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Some Reflections on Creative Games
The paper discusses differences between Creative Games and other types of collective simulations and games; elaborates on three stages of Creative Game; and points on the difficulties of preserving and assessing the results of this type of games because of heterogeneous and polyphonic character of the product of  "collective thought - activity". The objective is to discuss the questions "what is a Creative Game", and  "is a Creative Game really creative and if yes, why (in what sense)?".
Introduction

This is an attempt of a comprehensive assessment of a participant observation. I have participated in 10 Creative Games in 1988-1993, and I was fascinated by that experience.  When after my second Game as a participant I was invited to join the club of Game-Technicians, I immediately agreed and from that time on I was one of Game-Technicians, i.e., I participated in design, implementation of games, and assessment of results. 

It seems that the theory of simulations, brainstorming, and Creative Games (which are somewhere in-between these two Western techniques) is severely underdeveloped. I found, via a random search, some important publications on simulations and brainstorming in the US. The authors of these publications recognize that the theory what these techniques are, why they are so and how they should be analyzed and understood is deficient. I have my guesses why it is so. First, computer simulations became so widespread that kept the "man-man" simulations under the shadow. Second, a specific Western drive for rationality and efficiency focuses on the practical results of the usage of a technique rather than on the discussion of its theoretical, often obscured, foundations. The significance of Creative Games and of their modifications in the West, as brain-storming and 'man-man' simulations, seems to me much greater than that of just another technique within a more general trend of academic training and "traditional" decision-making. So, I hope, my experience and Soviet (post-Soviet) Creative Games can enrich the understanding and appreciation of simulations and brainstorming. I also hope to at least delineate the directions for future foundational explorations of this tendency in our societies. 

My preliminary acquaintance with the US theoretical publications on simulations and brainstorming leads to a conclusion that the peak of discussion about them occurred in mid-70's. Afterwards the amount of theoretical publications considerably decreased. Why? Perhaps because the discussion proceeded more and more in the direction of computer simulations and business education. The niche for simulations was eventually found in the West--it was business and management education (only sometimes research, where simulation was an experiment, as in Simsoc, and sometimes a ‘man-man’ simulation is used in international relations). The gap between brainstorming (a creative decision-making technique often used in advanced administration) and simulations became thus unrecoverable. This did not occur in the Soviet Union.

Simulation versus a Creative Game

In simulation, you have the scenario and some exact limits of freedom in your playing2 . If  simulating the conflict in Bosnia you decide, instead of playing the roles of Wance-Owens or of Serbian or Muslim fighters, to defect and go home, using Trotsky’s classical suggestion 'neither peace nor war and the army to be destroyed', this would be too unexpected a result and would create an unpleasant attitude toward you from the side of the game-organizers. The range or the frame of possible solutions in the simulation game is mostly included in the scenario or at least presupposed by it. You should imitate the real situations and guess how the 'real' people behave rather than freely change the options. The same is true for the situation of real decision-making, where a decision-maker who has real power asks you for an advice. If your advice deviates from the possible standard advices (say, you suggest Saddam Husein to resign voluntarily), you are out of the game, next time you will not be invited (in the softest case--otherwise you will be destroyed). There is a lot of literature devoted to these problems, particularly on decision-making in the times of crisis, on the phenomenon of groupthink, the national security psychology, etc. Creativity is possible within these rigid limits too, but this creativity is narrowly-directed. It lies in the space between the point of no agreement and the best possible solution in terms of maximization (of something), or between the points 0 and 1 (rather than -10 and +10). The concept of available options in everyday life is vaguely defined and excludes a lot of available options, preserving only those which are perceived as available by the participant decision-makers according to their stereotypes of perception of the standards and norms of behavior in the given type of situations (negotiations, bargaining, competition, etc.). Perhaps these are preferences which Schelling would call 'focal points'--the 'irrational' preference points of the agents. However, precisely these irrational preference points are sometimes regarded as the only rational ones, because the rational behavior itself is a subject of influence of culture, history, society and their values, and after all a result of a single institutionalized way of thought. Thus there is one winning approach which is called the true or rational and which is represented as one with which every normal, rational, responsible, etc., person should agree. That such a normative approach is beneficial for those who have power in the situation, is obvious. However, it finds support among many others who deliberately or not, in accord with their interests or not, defend it. Some of them defend it because of their psychological inclination toward obedience and security of the established order and norms; they are already adapted. The others hope to be co-opted into the power structure as a result of their support. In between these two ideal types, any combination of two principal motivations for obedience is possible. The effect of all these trends is that a person close to government is forced, if asked for an advice, to offer not the best advice in terms of the possible results (according to her value system) but the best in terms of its acceptability. 

There are a lot of hidden assumptions underlying this approach. For example, there is a referential assumption (that the logic of notions parallels the logic of their referents); there is also an assumption that the opinions do not much influence the selected notions, which remain untouched, stable and rigidly attached to their references; and there is an assumption that the process of thinking can be freed of any personal/subjective influences and preferences and can be located in an abstract mind. Furthermore, it is assumed that a subjective mind, having trained in a certain direction, and being enough responsible and disciplined, can get rid of its subjectivity and think along the lines of this abstract mind, imitate it. And if this is possible, then every rational person should accept the results of such a thought as the objective results. Some of these assumptions will be discussed below in more details.

Introducing Creative Games: some technicalities

Creative Games3  try to break through all of these limitations. They destroy norms, standards and stereotypes of approaching problems. Since they are games in a free-of-accountability conventional game-space and game-time, they lessen the impact of selfishness, of the survival motives of the decision-makers, and of the inertia of organizational, status and group identities on the outcome. However, since they are, at least partially (or sometimes), a tool for decision-making concerning a particular problem, their results become both creative and applicable.

According to the opinions of different participants of the Movement of Game-Technicians (which was formed after the fourth Game in 1973), Shchedrovitskii's original concept failed the empirical test. It was based on some fashionable developments in the Western social science, as the general system theory's usage in social theory, cybernetics,  and deductive-nomological method in psychology of mental processes. Its origins could be traced back to the classical positivist assumptions of the Vienna school. In a simplified manner, it assumed that because the mental and logical processes in the minds of different men are essentially identical, so any attempt of a collective problem-solving will acquire some basic logical properties of  human thought in general and will result in a coherent reproducible 'scheme' which will contain the necessary attributes to be transformed in a theory and, subsequently, in action. A decision reached through such a procedure will be:

(a)
more effectively and promptly reached than that within the 'traditional' limits of a single mind;

(b)
more legitimate than a less overt decision made by one chief or via the hierarchical channels of organization; 

(c)
it will be more elaborate than that through a simple voting procedure, since there is a coherent group of participants here (even though 'spoiled' by the laymen), who have enough time and explicit interest to deliberate and to ‘dive in’ the specificity of the problems. So a decision's legitimacy is constrained by a comparatively few amount of decision makers, but they can provide reformulating of the decision in terms which lately can become basis for a larger discussion, survey or vote;

(d)
the game will aggregate and multiply the creative abilities of the participants hence, again, the decision will be better than a mono-decision; 

(e)
the participants will accumulate the logic of decision-reaching and will become the bearers and defenders of the ideas underlying it, therefore strengthening the likelihood of its “undistorted” implementation and success;

(f)
the game-technique will gain supporters.

All the above assumptions repeat those underlying any attempt of collective decision-making. So far, there are few things (perhaps only conventionality of game space, and absence of strict requirements to the participants) specific for the Creative Games comparing, say, to a conference, seminar, workshop, ad hoc committee or electorate with the members of approximately equal voting power. Perhaps the basic difference of this technique from any other type of creative problem-solving, including scholarly and scientific habits and traditions, was the following statement, which I have heard from the Game-Technicians rather than read in any article (so it is a 'folk statement', although perhaps its author was Shchedrovitskii too): personal creativity should be checked by rigorous analytical criticism for its results to be useful and applicable; whereas collective creativity, achieved during Games,  is an almost sufficient substitute for analytical result and do not require any further analytical manipulation, since in a group heuristic jumps through arguments occur promptly and are very often unnoticeable, but the results are definitely outfiltrated through the implicit analytical abilities of a collective mind. Putting another way, the results of a scientific analysis of a problem and those of intense discussion of it should coincide, given that the discussion uses the right methodology, even though the former takes more time and effort per capita than the latter. This idea could become a good starting point for an experiment, but it was never regarded as debatable (except by simple participants who represented the lowest level in the Game hierarchy).

This idea has many important implications. First, it implies that understanding and proper evaluation of a problem and correct decision may be produced without time- and money-consuming individual research of a ‘traditional’ academic type. Second, such an 'irrational' decision will be basically correct and thus will coincide with the best possible decision reached through explicit analysis of specialists. Third, this decision will probably lack reproducible analytical arguments to the extent to which any scientifically reached decision possesses them, but this will not be a disadvantage, rather a specific peculiarity of such a ‘genre’ of decision-making. Fourth, in the way of generating such a decision the categorical apparatus and the procedural rules which will appear as a side-result of it will be absolutely different from those adopted in analytical endeavors. If in the latter case, the most impersonalized abstract categories are rigorously defined in advance in the form of a set of assumptions and then employed, in the former case, the modal-perceptual approaches of the participants will become a basis for a decision. As a result, fifth, there will not be produced new, more specific categories, terms, labels and words (which in the real life are redundancies which very often overload the situation, since structurally one and the same situations in different domains are described by externally different but essentially same labels); rather the existing categories will be utilized in an innovative manner and will enhance their semantic volume through consensualization. Sixth, if for traditional analytical technique convergence (of opinions, categories, and axioms) is the basic value, for the technique employed by Creative Games divergence is the basic value: only divergence allows participants to identify the problem multifacetedly. Further, it is assumed that the degree of divergence and of multiplicity-diversity of approaches is directly proportional to the degree of potential analytical scrutiny, i.e., the more divergent and diverse are the agents in a game, the stronger will be the result of their decision (if checked by analytical reasoning). It is plausible that this argument has enough grounds to be made. However, a feasible question would be to determine to what extent this proportionality works true, and to what type of problems it better fits, since it is improbable that any type of problem can be resolved by the same methods with same results; rather it is very probable that there exist some types of problems which are best resolvable particularly by this means.

Many participants felt frustrated by the dictatorial character of Shchedrovitskii's pressure on their opinions and minds and by the teleological rigidity of his approach. Shchedrovitskii introduced the basic typology of games and the operational concepts, such as "mysledeiatel'nost'" ('thinking activity' as one word), "myslitel'naia mashina" ('thought-machine"--meaning the collective of participants), etc. Even though the first Game had ambiguous results, the Movement started and soon became wide-spread in different places in the Soviet Union. Despite the underlying simplified positivistic assumptions and the language overloaded by technical terms and metaphors fashionable in the 60s, as well as despite (or rather due to) the disagreement of many participants and Game-Technicians with Shchedrovitskii, the Game Movement became a significant factor among the accepted variants of problem-solving, mid-career training, and like in the fields of architecture, city management, conflict resolution, environmental management, innovative education, plant management, etc. With democratization, Creative Games became useful in such new areas as ethnic conflict, creation of business space, democratization, formulation of political doctrines of new states and parties, institutionalization of civil society, rule of law, etc. A noticeable fact is that, since there was no free enterpreneurship in the former Soviet Union, the role of business and private management games was incomparable with the role of games concerned with public industry and non-profit organizational problems. But when the first free business appeared, it started to use Creative Games more frequently. The Game-Technicians were responsive to this new trend, since they are interested in any games independently of their contents, and especially since the private business gives real money directly in their hands, unlike state organizations.

The practical applicability of results of the Games was often only a justification for the development of ideology of Creative Games and for sociological and socio-psychological investigations. The Games became independent of their Creator, and the Game-Technicians, whose role was initially designed to be a modest one--to introduce the decisions and policy of the Game Author (Methodologist)--became the main adepts and the real authors of the Games. 

The informal label 'Creative Games'4  had an all-encompassing character, although the real games were usually of one of the following types: brain-storming, role game, and 'organizational-business' (or 'organizational-activity'--"organizatsionno-delovaia") game. This label was important for preserving the practical dimension of games, since they could be financed only by those organizations which were interested in the practical rather than theoretical results. However, if the organizational-business games were not of a classical brain-storming or role5 -game type, the label 'Creative Game' really fits them. In this type of games, the problems acquiring solution scenarios were posited in a very vague and general form, and the participants were free (contrary to Shchedrovitskii's games) to modify any component of the game, including its structure and hierarchical relationships, scenario, problems and content in general. While the games varied significantly because of diversity of problems applied and of strategies employed, some basic regularities of Creative Game as a general pattern remained untouched. In this point, Shchedrovitskii proved right, though only after the maximum freedom and diversity were achieved in the game techniques. 

A Creative Game is usually of  3-20 days duration, comprised of 30-200 participants, working in common sessions which break in workshops of 3-20 people according to the regular schedule. Its continuum is extremely important (unlike simulations in the US universities), since any break in its duration means break in accumulated creative atmosphere. People meet each other in a conference building where they live for the whole duration of a game, and one of the rules is that they are required to stay there for the entire game. Even though the game has official schedule (say, it starts at 9 o'clock AM and stops at 11 o'clock PM), its real duration encompasses the whole time, including nights, dinners etc.

Inside a Creative Game.

Its first, introductory part requires a possibly complete involvement of the participants in the game atmosphere ('creative space') and their 'de-objectivation' ("raspredmechivanie"), which basically means that the participant experts suffer a strong attack by the Game-Technicians and other "laymen" (mainly also professionals, but in other fields, sometimes directly unrelated to the problem of Game) in order to be 'de-professionalized'. They should become free of the 'expert bias'--of the assumption that previous theories and traditional professional approaches can work for the solution of the new problems as successfully as they work (or rather do not work) in their quotidian professional activities. The process of psychological undermining of hierarchical value-system, used by Shchedrovitskii, was one of the basic causes for frustration of the participants of his games. 

Traditionally it is assumed that creativity is an individualistic enterprise. There are rare cases of successful collective creativity, especially in such traditional domains of creativity as arts and sciences. A group of people, on the other hand, is associated rather with rigidity and orthodoxy as far as creative approaches are concerned. A crowd which can become dangerous and make a revolution, is dangerous especially because its inner inertia does not allow it to promptly switch from one type of behavior to another, to manipulate with heterogeneous substance of different subsets (of ideas or activities). If a crowd starts an action, it is likely to continue to do it until its active energy expires or the result is achieved, if not stopped by force or by very strong persuasion of charismatic leaders. The same trend, though of a  lesser scale, is usual for any other type of even more organized groups of people (as the theory of organizational inertia states). So to make a creative 'machine' from a group of people is not a simple task (happily, it is sometimes overcome in movie-making, theater or dance, symphonic music, team sports or group research, if the leading author does not have a dictatorial style). The 'de-objectivation' of the participants means not only suppression of their expert bias, but also liberation of their inner creative abilities in a non-individualistic environment. They should become involved in a discussion about common problems rather than try to resolve these problems face to face, even though sitting together. Communication is as important in Creative Games as direct brainstorming of a problem. So, one of the first gestures of Game-Technicians is to declare the incompatibility of any 'copyright psychology' with the game situation: all suggestions and solutions are the common property of groups. If usual individual activity is a result of silent inner monologue-decision, and usual group behavior is an one-directional flow, in the workshops of Creative Games a best possible 'golden standard' of these two incompatible states should be reached, and the group should become comprised of individuals who behave consciously (rather than unconsciously--as in the usual social groups), deliberately expressing their creativity in an actually polyphonic atmosphere. Criticism is not suspended waiting for a public statement to be fully expressed in an internally valid manner: it may erupt at any moment. Interests of parties are not in achieving individual understanding of the whole problem through a set of well-connected arguments; their basic interest is in understanding and fixating the positions of each other along the way of construing a common concept of the problem.

The second part of the game is approaching problems from the standpoint of a tabula rasa. In such a situation, where the traditional approaches are disillusioned, criticized and abandoned, search usually starts from definitions of basic values in a very general sense: the values of the participants and of their groups and societies, and the values underlying problems to be discussed. Values put in the heading as a result of discussion determine the 'style' of approach which will possibly win. Nevertheless, usually win more than one, sometimes opposite, values, as for example "national interest" and "human rights". Often two groups of the participants or two individuals express an absolute commitment to two opposite values, and such a commitment excludes one value, given another. If an absolute predominance is given to ‘national interest’, then there will be a lot of situations where ‘human rights’ (applied to one's own society rather than to potential adversaries) are secondary if applicable at all. In such a situation, the traditional monologic approach will be either deadlocked or will search solution in terms of compromise between the participants (as in a classical dialectic: thesis--antithesis--synthesis). In the Creative Game, such deadlocks are promptly overcome: either through deleting the opposite concepts; or through a 'popular vote by action'--when the discussion proceeds further and other participants are not interested in focusing on the deadlocks; or through the structuring of concepts for finding their common denominator (how to achieve a coherent definition of national interest via including rather than excluding human rights?). In any case, the values are regarded legitimate independently of their bearers. The reasoning is as follows: yes, certainly national interest is a very important thing; however, there always will be people who will argue in favor of human rights, even though the narrowly-defined national interest can suffer because of that. What to do with them? How to resolve our focus-problem encountering both the values and their subscribers (independently of whether the amount of the latter in the group is significant or not; it is enough if they insist actively on their point and so represent a specific tendency present in the society)? The very situation of free debate secures the availability of opposite values. Groups are not large enough to represent all the existing approaches to the problem as a model of society. But the rules of debate and the incentive to criticize help to explicate all the possible opposite approaches to the proposed one. The supporters of a proposition cannot avoid but take into account the existing opposite values, whereas the outsiders sometimes independently of their own plans become vigorous supporters of the opposite values. The mixed type of groups, comprised of both specialists and laymen, clients and free lancers, and the rules of free discussion involving interested and disinterested participants  provide enough grounds for diversity.

As a result of such an approach, any specific organizational problem is discussed as a subpart of a larger societal problem. The scope of discussion proceeds (contrary to the 'old good' rational model with its vector from the precise aims to the appropriate means) through the lines of abandoning any concrete aims in order to achieve basic, general and abstract understanding and evaluation of the situation (including strategic aims of the game). Instead of freeing possible variables from the context and making simplified dependency models of what should be done and how it could be achieved (a usual way in the brain-storming as well as in the role games--insofar as they do not use the same method as in the creative games), the 'players' complicate the situation and reveal contextual connections around possible variables, proceeding not deductively from general assumptions to concrete case but rather ‘inductively’ from generalities to even more generalities until the 'thought-circle' is accomplished. The context expands until some of the participants are 'lost' in an unorganized space of possible approaches. However, there is usually a point where the participants agree that the expansion is large enough to reveal, explicate and include all the possible and potential (traditionally disregarded) factors indigenously and exogenously influential for the problem and all the possible and presented standpoints. This point is called a 'satisfactory level of reflective debriefing '.

If in traditional decision-making procedures the 'irrational' and 'subjective' approaches are promptly criticized and abandoned, in the brainstorming6  and Creative Games they are welcomed, whereas the 'traditional' and traditionalist, especially conservative
 approaches are sometimes ousted. The group (workshop) in a Creative Game achieves a dynamic structure (role-distribution), and operates through the mechanisms of informal consensus and tacit suppression of passive opposition. In this, rhetorical persuasion and personal activism play important role. Participants in the groups gradually acquire functional roles, such as 'leader', 'generator of ideas', 'constructor', 'specificator', 'boy for beating' (scapegoat), ' fool', 'spy' (who works in behalf of the other, say, competitive groups), 'destructor' (who is in deep absolute opposition to the game, destroys the achieved commonwealth among the other members, and criticizes the style of game, the organizers, etc., rather than focuses on search of ways for resolution of problems), 'constructive critic', 'tank' (who carries forward the unusual and disregarded ideas or who agrees to pursue them in the "real life", to convince the real life leaders; so a tank is an agent of influence), etc. This is a dynamic role-division, which means that, first, not all the above-mentioned roles are or should be fulfilled in a group, and second that, the roles change: one and the same participant can be a destructor at the beginning and a constructor at the next phase; or a participant can simultaneously be an organizer and a generator of ideas, or a fool and a specificator.

One of the requirements of style by many Game-Technicians is to present the appearing ideas in a form of drawings and schemes. This is important in order to avoid the definitional deadlocks. Instead of orally defining what is 'nation', the participants just put a circle on the paper and say  "this is a nation" and start to fulfill the internal structure (properties) of the circle and discuss its connections with the external systems, factors and contexts. The appearing projects are heterogeneous by their character since they include the properties regarded as actual by different participants who approach the problems from different standpoints. Only the very abstract form of schemes allows the participants to achieve a conventional consensus over the subject of discussion. 

The expansion of context brings about the effect of the expansion of the semantic volume of the signifiers. First, this is not a simple expansion within the cognitive limits of the abstract mind: rather this is a polyphonic expansion in different directions which seem important to the participants. Second, the tendency to come up with agreement over terms liberates the terms and they start to absorb whatever possible/potential meanings and interpretations they can take. Potentially, since the essence of language is conventional enough, any term can mean anything, depending on agreement between the discussants. For example, after the circle of 'nation' is fulfilled by possible tangible properties (such as population, territory, resources, etc.), the question of most important intangible properties arises in a specific form: should we include all three 'variables': language, national psychology, and culture (it is decided that arts and traditions are a subproperty of culture), or should we consider language as a subproperty of culture, or should we consider national psychology expressed enough in language and so, should we delete psychology leaving language? This is quite a deadlock, since the boundaries between these terms are really difficult to establish. However, the way of thinking here is interesting: the admission of the other--another, perhaps alien consciousness, mind, or meaning as an equal participant in the Game polylogue, brings about the effect of holistic interpretation of concepts. The very existence of an opinion that psychology may be incorporated in language7  goes contrary to the whole line of already becoming classical Saussurian (structural) linguistics and against the specialization of linguistics as a study of language as a system of objective forms-signifiers. Someone tries to expand the boundaries of the term language so that it will incorporate both the formal-calculable and the informal-evaluative (substantial?) parts of it. If such an approach is accepted, language in this group usage will be deliberately used not as a term but rather as a metaphor
 for the whole dialectic of "tangible/intangible" aspects of national self/identity, of the very nationness. 

Interestingly, the very possibility for a compromise is often based on the option to interpret a term subjectively, according to one's own preferences. This makes the compromise very fragile since whenever it will be disclosed that two different persons with different interests interpret one single structural component of agreement differently, the conflict will arise. So the politics of Game-Technicians is to abandon any definitional discussions, making series of fragile and apparent compromises, in order to achieve a break-through the linguistic deadlocks toward principal, substantial resolutions of problems in terms of agreements. It is noteworthy that whenever the members of group feel themselves that a kind of principal solution is achieved, even though based on feeble previous consensus and even if personally not satisfactory for them, they often come up convinced that this is really a solution, whether they like it or not.

My experience says that the participants do not like to refer to the authorities in their discussions. Since their backgrounds are diverse, and everybody can oppress each other by their particular specialized knowledge, they prefer not to quote at all and even not to check the definitions in Encyclopedias. Rather they try to redefine most concepts, presenting a series of aspectual/actual definitions (which are useful for this particular purpose but are open for further modifications). The specialists have interest in defending their own definitions and concepts, developed as a result of their work; the dilettantes are interested in expressing their opinions rather than in receiving academic or any other information hierarchically preferable to their opinions. However, if the group wants and agrees, the accepted traditional-classical-scientific definitions are welcomed.

The role of Game-Technicians in this part is to demonstrate to the participants that they achieve another deadlock. This requires a permanent 'reflection over reflection' on the process of the game. Thus, if participants, especially at the first stage, are on the lowest level of reflection and are focusing on the problem rather than on their interests, roles and behavior, Game-Technicians are on the subsequent 'higher' levels of reflection and follow the production and expression of ideas by the participants along with the behavioral scanning of the situation. There is a special procedure called 'using the reflection lift' which facilitates, if required, the 'coming down' of the Game-Technicians on the level of the participants in order to assist them to navigate in information, matter, and subject of concrete problems. Any idea expressed is legitimate, since any participant is regarded roughly 50/50 personality/social type (a representative of a potential group or organizational-institutional affiliate with this particular idea). Where the boundary between subjective and objective lies, is inexplicable. But a sum of subjective evaluations of a problem becomes objectified when explicitly agreed upon (via consensus). That a corresponding decision can be nonetheless wrong, is not denied, but is regarded improbable.

The third, final part of the Game is the 'explosion of collective thought-activity', the 'real functioning of thought-machine', which starts only after many possible 'thought-circles' are accomplished and many deadlocks are reached and persuasively assessed. The solution usually is a result of penetration of  contextual deadlocks and of exit in a surprisingly new context. For instance, in the Game "Europolice" the basic question of the customers was what will be the social and professional structure of a city, given its approved project and approved place of its construction. As a result of  a three-day Game, it was decided that a more efficient usage of means would be to replace the project of  construction of another city by a series of minor projects of helping the existing cities. This ‘destructive’, from the view point of initial problem, and a rather ‘deconstructionist’ conclusion was adopted as a final decision by the organization which accumulated funds for Europolice.

The framework and organizational rules of Creative Games do not allow participants (or at least most of them) to remain locked in their individualistic-monologic opinions concerning the problem: if one tries to pursue her own idea, one becomes out of groupwork. While it is allowed to pick up particular problems, to create subgroups down to one person-one group level and to have individual presentations of ideas, the basic tendency of Creative Game is to think on a common problem. If a decision is not filtrated through the group and does not become a decision of a group, it becomes increasingly difficult to defend it before the general session. On the other hand, if a decision passes all the requirements of collective creativity, and the majority of group participates in its preparation and determination, the group members become conscious defenders of it before the general session and in the 'outside life'. There are examples of decisions reached through Creative Games but rejected to be adopted by the major customer; in such cases, participants of the Game from among the employees of the customer continue to press her to adopt such decisions, and eventually the decisions are frequently adopted. 

Concluding this section, I try to explicate the foundational assumptions whereupon the possibility of decision-making through Creative Games is probably based. It is assumed that both extreme individualism and extreme collectivism are deficient, so the Games are relatively polyphonic (as our real life): not all the attitudes are expressed, and not all the participants are activated to an exceptional degree, but some of the attitudes are expressed and some of the participants are activated. The question of efficiency of their participation is inappropriate since so far there is no mechanism to measure the extent of involvement of the participants, but presumably it is high. The psychological difficulties of involvement are overcome via a simple satisfaction of the requirement of natural diversity, so that among professionals there are dilettantes who secure the availability of the opposite pole and of the rise of critical tension toward proposals. After some provocative moves by Game-Technicians participants suddenly find themselves in a deep debate over ideas and approaches.

Another implicit assumption is that subjectivity and objectivity are spread within the psyche of participants in a roughly 50/50 scale, so that even though there is no information which of the participants has closer to the objective reality vision of the situation, the discussion among them allows the group to come up with a more or less coherent picture which has a significance close to one reached through ‘scientific’ procedures, even though the ‘logic’ of this discussion and the ways of achieving this picture accepted by the group can be very different from those adopted in the mainstream social science. 

Since the Games usually have a specific language (drawings, rough matrices, graphics  and schemes), and since a product of this language is regarded as their major result (which is assumed to be highly useful and applicable as decision), this technique is based on an implicit positivistic assumption, on a kind of instrumental ‘science of muddling through’, or on a kind of constrained rationalism. It states (as if): we cannot reveal the explicit procedure, or logic of our heuristic discussion (and the presupposition is that it is  impossible at all); we, however, can be certain that within some limits the result is applicable and true. At least, it is not less legitimate than that reached by classical methods. A ‘corollary’ of this assumption can be regarded another one: that instead of investigating the ‘abstract’ and ‘dehumanized’ reality, or instead of searching the analogies or data in the previously accumulated knowledge via monologic procedures (such as reading or traditional research), just go and organize a Creative Game, and you will reach the same results as through the traditional ways of expertise, but you will reach them faster and they will be even more reliable than those of traditional expertise. People have archetypes which are suppressed in everyday life. Let them to express these archetypes, and they will repeat basic arguments concerning basic problems, reinventing them one by one, in a fast and more direct manner than in institutionalized traditions of the mainstream social research.

The general type of decision made in Creative Games.

After the above description, I will try to present the general type of decisions made in Creative Games. As it is clear, the first step is the definition of a problem. It is done in two dimensions. The fist (horizontal) dimension is the expression of divergent and diverse views (moduses) of the participants about the problem. So the problem appears as the focus of the convergent part of explicated moduses:

Figure 1.
A, B and C are participant actors. P is the problem. T is the topic. Topic is used here as a general title for any possible external constraints that define the direction of expanding moduses of the participants and constitute the vaguely defined body of dictum/discourse, which is partly expressed, partly assumed/imagined. Participants thus envisage in this model the pragmatic dimension, Topic the syntactic dimension and Problem the semantic dimension.

It is evident from this scheme that P exists insofar as it is a) identified by actors and b) conceptually shared by them. All the other possible interpretations of P are irrelevant since they are unidentified and/or incommunicable. A corollary is that there is no a P “out there”, as a thing-in-itself, situated beyond the space of shared communication of actors.

The second (vertical) dimension is the reflection over the problem from each participants' view point, so that a participant becomes aware of his/her particular relatedness to the problem. This reflective step is usually represented by a classical scheme as in Figure 2.
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A' is a participant after she went out of face-to-face confrontation with the problem and, using the 'reflection lift', looked upon herself dealing with the problem not only from within but also from without, as a self-observer. This picture, multiplied by N number of participants, will represent the vertical plane of the Figure 1, which represents the horizontal plane (regarded from above).

The reflective dimensions can be multiplied. For example, a Game-Technician is required to be one step higher in reflection than any participant:

Figure 3.
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The technique of Creative Games suggests that, in the most general sense of these words, problems and their solutions are isomorphic. In other words, the process of solution is the best model for the solution itself, and the reflective model of a problem is its solution, as in Figure 4.
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In this model, if triangle (A, P) is the problem P looked upon from the point A, and the situation A', P' is a reflective position toward the triangle A, P, then the triangle (A", P") is the structure / sense / content of the problem P. If this scheme is multiplied by reflective positions and moduses of N participants, then explication of their concerns, appreciation by them of their position regarding the problem, and formulation of these positions will result in a suggestion for a solution. 

In this approach a general idea is reflected that social situations and problems are created by humans and are to a certain extent under their power to be deliberately or unconsciously changed. If so, then at the extreme there cannot be social physics, in other words, social science cannot use the same methods as hard sciences to the same extent and with the same success, since via any move in order to objectively measure a social situation you by this very move affect that situation (the same idea resulted in the spread of statistical probability theory, and the same idea is used to criticize the use of statistical probability applications in decision-making). This, however, does not mean that in the “Creative Game Paradigm” the scientific approach is straightforwardly rejected. Rather, according to the Game-Technicians, the dogma of scientific reasoning is rejected in favor of a true descriptive knowledge. But if in natural sciences the subject of description is mostly the form of objects (or the formal/formalized/formalizable part of content), here the subject of description should become the (informal?) content of social objects, understood as polyphony of numerous angles of approaches of the human beings, precisely because the social phenomena have no form outside of their value-loaded content. A revolution has no form if not supplemented by the (value-laden) descriptors-attributes: violent, peaceful, reactionary, velvet, termidorian, democratic, socialist, national, elite, social, people’s, coup-d’etat, counter-, etc. So the best model for a content of a social object is the sum of the present and possible approaches to it and interpretations of it. If it is impossible to hold all the interpretations, a satisfactory model will be that which preserves at least some of them, especially the ones which oppose each other. The ‘truth’ will be the result of all these interpretations, never fully accessible to anyone of those interacting with it, since anyone interacting with it will become an interpretationist. But those who are able to reflect simultaneously multiple interpretations are closer to truth than otherwise.

 Per se, such an approach is not less an academic enterprise than the classical paradigm. It is just another model which does not simplify some of the attributes of the phenomena which appeared distorted in the classical paradigms (as in behaviorism and ‘black box’ theory, or as in the trend--today a rather implicit than explicit remnant of the beginning of the century--to assume the ultimate existence of absolutely and abstractly objective truth in social sciences comparable with natural laws), but it does simplify some of the other attributes (for instance, dismissing the requirements of propositional argumentation as impossible and time-consuming, or avoiding the question why as applied to impersonalized social phenomena: why did this or that happen?). It is assumed that any definition of cause of a social phenomenon is a result of subjective interpretation. This is, perhaps, a mere supplement to the existing paradigms, with the same exaggerated appetite to become a metaparadigm as all the previous ones.

An interim appendix: illustrating the postulate of isomorphism between the content of a problem and the communication with it.

In 1989, in Armenia a Creative Game was organized by the Armenian Komsomol, the only official youth organization under the Communist rule. The problem was defined as “The future of youth organizations in Armenia”. The leaders of Armenian Komsomol were interested particularly in the fate of their organization vis-à-vis the politics of restructuring and transition to a more open society, carried out by Gorbachev. They required the Game to provide an answer on how they should be reorganized to be able to successfully face the emergence of new organizations. In other words, they sought the formula of competitiveness. Among the groups there was a group on futurology. Using the available data and discussion of other groups, this group was mainly concerned with describing an ideal type of future youth organization. It should work in a transitional and/or democratic environment, should be adaptable and creative, and should provide whatever the young people required from a free organization. Among different ideas expressed and fixed during the 5-days-long Game, there were those concerning the size and internal structure of the ideal organization. The result of discussion was that while the size would not be regulated or manipulated, most probably there would be multitude organizations with diverse interests and agenda, comprised of small amount of permanent members. One should recall that this was the 1989, when nobody could imagine that the USSR was going to collapse, and there were no specialists in transition and in the logic of mass social movements. The society was divided between two major parties: the Communist leadership and their followers and the emerging gigantic social movement based on charismatic, naive and romantic ideas of freedom and democracy, with a considerably weaker nationalist branch. There was no knowledge of world processes of democratization among the participants, and the names of Weber or Huntington were absolutely alien. However, the foresight was right, and the entire reasoning underlying it was also right: it was assumed that the Movement would no longer remain monolithic after coming to power and would split in many different organizations. It was explicitly stated that the Communist Party and respectively Komsomol would either collapse at all or become small ordinary organizations among many.

The best type of social organization, thus, was decided to be an organization of shared interests, flexible and not-endurable. It would disappear, break down and give birth to other unions whenever its functional goal would be achieved. Or it would modify freely if it was to be multi-functional. It would be comprised of small amount of members with different and smoothly changing functional roles within the organization, such as the role of organizer, generator of ideas, responsible for financial matters, responsible for publicity, etc. It is obvious that the idea of role distribution was implicitly taken from or at least affected by the functional structure of the group within the Game. Thus, the solution to the problem as a result and the solution as a process became as close as possible, the analogy-association-comparison between actual situation (group-in-the-game) and the problem (organization-in-the-public-life) worked out, eliciting some of the properties of each other. Suddenly the group realized that it was already representing and modeling a kind of future organization under consideration. It is probably a truism, comparable with the requirement of tautologies in analytical logic, that for any specifically organizational problem discussed through a Creative Game the Game represents an organizational model.

Creativity of Creative Games.

In the most general sense, creativity is a method or a talent to find a commonness between at least two possibly remotest phenomena so that through this commonness both phenomena, or at least one of them could be understood better. This formulation is applicable both to creativity in arts (the model being metaphor) and in sciences (the model being discovery). An important addition to creativity in the latter sense would be bearing in mind that the next requirement to discovery is its technological worth (a utilitarian approach absent in the case of assessing creativity in arts). In everyday life, creativity is hampered by several factors: adults are often closed-minded, specialized, focused on survival or welfare problems and thus selfish, etc. Perhaps most importantly, creativity is not required, since it is tacitly assumed that unrestricted creativity brings about a destructive for social order effect of non-obedience to norms, rules, standards, stereotypes, and other institutionalized arrangements and constraints.

Another interpretation may be that creativity is an infrequent phenomenon (whatever the cause of this infrequency) and cannot be appreciated by those who are non-creative, so the latter deliberately or subconsciously hinder its appearance among other members of society. 

Creative Games claim to provide a technique to facilitate creativity as a result of collective effort. For this, they artificially  gather together individuals or representatives of social groups which rare meet each other in such a proportion and in comparable circumstances: service-providers and customers, professionals and dilettantes, professors of economics and stockmarket dealers. As a next step, they artificially, via simple psychoanalytic procedures, suppress those who claim to represent a dominant discourse/paradigm (who claim objectively superior legitimation for their position). A professor thus appears in the role of a person who says probably wrong ideas, and a student becomes an authority whatever she says (this is certainly a short-run trick, but it works). Creating thus an atmosphere of carnival via changing the social status and the principles of social hierarchy, Game-Technicians work on finding tacit analogies, comparisons, parallels, associations between the actual situation of the Creative Game and the problem under consideration. The very rapprochement of the problem with the circumstances of discussion is an attempt to bridge with each other far distant things: the object (referential dimension) and the situation (pragmatic dimension); or the goal (problem-solving) and the means (gaming). 

Understood in such a way, the “Creative Game Paradigm” cannot be fully compatible with the postulates of social science. For instance, social science (the classical paradigm, whereon the actual work in sociology, political science, etc., is mostly based in the US universities) believes in formal logic (and thus in verifiability) of scientific enterprise. The Creative Game, on the contrary, regards the existing tools of expression and explication as a kind of real (informal) logic and does not demand any formal requirements to the presented arguments. It tries to use (so far, it has not yet tried to codify it, as far as I know) the existing descriptive logic of argumentation and debate rather than to offer a prescriptive logic (except for ‘good offices’, as they call it in diplomacy, to provide an environment for consensus). 

This is justified by a Freudian assumption of subconscious: if it is true  that we do not have a power to consciously govern our psyche with 100% efficiency (and it is, obviously, true, since a human is roughly half-emotional-natural-spiritual and half-rational-supernatural-reasonable), how can we be certain that a result of our deliberation, however explicit, is not affected by subconscious motives? We can try to avoid or to minimize them, but we have no guarantee that we succeeded, and in the case if we happened or decided to be stubborn, nobody can convince us in the contrary. It is simpler and more efficient, according to this logic, to believe that the fact of being affected by subconscious motives does not disqualify our decisions, if another procedure for their checking is provided--that of free discussion and informal (or even sometimes formal) group consensus. These are certainly not the only attributes of Creative Games, and some of technical (though very important) details remain out of the scope of this paper.

Problems with Creative Games.

There were and are different Games and different Game-Technicians, and different authors of the Games, called 'Methodologists' (the highest status in the Movement of Game-Technicians). The Games were heavily accused of totalitarianism; at the same time, the very development of the Movement in the conditions of closed Soviet society had a well-defined anti-totalitarian character. According to the opinions of many participants and Game-Technicians, the Games liberate rather than oppress them as personalities and open rather than hinder their creative abilities. Participating in a collaborative effort of problem-solving, participants do not feel themselves oppressed by the fellow-participants. The usual target of accusations in dictatorship (familiar to those who participate in the traditional instances of 'groupthink') are the authors of games--Methodologists and Game-Technicians. This is reinforced by the very structure of the game, by the hierarchical opposition of Game-Technicians to the 'simple' participants, by the concept of 'reflective lift' and other attributes of the game
--as, for example, by the fact that Game-Technicians are not professionals in concrete problems but have a greater authority with their dilettante suggestions than the 'respectable professionals who spent their entire life studying the same problem'. The latter sometimes feel themselves guinea-pigs subject to manipulation. Especially destructive for them is the realization that the rule-makers of the Game are themselves rather than the Game organizers: it seems to them, when they realize this, that if the final authorities (the legislature) are themselves, whereas the Game-Technicians possess the know-how of the Game (a considerable power of previous experience of gaming and of knowledge of social and group psychology, a charismatic power transferred into executive one), then there are no rules at all. "May I now do so?" - is a common question, and once, when I answered "You may do whatever you want", the reaction was: "I thought you are "Formula-One" drivers and deliberately hide the rules for a while, but if there are no rules, then you are just deceivers...". 

It is really difficult to distinguish between a situation where the major rule is that there are no long-time rules, and a situation of dictatorship (if not of war of all against all). These two states of the world are, however, quite different: it is just a peculiarity of Creative Games that any rule can be broken if the group agree. But not all the rules are subject to destruction, in particular the common rules of social conduct are preserved. Playing rules are not necessary since the overall frame of the Game provides external limitations as to what is allowed and what is not.

Another critical point about the Creative Games is that their results are sometimes inapplicable in a direct form, so the client does not receive whatever s/he was imagining while ordering the Game and paying for the bill. The problem here is that, after the Game, Game-Technicians and Methodologists, as well as a select group of participants gather together and try to understand the results and present them in a coherent 'monologic' form, as a text. For this purpose, they have a heterogeneous and 'polyphonic' material of draft schemes, pictures, notes, and recordings. The 'extension of the context'--the usual and dangerous tactic of the Creative Game--cannot be achieved without sacrifices. It brings about the increased divergence of results, and ultimately it is up to the organizers of the game to distinguish the valuable ideas from those which cannot be used or to select the core direction of group thought from the branches which can be cut off. So, the problem is finding ways through which the results of really collective creative thought rather than of a groupthink (which suffers by the usual organizational deficiencies) can be presented in a coherent monologic language in order to facilitate the assessment of results by clients as well as by others: outsiders, simple participants, scholars, etc. 

Such an approach requires from the Game-Technicians maximum involvement in every situation of  the Game and a constant reflexive 'filtration' of the game situations. After a day of Game is over, Game-Technicians sit together and discuss its process and current stage. Every new day of the game in general and of group sessions starts from the reflection and debriefing exercise over the previous day's situation, even though the day's subject of the Game can go far from yesterday's problems. Only when the transformation of heterogeneous polyphonic material of the game in a 'coherent' text form is done it can be finally decided whether or not a particular Creative Game was successful as a problem-solving or decision-making tool. But an efficient and persuasive explicit mechanism for such a translation does not exist.

The difficulties with presenting the results of Games had many consequences. First, the very division between the Methodologists and the Movement of Game-Technicians is a result of this. This is a subtle division, unrecognized and overlooked by many. The problem is that the results of games are regarded in a monologic manner even by many Methodologists and Game-Technicians. What is Methodology, as defined by Shchedrovitskii? It is not a methodology of science, or a methodology of philosophy. It is not a philosophy either. Rather Shchedrovitskii's creation is a methodology in itself: it is an inquiry about the ways how the problem-solving proceeds in human mind independently of any concrete field of application; a theory of methods concerning methods (of knowledge), or a meta-method. The basic assumption is that there is no qualitative difference between the ways how the humans think or 'behave thinking' trying to find a solution for, say, an architectural or an environmental or a philosophical or a biochemical problem. We thus find a linkage between ‘empty boxes’ (basic categories) and the remaining task is to fulfill them with appropriate content. This assumption owes much to logic (though rather to intentional than to propositional one). It allows the Game-Technicians, knowing nothing about a particular concrete problem, guide and lead a Creative Game.

The very freedom of the game process which allowed the development of such a peculiar type of games as a Creative Game (the strategy of expanding rather than of narrowing the scope of problems, etc.) was in many cases a 'forced landing' rather than a result of deliberate and purposeful 'policy' of the Game-Technicians. It just happened so, and then the justifications for this were found in terms of 'observation in the conditions approximated to reality' or 'necessity of governability of the Game', since the stricter attempts by Shchedrovitskii to lead the game proved unsuccessful. The Games revolted against their authors and opened their own way. Even today many Game-Technicians and Methodologists do not understand qualitative difference between traditional 'scientific' approaches to the problem-solving and Creative Games. In the former, opinion, or modus (pragmatic and value-laden dimensions of semantics), is assumed to be absolutely differentiated from the subject matter, or dictum (referential and indicative dimensions), and the properties of the real situation are represented in a model situated in, using Bakhtin's term, an idealized, abstract mind. Differences in views, visions, and/or voices are overlooked as inadequate. Whereas in the case of Creative Games we rather have an attempt of approximation to what Habermas would call an 'ideal speech situation' (or perhaps what John Dryzek meant introducing the terms 'discursive rationality' and 'discursive democracy').

Another problem which the incompatibility of monologic and polyphonic languages produces is the problem of the status of inquiry. Suppose that Methodology, as a rational, traditional personalized way of thought, can be situated among the available paradigms of academia and find its niche, say, somewhere along such concepts as 'qualitative methods', or Foucault's 'archaeology', or symbolic interactionism, etc. There are two journals (which sometimes are not periodic because of the financial difficulties), one of them academic, which are completely devoted to the problems of Methodology and Games. There are publications of Methodologists in Russian philosophical, psychological, sociological and other journals, where the results and ideas of many Games are used and discussed. However, complete  results of Creative Games remain usually unpublished because of two reasons: first, they usually belong to the patron, second, it is unknown in which form should they be presented. If they are presented, they are presented as an illustration to the author’s point, part by part (just as the rare examples in this paper).

This ambiguity results in a status problem: what is a game technique--is it a type of academic exercise or a type of ‘dissident’ intellectual movement? While the games are widely used by the sociologists and psychologists for their particular pilot surveys and observations (the participants are used as the available human subjects for secondary inquiries), there are not many works researching the Games per se. The cause of this is perhaps the same difficulty--the absence of appropriate means or methods for the analysis of the polyphonic Games. Moreover, no adequate efficient means for catching and preserving the results exist! The investigation of the oral speech as a linguistic or sociological subject, is based on written or tape fixation of small parts of oral speech. The appropriate way to gather data for the research on Games would be the use of the entire collection of materials--and perhaps not of the one Game--having also available a complete videorecording of a Game, or at least of its general sessions, and of some parts of the workshop sessions.

Shchedrovitskii's and his followers' line of reasoning was quite radical: they supposed that with the invention of Methodology and Games many problems in social sciences become obsolete, and that the Games exist in the niche where the scientific approach in the traditional sense of the word is inapplicable, and traditional managerial and administrative approaches proved unsuccessful. Even if this is true, the problem of presentation of essential results remains unresolved. Putting it simple, are the Games efficient / effective? Are they really Creative by their overall result8, or they merely are a tool for training and new fascinating experience for the participant 'professionals' (who learn to network and to change their perspectives as a result of gaming), and their main result is educational rather than problem-solving? Are their results specific, in other words, could not patrons achieve same or even better results in terms of applicability using some other, more traditional technique, say, the pure form of expert consulting or brainstorming?

The last point is the division between Game-Technicians and Methodologists. Just as many optometrists have really thick glasses, many Methodologists leading Games as Game-Technicians think that they do not need to have special technique, that their Methodological Erudition, Charisma, and experience as a University Professor is enough. This is not true, since to be a Methodologist means to be something very close to a philosopher, with a coherent picture of the world, collected during long years of deliberations, with the necessary collection of prejudices and opinions and normative approach toward everything. So the Methodologists by their way of thinking are quite (sometimes very much) monologic, and this justifiably makes the participants unhappy. The Methodologists often do the worst mistake for a Game-Technician--they start to play themselves, as a simple participant, and so forget their obligation to reflect the process of the Game! They introduce into the Game their home-made suggestions and conceptions. They hinder the participants to express their ideas and criticism. Rather than liberating the participants, they sometimes overtly oppress the groups by their inherent authoritarianism.

For a professional Game-Technician, on the other hand, the basic function is to be transparent. This means that a really good Game-Technician should be free of any subjective attitude, any opinion, any prejudice about the subject matter of the game and about its possible outcomes. Rather s/he as a perfect filter or lens should accumulate the stream of collective thought, pass it through her/his mind and come up with a kind of clear product of collective creative thought. If a group needs help, Game-Technician does this overtly; if, however, the group works good and there is no direct cause for a Game-Technician to intervene, s/he just silently scans the process. Sometimes, especially at the starting points, the Game-Technician is required to make some more affirmative move, for example, to start to think as a player, to become the leader of the group for a moment. But this is only a technical move, which should be abandoned as soon as possible, whenever the group moves forward independently and whoever from the group acquires the leadership role. The most important function of a Game-Technician is to remind the participants to reflect on the situation there are in. This helps for achieving consensus over the definitions. A big part of organizing reflection and debriefing is simply the explication of the modus of the situation. They start from some simple descriptions of situation: "See, we are now sitting here and discussing this problem. But is this problem the most important one? Maybe we should just throw it away and try to pick up the next one? Or if not, why? Why do you think is it important?" etc. This should have also a psychotherapeutic effect.

Such an inclination toward transparency of mind and absence of own opinions, as well as the fact of being immersed into the opinions of others for long and frequent periods, shape the personalities of Game-Technicians. They lose the ultimate opinions about anything. They forget their professional specialization skills from their ‘normal’ life (that beyond the Games). They start to doubt their abilities to think monologically at all. They doubt the very legitimacy of monologic thought. They become principal dilettantes and vague generalists, with no ready answer on anything, always preferring a polyphonic opinion to a monologic one. They are professionals in being dilettantes. They are recruited from a diverse variety of professions, but as a result of gaming they forget their professions and, addicted by this specific type of gaming, they remain specialists only in organizing and leading Creative Games. They become unable to discuss the problems of the first referential level: every problem for them is rather a problem of those who introduce it, and so they see personalities and values behind any problem. They see personal preferences, interests, and misperceptions, rather than substantial problems. The content of particular Game do not matter for them: they believe that any problem is essentially resolvable via the Game procedure, so they cannot appreciate differences between the problems as specialists do. Also, Game-Technicians cannot even generalize properly, because they do not believe in subjective generalizations, and any generalization for them is subjective (on a different levels of subjectivity), since there is no perfect consensus in the world. They also do not believe in disciplined analytical thought: through assumptions and norms toward theorems and proofs, since they are professionally trained to question the very assumptions and norms. On the other hand, if every assumption is potentially questionable (especially in social sciences), what is the analytical thought if not just a game for those who claim that they are scientists? Creative Games are thus social models which become more significant than just models (they become an important part of serious life), while serious-life-occupations, such as theorem-proving, become irresponsible and inconclusive games. The Game-Technicians do not believe in one single and acceptable for everybody in advance true way of thought or of problem solving, as universal language (except the Creative Game procedure, which is a metaprocedure and metalanguage for them). They believe that descriptions and diagnosis are possible, but they are not sure about explanations. Insofar as the descriptions are explanations, they believe that the world is knowledgeable. But since there may be an infinite number of descriptions, and since no explicitly organized large-scale consensus exists on their hierarchy, they do not see a central body of knowledge. Because they understand everything above, they are not even that critical about adopted social stereotypes. They are quite postmodern. They become many small socrates: they know that they know nothing.

Selected publications on simulations and brainstorming in the West

(for someone who would like to compare):

1.Michael Don Ward (ed): 1985. Theories, models, and simulations in international relations. Boulder and London: Westview Press.

2.Michael Inbar and Clarice S. Stoll: 1972. Simulation and gaming in social science. New York, London: The Free Press.

3.Clark C. Abt: 1970. Serious games. New York: The Viking Press.

4.J Geoffrey Rawlinson: 1981. Creative thinking and brainstorming. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Endnotes.

1 I have met an even sharper example of this type questioning: teacher suggests the audience to guess the statistical numbers published in newspaper, for example, attitudes toward political leaders in particular country. There are three possible strategies in such a situation: the simplest one is to guess basing on the best of your knowledge, but you have no guarantee that your imagination will coincide with the average numbers printed in the paper; another one is to know the numbers in advance. If you are so lucky nobody can compete with your answers. The final strategy is to try to guess what the average numbers are not according to the best of your knowledge, but according to your representation how the average population of those sampled could answer. This requires the skill of thinking how will think not a particular person (this is really an important skill), but how will think an average person. This requires not only a strict discipline of thought, but an unusual twist of mind. If trying to formulate your own subjective opinion you express your personality, in the latter case you suppress your personality (unless you by coincidence represent this average person) in favor of some impersonalized body of knowledge. 


Now let us imagine that the teacher has a style of encouragement of right guesses, i.e. that you feel that the teacher, consciously or not, waits for "right answers" rather than for free guesses. This can force you to abandon the first strategy and to try to choose between the other two. The choice is easy: since you haven't still read these numbers, so you will rely on your ability of  'thinking as average'. For you personally this can be a very creative endeavor, and you can be glad if you are able to do so and to guess the right numbers. The social significance of this ability is your adaptability. But your answer will lack creative unexpectedness, and the whole exercise will be a waste of time, if the only reason for that is not checking of your adaptability (ability to be average in a particular environment...)

2 Also, simulations are reproducible, unlike Creative Games (and brainstorming sessions), each of which is unique.

3 Certainly not only Creative Games. All attempts to find creative solutions to the problems follow the same logic of break-through the established, institutionalized, victorious 'discourses', 'paradigms', 'norms', 'perceptions', 'logics' etc.


4 I do not discuss the differences in the English interpretations-definitions of  'game', 'simulation' etc. 'Creative Games ' is a literal translation of Russian 'kreativnye igry'. They are games as something which is played rather than worked, but they are not games in the sense of scoring and winning - another important difference between them and simulations, which are supposed to be scored as precisely as possible and have an emphasized reliance on such categories as 'winners'/'losers' , so underlining the competitive edge of the term 'game'. In the Creative Games, there are no formalized winners and losers.

5 Simulations were called role-games in the USSR since they are designed so that every group or person  have precisely-defined 'substantial-referential' rather than functional role. They play, say, Bosnians, the UN mediation group, Croatians and Serbs. However, there exist a functional role-distribution among the participants in every type of game, including Creative Games. This will be separately pointed out below.  Since Creative Games are often simultaneously of a bargaining and problem-solving character, and since they are a procedure of simultaneous decision-making through gaming, they can be situated in between simulation games and brainstorming, because they have some properties of both. However, because of the methodology of their design and cultural specificity, it seems more true to regard them as a special type rather than as a simple mixture. By the way, in this paper I do not discuss computer simulations at all. The access to computers for the most part of the Soviet citizens occurred in the late 80's. I have no information about the attempts to computerize results of any Creative Game (except some minor matrices). Further, if the simulation technology in the West adopted creation of even 'man-man' simulations for education and/or research purposes which could be played repetitively, in different collectives but with the same rules and, furthermore, with the same technical attributes (as collections of dies, printed pictures, cards etc.), Creative Games in the USSR could not be repeated and were designed only for one concrete case each time, and they could not have a technologically duplicable attributes, except some general tools as pencils and papers (like brainstorming).

6 A very important difference from brainstorming is that the latter is usually of a very short duration, its essence is a shortage of time, whereas Creative Games are longer and allow more detailed discussions.

7 See, however, a recent book "The discursive mind".

8  Is this an appropriate question: can creativity in its stage of mere appearance be measured by its efficiency, and if yes, in what cases? Also, what is the final product of games: mere hypotheses (even if good ones) or results of investigation comparable to scientific results? Obviously, these are not results of testing hypotheses (at least because they are defined as the game proceeds and not in advance). But the Game Paradigm claims that strictly speaking there is no need for testing hypotheses, and no possibility for that! 

�This is more justified for a society in transition, with a shaken system of the old “pantheon” of values, than for a “stable” society, where the equilibrium between conservation and innovation was managed in an evolutionary way, through everyday minor revolutions rather than through major revolutions once a century.


� The difference between metaphors and not-metaphors is conventional: not-metaphors are just assumed that they are not-metaphors; so the difference is between explicit and ‘honest’ statement/adoption of their metaphoric essence or explicit and/or implicit rejection of that because of stubbornness or ignorance.


� Trying to achieve an “ideal speech situation” and give up narrow professional and theoretical selfishness of group members, Game-Technicians are somehow forced to use force. They adopt the same politics of force as the revolutionaries after coming to power: in order to balance the previous dictatorship, they create another dictatorship. Thus one totalitarianism is replaced by another. This is a general paradox, noticed by many and immortalized in Orwell’s ‘some are more equal than others’: any governing truth, any order, even the most democratic one, in some instances becomes oppressive in the most dictatorial sense, i.e. not against violators, but against creators.
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