














Example IV

In this example there at the start and they are trying to work out
who they need to load onto the car. Its a particular interesting
example of a focus difference. In it B spots a bug in A's proposed
Goal

A We want a driver and a guard

B We need a captain for the ship

A Yeah

The analysis is as follows both participants are trying to work out
who they need on the car. It is hypothesized that B has the goal
"need to use the ship" activated and from this infers that they need
the captain. 1($ also hypothesized that A has at least two goals in
focus i) need to' use the car

ii) need to protect crown
and "from these she infers that they need the guard and the driver
She communicates this to B by changing the dialogue focus to 'We
want the driver and the guard". B now follows the change in the
dialogue focus and accepts they need the captain and the guard but
also because of the difference in initial task focus adds that they
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6 Implications

This framework is still in the early stages of development and
further work needs to be done before it is complete. Even so, the
examples just given have several implications for designing CSCLE
They relate to two questions; firstly, how can a computer
environment support the perception of conflicts or inter individual
differences and second, how can it support the resolution of inter
individual differences. On answering the latter question the first
two examples are very pertinent.

In the first example the inter individual difference was resolved by
finding the relevant piece of information. Therefore it is important
that the participants can access from the computer all the relevant
information. The Muksters failed on this count a number of times
and this can be seen in the third example. In this case there was a
disagreement over what they did first in their last attempt. One of
the participants thought they went to Crowmarket the other
thought they went to Brockley. There was no way the participants
could resolve this by actually seeing what they did last time because
that information was absent from the game environment. In this
case they resolved it by another means. If they had wanted to
resolve it by checking what they did last time, the Muksters would
not support them.
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In the second example the inter individual difference was resolved
by one member testing out something to see if she was correct.
There are two implications from this example for the deSign of
CSCLE. The first is that the testing process should not be too costly.
For instance in the above example, one member tried to put all the
people in the car. If this had failed the pair would have incurred
one penalty point. This time they took the risk other times pairs
did not. Although this is an artificial cost there are genuine costs in
the real world associated with testing. Ina computer environment
these could be lessened or removed. The second implication from
the testing method of resolving inter individual differences is that
in a computer environment it is possible to test things that in the
real world you would not be able to. A prime exanlple of this is
SharedArk (reference)

The fourth example is an example of a focused difference. In this
case the different focii of the participants enabled one of them to
spot a bug in a goal proposed by the other. The question is how can
a CSCLE support the perception of this type of interindividual
difference. It was proposed in the dialogue frarnework that the task
focus contains all the knowledge relevant to the goal of the task
focus. The problem then is how to manipulate what each participant
thinks is relevant. One method would be to give the participants
different roles (eg in the Muksters example driver navigator) which
would alter what each participant thought was relevant.

However role division has been thought (9) and has been shown to
inhibit the facilitatory effects of peer interaction (5). The reason
given is tha t the participants tackle different aspects of the
problem and therefore only learn about that aspect. In other words
participant A with role X tackled one part of the task while
participant B with role Y tackled the other part with little or no
shared involvenlent. What is needed is that both participants with
different roles tackle both parts of the task together. Therefore a
CSCLE should be designed to support the latter type of role division
and inhibit the former type of role division.
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