to user questions and waits for participants' responses.
Gathered data results from participant responses and user activity observation.

Table 6: Experiment 2 tasks
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For the third experiment, a different task was requested. The task is related with the
enhancement of a structure by proposing new structure elements for voting (concepts,

keywords and keyword ratings).

The experiment is run in two ways, one with an existing structure and the other with an
empty structure. In each run, each user must contribute with a specified number of
concepts and keywords and is alowed to alter existing keyword ratings. This allows
evaluation of how the structure content can be shared among and enhanced by, different

people, and if it can be used for krowledge sharing. Table 7 summarises task 3.1.

Task 3.1 Collaborative construction of a structure
Title Participate in the enhancement of the structure being shared
Description Participate in the structure construction by proposing concepts, keywords and

keyword ratings to be included in the structure. Use the system facilities to discuss
and vote the proposals. It is expected that each user can contribute with at |east
two concepts and five keywords to the common structure. Two different situations
will be tested using an existing structure, and start with an empty structure.

Table 7: Experiment 3 task

The strategy of using tasks to guide user interaction in the system allows the focusing of
the evaluation on user impact and operation. In particular the main goa of the three
experiments is to determine whether or not the system can be used to support

collaborative learning.

7.4 Experimental Methodology

Evaluation in educational systems requires a good amount of effort. Both quantitative
and qualitative studies need to be conducted in order to deal with different variables that
must be considered to test an educational system [Cohen et al., 2000].

The notion of the role of evaluation in increasing our understanding of educational
innovations is not new and was defended by Parlett [Parlett, 1974]. The adopted
evauation strategy takes into account results of other studiesin virtual learning
environments [Britain and Liber, 1999], 3D virtual environments [Kaawsky, 2000] and
visualisationsystems [Swan et a., 1998].

The tools used included records of user activities, pre and post-experiment

guestionnaires, user observation and system logs. Also included were pre and post-tests
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to assess knowledge embedded in task checklists. These tools were devel oped following
the guidelines proposed by severa authors [Britain and Liber, 1999; Cohen et al., 2000].

However, evaluation of collaborative technology is best done through field evaluations
because these can be used to assess social-psychological and anthropological effects of
the technology [Grudin, 1988]. An attempt to analyse all the dimensions involved in
VIDESK usage would have lead to a huge amount of gathered data, much of it
irrelevant to the learning process.

Moreover, ethnography is anintrinsically descriptive task that resists formalisation and
its methods rely on the study of people and their activities in their natural environment.
The method relies on understanding the setting from the point of view of those involved
in it [Jones, 1998]. Hughes and other assert that the aim of ethnography isto see
activities as social actions, embedded within a socially organised domain and
accomplished in and through the day-to-day activities of participants [Hughes et al.,
1994].

An ethnographic application in system design described by Hughes and other as

eva uative ethnography, where the study is undertaken to verify or validate a set of
already formulated decisions [Hughes et a., 1994]. Crabtree and other provide an
example of evaluative ethnography applied to virtual environments where the authors
claim that the design of virtual environments involves a significant degree of novelty
and requires explicit study of participants at very early stages of the project [Crabtree et
al., 1999].

The evaluation of the VIDESK prototype must take into account its own novelty and its
impact on first time users. As asserted by Calvey and other, users need time and practice
to learn how to use and become experts to take advantage of a computer support tool
[Calvey et al., 1997]. As expert users they can both take full advantage of the system

and discover new functions and applications.

The resulting experimental data must be summarised both quantitatively and
qualitatively. User activity patterns must be analysed (e.g. from video recordings).
Video observation is also important, since responses to questionnaires could be biased
(e.g. towards positive responses) rather than objective (accurate reflection of levels of

contribution). These responses need to be compared with video evidence to check
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consistency. The data gathered from all the post-experiment questionnaires takes into
consideration the positive response effect that is minimised by performing a data
transformation from a five scale variable for rating like — disike, to atwo scale variable
(dichotomise the variable). This transformation takes two of the scale values as positive
(only one in experiment 2) and considers the other values as negative. A complete
discussion of methods for data gathering using different strategies applied to educations
is presented by Cohen, Manion and Morrison [Cohen et al., 2000].

For the first experiment, the system evaluation factors are pre and post-experiment

guestionnaires and analysis of resulting structures.

For the second and third experiments, system evaluation factors are pre and post-
experiment questionnaires and observation of user activities during the tasks
completion. Some of the evaluation sessions were video recorded for later analysis of

user actions, concerning the use of the ViDESK prototype.

A number of additional observations were also made during the three experiments and
reported as empirical findings to complement gathered results. These observations result
from detecting user interaction patterns, from user questions and from any unexpected

situation that occured during the experiment.

The VIDESK evaluation was designed to assess how:

- aparticular knowledge theme can be represented by the structure;

- thevisualisation can represent the structure;

- theVIDESK prototype can be used to input the structure;

- users can understand the structure by exploring a visualisation composed of a
concept space and a criteria space;

- users can share the structure by using the concept space visualisation as an
interface;

- users can enhance the structure by using a voting tool and a chat system to
collaborate based on information and impact in the visualisation;

- userscan learn individually (related to the structure content) by exploring a
visualisation composed of a concept space and a criteria space;

- userscan learn collaboratively by exploring and participating in the structure

enhancement;
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- users can be supported in accessing a data source by using an Information
Visualisation within the criteria space with results displayed using a simple
browser.

The selected users for testing the system were university teachers and students.
Additionally, a number of selected cases were included to analyse how young and
mature people react to VIDESK. It is expected that users' learning can result both from
using the VIiDESK visualisation design and from collaboratively enhancing a structure

for knowledge sharing.

The VIDESK prototype used for the evaluation implements the 3D interactive
visualisation design and integrates with it a number of features for use in a collaborative
learning environment, as already introduced in chapter 6:

atwo-part visualisation design composed of a concept space and a criteria space;

a 3D interactive visualisation;

anetwork support;

avoting tool;

achat system;

an Information Visualisation;

asimple browser;

atextual search engine;

© © N o g b~ wWwDNhPRE

an interface to input the knowledge structure.

For each of the three experiments and corresponding tasks, a different version of the
prototype was used with a particular selection of the available prototype’ features. This
was done in order to ease both evaluation procedures and user operation. It has also
enabled a decrease in the specification requirements for hardware and thus provided

more mobility to perform evaluation sessions in different locations.

In experiment 1 paper and pencil was used by the structure experts to do the
specification. A modified interface was used to optimise the structure input and its

visualisation allowing the use of afunction set for modifying the krowledge structure.

In experiment 2, a standalone version of the prototype was used with complete

functionality except for networking, chat and the voting tool.
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In experiment 3 the full system functionality was provided taking into account the need

for eachuser to interact with others to perform the experimental task.

Table 8 summarises the prototype facilities used in each experiment.

Prototypefacilities
Experiment/task 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1/11 X X X
2/21and 2.2 X X X X X
3/31 X X X X X X X X

Table 8: Prototype facilities used by experiment

The prototype facilities 1 and 2 represent the visualisation design. Facilities 3, 4 and 5
the collaborative issues and facilities 6, 7 and 8 the integration with data sources. For

the evaluation, the available hard disk information.

7.5 Experimental procedures

The pilot system was tested with volunteers from the Fernando Pessoa University,
Portugal, using the developed prototype in English (as is the case for many other
applications on the Windows platform). The pilot test was used to improve the wording
in the prototype’s interface and introduce a number of additional features to support
navigation in the concept space, such as the refresh visualisation option, the orientation
axisin the origin and a reduction of the relations shown between visible concepts. These

features were described in detail in chapter 6, section 6.3.

As three experiments were conducted, the participants, evaluation scripts and physical
environment must be described for each one apart. All the experiments took place in
Portugal between May and July 2000 and used volunteers from University Fernando
Pessoa and other local ingtitutions in Porto, Portugal, considering the special cases of
young and mature people. Although some cultural issues may apply, the use of tasks to
conduct the experiment may help reduce its influence [Ka awsky, 2000].

The total time spent on evaluation exceeded 140 hours with 60 volunteers involved.
These values do not take into account earlier trials and pilot testing that involved more
evauation hours and users. Volunteers agreed to participate in the evaluation sessions

and no payment was made for their involvement.
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75.1 Construct astructureand itsvisualisation

The first experiment is based on one task where an expert is asked to build a structure
describing a particular knowledge theme in which he/she is expert. The evaluation
focused on assessing how:

- aparticular knowledge theme can be represented by the structure;

- the visudisation design can represent the structure;

- the VIDESK prototype can be used to create the structure;

PARTICIPANTS

Twelve participants were involved in experiment 1.
- sixloca experts on Information Management;;
- theother six experts in different areas — knowledge themes (Dance, Bakery,
Human Resources, Earth Sciences, Football, Mechatronics)
The chosen knowledge theme was Information Management. However, a number of
additional themes were aso considered to determine if the structure could be used to

specify the experts' views.

The experiment consisted of the following activities, as summarised in Table 9:

- Participant completes a participant pre-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.1)

- Researcher introduces the system, with a demo, and provides an experiment goal
description. To introduce the system and the experiment goal description, alive
demo was presented of its main features. Following this, a standalone version of
the VIDESK prototype was used to input the structure in a“hands-on” session
involving the participants. Each participant was asked to perform a single task:
construct a structure for knowledge sharing about his/her expertise theme. The
participants were asked to construct their own structure about their theme. They
were allowed 30 minutes reflection time for preparing their structure after a brief
explanation of the system.

- With the help of the researcher, the participant inserted the structure into the
system and was given a second system demonstration.

- The participant then completed a post-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.2).
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Activity Duration (mm)
Introduce the system and experiment goal description 5
Compl ete a participant pre experiment questionnaire 2
Introduce ViDESK concepts (including the structure elements) 15
General overview of the system functionality (prototype demo) 15
ask for the structure specification for the expert's theme 30
input the structure (with researcher support for system operation) 30
Explore the concept space visualisation 15
Complete a participant post-experiment questionnaire 8

Table 9: Experiment 1 evaluation script (completion time: 120 minutes)

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

The structure construction test was conducted on a Compag Armada 1573D L aptop
with an additional external 3-button mouse. The laptop introduces some difficulties for
the user interface concerning its display, but enables more mobility to apply the test
when and where possible. The VIDESK prototype version used was a standalone

version without network services in order to increase computer response times.

The test was always made with the computer on a table with daylight exposurein a
room where only the participants and the researcher were present. The table had only

the laptop and the evaluation materials onit.

Reported difficulties in using the laptop computer were related to the laptop monitor
limitations. The computer had the following technical specifications: an Intel Pentium
MMX at 233MHz processor, 64 Mb RAM, 3102 Mb IBM hard disk, a graphics card
C&T 68554 PCl 2Mb used with a 800x600 resolution in a12,1" stn passive display, a
Portuguese keyboard, and an external 3-button mouse EasyMouse Genius. The
operating system was Microsoft Windows 95 (Win95B build 4.00.1111).

7.5.2 Exploreastructure by navigating the visual isation

The second experiment was based on two tasks in which each participant was asked to
use the VIDESK prototype. The tasks were designed to allow the exploration of the
visualisation both for testing the visualisation and structure content. The tasks followed
a checklist to be accomplished. The experiment focused on assessing how:

- users can understand the structure;
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- users can individualy learn;

- users can be supported in accessing a data source;

PARTICIPANTS

A tota of forty (40) participants were involved in experiment 2:

a group of undergraduate students (10);

- agroup of graduate students (11);

- agroup of university staff (11);

- asmal group of young people (4);

- asmal group of mature people (4).
The first three groups were composed of members recruited from the Fernando Pessoa
University and other local universities. The last two groups members were recruited
among personal contacts to fulfil the requirements for both young and mature people.
Appendix C provides more detailed information about the characteristics of the group

members ages, sex and instruction degree.

The experiment consisted of the following activities, as summarised in Table 10:

- Participant completes a pre-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.1).

- Researcher introduces the Information Management theme using a related paper
and provides an experiment goal description. All the participants use a structure
about the Information Management theme. This structure, presented in appendix
A, is based on Wilson textbook [Wilson, 1997]. To introduce the theme a four
page article was used: Butcher, D and Rowley, J. - The 7 R’s of Information
Management, Managing Information, March 1998 (val 5, n. 2). The goal was to
explore the structure for knowledge sharing (about the Information Management
theme) and to perform two tasks concerning visualisation and content facilities.

- Participant uses the VIDESK prototype to perform two tasks: one about the
structure visualisation (appendix B.3) and the other about structure content
(appendix B.4)

- Participant completes a post-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.5).
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Activity Duration (mm)

introduce the system and experiment goal description 5
complete a participant pre-experiment questionnaire 2
introduce ViDESK concepts (including the structure elements) 10
general overview of the system functionality (prototype demo) 5
participant reads the article about | nfor mation Management (theme 30

introduction)

lab training period 10
participant performs the two tasks (task 2.1 and task 2.2) 50
participant completes a post-experiment questionnaire 8

Table 10: Experiment 2 evaluation script (completion time: 120 minutes)

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

The same computer specified for experiment 1 was used. The prototype includes the
Information Visualisation, the browser and the search engine integration facilities, as

reported in section 7.3.

Physical conditions were the same as experiment 1. Each test was repeated for each
participant in turn. The total test time with experiment 1 exceeded 100 hours including

set up times and participant test time extensions.

7.5.3 Enhance astructure by using the visualisation for shared interaction

The third experiment was based on the collaborative construction of a structure where a
group of participants used the VIiDESK prototype to construct and enhance a structure
for knowledge sharing. Each participant had his’lher own computer running ViDESK
prototype and a computer network connected al the participants. The experiment
focused on assessing how:

- users can share the structure

- users can enhance the structure

- users can learn collaboratively

PARTICIPANTS

A total of eight (8) participants were involved in experiment 3:
- two groups of four participants each, selected from the 42 participants from

experiment 2.
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The two groups were composed of subjects from experiment 2 because this would
provide a previous introduction both to the VIiDESK concepts and prototype usage.
Appendix C.2 provides more information about the characteristics of the two group
elements. Each group has a different set of activities because one of the groups uses the
VIDESK prototype and the other uses direct communication between its members (with

the help of paper and pen, and oral communication).

The learning outcomes from each experiment are different, according to different kinds
of experience asindividual exploration (experiment 2) and collaborative experience
(experiment 3) engages participants in different contexts and complementary learning
experiences as described in appendix C. Also, this way, participants in experiment 3
have already been introduced to VIiDESK prototype.

The experiment consisted of the following activities, as summarised in Table 11:

- Participant completes a pre-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.1).

- Researcher provides an experiment goa description. The goal was to contribute
to the creation and enhancement of a structure for knowledge sharing about
Information Management, using the available facilities. The first group used
paper and pen and oral communication with group members placed around a
table. The second group used the VIDESK prototype; in this case, the researcher
introduced the VIDESK prototype functionality.

- The participants were asked to use system facilities to perform a common task.
The task had two phases: one for an existing structure about the theme and,
following this, with an empty structure. Two knowledge themes were considered
which means that the task was performed twice. The first time used a theme that
could be easily understood by every participant (the chosen theme was Holidays
— appendix B.6). The second time involved the Information Management theme
(using a different structure from the one used in experiment 2 - appendix B.7).
For each phase, participants followed the experiment 3, task 3.1 checklist
(appendix B.8). All the participants had access to written material about the
Information Management theme to help them propose and vote concepts and
keywords to be included in the structure. The written material was composed of
a4 page article: Butcher, D and Rowley, J. - The 7 R’s of Information

Management, Managing Information, March 1998 (vol. 5, n. 2) and amore
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detailed paper (20 pages): Choo, C. — Information Management for the
Intelligent Organization: Roles and implications for the information professions.
Digital Libraries Conference, March 27-28, 1995, Singapore.

- Participant completes a post-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.9).

Activity Duration (mm)

introduce the system and experiment goal description 5
complete a participant pre-experiment questionnaire 2
introduce ViDESK concepts (including the structure elements) 10
general overview of the system functionality (demo for the second group) 10
participant performs the task (task 3.1) 60
participant completes a post-experiment questionnaire 8
repeat the evaluation script using the two themes: Holidays and 95
I nformation Management

Table 11:Experiment 3 evaluation script (completion time: 190 minutes)

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

The first group used a large table where the four group participants could be seated in
positions where each participant could write without the others seeing what he/she was
writing. The second group used the VIDESK prototype. The VIDESK prototype version
used was a full- networked version with a sa of services available for user support and

collaboration (voting tool and a chat system) as reported in section 7.4 for experiment 3.

The test was performed in aroom prepared for the test, with two computers on separate
desks and the other two on around table with the respective monitors in positions that

did not allow a user to see both displays. Users were asked not to speak during the test.

The client computers have the following technical specifications: an Intel Pentium
MMX at 233MHz processor, 32 Mb RAM, 2 GB hard disk, a graphics card S3 with an
800x600 resolution, a15" SVGA monitor, a Portuguese keyboard, and a 3-buttom
mouse. The operating system is Microsoft Windows 95 (Win95B build 4.00.950). The
server computer was an Intel Pentium 133 MHz, 32 Mb RAM, 1,5 Gb hard drive, a
graphics card S3 with an 800x600 resolution, a 14" SVGA monitor, a Portuguese
keyboard, and a 3-button mouse. The server operating system was the Microsoft
Windows NT 4.0 with service pack 3.0 (WinNT build 4.00.1381). A 3COM Office
Connect Hub TP4 provides the network support. The total number of connected
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computers was three clients and the server, providing four simultaneous workstations in
the networked version of the VIDESK prototype.

The tota time for experiment 3 exceeded more than 20 hours including set up times and

the two runs for each group.

7.6 Summary

This chapter has described how the VIDESK prototype was used to evaluate the
VIDESK approach and assess how and to what extent users can share knowledge,
particulary when engaged in learning activities together.

The design of the experiments followed a strategy based on specified tasks to be
performed by usersin a series of three experiments. Together, these experiments enable
the testing of the system support for collaborative learning, minimising cognitive

overhead and minimising information overload.

The three experiments were:

- first experiment: oriented to assess how an expert can use a structure for
knowledge sharing to specify a knowledge theme, including the use of the
concept space visualisation to represent it;

- second experiment: considers how a user can explore the knowledge theme
taking advantage of the visualisation design and the VIiDESK system;

- third experiment is focused on how the VIDESK system can be used to support
collaborative learning by requiring a group to enhance a structure for knowledge
sharing.

Chapter 8 — Experimental Results discusses and anayses the data gathered from the

experiments described in this chapter.
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8 Experimental results

8.1

I ntroduction

This chapter presents and analyses the results of the evaluation conducted with the
VIDESK prototype. The VIDESK prototype intends to test both the functionality and

the effectiveness of the use of the structure for knowledge sharing and the visualisation

to support collaborative learning.

The research addresses the problem of how to share knowledge to support collaborative

learning. The thesis claims that both the structure for knowledge sharing and the

visualisation can be used for knowledge sharing in the context of collaborative learning.

The work objectives are:

supporting collaborative learning: providing the means for a group of people to
work together in learning activities, while allowing individual learning to take
place. Sharing a common set of conceptsis essential to involve each individual
in group communication.

minimise cognitive overhead: provide support to minimise user confusion or
difficulties in making choices and decisions. Cognitive overhead quantifies
demands made on working memory;

minimise information overload: minimise the problem of a user receiving more
information than he/she can process by providing a context in which to use
information. Information overload occurs when the user’ s information

processing capacity is exceeded.

Additionally, four experimental conclusions were also evaluated:

ease user interaction, by providing a visualisation with which to explore the
structure for knowledge sharing and allow the collaborative enhancement of the
structure.

provide a high abstraction level to describe a knowledge context, by using a
network of concepts to describe a knowledge theme both having a high level
description and a visual representation.

support data source analysis, by using an information visualisation, integrating
with a browser and search string generation, it is possible to relate the
knowledge theme to real world data.
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- provide a context meta-description to analyse and compare different data
sources. This is made possible by having a visualisation that both represents the
knowledge theme as a context description and information of a data source
integrated as an information visualisation. By changing the data source, it is
possible to use the same context and thus provide means of comparison between

the context and different data sources.

The evaluation comprised a set of three experiments that were described in detail in
chapter 7 — Experimentsto evaluate the system in use. The need for three
experiments to evaluate the research objectives arose in order to provide a structured
approach to determining the extent to which the VIiDESK system addresses the sharing
knowledge to support collaborative learning and provide answers to how:
- aparticular knowledge theme can be represented by the structure;
- the visualisation can represent the structure;
- the VIDESK prototype can be used to input the structure;
- users can understand the structure by exploring a visualisation composed of a
concept space and a criteria space;
- users can share the structure by using the concept space visualisation as an
interface;
- users can enhance the structure by using a voting tool and a chat system to
collaborate and influence the form of the visualisation;
- userscan learn individually (related to the structure content) by exploring a
visualisation composed of a concept space and a criteria space;
- users can learn collaboratively by exploring and participating in the structure
enhancement;
- users can be supported in accessing a data source by using an Information
Visualisation within the criteria space with results being displayed in a smple

browser window.

The three experiments were:
- Experiment 1 focused on assessing how a particular knowledge theme can be
represented by the structure, how the visualisation can represent the structure
and how the VIDESK prototype can be used to create the structure.
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To address these issues, experiment 1 was based on constructing a structure for
knowledge sharing where each expert chooses the knowledge theme and specifies
his’her view, including the visualisation and VIiDESK structure.

The important aspects of this experiment are the resulting structures and the experts
opinions about the structure construction, the resulting structure and visualisation

reported in the post-experiment questionnaire.

- Experiment 2 focused on assessing how much a user understands the structure,
how a user can individually learn from using the VIiDESK system and how a

user can be supported in accessing a data source.

To address these issues, experiment 2 was based on asking the user to explore the
VIDESK prototype in performing two tasks. One task related to the structure
visualisation to explore the visualisation and obtain information about the structure. The
other task was related with the structure content - the knowledge theme itself. The two
tasks included a number of requests designed to assess how the user could learn about

the knowledge theme by using the system.

The important aspects of this experiment are the user responses to proposed tasks, ad
their opinions about the system support for navigation, content exploration and data

source access reported in the post-experiment questionnaire.

Additional information from the experiment was provided by statistical analysis and
VIDESK usage observation In particular, a qualitative analysis of what users learned,
based on the analysis of the users contributions to the knowledge structure and their

feedback performing the experiment 2 task.

- Experiment 3 focused on determining how users share the structure, how users

enhance the structure and how users learn collaboratively.

Experiment 3 was based on asking a group of four people to use the VIiDESK prototype
in a computer network, with each user operating his’her own VIiDESK client. The group
had the task of enhancing four structures about two knowledge themes. For each theme
the users were asked to enhance an existing structure and, after that, populate an empty

structure on the same theme.
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The important aspects in this case are the users’ resulting structures, the analysis of each
user’s contributions and their opinions about the system, what he/she thinks has been
learned and respective reported justification. Users opinions were collected using the
post-experiment questionnaire. Observation of user interaction provided additional
results for the experiment. Additionally, a qualitative analysis of users' interaction and

chat logs inform the quality of learning that has been achieved.

All three experiments involved 60 volunteers and more than 140 evaluation hours. The
reported results in this chapter represent only part of the available data and its
organisation takes into account the evaluation questions presented in section 7.3 —
Experimental Methodology. Empirical results were considered following on observation
of VIDESK prototype usage, system logs and participants questions, remarks and
proposals.

The experimental results are used to restate assumptions made in section 7.1, chapter 7
as described in detail in this chapter when the experiment results are analysed, and
provide evidence for reflecting about the research objectives in section 9.1. — Objectives

of the work re-visited.

Appendix C — Experimental data, presents in detail the results gathered from
following the experimentation of VIiDESK prototype, as reported in chapter 7. This
appendix aso reports qualitative detail of the experiments to inform the results

discussion.

The rest of the chapter is structured as follows:

- Section 8.2 —“Analysis of experimental results’, considers the VIDESK
approach, the results of the experiments and further analysis. It provides a
discussion of results against the VIiDESK goals and the research issue of how to
share knowledge between a group of people, in particular people engaged in
collaborative learning.

- Section8.3 - “Summary of experimental results’, summarises the most

important results obtained from the evaluation studies.
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8.2 Analysisof experimental results

8.2.1 Experiment 1 data analysis

Results from experiment 1 are reported in Appendix C.1, where provided is detailed
information about the participants’ group characteristics, the resulting structures
specified by the participants, the resulting visualisations for representing the structures,
and the post-experiment questionnaire data.

Concerning expert opinions about how the concept space visualisation can be a useful
representation for the structure and how experts can use the structure to make explicit
their expertise in producing Information Management and other theme structures for
knowledge sharing the following observations can be made:

- Expertstend to ask first what perspective they must provide before constructing
the structure. They were asked to produce an introductory structure athough it
was intended to be complete enough to be used by other people.

- All the experts were able to produce a structure and although they were
introduced to the system with a structure featuring 17 concepts they produced
structures with a smaller number of concepts (between 5 and 10). They had a 30
minute time period to specify the structure as specified for the task in chapter 7.

- All the Information Management structures tend to have a similar number of
concepts and associated keywords as already described but with very different
concepts and relationships as aresult of each of the user’s interests.

- Theresulting shapes of the structure visualisation are very different even for the
same theme. This may indicate a flexibility to represent different perspectives by
also allowing different “images’ for each structure.

- Experts find the concept space visualisation helpful or very helpful.

Additionally, a study was conducted using statistical analysis methods. The post-
experiment questionnaire (appendix B.2) questions were considered as study variables.
The variable values were dichotomised from the questionnaire responses, grouping
“very easy” and “easy” responses in one group and “neutral”, “quite unhelpful”, and
“unhelpful” into another group.
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Performing a non parametric test — binomial — to compare the constructed structures
with an analysis of computer and theme expertise against task opinions (construction,
input and visualisation of the structure) the following observations can be made:

1. The structure construction task seemsto be considered by the expertsto be a
nontrivial task, although they reported increasing degrees of difficulty in deriving
the concepts, keywords, and keyword ratings, respectively.

2. Theinput structure task seems to be considered easy by experts at a confidence level
of 5%.

3. The concept space visualisation seems to be considered informative by experts at a
confidence level of 5%.

4. The resulting structures seem to be considered informative by experts at a
confidence level of 5%.

5. A confidence level of 5% is the result of grouping as “positive”’ results two of the
responses and as “ negative”, three of the five questionnaire alternatives. When not

considered the neutral response as a “negative’ one, the confidence level is 1%.

Performing a logistic regression for explaining computer expertise results based on the
answers to the question of constructing the structure, inputting the structure, considering
the visualisation as representative and structure informative the following observations
can be made;

1. The computer expertise is approximately significant with a 10% level considering
the opinion about the input structure task. This means that none of the participants
responses showed a strong relation with computer expertise.

2. The computer expertise seems not to have any relation with expert’s opinion on
constructing the structure, considering the visualisation informative and considering

the structure informative.

Performing a logistic regression for explaining theme expertise results based on the

variables constructing the structure, inputting the structure, considering the visualisation

informative and structure informative the following observations can be made:

1. The theme expertise is approximately significant with a 10% level considering the
opinion about the input structure task, and opinion on how the structure ould be
informative. This means that none of the participants responses showed a strong

relation with theme expertise.
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2. The theme expertise seems not to have any relation with expert’s opinion on

constructing the structure and considering the visualisation informative.

From these results there seems to be some relation between computer expertise and
prototype use for inputting the structure, and between computer expertise and theme
expertise, when experts consider the visualisation informative. More important, there
seems to be no influence from participants computer and theme expertise in their

responses.

Qualitative details about experiment 1 and concerning the resulting structures for
knowledge sharing and correspondent visualisations are fully described in appendix C.1

- Reporting data from experiment 1: construct a structure and its visualisation.

SUMMARY FOR EXPERIMENT 1

The following observations are made in the light of the experiment 1 results and the
analysis of how the structure can be constructed and its ability to represent a structure
for knowledge sharing. We aso see how the system can be used to input the structure
and how useful its concept space visualisationis.

- the structure can be useful for representing the view of an expert about a given
theme. In order to present the knowledge theme arelatively small number of
concepts are used (5 to 10). The constructed structure represents the expert’s
view and the participants' opinion was that the structure gives them the
opportunity to express a valid theme relating to their expertise that can be
shared. Overal, the participants found very helpful or helpful both the structure
and its visualisation but they found the structure construction to be harder.

- thevisualisation was considered helpful and was used as a representation for
supporting the expert's discussion of hisher knowledge theme. In some cases,
the visualisation was used to detect some improvements to be made and hidden
rel ationships between concepts.

- Input of the structure for visualisation was considered very easy or easy. Just
one expert responded that it was difficult (one that had little experience using
computers). Some reported that the interface could better support input by
displaying existing concepts and keywords and allow themto be selected for
reuse. They also reported the need for a better way of indicating the concepts
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gpatial position. The concept space visualisation was considered helpful and was

used as a support to spatially place the concepts.

8.2.2 Experiment 2 data analysis

Results from experiment 2 are reported in Appendix C.2, where provided is detailed
information about the participant group characteristics, the resulting data from
participants use of the structure visualisation, the resulting data from participants

exploration of the structure content, and the post-experiment questionnaire data.

Concerning the participants opinions a number of statistical analysis methods were
used to process experiment 2 results. Participants opinions were expressed about the
structure for knowledge sharing, and the visualisation, the system access to supporting

data sources and whether or not the visualisation helps in understanding the structure.

The post-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.5) questions were considered as study
variables. Performing a descriptive statistics test for the six post-experiment
guestionnaire questions results in Table 12, showing a majority of positive and very
positive answers from the 40 test participants. Note that for the first question the

number of participants was just 39 because one of the participants did not answer the

question.
Participants Minimum | Maximum M ean Standard
answers value value deviation
Rate the structure for| 39 1 2 1,46 0,51

Information Management]

Rate concept space visualisation 40 1 5 1,55 0,88
for exploring the structure

Rate criteria space visualisation 40 1 4 1,60 0,74
for relating concepts

Rate support for accessing datg 40 1 3 1,28 0,51

Rate system use to learn about 40 1 3 1,55 0,60
Information Management]

Rate the system for supporting 40 1 3 1,52 0,68

users’ own contributionsto the
structure

Table 12: Responses to the post-experiment 2 questionnaire

These values suggest a high level of participants acceptance of the VIiDESK prototype,

both of its use and of its structure for knowledge sharing and visualisation.
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The answers from the post-experiment questionnaire questions were dichotomised by
identifying two groups: one with the “very helpful” answers and the other with the
“quite helpful”, “neutral”, “quite unhelpful”, and “unhelpful” answers, in order to
process these data using statistical methods. The goal is to compare the post-experiment
guestionnaire questions against computer use and theme expertise, these being two
variables associated with participants in the pre-experiment questionnaire (appendix
B.1).

Performing a logistic regression to explain computer expertise results, based on the

variables corresponding to the post-experiment questionnaire (structure for describing

the theme, concept space visualisation for exploration, criteria space for relating, system

support for access to a data source, system use for learning, and system support for user

contributions) the following observations can be made:

1. The computer expertiseis significant at a 1% level with respect to users' opinion
that the system supports learning.

2. The computer expertise seems not to have any relationship with participant’s
opinions about the structure for describing the theme, concept space visualisation for
exploring, and criteria space for relating, system support for accessing a data source,

and system support for user contribution.

Performing alogistic regression to explaining theme expertise results, based on the

variables that correspond to the post-experiment questionnaire the following

observations can be made:

1. Thetheme expertise is significant at a 5% level with respect to the concept space
visualisation for exploring the structure opinion.

2. Thetheme expertise is significant at a 5% level with respect to the criteria space
visualisation for relating the structure opinion.

3. The theme expertise is significant at a 10% level with respect to the system support
to access a data source opinion.

4. The theme expertise is approximately significant at a 10% level with respect to the
structure for describing the theme opinion.

5. The theme expertise does not seem to have any relation to participant’ s opinion on

system use for learning, and system support for user contribution.
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The confidence level of 5% results from considering as positive answer only the “very
helpful” option, again the other four options considered as negative. The confidence
level changes to 1% if we considered the first to options (“very helpful” and “ quite
helpful” as positive). From these results there seems to be a relationship between what a
participant could learn with the system and the computer expertise, and between the use

of both visualisations and theme expertise.

These two relationships seem to show that if the user has some computer expertise
he/she can learn more using the system, and if the user has some theme expertise he/she
can better take advantage of the visualisations. Learning has been assessed using the
tasks and analysing participants responses to the experiment 2 task 2.1 checklist
(appendix B.3).

Performing alogistic regression to compare the opinion about the learning effects from

the post-experiment questionnaire with computer and theme expertise alows the

following observations:

1. System support for learning about the theme in participant’ s opiniors is significant
at 1% level with respect to the computer expertise.

2. System support for learning about the theme, in the participant’ s opinion, seems not

to have any significart relation to theme expertise.

Performing a logistic regression to compare the learning opinion from the post-
experiment questionnaire with the other variables from the questionnaire allows the
following observations:

1. System support for learning about the theme in participant’s opiniors is significant
with a 1% level considering the opinion about the structure describing the
Information Management theme.

2. System support for learning about the theme in participant’s opiniors seems not to
have any significant relation to the other questionnaire variables (both

visualisations, the data source access and structure contribution).

Performing alogistic regression to compare the opinion on system support to contribute
with new concepts and keywords to the structure from the post-experiment
guestionnaire with the other variables from the questionnaire allows the following

observations:
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1. System support for accessing a data source in participant’s opiniorsis significant at
a5% level considering the opinion about the structure describing the Information
Management theme.

2. System support for accessing a data source in participant’ s opiniors seems not to
have any significant relation to the other questionnaire variables (both

visualisations, the system use for learning and the contribution of the structure.

The relationship between the system use for learning and computer expertise was
confirmed as was also the importance of the structure in describing the Information
Management theme. Also, the structure for knowledge sharing was considered
significant when related to the participant's opinions about the system for support

structure contributions.

Qualitative details about experiment 2 and concerning the use of VIiDESK prototype
and the learning outcomes are described in appendix C.2 — Reporting data from

experiment 2: explore a structure by navigating the visualisation.

SUMMARY FOR EXPERIMENT 2

A number of observations can be made taking into account the experiment 2 data
resulting from VIDESK prototype usage and analysis:

- how people react to visuaisation design;

- how participants complete the experiment tasks;

- how people understand the structure for knowledge sharing and use it as a tool

for thinking (and learning) about Information Management.

The resulting experiment 2 observations are:

- Participants were able to contribute with new concepts and keywords related to
the existing structure which seems to show that they were able to understand the
Information Management structure. However, considering the use of the criteria
space visualisation, when asked to describe a particular relationship between
concepts in the structure, just 18 out 40 were able to give proper answers. The
18 participants who provided an answer had used the concept space visualisation
as the major resource to support their answers, followed by reasoning about the

structure content and, ultimately, using the criteria space visualisation. This
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seems to support the use of the concept space visualisation for representing the
structure but raises the question of what use the criteria spaceis.

In participant's opinions, they learn about the Information Management theme
from using the VIDESK prototype. In fact, al the participants were able to
contribute with new concepts to the existing structure (31 participants with two
new concepts, and 9 just with one), with three keywords for the new concepts
(al the 40 participants), and rate these keywords (33 out of 40 participants).
Overall participants were able to contribute to the Information Management
structure independently of their theme expertise, which may indicate that
participants were able to learn about the Information Management theme. Note
that just valid contributions, taking into consideration the context, were
considered.

One of the more popular VIDESK prototype facilities was the search engine
browser. When asked to rate the prototype support for accessing data, most of
the participants answered it was a very helpful facility (23 out 40 participants),
and helpful (13 out 40). Severa participants want to use the system to access the
World Wide Web for their expertise areas proposing that they create the
structure to test the prototype in their interest areas. In task 2.2, dl the
participants were able to make a concept search and choose a document related
to the Information Management theme, which may indicate that the ViDESK
prototype can support accessing data. However the information visualisation
facility, integrated within the criteria space was just used by 4 participants.
Further evaluation is needed to draw some conclusions about the information

visualisation utility.

Additionally the following remarks can be made based on statistical trestment of
gathered data:

It seems to be possible to use the structure for knowledge sharing for describing
a least the Information Management theme, providing participants with a
context that they can explore and relate.

Computer user expertise seems to be related to participant’ s opiniors on system
support for learning.

Theme expertise seems to be related to the participant’s ability to use both

visualisations (concept space and criteria space visualisation).
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From observation of the ViDESK usage the following observations can be made:

- The concept space visualisation seems to encourage participants to understand
the structure concepts as it was used to complete the required tasks in the
experiment.

- Users considered the criteria space visualisation more user-friendly and
understandable. However the young group seems to have difficulties using it.
Participants al so reported that the criteria space visualisation produce “more
beautiful images’. Some participants reported that they easily understood the
criteria space visualisation because they were able to “fit it on the computer
screen”.

- The use of the navigation options seemsto be easily learned by al the
participants that were able to navigate both visualisations even considering the
use of alaptop with a12.1" STN display and an external 3-button mouse. Some
participants report that using the ViDESK prototype is "...fun and different from
using computersin day to day tasks...".

8.2.3 Experiment 3 data analysis

Results from experiment 3 are reported in Appendix C.3, where provided is detailed
information about the participant group characteristics, the structures resulting from
collaboration between group members, the paper and pen and ViDESK prototype

support for collaboration, and the post-experiment questionnaire data.

This section analyses experiment 3 results by studying how the task was performed and
how successfully was both paper and pen and VIDESK prototype use based on

participants opinions and considering experts evaluation of the resulting structures.

Based on the final structures resulting from performing task 3.1 for two themes and the
two groups, 8 structures were obtained. Five Information Management experts rated
these structures for knowledge sharing using a like/didiike scale. A final overall
structure rating was cal culated making an average of the three central values (not
considering the higher and lower expert rates). The same experts were also asked to rate
the structures about the Holidays theme. The structures were evaluated based on a
printed description of the structure with the concepts, keywords and keyword rates.
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Table 13 summarises the structure evaluation by the five experts. The helpful /
unhelpful scale used was 1 — “very helpful”, 2 — “helpful”, 3 — “neutral”, 4 — “quite
unhelpful”, 5— “unhelpful .

Expert 1 | Expert2 | Expert 3 | Expert4 | Expert5 | Overall
scor e
Manual group|
Holidays, existent structure 2 2 4 3 2 2,33
Holidays, empty structure 3 2 3 3 2 2,66
Information Management, 2 1 2 1 2 1,66
existent structure
Information M anagement, 2 4 3 3 2 2,66
empty structure
System group|
Holidays, existent structure 2 3 2 2 3 2,33
Holidays, empty structure 2 2 1 2 2 2,00
Information M anagement, 2 1 2 2 1 1,66
existent structure
Information Management, 3 2 2 1 3 2,33
empty structure

Table 13: Structure evaluation by a panel of five Information Management experts

Some observations can be made based on the sructure evaluation overall score:

- Theoverdl score for all the structures were between a helpful and neutral
evaluation being in most cases more close to the helpful score (2.00).

- The“starting with empty structures’ situation tends to present a greater overall
score which means that these situations tend to result in better structures for
knowledge sharing when compared with starting task 3.1 with existing
structures.

- Within the empty structures, just the system group structures had been evaluated
as very helpful by one of the experts, in both themes.

- The system group has the same overall scores for the existing structures when
compared with the manual group.

- The system group tends to have better evaluation overall scores for the empty

structures when conpared to the same structures from the manual group.

Taking into consideration what participants reported they learned, it is possible to
summarise as follows:
- Participants from the manual group report for the Holiday theme that all had
learned (4 out of 4). The following remarks provided qualitative detail to support
the existence of learning episodes: one of the participants reported “some of the

discussed conceptswere novel and allowed me to think of new perspectives’.
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Another participant says “l learn to «see» new concepts in a different
perspective as well their rolein constructed structure”. Two other participants
report more general comments to justify their learning: “I learned and made
some discoveries about Holidays (...) The use of the structure was very positive
and interesting (...) and allows mental development.” and “(...) the collaborative
construction of the structure increases both confidence and security in learning
new concepts. (...) It also allows students «rich» perspectives of the knowledge
theme.”

Participants from the manual group for the Information Management theme
report that they learned (3 out 4 participants): “(...) there was information
exchange that otherwise would not have been possible”. Ancther participant
reports, “It was somewhat messy in the beginning but discussion allowed usto
help each other”. Other participants who reported to have learned commented
that “(...) asan expert | was able to observe others' difficulties because they
have less knowledge about the theme.”

Participant s from the system group report for the Holiday theme that they learn
(3 out 4). One of the participants says, “I learn that we are all different but can
share some common ideas”. Other participants add, “(...) it was interesting but
also a little frustrating that some of my proposals were not accepted. (...)
Overall | like the sharing of the same image of the structure by all participants
and | useit for discussion”. One more participant refers that “l learned a lot
about other peoples’ perspectives about Holidays. These per spectives
complement mine and allow me to think of things that | would never remember
to think”.

Participants from the system group report they learn about Information
Management (3 out 4 participants). One of the participants says, “the concept
space allowed me to think about the most important aspects of the structure”.
Another participant says that “I learned that even without knowing too much
about Information Management, | was able to under stand, contribute and
discuss the structure - pretty cool!” A last participant refers that “I think that the
most important thing | learnt was others' per spectives and the impact of new
concepts and keywords on structure relationships. (...) Another learning issue
was the possibility to discuss and create common meanings for concepts’. A

participant that reported that no learning took place stated: “(...) getting

- 209 -



confused with the system (...) particular with what | think of each concept and

what others say in discussion. The concept space just increases my confusion”.

Based on the gathered participants justifications for what they learned performing task
3.1, itis possible to indicate that the enhancement of the structure for knowledge
sharing provides learning opportunities. In particular, group discussion and voting
seems to augment learning and to be more effective when using the ViDESK prototype.
In this case, the system group was able to involve the group participants in the
construction of the structure for knowledge sharing as further described in appendix
C.3.

Additionally, a study can be done analysing the post-experiment questionnaire answers,
by grouping results taking into account two variations for each question. The first
option is to group for each question the values 1 and 2 as group A, and the values 3, 4,
and 5 as group B; this indicates that the answers of very helpful and helpful were
separated from the answers neutral, quite unhelpful, very unhelpful. The second option
isto group for each question the value 1 as group A, and the other values, 2, 3, 4, and 5
as group B; meaning that what was not answered as very helpful was not from group A.
These separation ranges also takes into account the number of reduced participants as
was the case for experiment 1. Note that experiment 2 has a different separation range
resulting from having a higher number of participants. Table 14 summarises each
grouping occurrence for the two options considering the post-experiment questionnaire
from experiment 3 (appendix B9).

Experiment 3| Manual | System | Manual | System

post-experiment questionnaire| group group group group

questions| option1 | option 1 | option 2 | option 2
1- understand others|  7-1 6—2 1-7 4-4
2- contributeto the structure|  7-1 5-3 3-5 1-7
3- contribute to structure, compared with others| 6- 2 5-3 1-7 1-7
4—task of constructing the common structure| 7-1 5-3 2-6 3-5
5- opinion about thetool| 7-1 5-3 1-7 0-8
6 - rateresulting structure| 7-1 6-2 1-7 2-6
7 - system/tool use 7-1 1-7
8 — concept space vis for exploring the structure 7-1 4-4
9 criteria space vis for exploring the structure 9-0 2-6
10 - rate the information vis for analyse/access datal 5-3 1-7
11 —rate the 3D interactive visin the system 6-2 4-4
12 — communicate with other participants| 6- 2 6-2 4-4 1-7
13 - learn about thetheme| 7-1 6-—2 7-1 6-2

Table 14: Grouping answers in experiment 3 post-experiment questionnaire
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Based on the above table, the following observations can be made:

the manual group presents more group A answers for all questions when
considering option 1. This seemsto confirm that paper and pen may have a more
traditional interface for supporting structure collaboration as proposed by task
3.1

in questions related to the ViDESK prototype only (questions 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11)
the number of group A answers were similar to the ones gathered for the manual
group. This seems to indicate that participants have some difficulties using the
system.

considering option 2 values and comparing the manual group with the system
group questions it seems possible to find three questions where system group
answers were more positive. They are question 1 (understand what the other
participants were communicating); question 4 (rate the task of creating the
common structure), and question 6 (rate the resulting structure). This may
indicate that although overall answers were worse for the system group, it
suggests some indicators of better support for collaboration when compared to
manual group answers. These results may need further research to be confirmed.
considering the related VIDESK questions (7, 8, 9, 10, and 11) from system
group, for option 2 it seems that questions 8 and 11 yield higher group A
responses. This may indicate that the system group participants find the concept
space visualisation very useful for exploring the structure and aso rate the 3D

interactive visualisation as very helpful.

Qualitative details about experiment 3 and concerning the structures resulting from

collaboration between group members and evidence of supporting collaboration and

collaborative learning are described in appendix C.3 — Reporting data from

experiment 3. enhance a structure by using the visualisation for shared

inter action.

SUMMARY FOR EXPERIMENT 3

A number of observations can be made taken on the basis of experiment 3 data resulting

from both paper and pen (manual) and VIDESK prototype usage (system), and the

experimental task:

how people were able to enhance and share the structure for knowledge sharing
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use of the VIDESK prototype as a tool for collaborative learning.

The resulting experiment 3 observations are:

sharing the structure for knowledge sharing took place in both groups. The
manual group used paper and pen for note taking and voice communication for
proposing, voting, and for discussion. The participants from the manual group
were able to share the structure using paper and pen although some problems
occur in updating ongoing enhancements to the structure. In the system group,
participants were able to share the structure by using the concept space
visualisation as an interface that allows each user to have access to the current
version of the structure. The concept space visualisation was used most of the
time to support voting and discussions. From the structure resultsit is possible to
say that the concept space visualisation has served as an interface for
participants sharing the structure with some advantages when compared to the
paper and pen version: automatic updated and tracking rel ationships between
concepts.

enhance the structure for knowledge sharing. Both the paper and pen participants
from the manual group and the VIiDESK prototype participants from the system
group seem to be able to propose, discuss and wote structure enhancements. The
VIDESK prototype seems to support participant’s actions to enhance the
structure by providing a chat system and a voting tool integrated with the
visualisation design. Participants from the system group were able to discuss
more and make more reections than the participants from the manual group,
although they were able to make five times more contributions based on alter
keyword rate actions. This seems to indicate that the system group has a more
focused and productive structure enhancement than the manual group.

learn with each other. Overall, in the participants’ opinion each one was able to
learn about both structure themes as reported by 13 of the 16 participants.
Participants comments about performing task 3.1 seems to indicate that overall
they had a good experience that was considered useful and allowed participants
to learn about the knowledge theme being shared. The structures were enhanced
with proper and acceptable new concepts and keywords and also by introducing
new keywords for existing concepts (providing different concept relationships).
All the participants were able to contribute with, at least, proposals for voting
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and be involved in the discussion of others proposals. The system group was
able to use the visualisation design to explore the structure for knowledge
sharing and based their collaborative actions (proposing, voting and discussion)

on information taken from the visualisation design.

Additionally the following remarks can be made based on participants observations:

- paper and pen use (manua group) provides a higher number of contributions to
the structure for knowledge sharing (both concepts and keywords) but denotes
more difficulty in getting a general updated perspective of the structure for
knowledge sharing when compared to the use of the ViDESK prototype for the
same goal. It also lacks support for concept relationship analysis in the structure
for knowledge sharing.

- the VIDESK prototype (system group) provides more discussion between
participants when compared with the manual group. The VIiDESK prototype
also provides better support for analysing the structure (in particular, its
relationships) but it demands more time to be effective and requires that

participants have some computer expertise to use the system.

8.3 Summary of experimental results

Taking into account the work objectives, the proposed experimental conclusions and the
experimental results, it is possible to analyse how each objective was accomplished
regarding the evaluation results. The discussion is conducted according to the
established relation between assumptions and work objectives and between assumptions
and experimental conclusions, as presented in section 7.1, from chapter 7 —

Experimentsto evaluate the system in use, and summarises the evaluation findings.

8.3.1 Work objectivesanalysis

WORK OBJECTIVE 1: SUPPORT COLLABORATIVE LEARNING

Collaborative learning is defined as groups working together for a common purpose,
where individuals learn from being involved. Reported difficulties are the need for
sharing a common ground of concepts and maintaining each individual communication

within the group.
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Related assumptions are:

(1.1) — it is possible to build a structure for knowledge sharing for a specific knowledge
theme.

(2.2) — it is possible for users to reason about and describe the structure's content
regarding the knowledge theme being represented.

(3.1) — it is possible to use the structure and visualisation for knowledge sharing of a
given knowledge theme.

(3.2) —it is possible to enhance the structure using the visualisation as an interface.
(3.4) —itis possible to engage users collaborative learning using the visualisation for a

given knowledge theme.

Based on these assumptions and on the experimentation results, the following
conclusions can be made:

- regarding assumption 1.1, experiment 1 results show that the constructed
structure presents the expert’ s view and participants opinions, and that the
structure gives them the opportunity to express a valid context, that can be
shared about a theme of their expertise.

- regarding assumption 2.2, experiment 2 results show that half of the participants
were able to use the concept space visualisation as the major resource to support
their answers, followed by reasoning about the structure content and, secondly,
using the criteria space visualisation. However all the participants were able to
contribute to the structure independently of their theme expertise.

- regarding assumption 3.1, experiment 3 results show that using the structure for
knowledge sharing has been possible. Participants were able to discuss the
structure content among group members, and some evidence was collected that
each user reasoned about the knowledge theme being shared.

- regarding assumption 3.2, experiment 3 results show that participants were able
to propose, discuss and vote on the structure enhancements. Participants using
the VIDESK prototype were able to discuss more and make more rejections
when compared to the paper and pen use, as reported in detail in appendix C.
This seems to indicate that using the ViDESK prototype provides a more

focused and productive structure enhancement when compared to the paper and

pen use.

- 214-



- regarding assumption 3.4, experiment 3 results show that most of the
participants think they have learned from the knowledge theme views presented
to them. Participants also report to have a good experience, which they
considered useful, allowing them to learn about the knowledge theme being
shared. All the participants enhanced the structures with proper and acceptable

contributions.

Overal, the three experiments show the potential of using ViDESK ideas to support
collaborative learning in a higher education context. Although current experimental
results show that participants perform best if they have some experience of using
computers and previous knowledge of the theme being discussed, all report that they
learn from using the ViDESK prototype and being able to both discuss and make

contributions to the structure for knowledge sharing.

WORK OBJECTIVE 2: MINIMISE COGNITIVE OVERHEAD

Cognitive overhead concerns the problem of a user becoming confused or having

difficulty in making decisions. To minimise this, support must be provided to the user.

Related assumptions are:

(1.3) — experts consider the structure useful for their own knowledge view.

(1.4) — experts consider the visualisation as a better representation when compared with
the textual description.

(2.1) —itis possible for users to obtain and use information conveyed by the
visualisation

(3.1) —itispossible to use the structure and visualisation for knowledge sharing of a
given knowledge theme.

(3.3) —itis possible to explore the structure relationships using the visualisation as an

interface.

Based on these assumptions and on experimental results, the following conclusions can
be made:
- regarding assumption 1.3, experiment 1 results show that experts consider the
use of a structure as a valid tool for representing their knowledge theme and that

its use can provide a structured approach to this knowledge.
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- regarding assumption 1.4, experiment 1 results show that most of the experts
consider the 3D interactive visualisation useful when compared to the textua
structure representation of the knowledge theme.

- regarding assumption 2.1, experiment 2 results show that participants were able
to contribute with new concepts and keywords related to the existing structure
which seems to show that they were able to understand the information
conveyed by the structure. However, when asked to describe a particular
relationship between concepts in the structure, less than half of the participants
were able to give proper answers.

- assumption 3.1, was discussed under work objective 1.

- regarding assumption 3.3, experiment 3 results show that participants were able
to share the structure by using the 3D interactive visualisation as an interface.
Participants use the visualisation facility mostly to support their voting and
discussion actions. Experiment 3 also shows that ViDESK use provokes more
discussion between participants when compared to the paper and pen use. The
VIDESK prototype also provides better support for analysing the structure (in
particular, its relationships as reported in appendix C.3). However it demands
more time to be effective and requires that participants must have some

computer expertise to use the system.

Overall, the use of the VIDESK representations make it possible to minimise cognitive
overhead by providing a direct manipulation 3D interactive visualisation where each
participart can control, explore and manipulate a visual representation of the structure
for knowledge sharing. This visualisation allows multiple perspectives and the
discovery of structure relationships both on concepts and their contents (keywords),
although some participants report difficulties using the visualisation because they feel

somewhat lost using the 3D interactive visualisation.

WORK OBJECTIVE 3: MINIMISE INFORMATION OVERLOAD

Information overload concerns the problem of a user receiving more informationthan
he/she can cope with. It occurs when the user’ s information processing capacity is
exceeded.
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Related assumptions are:

(1.3) — experts consider the structure useful for their own knowledge view.

(2.1) —itis possible for users to obtain and use information conveyed by the
visualisation.

(2.4) —itispossible for users to compare the knowledge theme with data source
information provided by the visualisation.

(3.2) —itis possible to enhance the structure using the visualisation as an interface.
(3.3) —it is possible to explore the structure relationships using the visualisation as an

interface.

Based on these assumptions and on experimental results, the following conclusions can
be made:

- assumption 1.3 was discussed under work objective 2.

- assumption 2.1 was discussed under work objective 2.

- regarding assumption 2.4, experiment 2 results show that participants consider
the prototype support for accessing data very helpful or helpful. All the
participants were able to make a concept search and choose a document rel ated
to the structure theme. However the information visualisation facility was only
used by a small number of participants.

- assumption 3.2 was discussed under work objective 1.

- assumption 3.3 was discussed under work objective 2.

Overall, the VIDESK prototype was able to minimise information overload by offering
atool for the participants’ individual exploration and group sharing of the structure for
knowledge sharing. The tool allows exploring structural relationships and
accommodating the existence of multiple alternative views of the structure. It also
allows the construction of aternative visualisations to satisfy specific information
needs. Although participants where able to use the tool, results show that a small
number of participants will benefit from having a global view with all the existing

structure elements “fit on the screen” with a current position/perspective tracing facility.
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8.3.2 Experimental conclusionsanalysis

EXPERIMENTAL CONCLUSION 1: EASE USER INTERACTION

User interaction involves the user’ related both with other users and with information
artefacts as is the case of the VIDESK prototype. User interaction problems include
difficulties in accomplishing required tasks and learning how to use and take advantage

of available tools.

Related assumptions are;

(1.4) — experts consider the visualisation as a better representation when compared with
the textual description.

(2.1) — it is possible for users to obtain and use information conveyed by the
visuaisation.

(2.2) —it is possible for users to reason about and describe the structure content
regarding the knowledge theme being represented.

(3.2) — it is possible to enhance the structure using the visualisation as an interface.
(3.3) —itis possible to explore the structura relationships using the visualisation as an

interface.

Based on these assumptions and on experimental results, the following conclusions can
be made:

- assumption 1.4 was discussed under work objective 2.

- assumption 2.1 was discussed under work objective 2.

- assumption 2.2 was discussed under work objective 1.

- assumption 3.2 was discussed under work objective 1.

- assumption 3.3 was discussed under work objective 2.

Overal, the 3D interactive visualisation provides an interface for participant discussion
and enhancement of the structure for knowledge sharing. The experimental results show
that the visualisation design supports participant interaction within the group by
proposing an “image’ to convey knowledge to be shared among group elements. It also
supports user interaction with the tool, though observation of users reveals a need for
complementary support such as traditional text based tools (like the chat tool) for
interaction between participants and al'so a need for textual structure listings for

participant exploration of the structure for knowledge sharing.
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EXPERIMENTAL CONCLUSION 2: PROVIDE A HIGH ABSTRACTION
LEVEL TO DESCRIBE A KNOWLEDGE CONTEXT

Thisrefersto ahigh level description for use by collaborative learners, to discuss
models, conceptual relationships and to confront perspectives about a given knowledge

theme.

Related assumptions are;

(1.1) —itispossible to build a structure for knowledge sharing for a specific knowledge
theme.

(1.2) —itis possible for an expert to specify the visualisation parameters for the
knowledge sharing structure.

(2.2) —it is possible for users to reason about and describe the structure content
regarding the knowledge theme being represented.

(2.3) —it is possible for users to take advantage of the visualisation to analyse structure
relationships.

(3.1) —itis possible to use the structure and visualisation for knowledge sharing of a

given knowledge theme.

Based on these assumptions and on experimental results, the following conclusions can
be made:

- assumption 1.1 was discussed under work objective 1.

- regarding assumption 1.2, experiment 1 results show that the visualisation was
considered helpful and was used as a representation for supporting an expert’s
view of hig’her knowledge theme. Experts were able to specify the visualisation
parameters for the 3D interactive visualisation.

- assumption 2.2 was discussed under work objective 1.

- regarding assumption 2.3, experiment 2 results show that participants intensively
use the 3D interactive visualisation to obtain information about the relationships
between structure elements. However just half of the participants were able to
take full advantage of VIDESK facilities to complete al the required tasks
related to analysis of the structural relationships.

- assumption 3.1 was discussed under work objective 1.

Overall, experiment results show that participants were able to reason about the

knowledge theme represented by the structure for knowledge sharing and the 3D
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interactive visualisation. As this structure provides a high level description for a
knowledge theme, participants were able to explore existing relationships in the
structure and propose enhancements. Participants were able to learn about the
knowledge theme, though what they learned was related to providing a cortext and a
general view of the knowledge theme and not a traditional introduction to a knowledge
area. For VIDESK usage, context plays a significant role. The provision of a context for
reasoning about content in a knowledge theme can be provided by using the VIiDESK

prototype that provides a high abstraction level to describe it.

EXPERIMENTAL CONCLUSION 3: SUPPORT DATA SOURCE ANALYSIS

Provide the means for data source analysis based on a given structure for knowledge
sharing by comparing the structure with data source information that can be used both

as feedback to enhance the structure, and to assist in data source information retrieval.

Related assumption is:
(2.4) — it is possible for users to compare the knowledge theme with data source

information provided by the visualisation.

Based on this assumption and on experiment 2 results, the following conclusion can be
made:

- assumption 2.4 was discussed under work objective 3.

The use of the information visualisation facility has proved to be the most difficult
VIDESK facility to learn for the experiment 2 participants. Although, some participants
were able to make some conclusions about how a particular data source has content
related to the context of the knowledge theme view. However, most of the participants
did not understand the support offered by the VIDESK prototype for comparing the
context with a particular data source. The reasons seem to be the difficulty indealing
with abstraction and their theme expertise. As aresult, few of the experiment 2
participants were able to take advantage of the information visualisation facility as

feedback to enhance the structure.
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EXPERIMENTAL CONCLUSION 4: PROVIDE A CONTEXT META-
DESCRIPTION TO ANALYSE AND COMPARE DIFFERENT DATA
SOURCES

Allowing user support to start, generate and analyse data source information retrieval

results in a given knowledge theme context.

Related assumption is:
(2.4) — it is possible for users to compare the knowledge theme with data source

information provided by the visualisation.

Based on this assumption and on experiment 2 results, the following conclusion can be
made:

- assumption 2.4 was discussed under work objective 1.

Although not much evidence was collected regarding this work objective, participants
considered it as one of VIDESK’s most useful facilities and one reason to justify its use.
Participants understand the two modes to generate queries and were able to use them.
When asked to choose from available results, participants tended to choose documents
based on their description in equal humber to those who picked the first entry from the
hit result list. This may indicate a growing participants awareness when compared to
more traditional selections from listing results where up to 90% of people choose the
first result in the list [Introna and Nissenbaum, 2000]. Regarding the use of VIiDESK to
compare different data sources, no data were collected though some participants report
that they would like to test VIDESK with their own databases to check if their own data

environment is representative of the knowledge theme view.

To close the work, chapter 9 — Conclusions and future work, presents the work
conclusions, reporting further related work to be conducted and a number of
recommendations resulting from efforts taken to develop and evaluate a visualisation

design for sharing knowledge.
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9 Conclusions and future work

The research problem of how to share knowledge between a group of people, in
particular people engaged in learning activities together has been dealt with by the
creation of aVisualisation Design for Sharing Knowledge — ViDESK.

Following ideas presented in chapter 4 — Graphical support for knowledge sharing, a
structure for knowledge sharing specifying a knowledge theme and a two-part
visualisation were proposed. They were designed to convey information for knowledge
sharing and to be explored by a group of people engaged in collaborative learning.
Chapter 5— A model for a visualisation for knowledge sharing, proposed a planet-
based metaphor for the visuaisation design and specified the requirements from which
a prototype was developed and presented in chapter 6 — I mplementing a knowledge
sharing system. Using that implementation the evaluation strategy presented in chapter
7 — Experimentsto evaluate the system in use, proposes a task-based assessment of
how a group of people can use ViDESK for collaborative learning. In particular, a series
of three experiments were described to assess how the structure for knowledge sharing
can be used to describe a knowledge theme, if and how each user takes advantage of the
visualisation design to explore the knowledge theme conveyed, and how a group of

people can use the system for collaborative learning.

Finally, a selection of the results gathered during the VIiDESK prototype eval uation
were presented and analysed in chapter 8 — Experimental Results. They show that it is
possible for an expert to use the structure for knowledge sharing to specify a knowledge
theme. Also, users were able to interact with the visualisation to explore information
about the structure for knowledge sharing, and a group of users were able to use the

system for collaborative learning.

This chapter reports the work conclusions and future work. The work objectives
presented in chapter 1— Introduction, section 1.3 are discussed in section 9.1. The

major contributions of the thesis are presented in section 9.2.

Additiona remarks and further work proposals are given in section 9.3 — Future work.
The thesis concludes with section 9.4, where it is restated that visualisation has great

potential to convey information for knowledge sharing.
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The chapter ends up with a number of recommendations for conducting studies similar

to the one presented.

9.1 Objectivesof thework re-visited

The Visualisation Design for Sharing Knowledge proposes the combined use of the

structure for knowledge sharing and the 3D interactive visualisation to support

collaborative learning. The work deals with the problem of how to share knowledge

among a group of people engaged in learning activities together.

The work objectives were to:

support collaborative learning by providing a visualisation to convey the
structure information, and allow that structure to be shared among users. The
evauation has shown that people were able to answer the questions about the
knowledge context specified by the structure for knowledge sharing being used,
as reported in experiment 2 evaluation. The system itself allows user support for
reasoning about the concepts, how they relate and to explore further their
meaning, as observed in the three experiments reported. As people experimented
with the system, and discussed a common structure for knowledge sharing they
also collaboratively enhanced their knowledge, and thus learnt from each other
about the knowledge context being shared as shown by experiment 3.

minimise cognitive overhead through visualisation. As aresult of having an
externalisation of a knowledge context, users were able to reason about and
discuss the context, based on the ability to use the visualisation and chat to track
changes, detail relationships between concepts, as suggested by results from
both experiment 1 and experiment 2.

minimise information overload: the visuaisation deals with the information
overload problem by using a reduced set of symbols in the visualisation and
adding control to its selective display. Usersin experiment 2 took advantage of
the VIDESK system by using the context conveyed by the structure and its
visualisation to perform a number of search activities to a data source. As
reported in experiment 2, most of the users were able to select relevant

documents regarding the knowledge context being shared.
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A number of additional experimental conclusions were obtained taking into

consideration the detailed results reported in apperdix C — Experimental data:

ease user interaction: provide a common interface independent of different
knowledge themes. Users were able to explore the structure for knowledge
sharing as reported by experiment 2. They were also able to discuss and enhance
a structure for knowledge sharing using the visualisation as a representation to
support their discussion, as reported by experiment 3.

the provision of a high abstraction level to describe a given knowledge context:
allowing a high description level for use in collaborative learning to discuss
models, and conceptual relationships and confront different perspectives on a
given knowledge theme. Based on experiment 3, it is possible to say that using
the system provides a different focus on discussion when conmpared to face to
face dituations. The system users tend to focus more on the concept relations
than on the number of concept and keyword proposals, leading to a tighter
network of concepts, as reported by experiment 3.

support for data source analysis: based on a given structure for knowledge
sharing by comparing the structure with data source information. As reported by
experiment 2, most of the users were able to choose from a result list of related
documents, using the VIDESK concept search facility. Observation suggests that
users compared the description of the documents to the context represented by
the visualisation in order to choose items other than the first of the result list
entries.

a context meta-description with which to analyse and compare different data
sources: based on a given structure, this alows the user support to start, generate
and analyse data source results within a particular context. Taking into
consideration experiment 1, where a number of experts specified a structure for
knowledge sharing and its representation, they were able to relate the context
they created to the data source. From users remarks, as stated in the experiment
1 report, it seems they were able to comment how the data source may have
some related content. In the situations where knowledge subjects are about
subjects other than Information Management, the resulting information
visualisation provides no useful information. Some of the users asked if they

could use the system for their own related subject theme resources, as reported
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by experiment 1. However, further work needs to be conducted to assess the

extent of this advantage.

9.2 Summary of contributions

The proposed 3D interactive visualisation is the main contribution of this thesis, with its
visualisation and support for knowledge sharing based on a structure that can be
specified either by experts or enhanced collaboratively. It provides a high level
approach to represent abstract information and offers away to link it with real world
data. Thus it supports the externalisation of a knowledge theme for a group of people to

use together.

The visualisation can be used and explored by users in browsing and searching
strategies and in reasoning about search results in ways that allow the making of

comparisons based on the context provided by the structure for knowledge sharing.

The following items summarise the VIiDESK contributions:

it provides away to convey high-level abstract information by using a structure

to represent a knowledge context to be shared and enhanced collaboratively and

a 3D interactive visualisation to convey structure information.

- it gives generic support to convey knowledge for collaborative learning. It aso
supports collaborative learning and learning.

- it takesit possible to integrate knowledge and data sources in the same interface.
VIDESK supports data source content analysis for a particular context specified
by a structure for knowledge sharing.

- it hdpsusto learn how to design experiments to assess visualisations of shared

knowledge.

Evidence to support these claims came from the discussion of work objectives based on
experimentation results, and is summarised as follows:

- support collaborative learning (work objective 1). Collaborative learning is
defined as groups working together for a common learning purpose. The
experimentation shows the potential of using ViDESK ideas to support
collaborative learning in a higher education context. All VIiDESK users report to

learn and being able to both discuss and make contributions to the structure for

- 225-



knowledge sharing. Results show that participants perform best if they have
some experience using computers and previous knowledge of the theme being
discussed

minimise cognitive overhead (work objective 2). Cognitive overhead concerns
the problem of a user getting confused or experimenting difficulties in choosing
the correct action. The use of the VIDESK ideas allows to minimise cognitive
overhead by providing a direct manipulation 3D interactive visualisation where
each participant can control, explore and manipulate a visual representation of
the structure for knowledge sharing. Results show that participants were able to
use multiple perspectives and discovered conceptual relationships, although a
small number reported difficulties using the visualisation.

Minimise information overload (work objective 3). Information overload
concerns the problem of a user getting more information than he/she can cope
with. VIDESK offers atool for both the participant individual exploration and
group sharing of the structure for knowledge sharing. Participants were able to
explore the structure relationships and constructed alternative views of the
structure, using the criteria space. Although participants were able to use
VIDESK, results showed that just a small number of participants benefited from

using the criteria space visualisation.

Also, anumber of experimental conclusions were made. They demonstrate that

VIDESK can increase interaction, providing a high-abstraction level and support for

data source analysis. Experimental conclusions are summarised as follows:

ease user interaction (experimental conclusion 1). User interaction concerns the
user’s relationship with other users and with information artefacts such as the
one presented by the VIDESK prototype. The visualisation provides an interface
for participant discussion and enhancement of the structure for knowledge
sharing. Experimental results show that the visualisation supports participant’s
interaction within the group by proposing a knowledge shareabl e representation.
Experimental results show the need of complementary support as the use of
more traditional text based tools as the chat tool for interaction between
participants to support discussion and negotiation.

the provision of a high abstraction level to describe a knowledge context

(experimental conclusion 2). This facility increases collaborative learning by
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helping discussing models, concepts relationships and confronting perspectives
about a given knowledge theme. Experiment results show that participants were
able to reason about the knowledge theme being represented, and were able to
explore existing relationships in the structure and to propose enhancements.
Participants were able to learn about the knowledge theme athough what they
learned was related to providing a context and a general view of the knowledge
theme.

support for data source analysis (experimental conclusion 3). Experiment
participants were able to perform data source analysis based on comparing the
structure with data source information that can be used both as feedback to
enhance the structure, and to assist in data source information retrieval. The use
of the information visualisation facility has proved to be difficult for the
magjority of the participants. As aresult, few of the experiment 2 participants
were able to take advantage of the information visualisation facility as feedback
to enhance the structure.

a context meta-description with which to analyse and compare different data
sources (experimental conclusion 4). Participants consider ViDESK as a useful
facility and were able to understand the two modes to generate queries (concept
and keyword). Regarding the VIDESK use for comparing different data sources
no evidence of data were collected although some particip ants report that they
like to test the use of VIiDESK with their own databases to check if their own

data environment is representative of the knowledge theme view.

9.3 Futurework

This section briefly presents a number of issues resulting from the work described in

this thesis. In particular, the discussion addresses further work that can be organised for

evauation, VIDESK prototype enhancements, and potential ViDESK applications.

As aresult of the VIDESK evaluation, the following issues deserve further study and

could be researched in the future:

experiment 1 was oriented to assess how an expert can use a structure for
knowledge sharing to specify a knowledge theme, including the use of the
concept space visualisation to represent it. Further work should be conducted in

order to assess how users can explore and use the structures constructed by the
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experts. Existing structures can be tested in a collaborative setting to assess if
they are useful. Also the data already gathered can be further analysed. The
gpatial positioning of concepts specified in the visualisation aso needs further
research in order to assess its impact in the visualisation and how experts would
prefer to organise it.

- experiment 2 deals with how a user can explore the knowledge theme taking
advantage of the visualisation and the VIiDESK system. Further work should be
conducted in order to analyse al the other variables in the data gathered from the
questionnaires and not considered in this study. In particular, the participants
responses for task 2 concerning structure content could be explored in order to
discover why participants propose the concepts they propose. An interesting
additional study would be a study of the impact of user contributionsin the
concept space visualisation by allowing users to explore the relations of their
contributions with the existing structure. Further study should concern the
impact of using the visualisation to answer more complex problems about the
knowledge theme. Further work is also needed to study usefulness of the criteria
gpace and, in particular, of the Information Visualisation facility within the
criteria space.

- experiment 3 was oriented towards how the VIDESK system could be used to
support collaborative learning by allowing a group to enhance a structure for
knowledge sharing. Further work should be conducted in order to analyse all the
collected data from observing participants interacting for completing task 3.1. It
would also be useful to analyse navigation in the concept space visualisation.
This analysis should take into account zoom, trandlation and rotation actions.
Also, the study of navigation in the criteria space visualisation must be
considered: which of the eight octants were viewed and in what sequence.
Additionally, more participants should be involved in experiment 3 in order to
confirm reported results. With a greater number of participants it would be
possible to compare questionnaire and task results with the participants' level of

computer and subject expertise.

Besides the need for further evaluation the work undertaken opens a wide range of
problems that remain unanswered. The VIiDESK prototype itself can be further

developed to include, among others, the following:
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more advanced hardware interfaces such as the use of 3D input devices for
navigation and 3D glasses or other output devices. This allows us to seek better
ways for users to interface with the virtual environment. In experiment 2 a group
of users reported some difficulties in using the keyboard and mouse to interact
with the visualisation design.

improved network support and visualisation refreshing for better response times,
which, in turn, can augment system functionality. Better network support would
allow to increase the number of usersinvolved in experiment 3 groups.
improved input data for the concept location, taking advantage of the available
absolute and relative positioning facilities. This would extend the concept
positioning facilities, giving users more power to organise the concept space
visualisation, resulting in better awareness of the spatia positioning of concepts,
an observed difficulty during experiment 1, where experts construct their
concept spaces.

Extensions to the criteria space visualisation to alow the use of multiple
keywords and Boolean logic for composing each of the three possible criteriato
render the criteria space. This extends the system support for reasoning and
establishing of complex relationships using the structure for knowledge sharing.
Thisisadirect response to some complaints reported by users on exploring the
visualisation design in experiment 2 evaluation.

incorporation of Dublin Core [Weibel and Lagoze, 1997] and other textual based
classification systems to inform the Information Visualisation, alowing better
content aralysis for existing data sources. This allows the use of other textual
search engines and provides a middle layer to describe how a knowledge context
can be trandated into specialised classification tokens to be used for information
retrieval. This results from severa remarks made by expertsin experiment 1.
include gesture support in the voting tool by sensing users rising hand actions
[Gouveia and Gouveia, 2000]. This may lead to a more integrated user interface,
involving users and focusing them in the structures enhancement and not in the
voting process (enhancing the feel of presence). The observed action on voting,
in experiment 3 evaluation, shows that using the voting window is sometimes
difficult regarding the screen size and the need to explorethe visualisation

design.

- 229 -



Additionally, a number of other applications for the VIDESK model, other than
collaborative learning support, can be considered:

- Information Retrieval support: as aresult of the Information Visualisation, the
VIDESK prototype can be used to analyse and compare the knowledge theme
with information from a given data source or a set of data sources. The
Information Visualisation in this case can be used as a tool for analysing
semantic similarity between the tacit knowledge being shered and the data
source content. This application needs to be tested and evaluated to assess its
feasibility.

- Integrated Learning Environments are composed of a set of tools that assist
learning activities and content access for a number of users [Gouveiaet dl.,
2000a]. This includes tools for collaboration, pedagogical issues, multimedia
support, and information management. ViDESK can be used to complement
content requirements within a particular context given by the structure for
knowledge sharing.

- Workflow: learning about a particular working environment. ViDESK could be
used to help new workers learn about the general working context and available
detail about the way information is used. In this particular application, activities
can be defined as concepts and keywords as resources. Thus, the visualisation
supports the sharing of meaning about the work context.

- Knowledge Management. Using additional annotation facilitiesand a
recommender system, VIDESK could be extended to assist knowledge
management by providing both an interface for existing knowledge databases
and a knowledge annotation tool.

- Content Management. As avisua interface for content management ViDESK
would support different views independent of the content itself. The ViDESK
prototype can be integrated in a system like EFTWeb as an operation service
[Gouveiaet a., 2000b].

9.4 Conclusions

The structure for knowledge sharing supports the representation of knowledge themes,

which provide contexts that can be used in a higher education setting. The structure can
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be used to share context knowledge and the 3D interactive visualisation as an interface

for enhancing this context by a group of people.

The system can be used to collaboratively enhance the structure to express the group’s
view. The visualisation design can be used to convey structure information providing a

feasible interface for individual user exploration and group sharing.

The VIDESK system specific addresses the needs of sharing knowledge by allowing a
group of students to share meanings and elaborate a common ground for understanding
and “think together” about a knowledge theme or context. The VIDESK system
proposes a virtual environment approach to introduce the co-construction of knowledge
and provide the experience of discussing and enhancing a context following a
constructionist approach. In particular, a number of pedagogical needs are satisfied,
related to the construction of a network of concepts, negotiate meanings and explore
concepts relationships that allow users both individually and within a group to organise

and share knowledge by providing a common representation to their efforts.

Although further research work needs to be undertaken, preliminary results seem to

confirm most of the work objectives as presented in section 9.1.

The use of the VIDESK, in particular its 3D interactive visualisation offers an
alternative approach to organising information about a given topic by taking advantage
of using a 3D space. The learning effects resulting from this approach are the most vivid
experience in interacting with the network of concepts used to share knowledge and the
possibility to present available information in a similar spatial environment to the one
where people work and live. However, considering the VIDESK actua prototype,
several issues arise concerning its usability. The proposed virtual environment can be
enhanced by using alternative hardware as head mounted displays and virtua reality
input devices and thus reinforce the notion of its learning benefits. The use of such
hardware improvements provides a more precise assessment of ViDESK potential,
specialy the advantages of using a 3D interactive visualisation. Resulting from
evaluation, a number of issues concerning the interface and constraints in exploring the
visualisation and the collaboration support shows some limitations that may impact on
assess how much the system can support learning and also the learning extent on users.

This may also provide additional findings on ViDESK learning effects.
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Considering the learning issues a number of findings were made that make visible
various kinds of learning resulting from using the VIiDESK system. Beyond the
understanding of the VIiDESK visualisation as a context representation that has been
successfully tested and where users showed to be able to explain the representation to

others, a number of learning effects were also visible.

The VIDESK has been designed to support collaborative learning by sharing knowledge
as a network of concepts. The resulting context is co-constructed collaboratively by
involving individuals and producing a number of learning episodes from which the

following are examples:

- the VIDESK concept space visualisation provides a context representation as a
network of concepts. By exploring it, a number of users were able to support
their reasoning and propose new concepts to expand the context. They were aso
able to consider and discuss concept relationships, developing a new
understanding of concept meanings and its impact within the represented
context. A number of learning effects were observed as the case of users
engaged in experimenting ViDESK, gain the capacity to propose new valid
structure elements and discuss among them its impact. In this case, they learn by
doing, constructing and arguing (qualitative detail has been provided in
appendix C).

- resulting from using the VIDESK system both in stand alone or collaborative
mode, a number of learning episodes were identified. Asking users to describe
the learning outcomes from using the system, some of them reported learning
effects that can be classified as situations where reflective learning takes place.
In particular one user reported that it was just when proposing a new concept
and arguing about its need that he realised that another concept fulfils the need,
showing him a perspective that he was not able to follow without being involved
in discussing it. Another example was provided by a user that reports to gain an
approach to organise and structure information about what to know within the
context. The user also reports that the system provides the opportunity to analyse
for missing relationships and inconsistencies. The user adds: “I now realised
that what | really know about this context needs to be thought through and
further developed”.
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The use of 3D interactive visualisation proved to be feasible to support the sharing of
knowledge. The use of avirtual world alows representation of high-level abstract
information. Although the evaluation undertaken was not able to fully demonstrate this,
users should interact with the visualisation design to assist them in comparing data
source information with the knowledge theme being shared. This could provide atool
for comparing different data sources based on a given knowledge context which alow

an overall semantic data source analysis to take place.

The VIDESK system provides the opportunity to dynamically support the co-
construction of knowledge using a digital support and offering a 3D interactive
visualisation that conforns to the notion of mental models as visual enabling network of
concepts for describing a knowledge theme or context as introduced by Damasio
[Damasio, 1994].

The system contribution that a 3D visualisation providesin contrast to a 2D
visualisation is the offering of additional semantics to be explored for organising
information and thus provide a more natural approach to individuals the negotiation of a
common base of meanings concerning a particular knowledge theme. In particular, there
is no need to make a projection of the three real world dimensions to the two available
in the 2D case. It also provides the possibility to share a visualisation that can be
explored and viewed in aternative views not by explicit use of some form of semantic
operation but just by inspecting the 3D visualisation as we do in real world activities
with real world objects. The main issue is to provide a virtual environment where the
VIDESK visuaisation can be used as knowledge objects representation to share

knowledge and support collaborative learning.

Considering the use of traditional tools for supporting learning among a group of
individuals such as whiteboards, sticky notes or index cards, the use of computer-based
external representation provides a potential for digital integration. When compared to
other lower-tech representations, the ViDESK visualisation offers the possibility to
integrate a high-level semantic model for knowledge sharing within the computer where
databases and other educational content may exist and be potentially related, retrieved
and explored. Additionally, the use of avirtual environment will allow both
representation of users (by embodiment) and knowledge, information and data as also

the linkage with real world by the use of sensors. This provides a richer environment
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particularly considering the time/space constraints and the potential use on distance

education and e-learning environments.

A final remark relates to the issue of using 3D facilities as a new means of providing
highly abstract information as an alternative to organising information and knowledge.
The creation of such “representation languages’ can be seen as a promising research
field to which VIDESK can hopefully be considered a small contribution.

9.5 Recommendations

Based on the present work, a number of recommendations are presented. These
recommendations concern the visualisation research area, the prototype development
and related educational issues.

Concerning visualisation research, two recommendations are presented, based on the
VIDESK visuaisation:

- Visudlisation has a huge potential as a high-level integration interface.

Visualisation seems to have a high number of benefits regarding information and
knowledge representation. Most of the visualisation potential remains
undiscovered.

- thecreation of virtual environments for representing information and knowledge

requires a multidisciplinary approach In particular the research can benefit from

taking into consideration educational issues.

Based on the development of the VIDESK prototype, three additional recommendations
are presented as aresult of its developing effort:

- use of Java and Java based technologies for prototype development. Allows to

use an inexpensive platform devel opment, widely documented and easy to run
and test on the most used platforms (hardware and software). It offers awide
range of technologies to assist development and offers many opportunities to
reuse third part code for many applications.

- minimise the use of state-of-the-art hardware. Although virtual environments

need improved input and output devices, this could impose a number of
restrictions and pose many development challenges. Among these are imposed

restrictions to development platforms and lack of information/support available.
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A lot of visualisation and virtual environment research and evaluation can be
conducted using traditional hardware.

- when possible use the World Wide Web as the test bed. For testing the World
Wide Web provides a unique data set with multimedia and unstructured

information as well asarich set of formats and contexts to use. Its availability
and inexpensive characteristics turn the Web into alow cost aternative for a

testing environment.

Concerning educational issues related to visualisation and virtual environments, two
more recommendations are presented. They are based on the evaluation work done with
the VIDESK prototype:

- for evaluation adopt a task-based strategy. As visualisation and virtual

environments evolve, a number of issues remain unsolved. The use of tasks for

evaluation focuses the activity and facilitates both on evaluation and data
gathering.

- focus on user emotion activators instead of processes. Each student has his’her

own motivations and learning triggers. To be engaged he/she must be "touched"
and have some emotion reinforcement for working with information and
knowledge. There is no unique and secure process for making someone learn

and one of the best ways to do it is to promote interaction between students.
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Appendix A
Structurefor knowledge sharing: issues and examples

This appendix presents the internal representation of the structure for knowledge
sharing and briefly discusses scalability issues regarding the use of the structure
and its visualisation.

In addition, are aso three example structures for knowledge sharing about the
Information Management knowledge theme described. Each structure is presented
with its concept list and, for each concept, the keywords and corresponding
keyword ratings.

A.1Theinternal representation of the structurefor knowledge
sharing

To allow the computer use of the structure for knowledge sharing, some
information must be stored for the structure elements (concept, keyword and
keyword rating). Taking advantage of the structure composition, two groups of
information objects were defined. These are concept object which represent the
structure concept element, and the keyword object which represents the keyword
and keyword rating structure elements.

The concept and keyword objects are used as the internal representation for the
structure elements. The description of each of the two objectsis given in the form
of tables that describe the name of the field, a short description for it, and its
suggested computer representation data type.

The concept object has eight fields (Table 15). A namefield is used as the
identifier for each particular concept. The field type alows three different types of
concepts within the concept space, giving the opportunity add extra semantics to
each concept. The two next fields, ICNumber and DateCreation support reference
information for the concept and its creation date.

The concept object contains most of the data needed for rendering the 3D

interactive visualisation, including the position of the concept in the concept
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space given by the x, y, z co-ordinates — | CPosX, |CPosY, and ICPosZ fields. The

last field gives a short description of the concept.

CONCEPT

Name The name for the concept, can be up to three words String

Type Concept types; defined as Critical, Base and Normal | Char

ICNumber The code of the concept, to be used to refer it Integer

DateCreation Timestamp for concept creation, in afull dateformat | Date

| CPosX Value for the X space position Float

|CPosY Valuefor the Y space position Float

| CPosZ Value for the Z space position Float

Description A short description of the meaning and goal of the | String
concept

Table 15: Concept object representation

Table 16 shows the structure for the keyword object. The keyword object includes
two elements of the structure for knowledge sharing: the keyword ard the
keyword rating.

There are six keyword object fields. The name field with the identifier word for
the keyword. A field named type is for future use. It also indicates if the keyword
object was created from an initial setup or results from user enhancements. The
field rating represents the keyword rating for the concept referenced by the field
ICNumber. The field DateCreation stores the date and time of the keyword
creation and UseElement gives the version number of the keyword object — it
counts the number of modifications to the keyword object fields.

KEYWORD

Name The name for the keyword, must be just one word String

Type For future use, alocated I, initial set-up, and S, | Char
standard use

Rating The rating element, a value in the range 0.00 to 1.00 | Float
(inclusive)

ICNumber The concept reference with which the keyword and | Integer
keyword rating are associated

DateCreation Timestamp for keyword creation, in afull date format | Date

UseElement Version number, counts updates in the keyword | Integer
object fields

Table 16: Keyword object representation
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A.2 Example of structuresfor knowledge sharing

A.2.1 The selected knowledge theme

In order to test how the structure for knowledge sharing can be used for
specifying a knowledge theme view we selected the theme Information
Management. This knowledge theme was considered because:

- the author teaches an undergraduate and a graduate course on Information
Management;

- there are available students to test the structure for knowledge sharing;

- there are available experts to test the structure for knowledge sharing;

- the knowledge theme characteristics are useful and meaningful even for
other students from different areas of interest.

The structure for knowledge sharing about Information Management has been
built based on two papers and following the material provided by Wilson
textbook [Wilson, 1997].

The two papers are:

- Butcher, D and Rowley, J. The 7 R's of Information Management,
Managing Information, March 1998 (vol 5, n. 2);

- Choo, C. Information Management for the Intelligent Organization: Roles
and implications for the information professions. Digital Libraries
Conference, March 27-28, 1995, Singapore.

A small version of the built structure for knowledge sharing about Information
Management was presented to an undergraduate class on Information
Management for discussion. From testing the structure, minor corrections have
been made, mostly by adding more keywords or correcting some wording to
improve understanding of the structure.

A.2.2 Threestructure examples

The structure for knowledge sharing about the Information Management theme
has three versions. The decision to build three versions is related with the time

needed to learn from each one and their complexity. The three versions have an
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increased number of concepts and keywords, so they progressively represent a

richer and more complex Information Management knowledge theme.

The three structures are presented in this appendix. The small scale version isin

A.4, the medium scale version isin A.5 and the large scale version isin A.6. The

main differences between these versions are the number of structure e ements.

For each of the structure versions, a number of characteristics are recorded as

these characteristics may impact the complexity of the structure and the

visualisation design:

total number of concepts and keywords,

minimum, maximum, and average number of keywords by concepts. These
values provide information as to how the structure concepts are defined;
unique keywords used, which alows the analysis of how many different
contributions were made to the structure. By indicating the number of
these keywords we a so have the number of repeated keywords, which
contribute to the conceptual relationships,

unigue keywords and the total number of keywords allowing us to
compute the degree of common keywords for the structure. This value
gives an indication of how many potential relationships can exist between
concepts,

most used keywords and their number of occurrences which helps to

indicate the keywords that relate to more concepts in the structure.

A.221SMALL SCALE VERSION: 17 CONCEPTS

Thisisthe smaller scale structure for knowledge sharing. It has 17 concepts and

provides a knowledge theme view oriented to the use of computers and

Information Management practice providing a general introduction to the theme.

The small structure version was selected for the work evaluation. The small

structure version characteristics are summarised in Table 17. The complete

structure is presented in appendix A 4.

- 260 -



Total number of concepts 17
Total number of keywords 160
Maximum number of keywords by concept 18
Minimum number of keywords by concept 0
Average number of keywords by concept 9,4
Total number of distinct keywords 67

Most used k eywords Number of occurrences

decision 9

cost 9

information 8

value 8

structure 6

technology 6

Table 17: Example structure characteristics, small version

A.2.22 MEDIUM SCALE VERSION: 30 CONCEPTS

The medium scale version of the structure for knowledge sharing on the

I nformation Management theme has 30 concepts and provides a more operations-
oriented view of the Information Management knowledge theme. The structure
provides a context more closed related with the issues of Information

Management in the organisation.

The medium scale version structure for knowledge sharing characteristics about

Information Management is summarised in Table 18. The complete structure is

presented in appendix A.5.

Total number of concepts 30
Total number of keywords 332
Maximum number of keywords by concept 24
Minimum number of keywords by concept 2
Average number of keywords by concept 11,1
Total number of distinct keywords 93

Most used keywords Number of occurrences

value 12

operation 10

decision-making 9

management 8

information 8

human 8

Table 18: Example structure characteristics, medium version
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A.2.2.3 LARGE SCALE VERSION: 45 CONCEPTS

Thisisthe largest scale structure of the three considered. It comprises 45 concepts
and augments the Management-related concepts in the structure. However, most
of the concepts added do not have associated keywords. This means that most of
the characteristics of the large scale version of the structure remain the same when
compared with the medium version, as summarised in Table 19. The complete

structure is presented in appendix A.6.

Total number of concepts 45
Total number of keywords 332
Maximum number of keywords by concept 24
Minimum number of keywords by concept 0
Aver age number of keywords by concept 7,4
Total number of distinct keywords 93

Most used keywords Number of occurrences

value 12

Operation 10

decision-making 9

Management 8

Information 8

Human 8

Table 19: Example structure characteristics, large version

A.3Visualisation scalability issues

One important issue is how the two-part visualisation deals with scaling
problems. There scale is understood to be the number of structure elements
(concepts, keywords, and keyword ratings) to be represented.

For the examples presented, data is summarised on Table 20. These values
provide information on the impact that the number of structure elements has on
the model algorithms and the visual elements to be rendered.

Notice that each of the two visualisations is impacted in different ways by the
scale of the structures for knowledge sharing. The concept space visualisation
must render the spheres and lines, being more sensitive when the number of
keywords grows. This way, the medium and large scale versions of the example
structure, while having a different number of concepts, have an equal number of
keywords, so there is not much difference in the impact that taken to render both

visualisations.
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The criteria space visuadisation is much more sensitive to the number of concepts
because it has a limited 3D space in which to place them. Therefore, for the
criteria space visuaisation there is a great difference between the medium and
large scale versions of the example structure.

Table 20 shows how the structure elements can have a visual representation based
on alower level of complexity when comparing the number of visual elements

with the structure elements.

Small Medium Large
version version version
Structure elementsand related stuff
Concepts 17 30 45
Keywords 160 332 332
Keyword ratings| 160 332 332
Semantic distance (concepts) pairg 136 435 1015
Keywords overlapping rate| 58% 2% 2%
(ratio between repeated and all keywords)
Expected non zero semantic distance 79 313 731
(based on keyword overlapping rate)
Nonzero semantic distance 75 238 238
(based on the semantic distance algorithm)
Visual elements
Number of spheres 17 30 45
Number of lines 33 89 89
(red and blue lines)
Red lines 0 4 4
(strong relationship)
Blue lines 33 85 85
(upper medium relationship)

Table 20: structure and visualisation elements for the structure examples

The number of structure elements has also an upper limit determined by the
complexity of the described context, and hence yet be useful and understandable.
Clearly, when an expert describes a knowledge theme, he/she adopts a
perspective that limits complexity and thus the number of structure elements. A
similar situation occurs with a group of people. This may require further research
into using a system such as ViDESK in order to determine the limits on concept

and keyword numbers concerning the description of usable knowledge area.
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A.4 Small scale version of the I nformation Management structure
for knowledge sharing

The structure is composed by the following 17 concepts:

1 Business - Critical - the process of making added value activities.

2 Communication - Base - data or information flow between any two humans or organisations.
3 Computer - Base - the information artefact “ par excellence”.

4 Data - Base - The raw material to represent reality.

5 Database - Base - the technology to store and retrieve data.

6 Enterprise - Base - agroup of people and resources organised to meet a set goal.

7 Human - Base - the people, human resources.

8 Information - Critical - the relevant data that support decision-making.

9 Knowledge - Critical - the structure and long term information that can be reused.

10 Management - Critical - set of skillsto support business decisions, planning and control.
11 System - Normal - aground concept of unity and utility.

12 Task - Normal - A precise action to be executed.

13 Technology - Critical - toolsthat help human.

14 Telecommunication - Normal - Distant communications, normally by computer.

15 User - Normal - humans that operate (use) the technology.

16 Value - Critical - Perceived benefit for agivenitem.

17 Work - Base - Activity developed by human for which they are paid or recognised.

- 264 -



Information Management
17 concepts

1 Business - Critical -

application- 0.25
company - 0.65
competitive- 0.45
cost - 0.45
culture- 0.25
customer - 0.7
decision- 0.5
financial - 0.65
information - 0.62
legacy - 0.25
management - 0.65
mode - 0.45
operation - 0.5
organisation - 0.35
planning - 0.55
strategy - 0.45
structure - 0.25
value- 0.25

2 Communication - Base

advantage- 0.15
collaborative- 0.25
communication - 0.55
computer - 0.15
concept- 0.25
cost-0.25

culture- 0.2
distributed - 0.45
flow - 0.45

human - 0.55
influence - 0.55
information - 0.65
moded - 0.25
network- 0.55
online- 0.25
subsystem - 0.25
technique- 0.25
technology - 0.25

3 Computer - Base-

access- 0.67
automatic- 0.67
cost-0.25
information - 0.45
order - 0.67
processing - 0.8
technology - 0.7

4 Data - Base-

data- 0.78
operation - 0.5
structure - 0.7

value- 0.38

5 Database- Base -
access- 0.65
data-0.6
decision- 0.35
information - 0.75
legacy - 0.55
retrieval - 0.5
storage- 0.55
structure- 0.78
technology - 0.61
transaction- 0.63

6 Enterprise- Base -
company - 0.77
cost-0.25
management - 0.76
structure - 0.24
system - 0.23
technology - 0.44
value- 0.56

7 Human - Base -
customer - 0.43
decision- 0.44
education- 0.55
human - 0.7
individual -0.7
training - 0.67
value- 0.55

8 Information - Critical -
cost-0.56
decision- 0.67
information - 0.9
retrieval - 0.4
structure- 0.67
time- 0.56
value- 0.66

9 Knowledge - Critical -
assessment- 0.6
confidence- 0.51
cost-0.16
culture- 0.36
decision - 0.79
excellence-0.66
experience- 0.72
human - 0.46
information - 0.56
organisation - 0.76
perspective - 0.62
strategy - 0.61
theory - 0.56
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10 Management - Critical
analysis- 0.34
assessment - 0.4
control - 0.75
coordination- 0.77
decision- 0.65
economy - 0.45
influence - 0.3
information - 0.59
management - 0.91
organisation - 0.66
perspective- 0.55
planning - 0.75
value- 0.34

11 System- Normal -
component - 0.49
lifecycle - 0.45
structure - 0.24
subsystem - 0.59

12 Task - Normal -
no keyword elements

13 Technology- Critical -
change-0.34
cost - 0.34
lifecycle - 0.55
operation - 0.68
technology - 0.74
value- 0.78

14 Telecommunication -

Normal -
access- 0.45
application- 0.55
communication - 0.75
computer - 0.7
cost- 0.45
data- 0.65
distributed - 0.55
network- 0.56
online-0.71
technology - 0.45
transaction - 0.45

15 User - Normal -
decision- 0.34
human - 0.78
management - 0.34
operation - 0.65



16 Value - Critical -
advantage- 0.32
assessment - 0.44
commitment - 0.34
confidence- 0.34
cooperation - 0.34
decision- 0.44
education - 0.47
experience- 0.34
expert - 0.34
influence - 0.44
information- 0.32
opportunity - 0.56
performance- 0.34
training - 0.44
value- 0.74

17 Work - Base -
company - 0.45
competence - 0.45
cost - 0.27
decision- 0.42
education - 0.55
employee- 0.75
experience- 0.45
goad - 0.6
human - 0.65
individual - 0.65
information - 0.55
management - 0.45
network- 0.55
operation - 0.45
service- 0.75
training-0.51
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A.5 Medium scale version of the Infor mation M anagement structure for
knowledge sharing

The structure is composed by the following 30 concepts:

1 Added Vaue- Normal - the additional advantage resulting from a given system or action

2 Audit - Normal - activity that leads to a better knowledge of processes/organisations

3 Benefit- Normal - what results from the overall value of a given concept, product or service
4 Business - Critical - the process of carrying out added value activities

5 Communication - Base - data or information flow between any two h umans or organisations
6 Computer - Base - the information artefact “par excellence”

7 Data- Base - the raw material to represent reality

8 Database - Base - the technology to store and retrieve data

9 Decision - Critical - the process of choosing between information alternatives

10 Demand - Normal - request from the market for a given product or service

11 Digital - Normal - computer discrete based state of information

12 Education - Base - action where individual s acquire new information and training

13 Enterprise - Base -agroup of people and resources organised to meet a set goal

14 Evaluation - Normal - an activity that deals with trying to assign a context value to something
15 Human - Base - the people, human resources

16 Implementation - Normal - the actions that |ead to the actual operation of a system

17 Information- Critical - the relevant data that support decision-making

18 Information System - Critical -the subsystem of a system that deals with the information flow
19 Interface - Normal — the mediation between computers and users

20 Knowledge - Critical - the structure and long term information that can be reused

21 Logistic - Normal - set of activitiesthat perform physical distribution

22 Management - Critical - set of skillsto support business decisions, planning and control

23 System - Normal -aground concept of unity and utility

24 Task - Normal - a precise action to be executed

25 Technology - Critical - the tools that help humans

26 Telecommunication - Normal - distant communications, normally by computer

27 Tool - Normal - a specialised aid to take some specific action

28 User - Normal - humans that operate (use) the technology

29 Value- Ciritical - perceived benefit for agiven item

30 Work - Base - activity developed by humans for which they are paid or recognised
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Information Management
30 concepts

1 Added Value- Normal

advantage- 0.55
cost- 0.24
currency - 0.3
economy - 0.44
goa - 0.5
intangible - 0.54
management - 0.64
money - 0.44
quality - 0.54
strategy - 0.4
value- 0.65

2 Audit- Normal -

account- 0.45
analysis- 0.65
assessment - 0.35
competence- 0.25

employee- 0.45
financial - 0.65
influence- 0.6
legacy - 0.25
management - 0.45
model - 0.45
operation- 0.5
organisation - 0.35
planning - 0.55
politic - 0.65
prospective - 0.35
strategy - 0.45
structure - 0.25
system - 0.25
trend- 0.15
value- 0.25

5 Communication - Base

advantage-0.15
collaborative- 0.25

communication- 0.55

retrieva - 0.5
storage-0.55
structure - 0.78
transaction - 0.63

9 Decision - Critical -

analysis- 0.6
change-0.48
competence- 0.38
confidence- 0.45
cost-0.78
decision- 0.78

decision-making - 0.78

evaluation - 0.58
experience- 0.38
expert - 0.18
information - 0.88
opportunity - 0.28
time- 0.48

10 Demand - Normal -

control - 0.25 computer - 0.15 collaborative- 0.23
customer - 0.45 concept - 0.25 customer - 0.63
data- 0.25 cost-0.25 economy - 0.43
database - 0.15 culture- 0.2 flow - 0.23
decision-making - 0.25 distributed - 0.45 global - 0.43
diagnostic - 0.65 flow -0.45 management - 0.43
failure- 0.45 human - 0.55 product - 0.63
framework - 0.55 influence- 0.55 time- 0.43
method - 0.25 information - 0.65 trend- 0.73
organisation - 0.45 model - 0.25
performance- 0.25 network - 0.55 11 Digital - Normal -
problem - 0.55 online - 0.25 automate - 0.5
quality - 0.45 subsystem -0.25 automatic- 0.5
requirement - 0.5 technique- 0.25 computer - 0.7
subsystem - 0.55 technology - 0.25 data- 0.62
system - 0.65 theory - 0.25 database - 0.55
technique- 0.56 intangible - 0.23
6 Computer - Base - legacy - 0.5

3 Benefit - Normal - automatic- 0.67 online - 0.6
advantage- 0.56 cost-0.25 processing - 0.3
goal - 0.36 order - 0.67 retrieval - 0.4
intangible - 0.26 processing- 0.8 storage-0.52
money - 0.46 technology- 0.7
tangible- 0.26 12 Education - Base-
value- 0.56 7 Data - Base- application- 0.25

data-0.78 assessment - 0.45

4 Business - Critical - operation- 0.5 change-0.55
analysis- 0.25 structure- 0.7 collaborative- 0.55
application- 0.25 value- 0.38 collective- 0.45
company - 0.65 communication - 0.35
competitive- 0.45 8 Database- Base - competence- 0.35
culture- 0.25 access- 0.65 culture- 0.65
customer - 0.7 data-0.6 expert - 0.65
decision-making - 0.5 decision-making - 0.35 human - 0.75
economy - 0.45 order - 0.7 individual - 0.75
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information- 0.62
training - 0.65
value- 0.45

13 Enterprise- Base-
company - 0.77

management - 0.76

structure - 0.24
system - 0.23
technology - 0.44
value- 0.56

14 Evaluation - Normal -

analysis- 0.37
assessment - 0.34

collaborative- 0.34

collective - 0.34

competence- 0.34

component - 0.34
data- 0.34
decision- 0.44
design- 0.34
diagnostic - 0.45
failure- 0.44
individual - 0.34
influence - 0.37

performance- 0.41

problem - 0.41
prospective- 0.47
trend- 0.41
value- 041

15Human - Base-
competence - 0.3
customer - 0.43

decision-making - 0.44

education - 0.55
human - 0.7
individual - 0.7
politic - 0.45
training - 0.67
value- 0.55

16 Implementation - Normal

application- 0.55
change-0.6
delay - 0.34
design- 0.65

development - 0.5

diagnostic - 0.45
failure- 0.45
lifecycle - 0.55

management - 0.65

method - 0.5
operation - 0.55
planning - 0.54

requirement - 0.51
subsystem -0.53
system - 0.53

17 Information - Critical -

cost-0.56
decision- 0.67
retrieval - 0.4
structure- 0.67
time- 0.56
value- 0.66

18 Information System-
Critical -

access- 0.8
application- 0.5
automatic- 0.6
communication- 0.5
cooperation - 0.7
coordination - 0.6
data-0.71
database- 0.81
decision-making - 0.5
distributed - 0.65
information - 0.7
online- 0.5
processing- 0.45
retrieval - 0.52
transaction- 0.6

19 Interface- Normal -

computer - 0.56
human - 0.8
operation- 0.76
order - 0.34

20 Knowledge - Critical -

analysis- 0.56
assessment- 0.6
confidence- 0.51
culture- 0.36
decision- 0.79
decision-making - 0.76
diagnostic - 0.56
excellence- 0.66
experience- 0.72
human - 0.46
information - 0.56
order - 0.56
organisation - 0.76
perspective - 0.62
strategy - 0.61
theory - 0.56

21 Logistic - Normal -

management - 0.51
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material - 0.65
operation - 0.67
planning - 0.5
time- 0.53
transaction - 0.49

22 Management - Critical

analysis- 0.34
assessment - 0.4
control - 0.75
coordination- 0.77
decision-making - 0.65
economy - 0.45
influence- 0.3
management - 0.91
organisation - 0.66
perspective- 0.55
planning - 0.75
prospective- 0.55
time- 0.55

value- 0.34

23 System- Normal -

component - 0.49
lifecycle - 0.45
order - 0.27
structure - 0.24
subsystem - 0.59

24 Task - Normal -

account- 0.39
communication - 0.49
component - 0.39
cooperation- 0.5
coordination - 0.51
cost - 0.3

flow - 0.39

goal - 0.69

human - 0.59
individual - 0.49
operation - 0.59
order - 0.39
performance- 0.39
requirement - 0.39
training - 0.59
transaction - 0.61

25 Technology- Critical -

change-0.34
lifecycle - 0.55
operation - 0.68
value- 0.78



26 Telecommunication -

Normal -
access- 0.45
application- 0.55
communication - 0.75
computer - 0.7
cost-0.45
data- 0.65
distributed - 0.55
information - 0.56
network- 0.56
online-0.71
technology - 0.45
transaction - 0.45

27 Tool - Normal -
application- 0.77
computer - 0.56
goa - 0.61
method - 0.7
operation - 0.6
performance- 0.43
technology - 0.75

28 User - Normal -
human - 0.78

operation - 0.65

29 Value- Critica -
advantage - 0.32
commitment - 0.34
competence- 0.36
confidence- 0.34
cooperation - 0.34
decision-making - 0.44
education - 0.47
evaluation - 0.44
excellence- 0.39
experience- 0.34
expert - 0.34
influence - 0.44
information - 0.32
opportunity - 0.56
performance- 0.34
training - 0.44
value- 0.74

30 Work - Base -
company - 0.45
competence- 0.45
decision- 0.42
education - 0.55
employee- 0.75
experience - 0.45
goad - 0.6
human - 0.65

individual -0.65
information - 0.55
management - 0.45
network - 0.55
operation - 0.45
service- 0.75
training - 0.51
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A.6 Largescaleversion of the Information Management structure for
knowledge sharing

The structure is composed by the following 45 concepts:

1 Added Vaue- Normal - the additional advantage resulting from a given system or action

2 Audit - Normal - activity that leadsto a better knowledge of processes/organisations

3 Benefit- Normal - what results as from the overall value of agiven concept, product or service
4 Business - Critical - the process of carying out added value activities

5 Communication - Base - data or information flow between any two humans or organisations
6 Computer - Base - the information artefact “ par excellence”

7 Data- Base - the raw material to represent reality

8 Database - Base - the technology to store and retrieve data

9 Decision - Critical - the process of choosing between information alternatives

10 Demand - Normal - request from true market for a given product or service

11 Digital - Normal - computer discrete based state o f information

12 Education - Base - action where individual s acquire new information and training

13 Enterprise - Base -agroup of people and resources organised to meet a set goal

14 Evaluation - Normal - an activity that deals with trying to give a context value to something
15 Human - Base - the people, human ressources

16 Implementation - Normal - the actions that lead to the actual operation of a system

17 Information- Critical - the relevant data that support decision-making

18 Information System - Critical - the subsystem of a system that deal with the information flow
19 Interface - Normal - the mediation between computers and users

20 Knowledge - Critical - the structure and long term information that can be reused

21 Logistic- Normal - set of activitiesthat perform physical distribution

22 Management - Critical - set of skillsto support business decisions, planning and control

23 Market - Normal -the overall set of potential customers

24 Marketing - Normal - the techniques used to attract the higher number of customers possible
25 Methodology - Normal - agiven ordered set of methods to be applied in a precise context

26 Need - Base - arequirement for humans to take a decision or action (such as an information need)
27 Network - Normal - ainterrelated set of independent points that can be humans, enterprises or
computers

28 Process - Base - agiven sequence of requirements where activities have to be performed

29 Product - Normal - a given material good

30 Production - Normal - making products

31 Purchasing - Normal - acquiring products or services

32 Requirement - Base - a specification under context for operation

33 Risk - Base - sense/probability of losing in taking action

34 Service- Base - set of activitiesthat involve the provision of intangible as tangible goods
35 Society - Normal - group of people with their cultural habits

36 Specification - Base — a sentence expressing a need

37 Success - Normal - degree of satisfying a specific goal

38System - Normal - aground concept of unity and utility

39 Task - Normal - a precise action to be executed

40 Technology - Critical - the tools that help human

41 Telecommunication - Normal - distant communications, normally by computer

42 Tool - Normal - aspecialised aid to take some specific action

43 User - Normal - humans that operate (use) the technol ogy

44 Value- Critical - perceived benefit for agiven item

45 Work - Base - activity developed by humans for which they are paid or recognised
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Information Management
45 concepts

1 Added Value- Normal

advantage - 0.55
cost-0.24
currency - 0.3
economy - 0.44
god - 0.5
intangible - 0.54
management - 0.64
money - 0.44
quality - 0.54
strategy - 0.4
value - 0.65

2 Audit- Normal -

account - 0.45
analysis- 0.65
assessment - 0.35
competence - 0.25
control - 0.25
customer - 0.45
data- 0.25
database - 0.15

decision-making - 0.25

diagnostic - 0.65
failure - 0.45
framework - 0.55
method - 0.25
organisation - 0.45
performance - 0.25
problem - 0.55
quality - 0.45
requirement - 0.5
subsystem - 0.55
system - 0.65
technique - 0.56

3 Benefit - Normal -

advantage - 0.56
goal - 0.36
intangible - 0.26
money - 0.46
tangible - 0.26
value - 0.56

4 Business - Critical -

analysis- 0.25
application- 0.25
company - 0.65
competitive - 0.45
culture - 0.25
customer - 0.7

decision-making - 0.5

economy - 0.45 decision-making - 0.3

employee - 0.45 order - 0.7
financial - 0.65 retrieval - 0.5
influence - 0.6 storage - 0.55
legacy - 0.25 structure- 0.78
management - 0.45 transaction - 0.63
model - 0.45
operation- 0.5 9 Decision - Critical -
organisation - 0.35 analysis- 0.6
planning - 0.55 change- 0.48
politic - 0.65 competence - 0.38
prospective - 0.35 confidence - 0.45
strategy - 0.45 cost-0.78
structure - 0.25 decision- 0.78
system - 0.25 decision-making - 0.78
trend - 0.15 evaluation- 0.58
value - 0.25 experience - 0.38
expert-0.18
5 Communication - Base - information - 0.88
advantage - 0.15 opportunity - 0.28
collaborative - 0.25 time - 0.48
communication - 0.55
computer - 0.15 10 Demand - Normal -
concept - 0.25 collaborative - 0.23
cost - 0.25 customer - 0.63
culture- 0.2 economy - 0.43
distributed - 0.45 flow - 0.23
flow - 0.45 global - 0.43
human - 0.55 management - 0.43
influence - 0.55 product - 0.63
information - 0.65 time - 0.43
model - 0.25 trend- 0.73
network - 0.55
online - 0.25 11 Digital - Normal -
subsystem - 0.25 automate - 0.5
technique - 0.25 automatic - 0.5
technology - 0.25 computer - 0.7
theory - 0.25 data- 0.62
database - 0.55
6 Computer - Base - intangible - 0.23
automatic - 0.67 legacy - 0.5
cost - 0.25 online- 0.6
order - 0.67 processing - 0.3
processing- 0.8 retrieval - 0.4
technology - 0.7 storage - 0.52
7 Data - Base -
data- 0.78
operation- 0.5 12 Education - Base -
structure - 0.7 application- 0.25
value - 0.38 assessment - 0.45
change - 0.55
8 Database- Base - collaborative - 0.55
access- 0.65 collective - 0.45
data- 0.6 communication - 0.35
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competence - 0.35

culture - 0.65
expert - 0.65
human - 0.75
individual - 0.75
information - 0.62
training - 0.65
value- 0.45

13 Enterprise- Base-
company - 0.77
management - 0.76
structure - 0.24
system - 0.23
technology - 0.44
value - 0.56

14 Evaluation - Normal -
analysis- 0.37
assessment - 0.34
collaborative - 0.34
collective- 0.34
competence - 0.34
component - 0.34
data- 0.34
decision- 0.44
design- 0.34
diagnostic - 0.45
failure- 0.44
individual - 0.34
influence - 0.37
performance - 0.41
problem - 0.41
prospective - 0.47
trend- 0.41
value- 0.41

15Human - Base -
competence - 0.3
customer - 0.43
decision-making -

0.44
education - 0.55
human - 0.7
individual - 0.7
politic - 0.45
training - 0.67
value - 0.55

16 Implementation - Normal
application - 0.55
change - 0.6
delay - 0.34
design- 0.65
development - 0.5

diagnostic - 0.45
failure- 0.45
lifecycle- 0.55
management - 0.65
method - 0.5
operation - 0.55
planning - 0.54
requirement - 0.51
subsystem - 0.53
system - 0.53

17 Infor mation - Critical -
cost - 0.56
decision- 0.67
retrieval - 0.4
structure - 0.67
time- 0.56
value - 0.66

18 Information System -

Critical -
access- 0.8
application- 0.5
automatic - 0.6
communication- 0.5
cooperation- 0.7
coordenation - 0.6
data-0.71
database - 0.81
decision-making - 0.5
distributed - 0.65
information- 0.7
online- 0.5
processing - 0.45
retrieval - 0.52
transaction - 0.6

19 Interface- Normal -
computer - 0.56
human - 0.8
operation- 0.76
order - 0.34

20 Knowledge - Critical -
analysis- 0.56
assessment - 0.6
confidence - 0.51
culture- 0.36
decision- 0.79
decision-making -

0.76
diagnostic - 0.56
excellence - 0.66
experience - 0.72
human - 0.46
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information - 0.56

order - 0.56
organisation- 0.76
perspective - 0.62
strategy - 0.61
theory - 0.56

21 Logistic - Normal -
management - 0.51
material - 0.65
operation - 0.67
planning- 0.5
time - 0.53
transaction - 0.49

22 Management - Critical -
analysis- 0.34
assessment - 0.4
control - 0.75
coordination- 0.77
decision-making - 0.65
economy - 0.45
influence - 0.3
management - 0.91
organisation - 0.66
perspective - 0.55
planning - 0.75
prospective - 0.55
time - 0.55
value - 0.34

23 Market - Normal -
no keyword elements

24 Marketing - Normal -
no keyword elements

25 Methodology- Normal -
no keyword elements

26 Need- Base -
no keyword elements

27 Network - Normal -
no keyword elements

28 Process - Base -
no keyword elements

29 Product- Normal -
no keyword elements

30 Production - Normal -
no keyword elements



31 Purchasing - Normal -
no keyword elements

32 Requirement - Base -
no keyword elements

33 Risk - Base-
no keyword elements

34 Service- Base -
no keyword elements

35 Society - Normal -
no keyword elements

36 Specification - Base -
no keyword elements

37 Success - Normal -
no keyword elements

38 System - Normal -
component - 0.49
lifecycle - 0.45
order - 0.27
structure - 0.24
subsystem - 0.59

39 Task - Normal -
account - 0.39
communication - 0.49
component - 0.39
cooperation - 0.5
coordination - 0.51
cost- 0.3
flow - 0.39
goal - 0.69
human - 0.59
individual - 0.49
operation - 0.59
order - 0.39
performance - 0.39
reguirement - 0.39
training - 0.59
transaction - 0.61

40 Technology- Critical -
change - 0.34
lifecycle - 0.55
operation - 0.68
value- 0.78

41 Telecommunication -
Normal -
access- 0.45
application - 0.55
communication- 0.75
computer - 0.7
cost - 0.45
data- 0.65
distributed - 0.55
information - 0.56
network - 0.56
online-0.71
technology - 0.45
transaction - 0.45

42 Tool - Normal -
application- 0.77
computer - 0.56
god - 0.61
method - 0.7
operation - 0.6
performance - 0.43
technology - 0.75

43 User - Normal -
human - 0.78
operation- 0.65

44 Value - Critical -
advantage - 0.32
commitment - 0.34
competence - 0.36
confidence- 0.34
cooperation - 0.34

decision-making - 0.44

education - 0.47
evaluation- 0.44
excellence - 0.39
experience - 0.34
expert- 0.34
influence - 0.44
information - 0.32
opportunity - 0.56
performance - 0.34
training- 0.44
value - 0.74
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45Work - Base -
company - 0.45
competence - 0.45
decision- 0.42
education - 0.55
employee - 0.75
experience - 0.45
god - 0.6
human - 0.65
individual - 0.65
information - 0.55
management - 0.45
network - 0.55
operation - 0.45
service - 0.75
training - 0.51



Appendix B
Evaluation materials

This appendix contains materials used in the VIiDESK prototype evaluation.
These materials include the questionnaires and the evaluation tasks checklist for

the conducted experiments.

B.1 Pre experiment questionnaire

1 Sex:

(number)
3 Computer use expertise:

| have never used

| have used it a few times
Neutral

| useit regularly;

| am an expert;

| don't know

OO RAWN B

4 Theme expertise:

| have never heard about the theme
| have heard something about it
Neutral

The theme is familiar to me

| am an expert

| don't know

OO WN -

5 Degree:

Undergraduate studies
BSc degree, (4-5 years)
BSc degree, (3 years)
MSc degree

PhD degree

| don't know

OO0 WN -
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B.2 Post-experiment questionnaire for experiment 1

1 How did you consider the task of constructing the structure?

very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WNE

N

How did you consider the activity of derive the concepts?

Very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WNPE

3 How did you consider the activity of derive the keywords for the concepts?
very easy 1

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WN

4 How did you consider the activity of derive the rating for the keywords?

Very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WN B

5 How did you consider the resulting structure to be representative of an
Information Management introduction?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN -
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6 How did you consider the task of input the structure in the system?

Very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WN B

7 How did you consider the concept space visualisation while input the
structure?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN -

8 How did you consider the concept space visualisation useful as a structure
representation?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN B

9 How did you consider the concept space visualisation informative?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN B

10 How did you consider the structure informative?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO, WN
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B.3 Experiment 2 task 2.1 checklist

1. Usethe Information Management concept space and describe its meaning, by

filling in the blanks belonging to compl ete sentence;

S1 The represented Information Management Concept Spacehas ~ (number)
concepts.

S2 The concept INFORMATION has_ (number) keywords, the most rated of
which are and (keyword names)

S3 The concept TASK is represented by a small sphere because

(reason)

4 The relation between concepts WORK and USER has a similarity degree of

(percentage)
S5 Thereare (number ) relations with a degree of similarity between
75% and 100% in the Information Management Concept Space.
S6 The total number of relations for the concept TASK is (number). Isthere
any of these with a degree of similarity of more than 50%: (YESNO)

2. Relate all the concepts using the following three criteria: information,
management, and cost. How many concepts satisfy al the three criteria
(number)
3. Choose the concept Computer and analyse its relation with all other concepts.
Indicate how many relations on the level 50-75% exist: (number).
4. Create acriteria space by choosing a set of criteria (at last two) that allows the
Knowledge and Enter prise concepts to be related. Specify the chosen criteria:

: : (criteria)

5. Perform a search based on the Information concept. Indicate the number of
returned results: (number)
6. Perform a search based on the management criterion. Indicate the number of

returned results: (number)
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B.4 Experiment 2 task 2.2 checklist

1

Give atextual description of the relationships for the concept Human in the
Information Management structure

Propose two more concepts to be added to the Information Management
structure

Concept 1.

Concept 2:

For one of the proposed concepts, give three keywords that could contribute
to its characterisation

Concept:

Keywords: , ;

Propose one document reference that you find by performing a Concept

search about Information Management. (choose one concept with existing

results)

Concept:

Document reference: position:
Is the structure related with the Information Management paper?

yes, and is complete 1

yes, but needs further development 2

neither yes or no 3

no, but can be corrected 4

no, is completely wrong 5

Can you develop a structure like the one presented for a given subject areain
which you are expert (yes/no), if yes, please give a brief example
that includes three concepts. For one of the concepts give three keywords with

thelr ratings.
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B.5 Post-experiment questionnaire for experiment 2

1. How would you rate the structure in describing the Information Management
theme?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN B

2. How do you rate the concept space visualisation for exploring the Information
Management structure?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO RAWN B

3. How do you rate the criteria space visualisation for relating Information
Management concepts?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO0 WNE

4. How do you rate the system support to access a data source?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WNBE

5. How do you rate the system use for learn about Information Management?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN -
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6. How do you rate the system to support your ability to contribute with new

concepts and keywords about Information Management?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN B

B.6 Experiment 3 first theme structure:

Holidays (in Portuguese)

IR DE FERIAS
TRANSPORTE LOCAL CUSTO
avidn 0.8 nacional 0.7 moderado 0.4
barco 0.3 estrangeiro 0.5 dinheiro 0.4
comboio 0.5 praia0.4 sacrificio 0.6
carro 0.6 campo 0.4 cambio 0.4
pé 0.3
COMPANHIA DIVERSAO COMPRAR
familia0.4 cultura 0.5 agéncia0.3
filhos 0.5 religido 0.3 operador 0.5
amigos 0.3 monumentos 0.5 directo 0.6

desporto 0.4
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B.7 Experiment 3 second theme structure: Information
Management (in Portuguese)

GESTAO DA INFORMACAO

INFORMACAO | GESTAO RECOLHA
dados 1.0 estratégias 0.7 dados 0.5
detalhe 0.7 objectivos 1.0 estratégias 0.5
oportunidade 0.7 planificagdo 0.7 procedimentos 1.0
precisdo 0.7 relacionamentos 0.5
relacionamentos 1.0 triagem 0.7
vaidagdo 0.7

PROCESSAMENTO ARMAZENAMENTO
algoritmos 1.0 dados 0.5
estratégias 0.7 procedimentos 0.7
procedimentos 0.7 relacionamentos 0.5

suporte 1.0
DISTRIBUICAO QUALIDADE
estratégias 0.7 detalhe 1.0
procedimentos 1.0 oportunidade 1.0

precisdo 1.0
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B.8 Experiment 3 task 3.1 checklist

Participate in the structure construction by proposing concept, keywords and
keywords ratings to be included in the structure.

Use the system facilities to discuss and vote the proposals.

It is expected that each user can contribute with, at least two concepts and five
keywords to the common structure.

Two different situations will be tested: using one existing structure and start with

an empty structure.

Existing structure:
Concept 1.
Concept 2:
Keyword 1:
Keyword 2:
Keyword 3:
Keyword 4:
Keyword 5:

Empty structure:
Concept 1.
Concept 2:
Keyword 1:
Keyword 2:
Keyword 3:
Keyword 4:
Keyword 5:
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B.9 Post-experiment questionnairefor experiment 3

1 How did you understand what the other participants were communicating?

very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WNE

2 Wereyou able to contribute to the structure?

Very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WNPE

3 Compared with the other participants, did you contribute to the structure?

much more
more
neutral

less

much less
don't know

OO WN K

4 How did you consider the task of creating the common structure?

very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WNBE

5 How did you find using the tool for collaborative construction of the

structure?

Very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WNPE
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(o]

How did you rate the resulting structure?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN B

\l

Using the system was:

very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WNE

0o

How do you rate the use of the concept space visualisation for exploring the
structure?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN

©

How do you rate the use of the criteria space visuaisation for exploring the
structure?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN B

10 How do you rate the information visualisation facility in the criteria space for
analysing and accessing the data source?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WNBE

- 285 -



11 How did you find the 3D interactive visualisation as part of the system?

very helpful
quite helpful
neutral

quite unhelpful
very unhelpful
don't know

OO WN B

12 Communicating with the other participants was:

very easy

easy
neutral

difficult
very difficult
don't know

OO WNE

13 Did you learn anything new about the theme from using the system?
YES
NO

If YES, please specify:
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Appendix C
Experimental data

This appendix analyses the data resulting from a set of three experiments
conducted with the VIDESK prototype. The VIDESK prototype was intended to
test both the functionality and the effectiveness of the use of the structure for
knowledge sharing and the visualisation to support collaborative learning.

The three experiments are:

- Experiment 1 focused on assessing how a particular knowledge theme
can be represented by the structure, how the visualisation design can
represent the structure and how the VIiDESK prototype can be used to
create the structure.

- Experiment 2 focused on assessing how a user can understand the
structure, how a user can individually learn from using the ViDESK
system and how a user can be supported for accessing a data source.

- Experiment 3 focused on assessing how users can share the structure,
how users can enhance the structure and how users can learn
collaboratively.

All three experiments involved 60 volunteers and more than 140 evaluation hours.
The reported results are a selection of the available data and its organisation takes
into account the evaluation requirements as presented in chapter 7 — Experiments
to evaluate the system in use. Empirical results were considered following
observation of users of the VIDESK prototype, the system logs and participants

guestions, remarks and suggestions.

C.1 Reporting data from experiment 1: Construct a structure and

its visualisation

This section presents the results from experiment 1 by reporting:

- The participants' group characteristics,
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The resulting structures specified by the participants for knowledge

sharing;

The resulting visualisations for representing the specified structures;

The resulting data from the post-experiment questionnaire.

The structure for knowledge sharing and concept space visualisation are presented

in detail in chapter 5— A model for a visualisation for knowledge sharing.

PARTICIPANT GROUP CHARACTERISTICS

Each participant was able to specify a structure for knowledge sharing,

representing hisslher own view on higher knowledge theme. There were 12

participants, i.e. six Information Management experts and six experts on a variety

of different themes. Only four structures were specified in English (all from

Information Management). The others were specified in Portuguese.

Table 21 presents the characteristics of the participants in experiment 1 for 12

structures. Future references to the participants will be made using the structure

number in the first column.

S;t\‘ful:gblge Knowledge Expert Expert age Computer Theme Degree
theme Sex expertise expertise

1 Information M 37 Regular Expert PhD
Management

2 Information M 49 Regular Expert PhD
Management

3 Information M A Expert Regular MSc
Management

4 Information M 31 Expert Regular MSc
Management

5 Dance F 33 Little Expert MSc

6 Information M A Expert Regular MSc
Management

7 Bakery M 30 Regular Expert BSc

8 Human M 40 Regular Expert MSc

Resources

9 Earth Sciences F 30 Little Regular BSc

10 Football M 29 Expert Regular MSc

11 Information M 33 Expert Regular PhD
Management

12 M echatronics M 36 Expert Expert MSc

Table 21: Participants characterisation for experiment 1
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Some remarks can be made about the participants of experiment 1:

The gender distribution of the participant was unbalanced, with ten male
participants, which limited gender analysis.

The participants ages were between 29 to 49 years old. The average age
for Information Management experts is 36.3 years. The other knowledge
theme participants had an average age of 33 years old.

When asked about their computer expertise, participants professed a
regular or expert status. Only two participants admitted having little
knowledge about computers, these two being the two women participants
(who were also expertsin themes other than Information Management).
When asked about their theme expertise, al participants claimed to be
expert or to have regular knowledge. Notice that these values of 50% of
expert and 50% of regular responses were maintained for the Information

Management participants and the other participants.

RESULTING STRUCTURES

Some of the characteristics of the specified structures for knowledge sharing have
been analysed, as presented in Table 22:

Number of concepts in the structure: as a total and distributed by concept
type.

Number of keywords. all the keywords in the structure, including the
repeated ones. A second number gives the existing different keywords —
all the non-repeated keywords.

Number of keywords for each concept: with three values average,

maximum and minimum.
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structure Number of concepts Number of Average Maximum Minimum
number Total Grical Base Normal keywords | keywords by [ keywords by | keywords
concept concept by concept

1 5 1 2 2 34/25 6,8 10 4

2 6 1 2 3 27122 45 5 4

3 7 2 2 3 29/17 41 6 2

4 6 2 2 2 30/25 50 6 4

5 7 2 5 0 64/ 47 9,1 9 9

6 7 3 2 2 40/ 29 57 6 5

7 10 4 5 1 52/ 43 52 8 2

8 5 3 2 0 33/22 6,6 8 5

9 6 1 2 3 18/11 3,0 5 1

10 8 4 4 0 57135 7,1 8 6

11 7 3 4 0 26/13 3,7 6 2

12 5 2 3 0 17/10 34 5 3

Table 22: Constructed structure characteristics

If we group each of the structures into two groups concerning the knowledge

theme being represented, we obtain Table 23. The groupings are Information

Management and all the other themes.

Number of | Number of | Number of [ Average Maximum Minimum

concepts keywords different keywords | keywords | keywords

keywords | by concept | by concept | by concept
Inf. Manag. Structures 6,33 31,00 21,83 4,98 6,50 3,50
other structures 6,83 40,17 28,00 574 717 4,33
all the structures 6,58 35,58 24,92 536 6,83 3,92

Table 23: Structure average values for grouping themes

The structures tend to have a small rumber of concepts (between 5 to 10) with a

total number of keywords in the structures that is 5-6 times greater than the

number of the concepts (although values range from 3 to 9). Notice that within

the same theme (Information Management) values tend to be more similar.

Another interesting trend seems to be that the number of repeated keywords tends

to decrease in structures with more concepts. The ratio of nonrepeated keywords

in the structure to the total number of keywords is a vaue in the range of 0.56 and

0.81, the medium value being 0.7; this value is the same regardiess of theme

grouping.
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In addition to the reported data, Table 24 provides indicators compiled from the
analysis of the expert's visualisations (concept spaces). As introduced in chapter
5, section 5.3 — the visualisation design — the links representing relationships
between concepts are red links for strong relationships and blue links for upper
medium relationships. The concept type is also colour coded. The critical typeis
red, the base type is blue, and the normal type is light blue.

Notice that the number of links is higher for structures related with themes other
than Information Management. Also in the majority of the structures (10 out 12),
were exists at least one isolated concept. The blue links tend to outnumber red
links; the exceptions are two structures where red links represent all or al but one

of the existing links (both structures refer to other themes).

structure. Number Red links | Blue links Number of Number of isolated Figure

number of links concepts concepts
1 4 2 2 5 1 1
2 1 0 1 6 4 2
3 4 0 4 7 2 3
4 2 1 1 6 2 4
5 3 0 3 7 1 5
6 1 0 1 7 5 6
7 8 7 1 10 3 7
8 5 0 3 5 0 8
9 7 7 0 6 0 9
10 5 4 1 8 3 10
11 3 1 2 7 4 11
12 1 0 1 5 3 12

Table 24: Structure visualisation characteristics

From the above table three interesting observations can be made:

- The average number of links for the Information Management structuresis
smaller when compared with other structures (2.4 against 4.67);

- Although the average number of blue links is similar for the Information
Management and other structure groups, the medium number of red links
issmaller for Information Management structures (0.6 against 2.33);

- The average number of isolated concepts is greater in the Information

Management group (2.8 against 2.0).
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RESULTING VISUALISATIONS

Based on each of the specified structures, each expert also produced the
respective concept space visualisation. The following observations concern these
visualisations. The figures present snapshots of the screen. Notice that the concept
space visualisation is avirtual world that can be explored and navigated according

to the users will, and thus there is no unique image for representing the structure.

The criteria for obtaining each concept space image was fitting al the structure's

concepts into the computer window and obtaining the optimum angle to show all

the existing links between concepts.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 76 has the following features:

4§, CELTIC Chosi Frotsippe - Evahuslion b shugiuss oanissoton

Ry GO | LBGRM) | AR BCSilch LAiel SR CHWE | SCSdem | LPRMG | DRL4m BRF imeh |

Figure 76: Structure 1 concept space visualisation view

- Strong link between the unique critical concept and a normal one;

- Strong link between the two existing normal concepts;

- One of the base concepts is not linked.

- Theshape formed by the concepts is a dispersed cloud with the unique

critical concept isolated.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 77 has the following features:
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5 CELTIC Chesd Prossiype - Evslusiion b siiuciuse osnssoton

PG EG0sL LBGRM) | AR BCSilch LAiel SR CHWE | SCSdem | LR | DRL4m BRF imeh |

Figure 77: Structure 2 concept space visualisation view

- Upper medium link between normal and base concepts and the concepts

form a“V” shape with the existing critical concept on its base.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 78 has the following features:

5 CELTIC Chesd Prossiype - Evslusiion b siiuciuse osnssoton

Ry GO | LBER | SRR BCSilch LAiel SR CHWE | SCSdem | PR | DRL4m BRF imeh |

Figure 78: Structure 3 concept space visualisation view
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- Thecritical concepts are linked: three of the four links include one of the
two critical concepts.

- An upper medium link relates the unique base concept;

- The concepts form a two-group cloud with all the existing base concepts
isolated.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 79 has the following features:

o CELTIC Chsad Prossiype - Evslustien i slipliss osnissoton

RGO BG0m) | LEGET | A BCSmh LA0eR SWMORG CHIWE | SCSem | LPRM) | DR R mch |

Figure 79: Structure 4 concept space visualisation view

- Thetwo existing critical concepts are strongly linked.
- One wper medium link exists between a base and a normal concept;

- The concepts form a two-group cloud with all the existing base concepts
isolated.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 80 has the following features:
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5 CELTIC Chead Prossiype - Evalusiion b sliuciuse oanssoton

RGO | LBGRM) | AR RS LAl SR CHWE | SCSdem | LPRMG | DRL4m RRF imeh |

Figure 80: Structure 5 concept space visualisation view

- Thetwo existing critical concepts are upper medium linked (corresponding to
the blue lines— alevel of semantic distance between 0.5 and 0.75);
- There are two more upper medium links between base concepts; The concepts

form atwo- group cloud shape with two linked base concepts isolated.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 81 has the following features:

R R e A A ——

FRG Demd JEG O | LBGAEM) | A BCS ek LG, R hEE  JOM il | BCSdemi | LPRMG | OFE Gml  BF imeh |

Figure 81: Structure 6 concept space visualisation view
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- One upper medium link between a critical and a normal concept.

- The concepts form a cloud shape with one normal concept isolated.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 82 has the following features:

i CELTIC Chssd Frossiype - Evslusiion b slingluss osnsssotos

PRy B0 | LBGHT | ARM BCSch L3N0k SRl Gl | SCSdE | LPROY DR B meh |

Figure 82: Structure 7 concept space visualisation view

- All four critical concepts are linked although none with other critica

concepts.

- Only one upper medium link exists between a critical and a base concept;

- The concepts form a dispersed rectangular shape with crossing links.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 83 has the following features:
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g CELTIC Chesd Frospiype - Evalustion b sliugiuss opsssotos

RGO G Gy | LBG AT | AOLdmI BCR[ch LS 0mb MM I0H v} SCSdum) | LPROY | DR B ik |

Figure 83: Structure 8 concept space visualisation view

- All five concepts are upper medium linked;
- The concepts form a cloud shape with all concepts close together.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 84 has the following features:

o CELTIC Chead Prossiype - Evslusiion b siiuciuse osnssoton

RGOy BGOmL | LEGHW | AR BCSmih LAG0mb SMNORGCHIWE | SCSjun  LPRM | DRLAMRE meh |

Figure 84: Structure 9 concept space visualisation view

- All six concepts are strongly linked;
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- One base concept has four links, the other two base concepts have three
links each, and all the concepts have at least one link;
- The concepts form an irregular shape with small spheres and two normal

concepts located in two distinct isolated positions.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 85 has the following features:

i CELTIC Chssd Frossiype - Evslusiion b slinglus osnsssotos

FRGOmpJEG 0wy | LEGET | AWl PO lch LG b mﬁiﬁ“dﬂlmi}mﬁmlmm DR T BE (e |

Figure 85: Structure 10 concept space visualisation view

- A critical concept has two strong links with base concepts;
- There are two isolated critical concepts;

- The concepts form a cloud shape with one critical concept isolated.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 86 has the following features:
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g CELTIC Chesd Frospiype - Evalustion b sliugiuss opsssotos

FRG G Gy | LBG A | AL BCR Gk URG0mb M) 0H vk | SCEdem | LPROY | o6 am ek |

Figure 86: Structure 11 concept space visualisation view

- One strong link exists between a critical and a base concept;

- Oneblue link exists between a critical and a base concept;

- One upper medium link exists between base concepts;

- The concepts form a pyramid shape with two concepts in isolated
positions: the links form a triangle. There are just two concepts (both
triangle vertices) of the concept space that are not represented by small
spheres indicating concepts with no or a small number of keywords

elements.

The structure visualisation (concept space) in figure 87 has the following features:
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i CELTIC Chest Frotslype - Evsiustion b stiugiss oonisston

FRGOm, 060w | LEGET | A POS0lch LG oeb mﬁh"hmb}mﬁmiwﬁmimm'wmr

Figure 87: Structure 12 concept space visualisation view

- An upper medium link exists between two base concepts;
- The concepts form a dispersed cloud with two groups of two concepts and

one more isolated concept linked to ore of the existing groups.

From the above figures it should be noted that there are no unique or uniform
visua rules for each expert to create higher structure for knowledge sharing.
Even for the same knowledge theme there seems to not exist general agreement in
how each expert places concepts. Also, there is no common shape and link
structure of the concepts between the different concept space visualisations. Both
shape and concepts links seem to obey an internal logic of the expert. The concept
gpace visualisation seems to be used as a way to further organise the structure for

knowledge sharing.
POST-EXPERIMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

From the post-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.2) data about the ten

guestions have been collected and summarised as follows:
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The task of constructing a structure was found to be easy by 9 of the 12
participants. Among the six Information Management experts, 3 report it
asaneutra (1) or difficult task (2).

participants found easy the task to derive concepts for constructing the
structure. One participant said it was neither easy nor difficult
(Information Management expert) and others report it as a very easy task
(Mechatronics expert).

Deriving keywords for constructing the structure was considered very
easy (1), easy (6), neutral (2), and difficult (3). These values indicate that
deriving keywords is a more difficult activity when compared to deriving
concepts. All the participants that reported it difficult were experts from
themes other than Information Management.

The keywords rating activity for constructing the structure was found very
easy (2), easy (1), neutral (4), difficult (3), and very difficult (2). Overall,
keyword rating was considered the most difficult task in the structure
construction (when compared with the corstruction itself, derive concepts
and derive keywords). Note that 4 out of 6 of the nonInformation
Management experts find keywords rating a very difficult or difficult task.
When asked to rate the structure, 11 participants said that it is quite
helpful. One participant (the Earth Sciences expert) though it quite
unhelpful.

Inputing the structure was very easy for 5 participants. Others responded
easy (5), neutral (1), and one said it was very difficult (and stated that the
system showed provide a spell checker and not make the user repeat the
concept name when inputting each keyword).

When asked about the facility of using the concept space visualisation
while inputting the structure, participants referred to it as very helpful (2),
quite helpful (8), ard neutral (2).

When asked if concept space visualisation was useful as a structure

representation, participants considered it very helpful (5) and quite helpful
(8).
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- When asked if concept space visualisation was informative, participants
considered it very helpful (2), quite helpful (8), neutral (1), and quite
unhelpful (1).

- When asked if the structure was informative, participants considered it
very helpful (2), quite helpful (8), neutra (1), and very unhelpful (1).

C.2 Reporting data from experiment 2. Explorea structure by
navigating the visualisation

This section presents the results from experiment 2 by reporting:
- The participant group characteristics;
- Theresulting data from participants’ use of the structure visualisation
- Theresulting data from participants exploration of the structure content

- Theresulting data from the post-experiment questionnaire

The structure for knowledge sharing, visualisation design and support for
accessing a data source is presented in detaill in chapter 5 — A modd for
visualisation for knowledge sharing. The structure for knowledge sharing is

about Information Management.

PARTICIPANT GROUP CHARACTERISTICS

Five groups were considered: young people, mature people, undergraduate and
graduate students and university staff. The total number of participants was 40
distributed by young people (4), mature people (4), undergraduates (10),
graduates (11) and university staff (11). The following table resumes the medium
values that characterise each group, taken from the pre-experiment questionnaire
(appendix B.1).

Vaues for computer and theme expertise (Information Management) vary
between 1 (no knowledge) to 5 (expert). The degree is codified as undergraduate
studies BSc, MSc, and PhD. Notice that two BSc equivalent levels are considered

once the Portuguese education system has degrees with 4 and 5 years
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("Licenciatura") along with 3 years degrees ("Bacharelato"). This explains the
score on the undergraduate group where some of the participants have already

completed third year credits. Table 25 summarises the participants characteristics.

Group Sex Medium Computer Theme Degree
M F age expertise expertise
Y oung people 2 2 15,25 3,50 1,25 1,00
Mature people 4 0 54,25 3,25 2,50 1,50
Undergraduate 7 3 23,60 4,20 2,90 1,50
Graduate 7 4 31,45 3,55 2,82 2,09
University staff 9 2 34,36 4,18 391 4,00
TOTAL 29 11 30,95 3,85 2,95 2,30

Table 25: Experiment 2 participants groups characteristics

As expected, the average age for each group is greater for the mature people and
smaller for the young people group. All the other groups follow a “natural order”
being the undergraduate and graduate average ages equivalent to the normal
average age to be in the third of a five-year course in Portugal. The university

staff average age is the greatest among all the university groups.

There were twice as many males as females. In the mature people group there
were no female participants and only the young group had a balanced number of
males and females. Based on that population, the option was not to use the sex

variable for data analysis.

Self-assessment ratings for expertise were asked of the participants based on their
ability to use a computer and theme expertise. As expected, for computer
expertise, the young group and the undergraduate group had higher scores than
graduate and mature people groups indicating higher computer expertise. Their
age and the relatively recent introduction of computers in Portuguese Universities
(15 years) may have influenced this. The university staff were the exception, with
ascore that is closer to the score of undergraduates. Notice that undergraduate

participants were chosen from a Computer Science major scheme.
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PARTICIPANTS USE OF THE STRUCTURE VISUALISATION

Experiment 2 consisted of two tasks as presented in section 7.3 — Experimental
Methodology. The first task was related to using the visualisation to findout more

about the structure for knowledge sharing. Appendix B.3 presents the task 2.1
checklist. Each participant had to complete this checklist while using the VIiDESK

prototype and fill the correct answers to obtain true sentences. There were a total

of eleven sentences to be completed.

Group Group Number of correct answers (out of 11)
size 7 8 9 10 11
Y oung people 4 1 2 1
Mature people 4 1 3
Undergraduate 10 1 1 1 7
Graduate 11 2 2 7
University staff 11 1 1 9
All groups 40 2 3 4 4 27

5% 7,5% 10% 10% | 67,5%

Table 26: Experiment 2, task 2.1 scores

From Table 26, some observations can be made:

The number of participants that completed the task with all the eleven
correct answers is 67,5%.

Only two participants have four errorsin task 2.1. Note that both
participants are from the graduate group and both have little computer and
theme expertise.

The young group was the unique group that has more people with one or
more errors than without errors.

The more common errors come from the questions dealing with the
criteria space, which was responsible for 12 of the 29 errors made by all
the participants. The criteria space questions are questions 2 and 4
(appendix B.3).

The young group participants made their errors on questions related to the
criteria space (3 out the 4 errors reported).

Only the young and graduate groups have an error rate greater than or
equal to one error per participant (respectively 1.0 and 1.09).
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The university staff group presents the smaller error rate of 0.36 errors per

participant, which is more or less half the value of the second best group

(undergraduate group — 0.60).

PARTICIPANTS EXPLORATION OF THE STRUCTURE CONTENT

The second task, 2.2, presented in section 7.3 — Experimental Methodol ogy,

concerns using the visualisation to explore the structure for knowledge sharing

content. Appendix B.4 presents the task 2.2 checklist. Each participant must

complete this checklist using the ViDESK prototype. A total of six questions
constitute task 2.2.

The Table 27 summarises the data obtained from participant's answers.

The first question concerns with the visualisation analysis: if the
participant answers the question it was counted as yes, otherwise it counts
asano.

The second and third questions are related to concept and keyword
proposals made by each participant: for the concepts, participants
proposed one or two entries and for the keywords, participants proposed
one, two or three entries.

The fourth question is related to the document chosen by each participant
from the browser results displayed as result of a concept search, the order
position in the results list was registered as first, second, third and other
positions.

Question five asks how the participants associate the structure for
knowledge sharing with an article with four pages. The used article was.
Butcher, D and Rowley, J. — The 7 R's of Information Management,
Managing Information, March 1998 (val. 5, n. 2), the registered number
was the answer to a multiple choice question as presented in appendix B.4.
The last question was to discover if the participant was able to develop a
structure and to present the ratings for the keywords already proposed in

the third question: the answer can be yes or no.
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Questions 1 2 3 4 5 6

Group Y| N|1] 2 |[1]2] 3 1123|412 ]3]4][?[Y ]| N
Youngpeople | 1 [ 3 4 4 2 1 1 1 1 2 4
Mature people | 2 2 3|1 4 2 (1] 1 3 1 3 1
Undergraduate | 5 | 5 [ 3| 7 10| 6 3] 1 2|1 7|1 8 2

Graduate [ 3 | 8 | 2] 9 11 ] 8 112 317 1 11

Universitystaff [ 7 [ 4 | 1| 10 11 ] 6 |3 2 3| 7|1 11
Allgroups | 18| 22|19| 31| 0(0{40 |24 4] 6 | 6 |[12|23(2]|1]|2]|33]| 7

Table 27: Experiment 2, task 2.2 gathered data

Concerning experiment 2, task 2.2, on the basis of the data the following

observations can be made:

18 participants were able to analyse the visualisation design to describe
the structure for knowledge sharing but 22 participants did not answer the
question.

The magjority of the participants were able to propose two additional
concepts to the existing structure for knowledge sharing. 31 proposed two
and the other 9 one concept.

All the participants (40) were able to propose the requested three
keywords for one of the concepts proposed.

After performing a concept search, participants chose a document from a
result list. For each participant, the position order in the list was recorded.
24 participants chose the first element in the list, 4 chose the second, 6 the
third and other 6 chose different position greater than the third one.

After reading the Information Management article and comparing it with
the structure, 12 participants responded that the structure fully represents
the article. 23 participants responded that although the structure is related
to the article, it needs further development. 2 participants had a neutral
opinion, and one answered that the structure does not represent the article
but can be corrected. Two other participants (from the young group) did
not know how to answer the question.

When asked if they could develop a structure for a theme of their
expertise, the majority of participants answered yes (33), against seven

that answered no.
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Based on the observation of the 18 participant's actions answering the first
question on task 2.2 the activity list in Table 28 was compiled, showing the
number of times each activity was performed by the participants.

Activity Activity Occurrences
number

Analyse rel ations between concepts

Get the semantic distance (colour/value)

Get the concept type (colour)

Reason about the structure content

Count one concept relations

Use the criteria space

Analyse concept spatial position

Analyse concept size

Get concept keywords list

Get concept type (listing concept properties)

Slo|o(~N|o|als|w|nf-
N[A | afo|o|ofolols

Table 28: Activity occurrences list for complete question 1 of task 2.2

After grouping activities into those in the concept space visualisation, those in the
criteria space visualisation, and those that consult the structure for knowledge
sharing, it is possible to say that occurrences of using the concept space
visualisation were exactly four times more than consulting the structure. The
Table 29 summarises the grouping of activities. Note that use of the criteria space
visualisation occurred only twice, which may indicate that its usefulness was low,
at least when compared with the two other groups. However, the action requested
in question 1 from the task 2.2 checklist might not be suitable to encourage use of

the criteria space, as there was no direct need to compare keywords available in

the concept space.
Activity groups Activitiesincluded Sum of Per centage of
ocCcur rences all occurrences
Use the concept space visualisation | 1,2, 3,5,7, 8 48 73,8%
Consult the structure 4,9, 10 12 18,5%
Usethe criteriaspacevisualisation | 6 5 7,7%

Table 29: Activities grouping for complete question 1 of task 2.2

This usage profile seems to indicate a strong use of the visualisation facilities to
explore the structure for knowledge sharing — more than 80% of the actions

performed by participants to answer question 1 of task 2.2.
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Compiling the list of proposed concepts (question two of the task 2.2) atotal of

71 concepts were proposed resulting in alist of 34 unique concepts, listed in

Table 30 along with the number of participants that proposed each concept:

12 Organisation 2 Process 1 Innovation
5 Anaysis 2  Services 1 Logistics

4  Market 2  Software 1  Mechanisms
4  Planning 2 View 1 People

3 Media 1  Communication 1 Resource

3  Quadlity 1 Cost 1  Responsibility
3 Structure 1 Decision 1 Roade

3 Time 1 Development 1  Search

2  Co-ordination 1 E-commerce 1  Utility

2  Experience 1 Humanrelations 1  Workflow

2 Information system 1 Information flow

2 Monitoring 1  Information technology

Table 30: List of the proposed conceptsin task 2.2

The analysis of 33 participant's answers for proposing keyword rates in question

number six of the task 2.2 checklist yields the following observations:

Participants posed two questions about how to rate the three keywords
concerning question three of task 2.2. The first question, posed by 9
participants, asked if the sum of keyword rates was 1.0. The second
question, posed by 2 participants, asked if some of the keywords was rated
with arating of 1.0.

Analysing the keyword ratings proposed by each of the participants, it was
possible to observe that in 18 situations, the keyword ratings are all
different, situations where two of the three ratings were equal (8) and
situations where all the three ratings were equal (7). In 29 situations, the
three ratings were greater or equal to 0.5. In the other 4 situations all the
weights were smaller than 0.5. Only one situation occurred where the sum
of al the rating was less than 1.0. In six Situations there is at |east one

rating of 1.0 among the three.

Results of observation of use of the VIDESK prototype for accomplishing the two

tasks from experiment 2 are summarised as follows:
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Participants in general were able to navigate both visualisations to explore
and relate the structured elements and answer task 1 with a small number
of wrong answers (there were no participants with more than four errors
out of eleven answersin task 2.1). Many participants completed task 1
without errors (27 out of 40).

From observation, there were different navigation styles used in the
concept space visualisation. After responding to each question, some
participants performed a refresh visualisation to return to the initial
reference point. Other participants used the zoom facility to get an overall
view of the visualisation and then focused on particular sections of it.
Others used the interactive facilities to display textual information about
the structure (list concepts and list one-concept keywords) and to find
clues to locate concepts, such as the concept type, since thisis colour
coded. There was aso a participant that seemed to prefer an overall image
of the visualisation and was able to go directly for the concepts necessary
to complete task 2.1.

Participants showed no difficulty in using the trandation and zoom
facilities but the majority became disoriented by the rotation facility. A
high number of participants (34) chose to complete the task without using
the rotation facility. An interesting point is that three participants who
used to operate CAD applications were able to use the rotation facility
without problems. Note that the computer used in experiment 2 was a
laptop with an externa 3-button mouse.

One of the observed orientation cues for using the concept space was the
spatia position indicating that the option for a fixed concept spatia
position visualisation can help the user’s orientation. The other orientation
clueisthe XY Z axisin the origin point of the visualisation (displayed in a
central position in the concept space window when the visualisation is
rendered for the first time or refreshed).
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A number of participants (5) reported some difficulty in using the concept
size cue given in the concept space visualisation because they "lost the
notion of the size of a particular concept when changing perspective".
The mature persons group was able to navigate both visualisations
(concept space and criteria space) and seemed to enjoy using the system
(as post-experiment questionnaire results show). Also, two of their
members were among the fastest people to complete task one. They were
also able to understand the structure independently of their theme

expertise.

Regarding understanding issues arising from ViDESK usage; a number of

observations can be made as follows:

When participants were asked to analyse the structure content some
tended to formulate more complex reasoning to be confirmed by exploring
the visualisation design. An exampleis"... if exists a Human concept, and
a human must work, so | can try to find some sort of relationship of the
kind Human and Work (...) let's seeif exists a concept for Work! (...)
Excellent, | must now confirm the relation between the two."

Two of the participants were not able to describe more than the
visualisation perspective displayed on the monitor although they had
already used the VIDESK prototype to explore the structure.

After using the criteria space a number of participants (22) spent some
time trying new criteria and using the criteria space visualisation. Most of
them came from the mature people (3), graduate (8) and university staff
(7) groups.

The young people group was able to navigate the concept space
visualisation but had many difficulties in using the criteria space system

and understanding the structure for knowledge sharing.

Regarding contribution, several participants reported that for them it was more

difficult to propose new concepts for an existing structure than it would be for a

new one.

- 310-



POST-EXPERIMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Data from the post-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.5), composed of six

questions, was collected and is summarised as follows:

Participants rated the structure describing the Information Management
theme as very helpful (21) and helpful (18). One participant did not know
how to answer (from the young group).

Participants rated the concept space visualisation for the Information
Management structure as very helpful (25), helpful (10), neutral (4) and
very unhelpful (1); this last answer came from a participant in the graduate
group.

Participants rated the criteria space visualisation for relating the
Information Management concepts as very helpful (20), helpful (18), and
quite unhelpful (2). The quite unhelpful answers came from the young
group.

Participants rated the system support for accessing a data source as very
helpful (30), helpful (9) and neutral (1). This last response came from the
graduate group.

Participants rated the system as supporting learning about Information
Management as very helpful (20), helpful (18), and neutral (2). The
neutral responses came from the undergraduate group.

Participants rated the system support for their ability to contribute with
new concepts and keywords about I nformation Management as very
helpful (23), helpful (13), and neutral (4). The neutral responses came
from undergraduate (1), graduate (2), and staff (1) groups.

C.3 Reporting data from experiment 3: Enhance a structure by

using the visualisation for shared interaction

This section presents the results from experiment 3 by describing:

The participant group characteristics,

The structures resulting from collaboration between group members;
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- The paper and pen and VIDESK prototype support for collaboration;

- Theresulting data from the post-experiment questionnaire.

The structure for knowledge sharing, the visualisation and the sharing issues
dealing with the collaboration support are presented in detail in chapter 5- A

model for avisualisation for knowledge sharing.

Two structures for knowledge sharing were used to perform task 3.1 from
experiment 3 as discussed in section 7.4.3. Appendix B.6 presents the experiment
3 first theme — Holidays — and appendix B.7 presents the experiment 3 second
theme — Information Management. Both themes were specified in Portuguese

order to foster participant collaboration.

Each participant was asked to contribute to the enhancement of a structure for
knowledge sharing together with the other three participants. The experiment was
repeated for the two different themes (Holidays and Information Management).
For each theme afirst run used an existing structure and a second run started with

an empty structure.

PARTICIPANT GROUP CHARACTERISTICS

Two groups were considered:

- One group — manua group — used paper and pen to perform task 3.1. Each
participant received a paper that described the structure for the knowledge
theme and the experiment 3 task 3.1 checklist (appendix B.8). Each
participant was responsible for maintaining the structure updated with all
the new group contributions. All four participants were placed around a
table.

- The second group — system group — used the networked version of the
VIDESK prototype. The VIDESK prototype includes a voting tool and a
chat systrem to alow participants to communicate (they were asked not to

talk during the experiment). Each participant had access to the structure
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for knowledge sharing using the visudlisation facility in the ViDESK
prototype.

Table 31 summarises the characteristics of the participants in the two groups.
These values were taken from the pre-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.1).
Vaues for computer and theme expertise (Information Management) vary
between 1 (no knowledge) and 5 (expert). The degree is codified as
undergraduate, BSc, MSc, and PhD.

Participant Sex Age Computer Subject Degree
expertise expertise

Manual group

Participant 1.1 M A 5 4 4
Participant 1.2 M 62 2 2 1
Participant 1.3 F 30 2 4 2
Participant 1.4 F 33 2 2 4
System group

Participant 2.1 M 22 4 4 1
Participant 2.2 F 24 4 1 1
Participant 2.3 F 22 5 4 1
Participant 2.4 M 23 4 4 1

Table 31: Experiment 3 participants characteristics

From the participant's characteristics table, the medium group values were
calculated and are presented in the Table 32.

Group Sex Medium Computer Theme Degree
M F age expertise expertise
Manual group 2 2 39,75 2,75 3,0 2,75
System group 2 2 22,75 4,25 3,25 1,0
TOTAL 4 4 31,25 3,85 2,95 2,30

Table 32: Experiment 3 groups' characteristics

The number of male and female participants is balanced and equa for the two
groups. The ages of the manual group are greater when compared with the system
group, the difference move them ten years, part by because one of the participants
in the manual group was 62. Although computer expertise was lower in the
manual group this did not affect the experiment because the group did not need to
use computers. The theme expertise (Information Management) was the same for

the two groups. The degree denotes the most important difference between the
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two groups, with all the system group participants being undergraduates. For the
manual group, two of the participants had a Masters degree, one had a BSc degree
and another was an undergraduate.

RESULTING STRUCTURES

As aresult of task 3.1, four structures for each group were constructed, based on
two themes. Holidays and Information Management. Each of the themes was used
first with an existing structure (described in appendix B.6 for the Holidays theme
and in appendix B.7 for Information Management). After using an existing
structure, the same theme was used again, but starting with an empty structure (a
structure with zero concepts defined).

Some of the characteristics of the specified structures for knowledge sharing are
as follows, and are summarised in Table 33:
- Number of concepts in the structure. The number of proposed concepts
that were accepted by a majority of group members.
- Number of keywords. The number includes all the keywords, including
repeated ones. A second number gives the existing different keywords.
- Number of keywords for each concept. Three vaues are considered:
medium number of keywords by concept (given by the total number of
keywords divided by the number of concepts), the maximum number of

keywords that a concept in the structure has, and its minimum number.
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Number of | Number of | Medium | Maximum | Minimum
concepts | keywords | keywords | keywords | keywords
by concept | by concept | by concept
Existent structures
Holidays] 6 23/23 3,8 5 3
Information Management 7 26/13 3,7 6 2
Manual group|
Holidays, existing structure 7 20/13 2,8 6 0
Holidays, empty structure] 7 20/ 16 2,8 5 0
Information Management, 7 20/13 2,8 7 1
existing structure
Information Management, 7 18/ 16 2,6 4 1
empty structure
System group
Holidays, existing structure 5 20/8 4,0 5 1
Holidays, empty structure 5 18/13 3,6 3 1
I nfor mation Management, 5 17/15 3,4 6 2
existing structure
Information Management, 7 20/ 10 2,8 5 1
empty structure

Table 33: Comparing structures from experiment 3 task 3.1

The resulting structures from collaboration between participants support the

following observations:

The structure contributions tend to be greater for the manua group, with

six more concepts and five more keywords overall.

The structure contributions for the system group present greater value of

medium keywords by concept, for all the 4 structure situations.

In two of the Holiday theme structure situations (existing and empty) the
manual group proposed concepts without any associated keyword. The
system group proposed at |least one keyword for each proposed concept.

The system group proposed more keywords for concepts with a minimum
number of keywords and less keywords for concepts with a maximum
number of keywords which seems to indicate a more distributed keyword
contribution for all concepts by the system group.

The structure Holidays (appendix B.6) had 23 keywords, which were
unique. This means that there were no relations established between

concepts. The manual group proposed 20 keywords, which include 7
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existing keywords to establish new relations. The system group aso
proposed 20 keywords but with 12 existing keywords. A value, which
represents 60% of the total keywords against 35% for the manual group.

The structure Information Management (appendix B.7) has 26 keywords
with 13 unique ones. The manual group proposed more than 20 keywords,
which included 7 existing keywords. The system group proposed 17
keywords include 2 repeated ones. A value, which represent 11,7% of the
total keywords against 60% for the manual group.

From the last two observations above, it seems possible that the manua
group treated both existing structures with different levels of concepts
relationships in the same manner. The system group seems to take into
consideration the existence of relationships between concepts for

proposing new contributions.

The empty structure for the Holiday theme had 20 keywords with 4
repeated ones (20%) for the manual group. The system group proposed 18
keywords that included 5 repeated (27,7%).

The empty structure for the Information Management theme had 18
keywords with 2 repeated ones (11%) for the manual group. The system
group proposed 20 keywords that include 10 repeated ones (50%).

From the last two observations above, it seems possible to consider that
the manua group has a focus on the contributions (both concepts and
keywords) while the system group has a focus on the conceptual
relationships.

The empty structures in both groups, though created after using the
existing structures, had many new elements which were different from
those used in the proposed structure in appendix B.6, and B.7. In the

manual group, the different concepts from the existing structures were
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100% for the Holidays theme and 71.4% for the Information Management
theme. In the system group, the different concepts from the existing
structures were 80% for the Holidays theme and 85.7% for the
Information Management theme.

COLLABORATIONACTIVITY

To accomplish task 3.1, participants from both groups had to perform
collaborative and individual activities. The collaborative activity can be organised
and considered for both groups according three general types. proposing, voting
and discussion. The individual activity was note taking by participants in the
manua group, while participants from the system group used the VIDESK
prototype.

The proposing activity consists of individual proposals for enhancing the structure
that can be add a concept, add a keyword, and alter a keyword rate. Table 34

summarises the proposing activity for the two groups.

Holiday Holiday Information Information
Structure empty structure M anagement M anagement
structure empty structure
Manual group
Add concept 8 8 8 8
Add keyword 20 20 20 20
Alter keyword rate 0 2 0 1
System group
Add concept 8 8 8 8
Add keyword 20 20 20 20
Alter keyword rate 3 4 2 6

Table 34: Proposing activity for the two groups, task 3.1

For each group four structures were considered, representing the themes Holidays
and Information Management with two runs, the first using an existing structure
and the second starting with an empty structure. Each participant was asked to
propose for each of the four structures two concepts and five keywords. This

means that the four group participants can propose 8 concepts and 20 keywords
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alltogether. Each participant can also, if desired, propose a new rate for an

existing keyword with no restrictiors.

The following observation can be made based on the Table 34:
- The values for add concept and add keyword were equal for the two
groups and all the participants were able to propose the requested number

of two concepts and five keywords per participant.

- The dteration keyword rates action had more occurrences when empty

structures were used compared with existing structures.

- The system group proposed more ateration keyword rate actions than the
manual group. In fact, the system group proposed five times nmore of these
actions than the manual group. Even for each of the four structures the

number of alter keyword ratings actions were greater in the system group.

Considering the voting activity, the manua group rejected 12 concepts and 2
keywords that were submitted for voting. Voting rejections tend to be done with
lot of no votes. The voting of the system group resulted in 18 concepts and 5
keywords rejected. In all cases, voting generates discussion using the ViDESK
chat facility.

For the discussion facility, in the manual group voting rejections generate little or
no discussion and when it exists, it tends to be limited to ask for meaning and
voting. In the system group, discussion tends to deal with concept relations and
gpatial positioning. Lacks of agreement entails more concept rejections when
compared with the manual group. Also, reections occur with minimum voting
differences (with two participants in favour and two against).

The individual activity for the manua group — note taking — had two major
observed issues. first, al four participants perform different actions with no

common pattern, and second, the note taking had missing data among participants
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and most of it results from updating information in the structures (enhancing
action).

The individual activity for the system group is supported by VIDESK
visualisation use. The concept space visualisation was used by all the participants
while the criteria space visualisation was used only by two of the participants (in
the four structures). All the participants also used the VIDESK prototype to
access the structure for knowledge sharing information. The chat facility was used
for discussion after each new voting request. Voting tends to guide participants
interaction, if some voting is needed, participants tend to use other ViDESK
facilities to know more and vote. Participants tend to return to using the

visualisation only when a voting request occurs.

POST-EXPERIMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Data from the post-experiment questionnaire was collected and summarised as

follows. 8 questions for the manual group and 13 questions for the system group

compose the post-experiment questionnaire (appendix B.9). Note that, as each

group had two runs for task 3.1, the number of completed questionnaires was

twice the number of participants (8 for each group, 16 in total).

- For understanding what the other participants were communicating,

participants from the manual group respond that this was very easy (1),
easy (6), and neutral (1). Participants from the system group responded

very easy (4), easy (2), and neutra (2).

- When asked if they were able to contribute to the structure, participants
from the manual group respond very easy (3), easy (4), and difficult (1).
Participants from the system group respond very easy (1), easy (4), neutra
(2), and difficult (1).

- When asked if, compared with other participants, they contributed to the

structure, participants from the manual group responded much more (1),
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more (5), neutra (1), much less (1). Participants from the system group
responded much more (1), more (4), neutral (2), and less (1).

Considering the task of creating the common structure, participants from
the manual group responded it was very easy (2), easy (5) and difficult
(2). Participants from the system group responded very easy (3), easy (2),
neutral (2), and difficult (1).

Considering how easy to use participants find the tool for collaborative
construction of the structure, participants from the manual group
responded very easy (1), easy (6), and neutral (1). Participants from the
system group responded easy (5), and neutra (3).

When asked to rate the resulting structure, participants from the manual
group responded it was very helpful (1), helpful (6), and neutra (1).
Participants from the system group responded very helpful (2), helpful (4),
and neutrd (2).

For the participants of the system group, using the ViDESK prototype was
found to be very easy (1), easy (6), and difficult (1).

For the system group, the use of the concept space visualisation for
exploring the structure was considered very helpful (4), helpful (3), and
neutral (1).

For the system group, the use of the criteria space for exploring the

structure was considered very helpful (2), and helpful (6).

For the system group, the use of the information visualisation facility in
the criteria space for analysing and accessing a data source was considered
very helpful (1), helpful (4), and neutra (3).

For the system group, the use of the 3D interactive visualisation as part of

the system was considered very helpful (4), helpful (2), and neutra (2).
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- Communicating with other participants was considered by the manual
group participants to be very easy (4), easy (2), neutral (1), and difficult
(1). Participants from the system group responded that it was very easy
(1), easy (5), neutra (1), and difficult (1).

- When asked if they learned anything about the structure's theme,
participants from the manua group responded yes (7) and no (1).
Participants from the system group responded yes (6) and no (2).
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