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David Lametti

First of all, let me tell you about the project. This conference is taking place in the 
context of a larger project, a major collaborative research initiative over seven years, 
funded by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada, and it is on 
improvisation and culture generally. The point of the project is to use improvisation as a 
door or a filter or a metaphor I suppose, starting with improvised music and working 
outwards, to understanding other kinds of social phenomena, cultural phenomena, 
linguistic phenomena, normative phenomena, for those of us who are lawyers. Using 
improvisation to try to understand what happens in all of these other spheres, perhaps as a 
way of understanding or enlightening or explaining the part or the whole of everything 
else that’s happening. 

This particular conference is part of one of the seven research axes of the project: 
Improvisation, Law and Justice. And here, for those of us who are trained as lawyers or 
legal academics, what we think about legal normativity, here there is a challenge posed 
by the concept of improvisation, or maybe not. Maybe this is what we’ve been doing all 
along and maybe that’s how we have to think about it. The point of the conference – this 
is the second conference being held here, in this venue, the first being held exactly a year 
ago, with one of the other research axes being featured – the point of this conference is to 
try to draw together people from a variety of different communities: musical, legal, 
social, to begin to probe a number of these various questions. And you’ll see, looking 
through the program, a wonderful array of diverse people, diverse thinkers in diverse 
areas, coming from seven different countries from around the world and all at different 
stages of their various careers, which is also a nice bit of balance that we have. We hope 
that from this ensemble, excuse the music metaphor, from this diversity, will come some 
interesting ideas for research; we can perhaps push different envelopes in different 
directions over the remaining life of the project. I welcome you to this, I challenge you to 
participate; I challenge you to have fun, think about these kinds of issues and to get 
engaged. 



A few nuts and bolts about the conference: as you know, this conference takes its 
place as part of the larger Suoni per il Popolo music festival, so there are shows and in 
fact there will be a show here tonight and a show here tomorrow night, so we’ll have to 
take everything down at the end of the day. For those of you who are participants or 
volunteers, you can attend the evening shows, tonight with John Oswald in this venue, 
tomorrow night with Nicole Mitchell, not in this venue but nearby, at a discount of three 
dollars. Tickets will be available at the door: ticket prices are not generally that expensive 
because it’s Suoni per il Popolo, it’s for the people and therefore not meant to be like the 
other groups, the other festival that’s well known in Montreal in a few weeks. There will 
be, in addition to keynote sessions, there will be parallel sessions, the other venue is 
downstairs, the dining room just downstairs; it was to your left as you came in. I would 
ask you for the sake of efficiency, try to make your decision relatively quickly, while 
you’re having coffee, to go upstairs or downstairs, so that we can move quickly between 
sessions. I will ask chairs to try to be ruthless and gentle at the same time, but particularly 
ruthless in terms of time, keeping the whole thing on time, again because at the end of the 
day we’ve got to take all the chairs down and prepare this room for the concert in the 
evening. For those of you who are participants or volunteers, lunch and dinner is 
provided today and tomorrow and that will be in another room in the Sala, I think the one 
just off to the right as you came in, so I’m going to remind you all about that. I think 
that’s it for nuts and bolts. 

I should thank our primary sponsor, the Social Sciences and Humanities Research 
Council of Canada, the Centre for Intellectual Property Policy at McGill and in particular 
Hélène Hamou, who did organizational work, the dean of Faculty of Law at McGill who 
supported us, Sala Rossa and Suoni per il Popolo music festival. One of the major 
collaborators in the larger project and one of the distinctive hallmarks of the larger 
project is the degree of social contact, social involvement of community groups in 
Montreal, in Guelph, in Vancouver. Each of the conferences being run as part of the 
larger project is attached to a music festival and there are a number of other different 
social groups, community groups working with adolescents for example, and other 
organisms, who are helping us understand improvisation as part of their daily routines. 
I’d like to thank the volunteers who were out bright and early this morning and will be up 
bright and early tomorrow morning. And finally I wanted to thank Poku Adusei, who I 
don’t see in the room, who has effortlessly, seamlessly done a great deal of organizational 
work. You’ve all received e-mails from Poku, I’m sure, in terms of the organization of the 
conference, so I’m thanking him in his absence. Without further ado, I’ll turn the mike 
over to Eric Lewis who is the McGill head of the larger project.

Eric Lewis

 Perhaps you mentioned this and I missed it in my sleepy haze, but also for 
conference participants there’s a free catered lunch and dinner. [DL: Yes, I did.] You did! 
Okay, great! Sleep deprivation’s already set in. I’m really pleased to see all of you here 
and some returning customers from last year, on a project which is just entering its third 



year. It’s really starting to develop a groundswell of community, scholars and participants 
who are turning up at a lot of our events and for those who are in the area, our next 
conference is in Guelph in September in association with the Guelph Jazz Festival. I hope 
to see some of you there. 
 It really gives me great pleasure to introduce Keith Sawyer, our first keynote of 
this conference, from Washington University in St. Louis, in the department, (or is it 
faculty) of education. Keith’s work in creativity, innovation, improvisation, and play 
really constitutes some of the foundational texts that inform Improvisation Studies more 
broadly as they now are unfolding. He works in everything from children’s play to 
improvisation in musical contexts to the role of creativity and improvisation in 
management structures and other sorts of social structures. He has – usually at this point 
one might mention the major publications of the person you’re introducing, but we would 
run out of time, he wouldn’t actually be able to speak. He’s actually authored or co-
authored ten books in the last ten years, which raises just one question: why so lazy? His 
most recent book is Group Genius: the Creative Power of Collaboration and I’m sure the 
next book will be penned by this afternoon is my guess, so it just gives me great pleasure 
to introduce Keith for our first keynote.

Keynote Address: Keith Sawyer

Note: Keith Sawyer’s keynote speech was delivered alongside a powerpoint presentation. 
Any referral to images relates to this powerpoint. Text from the powerpoint slides will be 
indicated by square brackets and italicized writing where it helps aid in clarification. 
Please see the accompanying video for visuals.
 
[Lessons from Improvisation – R. Keith Sawyer, Washington University]

I’m looking out and I see I’ve met many of you, but I haven’t met all of you, but I 
assume you’re all here because you care about improvisation. Yes? Yes! You believe in 
improvisation as a metaphor for something bigger than improvisation. One thing that I 
found fascinating—I started studying improvisation in graduate school in the early 1990s
—and it seems to bring together a broad range of interdisciplinary perspectives. My own 
training is as a psychologist—and I have an appointment in the department of education
—I study the psychology of creativity and I guess I start with a disclaimer that I really 
know nothing about law and I know nothing about social policy. In my talk, I’m going to 
try to lay out some stories and some examples that might serve as reference points as we 
go through the next two days, to think about what is the meaning of improvisation, what 
principles can we extract from these examples of improvisation? I’m going to give you 
some from jazz, some from theatre and then some from the broader sphere of innovation
—because that’s my title: Social Innovation. Can everyone hear me okay? Good! 
Intimate! It’s a smaller group than most of my college classes. 

Starting out, what is improvisation? One reason I really like improvisation— 
when I started studying the psychology of creativity, I found that for the most part, the 



discipline of psychology approached creativity studies in a way that did not recognize the 
unique nature of improvisation. Psychologists who studied creativity tended to focus on 
highly valorised forms of creativity in the West. They would study symphonic music 
composition, they would study fine novels, not popular novels, but great fiction, they 
would study Nobel prize-winning scientists who would generate important theories. All 
of these types of creativity, I realized that what they had in common was that they 
generated a product. I call them product creativity. I was interested in improvisational 
creativity where they’re really, maybe recording a performance and maybe there’s an 
album, you could think of that as a product, but that’s not really the purpose, that’s not the 
driving spirit of improvisation. There’s something different between product creativity 
and improvisational creativity and I think about a contrast between—I love classical 
European music traditions—this is a symphonic orchestra and this type of creativity fits 
pretty well with the psychological model of how creativity works. So what happens with 
symphonic classical music tradition—I know I’m stereotyping a bit here, but you start 
with a composer, anyone recognize this composer? [Audience member: Brahms.] Ah 
okay, you guys are educated, so you’re going to know this is Brahms. But you start with a 
composer, Brahms, a classic, brilliant, really genius kind of individual, has a sort of 
crazed look in his eyes and in most photos is peering off at the horizon, romantic ideal of 
the composer, right? What happens is the composer then generates a score, representing 
the composer’s creative vision. Then you have some conductor who is responsible for 
identifying and interpreting the composer’s vision and representing the score. Finally, you 
have the musicians who execute the vision of the composer as interpreted through the 
conductor. Now this fits with a model of creativity that I think a lot of people in our 
culture have, and I call it a linear model of creativity. 

[Idea>>Selection>>Execution] 

It’s linear because it starts with an idea, one person having an idea, then you have 
some other person or some group of people selecting the best ideas, because there are 
way too many ideas and they’re not all going to be good. There were lots of composers in 
the 19th century that no one listens to anymore, lots of composers whose works don’t 
even survive because they weren’t good enough for anyone to save. There’s a whole 
process of selection that goes on, and then there’s the execution of the work. So we see 
the composer generating the vision, the score; those musicians at the bottom right of the 
last picture, they’re the executors, but they’re not really the creators. They do have some 
sort of creativity in terms of interpreting on their instruments, but not really. You talk to 
composers and conductors, you don’t really want them to do that, you want them to do 
what you’re telling them to do. It’s this notion of creativity being very linear and 
emerging from the mind of a creative individual. That works reasonably well for product-
creativity, you could argue. I’ve actually argued that it doesn’t always work so well for 
product-creativity either, but it plausibly works for product-creativity. But it doesn’t work 
for improvisational creativity and honestly it doesn’t work for a lot of social action, that’s 



why I think improvisation is a better model for creativity in social life than other forms of 
creativity. 

I’ll give you an example here. I’m going to start some music. I’m going to play a 
clip here of a classic jazz performance. You’ve probably heard this or a very similar 
performance before. [plays clip] So what’s going on in jazz, and you know I could have 
picked many different examples and those of you who know the album Kind of Blue 
pretty well, you’ll realize this actually has quite a bit of layers of structure to it. It’s not 
completely unstructured, right? This is a live performance that honestly sounds a whole 
lot like what was recorded in the studio, on the album Kind of Blue. What’s going on 
here, this example represents what I think are some key elements of improvisation. You 
have the group of musicians, they are playing off of a song form, a chorus, off a popular 
song, typically, in this case a...composition by Miles Davis, but I have here a chart from 
the Real Book. This is an overall guiding structure that musicians are following and there 
are also other structuring elements that guide improvisations, the past performances. 
You’re in an ensemble, you play together three or four nights a week, you’ve rehearsed in 
the studio, you never wrote anything down, but you get to a point where you know the 
pianist is going to end his solo and he does the same thing, the same last bars every time 
and all the other players know that’s the end of the solo, but if you’re hearing them for 
the first time it sounds like their pianist is improvising for the first time, but it’s a history 
of structure that emerges from a history of performances. Those past performances, in 
some sense, informally guide the performances that follow. Then there are structuring 
elements from the traditions of jazz. There are certain other musicians that are well-
known in the community, everyone is familiar with these musicians, they know the styles, 
when one musician plays in a certain way the other musician will recognize it as being a 
reference or a quotation of this famous saxophone player or famous pianist, so all of these 
things are floating in the air as structuring elements that guide improvisation.

What you have is very different from the linear type of creativity that I think was 
product-focused creativity of the European classical music tradition. What you’re looking 
at are components of those performances. Well of course a musician has creativity and 
that’s a solo and maybe a psychologist could study what goes on in the mind of the 
individual musician, but that’s not all that’s going on. You’re thinking about a 
psychologist studying the creativity of classical music, you probably want to focus on 
Brahms. What’s going on in Brahms’ mind and maybe the individual musicians, yeah we 
need to know something about how they make split-second decisions and slow down 
together, but really it’s about Brahms. But here, you need to know about the creativity of 
all the musicians. And you need to know about the role of the song form. How does that 
guy do improvisations? What is retained from these parts of performances? How is that 
represented? Is that even a psychological question? Maybe that’s a sort of oral history, 
sociological question. Also with the role of shared tradition, and the key thing that I focus 
on in my research is the musical interaction among musicians: it’s absolutely critical. 
That’s the genre of jazz, that’s what makes it great, is that when musicians pay together, 
something emerges from this musical communication—this interaction among the 
musicians. 



Instead of a linear model of creativity, and this is kind of a hokey picture because 
I like boxes and arrows, but the ‘I’s represent the idea, the S represents the selection and 
the D represents the development, or execution, of an idea. So it’s not linear, right? All 
the musicians are adding ideas, they’re throwing them out there in the performance, the 
other musicians are collectively selecting the musical ideas which seem good, and which 
will be developed, and all the musicians together are developing or executing the ideas. 
It’s all happening in parallel, in a big, messy, complex system, but it’s not linear, it’s a 
kind of systemic creativity. What’s going on is I think a shift from...a psychological 
narrow perspective of what’s going on in the mind of the creator to what’s going on in the 
group. That’s why I called my book Group Genius. It’s really not about the mind of the 
individual creator. And in my own research, to study these things I’ve focused on super-
creative groups like the Jazz Ensembles. I’ve also spent a lot of time studying 
improvisational theatre, probably most of my career studying improvisational theatre 
because my own methodologies are interaction-analysis. I’m not a musicologist, so I 
don’t have the techniques to transcribe improvisational music performance. The work of 
Ingrid Monson, Paul Berliner, they’ve done great things along those lines, so if I were 
going to do it—but they’re doing it already, so I try to take that sort of approach and 
apply it to improvised verbal performances. So I spent a lot of time in Chicago studying 
Chicago improvisational theatre. This is one of the groups at a theatre that I’ve studied, 
called iO Theatre, one of many theatres in Chicago, my favourite one. If you go to 
Chicago I highly recommend the iO Theatre. It used to be called ImprovOlympic, but 
they got sued by the International Olympic Committee, which is very aggressive at 
protecting their trademark, so it’s now iO theatre. But they’re great! And what makes 
them unique, you think about other forms of improvisation that you might have seen, a 
lot of improvisation companies, television shows, Whose Line is it Anyway? it’s very 
short, short bits of sketch comedy and you want the audience to laugh, so you’re going 
for a sort of a punch-line kind of experience. But these groups would go for what is called 
long-form improvisation, long-form meaning 30-60 minutes, a fully improvised play. 
And nothing is determined in advance. It’s even less structured than a jazz performance, 
because whereas in a jazz performance you have a core sheet that has the overall, you 
know 32-bar song form, 16-bar song form, all the musicians know what’s going on and 
they’re playing it together, with these improv theatre performances, they might do that, 
they might create a series of events that are supposed to happen. They might decide ahead 
of time which characters each of the actors are going to enact, they might say “at the fifth 
minute, something like this is going to happen,” “at the fifteenth minute, this character’s 
going to walk on,” but all the dialogue will be improvised. We know basically what’s 
going to happen, the form or the structure. 

They might do that, but they don’t—in fact they don’t decide anything ahead of 
time, so it’s completely unknown by the actors what will unfold in the performance. As 
opposed to a commedia dell’arte style play, which is a scenario play, which is repeated 
over and over again, it’s different every time with these long-form ensembles, and it 
actually works so well that you go see one of these performances for the first time, you 
might assume they had structured a lot of it ahead of time, but they don’t know anything. 



When they get up there on stage, they don’t know what genre, they don’t know what 
location, they don’t know which types of characters the actors are going to perform, they 
don’t know what plot the events are going to occur, and as a matter of fact, after 10 
minutes of improvising, they don’t know what will be the case after 20 minutes. They 
can’t look ahead, because it’s unpredictable, it’s emerging from the interaction among the 
actors. That’s fascinating to me. That’s where I wanted to focus my career, thinking about 
this. What is it that allows these actors to come together, generate something collectively, 
when no one’s in control, no one’s in charge, no one’s guiding the performance and no 
one knows where we’re going? It’s unpredictable. 

I identified a couple of principles that I associated with this type of improvisation 
when it’s effective. It’s not good every night, right? And some ensembles have less 
talented improvisers, or they haven’t gelled together as well as others, so what makes it 
good? Just a quick list that some of you that improvise you can probably add to this list. 
Close listening, everyone’s listening very deeply to the other performers. Really, really 
listening or what is sometimes called deep listening, which requires you in a sense to get 
out of your own mind, stop thinking about what you’re performing and what you think 
might be next, and truly listen to what the other performers are doing. There’s a form of 
complete concentration where all of the performers are focused on the performance, so 
your mind’s not distracted, you’re not thinking about something else, but you’re 
completely focused, you’re in the moment. I think this is true of jazz and improvisational 
theatre. There’s a kind of blending of egos that goes on where, if any one individual is 
thinking too much about themselves, or “how do I look,” or “how’s my performance 
coming,” or “is there an A&R guy in the audience from some recording company? I want 
to really impress him so he’ll sign me,” those sorts of ego considerations really tend to 
flaw the emergence of an effective improvisation. There’s an egalitarianism, certainly in 
improvisational theatre, probably even more so than jazz does. With improv theatre, 
there’s never a soloist, whereas in jazz, the tradition is that you take turns soloing. But 
even when one person’s soloing, the other musicians are still contributing. They’re not 
just following the soloist; the soloist is not in charge or in control. It really helps if the 
performers are familiar with each other. If you’re performing together for the first time, 
it’s probably not going to be a significant excellent performance. It might be professional, 
it might be good, but you need some familiarity with the other performers to get to this 
[kind of] effective performance. There’s got to be some risk, and I think this is part of 
what drives the excitement of performing in this kind of genre, is that you don’t know 
what’s going to happen, and that’s exciting. It’s tense. It could produce anxiety, but if 
your skill level is up to the challenge, then when you’re being challenged at a level that 
pushes your envelope, that’s exciting. It’s the way that these performers keep it moving 
forward so that whatever one performer does, you keep listening, you get the equal 
participation, you think outside of your own line, and you build on what the other people 
do. As a result of that, the performance is constantly moving forward, and it’s 
accumulating over time, it’s emerging, it’s emerging from the bottom up, with no 
guidance, and with no one knowing where it’s going to go. 



[(1) An Innovation Story] 

So I’ve been talking about these improvisational groups, but now I want to tell a story 
about broader social innovation, change gears a little bit. Then I’m going to tie this back 
to group improvisation. As I’m telling the story, maybe you can be thinking as well: how 
is this story like jazz or like improvisation? Because it’s a really different example and 
it’s an example of the world’s best selling board game. This is Monopoly. Monopoly is 
the world’s best selling board game, so I’m assum— 

[Audience member: There’s a Montreal edition.] 

There’s a Montreal edition? Okay. 

[Eric Lewis: Yep. In French and English.] 

Well there’s probably a Quebec edition, and there’s probably a McGill University edition. 
Is there? Is there a McGill-opoly? 

[EL: It’s called McGill.] 
[laughter] 
[Audience member: It’s life size.] 
Actually, I was in a gift shop the other day, and I saw a ‘Make-Your-Own-Opoly,’ which 
had a blank word you could write in... [laughter] So, I’m going to tell you the story about 
how Monopoly was created and you can help me tie it back to improvisation. 

When Monopoly came out, it was 1934 and it was known as ‘The Great 
Depression,’ which we’re hearing a lot about again, now, particularly in the United States. 
When people say “the worst recession in 75 years,” you can count back to about 1934. So 
1934 is when Monopoly was released by Parker Brothers. It’s not an auspicious time to 
release an unnecessary discretionary item. They were charging what was then a high 
price, seven dollars and fifty cents, but it started selling pretty well. It was released in 
January, and by April they had sold 200,000 copies, which was pretty phenomenal for a 
game at that time. It was starting to get a lot of press. The media—“what’s this 
phenomenon, this game? Everybody’s buying it! Everybody’s playing it!” By the end of 
1934 they had sold a million copies, so this was a phenomenal success. No board game 
had ever done anything like this before 1934. Parker Brothers had been on the verge of 
bankruptcy, and the game saved their business, basically, and it was essentially “the 
Monopoly company” for a very long time. 

During 1934 newspaper reporters wanted to write stories about—they wanted to 
interview the guy who had invented Monopoly because there was this phenomenon all 
over the country. So they called Parker Brothers and they said they wanted to interview 
the inventor of Monopoly. Parker Brothers says “alright, we’ll give you the guy.” Here’s 
the official story of how Monopoly was invented. This is the inventor, Charles Darrow, 
and Charles Darrow—this is a picture of him playing Monopoly. He went and talked to 



all the newspaper reporters and this is the story he told. He was unemployed, it’s the 
Depression, so 20 or 25% of Americans were unemployed, so not so unusual, and he’s 
spending his unemployed time reading a novel. And the novel he’s reading is about a high 
school kid. This high school boy is taking classes at a college preparatory school, but he 
fails out. He fails out of the college preparatory school, for whatever reasons, and his 
backup option is what’s called a commercial school. In those days, a commercial school 
would prepare you for a job as a clerk, or an accountant of sorts, in the business. So 
you’re learning how to balance books, you’re learning some basic accounting. One of the 
things they did in this school, in the novel, was that all the boys would get cardboard 
stocks and then they would get paper money and they were supposed to buy and sell the 
stocks based on the prices, as a way of practicing negotiation, trade and learning 
something about the stock market. So Charles Darrow’s reading this novel and he’s 
reading this part about the stocks and paper money and he says “Ah-ha! This could make 
a good board game, paper money!” So he goes down to his basement and he starts cutting 
up paper, and he gets his coloured pencils and paint and he makes the board game 
Monopoly. Then he takes it to Parker Brothers and they patent it under Parker Brothers 
and the rest is history. It sounds good, but there’s just one problem with the story: it’s a 
complete lie. Charles Darrow did not invent Monopoly. It fits really well with this linear 
model of creativity that I showed you: the idea, the selection, the execution. The brilliant 
genius inventor having a flash of insight down in the basement, but it’s a complete lie. 
That’s not the way Monopoly was invented.

The real way Monopoly was invented is the story of this kind of distributed, 
collaborative system, in a fashion. I’m going to tell you, briefly, the story. There’s a lot 
that’s been published about this. Does anyone know the story already? No? It’s an 
interesting intellectual property story, for those IP oriented lawyers. So it goes back to—
this is a pretty famous economist, but no one’s heard of him anymore. His name’s Henry 
Lloyd George. Has anyone heard of Henry Lloyd George? Sometimes I get a few hands. 
This is a photo from 1879 when he published his bestselling book. His bestselling book 
was called Progress and Poverty. It still remains the bestselling economics textbook ever. 
Progress and Poverty has been translated into almost every language. It advocated 
George’s philosophy of governing a taxation, which became known as the ‘single tax 
philosophy.’ And a single tax, it’s more complex, but basically the idea was that there 
would be only one tax and the tax would be on land. You would be taxed in proportion to 
the amount of land you owned. And by the way, no one pays rent. So everyone gets to 
live rent free. There were sort of elements of the socialist utopia in the single tax 
philosophy, but it became known as single tax because of single tax on land. You can 
probably imagine there were a lot of powerful people that did not like this idea, having all 
their land taxed and having all their tenants live rent-free, so it never went anywhere. 
George ran for office a couple of times in New York State, but he died young of illness 
before he was ever able to get elected and his ideas never got embedded into our—there 
were some small towns in Delaware that sort of were single tax, but there was one group 
of people that really bought into the single tax philosophy and they were the American 



Quakers. The Quaker community were big advocates of single tax philosophy. They were 
realizing, though, that it wasn’t going anywhere. 

There was a Virginia Quaker name Lizzie Magee. Lizzie Magee said “I gotta do 
something to help convince people that the single tax philosophy is the right way.” And 
she decided education was the solution. We’d just educate everyone about why single tax 
is better, then people will come along and people will come on board. So her way of 
educating people was to invent a board game. This is from her patent in 1904, where this 
is called the Landlord’s Game. And you can tell where I’m going already, because the 
shape of the board, it’s very different from Monopoly, the Parker Brothers’ version, but it 
has some similar features. She actually patented this and took it to Parker Brothers, and 
Parker Brothers said “no, we’re not interested. It’s a horrible idea.” But she wasn’t all 
about the money either. She wanted single tax philosophy to take over the world, so she 
started giving it away. Her Quaker friends loved it. How does this teach you the virtues of 
single tax? Well, she actually patented it with two sets of rules. In one set of rules, you 
playing with the evil, capitalist system, where at the end of the game, one person gets all 
the money and everyone else is starving. [laughter] And you realize how horrible that is. 
Then you play with the single tax set of rules, where everyone gets rich together and lives 
happily ever after. When you play it both ways, then you learn that single tax is better. So 
that was their vision. 

So she starts sharing the game with her Quaker friends and they loved it too, but 
you can’t buy it, so everyone had to make their own version of the game, so people 
would get out these sheets of canvas, or linen, oilcloth, and they would draw it in 
crayons, they would make their own copies of the board. It started to propagate all up and 
down the Eastern Seaboard of the United States and even into the Midwest. I’ve got some 
pictures. A lot of these game copies are still in existence and they’re valuable collector’s 
items now. This is from 1910 in Allentown, Pennsylvania, six years after she invented it. 
By this time a custom has emerged where when you make a copy of Monopoly or the 
Landlord’s Game, you change all the place names. You change all the space names to the 
names of locations in your own city. So this board has all street names from Allentown, 
Pennsylvania. That custom stayed with the game as it moved around the country. Here’s a 
copy of the board from outside Philadelphia. It’s a county called Lux County. The reason 
why I’ve got this one is because in the man’s hand, I like this picture because you can see
—this is what they used for playing pieces. Because you don’t buy any pieces, you just 
have common household items. So people would use buttons and thimbles. Again you 
can see that represented in the game that got patented by Parker Brothers. 

Then there’s a beautiful copy of the game here from 1928. This is by an 
economics professor at Columbia University. In fact, a lot of economics professors used 
the Landlord’s Game in their classes. By this time, by sometime in the 1920s this version 
of the game had emerged where if you bought three properties of the same colour, then 
you had a monopoly and your charge went up. That was not in the original 1904 game. 
After that emerged, a couple of years after that, people started calling it Monopoly. By 
1928, it was known as Monopoly. This guy, Professor Streicher I think is his name, I 
don’t even think he’s a Quaker, was an economist who used the game with his students. 



All these spaces are cities outside of New York City or they’re street names outside of 
New York City. 

So we’ve got this custom and by this point we get up to 1934 and Charles Darrow, 
remember Charles Darrow? He’s visiting some Quaker friends of his who are in Atlantic 
City. He’s got these Quaker friends in Atlantic City and they have a version of Monopoly 
that has all the street names from Atlantic City, just like the game always does. He really 
liked it. When he played, he said “can you make a copy of the rules for me?” They made 
a copy of the rules for him. At this point the single tax version of the rules had fallen by 
the wayside. Even the Quakers were playing the evil capitalist version. [laughter] So he 
takes the rules back to his home, Germantown, Pennsylvania, I think is where he lived at 
the time, and he basically ripped it off. He copied it from the Atlantic City version of the 
game, their particular board game he was playing was made by his Quaker friends, they 
misspelled some of the street names; the version that’s by Parker Brothers has the same 
misspellings. It’s a complete rip-off from the Atlantic City Quaker version. He went and 
fraudulently got a patent. Then he went to Parker Brothers, sold it to Parker Brothers. 
Parker Brother’s didn’t know it was not really a valid patent and then the game takes off 
and is a huge success. By the way, if anyone’s a copyright lawyer out there, Parker 
Brother’s learned pretty quickly in 1934 that the patent was not valid and that the game 
had actually been around for 30 years. They went around and started buying up—Lizzie 
Magee was still alive and they bought her out for $5,000 and they bought out a couple 
other people who had versions of the game, so they made it right, I guess, in some legal 
sense. 

The story that you hear, or the story that all these newspaper reporters got—I 
think the reason why people fell for the story is that it fits really well with the myths, the 
misconceptions we have about how creativity and innovation work. That linear model. 
[You have a] person coming up with a big flashy [idea], and that’s the source of 
creativity. It fits again—it fits well with product creativity, it fits really well with the 
psychologist’s way of thinking about how the world works, studying the mental 
processes, but in reality innovations emerge over long periods of time. It’s never about 
one moment of creativity, but many moments of creativity. And there’s a myth we have 
that creativity is the sort of straight path to success. And after the fact, everything seems 
like it was forward thinking, but when you look at the history of innovation there are 
always lots of dead ends. Dead ends you sort of forget about, so think about Monopoly 
where every city had its own version. Some versions had the rule where you could buy 
three properties and charge more money, other versions did not, but think about all those 
versions of the rules that are lost to history. This is the nature of creativity: lots of dead 
ends. Again, you want to be thinking about the improvisational performance parallels. 
The improvisational performance is not fully formed in the mind of any one musician. It 
emerges over the night’s performance. In any sort of improvisational theatre or jazz, there 
are dead ends. Musicians throw out ideas, they don’t get picked up: all this is true of 
improvisation as well. We have this myth of the lone genius being responsible for 
creativity, when in fact it’s always about small ideas from many different people. Again, 
the analogy with improvisation is that it’s not about the leader of the ensemble coming up 



with all the ideas, or even one idea, but all the musicians are having ideas all the time, 
laying it out on the table. There’s lots of small ideas. This is the way not only that 
improvisation works, but I claim is the way that all innovation works. That’s why my talk 
is titled Social Innovation.

[(2) Emergence] 

Now when I step back into improvised performance and give you an example 
from my research on improvisational theatre to demonstrate some other characteristics of 
improvisation, I potentially have some lessons for improvisation and innovation in the 
social sphere. I’m going to give you an example of a contrast between two groups that I 
studied in Chicago. One of the groups is called ‘Jazz Freddy.’ These are both long-form 
performances. Jazz Freddy, in 1993 they went for almost an hour up on stage, starting 
without knowing anything. They actually took an intermission in the middle, so they had 
two acts. Just a phenomenal group, legendary in Chicago, ten actors performing up on 
stage. I’m going to show you a brief clip, so you get a sense of how this works. Then I 
studied a group called ‘The Family,’ which does a genre of improvisation they invented 
that they call ‘the Movie.’ And the Movie was almost fifty minutes. So again, these are 
very long performances. They did not take an intermission and they only had five actors. 

These groups did very similar things. The community of Chicago improv actors 
had been experimenting with this sort of genre of long-form improvisation and had come 
up with a couple of similar parallels. One of them was if you’re going to go on for sixty 
minutes, you can’t just pick one plotline and go through linearly. That doesn’t work so 
well. If you’re watching a one-hour televised drama, or you’re watching a sitcom, 
sitcoms have three or four different plotlines meeting together. They actually try to do 
this. Both of these groups would create multiple plotlines in parallel that would remain 
independent, then they would try to weave them together at the end. If any of you 
remember the show called Seinfeld, where Seinfeld had the four main characters, in 
many of the Seinfeld episodes there would be a plot for each of the characters and they 
would be basically independent. Then at the end, by the end they would sort of wrap 
them up. This is—I don’t want to say the inspiration comes from television, but it’s kind 
of what they’re trying to do. What’s different from television, the actors can play a 
different character in each plot. If you’re in the first plot, you can come out and be the 
father or whatever, in a different plot you might be a police officer in a completely 
different city. Each actor plays a different character in each plot, which adds a lot of 
potential confusion, but a lot of potential interesting possibilities. 

The way that you get from one plot to another—how do you do that? They would 
do a scene edit. If you’re on television, you do a camera edit, so they would do a scene 
edit. They would basically reproduce a camera-editing studio. I call it a scene edit, but 
basically there are different ways to accomplish a scene edit and that’s what I focused on: 
in fact, that these two groups, in spite of these similarities, they had very different ways 
of doing a scene edit. The key contrast is that in Jazz Freddy, the scene edits were always 
in frame. The term we use in conversation analysis to mean that you’re staying in 



character, you’re staying within the scene, while you do your scene edit. So you stay 
within the frame, the dramatic frame that you’ve created, whereas in the Movie, they 
allowed these out-of-frame edits that I call “director talks.” Imagine you’re sitting down 
and the actors are all improvising the scene, then one of the actors decides they need to 
edit to another scene, that actor would stand up, step away and say “now we’re going to 
cut to a bar where a man and a woman are flirting.” And then the man and the woman 
actors would come onstage and the other actors would walk off. So that would be a very 
much out-of-frame, out of character edit. With Jazz Freddy, that was not allowed. 
Everyone stays in character. The interesting thing I found about this contrast is that it 
resulted in very different processes of improvisation in unpredictable ways the performers 
themselves were not aware of. Different outcomes resulted as an indirect unintended 
effect of this contrast. I’ll get to that in a minute, but first I want to give you the 
examples. 

This is Jazz Freddy, I’m going to show you just under five minutes. [clip plays] 
That’s a fairly subtle example of a scene edit, in the way they accomplish it, because they 
can’t step out of character. You may see the woman, she walks out in front of the action. 
If you walk out and enter the stage in front of the action, then the other actors know 
you’re accomplishing an edit. You saw earlier an actor walk in behind the action. “I 
brought you those files,” right? That’s not as effective. This is a customary practice that 
has emerged from the community that not only this group invented, but many other 
ensembles who do long-form use these same practices. You’re looking at this and you 
don’t have any idea what’s going on, right? You’re not even probably sure why the 
audience is laughing because they’re not making jokes, they’re not trying to be funny. I 
want you to take that sensation you have of having no idea what these actors are doing 
and realize that the actors are at the same place you are. The actors have no more idea of 
what they’re doing than you do. They embrace that. They welcome it. They say, “this is 
what we want. We want to not know. We want to let it happen, to unfold, what we’re 
going to do.” And they have to perform for sixty minutes. If they told you everything they 
were going to do in the first five minutes, they wouldn’t have anything left to do. It is 
kind of odd to watch this five minutes and not have any idea what’s going on, but it is 
instructive to realize that the actors also have no clue what’s going on. 

So let me show you the difference with the Movie where they do this out-of-
character talk and then I’ll move on and tell you why this is interesting and the kind of 
different innovation that results. This is all around talk. [clip plays] Okay, well that’s 
enough, but this is just to give you a sense of what director-talk is. They’re all out of 
character, in fact, in this first five minutes. It’s about five minutes before any character 
actually starts speaking in character. Then they enact scenes in character, but the scene 
edits continue to be in this form of director talk. 

So why is this interesting? It’s interesting because it results in the emergence of 
different forms of innovation. Just because these differences in interactional strategies, 
and the message is that the way you interact with each other and the types of strategies 
you use actually has an impact on what gets generated. So I’ll talk about a couple of key 
contrasts that I call emergent patterns and I call them emergent because they’re 



unintended and they happen collaboratively as a result of interaction of the actors and it’s 
sort of a whole phenomenon, whole property of the entire group, not associated with any 
one individual. No individual intends this, no individual has the insight, no individual has 
the idea. In fact the performers aren’t even aware that they’re doing it, until I point it out 
to them afterwards. So the Movie performances, the key difference is that, one of the key 
differences, is that is had more intricate plots. They’re both creating multiple plots that 
they want to weave together. In the Movie group—Jazz Freddy only created two plots. 
Movie created four. The Movie is creating more plots and they’re merging the plots more 
effectively. You’d think if you create more plots it’s going to be harder to merge them and 
only two—it should be easier to merge two, but not only is the Movie creating more 
plots, or different plotlines, but they’re merging them more effectively. I counted up some 
very basic statistics, and the number of scenes that merge plots, had two or more plots in 
them... The Movie had 27% in their second half of the performance. Neither group 
merged many plots in the first half of the performance. And Jazz Freddy, only 9%. Jazz 
Freddy—not very effective at merging their plots together, in the second half. But Jazz 
Freddy wasn’t—

[Audience Member: inaudible question] 

That’s right. This contrast [referring to the 27% vs. the 9% plot-merging statistic] is for 
just the two performances that I showed you. I also have videotapes of many other 
performances of both groups, and they are similar, but it’s rather time consuming to 
transcribe and count, so it’s hard to do this level of detail on more than one contrast. But 
this plays out through all the performances of the groups.

But Jazz Freddy wasn’t just a bad group. In fact, I prefer Jazz Freddy. What were 
they doing instead of creating plots and merging plots? They were creating characters and 
relationships. Jazz Freddy had much more developed characters than the Movie. 17 of the 
Movie’s 29 characters appeared in only one scene. If you appear in only one scene, 
you’re not going to be developing. The scenes are only two minutes long. In essence, all 
the Movie characters were very flat characters. Character is in service of the plot, 
whereas Jazz Freddy actually had characters that had some personalities, some quirks. 
They came back, they actually had relationships. Jazz Freddy’s relationships were 
complex, were developed. I came up with a way of identifying how developed a 
relationship was, so if it was complimentary that meant it went on in more than one 
scene, so Jazz Freddy, actually 11 of their relationships were pretty serious relationships 
meaning that they developed over time, over the course of the performance. In the Movie, 
only one of the relationships between the characters occurred in more than one scene. 
Basically there’s no emphasis whatsoever on relationships, on development of 
relationships. That’s a pretty dramatic contrast. The reason why it’s happening is not 
because the ensembles intended it. [The Movie] didn’t get together with Jazz Freddy and 
say “we really believe that characters and relationships are what’s critical in comedy” and 
“we are going to improvise really well without characters and relationships.” No, they did 
not intend that. In fact, they’re not even aware that they’re doing it. It’s an unintended 



effect of the interactional strategies—interactional strategies that they used for the scene 
edits. I know the actors aren’t aware of it, because I’ve interviewed the actors and I’ve 
watched a lot of these performances. 

Another interesting point is that once these dramatic frames have emerged, they 
constrain the actors, but also enable the actors to do different kinds of things. For 
example, in Jazz Freddy, once you have some relationships identified and developed 
between your characters, you can actually use the relationships to accomplish a scene edit 
effectively. Let’s say you’re a husband and wife. By the way the Jazz Freddy characters 
are much more likely to have names. The Movie characters didn’t even have names. In 
Jazz Freddy, you’re an actor and your name is Mark, let’s say, in the scene. Mark’s, let’s 
say, sitting off side of the stage and not in the current scene and you want to accomplish a 
scene edit. Let’s say you’re Mark’s wife, Mary. You walk out and say “Mark, I can’t 
believe you left dirty dishes in the sink again.” Now Mark knows he’s supposed to come 
onstage at the beginning of the scene and be your husband. Everyone knows who’s 
supposed to be onstage, everyone knows which plot they’re in. The actors can use this 
character-relationship information to help them accomplish a scene edit. That’s an 
enabling feature of the emerging dramatic frame.

I leave you with that as an example, I think the key message is that what happens 
in improvisational innovation is its unpredictable. When it’s collaborative 
improvisational, it’s unpredictable and it emerges from the actions of everyone working 
together in a way that no one can predict and no one intends. Again, it contradicts that 
linear model of innovation, where one person has the big flash of insight and everyone 
else just executes the idea—that’s not what’s going on in improvisation. It’s collective 
and you can’t find the answer by looking at the heads of any other performers. Because 
the answer is in the space between. 

[(3) The Collaborative Web] 

I’m going to close with one more story about what I call a collaborative web. I’ve 
already given you one example of the community of Quakers and the economics 
professors that resulted in Monopoly. I think of that as kind of a collaborative web. It’s 
like what today we might call an open source community, but I think these webs have 
existed forever. It’s not just about the internet. The internet helps these collaborative webs 
to form and they can be spread out over space more easily than the past, but it’s still the 
same social process that’s always been around. I’ve got another old example from pre-
internet to support that claim. 

This photo a lot of you will recognize, it’s probably the most famous photo of 
innovation ever. This is the very first, or according to the Wright Brothers anyway, the 
very first powered flight of an aircraft operated by a human operator. This is down in 
North Carolina on the beach, Kitty Hawk, Kill Devil Hills, and here’s Orville standing off 
the wing saying, (you can tell from this photo) “holy shit it’s flying!” and there’s Wilbur 
Wright lying prone on the lower wing, flying the craft. They’ve got some people, some 
lifeguards to help them move the plane out of the hangar, who is standing next to the 



camera, on the tripod, who said “if the thing gets off the ground, pull the string, take a 
picture.” Actually a lot of their pictures the plane is half out of the frame, but this one just  
came out great. First flight, very lucky with the camera. You hear the story of innovation, 
invention. You always hear who invented the telegram, or who invented the telephone, 
and it’s always the story of one person, or in this case, two brothers. Well what I find 
when I look at the history of invention, is that these stories are almost always false. We 
have this myth again, of the lone inventor coming up with a flash of insight, and then 
realizing the genius of their invention. And you scratch beneath the surface historically, 
and you find that’s never what happened. In fact, there are always webs of collaboration, 
there’s always lots of other people. Just like Monopoly, multiple dead ends, unintended 
unpredictable paths. After the fact, it looks like it was obvious, what should have been 
done, but at the time no one’s sure. 

First of all, the Wright brothers were very much a collaborative team. They’re the 
two of them; you can see an image of one of their journals. They talk constantly about 
their conversations. They write about their conversations in their journals. The way they 
came up with the key ideas that allowed them to have a successfully controlled flight, it 
occurred in conversation. The key insight for the Wright Brothers, they were steering the 
craft laterally, by twisting, warping the wings and they worked the wings by pulling on 
these wires. The wings were just made of light balsa wood, so the whole wings would 
twist and that would make the plane steer. When they did that, the plane would actually 
then start turning and it would dive and crash. So they said “what are we going to do 
about this? Maybe we’ll put a vertical tail in the end, maybe that’ll help.” So they put the 
vertical tail and the plane still crashes... one out of fifty times. They’re flying constantly, 
fifty times a day, so once a day it crashes. Once a day, well those odds aren’t very good, 
because any time you crash, you could die. We need to fix this. They had this 
conversation: maybe Wilbur says “Maybe we can take this fixed vertical tail, and what 
probably has to happen is we have to be able to move it like this.” [Angles hand side to 
side.] “And it probably has to move in concert with the wings working, to keep us from 
doing this crash. But how’re we—maybe we could put another cable and make the 
turning.” Orville had the following idea from the same conservation, that that’s too many 
cables for the operator, but maybe we could attach that cable to the control cable that 
works the wings, so when you start working the wings, the tail automatically turns and 
actually that’s what they did and it ended up working. They never had that crash again. 
That’s an example of the power of conversation resulting in collaboration, but the real 
point here is that it wasn’t just about the Wright brothers. 

The Wright brothers went out and got a patent on flight. Really, their patent 
wasn’t for flight, they got a patent very specifically on their control mechanism of 
working the wing. The one unique thing in their patent was wing-work. They actually 
were successful at enforcing that patent up until World War I started. The patent was very 
broadly interpreted to mean any sort of portion of the wing moving in any sort of 
direction, so by 1907 other aviators had come up with a better idea, which was instead of 
warping the whole wing, we’ll just move a surface at the back of the wing. That’s what 
we do today; that’s called an Aileron. And then they went out and got a patent on that. It 



was an aviator named Glenn Curtiss funded by Alexander Graham Bell, so the court said 
“no, no, no, that’s covered by the Wright Brothers’ patent, you can’t do that unless you 
pay them a royalty.” The Wright Brothers were charging [something] like $1000 per 
airplane, and that was too much because no one could make any money doing that, so 
they really blocked up the United States’ aviation industry. 

But they had a lot of trouble enforcing these patents in Europe. What happened 
was incredible innovation in Europe. France, Germany, and England in the aviation 
industry, and nothing happening in the United States. Here’s a picture that looks a whole 
lot like the Wright Brothers plane, but that’s not one of the Wright Brothers, that’s a 
famous French aviator, his name is Octave Chanute and this is from 1896. The Wright 
Brothers had their first successful flight in 1903. They didn’t even start thinking about 
flying until [after], when they started thinking about it they called up Octave Chanute the 
famous aviator, and he was a sharing kind of friendly guy. In fact, the aviation 
community at this time, they were like hobbyists, they weren’t possessive. They were all 
sharing the information. They were all in this together, it was almost like a scientific, 
academic community. The Wright Brothers got information from all over the world. 
People would write them stuff; that was a collaborative web. They talked with Chanute 
who, in fact, got really angry at the Wright Brothers’ legal manoeuvres and later claimed 
that they weren’t the first people to have this idea of warping the wing. That idea had 
been around already and they shouldn’t have gotten that patent anyways.

Here’s a picture of the collaborative web. The collaborative web is these graphs. 
The blue line, the left axis, is the number of feet your flights lifts. It’s kind of a 
logarithmic graph. It’s a 400 feet flight, all the way back in 1890. What’s going on is 
these flyers, they’re not motorized, sometimes they don’t have people in them, but we 
figured out how to fly 400 feet back in 1890. The Wright Brothers come along in 1900 
and they have a pretty key idea, put it all together in a certain way, and they jump out of 
the pack. My point is that there already was a path, there already was a collaborative web 
that they could build on. Then what happened is they blocked innovation by enforcing 
their patents. These red dots on the right are all these innovators in Europe who moved 
forward while the Wright Brothers were blocking everyone in the United States. By 1910, 
the rest of the collaborative web had surpassed the Wright Brothers. Now we look at the 
top, those red dots, that’s over 200 miles. Things move very rapidly and the Wright 
Brothers still were doing pretty well, but there’s two points here. They didn’t work alone, 
they worked as part of a community. The collaborative web was like an open source 
community, just before the term. Then, after they came up with these ideas, then you had 
this collaborative web that was able to move beyond. The collaborative web was more 
powerful than any one individual. 

The message there, for all these examples, is that creativity is not linear. If you 
want to apply it to the social sphere, or social policy, we had these meetings yesterday 
about how improvisation applies to social policy, I think a lot about social 
entrepreneurship, social innovation, innovation in general. I think the key things to keep 
in mind is that it’s never about one person having a brilliant idea, it’s always about a 
group of people working together and that what you really need is to form these 



collaborative webs which work in an improvisational fashion. What happens when you 
do that is you have really unexpected, unpredictable things that emerge from the genius 
of the group. Sometimes the group is stupid and what emerges is not so great, so you 
need to be smart about it. You need to know how to create an effective collaborative web, 
you need to know how to harness the good ideas when they come out and decide which 
ideas are not so good and not move forward with those, but I think that also has to be a 
collective decision. It’s not that there should be one person deciding. I guess my closing 
message is that we’ll all be more innovative if we participate in these collaborative webs 
and share more openly and not be so possessive and ego-centric about our ideas or our 
creativity, but to realize that creativity is always a collaboration and it’s always a form of 
improvisation, written large in the social world. Thank you. 

David: Thank you Keith. That really gets us started. We probably have time for one or 
two quick questions if anybody has them. Right up front?

Question: Thanks for the talk, I really appreciated it. I guess the lingering question for me 
has to do with the way you opened the talk, speaking about the product-based creativity 
versus this other kind of creativity that involves improvisation, which you implicitly 
suggested that maybe the point of that is not to get a product. Is that correct? 

[KS: Right. The point of improvisation is not to generate product, although a product 
might be generated.] 

Q: Okay, so, what I’m wondering though, is from the examples that you showed, 
especially the Monopoly and the flight example, I’m wondering though, what would stop 
some smart entrepreneur from saying “this is great. Keith Sawyer’s ideas are wonderful. 
I’m going to get a bunch of people together, have them think up all the stuff. Then I’m 
going to take credit for it and make a lot of money.” I’m using the creativity model of 
improvisation, but I’m trying to get a product out of that innovation and claim credit for 
it. 

Keith: Well, exactly. I give quite a few talks to business executives who are interested in 
exactly that. “How can I make my organization collaboratively effective at generating 
innovation, so that we’ll make more money?” I think about the stealing the ideas, the guy 
who stole Monopoly, right? It’s not about that, but sometimes it is a kind of artificial 
distinction between the product creativity and the process or improvisational creativity. 
Because the examples I gave you did result in a product, even though there was 
improvisation. You end up with Monopoly. You end up with the airplane. If you’re in a 
business setting, you create a collaborative process and you want to end up with a product 
you’re going to sell. So your intention is ultimately to have a product, but you realize if 
you listen to people like me and lots of [others] that this is how innovation most 
effectively happens, is through this collaborative improvisational process. It’s kind of a 
paradox. While my employees are engaged in it, they don’t know where it’s going or 



what the product is going to be or if there even will be a successful product, but at the 
same time, I know from the research that that’s the way that has to happen. I don’t have 
any choice. If you’re lucky, eventually a good product emerges and a lot of time failed 
products stay on the shelf. 

Question: I guess I’m still sort of concerned about who gets compensated for these 
products or innovations because both in the flight and the Monopoly example, you have a 
lot of people doing this very creative work, and only a few people are actually reaping the 
rewards with that. I mean, whether the Quakers wanted the rewards, or what, but jazz 
musicians, for example, I think want some compensation for their creativity. 

Keith Sawyer: It’s a great question and it’s complex and there’s no simple answer. I’d say 
there are two areas that are relevant, and one is intellectual property law—who gets the 
property right to the idea and I have a different talk I do for IP, but I think IP regime in 
the United States is completely misaligned with the way innovation works. The other set 
of questions or answers is incentives. If you are employee, what’s the best way to 
structure incentives so my people will share and collaborate in this manner, yet not feel 
like someone’s stealing their ideas and getting all the money and they’re not getting 
anything. So yes! If you’re a company and you feel like that, then collaboration is not 
going to happen. The management of the company cannot be thinking “I’m just going to 
steal everyone’s ideas.” It’d kind of be like killing the goose that lays the golden eggs.

David: I’m going to draw a line there, in part because at the next session at 10:30, the 
Intellectual Property session with Giuseppe Mazziotti is here, “Who owns Improvised 
Music?” Gustavo Alberto Gill, “Owners Without Authors: Computer Generated Works in 
Copyright Law” etcetera, but these are the kinds of discussions that are going to continue 
over the next couple of days.

 


