Issues raised at Table 4. 

Scope and methods

· What is the academic interest in developing a research agenda? Is the objective to explain this range of phenomena, or to have an impact on design and development? Are we trying to think ahead to possible implications? 

· There is such a fast rate of change, we have abstract notions which no longer apply to actual practice when we try to research it. For example Facebook is no longer used to the extent that it was. How can academic research adapt itself to this fast rate of change, and is it the most suitable form of research? 

· There is an interest for practitioners in understanding the way in which people are seeing what they’re doing. For example, an item in any broadcast medium can find its way onto YouTube within 40 minutes of its being on screen, and then there are all the comments on YouTube, and the social interaction around the item. 

· Is the commercial value of cultural and creative products being undermined by this process? After all, by does the BBC have a site where you can access programmes, etc., when it’s already going out on YouTube? 

· The use of YouTube as a form of publicity by practitioners. 

· What are the ethical and legal issues associated with mash-ups? What difference does it make to use legal questions to frame the discussion? 

· What really has changed? For example, guitar playing teenagers on YouTube all dress the same way and adopt the same posture, drawing attention to the guitar playing itself. In what way, then, does this medium open up different expressive spaces?  

· What are the effects on critical faculties and the styles of design that are accepted. What difference does it make to what people find to be acceptable. For example, South Park has poor animation, but is a great story. The animation style becomes acceptable because of that. What similar changes might we be seeing in user-generated content? This is related to the broader questions of why and how certain styles, tropes and conventions emerge. Questions of lineage and history of the expressive phenomena that we’re seeing in these spaces.

· There are also questions of inclusivity: the $100 laptop versus access space. What’s the difference? 

· What are the effects on the local communities (of what are sometimes global enterprises)? 

· We need to understand what people are doing as a prelude to enable them to do other things. How do people look for things, and what is their use of these things? 

· What is the killer application? One description is that it would be one that is multi-modal, using different sensory modalities (simultaneously?) 

· Why do people come together and cluster around particular applications (and why do they leave?)

· What stays the same? What are the social constants? 

Methods

In this discussion, we weren’t able to pinpoint a particular range of disciplines and methods which were particularly useful. Almost every discipline and subject could help to discover interesting aspects of social technology systems. Neuroscience, history, cultural studies, ethnography, anthropology, literary theory, political sciences, philosophy, law, economics were all mentioned. We then tried to ask the question in a different way: is there any discipline or research method which would not be useful? The answer given by participants was the type of HCI / usability studies based on cognitive psychology. 

Some of the questions were: 

· How might we work/research differently? What are the social science opportunities here? What kind of research would be needed to understand why YouTube survived whereas Google tube didn’t? How do we need to research something like the simulation aspect of 2nd Life? 

· Neuroscience can help us to understand what happens in the brain. However we need more than that, because even if we’re just looking at a screen this involves the whole body. What drives that stronger emotional, sensory, intellectual motivation? 

· What falls out of the picture? Answer: usability studies, using cognitive science methods. However, we still need some way of understanding how technology changes are related to some aspects of cognition, for example, the historical changes in attention span (or willingness to pay attention) is related to the length of cuts in film. These are also related to the care of production and mode of precision that are seen as necessary or desirable. 

· Identity was mentioned several times: we need to understand how people experience or have a sense of their own identity on STSs. But also power: where is the power, is it in fact re-distributed, what are the power structures that enable STSs to function?

· Whatever research methods we use need to be adapted to the dynamic nature of these technologies. Returning to a point that we started out with: the time scale of academic research may be too slow.

Social
· Intellectual Property Law does not mesh with how people behave in a connected environment. 

· Apart from legal frameworks, there are also social pressures and rules around content. How do these work? 

· There are also age differences in the ways in which people view ownership and imitation. For the younger it may be a launchpad for talent, but for the older or more established, there may be IP issues as they actually have more substantial IP to protect. 

· The content owner does not have the same control over content in STS or over Internet than they do in the physical world. Barring remuneration, what is the problem with this? 

· We need to understand better how to support creative work, which may be co-located, remote or mixed reality. There are also the practical aspects of this work – such as time-management, anticipating needs – that should be supported. 

· What are the implications of having a shared knowledge base / shared memory. What are the consequences of fracturing the digital community? 

· Is there always greater audience diversity on the Internet or in STS? Not necessarily, or even not mainly. There are many micro-communities. On the other extreme, do these communities become ghetto-ised? 

Technical
· The difficulty of distinguishing technical problems from social problems was the main issue. There are often social notions hidden in the technology. 

· Speed of change and social flocking around technologies; understanding what makes people move to a technology or what makes them stick to a technology. 

· The question: just because you can do it, should you? 

· Understanding the intentions with which a technology is made, and the loss of control over how it is used. 

· It is not always the best technologies that survive commercially (eg beta/vhs). 

· One big technical challenge: how do you back up, migrate? 

· There is often an abuse of language around content, so it’s not clear what you own or what your legal rights are: for example, a plot of virtual land. 

· Maintaining trust. 

· Maintaining control over your own data. 

· Identifying opportunities: eg YouTube put out a service and people provided the value / the content. 

· Managing identities. 

· Counter-technology – eg getting around digital rights issues and information restrictions. Managing these countertechnologies, vs finding ways around restrictions. Subversive technologies. 

· What is the correct term to use for the people involved with or who engage with these services: users, participants, citizens? Making a distinction between people using STS as tools for a purpose, and people using STS for entertainment. Should we be calling STS one thing? 

· Something which came up in the next session, but really belongs here: Practical issue with respect to exchange where support is needed is in enabling industries to cope with the global nature of economies, where not everyone is in the same time zone. Project management and communication tools are necessary. 
Forms of exchange
· Thinking about communities, kinds of communities and how they are characterized. A good analogy for STS is possibly barter systems that operate in cities – eg Freecycle. Another analogy is open source: what are the protocols and etiquette for being a contributor? 

· How is value sustained. There is a scale at which it works, and a scale beyond which reciprocity breaks down. For example, micro-lending creates a circuit of obligations, but only within a scale, not beyond. Value is maintained within a particular scale. Understanding what that scale is. 

· Smaller, bespoke solutions. A research funding issue is also raised at this point: the scale of possible solutions does not mesh with the way in which EPSRC or other research councils see the relation between research and a solution. These research councils are not in tune with how creative industries actually work – solutions need to be smaller and faster. Research by its nature is backward looking whereas creative industry solutions or development is forward looking. 

· We need unconventional business models, and flexibility to the needs of CI and to small businesses. 

· How is value created? Sometimes by association with something that is available open source (support for it). Being an active part of the ecology of an open source product. 

· There is a new amateurism: people invest more for a downstream product that they have faith in. Also a new type of specialist: non traditional, point-to-point knowledge. 

· Commercial value is often not the primary aim. There is also critical as well as commercial value: the way in which STS feeds into your reputation or your credibility.

· Value established by offering choices / exchanging tricks of the trade. Niches of value, a lot of fluidity.  The superstructure of IP has no influence at this level of exchange.  In the arts world, you want to be copied, it gives you prestige to be copied. You get commercial value from the commissions etc that are generated from that. 

· What are needed are nimble businesses. Allowing ideas to migrate without cost. Understanding how small networks operate. CI has networks, but these are not driven by the technology. There must be a close fit between the mechanism and the task at hand. For example, customizing things and trading them off. 

· CI people are in STS to do a broad number of things, only one of which is economic. There are ecologies around technologies, but also, only a small percentage of the functionality of a technology actually gets used. 

Examples: http://www.etsy.com/. 

Scenarios

Here’s one scenario: 

at the back-end, there is media content; search / find ability needs that content to be in segments that can be traced and allow you to build up what you want bits at a time. 

At the front end: you can navigate in different ways; there are visualisations that are more intuitive than what is currently available; you can interact orally, tactilely, that is multi-sensory, multi-modal feedback. 

System which makes it easy to make content that refers to by including other content. Content is atomisable down to the smallest part; from origination of IP to consumption. Payment may be on model of selling blank tapes (?) – i.e. percentage of payment for a blank tape goes to the originators of IP. That is, we need different production and consumption models. On the other end, this trackability of contents (and segments) may also have consequences for privacy. 

Other consequences to consider: 

Those of a major data disaster? 

The fact that some forms of CI need a certain amount of illegality in order to thrive – eg underground music and illegal radio systems. If everything in CI becomes digitized, big areas of music will become unsustainable. There must be some areas that don’t become digitized. 

Trackability also raises issues about who controls information. There may be an incapacity to act freely – things that are borderline legal will become more visible / legible. What will allow for the emergence of sub-cultures, subversion, or spaces where you can just talk? All of this may point to the need for non-formalised distribution models. 

