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Problem

 Much recent work in building software
engineering collaboration support
visualizations

 Difficult to compare tools, find open
areas for research

« No common language




Solution

e Survey existing work
e Create framework




Tools surveyed

e 12 systems/tools
— Seesoft 1992
— Tukan 2001
— ADVIZOR 2002
— Xia/Creole 2004
— Jazz 2004
— softChange 2004
— Beagle 2002
— Spectrograph 2004
— efc.




Framework

 Five Dimensions
— Intent
e Purpose and motivation of the tool
— Information
e Data sources for the tool
— Presentation
 How the tool presents the data (text, graphic)
— Interaction
« Static v. Live, interaction techniques

— Effectiveness
e Feasible? Evaluated? Deployed?




Framework

I ine nsi ons Characteristics Features
I[mtenit Raole Tearn, Developer, Maintainer, Reengineer, Manaper, Tester, Documenter, Besearcher
Time Present, Recent Past, Historical
Cognitive Suppon Authosship, Rationale, Time, A ifacts
Information Chargs management Lacal History, Bekases, Branching, Revisions
Program code Modules’components, Syntactic units (2.g., files), Semantic analysis
Defect tracking Defects, Chargs s
Cracurnentation Bequirments, Test cases, Desipn, Architechime
[nformal cormmunication Emiail, Instant messapes
Dl rivesd Single source, multipk soums
Prsentation Form Text, Hypertext, Graphical
Einds of views Anncdated views, Statistical views, Graph views, Special views
Techniques Visual variables (hue, tmnsparency, position etc), Animation, Abstractions
Interaction BaichLive Offline, Online
Customization Level of customization, sharing and saving customizations
{henes Ouery languape Filer widgsts
View navigation Chverview +detall, Loomable views, Coupled views
Effectivensss Status Inplemented, Availability, Scalability, Interoperability
Cost Eeonomic cost, [nstallation, Leaming, sape
Evaluation Adopted, Case study, User shody

Tabke 1) Summary of the framework




Intent

Rale “Team size Amy 1 Small Any  Any Any  Any
Ceveloper Yes I Wes Wes Yes Yes  Yes
Mapazar Yes Yes Yes  Yes
Tester Documenter Yes Tes
Mamfaipen Fasnzinaar ez  Yes Yez Yes  Yes
P.azearcher Yes ez  Yes Yoz Yes Yes
Time Pressnt 5 Ve Vs
F.ecent past Yes 5 var  Yes Tes
_Hiziorical _Yes Yoz Wes Wes Wes Ve
Cogmltive Anthorship Yes var  Yes Wes Tes Yoz
suppart Pationale Parttal Wes  Yes
Tims Yes Yas ez Tes Yoz  Yas
Amifacts Yes vas  Wes Wes  Wes Yes  Yas
Information
—hacze Local histooy Yes
ImAnAgement Palzasa: Yes Yes  Yas
Branching Wes Yes
_Revizions _Yes Yes Ves Yes
Trackine _Defectz/Changes Yes Was Yes _
Program Code  Syntaciic umits Wes  Wes  Tes Yes  Yes
oemantic analysis Yes Yes
Document- Feguirements, tests
Ao _Desizn Architacture
Informal Email
CORIME Instant msssazes Wes
Denved Single spurce Tes Yes

Multple spurce

Yes

Yes



Contributions

 Proposed research agenda

— Intent
* Need for requirements
— Little work to determine what should be in a tool
— Information
« Fact extraction is key
— Stop reinventing the wheel
— Presentation

« Combine Views
— Integration and combination for effectiveness




Contributions

 Proposed research agenda (cont’'d)

— Interaction

* Need for improved gueries

— Interactive visual queries, possible formal query
language

— Effectiveness

e Need for more evaluation and benchmarks

— Mostly limited to case studies, need much more
evaluation work to determine effectiveness




Positive

Helps compare existing tools
Provides common language

Shows holes In existing
— Research
— Tools

Sets a research agenda



Negative

* Doesn’t find deficiency In
dimensions not covered by survey

 Validation not included/possible
— Community support

 Needs update every few years




