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SimMasto project
	Rough structure for the expert interview



1 Foreword

The particular model we aim to develop is advocated to be a framework where the questions raised by scientists from their research are dealt with as an integrated whole. As a precondition to the definition of the scope, nature and expected outcomes of the model, it is necessary to try identifying what questions are topical in all the diversity offered by the scientists of the team. 

The main objective of the interview is to identify, and especially formalize, the question, scope of questions or problematic, the expert is currently working on, trying to answer or reduce. To reach this objective we go through a sub-objective which is to describe the scope, boundaries and characteristics of the particular field studied (these descriptions will further constitute a basis to shape the model).
For this purpose, we shall thus try to interview successively each 'expert' and tentatively depict: 

1. the field and limits of his/her problems,
2. the terminology associated with this field. 

These two ranges of questions should then lead to the elicitation, with the expert, of:

3. The questions unsolved and their formulation.
2 Interaction with the expert

2.1  (*)
 Relevant documentation list

2.2  (*) Free description of the field(s) by the scientist
2.3  Specific questions and answers about the description

2.3.1 Scientist discipline

2.3.2 Review of the composed words (from wordmapper)

2.3.3 Review of the cluster analysis

2.3.4 Review of the documentation
2.4  Identification of the themes covered (see annex I)

2.5  Delimitation of the functional scale or scale range
What biological systems are currently investigated? (use sheme on SimMasto web site)
2.6  Case study opportunity (‘travelling companion’ approach)

If timely, either provide a ‘prior’ description and justification or provide possible alternatives; 
3 Formulation of unsolved questions currently ongoing

… or confirmation, explicitation, identification, formalization, wording of ..;
3.1  (*) Scientist proposal

3.2  Proposed reformulation

4 Specification conditions of the forthcoming model 

This chapter aims to be a kind of take-home messages set resulting for the specific ‘expertise’. Each reported item should ultimately rely on one or more questions of the definite problematic set

4.1  Summary (field and questions identification)

4.2  Field components identification

4.2.1 Space(s)

4.2.2 Objects

4.2.3 Active agents

4.2.4 Interactions

4.3  Case study opportunity (‘travelling companion’ approach)

If timely, either provide a ‘prior’ description and justification or provide possible alternatives; 


5 ANNEX I: Identification of the themes covered
This section summarizes the associated terminology bound to the expertise; it is divided into categories where describers can be placed by either the expert or the modeler (supplementary proposals to be validated). Some of the categories are redundant to allow the expert to better choose or identify the describers. None are compulsory and they are only proposed as a canvas supporting the identification. Scientist proposals during the interview should be in bold, following modeler’s proposals in normal font (nb: the preliminary source used to determine the categories are the bottom-up classification that emerged from the Ecoscope centre d’informations (CI) initiative, nb2: the categories are unordered)

5.1  field

5.2  discipline  

5.3  country/localization  

5.4  spatial scale / space describer
5.5  temporal scale / time describer
5.6  Other scales (e.g., functional)

5.7  Biological entity / taxonomic group
5.8  active agent

5.9  field component
5.10  concept

5.11  method  

5.12  Tool
5.13  measure or indicator

5.14  Phenomenon

5.15  process and phenomenon
5.16  property / ability / action / activity[image: image2.png]
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� Sources are composed of documentation and transcripted interviews


� Was formerly: Field and limit of the problem


� Items with an asterisk (*) should be provided by the interviewee


� Preparatory documents; they should be completed when possible with the scientist extended CV or scientist record.


� Should be in the end linked to one or more questions of the problematic set.


� Partly based on the multi-agent scheme proposed by Ferber, 1989


� Interaction review could be made on a further step of the modelling process.


� e.g., integrative biology from genes to populations, ecological and landscape systems
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