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Explanatory Journeys: Visualising to Understand and Explain
Administrative Justice Paths of Redress

Jonathan C. Roberts, Member, IEEE, Peter Butcher, Ann Sherlock, Sarah Nason
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Fig. 1. Through co-design, workshops with lawyers, judges, charities, Ombudsmen and so on, we ascertain redress routes, write exam-
ple scenarios and develop Artemus: our administrative justice explanatory visualisation tool. Focusing on housing and homelessness
and education, people learn about possible redress options, e.g., someone who has been made homeless (A), must first go to the local
authority (B) and (C), if this redress fails they could go to county or administrative courts (D).

Abstract—Administrative justice concerns the relationships between individuals and the state. It includes redress and complaints on
decisions of a child’s education, social care, licensing, planning, environment, housing and homelessness. However, if someone has a
complaint or an issue, it is challenging for people to understand different possible redress paths and explore what path is suitable for
their situation. Explanatory visualisation has the potential to display these paths of redress in a clear way, such that people can see,
understand and explore their options. The visualisation challenge is further complicated because information is spread across many
documents, laws, guidance and policies and requires judicial interpretation. Consequently, there is not a single database of paths of
redress. In this work we present how we have co-designed a system to visualise administrative justice paths of redress. Simultaneously,
we classify, collate and organise the underpinning data, from expert workshops, heuristic evaluation and expert critical reflection. We
make four contributions: (i) an application design study of the explanatory visualisation tool (Artemus), (ii) coordinated and co-design
approach to aggregating the data, (iii) two in-depth case studies in housing and education demonstrating explanatory paths of redress
in administrative law, and (iv) reflections on the expert co-design process and expert data gathering and explanatory visualisation for

administrative justice and law.

Index Terms—Explanatory visualisation, administrative justice, law, law visualisation

1 INTRODUCTION

Understanding administrative law is important for the general public,
especially if they want a remedy or compensation for a decision or
grievance. But navigating different possibilities and options is a huge
challenge. Even for lawyers it can be tough, because of the intricacies
of how laws are created. Administrative justice, sometimes known
as public law, concerns the relationships between individuals and the
state. Public law governs how public bodies act, to ensure that these
bodies behave in a legal and fair way. The importance of administra-
tive justice cannot be underestimated, everyday throughout the world,
humans interact with the state; about decisions of a child’s education,
relative’s social care, licensing, planning, environment, housing and
homelessness. But the public are often unaware of basic legal princi-
ples, much less understand how to make a complaint on decisions that
affect their lives. With different options for redress, it can be difficult
to understand which of the multiple routes they should take. Taking
one route may inhibit them taking another; one form of redress may
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need to be tried and rejected before certain options become possible, or
they may decide to take no action.

Explanatory visualisation techniques have potential to present clear
information while helping people understand different choices of re-
dress. Initially we focused on policy makers and legislators, but though
consultation our emphasis shifted to explaining redress paths to an ag-
grieved person sitting alone or with an advisor. Well crafted diagrams,
maps and charts can make the information clearer to interpret, easier to
understand, and more succinctly demonstrate the concepts [52]. But
how do we visualise this information? How do we show different routes
of redress? How can someone see every option, navigate through the
routes and understand relevant information to their situation? In this
article we present how we designed and built a visualisation tool (Arte-
mus) to display different pathways, and help people navigate options
for redress.

In addition to the challenge of visualising paths, there is the question
of gathering and processing data. It is not a matter of plugging in a
visualisation tool to a database, as there is no single database of infor-
mation. Legal principles are complex, information held across laws,
and discernment is needed to make distinction between law and policy,
rules and discretionary decision-making. Furthermore the system of
institutions and remedies has grown up piecemeal in a very ad hoc
manner and presents the individual with a plethora of different bodies,
processes and laws. Navigating the different possibilities can be a
huge challenge. Consequently, the process of developing explanatory
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Fig. 2. To develop the explanatory visualisation we consider five core concepts. The task for the user; data collection and its organisation; visual
design of the solution; implementation. All these processes are underpinned by expert reflection and evaluation. Using an iterative approach,
we explain three cycles of design. Phase @ focuses on the task, data collection and reflection. Phase @ confirms the collected data and its
classification. Phase @ focuses on the design, implementation and evaluation of the tool.

systems must be synchronised with the process of collating, classifying
and simplifying data. The process involves assembling information
from various sources, including documents and expert opinions, classi-
fying and sorting the data into something that can be stored and used
in a visualisation process. Of course, because people will rely on
these systems to make decisions, they need to be correct, unbiased and
exemplify real situations; hence the data is judged by expert critical
reflection that we obtained through four expert workshops and direct
interaction with other stakeholders. Visual methods, and visualisation
design strategies, including sketching, expert workshops, and heuristic
evaluation can help to collate and organise the required data.

We focus on Welsh law and in particular on practices in housing
and education. This focus provides a convenient test bed for our data
gathering and visualisation demonstrator. In the UK, administrative law
is a mix of common laws of England and Wales, devolved and national
law. From previous work we had links across the UK with judges,
legislators, practitioners and administrative justice educators [38,40].
Consequently we were able to hold workshops with relevant and com-
mitted stakeholders. We performed a comprehensive review of public
administration in Wales, developed the pathways, conducted several
workshops to collaboratively review and adapt the administrative jus-
tice paths of redress, and developed associated texts as case studies
to exemplify these examples. There is a strong need to be clear and
consistent in both languages. We use bilingual drafting, to co-draft
what is written in English and Welsh at the same time, rather than
translating from one to the other. We make four contributions:

1. An application design study of an explanatory visualisation tool

(Artemus).

2. Coordinated and co-design approach to developing the visualisation
coincidentally with the data paths and exemplar case studies.

3. Administrative justice case studies in housing and education to
explain administrative justice paths of redress.

4. Reflections and guidelines on developing explanatory visualisation
applications.

2 STUDY APPROACH

The administrative justice system ensures that public decision-making
is lawful and fair. It provides systems to ensure that duties and powers
of different public bodies are carried out properly. These systems help
people address issues if they believe they have been treated unfairly
or unlawfully. Our research set out to examine administrative justice
in Wales and make recommendations for improving it. By capturing
experiences and using visualisation approaches, we examined the Welsh
approach to administrative justice and its capacity to respond to change.
To recommend improvements of the administrative justice system, we
needed to perform extensive research into general administrative justice
and administrative law. This data needed to be organised and tested
with expert reflection. It was necessary that the relationships that we
were mapping were correct. We also wanted to create examples, and
scenarios, which were taken from real-life situations, consequently we

needed to collate examples from practitioners.

Our study approach was agile and iterative. We used a collaborative,
co-design strategy, whereby we researched, designed and implemented
at the same time. We followed the design cycles from Roberts et
al. [49, 50] ever-improving and cycling from low-fidelity designs that
are evaluated by practitioners, to developing better and more complete
solutions which are likewise evaluated. During our project we moved
seamlessly between data-collection and organisation of the data, to
expert reflection, visual design and implementation. However, on
reflection we realised that there were three main phases. We show these
parts diagrammatically in Fig. 2, along with the three phases, and use
this structure to organise the paper.

© In phase 1, we considered the user, comprehensively investigated
administrative justice and started to develop initial networks. Before
the project started in earnest we performed a stakeholder survey
to evaluate the need (achieving 60% replies). 100% agreed that
processes for redress in Wales needed rationalisation, 57% indicated
that the current arrangements for allocating grievances were not
clear, demonstrating there was utility for the project.

© Phase 2 focused on validating and improving our outline networks,
which we achieved through a series of in-person workshops and
direct engagement with experts and practitioners. We produced
low-fidelity network diagrams in Microsoft Word to demonstrate
the networks and specific pathways of redress, which were used in
the workshops.

© In phase 3 we performed a deep-dive into alternative design ideas,
sketched alternative designs and implemented the Artemus explana-
tory visualisation tool; testing and validating it with experts.

3 BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

The purpose of developing an explanatory visualisation is to explain
data and processes. However, explanatory visualisation is only one
style of many: developers may create a visualisation to allow users to
explore data, present results, tell stories and show findings, or explain
phenomena [12,26,51]. Considering these three styles, respectively,
a developer may say: “this visualisation allows me to explore data”,
“this visualisation enables you to see what I see”, or “what do you
see and learn from this display?” [12]. When a developer designs a
visualisation they must understand the purpose of their visual output.
They need to understand where it will be used, the skills of the user who
will use it, and the purpose of the visual display [50]. All these factors
affect decisions, that the developer needs to make, on the design of their
visualisation, how the user interacts with the visualisation, appearance,
choices of which software is used to implement it, and where and how it
is published. The designer will make different decisions when creating
an exploratory visualisation in comparison to an explanatory one.
With exploratory systems, researchers want to discover relationships
and understand data. Tukey’s championing of exploratory data analy-
sis [64] sparked off the development of statistical and exploratory tools
and libraries [9,23,59,66], and interactive and exploratory query based
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visualisation techniques such as multiple linked views [4,46], dynamic
queries [56], cross filtering [66] and visual comparison [20]. Through
exploration developers can test hypothesis, discover outliers, trends,
or unexpected patterns [26]. For example, a researcher modelling
sediment transport, would change different parameters of the model,
and visualise and compare alternative outcomes [19]. The quantity of
research in this area is huge; academic researchers have investigated,
developed solutions for, and published many articles on exploratory
visualisation techniques, data analysis and systems that are highly in-
teractive, consequently there are many review papers [32,46,61,70].

When researchers and practitioners present a visualisation they are
storytelling [27,54]. To present an effective story, developers must have
a deep understanding and comprehension of their data, and show it in
a way that guides the observer through the material. For instance, an
academic would learn the material, summarise it and lead the students
through the core concepts. Or a journalist would write a story and create
a visualisation from data. Often these visualisations are accompanied
with different channels of information. Each channel needs to express
the ideas homogeneously; titles, text, verbal commentary, visualisations,
animations and so on, all need to present a consistent and coherent story.
The area of data-storytelling, narrative visualisation, data journalism,
data presentation and so on, is popular in the academic domain [21,22,
31] but many of the concepts and strategies have been driven by social
media influencers, journalists and publishers.

With explanatory visualisation, the goal is to provide both a way to
present facts and allow users to explore it so that they can develop a
deeper understanding of the information. It has three primary goals:
(i) educate, upskill and instruct, (ii) elaborate concepts and processes
instead of focusing on data sets, and (iii) to elucidate processes and ex-
plain what it is, why it happens and how it relates to other concepts [51].
The process requires developers to explicate and draw out the meaning
of the underpinning data, which is often not clearly defined [43]. Far
less research has been published on explanatory visualisation [51]. It
is clear, however, that explanatory presentation is popular, with many
public bodies and industries creating explainer videos, bloggers cre-
ating videos to explain how to make something or repair equipment,
and interactive explanation in journalism, with the public co-writing or
creating interactive visualisations and explaining concepts. Explanatory
visualisation is subtly different to (but can utilise) data-storytelling or
narrative visualisation methods. For example, a journalist may create
a narrative visualisation to describe how a pandemic spread, using
visualisations to quantify the hospitalisations, deaths, recoveries and so
on. Explanatory visualisations or other explanatory cues could be used
alongside, to explain how data is captured, numbers are calculated or
what specific words mean.

Explanatory visualisations have been applied to many different top-
ics, used to explain mathematics principles [5, 16], general relativ-
ity [68], communicate geological concepts [41], teach algorithms [51],
present definitions and explain words [47,48], explain data-structures
and other computing concepts [17,37,57], or general scientific princi-
ples [32,63]. Explanations have been used as part of interactive tools to
explain different concepts. For instance, in multiple view systems it can
be difficult to understand what views are linked [46], which can be ex-
plained with overlaid metaviews [30, 67]. Similarly variable sensitivity
information [58] or trails of user activity could be visualised to explain
where users could or have navigated, allowing them to return to previ-
ous versions [6]. Early explanatory seminal work in the late 1990s and
early 2000s principally used animation to help explain concepts [55,65].
Similar techniques are used today by teachers, as exemplified by the
quantity of explainer videos that use animation and can be viewed from
an Internet search of “visualisation of sorting algorithms”.

Educators often use visual explanation methods, particularly teach-
ing scientific facts [43,51]. They use visual representations accom-
panied with commentary or other discourse to explain core concepts.
Many authors encourage a multimodal approach [1, 3, 28], where pic-
tures are used alongside verbal description, or several pictures are used
to show alternative viewpoints. Whatever modalities used, many ed-
ucators include visual pictures to illustrate their points. For instance,
explaining how the heart works to medical students is much easier with

a visual diagram [15], or explaining inter-molecular interactions are eas-
ier with videos [43], and using visualisations to explain chemistry con-
structs is “central to the development of chemical understanding” [29].

While educators use models, pictures, animations and so on to ex-
plain complicated processes and models, their explanatory depictions
need to be more than merely ‘explaining the results’ [11]. If the con-
cepts are easy to learn, teachers will explain them orally. Consequently,
learners need to concentrate and relate the new information they hear to
knowledge they already know [8]. They are juggling, in their mind, the
new information, placing it alongside information they already know,
and trying to resolve any contradictions or questions they have about the
new knowledge. Not everyone has the same background, or develops
understanding in the same way, consequently it is important to explain
in different ways and use several strategies. Treagust and Harrison [62]
explain that learners create “explanatory frameworks”. Learners need to
see the information in different ways, relate it to knowledge they know,
and test their understanding. If the user can see the world from another
person’s viewpoint, and empathise with their point-of-view, they are
more likely to deeply understand the issues involved, and understand
how to proceed. Consequently, in our designs we wanted to include
alternative views, real-life examples to demonstrate how the knowledge
and paths of redress could be applied to the viewers’ life, and allow
users to interact and explore the information in a guided way.

Explanatory visualisation fits well with our challenge of explaining
redress paths in law. We do not want to give users an open-ended
exploratory system. Instead, we need a way to present clear structures,
while allowing users to explore and discover relevant information to
their personal circumstance to develop a robust understanding of paths
of redress. On the other hand, we do not want to merely ‘present’ the
information, instead we want them to develop effective ‘explanatory
frameworks’ and develop a deep understanding of the material in rela-
tion to their situation. Ours is a constructivist approach. We want the
public users of our law visualisation tool to have a hands-on experience;
permit the public to learn about the different paths of redress, and apply
them to their own situation. After interacting with our explanatory
visualisation tool, we want the users to have a good understanding
of their options, and to have more confidence in their own decision
making. It may be that after using our tool people decide to do nothing
— they decide that the right decision has been made in their case. Or they
will decide they do need to take action, and be better informed how
to move forward and who to contact to help resolve their issue. There
would be many ways someone could move forward from this point. In
fact new tools are being invented to help people write letters and make
complaints, such as through the resolver service (resolver.co.uk). How-
ever our focus is to explain and inform paths of redress. The person
may seek council from the body they have the complaint with, take
court action, complain to an ombudsman, take legal action, or receive
advice from an advocacy charity [38]. Indeed, they may be using our
explanatory tool with an adviser or advocacy service, who can use it to
help explain their different options.

Our focus is to visualise and explain paths of redress, and while
there has been less research in this area [52] visualisation techniques
have been successfully applied throughout law. For instance, visualisa-
tions have been created for use in a courtroom to recreate scenes, and
annotations of photographs have been used to express where people
went [42]. Visualisations have been used to help investigators under-
stand criminal patterns [13], showing timelines of activities [42] or
alternative opinions [10]. Where explanatory visualisation has been
used, it has been dominated by flowcharts [35], which have been used
to visualise argumentation [24,43] or explain legal instructions to civil
servants [45], network diagrams to visualise policy making [14,25] and
schematic diagrams to explain processes in contracts [44]. This prior
work led to the network metaphor being included in the design process.

4 PHASE @ — USER TASK, DATA COLLECTION, REFLECTION

In the first phase we collected data, started to classify the paths between
different institutions and organisations, designed a first network dia-
gram, and reflected on the user task. Our goal, at this stage, was to
create draft documents and information that others could critique, to
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guarantee that the information we are explaining is correct. We drew
upon our expert knowledge, spoke with practitioners and other experts.
We output a briefing paper, with accompanying schematic diagram, as
shown in Fig. 3. In this section we start by describing the data and then
go onto the user task.
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Fig. 3. In Phase 1 we reflect on the task, actors of the system, collected
and organised information on housing, homelessness and education.
We delivered a briefing paper and draft schematic.

4.1

We used two specific case-study areas to enable us to support our gen-
eral conclusions and recommendations with concrete examples. The
areas selected were social housing and homelessness, and primary
and secondary maintained (public) education. These are both areas
where power to make the laws has been devolved to the Welsh Par-
liament (previously the National Assembly for Wales) and therefore
any recommendations for change made by us could be taken up by
the Welsh Government. They are both areas where there is a plethora
of general and specialist bodies with a role in dispute resolution. For
example, in education, there are governing bodies, specialist exclusion
and admission appeal panels, and an Education Tribunal. This is in
addition to the general court system, and the ‘integrity’ bodies such as
the Public Services Ombudsman for Wales, the Children’s Commis-
sioner for Wales, the Welsh Language Commissioner and the Future
Generations Commissioner for Wales. Looking into the case study
areas in detail provided an opportunity for us to test and support our
general views about the administrative justice system at large.

But there are huge complexities in law that we needed to understand.
Successive statutes on devolution have given the Welsh Parliament
the power to make its own legislation on specified topics, known first
as measures and now as acts. Housing and education are topics on
which the Welsh Parliament has the power to legislate. However, pre-
devolution legislation made by the UK Parliament is still applicable
in some instances, as are some of the regulations made by UK Gov-
ernment ministers under the authority of those UK Acts of Parliament.
Frequently, an act is amended on many occasions so there is a chal-
lenge in knowing whether a provision is fully up to date. Accordingly,
the applicable law comes from a range of legal instruments: acts of
the UK Parliament to the extent to which they still apply in Wales,
measures and acts of the Welsh Parliament, regulations made by UK
Government ministers to the extent to which they still apply in Wales
and regulations made by the Welsh ministers under the authority of
UK acts or Welsh measures or acts. The law is frequently accompa-
nied by statutory guidance issued by ministers where the requirement
is that the relevant bodies have to ‘have regard’ to what it says: this
means that they are not strictly obliged to follow it, but they need to
show that they considered what it says and have a good reason if they
decide not to follow it. In addition to the specific law on housing and
education, it is also necessary to be aware of the general law applying
to remedies and of cross-cutting law on issues such as human rights
and anti-discrimination law. Overall, this amounts to a complex web
of different instruments from different sources and with different legal
status, not easily understood or accessible by many lay people.

In relation to housing and education, we examined legislation, the
existing limited commentary on that law in Wales, case law, previous
research, statistics and reports from government, representative organi-
sations, charities, relevant tribunals, local authorities, and the work of
institutions such as the Children’s Commissioner for Wales, the Older
People’s Commissioner for Wales, The Welsh Language Commissioner,
the Future Generations Commissioner for Wales and the Public Ser-
vices Ombudsman for Wales. We compiled a register of institutions

Data collection and organisation

and processes relevant to challenging initial public decision-making
in these areas, and the more general laws on dispute resolution, cross-
cutting issues such as human rights and anti-discrimination law. This
enabled us to compile a briefing paper for each of the two areas (hous-
ing/homelessness and education) with an account of the relevant law,
areas of weakness or contention, possible disputes that could arise for
an individual, institutions that could be involved in providing redress,
and different redress outcomes that could be pursued by an individual.
The briefing paper contained many examples of redress. For illustra-
tion we can consider the situation that someone was made homeless,
and they perceive that a local authority has breached a duty owed to
them to prevent them becoming homeless, or a duty to accommodate
them, then they would have several options:
Redress one (reconsideration by the Local Authority): “You should
first ask the local authority to reconsider its decision. There are a small
number of types of decision about homelessness where you do not have
the right to ask for a reconsideration.”
Redress two (appeal to the County Court): “After you have asked the
local authority to reconsider its decision, if you still feel it has made
the wrong decision you can appeal to the County Court.”

Redress three (Court of appeal): “If you think the County Court has
made the wrong decision you may be able to appeal to the England and
Wales Court of Appeal.”

Redress four (judicial review): “If you think the County Court reached
its decision in a way that was procedurally unfair, for example you feel
the judge did not properly take into account your evidence, you may be
able to seek judicial review in the Administrative Court. This review
will be about the way the County Court decision was reached — not
about the decision itself. (This route is rarely used).”

Redress Ombudsman: “You can complain to the Public Services Om-
budsman for Wales about something called ‘maladministration’. This is
where you feel you have been treated unfairly or received a bad service
from the local authority. Sometimes this kind of unfairness may also
mean that the local authority has broken the law. If you think the local
authority has broken the law, and you have a right to appeal or seek
Jjudicial review in a court, then usually the Ombudsman will not be able
to look into your complaint at the same time.”

In the briefing paper we included more examples and paths. It is
important to note that not all the paths would be relevant, and choosing
to take one option may inhibit others. In fact, during this phase we
highlighted several judicial challenges with the current system, that
we highlight in the final report [39]. For instance, with the ‘Redress
Ombudsman’ example, academics, lawyers, judges and others struggle
to make a clear distinction between matters for the Ombudsman and
matters for the courts. Consequently we have suggested a reform
in Wales, since supported by the ombudsman and the Commission on
Justice in Wales, for more flexibility that allows the ombudsman to refer
a point of law to the courts and the courts to engage the ombudsman.
This leads to more flexibility in redress, but not in a way that adds
further complexity to pathways for individuals trying to navigate them.

4.2 Data organisation, diagramming and reflection

The networks we are investigating (pathways of redress) are not sim-
ple structures. They contain uncertain connections, alternative routes,
multivariate variables and uncertainty. Our goal was to explore ma-
jor connections, investigate alternative layout strategies. To create a
system that can help people understand these structures, learn about pos-
sibilities and fit the knowledge with information, or correct what they
already know. The visual structures can also help identify problems
with legislative coherence that otherwise would not be recognised.

In addition to the briefing paper we started to map these routes as
a hand-crafted network diagram (Fig. 4). Throughout the project, our
approach was one of going back and forwards between the legal data
and the practical experiences of how people use and experience the
legal system. For the mapping, this involved identifying the points
at which an individual would become engaged with a problem in the
administrative justice system and enter one of our interactive maps.
We followed a process of working from examples and building the
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Fig. 4. Early explanatory schematic diagram (of the housing’/home-
lessness case study). The image was developed in phase 1, shared
in Microsoft Word, and used as part of the critical engagement with
stakeholders.

network of connections from the laws and procedures. It was for the
convenience of sharing with our experts that we chose to draft these
routes in Microsoft Word diagrams. This meant we could include the
network diagrams in Word documents and PowerPoint presentations
and share them with our experts, who could add comments and amend
as appropriate. These diagrams were ‘working diagrams’; not final
visualisations. In fact, we wanted people to discuss the routes and
confirm or deny the pathways.

At this stage we also started to add extra subtleties to the diagrams,
such as colours to represent types of redress: green for a complaint
to the ombudsman, red to represent an appeal to a court or tribunal,
and judicial review in purple. Referencing the diagram in Fig. 4, a
typical reflection, by the main law experts in the project and from
expert feedback, went as follows:

Local Authority homelessness duties. “Consider a person who is con-
cerned about a specific decision that the local authority has made (e.g.,
not to accommodate them) or are they dissatisfied with the service
they’ve received (e.g., someone has been rude on the phone, or sent
them the wrong information etc), or is it both these things.”

Decision for the complainant to make. “This is where you have to
decide are you going down a purple/red route or a green route, or both.
It’s the both part that can get complicated, I think the only way we
could really deal with this is try to give a specific example of when
someone can do both — through a link or ‘pop up’ thing so people can
see the rare circumstances where they might be able to do both.”
Options. “There are different routes to redress depending on whether
a person wishes to challenge a specific decision that a local authority
has made in connection with duties that they believe the authority owes
to them, or whether the person feels they have been treated unfairly
(but not unlawfully) or received a poor service.”

Decisions to be made. “In this example we can split specific decisions
into Type A (one redress pathway) and Type B (a different redress
pathway). You normally can’t have a red and a purple route — it’s
either one or the other. Historically purple has always been available
as a matter of common law (judge made law) in some areas Westminster
Parliament or National Assembly have created specific statutory appeal
(red) routes — but the purple route remains available for all areas where
a red route hasn’t been specifically provided for by a statute.”

It was imperative to have these dialogues between the experts. We
were identifying potential pathways, evidencing them with real-life
examples, gathering the draft text for the final explanatory visualisation
tool, and ascertaining potential design ideas.

4.3 User task — who, what, why, when, where

Understanding the audience is one of the most important challenges
to explanatory visualisation. If we, as developers, do not understand
who will be using it, their skills and where they are at, there is little
chance that we will help them learn. They will not use the tool, because
they will be confused. To understand the user requirements we chose
to focus on the five w’s method. We chose this methodology because it
is easily achieved, well known by the collaborators, and we have used

it successfully before [50]. Our discussions over the ‘user’ were held
in tandem with the development of the networks and the examples.

Who would use the explanatory visualisation? To understand
who is involved, we looked at the different stakeholders who have
interest in this type of visualisation. Choosing what information is
to be explained and who would be the principal benefactor of the
visualisation is important. These decisions would alter the type of
explanatory visualisation that we create. We created several outputs
(reports, briefs, presentations) for different groups, to tailor the infor-
mation, the method and language used. For instance, explaining the
processes to a professional law maker, required different language in
comparison to explaining the processes to a lay person. Our initial
focus was to create the explanatory visualisation for the law makers
and policy creators, however after discussion with stakeholders and
sitting in an emotionally charged meeting with people who believe they
had been aggrieved, we chose to focus the explanatory visualisation
tool for the ‘aggrieved person’, or an advisor who would be sitting
alongside the aggrieved individual. With substantial cuts to legal aid,
few people are eligible for funded legal aid advice. However, both
digital competence/digital literacy, among the population (of England
and Wales), and broadband connectivity have increased. People are
seeking legal-related help who are more literate generally, more digi-
tally literate, and have a better understanding of their rights; but still
need advice and support from a specialist to act on the information
available to them. Vulnerable groups need to be properly supported
by advisers and the visual approach of Artemus may well be easier for
them to grasp than reams of text [33]. Subsequently, we refined specific
outputs for specific purposes: the written reports to the policy makers,
and the explanatory visualisation to the general public.

What to explain? To understand what to visualise and explain we
needed to analyse the data in detail. In addition to the bodies, organi-
sations, routes of redress, and the case study examples, we estimated
quantities of each redress type in Wales, and success rates and fre-
quency of path use. For instance, we know that Redress three (Court
of appeal) is rare with only a handful of appeals of this type occurring.
While it could be possible to display this uncertain information, through
expert consultation, we decided that this information could introduce
biases in how people perceive the processes. Subsequently, we decided
to not visualise additional metrics, but to focus on the pathways (nodes
and edges of the network) and real-life examples. We considered long
and hard what the nodes and edges meant, and how they would be used
to explain the information. One solution could be to display the links
in the network to represent how one body interacts or reviews another.
For example, the ombudsman not only looks into complaints about
public services but also investigates whether government bodies have
violated their own code of conduct. Potentially we could explain other
relationships, such as “the body belongs to”, or “the body advises” and
so on, which would create hierarchical structures. However redress is
an emotive subject and concluded that it would be better for the individ-
ual to relate to the information personally. We decided that the routes
of redress are a personal tour. The network is viewed from a personal
standpoint: nodes as bodies or organisations; edges give direction and
mean that the person would “take an issue to the next body”.

Why would people use it? It is obvious that the goal is to educate,
elaborate and elucidate, but it is important to delve into the situation
of why they would use it. We are dealing with decisions over peoples’
lives and complaints thereof. Redress is personal and people respond
emotionally. Consequently the information needs to be clear so it can
be used in their time of need. It should help them positively, but also
be something that reassures them that they can move forward from this
situation. Educate and inform them in a unbiased way.

When and where would the explanatory visualisation be used?
Our vision is that people would investigate the possibilities in their own
time, or during a visit to an advisor. Therefore we wanted the tool to be
load anywhere and be cross-platform.

5 PHASE @ — DATA COLLECTION, DESIGN, REFLECTION

The aim of the second phase was to (i) develop and confirm that the
examples and the pathways are correct, (ii) draft the visualisation de-



signs and discuss them with stakeholders, and (iii) increase detail on
the schematic diagram. We held two workshops for each domain: hous-
ing/homelessness and education. We explain the first set of workshops
in this section (Fig. 5), and the second in Phase 3 (Sect. 6, Fig. 10).
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Fig. 5. In Phase 2 we focus on (i) adding detail and to the hous-
ing’homeless and education examples, (ii) validated the scenarios and
expanded the schematic diagram with expert feedback at the workshops,
and (iii) considered different design solutions for the final explanatory
visualisation.

5.1 Expert reflection and evaluation (the first workshops)

The workshops involved over 100 people from different sectors, were
aimed at professionals, and we used bilingual (Welsh, English) adverts,
handouts and PowerPoint slides. The workshops included specialist
lawyers, government officials, charities, representative organisations,
local authorities, a range of advocacy and advice providers, the Law
Commission (a specialist law reform body for England and Wales),
judges, students and representatives from the Welsh Tribunals, from
the Public Services Ombudsman for Wales and Welsh Commissioners.
We invited people to attend workshops largely based on our existing
networks, including connections through our membership of the UK’s
Administrative Justice Institute and Administrative Justice Council.
In addition, workshops were advertised through the Welsh Govern-
ment’s National Advice Network (a 150-member network of advice
and advocacy providers across Wales), through the organisation Public
Law Wales (a representative organisation for public law practitioners in
Wales), and through the Welsh Local Government Association. We also
had specialist participants from each field such as local authority staff,
housing association staff, and bodies representing school governors
and head teachers. Before the workshops we sent a copy of the basic
schematic to the registered participants (Fig. 4 shows the homeless
draft network diagram).

We split the workshops into two parts. First we received presenta-
tions from professionals and discussed the key administrative justice
issues affecting each sector; from legislation, to avoiding disputes,
early resolution and different formal methods of dispute resolution, as
well as what gives rise to disputes and how to learn from them, and
what reforms could be proposed to the sector as a whole. Second,
we discussed the pathways as represented on the schematic diagrams
and design ideas (Fig. 4). We shared printed copies of the schematic
pathways diagrams, and pinned a large version as a poster on the wall,
which participants edited and annotated.

Feedback at the workshops informed our development of the
schematic diagram and allowed us to confirm and adapt the differ-
ent redress paths. We continued our engagement with stakeholders
and conducted specific activities in each sector such as observing legal
proceedings, holding specialist focus groups with sector professionals
and with parents/carers of children with additional learning needs, and
continued to take updates on issues affecting the field of law, policy and
practice, alongside Freedom of Information Act requests and surveys.
By the start of phase 3 we had created a more detailed version, as
shown in Fig. 6. In addition to discussing issues and confirming paths,
the workshops highlighted several aspects that we should explain.

1. ‘Doing nothing’ was an appropriate option, and the explanatory
visualisation should make it clear that this is a valid outcome.

2. Some options may be more difficult to understand and need further
explanation. This could be to explain technical language, or to
justify or reason that one option is preferred to another, or that
taking one route closes down another.

3. Some people know more about redress paths open to them, so
it would be good to display different levels of abstraction in the

Welsh

e
T
Ombudsman L

Welsh Regulatory
Board for
Wales

Registered
Social Landlords

Admin Court /
Local Authorities  Homelessness ," England & Wales | ] S
/\ / €
\ " / W appeal
fendert T‘ Re‘s’::el::izl W judicial review

1L Property
\ - // Tribunal X reguiation
\ / X complint
Future y . rights/good administration
Generations | s
Senerei
: ( England & Wales | ™ possession claims

Upper Tribunal |

A / @&

internal review prior to
appeal or judicial review/claim

Fig. 6. The second draft schematic diagram of the housing/homelessness
case study, improving Fig. 4. It is a functional, work-in-progress, diagram
that was developed in phase 2 using Word diagramming, as a convenient
way to engage with stakeholders, and make pragmatic decisions of
redress paths. It demonstrates the complexities and thus confirms the
need to explain this information an accessible way.

examples. The suggestion was to have a ‘find out more’ button, to
include detail, reasoning or links to external bodies and advice.

4. Each body involved has a different remit and varying levels of
cost, formality and accessibility, and the outcomes may differ. It
is important to emphasise differences between bodies and their
requirements. For example, a court or tribunal will deliver a binding
ruling whereas the ombudsman will deliver a recommendation only,
albeit one that is almost always followed. Where there are choices,
an individual can explore different options and institutions and the
map helps them to appreciate each possible outcome.

Through our workshops it became clear that if our design was to focus
on the user, as a member of the general public or even as a generalist
advice provider, we needed to make clear we were giving ‘legal infor-
mation’ and not providing ‘legal advice’ (legal advice providers must
be properly regulated and insured). One way to be clear that informa-
tion and not advice was our goal, was not to ask users for personal
information and to base our pathways on commonly occurring ‘use
cases’ (the most common pathways travelled through the administrative
justice system). The mapping tool would still be bespoke to the user’s
decisions/choices at various stages, but it would not collect any per-
sonal data. We also researched the range of disclaimers used in other
legal information and legal educational websites, and from workshop
feedback determined to provide a disclaimer on the ‘landing page’ of
Artemus itself, which is then repeated within pathways when a redress
option involves a legal claim in a court or tribunal. Another means
adopted here was not to visualise information about the comparative
costs, rates of use and success rates of particular redress options in the
mapping tool itself (but we did provide this information to policy mak-
ers in our reports). While case prevalence is useful for lawyers, judges
and policy makers etc., it hides many nuances, which can mislead and
bias people’s decisions.

Other valuable feedback from the workshops was that we should
link clearly to where people can go to seek legal advice, this further
reinforces that we are not providing legal advice ourselves, and cru-
cially provides links at appropriate stages in the pathways to relevant
providers of legal advice, advocacy, and other related support. De-
spite that we are not providing legal advice, and are linking to advice
websites, workshop feedback noted that we do need to provide some
information about timing, as certain legal claims must be made within
three months of the decision under dispute. So, we do highlight where
time limits apply and remind users of something called a ‘pre-action
protocol’ these protocols are largely there to ensure that people have
explored all alternative options for redress before seeking legal action.

The workshops also highlighted specific details, relevant to each
case study. In education, school exclusions was chosen for mapping
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Fig. 7. Four design sketches from our design exercise. a) Focus view, showing the main route and associated text, b) focus+context, a dual view
with the full network on the left and specific path on the right. ¢c) Zoomable interface with different cards that can include the example case study
information. (d) Matrix view of full connections. Our chosen design follows ideas from a) and b).

mainly because this was the issue about which most concern had been
expressed in the initial education workshops due to the lack of inde-
pendent scrutiny mechanisms for most exclusions. The system for
challenging an exclusion does not present many choices for an in-
dividual, so the pathways are not particularly complex in terms of
visualisation. Perhaps the most challenging issue was teasing out the
law on the different types of exclusion, as the rights to challenge an
exclusion vary depending on whether it is a permanent or fixed-term
exclusion, and if the latter on how long the exclusion is for.

5.2 Design of the Explanatory tool — Artemus

Co-designing the explanatory visualisation meant that the design pro-
cess started at the beginning of the project and continued throughout.
We performed a focused design study during Phase 2 and the start
of Phase 3. We followed the process from the Five Design-Sheet
(FdS) [49] thinking and sketching design solutions (see Fig. 7); ideat-
ing potential solutions, refining to few designs, honing the designs
and generating wire-frames that we shared at the second workshop
(see Fig. 9). We considered other strategies (cf. [34, 36, 53]), and es-
pecially the learning objectives framework of Adar and Lee [2], but
the visual emphasis of the FdS, with user-embedded, iterative low-
fidelity co-design processes, matched better to our explanatory goals.
Explanatory visualisations need to present information in a correct
and clear way. Consequently through the design process we needed
to keep validating ideas against the goals and requirements of the user
(Sect. 4.3). It is not only a matter of merely generating new ideas, or
alternative design solutions, but to make sure that the ideas are appro-
priate. Through this process we kept coming back to four questions:
(1) What are we explaining? (2) What methods or strategies are we
using to explain the ideas? (3) The output that we are creating is being
displayed from which viewpoint? (4) How is the output organised
or ordered? These questions provide a useful checklist to develop
explanatory visualisations and are summarised in Fig. 8.

What to explain Using From the viewpoint of  Ordered by
Redress options Narrative/stories First person Paths taken
Paths taken Analogies lllustrations Narrator User
Frequency Costs Abstractions Cause & effect Alphabet
Paths open to me Symbolic imagery Bodies/organisations Hierarchies
People Routes Simplified chunks Familiarity
Organisations Iconic imagery Popularity

Fig. 8. When designing the explanatory visualisation we kept coming
back to these four questions: what are we explaining? What are we using
to explain it? We are explaining it from what viewpoint? It is organised
and ordered by what method?

What are we explaining? In Phase 2 we revisit this question (from
our first presentation of these issues in Sect. 4.3). In fact, through the
project we continuously reflected on this question. There are many con-
cepts we could explain: possible paths, path popularity, success rates,
redress cost in money, or focus on organisations and their relationships.

However the workshop attendees confirmed our focus on redress routes,
and we did not want to distract from our core message by displaying
other information. For example, displaying cost or frequency may bias
viewpoints and could encourage or dissuade people from taking one
route instead of another.

What strategies are we using to explain? Interacting with the
stakeholders allowed us to develop the schematic diagrams (Fig. 4 and
Fig. 6), understand user requirements (Sect. 4.3) and refine, confirm and
reject different design ideas. Not only did these schematics help to de-
fine redress paths and options, but helped to clarify what was important
(or not) in the design idea. For instance, during the workshops people
commented on “the complexity of the redress routes in the schematics”
and suggested the “routes could be simplified into sub-parts”. Oversim-
plification could bias understanding, but simplification does help people
focus on specific detail. Consequently, we sketched several examples
to simplify the paths (see Fig. 7a). They suggested that it could “show
the whole system, yet allow people to learn about specific routes”, and
that “different bodies involved should be clear; perhaps by different
colours for local authorities, courts, tribunals and so on”. We sketched
a dual-view system, see Fig. 7b. Furthermore, participants discussed
whether colour should reflect the type of body (court, tribunal, etc.),
reflect the stage in the redress pathway (redress one, redress two, etc.),
or represent if the redress body was a devolved Welsh institution (the
Ombudsman and some tribunals) or non-devolved (the courts). Their
comments and feedback helped influence our final design. For instance,
we chose colour to reflect the type of body, displayed simplified routes,
and allow users to choose what to view (following Fig. 7b).

Another way to consider this challenge is in terms of semiotics [7]
(iconic, indexical or symbolic sign types). This idea can be expressed
by asking: ‘what is our vehicle of explanation’? Perhaps the visual
explanation uses a physical resemblance to represent the signified. For
example, we could use photographs of a School Governor or Ombuds-
men to help explain the people involved. Or we could imply specific
ideas; where a smiley face could present a good decision to make or
show photographs of different types of journeys to explain the types
of road ahead if one redress path were taken in comparison to another.
Or use symbols to help explain parts of the process. For instance we
could create different symbols to represent an appeal, judicial review
or complaint. Another possibility could be to make vignettes from the
examples, which could be placed on ‘cards’ [60], as sketched in Fig. 7c.
When people ‘request more information’ a larger card could appear,
which would include more detail. Another possibility was to demon-
strate connections in a matrix view (Fig. 7d). But, the stakeholders
considered that ‘cards’ may not be clear, and a matrix view was too
abstract and would not be understood by the users.

While visualisation and animation are often used to help explain
concepts [51] we considered other strategies, but through discussion
at the workshops we rejected these ideas. For example, we could use
a narrator to speak simplified descriptions, or use illustrations with
text. Analogies can be used to help explain things. Analogies help
share similar concepts of abstraction, perhaps between information that
someone knows and what they do not know. We could compare the
Ombudsmen to an honest parent, or present an advocate as an unbiased
friend. But sometimes analogies are misunderstood, confuse people



and subtle differences can mislead. Analogies, however, are often used
in teaching, where for instance, the educator questions the student
about their knowledge and relates new subjects with content that they
know already. While we could ask people about their knowledge of the
judicial system (in a quiz, for instance) we decided that this was too
intrusive and difficult to generalise.

Display the output from which viewpoint? In Sect. 4.3 we have
already discussed this question, and decided on the first person view.
However, during our design process we re-considered different options:
first person, third person, cause and effect, comparison view or from
the point of view of the bodies and organisations involved. For instance,
it could be possible to explain redress options through videos that show
people meeting an advocate, walking to the court room for a judicial
review, and so on. Such direct symbology can help people understand
what would be required if they choose a particular redress route, but
may be time consuming to create and observe. Through the first person
viewpoint we would be able to add in specific examples, with named
characters, which would help users relate and reference the example
situations. For instance, Sara may be having a problem with her child
at School and has been sent a letter expelling her child. What are her
options? Sara’s first option would be to contact the School.

How is the output organised? In this question we considered both
the visual layout and also the conceptual order of this information.
Displaying all the nodes at once (as per the schematic diagrams that we
used to understand different options; Fig. 4 and Fig. 6) may be useful
for the expert, but maybe less useful for the public. The information
on the network map needs to be displayed in context, with authentic
information and real-world examples. We could display some of the
paths, but then which paths, and how would they be displayed? One
solution could be to display a sub-path as a strip, starting the node
with one ‘of interest’ from the user. Strip maps are geographical maps
that follow a route, which could be rivers, roads pipelines and so on.
This is an explanatory journey. We decided to focus on the strip map
idea (Fig. 7a,b), because it was understandable and encouraged by the
workshop participants. However, one challenge is deciding where a
user should start. We discussed different strategies, such as showing the
whole map, giving a simplified network, and other orderings, such as
cost, popularity of redress routes or alphabetical, but decided to use a
user-selected entry point. The person types text into a text-field that the
system interprets to locate the appropriate starting point. E.g., someone
may type “I have just been made homeless” and the program would
then start with the “Local Authorities” and homelessness node.

6 PHASE @ — TOOL IMPLEMENTATION, REFLECTION

In Phase 3 (Fig. 10) we held the second set of workshops (using the
same structure as the first set) and discussed the designs and draft im-
plementation using the storyboard (Fig. 9). We created both Welsh and
English storyboards. At the time of the workshop the implementation
was partially working, consequently we used some wire-framed mock-
ups (the first three panels of the storyboard) alongside screenshots
of our prototype (the remaining panels). We wanted to demonstrate
an early version of the prototype, because it would allow us to make
changes to it with feedback from workshop participants. After the
workshops we continued to refine the written examples, finalised the
explanatory visualisation tool, and delivered the final report. Bilingual
development was important, due to the dual status of the English and
Welsh languages in the administrative justice system in Wales. Draft-
ing the content bilingually meant that we simultaneously delivered
Welsh and English versions. In fact, we presented the Welsh version of
Artemus at the Welsh National Eisteddfod in August 2019.
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Fig. 10. In Phase 3 we developed the final explanatory tools, reflecting
on the design with expert feedback, and delivered the final law brief.

6.1 Implementation — Artemus explanatory visualisation
for administrative justice

We developed Artemus using cross-platform web technologies. We
used CytoscapelS [18] for the maps, React]S and Redux, a modern
toolset for creating Web-based user interfaces, and the Cloud Firestore
real-time database. We map nodes and edges to system processes with
JSON. Fig. 1 demonstrates Artemus on the homelessness use-case.
The node-link diagram has directional edges between authority bodies,
which is directly taken from the law briefing document. We deliber-
ately designed a minimalist user interface, which was refined through
feedback from experts and workshop participants. The network visu-
alisation gives an overview of possible routes. People can zoom out
to see the full network, and the current pathway is shown in dark lines
with potential routes elided by changing the colour of the edges to grey.
People can gain further details-on-demand by selecting ‘learn more’,
which opens up more text. Users are presented with choices on the right
view, which records their journey as folded blocks of information. In
Fig. 1D the user is offered 12 options, that can be viewed by scrolling
the window. As the user progresses through decision points, the folded
blocks of previous decisions begin to build up a user’s pathway. Pre-
vious steps can be revisited by opening the folded blocks, and any
decision can be changed to explore alternative pathways.

6.2 Expert reflection and evaluation (second workshops)

Feedback from the workshop participants was very positive. By this
stage, many experts thought that the tool would be useful in the hands
of those in the advice sector, and used by individuals to gain a sense
of how to frame a grievance in a way that it could be pursued within
the administrative justice system. It became clear that the advisers
at our workshops imagined using Artemus, sitting with an individual
and walking them through possible routes of redress. Bodies, without
the remit to deal with complaints, are frequently approached by the
public for help and they considered that they could use the tool to
signpost individuals to relevant assistance. In one of the workshops,
where we had advanced-level students attend (aged 16 and above),
for them seeking information in this way through applications is the
norm (these were well educated young adults). Likewise, the parents of
children with special educational needs who attended our education law
and redress workshops were well-educated professional people, used to
seeking information online and would not have difficulty using Artemus
themselves. In the area of education, a solicitor considered that the tool
would “redress the knowledge imbalance between the professionals
and members of the public” and allow the latter a better chance of
enforcing their rights. The tool was considered valuable in “clarifying
how the different cogs of the Welsh administrative justice system fit
together”. It was also considered that, depending on its development, it
might enable bodies such as the Welsh Commissioners (for Children,
Older People, the Welsh Language, and Future Generations) to identify
areas where there might be systemic problems. A government official
considered that the tool had “considerable potential” for use within the
Welsh Government Civil Service, including for “policy development,
stakeholder engagement and staff training”, and featured on the Welsh
Parliament’s Senedd research news [69].

7 SUMMARY AND REFLECTIONS

We have developed Artemus: an explanatory tool to visualise and ex-
plain administrative justice paths of redress, focusing on administrative
law in housing and homelessness, and education. Not only have we
designed and developed the bilingual explanatory tool, but we have
delivered several in-depth reports on these issues in administrative
law [39, 69]; advice that is being used by stakeholders, lawyers and
Government officials. We used a collaborative co-design method, which
allowed us time to reflect and gain ongoing feedback from stakeholders.
With Artemus, people start at a redress point of interest and build a
personal journey by choosing routes of redress. Summary information
is shown and more detailed explanations can be expanded on request.
There is little guidance in the research domain over best practices for
creating explanatory visualisations. But, methods and processes that
we have followed can act as a blueprint for others to follow.
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Fig. 9. Storyboard of administrative justice redress paths in education. Developed for the second workshop in phase @, showing an overview of all
storyboard panels and zoom into the issue of someone being permanently excluded from a School. All tiles in the overview, except the first three,

were screenshots from the prototype implementation.

Understand the user. We asked who will be using the explana-
tory visualisation and what concepts will we explain. Why,
where and when they would use it.

Collect, understand and organise data. We researched, or-
ganised information, output reports, developed example scenar-
ios and co-created draft designs (Fig. 4 and 6).

Validate the information gathered. We held bilingual work-
shops to validate, correct and develop additional details of the
redress paths.

Design your solution. Using co-design, developing from draft
network diagrams (Fig. 4 and Fig. 6), and using the structure
from the Five Design-Sheet [49] we sketched different designs.

Implement and keep validating the solution, share it. We
created the explanatory visualisation, shared it with experts at
the workshops and improved the visualisation based on their
feedback. We published the visualisation along with the written
work, to be used by advisers, experts and the public.

Our research demonstrates that there are many complex ideas in law
and administrative justice, that people would like to understand but
the information is not easily accessible, in one place or held in a way
that is easy to comprehend. Explanatory visualisation has the power
to make this complex information accessible. However, because there
is no single database, before a developer can create the visualisation
they need to collect, understand and organise the data and scenarios.
We examined the legislation, case law, previous research, statistics
and reports from governments, tribunals and so on. We compiled a
register of institutions, looked at general law on dispute resolution and
wrote an account of the different areas of weaknesses, disputes and
parties involved. This represented a huge quantity of work, but was
necessary to understand possible redress paths. This data-gathering
challenge occurs across law and administrative justice. While we
manually collected this data, we believe that this data extraction could
be aided through the use of learning algorithms, which is an important
area of future work.

Working collaboratively and co-designing with experts (from a wide
range of bodies and organisations, from judges, lawyers, ombudsmen)
and those aggrieved, has been a rewarding and important process. While
the final design reflects ideas of the original schematic diagrams used to
discern the redress paths, through considering the different approaches
(see Sect. 5.2) the experts favoured the network design. One said “it is
similar to how my mind envisions the redress paths”. We have many
examples of instances where ideas have come from this process that
would probably not have surfaced. For instance, the “ok to do nothing”
option came from a workshop participant; who after presenting their
case realised that “it is too easy to get caught up in a process you
don’t know when to stop”. Parents can become so accustomed to
fighting battles for their children’s education and do not know when it
wise not to pursue a particular redress. Another observation from the
second workshop was about the ‘on demand approach’. One participant

said “it forced me to consider the essential details before investigating
any additional information” and went on to say “sounds basic but
it can be too easy to display visualisations which seem helpful, but
people drown in the information”. Especially raised in the Independent
Advice Providers Forum were issues of how to cater for other languages,
aggrieved or vulnerable individuals, or users with various disabilities.
Some members of the general public could understand Artemus to a
certain degree without an adviser walking them through it, whereas
others may find the visual representation especially valuable, but would
need an adviser to help them fully understand it. This is well recognised
in the move to online courts where there are provisions for ‘assisted
digital’ for those that request it whereas many people navigate the
online forms and systems on their own.

What is perhaps distinctive and quite central to the nature of the
administrative justice system itself is that people have choices and
sometimes overlapping routes to redress, narrowing down to one single
optimal legal answer is not reflective of the nature of the subject. Hence
why the design allows people to explore the different pathways, and to
understand the consequences both of the choices that they themselves
can make, and also the consequences of the different outcomes (deci-
sions) that particular bodies like tribunals and courts might make. The
other key benefit is having the context view as well as the pathway, as
this helps users understand the relationship between the pathway and
the broader system. Explanatory systems should help people under-
stand ideas (e.g., complex legal issues), and decide how they want to
explore and learn the information.

Meeting with and hearing from lawyers, judges, ombudsmen and
so on, has helped us understand the different issues, and hear their
views on visualisation, and there is strong support for transparency and
clarity of presentation of concepts. Indeed, our workshop participants
expressed the importance of visualisation and clarity of explanation
in administrative justice. Where visualisations of legal processes are
used, they are designed for professionals and not general advisers, and
are not interactive. The split screen on Artemus, use of focus+context,
and strip-map design, worked well. People could view their journey
and the bigger picture at the same time. The visualisation also helped
to show the complexity of the subject. It allowed experts to observe
gaps and inconsistencies in the redress process, and has already led to
reforms within the judicial process. While breaking the redress routes
into “nodes” and “edges” does represent a different way for the experts
to think about administrative justice, it allowed them to see complexity
and coherence in the redress systems, and observe structures that would
not otherwise have been spotted or appreciated.
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