

















the following visualize exactly this by making scientific work the object to- be described. We
will along with this explore the consequences of using each of the three perspectives. This
means questioning the observers relation to his object of research, and the localization he

chooses

For the description of cooperation we found that using the first perspective would result in
focusing on the strategic behaviour of the participants, their conflicts and their communication

as negotiation. If we regard the observer as an actor within the scientific domain, one might say
that the observer is positioned within the system he is studying. His tries through the
descriptions to reflect the views of the participants. However, this is not.presented as
subjective, but more like a true observation of an empmcal phenomenon.

But if the scientist in his work tries to give descnptlons from the second perspective, which
focuses on coordination, he will be found to have taken a different position. This is the
perspective where one tries to study the system from the outside. The observer sees himself as
external to the system, and as a neutral observer without any influence on the system. In doing
this, he regards the system as closed, and he himself does not take part in the process. Contrary
to the former perspective, we find attempts at a description of the relations between the entities

.of the system, and.a study on the mutual cause and effect. The behaviour:of any entity would

always be analyzed as a function of the behaviour of other entities.

Another change in position is found if the scientist tries to give descriptions from the third
perspective. A consequence of descnbmg cooperation from this perspectlve was, as we have
shown, a focusing on the creativity in interactions and the diversity of interpretations. The
position which the scientist tries to reach is neither within the system or on the outside of the
system. We find the observer recognizing that purely by observing and describing he enlarges
the system. We could describe this as him, along with the original system, embodying a new
system. He does not recognize himself as giving unbiased reports from specific autonomous
entities within the system. Neither does he find himself as an external body which might
objectively reflect the relations which the system is said to be consisting of. Instead he takes
part in a new system where a new dialogue is found. His own interpretations and expressions
undergoes a contlnuous reformulauon through his dialogue with his object of research the

system.

But all this is due to the belief that we ourselves create our world through our descnpuons If
this is not consrdered asa potennally fruitful condition, then all of the above discussion on
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5. Reflections on the creative dialogue.

We have through our presentation of the three descriptions of cooperation aimed at stressing the
differences which might appear as a consequence of what we try to achieve, and thereby
describe, by the phenomenon. The above descriptions should in principle be adequate for the
very same or similar situations. Because it is through our description that different aspects turns
out as more important than others. We do not claim that the descriptions are independent of the
ongoing process. But rather, when the descriptions are given; what turns out as more 1rnportant

is our own responsibility.

We might say that the phenomenon is a result of our dlalogue with the same. There is an infinite
change of turns between those stimuli the phenomenon "echoes to the surrounding world" - and
those which we read, our interpretation of these stimuli, our conceptualization of the same and
the consequences this interpretation has on the understanding of the phenomenon.

Furthermore, we believe it is valuable to use the dialogue as a metaphor in our description of

cooperation, because by doing this, aspects which we find important becomes v1v1d1y
appearant. This means that the dialogue may be used as a metaphor for (1) our, ie. the
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describers, relation to -the phenomenon, and (2) as a metaphor for the undorstandmg of
interactions in cooperation. .

Our next challenge would then be to describe the elements of a naturalized dialogue, i.e. a
dialogue where no technical tools are used. This description could then show us some important
aspects of creative cooperation. :

Number of participants. |

We are firstly concerned with the number of persons participating in the cooperation. The
concept dialogue reflects conversational situations involving two persons. And it is important to
recognize that a conversation involving more than two persons would be far more complex, and
contain other aspects than what the study of a dyadic relation could envisage. But anyway, we
still believe the dialogue could serve as a basis in discussions on cooperation: Although there is
an increased complexity given in expanding the number of participants beyond two, we find
that a number of important aspects of cooperatlon might be visualized through a discussion of
the dlalogue

Creat1v1t
By designating d1alogucs as creative we exprcss that we will leave out those where the main
task or aim is a confirmation of some established viewpoint. We will also leave out those

conversations which concentrate on pure information exchange. Instead we focus on the mutual

reflection and the creatin g of new knowledge
Context

Our third perspective has important impact on a discussion of contexts. And with such a need
for discussing contexts from a new perspective, this will imply undertaking a task more

demanding and comprehensive than we may do here. It will not be a discussion on the

relevance of given contexts, but a discussion on how to describe and understand contexts.

Change of turn.

One of the most appaling-aspects of dialogues is the change of turns between the participants
contributions. This makes studying the contributions (the turns) as isolated units rather
meaningless if the aim is to study the dialogue. This is also true if the reason given for the study
is meaning, intention, strategy, control etc. The contributions may be taken as representing only
minor parts of a larger whole. This differs from traditional text-analysis where the object of
research has been a continuous flow originating in one single source.

Incompleteness.

We will question the adequacy of discussing completeness and incompletness in a dialogue. But
if it is considered interesting, one should at least be able to describe each contribution, i.e. each
turn, as incomplete. Each participant should in this sense be allowed to expect that the others do
not always demand that his contributions should be complete and worked out thoroughly. This
also requires that he is able to tolerate his own incompleteness. This means that he regards any
of his turns as mere contributions to a common material subject to reworking, and not regard
these as his property but as elements of the dialogue. This implies the participants mutual
responsibility for both his own and the others contributions.

Interpretation.

From the above, we find the process of interpretation as of major importance. If one regards
ones contributions as incomplete, one will also have to recognize the necessity of the others
interpretation. And the possibility of different interpretations would primarily be regarded as a
resource and not as a problem.. Controversely, when considering monologues, spoken or
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written, we often find the speaker being annoyed of the possibility for "nﬁsunderstandiog", ie.
the listeners have an alternative interpretation of the contribution. This "misunderstanding"
would in a creative dialogue be regarded as valuable. And it should be obvious that both the

verbal and non-verbal communication is subject to interpretation.

Snmlangg and Difference.

We could find it attempting to present expectations to the participants in a creative dialogue. And
in recognizing the value of incompleteness and a diversity of interpretations, we would have
appreciated that the participant could use this as an opportunity for bringing forth new
contributions. The ability to reformulation would then turn out as an important resource. The
reason behind reformulations should not be a need for refutation of the others statement. Instead

it should be meant to forward the ongoing dialogue.

To achieVe this we believe that the following two matters are important. Firstly, the participants
should be assisted in making positive reformulations which is somewhat in accordance with the
basis of the dialogue partners statement. Some would refer to this as staying with the topic,
- holding a coherent conversation or basing the responses not solely on ones own premises. The
reformulations could be taken as showing som similarity with the original statements.

Secondly, the reformulations would have to be dlfferent enough to make the d1alogue moving
onwards. A response should in this sense not be to similar to its stimulus, but should put forth
new material. Merely repeating the stimulus could be interpreted as not understandlng the

statement at all.

. The participants should therefore be given the possibility of producmg contnbunons wh1ch are
both similar enough and different enough. .

Toplc

The concept topic is used rather frequently when descnbmg communication in general and
especially dialogues. However, we believe that focusing to narrowly on topics could easily
restrict the possibility for reformulations of verbal statements in general and especially the
problems discussed. We should note that the mere use of topic as a concept might introduce
problems Even when analysmg hlghly structured discourses we may find 1ncon31stency in
what is to be regarded as topics. It may be found feasible to give descnp‘aons of networks of
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When studymg creative dlalogues one has to keep in mind that tOplCS may be seen as different
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participants in their behaviour. It is very 1mportant to have the poss1bhty of approachmg a tOplC
from different angles

Meta-comments.

Another important aspect of creative dialogues is the possibility for presenting comments or
contributions on several different logical levels. The possibility to, metaphorically speaking,
step out of the ongoing discourse and make comments on other aspects of the discourse is
highly important. This might be utterings which frequently are referred to as meta-comments (a
comment on a higher logical level), or utterings of a more "technical” nature (a comment on

some lower logical level).

We have here sought to look at different aspects of naturalized dialogues. Maybe these should
be more senously taken care of in the de31gn of media meant to assist cooperatlon
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6. Computer support for the creative process.

But then, what are our demands towards a tool meant to support cooperation if we to a larger
extent should focus on some of the aspects of creativity? The following discussion may be seen
as our first attempt at giving requirements towards computer-based tools supporting

cooperation. Since we concentrate on the support needed if dialogues - and especially creative -

dialogues - are the main issues in cooperation, our discussion will be closest to the third

perspective. But the discussion is not exclusively as given from the third perspective, since the

same aspects may be present in descriptions in line with the two other descriptions as well.

Our requirements should be seen as a minimal set. This implies that no single requirement could
be left unsupported without causing larger effects on quality of service from the computer-based
systems. Adversely, fulfilling any single requirement would not be sufficient for supporting
cooperation from the th]l‘d perspectlvc '

The reqmremcnts towards computer-based systems are for the following discussion in most
cases given as a comparison with the functionality given in existing tools supportmg
cooperation. , _

The cooperating group - a network.

One of the basic requirements on our tool would have to be the support of communication
among a network of persons cooperating. In such a network of persons there may exist and
may be established- if not existing - a path for communicating between any two members of the
group. If we consider existing computer-based systems we find the possibilities for establishing
such networks where anyone may communicate to anyone within the group, more easily
available in the pure transport-oriented tools - as e.g. computer-based systems for mail handling
- than in the more sophisticated tools supporting the management of groups. This is due to the
fact that group definitions, which might be given when using the more sophisticated tools, also
embodies a complete description of all potential paths of communication for the whole group.
We do not advocate returning to pure computer-based mail-systems, but rather ask for a support
of more dynamic group definitions.

The system supporti;ig cooperation as described by the third perspective should therefore
primarily refer to the relations - the potential paths for communicating - between the
participants, and through these give a description of the participants themselves.

The continuo‘us TOCESS.

The process of coopcratlon is considered as continuous. This means that any interrupt or

divertion, which not is considered as part of the process, is recognized as having effects-on the
same. If the computer—based system does not cater for and support the given interrupt, it should
at least note that the interrupt took place and try to catch the nature of the interrupt. And this
should be visible to the group as a whole. This is contrary to the very frequently used closed-
world assumption. We know that some designers of computer-based systems will regard this as
pure hairsplitting since they might prove that their computer-based system is capable of
recognizing whether someone is present or not, has been interrupted or not etc. But there is a
difference in whether it is the computer-based system which recognizes the event, and then
reasons about it, without using this newly established knowledge during the rest of the process,
orif it is the group which is informed about the event and then reason about it.

Surveillance and control in the cooperative process.

Any act of surveillance or attempt at controlling the cooperative process would be in conflict to
the main idea and focus of the third perspective. This differs from for instance the second
perspective where a description of a cooperative process more easily could include some
coordinator which relays some of the communication within the process. The third perspective
requires support for dialogues between any two members of the group at any time.
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Surveillance is the process of taking down all-or some parts of the process and the exchange of
information with the aim of utilizing it in some power-game. For the third perspective there'is a
need for the support of gathering and displaying as much as possible to all persons. They
would then be observers entering into a dialogue with the phenomenon cooperatlon itself (see

above).

Contexts as boundaries for processes.

Tools for communication and cooperation built during the later years are often based on the
recognition of context as a description of the world in which communication and cooperation
takes place. But as soon as one has settled down for contexts, these are sought minimized in
order to make a language for describing contexts formally as little complex as possible. It seems
like there has been established a tradition in building computer-based tools where cornplex1ty is
avoided on the background of fear of the not—computable '

This is accompanied by the use of context as a synonym to specific processes and situations -
which most people, including the computer scientists, have experienced and are able to
comprehend. When context is used as a synonym for meeting, conference, job procedure, task -
and other situations it becomes a strait jacket in which the creative part of communication and -
cooperation suffers a silent death. But then again, a meeting might be the context at some stage
for someone involved in a cooperative process. But the context can be seen as somethmg far
more than the meeting, and as having different levels.

On the use of and shanng of somg

In descnbmg cooperatlon as a creative dialogue it is interesting to reflect on to which extent the

~ participants share for instance sources and background literature. A computer-based system
supporting this would therefore have to support a high degree of data- and file-sharing, and

possibly some advanced data management procedures as e. g dlctlona.ry, directory services,

library services etc. -

Itis cqua]ly important for the participants to grasp some of the differences in the ways one has
described the usage of sources, the understanding of the same and the associations they have
nourished. Again, we focus on the’ descnpuon This makes these d1fferences in descnpuons
mto features of the relation between the entities of the system. :
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As we have seen, nearly all context descriptions which in the existing computer-based systems
are used for cooperative processes, refers 10 some specific type of situation (meeting,
conference etc.) or some specific task which has to be performed (the writing of a report, the
planning of a date for a next meeting etc.). This restricted view on context is then used by the
computer-based systems as a reference to the cooperative process by using the "name" of the
context as a reference to all data stored for the process. This will normally imply that the topic
discussed is to be known by this name, and this name alone throughout the whole process.
When looking at cooperation as a dialogue the participants may, to a larger extent, be described
as rccogmzlng a diversity of interpretations of the process itself, we may find that they use
several "names" of the cooperative process - or if you like, the names of the games. A
computer-based system should therefore be capable of mapping alternative names and titles into -
the reference to the information stored for this process.

Qommunicat'mg on different levels.

The third perspective opens up for descriptions of contributions which comment on other inter-
actions. In the course of cooperation the participants may be described as both communicating
something, i.e. discussing some matters to be dealt with through the cooperation, and described
as discussing what they are discussing, i.e. meta-communicating. So if a computer-based
system is to support such a cooperative element it has to distinguish between communication

383



and interactions on different levels. This should be given as attributes of the relauon between
the participants mteracung

7. Concluding remarks.

The consequence of our discussion, and if this is in line with the third perspective, should be
that the above is what we would like to emphasize when describing this part of the world. Our
discussion is not a description of how the world objectively is, was or is going to be.

Our discussion will also reflect our wish to establish some awareness with respect to what may
be gained from describing cooperation as ongoing creative dialogues. We should on this
foundation very much appreciate a multitude of descriptions of cooperation. We quite strongly
believe that this will lead to a closer study of aspects of cooperation which necessarily has to be
understood when considering computer-based tools for cooperative work. Otherwise we will
only find computer-based systems supporting the two former perspectives, and these may
impose constramts and restrictions on cooperatlon where elements of the third perspective are
needed. . -

If we in our des1gn of tools for CSCW. “forget" whatever we learned from the creative-
dialogues, the outcome of this may be a feeling of cooperation working smoothly and
satisfactory with supporting tools built around the two first perspectives. The preservation of
established behaviour and the stagnation is not recognized, and in the long run we find the

- participants turning out less creative. The outcome may also be that, in due time, the users find
the tools delivered as less appropriate and covering less of their needs than expected. They find
the tools restricting and not taking care of their ways of cooperation which is based on
creatlv1ty

No wonder why the next computer revolution is that far away.
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I could see from within

Both my partner and I -

We would fall, we would spin
Through the cooperative sky.

But then I suddenly found

I was moving around.

I was you, I was I

But then again none, “cause

I was looking at both from beyond.
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