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Abstract:  The task to create a future eSociety is best achieved with a third generation system design approach, i.e. everyone who is going to be affected by the future system also has to take part in its design. By combining the Team Syntegrity Protocol with a WIKI tool into WIKITEGRITY a means for this design by the people is created. The resulting WIKITEGRITY impose some restrictions but also provides new possibilities. After a first field test WIKITEGRITY has to be further improved and refined into a true community cybernetic vehicle. 
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1   Introduction

E-government, together with its many synonyms, has in recent years become a popular and widely employed concept (Holmberg, 2003).  Far from all efforts in this area, however, have met their expectations. Contrary, there are abundant of visions and substantially less of substantial results. In an effort to improve that state we have in a group on Local eSociety Research (LER) found it rewarding to focus more on user driven development and less on government initiatives (Löfstedt, 2007). So far we have been working with small groups of citizens in development seminars.   However, even if this approach has given many valuable and interesting results (Löfstedt, 2007), we have found that it has to be expanded further to fully meet the criteria of Banathy’s (1996) recipe for a third-generation “designing within” design of social systems. In other words, all who will be affected by a new system have to take part in its design (Banathy, 1996).

Hence, given that Banathy’s (1996) conclusion is correct our challenge will be to develop ways to engage virtually all citizens in the design of their future eSociety, i.e. a society with e-participation, e-democracy, e-government, and e-services. On this point, the WIKI concept (Leuf and Cunningham, 2001) could be a possible candidate tool for gathering a big group of people around a common task. WIKI, however, is just a web-based software package for giving everyone the possibility to access, change or add to a common corpus of intellectual results. This means that the WIKI tool has to be combined with a methodology. On this point, luckily, Beer’s (1994) Team Syntegrity Protocol (TSP) may provide the necessary structure and guidelines to the design process. So far, however, no effort has been done for combining TSP with a WIKI tool in order to provide a vehicle for a real citizen syntegrity.

· Hence, the purpose here is to increase knowledge about possible ways of combining WIKI and TSP for obtaining a true SSD. More specifically, the following research questions will be attacked: 

· To what degree is TSP suitable for guiding a third-generation SSD of future eSocieties?

· In what ways are WIKI a suitable technology for having citizens participating in eSociety designs?

· In what ways may TSP and Wiki be modified and combined in order to enhance a third-generation design process?

While this paper will take a theoretical a priori stance, an empirical one, reporting experiences from an upcoming practical field test of the approach discussed here will follow it.

2 The Launching Process

The decision to combine TSP with WIKI in order to obtain a third-generation design process was not obvious from the beginning. Finally, however, two basic requirements were carved out:

· The design of public systems for e-democracy, e-participation, e-government, e-services, and so on has to be in the hands of the citizens, i.e. user driven according to basic principles of third generation SSD (Banathy, 1996).

· All who will be impacted by such systems have to take part in their design.

The second point is here the crucial one. However, it is not evident how to have thousands of people spread over a vast area and with highly varying skills and competencies taking active part in such a design. Anyhow, in order to make a long history short, it all ended up in the WIKITEGRITY concept according to figure 1. 

Hence, starting from the vision of an “eSociety” with plenteous net based functions serving the citizens, it become evident that the realisation of that vision required a new design approach. Next, the so-called third generation design  (Banathy, 1996) presented itself as a possible candidate for such an approach. This approach, however, with the requirement that all impacted also have to take part in the design puts great challenges on applied procedures and tools.
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Figure 1: Steps from basic vision to the WIKITEGRITY solution.

It is far from obvious how to meet those challenges but in a survey, Team Syntegrity (Beer, 1994) and WIKI (Leuf and  Cunningham, 2001) was found to be a possible,  and even promising, procedure and tool for a first experiment. Hence, WIKITEGRITY was born as a mix of the WIKI-concept, as a technological base, and the Team Syntegrity Protocol (TSP) as a methodological or procedural one. With help of WIKITEGRITY we a hoping to meet the basic requirements, i. e. to have “all” citizens taking part in the design of the services that will impact them and to approach the “eSociety” visions. A last objective may be to increase the applicability of TSP itself.

3  WIKITEGRITY, Pros and Cons

Beer (1994) leaves the possibility of a “teletensegrity protocol” open, even if he expresses some scepticism. Albeit, some successful Team Syntegrity sessions with help of electronic media, for example Espejo and Schwaninger (1996), have already been reported. Anyhow, as an initial step before designing for a first test project, it seems useful to start by identifying main WIKITEGRITY properties. Specifically regarding its general requirements, limitations, challenges, potentialities, and possibilities. 

3.1  General Setting 

The original TSP session was an event that was closed in time and space. In our case, on the other hand, we will have an event that will split up in both time and space according to fig. 2. It will take place over several weeks and the participants will be spread over a vast area with just WIKI as a liaison and communication tool. Further, the participants will not know each other and the Infoset will be open. That last point means that a participant may choose to leave before the session is finished or that a participant may decide to join after the session has started. The number of Infoset members (players) will with other words vary over time. 


Figure 2: From closed Team Syntegrity to open WIKITEGRITY.

In short, with this setting it will be more difficult and challenging to create and maintain the crucial cohesion and creativity of the Infoset. On the other hand, greater freedom is offered in terms of intensity, time, and space. This means that it will be more ease to engage a great number of people if they are free to choose the vigour, time, and place of their engagement at their liking. 

Further, it will be difficult to assure that all participants will have the necessary pre understanding of the purpose of the session and the precise ideas underlying TSP. The same with the precise procedure and the handling of the technical communication tool. This will put some extra pressure on facilitation and process guiding.

3.2  Preparations

Many of the ordinary preparations in terms of furnishing and equipping a special session room will disappear in WIKITEGRITY. On the other hand, there will be necessary to set up the web site. Yet another difference is that there will be more work with selecting, briefing and training the Infoset members.  There is also a risk that the members will differ highly in terms of experiences, commitment, and skills. In many cases they will not know it others with less cohesion as a consequence. At last, as the facilitator do not have direct and continuous contact with the participants it will be more difficult and delicate to decide when on in what way to intervene. 

One first step, however, to overcome those difficulties is to work with a rather homogeneous core Infoset (CIS) of thirty players. They may know each other to some degree and they may have some contact with each other and the facilitator even outside of the WIKITEGRITY session. In addition there will be an outer, less homogenous and less cohesive, group playing as a spontaneous and dynamic volunteer Infoset (VIS). Those in this group will have the possibility to participate on a more irregular and unorganised fashion. However, even VIS is predicted to come up with valuable and interesting results.

Yet another advantage is that everything which are produced by the facilitators and infoset players will be in written form. Hence, it will be possible to save and display it on the web pages. Thus, any participant can take part of it at any optional moment.

3.3  Creating the Agenda

During agenda generation it will be a bit more difficult to form subgroups for aggregating and refining the initial SI:s. It will also be more difficult for the facilitator to “feel” the group’s support for different proposals and to discover the subtle difference between two seemingly identical proposals. The facilitator probably has to put in more work and tactfulness than normal in order to efface banalities and SI:s that are not “debatable” without hurting people and without damaging creativity.  On the other hand, every SI will be directly visible on the web, which may work as a creativity amplifier. Some people may also be more relaxed and free in their normal home environment than in a TSP room full with strangers.

3.4  Topic Assignments

If the topic selection and topic assignment is done in form of a voting it is very easy to implement in the electronic setting. However, in order to have an interactive voting with feed back it is necessary that all participants will be on line at the same time and that the wiki software is adapted to that special procedure.

3.5  Outcome Resolve

In the ideal TSP-case, a real discussion will take place between the participants with a convergence towards a common opinion. Further, initially briefly and roughly formulated SI:s will be successively refined into  well phrased Final Statements of Importance (FSI:s). With a WIKI-based resolve, on the other hand, there is an obvious risk that the participants will only use the web site for posting their ideas with neither discussion nor convergence taking place.     

We also know that some people will leave the process before it is over and perhaps some will also join after it has started. Further, some people will work with great commitment while others will take just a slight interest in the process. In short, the necessary cohesion and group interaction within the Infoset seems to bee decreased compared to a “normal” one. On the other hand, its variety and dynamics may increase. Participants will also lack the inspiration and stimulation coming from direct interaction in a closed group. On the other hand, the relative anonymity may help some people to act more spontaneous and unrestricted. 

Further, the work of the Infoset will be documented automatically and made available to everyone immediately through the technical communication tool. However, even on this point there is a drawback, the main idea with two or three rounds (iterations) of the Outcome Resolve will be difficult to implement. To some degree, however, there are even here remedies at hand. It may, for example, be possible to lock discussion pages between discussion rounds and different rounds may be given different colours or otherwise different style. 

The spontaneous and dynamic interaction between the Infoset members during the Problem Jostle will be difficult to simulate in the virtual or electronic room. It will also be more difficult for the facilitator to “feel” the atmosphere or mood of the group and to intervene in a timely and proper way. On the other hand, the players will have more clock time at their disposal. The intensity will decrease but ideas will get more time to mature and improve. The impressions and experiences the player will get from her or his real world may cross-fertilise with those of the virtual TSP room.

3.6  General Conclusion

This discussion can go on for some more time but the main conclusion is already obvious. On each point there are factors making it more difficult to have a successful TSP session.  Luckily, there are also positive effects of going from TSP to WIKITEGRITY. Hence, we find it worth testing if WIKITEGRITY can be successfully implemented. This testing will be done in form of a short empirical test and evaluation project. The design of that test will be discussed next. 

4  Planning for WIKITEGRITY Testing

The first empirical field test of WIKITEGRITY will be based on the following preliminary design. It will be used in a setting of experimental prototyping, i.e. it will be continuously refined and redesigned during the project.

4.1 Test questions 

In the empirical test just going to take place we are planning to get at least preliminary answers to the following questions:  

· To what degree does TSP, in any form, help in increasing the quality of a third generation design process and its outcome?

· To what degree does the wiki-tool help in compensating for the physical closeness of the team members, that is a requirement in the original form of TSP?

· To what degree is it necessary to train the participants in TSP and the use of the wiki-tool beforehand? Is it justified to presuppose a high degree of intuition?

· To what degree is the WIKITEGRITY concept supported by the test outcome? Or, in other words, is it possible and feasible to set up a third generation design process with help of WIKITEGRITY it?

4.2  Case

The test project will take place in a middle sized Swedish town from beginning of Mars until end of April 2007. The general topic of the session will be future services from the local government in the light of the upcoming “eSociety”. Hence, the opening question can be formulated as: “What form should local government services to the citizens take in the future”?  Initially we were here focusing on e-services but decided in course of the planning to broaden the issue in order to have a more vivid and unrestricted discussion. 

The overall strategy will be to set up the test as sparse as possible with a minimum of rules. However, it will be possible during the test project to change the procedure and to add more features due to new insights and experiences during the course of events. The only restriction being that the design has to be good enough to be viable. The property of paramount importance being the learning the test case will provide.

4.3 Participation and Organisation

The icosahedron according to figure 3 is still the ideal metaphor guiding the organisation and operation of the Infoset. Considerable adaptations, however, have to be undertaken in order to take care of the special context and restrictions. 

Initially we will go back to the people that participated in the earlier development seminars. Through those and other personal contacts we will assure a core Infoset (CIS) of thirty players. Participation will also be open to anyone wanting to take part in the WIKITEGRITY session as volonteer Infoset members (VIS). We will make people aware of and interested in the test project by displaying it as much as possible in local radio, TV, and newspapers. Hopefully a significant number of those, who are hit by that information, will also decide to take part in the session. 

The case will be organised around a WIKI
 site, which is set up with the tool MediaWiki (Ebersbach et al, 2005). The program will be used in its original form and will not be specially adapted for use in a WIKITEGRITY project. The site will contain six types of information:

· Documentation of the discussions

· Information about the research project, i.e. the case and its general topic

· Information about Team Syntegrity

· User information about WIKI and MediaWiki

· Scheduling and time tables

· Continuous process information

Besides this web site it will also be an e-mail channel between the facilitator (process leader) and each individual participator. At last, we are not planning to put much energy or time into formal training of participants. We are on this point hoping that both TSP and MediaWiki are intuitively easy to use and understand. This assumption being based on an earlier test of TSP  (Holmberg, 1997).

4.4  Design for Agenda Generation

The core Infoset (CIS) members will be informed by the project leader about the general topic and opening question of the session. After that they will be invited to create and send their initial Statements of importance (SI:s) by e-mail to the facilitator. Those SI:s will be posted on the wiki site as soon as they are received. The facilitator will undertake slight editing and aggregation of similar proposals. With the SI:s posted the participants will have some time to react, to propose further SI:s, and to form composed statements. (CSI:s). The VIS members will not take part in this part of the session. In short, this process will be more straightforward and far less complex than the original TSP problem jostle (Beer, 1994). Anyhow, when the CIS has produced a  full list of SI:s the participants are invited to vote for the four SI:s they consider as most important. Next, based on that voting the facilitator will pick out the twelve items with the highest ranking. Those will be the session topics. 


Figure 3: The Infoset icosahedron.

4.5  Design for Topic Assignment

Based on their voting preferences the CIS members will be allocated to the twelve selected topics by the facilitator. No great effort will be put into arranging the topics and players into polar opposites or “antinomies” (Beer, 1994).The role of critics will be introduced to the degree the facilitator “feels” that it is appropriate and possible. The members will be informed by e-mail about the result of the voting and allocation process. A time table based on two iterations of the outcome resolve will be published on the web site. Each topic will be open for discussion during three days in each discussion round. 

4.6  Design for Outcome Resolve

As already said, limited efforts will be put into planning and controling the outcome resolve beforehand. During the project, on the other hand, we will adopt an experimental approach. This means, by closely observing the process outcomes and the participants’ behaviour, we will do successive additions, adaptations, and refinements to TSP in order to make it work as smooth as possible.

Other interested citizens, i.e. the VIS, outside of the core Infoset, are free to join the session during this phase according to their own discretion. Self evaluations, before and after the session, will take place but the exact form is not yet decided.

A crucial question, at last, is how to take care of the result from the session and to bring about an implementation of the plans. That question, however, has to be put outside of this initial case study.

4.7 Assessment and Learning

The test project will end with an assessment and learning phase. That assessment will be based on three main sources of data:

· Observations and recordings of what are happening during the test period.

· Interviews and discussions with the participants.

· Reportage in local radio, TV, and newspapers.

With help of the material we hope being able to answer the questions put in section 4.1 above and to report them in a posterior paper and to lay a ground for further development and refinement of the basic idea.

5  Next Steps

Of course, this first test project is limited in many respects and it will take place just during a very short time period. Anyhow, those first indications will form a good base for planning and performing more full-fledged evaluation and development projects in the future. Already now, however, it is possible to identify development needs in the following four areas.

5.1 Adapting TSP

As already said, the protocol implemented in the first field test has bin minimalist with many of the more subtle features of TSP left out. At the same time, in this tele​​tensegrity  setting some features will be impossible to apply while others have to be adapted or added.

Hence, based on the test experiences this sub project will be devoted to the design of an as good as possible protocol for the WIKITEGRITY setting. This will also involve the delicate role of facilitators and helpers as well as the layout and equipment of the virtual room in which the session will take place. 

One step further, citizen design in a WIKITEGRITY setting is not a “once and never more” activity. Contrary, it is a continuous activity very much like subsystem four in Beer’s (1981) Viable Systems Model (VSM). Hence, it is an obvious next step to integrate WIKITEGRITY with VSM into VTW, i.e. VSM based TSP conveyed by WIKI. In VTW the web site becomes an operations room or phrontesterion (Beer, 1981) in which the Infoset has to carry out the system four functions. In so doing they need models of the system in focus, i.e. the actual town. Hence, in the virtual room set up by WIKI there has to be maps and other graphical and tabular displays of the town showing historical, current and, future system states. The final goal along this development trend is a full fledget Community Cybernetic System (CCS).

5.2 Adapting MediaWiki

In this first test we will be using the MediaWiki software (Ebersbach et al, 2005). Even if we are reasonable confidant that it will work it is also evident that this software is not developed with Team Syntegrity in mind. Hence, some functions and features on the MediaWiki pages are completely irrelevant for this use while others, which would be most helpful, are missing. On the other hand, MediaWiki is open source code licensed under the GNU General Public License
. Consequently, it is possible to change anything in order to meet whatever requirements.  

In this sub project, hence, shortcomings in the base software will be identified and improvements will be specified, implemented and tested. Hopefully it will be possible to develop MediaWiki into a TeamWiki, specifically designed to support net based Team Syntegrity sessions.

5.3 Dock the political and bureaucratic systems

Local government can be seen as a formal system acting according to legally decided rules. According to those, democratically elected politicians take the decisions. In so doing, they are supported by a bureaucratic sub system of civil servants, which prepare and carry out those decisions. The general citizen, at least in Sweden, has a legally weak position in this system. Besides the general elections, when all power is in the hands of the citizen, it is just through the political parties that an individual may have some influence on the local government. 

Hence, there is a problem to fit the formal government system with the volunteer work done within our WIKITEGRITY project and other community groups. All to often that work is neglected and regarded as unprofessional. On the other hand, in the ideal case a continually ongoing WIKITEGRITY session would be a natural input to the bureaucratic decision preparation.

Even if that ideal situation may be far away, the primary objectives of this sub project are to find access points into the formal government system, to identify some potential discussion partners within that system, and to create some  acceptance of initiatives and proposals from citizens.

5.4   Improve the design culture

Unfortunately, it is not only the formal government system that is less suitable to take care of proposals from citizen groups.  Even the citizens, on their side, are often less inclined and prepared to take active part in the government of their respective communities. In the first field test, for example, we may hope being able to find a core Infoset of thirty people but not much more. In any case, far from the 60 000 that are potential participants in the actual town. In short, there is a lack of what Banathy (1996) calls a “Design culture”. Hence, the objective of this fourth sub project is to find ways to create or foster such a culture.

6  Conclusion

Coming to the conclusion part, it is now time to answer the questions that, explicitly or implicitly, have been raised in the foregoing parts of this paper. However, it is worth noticing that so far these are just preliminar answers based on a priori theoretical analysis and design. Of course, more specific and evident answers will be available after the planned field test: 

· First, the evidences for an approach based on SSD, i. e. a third generation design methodology, are convincing. 

· Second, according to our judgement, TSP will make good contributions in guiding such a third generation approach.

· Third, WIKI can favourable be used as a communication and integration tool also in this setting.

· At last, the integration of TSP and WIKI into WIKITEGRITY seems to be a promising step.

Our empirical test is at the time of this writing not yet finished but as far as we can predict it will be possible to demonstrate at least two things. First, the basic principles of TSP may successfully be applied in user-centred design of public, community wide systems for e-participation and other eSociety functions. Second, with the technical support of a wiki-tool, it will be possible to have a large group of people taking part in the design of such systems. At last, we also hope to find some support for the WIKITEGRITY concept. At least to the degree that it will be considered worthwhile to continue a work of refining and developing the concept. 
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