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OverviewOverview

• Motorola Labs and the Access Grid

• Goal 1: Understand AG usage

• Goal 2: Answer specific research questions

• Goal 3: Improve AG Node User Interface
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Motorola Labs and the AGMotorola Labs and the AG

• About me…

• The User Centered 
Research group

• The “Collaborative 
Spaces” project

AG Node demo, September 2000

Motorola Labs
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A ‘Collaborative’ Space is…A ‘Collaborative’ Space is…

A physical location, supporting collaboration by:

– connecting people in different locations

– communicating awareness of others’ activities

– conveying a sense of presence or “being there”

– building relationships through persistent connection

Motorola Labs
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Goal 1: Understand AG UsageGoal 1: Understand AG Usage

• Real-world data collection
– on-site observations
– observations over the AG
– user survey
– automatic data logging

• Purpose is to…
– understand who is using the AG and for what
– investigate backchannel (MUD) usage
– identify issues appropriate for closer study

Goal 1
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Understanding the user’s world...Understanding the user’s world...

• Observe the user like:

• Borrowing from cultural anthropology…
– Go where the users work
– Watch the actual users work while they work
– Ask questions about it
– Capture it: record it, get samples, etc.

Margaret Mead conducting field 
research in Bali, circa 1957

Goal 1
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Automatic LoggingAutomatic Logging

• How to measure AG participation?
– chat logs
– frequency/ content of use
– session management activity

• Ways to analyze logged data
– code types of activities
– state transition and time allocation diagram
– content analysis of discussion
– look for patterns of activity

Goal 1
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IssuesIssues

• observation should take place 
over long periods of time

• multiple people in several 
physical locations to observe 
simultaneously

• issues with recording and 
informed consent (both video 
and logging)

• logging can be expensive and 
time-consuming to implement

Goal 1
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Goal 2: Research QuestionsGoal 2: Research Questions

• Proposed ‘focus’ research
– aid coordination of speaking turns

– provide awareness of how one’s location appears to others

• The ‘video quality’ question
– how much is enough?

– well… enough for what, exactly??

• Enabling technology research
– System: simplification, reliability, security/ encryption, integrate 

wireless devices

– Video: delay, quality, synch with directional audio

– Multicast: performance, many-to-many scalability,  dynamic QoS

Goal 2
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Other IdeasOther Ideas

• Immersion and audience immediacy
– does increasing immediacy result in a greater feeling 

of shared space? does this really matter?

• Anonymity and privacy
– how do these factors impact trust formation, essential 

for effective and high-performing groups

• Selective attention and information overload
– how much is really too much for an AG display? how 

can organization help?

Goal 2
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IssuesIssues

• Recruiting participants is complicated by the fact that a 
group is needed each time!!

• Hard to duplicate real conditions of use in an 
experimental setting

• Representative sample – who are the users?

• Technology is presently somewhat unreliable

• Coordinating between multiple sites is problematic

Goal 2
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Goal 3: AG Node User InterfaceGoal 3: AG Node User Interface

• Nodes are just plain hard to run

• Usability testing to identify interface problems

• Needs to wait until the other two goals are at 
least partially met

Goal 3
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IssuesIssues

• Same issues as experimental studies:
– a group is required for each session
– hard to duplicate real conditions of use

• Won’t yield useful results until the system is 
more robust 

Goal 3
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The End!The End!

Emilee Patrick, Senior Human Factors Engineer
User Centered Research, Motorola Labs
Rm. 2230, 1301 E. Algonquin Rd. Schaumburg, IL 60196
phone: 847.538.6886  fax: 847.576.3240
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