Similarities, i-Map Extensions, i-Map evolution, and Unsatisfied Cognitive Demand
Darwin-FIRST mismatches
i-Maps allow users to find basic information and knowledge efficiently. However, because of their size limitations i-maps have some drawbacks. One limitation arises from the Principle of Keywords Specificity non fulfillment. Our Prototype ICT Map i-URL’s used to have too many keywords, some of them trivial, some of them out of focus that is belonging to subjects higher or lower in the Logical Tree hierarchy. Another type of limitation occurs when i-URL’s deals excessively superficially the queried pair (k, s) topic. Let’s see how Darwin-FIRST solves these mismatch problem. 

Case I: Pair (k, s) exists but user disagrees with some of the i-URL’s provided as the answer to the query. Perhaps the topic is covered but user needs complementary information. The Similar Content button provides similar content as defined by the same set of keywords. However agents retrieve the most alike content in terms of keywords, considering the whole set or subsets of it. 
Case II: Pair (k, s) exists but user disagrees with all the i-URL’s content presented as the answer to the query. Perhaps user disagrees not only with i-URL’s content but with their keywords structure. In this case user needs of a new search to be performed out of our i-Map. “Ab initio” we facilitate a Conventional Search even though providing a pair (k, s) instead of k alone. 

In Darwin-FIRST Version 1.0 we are going to provide an Mapping Extension I where for each i-URL a list of similar documents with Similar Content will be presented. Similar documents are retrieved by agents by means of a random walk type algorithm. The more keywords in the random walk the more similarity is expected. For that reason the lists will be headed by the random walk, highlighted within the whole set of i-URL keywords. Of course the URL’s listed in our ICT Mapping Extension will depend of the instant the agent retrieval process starts. For Professional Advanced Search uses Darwin-FIRST may adjust the random walk algorithm to merge the top URL’s for all random walk paths providing a unique weighed top list. 
Case I Solution: It arises now the problem of registering the user choices. We may present the similar either as they appear in the Search Engine retrieved, for instance Google, or “shuffled”. Either way a problem still remains: Did the user selects one of URL’s listed?; which one was selected by the user?. This selection is very important in terms of i-Map evolution. Our reasoning about this enigma is as follows: If a given URL is frequently “seen” by users it could be a signal of its authoritativeness. Of course we could not infer authoritativeness from a high traffic alone; at most we could infer that the corresponding URL descriptive  paragraph looked attractive for  human beings: users. As i-Map updates must be approved by another human being, the Chief Editor, these reviews worth a little more than those ones provided by agents. In This way Darwin-FIRST offers a service and at the same time uses the human judgment of its users to improve its content, a real win-win scenario again. In the long term we are going to have a URL’s frequency list to potentially satisfy unsatisfied pairs (k, s)’s.  This is part of the “Keyword Equalization” process. Now let’s go back to the alternatives mentioned, as_it_is or shuffled. 
As_it_is preserves the hierarchy within the Search Engine where the retrieve process is performed. This alternative tends to preserve and enhance something that perhaps is wrong because the trend to examine lists from top to bottom. That’s true, but what happens if the hierarchy as_it_is fits fine with the truth?. In those cases probably we are going to offer top rank possibilities to URL’s that do not deserve it. The only way to check what’s better is by experience. Darwin-FIRST agents will be enabled to perform their job in any of those two alternatives. 

Case II Solution: Let’s go now to the second case, content provided by i-Map is not considered adequate. So users need another search. That could eventually happen for any of Darwin-FIRST Thesaurus’ keywords. That means 50,000 pairs (k, s) extensions!. However in these cases we do not have at hand a set of keywords to guide the agent retrieval process. Trivially and initially we would imagine a user that wants something general about k and nothing more than k!. Within a couple of years or within billions of queries whichever occurs first, our gross s’s will become logical sub trees but now in this Prototype s’s represent huge “baskets” correlated with huge Thesaurus of thousand of keywords each, not being easy then to find keywords kinship. However to facilitate the searching process agents could be instructed to avoid certain patterns and to follow certain domain hierarchies for each subject s. 

Each time a user requests a new query for an existent pair (k, s) it means that i-Map answer for that pair is judged. Darwin-FIRST is going to facilitate users something like a Conventional Search for those cases, masked/filtered and listed by the instructed priorities. The probable inconsistency of pairs (k, s)’s should be meticulously accounted for. Complementary, the clicked URL’s should also be accounted for.  
Once Chief Editor decides that a pair (k, s) will be represented by one or more new i-URL’s, that k must be erased from existing i-URL’s.  The database of this i-Maps extension will be titled Mapping Extension II. What’s the difference between them?. Mapping Extension I is relatively “certified” by the same i-Map Thesaurus meanwhile Mapping Extension II don’t. 
