




















strategy from lazy to eager. I The behavior of team member D suggests that the level
of interaction in e-mail (as in face-to-face interactions) should not be assessed solely in
tenns of number of messags contributed.

The communication patterns we described are still speculative. Further research
should validate their occurrence and explore how various technologies subtly alter our
communication practices.
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Appendix I '

Team member E sent a message after the meeting

/9:17PM Feb 26, 1988/

Re: [name of the team] Language decision

Avid followers of the debate about the "front-end" language for [name of team]

will be interested to note that we have jointly decided that Standard .ML is our

prime candidate. This does not mean that we have set aside all thoughts on other

areas but that our plans will be revolving around .ML rather than Scheme or Prolog.

The key factors which made us take Standard ML seriously were its type discipline,

which supports ADTs, its basic cleanliness, and associations with academic work

that support [name of the group]. We also believe that providing the next level

of represemation for Knowledge-BiiSed Pro~HUl1i1iiiig Ciill be done inside its SUitic

type system and can achieve a suitable level of efficiency.

The other candidates, namely Scheme and Prolog, were faulted on the grounds of

needing remedial work (addition of ADTs) before we can start. It is almostneedless

tn "ay th~t th~ nrosn~(>t o.fremedi<ll uTArk ;c not ~"(>Anr!:lmn(J"i..;'; t3. .....£i,4\. - AV y'" yVV.L ... "-i. .. ,....,... ......,.&& .. ...........__ ........ -O......&b.

So, there you have it. We are now especially keen on tracking work in the ML

and functional program translation worlds. If you get hold of any hot news,

let us know!

[Team member E]
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Appendix II

The topography of the e-mail discussion

No•• 19 Dec. 9 Feb. 1

Feb. 17 Feb. 18 Feb. 23 Feh. 26

_ Manager

A, B, C, D, E: team members

W, X, YJ Z: non-team member.s
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