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ABSTRACT

The paper contrasts two views on knowing: those of the
observer and the active actor in a situation. The paper
suggests that there are design cases where performance can
produce different knowledge. The paper reviews the use of
performances in theatre and discusses a technique to use
performances in the design of mobile services. The
technique is illustrated by example. The session are
analysed to describe creativity and knowledge of
participants.

Categories & Subject Descriptors: H5.2 theory and
methods.

General Terms: Design, Human Factor.

Keywords: Performances, knowledge, creativity, Human-
computer interaction, design, mobile services.

INTRODUCTION

Dr. Doubtful: “Look, we cannot start considering the
layout of buttons, because we don’t know the number
of keys needed. We cannot start the design from the key
count, because we have no idea about the logic of use.
There is no point in focusing on the logic, because the
features are not defined, we are not able to define the
features, because we don’t understand the actual
purpose of the device. The purpose escapes from us, for
the simple reason that we do not know who the
potential users might be. And we cannot start searching
for the users, because we know nothing at the gadget
itself. We are not able to grasp the problem without
solving it at the same time, but we don’t know what to
begin with. The solution may be whatsoever. The
problems are so ill defined, they are so wicked.” [13]

This quotation is from industrial designer Turkka

Keinonen’s speech — staged as a discussion between two
fictional characters, Mr. Confident and Dr. Doubtful — that
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he gave in the event where he was nominated as the
“Designer of the Year” in Finland. It shows eloquently the
difficulty encountered in the design of new mobile devices
and services, Keinonen knows the difficulty by heart: at the
time of the speech he was leading the Usability group of
Nokia Research Center.

Inventing novel applications in such technology-push
situation has been found to be a very tough design problem.
We have participated in a number of projects where several
novel product concepts for mobile communication have
been developed (see e.g. Kuutti et al. [15], Pulli et al.
[16], Tuikka & Kuutti [26]) and the experiences from these
projects resonate well with Dr.Doubtful’s concerns in the
story above.

Why, then, is it so difficult to identify realistic and
interesting ways to use new communications technology?
After all, we have a number of tested and tried methods to
design applications. There are three main attributes of the
“wickedness” why the existing approaches fail: novelty,
openness, and mobility. With respect to novelty, the
starting point of the best existing methods is that there is
some existing practices to be improved, some problems to
be solved, or some actual or at least potential users whose
needs can be probed. With the 3G services we are
discussing about a completely new infrastructure, which
cannot be compared with anything existing, and that in
principle will enable the emergence of completely novel
practices — and envisioning something completely new is
difficult indeed. Another problem is the openness of the
design brief: at this moment the features of infrastructure
and basic services are not yet fixed, as well as the
application areas. Therefore there are little constraints
which makes it very difficult to formulate any meaningful
design alternatives. (The openness problem — the too vast
scope of possibilities — is becoming even harder with the
introduction of intelligent environments or ubiquitous
computing, that increase the possibilities and complicate
the design situations even further.) Finally, our design
methods seem to work best with rather conventional,
immobile work situations. Mobility brings with it a new
level of situatedness that is very difficult to handle in
design. Whatever brainstorming tricks we were using in
design sessions in the abovementioned projects, our ideas



were hard to develop and left much wanting — something
essential was missing. Certainly there was a need for some
extra creativity — how to grasp that “whatsoever”?.

We believe, that this problem can be at least partially
relieved by drawing from the experience of the practice in
theatre as a long-practiced way to create alternative
realities. We are in particular interested in what is
happening in improvisational performances. We believe,
that by using performances a kind of knowledge can be
brought to bear in design that would be very difficult if not
impossible to reach without them.

The paper elaborates this problem in the following way.
Firstly, the epistemological side of the difficulty is studied
to show, that there is a difference between the knowledge
of an external observant and one involved in an activity,
and this involvedness may be the key element in solving
our problem. Secondly, we report about our experiences
where performances are used in participatory sessions to
explore scenarios for mobile services. The technique we
developed to study the potential of performances in design
(Situated and Participative Enactment of Scenarios --
SPES) is illustrated by the means of a couple of examples.
Thirdly we analyse the sessions to show the particularity of
creativity and knowledge creation in this situations. The
analysis is based on literature on performance study,
creativity and theatre.

OBSERVER AND ACTOR WAYS OF KNOWING

In this section we make a short tour to epistemology and
try to show that there may be a certain difference between
the knowing by an external observer and an involved actor.
Because most of the methods and techniques used currently
in informing design are analytically oriented and use
explicitly the point of view of a detached observer, perhaps
that might account for the difficulties in creating novelty.
In our tour to epistemology we largely follow the British-
american philosopher Stephen Toulmin, who has
elaborated the topic of the difference of these two ways of
knowing in a number of his books.

Toulmin has during his long career been always interested
in thinking as it takes place in practical world as opposed to
abstract analytical philosophy and formal logic, initiated by
Descartes in 17" century. He contrasts abstract
“rationality” against practical “reasonableness”, and his
thesis (e.g. [24,25]) is that the “cartesian” thinking that has
been dominating science over 300 years has been a harmful
diversion that should be corrected. Toulmin describes and
analyses the reasons and development of this diversion
from the perspective of the history of philosophy, and by
taking a long perspective from antiquity to today he is able
to relate a number of 20" century philosophical and
scientific debates into a more general movement that
attempts to correct the diversion, “Return to Reason”, as
the title of his last book [25] optimistically declares. It is
impossible to go through Toulmin’s whole argument here,
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and we have just selected a few issues illustrative for our
purposes.

According to Toulmin there is a long tradition in the
history of human thinking that emphasises the specificity of
the knowledge needed in acting in the world, knowledge
that is particular, local, and timely, as contrasted to general
and timeless. He traces the origins of this thread to
antiquity, where Aristotele separated three kinds of
knowledge: purely intellectual, theoretical knowledge
(episteme), knowledge how something is done in practice
(techne), and knowledge needed in dealing with concrete,
actual problems as they arise (phronesis). (By the way, it is
illustrative that the two first words are still alive: we have
both epistemology and technology, but no corresponding
term stemming from phronesis).

“Aristotle shared Plato’s hope that we would eventually
discover truths that held generally of human beings as
well as on natural things; but he saw that our change of
acting wisely in a practical field depends upon our
readiness, not just to calculate the timeless demands of
intellectual formulae, but also to take decisions pros ton
kairon — that is, “as the occasion requires”.” (Toulmin

[24], 190)

Initially and until the end of medieval time all of these
types of knowledge were considered equally important, but
in the beginning of the 17™ century this started to change.
Toulmin connects this change to the desperation after the
irrationality of the 30-years war that had ruined Europe.
New coherence had to be built in the society, and for that a
framework of unquestionable truths was needed — but it
could not be based on fallible human practices or, after a
religious war, on theological doctrines either. Descartes,
Leibniz and others found a sure foundation in the axiomatic
system of Eucledian geometry that was made as the ideal
model of rational thinking. It was detached and self-
sufficient, capable to produce truths that cannot be
questioned. Unfortunately, a huge part of practical life was
then also excluded from any considerations. With the
advance of natural sciences this logical rationalism became
first dominating and finally the Only Right Model for
scientific thinking. In the area of technology diversions
from the ideal model were (and perhaps still are) sneered
upon, but tolerated because of utility. Phronesis has instead
fully lost its status and became even doubtful: a good
example is the status of rhetorics, that initially has been
respected as a study of practical reasoning, but which term
currently has almost a flavour of systematic cheating.

Logical rationalism developed into a great system of
analytical philosophy and formal logic, and during the 300
years of domination it has deeply moulded also our
everyday thinking. Eventually, however, it has became
more and more difficult to maintain this supremacy, and
voices demanding a better correspondence with the whole
sphere of practical life have been raised. Toulmin points
out such philosophical challengers as Heidegger, for whom



a position of an “external” observer is impossible, because
we are all similarly “thrown” in the world, or Wittgenstein,
for whom thruths cannot hold outside the “lifeworlds” and
“language-games” where they are originated." Especially
interesting for Toulmin in this respect is pragmatism by
John Dewey who in his Quest for Certainty 1929 [§]
presented one of the most systematic and destructive
criticisms against the epistemological separation between
theory and praxis.

“...all of the rivalries and connected problems grow
from a single root. They stem from the assumption that
the true and valid object of knowledge is that which has
been prior to and independent of the operations of
knowing. They spring from the doctrine that knowledge
is a grasp or beholding of reality without anything been
done to modify its antecedent state — the doctrine
which is the source of separation of knowledge from
practical activity. If we see that knowing is not the act
of an outside spectator but of a participator inside the
natural and social scene, then the true object of
knowledge resides in the consequences of directed
action.” ([8] p. 157)

To Toulmin’s list we would like to add another tradition
sharing similar assumptions in this respect, namely Activity
Theory. Activity Theory was originated in 1920s in
Sovietunion by L. S. Vygotsky as a program to develop,
not a psychology of an isolated mind, but a psychology of a
“whole human” active in the world. Thus praxis was taken
as the foundation of knowledge from the very beginning.
One of the epistemological formulations in Activity Theory
has been developed by V.V. Davydov, who separates
empirical and substantial generalizations in the following
way [7]. Empirical generalizations are based on external
observation and they are formulated by classifying and
naming observable features into groups that are similar in
some respect. The significance and relations between these
classes are difficult to identify and uncertain, and the
generalizations themselves are static and lifeless.
Substantial generalizations must be based instead on
purposeful interactions with the material to be studied.
Only in such interactions the hidden connections, dynamics
and resistance will reveal themselves. Substantial
generalizations are thus systemic and dynamic, and further
actions can be based upon them.

Thus there is a long intellectual tradition that valuates
acting in concrete situations as a valid form of producing

"It is interesting to note that in the 1980s when theoretical

discussion about HCI design was more popular some of the
most influential writers like Winograd & Flores [30] and Ehn
[9] used explicitly this “opposition” view to support their
argument on the importance of the user perspective in the
design process, and they referenced both to Heidegger and
Wittgenstein. During the 1990s this sort of philosophical
argumentation did disappear from the HCI design discussions,
however.
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new knowledge. That way has not been accepted as such
by the formerly dominant form of epistemology, and
although at philosophical level the former dominance has
already largely been dismantled by the growing criticism, it
is still alive in research and design practices.

The purpose of this research is to investigate if with
explorative performances it is possible to some extent to
access the valuable knowledge based on acting in
unfolding situations also in such cases where
corresponding practices and technologies do not yet exist.
Before discussing knowledge and creativity in particular
design sessions that we organized we briefly introduce the
notion of performance and review how different
performances have been utilized in design.

ON PERFORMANCES

The notion of performance has been the object of wide
discussion in the social sciences (anthropology, social
psychology, linguistic etc.). Beside the several definitions,
performance has been considered with different focuses
looking at social reality. For example performance has
been considered as a display of expressive competence or
virtuosity by one or more performance in presence of an
audience [1,2]. Turner [27] has considered social dramas as
units of aharmonic or disharmonic social processes arising
in conflict situations. Another perspective considers that
there is something fundamentally performative about
human being in the world. The focus of performance is in
this case not only in extra-daily activities but in everyday
life as well [10, 20]. Performance has been considered
inherent in any human activity [20], and theatrical
metaphors have been applied to study social interactions
(Burke’s Penthad or Goffman [10]). In particular according
to Goffman human intentionality, culture and social reality
are fundamentally articulated in the world through
performative activity.

Although perspectives on practices as proposed in PD,
CSCW and HCI have not considered performance in our
everyday life, it has been considered to some extent in the
discussion around representing practices and in
participatory design. We think that the advantages of
considering more explicitly performance is not in
understanding practices in general, as the HCI and design
field has well establish approaches for that (activity theory,
ethnomethodology, distributed cognition, etc.). The
advantages are clearly more relevant for understanding and
developing design practices where performative activities
have a special role in the process of evolving
interpretations of design artefacts and ideas.

In the following we will recall some of the discussion on
representing practices to show how performance has been
considered and to lay some base for the discussion. Then
we will define what we mean by performances in design.
We will provide some examples of performances and a
couple of examples from our projects.



Performances in design

As we mentioned at the beginning of the paper performance
in the social science has been considered from very different
perspectives. In the same way we could choose different
perspectives in looking at performance in design. In the
following we restrict our focus to particular types of
activities.

Even before describing new design practices based on
performance, we should note that performances do already
exist in traditional design practices. In fact, performative
practices can be most typically found in design in every
situation in which:

1. there is an observer and an observed, or

2. designers do more or less explicit performances while
discussing what one should imagine/design/use, or

3. users perform usage (e.g., in usability testing, interaction
testing,...).

Here we would here like to restrict the discussion to concept
design activities like improvisational performance to explore
future scenarios. The objectives of the activities range from
focused testing of design ideas or artefacts to providing input
for brainstorming about design ideas where the designers get
a feeling for use (present and future) by acting out scenarios.

Examples

The work that best explains possible connections between
theatre and design is presented in [4], which is first of all
inspired by the Forum Theatre of Boal [3]. Boal speaks about
Theatre of the Oppressed and it is applied in situation of
political or social oppression. The techniques proposed by
Boal are aimed among other things at turning the audience
from passive to active participant hence the concept of spect-
actors. While using Forum Theatre Brandt and Grunnet [4]
also apply some improvisational theatre techniques of
Johnstone [12]. Finally they refer also to Stanislavsky who
created the most influential systems of training for actors. In
developing an electronic for refrigeration technician Brandt
and Grunnet [4] used performances to understand work
situations and build up characters of users. As a way to
identify problems and getting idea the design team also
dramatized scenarios generating cardboard mock-ups of
tools. The users were later involved using Forum Theatre. In
the Dynabook project aimed at developing concepts for
electronic books, dramatized scenarios based on field studies
were used in a brainstorming session. Props were used to
indicate the room and the particular character. The scenarios
were performed with reflective breaks where discussion
occurred. In the Dynabook project designers visited users in
their home environment were they were asked to perform
scenarios of possible use for the electronic book. Buchenau
and Suri [5] as part of they call experience prototyping
investigated the needs of passengers for a new rail service.
The team, taking train journeys, explored different type of
travellers in several situations (entering the station, buying
the ticket,...). Each scene was introduced with a card
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containing the scene’s rules, explaining the goal, and the role
of players and audience. Other examples are role-playing
games with a toy mise-en-scene [11].

Situated and Participative Enactment of Scenarios
(SPES)

In SPES the designer follows a member of the user group,
the SPES participant, during daily activities. This participant
is provided with a very simple mock-up of a future device,
the mock-up is called the magic thing to help the imagination
and not restrict the mind of people to current electronic
devices. The magic thing is used to envision ideas of services
and product features. The designer and the participant in the
SPES session, act out use scenarios as interesting situations
arise. In this way the designer and participant in SPES are at
the same time actors and spectators: spect-actors.

Figure 1. The exchange students meet sometimes in some
of the buses (20 min.) to the campus. During breakfast
Thomas envisioned a system that would allow him to notify
through the magic device his preference for the bus and
check the preferences of the rest of the group.

Figure 2. Matteo wants the magic thing hooked on the
bike. In the campus he can check if there are friends in the
cafeteria while he is speeding past it.



Figure 3. Diana is visiting Helsinki as a tourist. She uses
the magic thing as a shopping assistant to keep track of
type and price of trousers in different shops. The shopping
assistant also remembers the location of the shops.

Figure 4. Diana enters in a post office and has to take a
number for the cue. There are several buttons to push for
the numbers according to the service. Beside each button
there is an explanation in Finnish, Diana scans the words
with her magic thing, which are translated into English.

SPES is applied after brief information gathering activities
like a photo diary of 24 photographs maintained by the user
for one week, and an interview. After this the designers
have some understanding of the users and are able to
organize the SPES sessions. According to the activities of
the participant the designer prepares some future scenarios
and ideas as well as a mock-up. Each session can last
several hours and can extend over more than one day. The
session unfolds during the ordinary activities of the
participant. By particularly interesting situations or
incidents the spect-actors invent and act out scenarios of
future services.

The designer is equipped with a digital camera, a diary to
record user activities and take drawings about the user
mobility. The participant is equipped, in addition to his/her
things, with a simple mock-up, the magic thing, that
represents a future device and is invited to carry it around
everywhere.
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DISCUSSION

There are many ways to consider knowledge and creativity
in design. For the purpose of our discussion we limit the
analysis to group performances as the ones in SPES (see
previous section). The aim is to describe how participants
(including designers among them) learn new things through
a creative performative process. In this way we will point
to some particularity of “knowing” and being creative for
people involved in situated performances. The assumption
is that some specific knowledge is acquired through the
participant’s experience.

In what we recognised as successful creative processes in
the performance there are at least two things happening:

1)Performing and interacting with the physical reality, by
which participants take actions in the physical world and
change it during symbolizing activities.

2) The participants interpreting symbolizing actions in the
changed environment , and aiming at a shared
interpretation in a collaborative way.

It is hard to analyse this two points separately. In the
following we will look more closely at the creative process
during the performance and discuss similarities and
differences to theatrical performance. Moreover we will
point out the characterizing features of this particular
creative process to respond to the issue presented in the
introduction on the differences in epistemological condition
between an observer and a participant in design activities.

The Creative Process

Actors and participants must be creative as we are in search
for novel ideas of new artefacts and new ways of doing
things. In the SPES sessions, participants are engaged in
daily activities until an idea brings the spect-actors into a
performance.

Diana is shopping for trousers (example in the previous
section, page 3). She engaged in the activity without
reflecting on what she is doing. A novel idea is introduced
about the magic devices helping her to keep track of all the
shop she visits. She takes the mock-up in her hand and
starts showing what the device could do, thinking about her
shopping and getting further ideas. The role of the other
spect-actor, the designer, is crucial to the performance as
supporter just as two actors of improvisational theatre or
musicians in a jazz ensemble. Schon explaining the role of
surprises makes the example of the jazz musicians. As they
improvise together they listen to one another and to
themselves, they think and feel what they are doing. “The
players keep on playing while, on occasion, noting and
responding to the surprises produced by other players”
[22].

In such performances, individuals have some creative
freedom, but at the same time are influenced by the
situation and by each other’s actions. These processes can
be studied in much the similar way as ‘group
improvisations’ as referred to by the Chicago school of the



symbolic interactionists. This allows stressing the point that
what we are concerned with in supporting such
performances is not the psychology of creativity, or the
product creativity, which is a solitary creation [19]. Instead
group improvisations make salient at least two aspects of
creativity: the moment-by-moment process of creative
activity; the social and interactional aspects of creativity
[19].

Creativity, performance and toys

As Sawyer notes [18] most of the studies on creativity tend
to focus on creative activities that result in objective
products. Moreover studies have focused on individual
behaviour, personality and cognitive process [29, 14].
Others like Csikszentmihalyi [6] have attempted to
consider also contextual and cultural factors. However
when speaking about the creative surroundings
Csikszentmihalyi considers “being in the right place” or
inspiring environments as “comfortable” places. Interaction
with materials play, and performance are not considered.
Distant from the psychological perspective and from the
product creativity approach, Sawyer studies “performance
creativity” in the case of jazz ensembles or theatre
improvisational groups. In his study material is not in the
unit of analysis. In the SPES sessions, two participants
engage in a group performance. In this case creativity is
related to several aspects of performance.

Performing and interacting with the physical reality

Participants take actions in the physical world changing it
during symbolizing activities. As in the example of Matteo
Figure 2 a physical object (a mock-up) is placed on his
bike. This intervention changes the physical environment
and the setting where actions are interpreted. Although play
is taken as the essence of creativity among some major play
theorists, the role of objects in creativity has been
overlooked and considered mainly in children’s play. As
Sutton-Smith [23] notes “because play involves the
transformation of persons into agents, of objects (or toys)
into agencies, of acts into representations, of places into
scenes, and of time into plots, creativity is inherent to in the
character of toy play.”(p. 3) Sutton-Smiths seeks for “an
analysis of toy characteristics from a semiotic rather than a
stimulus point of view by considering toys as sign systems
which evoke various alternative meanings and thus may be
regarded as inherently provocative of creative response”.

(- 8)

Creativity in theatrical performance

To better characterize creativity in performance for design
we will now contrast it to theatrical performance. What is
specific about creativity in enacting and improvising?
Performances in design as theatrical performance are
symbolising activities [28, 31]. In the examples we
provided, participants perform future products use. As in
theatre this is accomplished on one hand through
symbolising actions and on the other in their ‘reading’ of
both artefacts and other participants’ produced symbols.
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Hence, an aspect of creativity that in our context is closely
related but different to theatre is the creation of
interpretations.

We should make clear that here the problem of
interpretations is not related to observability, accessibility.
Rather, it is related to the problem of creativity, of
imagination in improvising. The improviser in theatre is
somehow blind. This is her unavoidable and necessary
condition. She should not be too much concerned with
observing, understanding, accessing what the other one is
saying or signifying, also because there will not be so much
space for interactional creativity otherwise. The improviser
aims for spontaneity and, most importantly, for avoiding
actions that might block the partner (for example, by
requesting explanations). Thus an important aspect is the
continuity of performance. In the examples we showed
performance is more fragmentary than a theatrical
performance or are anyway very short. For examples in
SPES the performance is intertwined with discussion and
continuation of normal activities. For example in the
example of Diana during shopping the performance
interrupts  her activity of choosing trousers and
accompanied by a discussion between participants. After
this Diana resumes her shopping and the other participant
resumes following her in the background.

Some literature on theatrical performance has referred to
the “suspension of disbelief”. This means that the
“audience awareness narrows its focus to the imagined
situation presented, excluding awareness that the characters
are performers and/or of itself as an audience” [20]. This is
achieved in different ways according to the style of acting
or theatre approaches (e.g. Theatre piece based on a script
or an improvisational performance). This forgetfulness of
the context, which is partly voluntary, and partly depending
on the quality of the performance is not present in the same
way in the examples we showed. Sometimes the reason
may be that there is no clear distinction between audience
and performers and sometimes because participants are also
engaged in reflecting and discussing.

As a consequence, the problem of -creativity in
improvisational theatre may clash with the aims of the
reflective role that spect-actor are taking for example in the
SPES sessions. In fact, theatre improvisers are not required
to understand what’s going on, but to carry on, and be
imaginative. Now, a question one may ask is: who should
exercise critical thinking then? Maybe there is no
generalised answer. However, this question can be
associated with another one: when to exercise critical
thinking? The reason for this is that improvisations have a
life of their own. There are stages in improvised
performances, in which the lights of understanding and
criticism should be switched off: maybe there are moments
for a reflective spect-actor and inquiring designers, and
moments for an imaginative participant and invisible
designers. An underlying objective that should drive this



switch is the same that drives performers in ‘offering and
blocking’ in theatrical improvisations [12] That is,
providing good inspiring offers to partners, but, at the same
time, avoiding to act imaginatively in a way that can block
partners’ offers. This view can provide a description also of
the particular collaborative endeavour of knowing that
involves designers and practitioners in designing through
performing.

Creativity as symbolising and interpreting

What we need to make clear is that such interpretations are
not only the product of the imaginative activity of a single
participant. Rather, what makes them valuable in-group
improvisations is their interactional character or, as Sawyer
calls it, the collective emergence. An actor reacts to the
offer of a newly created symbol or breach of an actor by
imagining an interpretation and thereby creating a new
offer. The SPES sessions are an example of this where the
very simple mock-up turns into symbolizing sometimes
different in different situations according to the ideas
proposed by participants. Creative activities of participants
and designers involve both creating new signs and
interpreting them. In the performance design sessions
mentioned in this paper, participants are influenced by
other participants in cycles of offering and responding.
Such responses require to be interpreted, and used to carry
on activities.

Performance and design practices

As now, engaging in theatre performances for design has
not been developed as a proper design methodology, nor it
has been clearly founded upon specific theatre genres or
styles of dramatic activities. Insights for design from such
activities are not easily obtainable just by applying any
techniques or by step-by-step procedures or assignments of
roles to actors and designers. Rather, we can recognize and
report on some types of performative activities, which
under certain circumstances can inform design in a number
of ways. The intention is to contribute to outlining the
relevant features of this highly contextualised emergent
artful activity in design. In particular, we aimed at
addressing the following questions: Are there good and bad
performances? Can we describe good and bad
circumstances for them? How can we better be informed,
enlightened, inspired by them?

CONCLUSIONS
We described the creative process in group performances
for design as a collaborative process involving:

1)Performing and interacting with the physical reality, by
which participants take actions in the physical world and
change it during symbolizing activities. 2) The participants
interpreting  symbolizing actions in the changed
environment, and aiming at a shared interpretation in a
collaborative way.

The particularity of this process is that the knowing
happens in a collaborative process interacting with the
physical environment. Participants, and designers among
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them, share space, time and an interpreting experience.
When performances are successful they are influencing
each other, hence they are reacting more than acting.

Is the different creative process of participant useful for the
challenges posed to design of new technology? We can
here return to the opening discussion between Mr.
Confident and Dr. Doubtful:

Mr. Confident: “Whatsoever is so slimy that it escapes
from criticism. It is often given aliases such as
application, system, service, etc. The benefit of
whatsoever is that it provides a chance. You need to
pick up one and make it special. Nobody knows which
of the chances will grow up to be a product, but picking
one creates circumstances for evaluating the
possibilities. It can be named and characterised. You
can start to like it or hate it. Whatsoever has been tamed
so that it dares to come forth.” [13]

We agree with Keinonen: “whatsoever” can be tamed and
the “new” created in inquiring actions, through making it
momentarily (almost) real — bound to a certain moment in
time and space and context. We believe that performances
seem to offer promising capabilities for that.
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