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About

» PhD researcher with TUDublin School of
ComputerScience, January 2022

» Lecturerfor 18+ yearsin Computer Science,
Visual Communications & Ul/UX

» 23 yearsindustry experience in Design, Ul/UX
& Film Production

» PublicationswithIHCI 2022, EUT+ 2022 & IARIA
2022

» |IBM Enterprise Design Thinking Practitioner &
Team Essentials for Al




End Users' &
Al

[1]

Understanding
Al behaviour

Understanding how Al
computes outputs

Crucial in developing
XAl for users

Behaviour

Qutputs




Users Mental
Models

Complexe

How a user believes a
system works

Can be misaligned to Black box?

how a system actually
works

Crucial in explaining Al




Current
evaluation
methods

» Primarily used for
assessing interactive
systems

Evaluation gaps still
around users
understanding of Al

Surveys, interviews,
observafions assess
Interaction

How to assess cognitive
perceptions & mental
models¢

[31141(5116] Observations




Design Thinking

» Problemsolving » User centered at early » Minor modificationsvs
method stage novel ideas

» Non-linearwithdefined » Bigideasto explore » Pain point definition
steps concepts usually based on users' needs

difficult fo arficulate

[7]

| | Prototype | Test



Methodology:
Design Thinking

Design thinking workshop
20 participants

Multidisciplinary:
Computer Science &
Design Undergraduates
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Methodology:
Design Thinking

» Empathise: empathy
mapping & as is scenario

» Define: pain point
definition

» Ideate: Big ideas &
prioritisation
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Methodology:

Personas
Problem statement

How can we explain Al systems decisions, making

, , them more transparent and understandable to
» Recruitmentdomain Users?2

» Personas: Maria Atkins a
recruitment specialists and
Andrew Wilson a recent
graduate looking for work

» 2 different but typical users of
an Al drivenrecruitment
system

» Scenario focused on
personas’ frustrations with the

Maria is 32 yea \ | talent acquisition

Al SYSTe m specialist workln in a HR departmen ofa
multinational ¢ ny in Dublin, IreI}d




3) SHres ik e
b \\/\x‘”’ P o ) i Dooble -
[ «‘%‘\‘«‘ ey Weiriadts, W:
L) x Ty Ry %k wrhy | M
< —
Flat on ot HELS 3 o
P ;K;‘_M :‘ "":’
I 15 oetic s - 3 N
427 CELD |50 vty e e . oy
ok D=t " A
- d’d‘ o ~
o3 e
W ﬁ‘ n
Tt dito \“ g Wt prems
e w\)‘ X w ) ° Lo \
e A e 1wy
e i ‘;’:ﬁss" “,A::,\‘\v_ woesd
i e rak — =)
Lo h« s
5 ¢ _Jr—/’j Unsufe oF o\ ﬂ”“.
=S Hhe Sygrem t L4
o6t g;':':\g’k; \a)ss e sy ‘:w:: iy
3 -
i N, e
= a Calls T ! The <yséen sk
" ' IT perse night Jeso M ke How
? 4 e e e
wt \ Mo, N (HUL
Wy
wd
Ceuss € Lﬁ.ﬂh’l i Dv-n)g\.,‘
Q‘s«y} Prose t,“"",.w i )
ot grri®s oy o
A & what chy,
> Ang g, e S
4 a ~/¥0 c‘ W L = 7(sidowy\ gL s
e r A mey& Ladd 47 ¢ e 4 g‘“,‘,;{‘
REEE el Qun v #4n UT g et Qhinten
) -
S e e Uﬁu" = . i SN %.w\’
= o P craud! . : oy e s g ‘e so\s . — -
wanie b oy T et TR ) : Send A Read  Gillhpy O0AY ] Dot Wiergat o
0 Lmy HIT W Veso o Q\z:“'& | : AN =l . “Rarm (e
: (o49) = e \,{\UFL":: w’;‘ €Yo o 5 Letten v"'?\": craces S L . ° 3
; ™ : 3 ; ) Con, g
[ B EGEE P B T ™ i N g, (e I i
o | pany e (P | ”;:-:« = S T (:,:, :::, ,‘ % T 6ok au‘sd con \ CED‘A : e
s "' ™ (v Mo e ()ﬂnﬂ‘/ ? 7
il L\i" st 07’ ‘,T | s aeev . Q)b)& Gt 4
S i | Hopekal Oupress ’ Leot § 'T:\lkaf Q iy,
mre w N <Ko r[_*) b o bé 2 Rty gy SHhors o DA [
=R R S ., 2 5 -
vy I '*M o “054q ”WCFIL 0 e
G| e e e Wt L me g o ol
s w.m'. s e rdox V'.h?::: ' Weay, Vel @ "“'% Wity Gage,
Ve '::'..'. s .""M
| 0S| e : Wokchee ol A cirngy |
e | e i _ ¢ srver
re
- - . Voo rr2 Sl
[ .
) G >
qu"{’(—’ %”"'—/_/—’/’—d " / "f\j “M“‘i" i
(owmPALing ek
UI'I“M "7::# crc P oo Cal mﬂ’"dh_ me = c‘““‘
Doew| ot 21 e = WA v e oo /D[ LS
ks wlm g ’ o .
v Rk e elF ":‘ e ot e S Website Ay o .
BN Uhe e | | be 99 e Ea :
" Nt 9 ol w A ®
I JROHTE L4 e bttt i o for oned te?  ————— —__ iflg A NS Ttacking < @ E] =
iy e e A e ke Toing 1 39‘5 Nt i - AT,
3 = L ] L] — I\ e ot
s @ | : §§,, W e b ' k i
s : %‘;i':! 7 | ’kg i i":’“-ﬁs{:? » i O (kg \
& S ’ | Kl O / N J ) >
= Confusey Aaiety . E [ W‘M | U'f"!f\l’s "Q y
2 . =h £ * @ EW @R @ 73 S B ¥ @ W 4? bily @Y Vs Cosy
< ) Unsure i <h | .\ o =S e ¥
- K vedt / . eosy/ v/, €
12 FOPrT i L L\ Ly VS e/ g ‘ %“'b'l"j it oe‘;:’”" 9y
N e . Nefuouy @9 gasbility EN Rt o = eX [
sapton) Uniig Skepticer £ TS



Results: Emparthising & Definifion

» Voting on pain points, 5

» Group 4. Maria » Asisscenario steps
voteseach

Atkins Persona » Reviewing &

» Clustered around areas

» Opaque & Confusing messaging unsuccessful

> Powerlless Outor and successful » 4 pain pointsidentified
control and has a sense applicants
of guilt » Informing management /

Tk with
eopincers
et
ysten

successful

Contact
Talk ; ;
AKI0-  comware Beaciip i note abo nhefie? -
experts Creators intervie e hone . collecting info T
Review message on why she o

unsuccessful unsuccessful thinks they
management

e applicants applicants were
Sense  Dossnc o e e ot too unsuccessful of concerns

Corfuwd et
,.))) of guilt controt p . e in
9N Thinki ng selet unsuccessful? email

Unsure

Graphical Representation of Empathy
Map, Asis scenario and Pain Points Group 4

Feeling | Confused Worried




Results: Empathising & Definition

» Group 1: Andrew Wilson » Searching &
Persona applying, waiting,
: : receiving
» Negative & Confusing reply, updating CV
» Upset, Angry and & reapplying

unmotivated » Repeatingsteps with

no feedback

» Voting on pain points, 5
voteseach

» Clustered around areas
» 4 pain pointsidentified

[7]

Analyse  applyings ~ REViSe lack of

replies reapplying cVv feedback

Graphical Representation of Empathy
Map, Asis scenario and Pain Points Group 1



Results:
Categories

» Data: Pre-workshop
survey, audio
recording during
workshop,
photographs of
worksheets, post
workshop interview

Consolidated findings

Categorisationto
group findingsinto
topic areas

2 common categories:

Visual feedback &
analytics and Visual
Comparisons

Visual _— — Visual
Isua Isua
feedback i . feedback
) g comparisons comparisons .
& analytics & analytics

Highlighting
problems &
offering
chances to
rectify

Criteria
manipulation
/ tracking

Andrew Wilson Maria Atkins



Results: Pain
point to big
ideas

» Pain points reflect opaque
areas of the Al system for
users

Big ideas reflect solutions to
provide explanationsin
order to enhance end-
users’ understanding of Al
system and potentially
explain Al systems’
behaviour

Pain points mapped to big
ideas for Maria Atkins

collecting info
Review message on why she

unsuccessful unsuccessful thinks they

applicants applicants were
unsuccessful

informs

senior
management
of concerns

Pain points for Maria Atkins Group 4

Double "Compaes

vecirieadtag <oTwe ®
syshg | ola W

Participants visualisation of visual
comparisons

Participants visualisation of visual
feedback & analytics

(Wnse 4
In Pyt 32‘004:/
RITTA e Aea L
( RuTELi A T
Hers ¢ Twe O/
Ll St
22

Participants visualisation of criteria
manipulation or tracking



replies reapplying cV feedback

Results: Pain
pOIrTI- TO blg Pain points for Andrew Wilson Group 1

ideas R | -
R 1= eV
Email Sent ‘RAT! NE o
““w\u Q 000
bk ol [,..,J,/ . A’k Fgf _
I‘\" (n/ ) R‘ °P?')
» Pain points reflect opaque ‘ F’gdbcd‘ f-"ﬂ BotEon

areas of the Al system for
users
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Participants visualisation of visualcomparisons




Discussion: Explanations

» Factual Explanations:

» Useful when system outputis

as expected

» Counter Factual Explanations: Principal Reason Explanations:

TEAMWORK

You scored 1 star for
ieamwaork skills

» Useful especially when system output Allowing for criteria manipulation

isn't met & chance tfo achiev e different
result

TEAMWORK TEAMWORK
You scored 1 star for You described 1 teamwork
teamwork skills, role. You must have at
You must score § stars least § teamwork roles to

o progress o interview progress fo interview



A Design Plan for Ideating Al Using a Design
Thinking Approach

Implementing

Design Thinking

1. Persona &
Scenario

Design persana on
real use cases &
devise scenaric to
astablish users’
frustraticns for
better pam point
identifscation

2. Participants

Interdisciplinary
participants a7

favowred prafera-

by with damian
stakeholders

reprasentadl.

3. Size

Min workshop: 4
participants

Max workshop:
Dependant on
facilities such as
location size o
numbes of facilita

Lars

4, Multimodal

Encourage draw-
ing & writing.

One idea per
sticky note.

Quantity over
quality

Engage designers
a5 participants.

5. Playbacks

Hold playbacks at
critical moments.

Allowr all team
members to
contribute to

ensure alignment.

Focus on solutions
to pain points.

&, Embrace the
absurd

Keep groups on
task and aligned
to the problem.

Embrace the
absurd, ro idea is

rajactad initially

7. Data
Caollection

Photograph
worksheets regu-

Mumber work-
sheets to identifty

Qrasps

Audio record
playbacks and

closing reflections.



Thank You

» Questions
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