CS125a 

Spring 2005

Answer sheet – Homework 2

1. Mental models 
a. The model for inserting an image involves placing my cursor roughly where I want the image, go to the Insert menu, select Picture and from that Select From file. Then I locate the picture I need using the popped up explorer window and hit insert and the picture is inserted. I would then right click on the image and go to the format picture choice and then select layout from the poped up box and change the image to have the appropriate text runaround to what I want for the particular instance. Thus the mental model is one of finding what I want and telling the computer to insert it through a series of commands.
I would imagine that after I navigate the menus and select the image to include in the document the program places code (unseen) in the file with the location of the image in the document and a pointer to the actual image file. Either that or it actually embeds the entire image code in the file with some sort of specification of where it goes in the document.
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Pictures float of over text because that’s one of the choices that can be set for images by right clicking on the image and going to the layout menu. I am not sure of the advantages of putting an image in front of text other than trying to cover up the text or censor it. If an image is in front of the text you cannot read it so it could be done for some sort of effect. You will find text over image much more regularly than the image over text. Text over image is done for many reasons, including proper masking—making the runaround not fit the default picture box but if the picture is triangular in rectangle box fitting it more closely…for example:

Notice 
how

 much closer I come to Ollie here
rather than

if the runaround him 
was a 

      

default square.




c.  To keep pictures from floating over the text, one must right click on the image and select format picture. Then go to the layout tab of the newly popped up menu. In the layout tab one must choose any option but in front of text from the different layout options there to not have the image float over text. 

d. To attach a caption to a picture one must draw a text box in the location they’d like the caption to be. Then one must hold shift to select both the picture and the text box at the same time, right click on either of them go to the grouping menu and select group. Now both are grouped and can be moved together. After grouping, one may need to adjust the text wrapping as the newly created group counts as one object and may have different wrapping for that one object.

e. Right click on image. Select Format Picture. Select Layout tab. Click tight formatting. Click ok. Text is now wrapping.

f. Friend Yoni, computer science major: Basically the same explanations for all of it (including the how it works technically). Though he wasn’t sure how to change wrapping as he’s not used working with images in non desktop publishing Quark/InDesign application types. He later, after looking at word, said he’d use the tool bar that pops up, annoyingly, when selecting an image to change the wrapping.

Friend Andrei, Econ major: Same conceptual model of how to do all of the functions, but had no clue how it really worked. All he knew and cared about is that it worked when he needed it to work and he didn’t care as to how. He also got the names of some of the commands wrong but the procedures were correct. That is he said image properties after right clicking instead of Format Picture.

Both had similar conceptual models of manipulating a graphical environment and had the rough to general idea of where to go to insert and manipulate the image. Even though one had a much more intricate understanding of how it might actually work, it didn’t affect either’s ability to actually do it. This probably signifies that most people’s conceptual models of how to do common activities are similar. Also, it may show that if people don’t recognize an easier alternative way to do something, they will stick with the more cumbersome approach. (Right clicking through menus instead of just using the toolbar as yoni suggested). 


g.  Perhaps not as much problematic but more the fact that neither Andrei nor I realized the usefulness of the toolbar that appears after selecting an image in the document. It seemed like an annoyance to both of us all the time, until yoni suggested how it may actually save time. To that end, it may be good to pop that bar up in a place such as it would not be annoying to a user like down the side of the screen instead of right above the image which often gets in the way of moving the image and frustrates the users. This way the users actually may concentrate on individual icons rather than the bar as a whole trying to close it or move it out of the way. Other than that, I do not see any other design recommendations that are needed. I am pretty comfortable with right clicking as by now its second nature.


h. I would use a similar design that Adobe InDesign uses. By that, I would allow a person to draw a picture box where the image would go. In that way, the user knows exactly where the image is going and what space it will take up. Not mentioned in previous parts, but another annoying aspect of inserting an image is that after it is inserted, it sometimes is huge and messes up the way the document is layed out. If there is an image box ahead of time, people would then be able to double click on the box or hit ctrl+d as in QuarkXpress to insert an image into the box. This way, the people’s mental model isn’t just one of manipulating an image, but one of manipulating a box in layout. This is better because a similar box can then be used to place other objects into the file as well such as video clips. By resizing the box people don’t have to be overly concerned about how placing an image or video actually works and how to move them as they are really only manipulating a box and are only worried about that.
2. External cognition

Attending Lecture:

Externalizing to reduce the memory load:


In the first weeks of the school one may not remember the times or the place that the class is held.  In order to remind himself the location of the class or the time interval of the class I personally print my schedule from the WebCT, and hang it on the roof of the room, so that when I wake up the first thing I see is the daily plan so that I don’t miss a class.  So in a way, I do externalize what I need to remember and place it somewhere easy to see.  In addition I place post-its over the place if I have a really important class that I need to attend so that I don’t forget attending it.  This is another example in externalizing the information stored in the memory.

Computational offloading:


Webct is a perfect tool for computational offloading.  Especially during the class registration period you can plan your classes through WebCT.  Now just imagine that you take a pen and a pencil and try to write down the classes that are not in time-conflict with each other.  It will take a quite time since you need to draw the time blocks and insert in the classes.  But when you use WebCT it automatically alerts you if you choose the classes that are in time conflict.  Also you can have your class registration through Webct, which means you don’t have to get to the Admission’s Office and submit a form.  Instead Webct submits your choices automatically, offloading your work.  These are necessary steps for enrolling and attending a class and they are in the coverage of computational offloading.

Annotating and cognitive tracing:


At the beginning of this semester, the place where the class was taking place has been changed.  So I had to modify the externalized objects that I used to minimize the memory load.  This means I crossed over the section where the place of the class was taking place on my class schedule and wrote the new building name and number.  In this sense I modified the print out version of my class-schedule that hanged on the ceiling of my room.  This was really important for me to attend the class since otherwise I would still go to the old classroom.


Also I had grouped my classes according to their locations on the campus at the beginning of the semester so that I can walk easily from one class to another.  This is related to the cognitive tracing since I had modified and choose my options accordingly.

Studying:

Externalizing to reduce the memory load:


When one studies for the class he or she needs the information that are taught within the class so that he or she can practice and go over that data or teaching.  In this sense, taking notes within the class is a perfect way of externalizing the information to reduce the memory load.  When you are studying for an exam you cant just push yourself to your limits to remember what was taught a week or a month ago.  In this sense if you were to have notes, that would be really practical for you to learn and remember the staff that was taught even a couple of months ago.

Computational Offloading:


When studying for the class you’d like to offload your work by getting help from the outside.  You can either work out through the terms or the chapters in the book by yourself and spend extra time or get the help of a teaching assistant to fasten this procedure.  In this sense the teaching assistant acts as a catalyzer.  Instead of figuring out the details of the class by yourself why not someone introduces and explains them to you.  This is exactly like calculating the answer of an equation through pencil or calculating the answer of an equation through calculator.   You guys are a perfect example for computational offloading.
Annotating and Cognitive Tracing:


While you are studying you want to organize the material that you had studied so that you can always see how much material you have covered.  This way you can arrange your time in an appropriate way so that there is enough time for you to study the upcoming chapters.  For this issue you can group the items from chapter to chapter and put check next to the chapters that you finished studying.

Doing Homework For the Class:

Externalizing to reduce the memory load:

If I am doing homework for this class, I have to be closely related to the terms since this class is based on a lot of terms and their definitions.  In these cases, I list all the terms and write them on a paper so whenever I face with a question regarding those terms I don’t have to think hard and remember the possible definitions.  Instead I take a look at the page which the terms are listed in alphabetical order and find the explanation of the term that I am searching for.  This way I can finish up my homework.

Computational Offloading:


When doing homework for this class some research may be necessary to answer the questions.  In this sense I need to go to the library, check the resources, remember the title and the location of the book and search its address physically.  In contrast I can reduce the computational offload (remembering the name of the book and its location within the library) by using Google and directly reaching at the electronic versions of the books.  I can also search within the electronic - book for a specific term and directly get the results.  This is exactly like the calculator example given above.  Google is like the intermediate item to offload the computation.

Annotating and Cognitive Tracing:


As you can see I group the answers of the questions and give subtitles to each section so it is easier for me and grader to view them.  This way I can see if I missed any questions.

Preparing for the Exam:

Externalizing to reduce the memory load:


If the professor allows us to bring in cheat sheet for the exam that we can write on some important terms (Nielsen and his colleagues’ principles etc.. ) we would externalize our knowledge and place it on a piece of paper so that we could answer the questions quicker without remembering the necessary arguments.

Computational Offloading:


I would pretty much use the same computational offloading which I used for doing homework since studying for the exam is not way different than doing homework.

Annotating an Cognitive Tracing:


I would organize my cheat sheet and group the terms in alphabetical order.  I could highlight the important terms on the cheat sheet and this can be related to the issue of annotating and cognitive tracing.
3. Collaborative environments
a. General social issues

i. What is the purpose of CEDAR?

CEDAR is an online interactive-interface that allows multiple people to work together simultaneously.  Specifically, CEDAR has focused it interaction in building a web page through the interaction of multiple users, as the Wiki entries.  In essence, the program builds a communication and collaboration tool that enables the users to interact while working on a web page.  Moreover, multiple interactions can take place at the same time, which gives the user the ability to classify the type of interaction (private or public) he/she has with each user.  CEDAR allows two interactive tools: Chat and shared editing (shared browsing does not exist in the newer version).  By chatting, the users can discuss any problems or questions they have among other users, and this allows communicating.  The shared editing allows users to observe the collaborations of other users and allows visibility and reviewability on what is going on.  I believe the purpose of CEDAR was to facilitate the interaction of a complex task, a multi-user web design.  Through the chat and sharing editing offered in CEDAR, the web designers are able to make up the lack audiability and visuality in online-interaction.   In essence, it allows a communication to be as close as possible to the one of real-life, and at the same time add virtual features to make it be as efficient as possible.

ii. What kinds of conversation mechanisms are supported?

Through the chat menu and the shared editing menu, CEDAR facilitates the order and flow of the conversations while collaborating.  The conversations in CEDAR are informal since there are no fixed rules or turns in the conversation.  It seems that the users’ shared editing are similar to a group project around a big table, nevertheless, each person can carry other conversations.  Moreover, the type of computer-mediated communication in CEDAR is synchronous since people are able to form multi-turn-taking, having different conversations at the same time that they are in the shared editing.  This is similar to Instant Messaging.  The difference between IM and CEDAR is that CEDAR also has the shared editing which is a type of whiteboard of collaborative work.  Moreover, these changes are seen through a browser.  Therefore, the multi-tasking CEDAR combines synchronous communication with other tools.

One mechanism the chat offers is allowing users to page offer turn-taking.  It would make sense that working together to build something would require each participant to ask questions to verify their work.  This example shows a self-selection, as the person who has a response to the question answered it.  At the same time, one user can pass the control to the other users since he/she want the opinion of the other participants.  Here it seems obvious that the shared editing will carry a lot of questions and answering in the conversations.   Therefore, this shows that CEDAR runs mostly in a synchronous communication.

There is one problem with the chat box: the user does not know when others are typing a message in the conversation.  The consequences of this could be breakdowns of the conversation.  I think that to improve the way one can see when one is writing is to have the name of the user turn on and off.  This will allow the user to know when the other person is writing, therefore the user will wait until the message is sent.  In essence, the names which appears in the right side of the chat menu, will be highlighted when a person is speaking (turning them off and on).  This example is seen in MSN messenger, as the user can see a message that say (“XXX is typing”).  This will allow the flow of chat to be consistent and with no breakdowns.

Another conversation mechanism is the shared editor.  This tool allows the user to communicate to others what they are editing. I relate this tool to a real-life communication as of a group of people working together around a table on a single poster.  When a person writes something new, others watch him and they cannot interrupt him.  Therefore in CEDAR, the user who is watching others edit is blocked, which is efficient.  If one could not block others then the users could interrupt the editing of others.   Also the coloring of the text in the shared editor communicates to users what is the most recent text added to the page.    I think this part of CEDAR is efficient. 

One conversation mechanism that could be added is asynchronous communication (internal emailing).  This would allow the users to send word documents or pictures to users.  For example, if one wants to show a text document that one wrote about Brandeis for it Wiki page, it could send an email with this document instead of copying and pasting all the text into the shared editor.  

In terms of Clark’s features of communication, the CEDAR allows simultaneity by allowing users to send and receive messages at the same time.   As shown in the example, the users have numerous conversations at the same time.  There is also a sense of sequentiality by that there is an order in which the conversation happened.  The conversation starts at the top of the menu and keeps on going until a bar appears once it has exceeded the menu size.  In essence, the text of the conversation and the collaborative work goes from up to down.  As a person who would like to check the past comments made, I would need to go up.  In order to know the most recent changes I would need to look at the bottom of the text box.  Moreover, this allows reviewability of the user, as one can go back and see all the past text.  I believe that revisability is possible before execution of contributions in such that other users can revise the contributions of others.  

Copresence is not completely available but using the shared webpage browser one can show others information from other websites.  I think that there should be two browsers: a sharing one and a non-sharing one.  This means that the users will be able to browse independently and together as the same time.  I think the shared browser is important because the following scenario can occur.  What if I am writing about Gillette Corp. and I find new information that others should see (as how much P&G paid for them). Under the current protocol, the user will need to write a message to others in order to coordinate them to the webpage.  Having a shared page can be save this.

There is a lack of visibility and audiability as the users cannot see or hear their co-contributors.  This is something that would require having microphone communication and webcam interaction.  However, I think that it is better to discourage this interaction since it can ruin the whole concept of coordination for writing Wiki pages.  It would become a type of IM. 

iii. What kinds of coordination mechanisms are provided?

There are numerous coordination mechanisms which ensure a smooth and efficient interaction.  First, there is the coordination that arises from the combination of the chat menu and shared editor.  The users communicate by letting other know of what they are doing through the shared editor and other try to help others by giving information or comments through the chat menu.   Therefore, the chat board is not only communication tool but also a coordination tool.  It allows the user to coordinate current and future actions.  As I mentioned before, the names of the users should be blinking when one is typing a message, this will ensure that the users can coordinate when to actually edit.

Similar to the conductor coordinator in an orchestra, CEDAR has a form of coordination conversations which is the status CR and the overview panel menus.  The status CR tells the other users the tasks one is working on and also it gives timing of when one will finish the procedure.  This allows the users to coordinate an interaction. For example, if I am working in a Wiki page about Britney Spears and another user want to work with me on a Wiki page for Bill Clinton, then the user will know when I will be available.  The overview panel also allows the user to coordinate his/her interaction as it tells the user what conversations or interactions one has with other people.  This coordination mechanism is essential since the user is able to have a diary of other users.  

I think one way that the status CR can be changed is to different colors or each user in order to distinguish each one of the users.  To be consistent, the color for each user must similar to the one they have in the chat box.  This will allow consistency and will facilitate looking up people in the status CR.  

  Also, the status CR could also have a drop down-menu which will show the most recent pages the user has been updating.  The number of pages appearing in the menu can be chosen by the user.    This would allow the user to know what the history of the user is.  


One important coordination mechanism in CEDAR is the use of color.  For example, the edit menu has a coloring mechanism which shows how old a syntactic region is.  The user is able to coordinate the interaction by knowing what are the oldest parts edited, and therefore know what should be done next.  The color is also apparent in the overview panel which shows the type of page one is editing.  This would be useful if one wants to know what to do next and with which user.  The use of color helps coordinate next steps. 


Another source of coordination mechanism is that the user can save past edits.  This gives the user the freedom to edit pages and coordinate future edits knowing that past edits have been saved as a backup.

iv. What kinds of social protocols and conventions are used?

The social protocols in CEDAR are the norms for conversation and interactions one has with others. In my opinion, the social protocols in this application are few.  I will explain the existing ones and propose new ones.  

One convention here is that people have to call other others in order to join them to a conversation.  Similar to real-life, one has to call someone’s name, tap one’s shoulder, or establish eye contact of others.  Similarly, in CEDAR, one has to call the users to enter in a conversation.  This provides a mechanism of starting a interactions.

This relates to the topic of private and public conversations.  There is a difference between these types of conversations.  For example, user X wants to discuss with user Y how other users are writing the wrong information; this could not be possible in a public conversation.  The private/public conversations allow the users to interact depending on their degree of privacy.  As in real-life one must keep a separation between the two.  Unwanted people in the conversation should not be able to join the conversation, as it is currently I CEDAR. A social protocol existing here is the fact that people have to ask other people what type of conversation they can maintain, either private or public. Therefore the system successfully allows the users communicate according to needs.  

 A social protocol which relates to coordination is the ability to share the shared editing menu fairly and equally.  The users must know when to let others help and when one should not intervene. In essence, it should give rights to the Wiki page-builder.  The mechanism that is in place now is that the users cannot interfere the editing of other users, which allows the right to edit freely.  Although a user can view the changes in the shared edit menu, one cannot get into the editor of others and do changes. This is efficient since it allows users to interact without breaking in, similar to breaking into a conversation or interaction in real-life.  This is another social protocol offered by CEDAR.   As a result, one is able to finish editing, and then receive feedback.  

At the same hand, one’s changes are combined with changes that other people added in order to give a fair output.  The first person to hand in the changes will get priority over the other people and this is a fairness mechanism.  This first-come, first-serve convention seems to offer people a certain privilege.

One form of convention which seems to be inexistent in CEDAR is the number of people who can interact together.  The social protocol is that there is no limit in the number of users in an interaction.  This is a social code, since anyone can join and anyone can participate in the interaction.  I think that once there are many users involved in the process, it can become difficult to perform the editing.  In my opinion, there must be a limit on the number of users, and this can be figured by testing the interaction with several people, and to what extreme is the interaction difficult to coordinate.  For example, working on a project with a hundred people is difficult to coordinate, the same would happen is the social protocol remains.    


This relates to another missing convention: there is no expulsion mechanism and what can bring to expulsions.  In the current system of CEDAR, users cannot eject other users who are behaving in an unprofessional or unethical manner.   The system should provide guidelines of how the users can interact and how can one expelled from the system.  

Moreover, once the line crossed, repercussions should exist.  One solution would be to give more experienced and based users of CEDAR the right to govern the interaction in CEDAR.  If a person is writing irrelevant information in purpose, the system managers should suspend the interaction of this user.  This would also require the users to have a history (as I mentioned before), which would give them rights as they are more experienced users.    

v. What kinds of awareness information is provided?

CEDAR provides useful tools for portraying awareness:
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First, there is the status CR which helps the users in the CEDAR know how is doing what and how long it will take.  This is an excellent tool for when one wants to organize the interaction with others.  One can see a type of schedule which tells the users current status.  As I mentioned before, it could be nice to see the history of pages one has edited in the status CR. Also, incorporate colors to the users, ones that are similar to the ones they have in the chat box.


The overview panel is useful when one wants to see the current level of interaction of oneself. A person might be involved in too many conversations, and therefore would want to quite one of them.  Also, each page one is editing has a different page representing the type and age.  As a result, a user can know what are other users are doing and what are the attributes of the pages being edited. It seems the overview panel keeps one aware of the social web one is in.  After seeing the live CEDAR interface, I was told that the colors of the boxes are fixed for each user.  I think that this should be more shareable, meaning that the colors of all the pages of all users will be shared in the overview panel.  What I mean is that the coloring in the overview panel is the same for all of them.  Although this will require using many colors, I think the advantage of having a shared overview panel will allow the users to be more aware of where each user is.  This can be implemented by having a number of colors or fonts that the user can choose once entering CEDAR.  Once the user picks a font or color, it cannot be taken to ensure exclusivity.   I think the color or font chosen must be the same as the one in the chat box to offer consistency.   


The user manager menu is also useful as it allows the users to know who is in the current conversation and what the current status of each one is.  If I try to contact Mary, I would look at her status to see where she is.  I would add another column saying the amount of time the user has been in the page. This will allow users who have joined the page to ask questions to users who have been there more time.  The time display will allow more awareness of time.  Moreover, the name of each user must have a color, same as the one in the chat box, the proposed status CR, and the overview panel. 


The most successful awareness tool, in my opinion, is the shared editor.  It allows the users to see the changes as other users are performing the change.  This offers a display of real-time changes.  Since the user can use the chat to communicate errors or any messages to the users in the shared editor, I think it is wise to have the user blocked from entering and changing others interactions.    


One awareness characteristic I like is the coloring of the font in the shared editor which serves as a recognition tool.   When the users want to distinguish between the old and newer text edited the color serves as a representational cue.   I think that this is part of CEDAR is efficient and should remain the way it is.

Another form of awareness is the ability to save Wiki page edit.  As a result, the user is able to be aware of what has been the history of edits, and can therefore backtrack to a past edition.  This allows a awareness as the user can be view the past.  

vi. Does the mode of communication and interaction seem natural or awkward?


The mode of interaction seems natural to me in terms of the virtual mechanism it has.  In essence, the user is able to communicate in a chat, similar to a face-to-face conversation.  Although physical cues are not present, it is not needed when editing Wiki pages, thorough the combination of the shared editor and the chat. For example if I see user X writing something I think is wrong, then I would write him a message (similar to telling someone in person).  The awareness tools, as the status CR and the shared editor, allow the user to be in control of the past, present, and future.  It seems to me that users will have no problem using it. 


Yet, I do think the tool can have some awkwardness when too many people are in chat.  There must be some breakdowns in the conversations as the users have multiple chats with people.  This causes a user to stop a conversation with one or more users, and to indulge in a new conversation.  This stops the flow of the conversations, and is not a normal conversation.  Yet, at the same time, a person in real-life cannot listen (attentively) to more than one person.

b. Specific interaction design issues

i. What form of interaction and communication is supported (e.g., text/audio/video)?

The CEDAR only allows text (chat and shared editor) and visual (browser, overview panel).  Therefore, I think that there is a combination of a conversing, instructing, manipulative, and exploring in CEDAR. The user may be interacting textually through chatting with numerous people through the private or public chats.  Moreover, the shared editor allows the users to interact in the message board by showing whoever did what.  Communication is seen when users converse textually with other users, and their interaction is support by a text chat, similar to the in Instant Messaging.  The shared editor is another sort of interaction that allows textual interaction but in a manipulative and instructive manner.  The other form of interaction would be the browser which would allow seeing the changes, offering visual exploring and browsing.    

I think having audio or video as a form of interaction in CEDAR would deter the real purpose of the interface. Since we use the program to write Wiki pages, we need textual communication.  If one were to incorporate a audio or video mode of interaction it would cause more breakdowns in the communication.  For example, having multi-users conversations would be impossible.

ii. What other visualizations are included?  What information do they convey?

The CEDAR is successful in using color for coordinating and one that can allow the user to be more informed during the interaction.  The color in the overview panel and the in the edit menu allows the user to see a visual representation of how old is a text or code:
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The coded color display of the age of the text, which communicates to the user how long it has been since it was changes (i.e. answers: has this been changed lately? How long approximately?).

This is also seen in the display of the overview menu:
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This menu helps the user visualize the interaction of other users.  For example, this could be similar to working in a group of students on a different project in a round table.  In order to visualize what each person is doing, the graphing and the color help visualize who is doing what.

The status CR menu is also helpful to visualize what the future status of users is. I see the status CR menu as a calendar/diary which helps visualize the schedules of users in CEDAR.  

In terms of visualization, I think the page needs to add more color (as I mentioned: having different fonts for users in the user manager, overview panel, and the status CR consistent with the chat box.)

iii. How do users switch between different modes of interaction (e.g., exploring and chatting)? Is the switch seamless?

The switch from exploring to chatting is not significant, meaning that the users are multitasking and they can do everything at the same time.  The CEDAR interface follows the Instant Messenger model: one can do multiple things with multiple people.  I believe there is a thin line between the different modes of interaction.  There does not seem to be a change when one decides to switch from one mode to another since they are happening at the same time.  Therefore, I believe the switch between the modes is seamless.  When the users feel flexible and free to chat and to explore (as shown in the slides), there seems to be a seamless switch.

iv. Are there any social phenomena that occur specific to the context of CEDAR that wouldn’t happen in face to face settings (e.g., flaming)?

The greatness of the CEDAR is that it incorporates several tools that cannot happen in face to face settings.  I think the most apparent one is the visualization and awareness that the users have will using the tool.  It seems the user can know what everyone is doing, and when.  In real-life a person might be able to have such control over one person but not a group of people. 

Also, having a status CR allows the user to plan ahead.  In a face to face conversation one would have to write down everything on a paper since one cannot remember all this information, as when will other users finish writing their Wiki page.  

 
In face to face conversation, it would be difficult to maintain several conversations at the same time.  Moreover, it will be impossible to classify each conversation as private or public.  The user in CEDAR has the ability to maintain numerous interactions.




Moreover, I think the communication itself is different. The way people write messages is different from the way people speak.  The context of writing Wiki pages will be different in that users can incorporate a specific syntax for their communication.  For example, if one wants to say to another person that the change is a good then one could use emoticons (“:)” for a good one or (“:(”) for a bad one.  The chatting language could therefore be more concrete or simple as people are in different conversations with others.


Most of all, the users have some anonymity which cannot happen in face-to-face interaction.  The users can talk to several people without knowing their real name and physical appearance.  CEDAR allows a virtual communication, therefore the only representation one has of others is the input they have in editing Wiki pages.   As a result, users can also use this anonymity for negative interactions.   

c. Design issues

i. What other features might you include in CEDAR to improve communication and collaboration?


I think that the best in order to improve the communication and collaboration in the CEDAR one needs to incorporate emailing options.  For example, if one wants to show something to someone, as a text document, the person should have the possibility to send it to other users.  This would enable an interaction which incorporates asynchronous computer-mediated communication.  

Moreover, one can add an internal emailing mechanism (friendster.com and thefacebook.com have this).  The users would have an internal mailbox that one can use to send information.  Here is one scenario.  If a person reads something in a Wiki page which is trivial, the user can send an internal email to the user and let them know of your concern.  

Another tool that can be helpful is maybe having a directory of users and one with the history of each user.  For example saying what has been the history of Wiki pages one has changed.  It would give some background information to the user on the type of user one is interacting with.
As I mentioned before, the colors of the users should be shared in order to allow more coodination and awareness.  The colors of each user should be incorporated in each part of window: the share editor, the status CR, the overview panel, the user menu, and the chat.  This will be helpful when numerous users are interacting in a single page, and the colors would help distinguish between users.
4. Air travel planning system
Gulf of Evaluation and Gulf of Execution:

Command Based interface:  The time that passes between user to understand what the interface is saying is really large in command based interface.  If we were to implement this air travel application on a command based prompt then the user would have to examine the commands in order to understand what the system is doing and this would take a quite time.  The commands are not visual so it will be hard to examine.  For the gulf of execution the command based prompt will also take a lot of time because the user may have to write long phrases for calling the air-travel functions.  In this sense command based prompt is a poor application for both the evaluation and execution.
Direct Manipulation:  Direct manipulation is a faster application in terms of time it takes for the user to understand what the interface is accomplishing.  Especially an air travel program, having an interactive map of the united states (as shown in the article) would help out user to understand the functionality of the program.  The user who plays with the sliding bar to adjust the departure/arrival times first time would witness the visual changes within the interface and then understand what that sliding bar really is for.  In this sense this implementation is quicker to evaluate when compared to a command based interface of an air travel program.  For the gulf of execution issue, the direct manipulation is a perfect tool.  In order to see other possibilities of a flight plan, the user will only need to play with the scroll bar to change the flight times.  As the user changes the values the outputs change and the screen updates.  In short the time it takes for the user to accomplish his or her goals are really short in direct manipulation.
Agent based interface:  In agent based interface the agent who is trying to communicate with the user can give assist the user during the evaluation process when it realizes that the user is actually struggling to understand what the program is really doing.  In this sense the agent has to be coded really well and should be clever enough to understand that the user is struggling.  For the air traveler this could work fine since the users of the program will be regular users whom don’t have deep experience with the computers.  As a matter of fact any help could be appreciated by the inexperienced user.  On the other hand a poorly coded agent can annoy the user.   The same comments are true for the execution process.  If the agent is coded well, and can recognize the behavior of the user, then the agent can fasten operating the program.  On the other hand the agent that is poorly programmed can again annoy the user and alter the operation of the program and the quickness of the user in using the program.

Locus of Control:

Command Based Interface:  In the command based prompt the user seems to be having the control of the program.  Especially for an air traveling program the user who has to type in a bunch of commands will be of course in the center of the program since he will be the one generating commands directly so there is no way that the program can get the control.  For changing the flight schedule for example the user may have to type in a bunch of commands but it is clear that the interface is going to give him what he needs.  
Direct Manipulation:  The direct manipulation kind of strict the actions of the user since there are a bunch only a few tools that the user can use to get the flight information or to change it.  Unlike command based prompt where the user can use multiple-different commands to get the connection information for the flights, this manipulation has one slide bar that you can slide through to get the flight information.  If the slide bar somehow fails to respond to the user’s needs than there is no alternative way to achieve a solution and the program gets control from the user.  But still this is a good implementation for even the locus of control.
Agent Based Interface:  The agent based interface could destroy the control of the user if the agent is really aggressive and annoying for the user.  A virtual travel agent-figure which appears at the corner of the page, trying to give tips in every five minutes can alter the way the individual controls the program and even get the control from the hands of the user.  (ex: a virtual travel agent-figure that plans an alternative route without asking the user)
User Work:

Command Based Interface:   The command based interface takes the most time for the air traveler because the user has to type in continuously for commanding the program.  If the user wants to change something he or she has to rewrite most of the commands, thus increasing the work of the user even more.

Direct Manipulation:   The direct manipulation shortens the work load of the user since the user can point out his or her stops on the map directly without typing in commands that includes the directions.  Or the sliding time bar would help user to directly change the traveling information thus increasing the work of the user further.

Agent Based Interface:  If the agent is once again coded correctly and its position within the program is appropriate then it can really help user to accomplish his or her goals quickly. (a virtual travel agent that gives the cheapest rates would prevent user from comparing the prices of different trip plans manually.) On the other hand the virtual travel agent can take the user into a massive work load if it cant characterize the behaviors of the user.  From the previous example lets think about a virtual travel agent that takes a user to an alternative route that is not desired.  Than the user has to go back and supply back the previous information which would take more time.

Feedback:

Command Based Interface:  The command based interface for air traveler will be giving direct and short feedbacks about the process of the program.  Since the prompt is command based, there would possibly be no visual alert, no flashing lights or alert sounds.  Instead a clear feedback is given to the user such as “There is no flight found for this destination at … time”.  In this sense a command based air traveling program is really efficient in terms of giving feedbacks.

Direct Manipulation:  The direct manipulation would have more visual feedbacks that would grab more attention.  In this sense the clarity of the feedbacks may not be as clear as the command based interface’s feedbacks but still the way they grab the user’s attention would be enough for informing the user.  (let’s think about a flashing box appearing and saying “no flight” as the user scrolls over the scroll bar.  No flight is not a specific feedback so the user has to examine the scroll bar values to understand the no flight period)

Agent-based manipulation:  The agent can be helpful for giving feedbacks to the user.  It can report the type of feedbacks that the user wants to see according its observations on the behavior of the user.  If the user tends to buy the cheapest tickets all the time than it can inform the user about the fact that it is evaluating and sorting the tickets according to the cheapest rates.

Attention and information presentation:

Command Based Interface:  The attention and information messages are poorly presented in a command based prompt.  Since the air travel-command based application will not be visual(most-probably), than the alert and information messages will not be as impressive as they would on a visual interface such as direct-manipulation or agent-based.

Direct Manipulation:  The direct manipulation implementation would have alert and information boxes appearing interesting enough to grabbed the attention of the user.  (It is explained within the feedback section, see the examples given above)

Agent Based manipulation:  The agent based implementation can even make the attention and information messages more effective by coloring or changing their appearances according to the personal choices of the person.  Let’s assume that the virtual travel - agents asks about the favorite and the disliked colors of the user when the user enters the program.  Furthermore the agent uses these colors to grab the attention of the user in case of informative or important messages.


Perception and Recognition:

Command Based Interface:  Within the command based implementation of the air travel program it may be easy to recognize the outputs of the current inquires.  The program can directly printout the flight times on a simple table for the user to access them easily.

Direct Manipulation:  The direct-manipulation of the air travel program can increase the recognition of the first time user since the images and the objects tend to stay within the memory of the user.  Especially through the objects it will be a lot easier to perceive the air travel software since the output bar that is explained on the article can be recognized and identified easily when compared to a simple table having the flight times.

Agent Based manipulation:  The agent may take on the role of perceiving and recognizing the output flight information for the user.  Once again if the agent turns out to be an annoying agent it may end up making assessments and recognitions that are not desirable by the user.

Memory:

Command Based Interface:  Remembering the commands that are used to operate a command based interface is really hard.  The user needs to use air travel program continuously to keep remembering the features and the commands of the program.  In this sense inexperience users or non-frequent users have hard time in using this command based air travel program.  In this sense the program can be used by commercial offices such as travel agencies or travel companies that hires people who uses these kinds of programs all the time.
Direct Manipulation:  The direct manipulation air travel program is easy to remember since the objects and the maps help user to remember the way the program is used.
Agent-Based: The agents can be a helpful tool to help users to remember how the program is used.  They can record the commands of the user from his or her last log and present them to the user whenever he seems to have problems.  In this sense a clever agent would help the user a lot.

Learnability:

Command Based Interface:  It is really hard to learn command based interface’s commands since there are possibly hundreds of commands that you need to be aware of in order to use the air travel program the best. (commands for setting the time, setting the destination, setting the duration of the trips or the constraints… .)

Direct Manipulation:  The user can figure out the program by himself by playing with the scroll bar or the menus.  Since the results changes as he plays with the scroll bar he can easily find out about the way the trip is planned.

Agent Based:   The agent may try to help the user to learn the program during his or her first access to the air traveler.  The agent can give important tips and underline the important steps to operate the program as quickly as possible.

5. Assignment at the end of chapter 5
The agent on IKEA’s website:

a)
i. The virtual agent replies to a message the user inputs in a message box. The agent tries to pick up specific words in the message that it can recognize and then direct the user by making web pages pop up.

ii. The user has a conversation with the agent which suggests that the agent is an embodied conversational interface agent. However the appearance of the agent looks like a real person making it a synthetic character as well.

iii. When the agent doesn’t understand my request or brings up the wrong pager or even does not answer my request accordingly, I get frustrated with the agent. 

iv. The agent smiles or blinks but I don’t think that it has to do with anything I type or ask of it. However, if the agent cannot understand my request, the agent does have a look of “sorry” and also confusion on her face. The agent tries to be helpful as much as possible and doesn’t really understand that it’s useless.

v. The error message when the agent doesn’t understand my message is very polite and apologetic and the face expression is that of “sorry” and embarrassment. It is obvious that that agent is trying to help but when the agent does understand your message but gives the wrong response via unnecessary web pages, the agent looks pleased with herself.

vi. The user does not really exhibit any behavior. It seems that she just sits at a desk with headphones as if she is talking to you via the telephone and answers your questions. She moves back and forth a little and blinks often so that the agent seems more human like but that is about all.

vii. The facial expressions of the agent are very limited to smiling pleasantly, blinking, and a look of embarrassment when the agent doesn’t understand the user’s message.

viii. The agent is clearly a cartoon but it does have realistic proportions. The coloring of the agent is a little off from what a realistic person looks like but the shading in the face counteracts this effect making it seem more realistic.

ix. When the user asks to use the agent, a smaller window pops up in the bottom left hand side of the user’s screen. The agent is placed to the left with a description box to the right and a message space below the agent’s description.

x. The user communicates with the agent via text messages in the space provided and the agent writes a message back and also might pull up web pages in response to the user’s message/request/question.

xi. The level of discourse is not patronizing at all. However the agent does not understand the messages very well since it just looks for key terms so its responses are a bit patronizing since it comes off as the user’s questions/requests are stupid in some ways.

xii. The agent is helpful in guiding the user towards making a purchase by bringing up relevant web pages such as a page showing all beds or tables, etc..

xiii. The agent is not pushy at all. It is meant to guide the user to the desired page which shows the product the user is looking for.

xiv. The agent is female. This is very stereotypical, assuming that most customer service agents are female. If the agent was male, I don’t think it would have made a difference at all (at least not to me).

xv. I would not trust the agent at all. I would use the agent only if I did not want to or could not find a specific page with the product I’m looking for. Since the agent does not answer questions specific questions but rather directs the user, I don’t even feel as if I am purchasing from the agent.

xvi. If the agent knew more about each product instead of just directing me to the place where I can find the information would make the agents more persuasive. If the agent also knew certain information that is not in the website about each product that would make the agent more reliable, useful, and persuasive.
b)

i. It is easy to find information about products on Amazon.com and similar websites since it offers help on how to search and related searches so the user can better narrow down what they are looking for.
ii. Amazon has descriptions of each book and also suggests what other books to search for according to what other users who have purchased along with the book the current user is looking at. By having the option to buy used or new books, Amazon helps the use find a price that the user will be happy with. If the user is buying a used book, the seller is rated and so the user knows that the seller is reliable.

iii. Amazon does not have any kind of personalization that makes the user feel unique or special. If the user is registered with Amazon and is logged in, at the top it says “hello _____” where the blank is filled with the user’s name. Although this does make the user feel welcome, the user understands that it the interface does that for each user.
iv. The site would not be improved by an agent. It is pretty straight forward to how to find the product the user is looking for and the agent would just be confused and will confuse the user. The agent would be a waste of time, money, and energy and will not be used often at all on the site.

c)
I trust the Amazon site more because it is more straight forward. The agent on the IKEA’s website just frustrates me and makes me annoyed because it is useless. I can find the same information the agent gives me just by using the regular search available on the website as well. 

How is working in what and what type of page it is? 





When and what was changed lately?





What are other users doing? talking to?





Who am I interacting with in CEDAR?





What the current status of others?








