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Neuwirth et al: “Issues in the Design of Computer Support for Co-authoring and Commenting”
This paper discusses the PREP editor. This editor is designed to enable those co-authoring or commenting on a document to be better equipped to do so. The goal of this editor was to emphasize communication, planning, and organized annotation. They focused mainly on the interface design of their PREP prototype. This type of study is important to CSCW because it offers a look at a system that is designed to better enable those that are co-authoring and commenting on a paper. It provides support for them in ways that were not provided at the time of this writing.
For me, it was hard to put myself into the space that they were trying to fill with this software. I have never done co-authoring before, well, maybe if you count group work and collaborating on those papers. But, I think that I would consider that different because the work is so divided out that it really isn’t like co-authoring, but more like combining assigned parts. I guess that these could be the same things but I am just not familiar enough with co-authoring to be able to say how it is different or not.

However, the PREP program looked pretty interesting from the images that they had in the paper. I don’t know how much I liked it all side by side like that, but I think that they were on the right track. They even claim in their paper that they were more concerned about the interface and visual aspect of it as opposed to anything else. So, in that respect, I think that they did a really good job in their prototype.
It would be interesting to see if Word has such functionality for the “Plan” of a document. I know that it does commenting fairly well, but I don’t really know how well of a tool it is when you want to do a plan. But, then again, you can run into problems as was pointed out in McDonald et al “The Multiple Views of Inter-organizational Authoring,” where the Word was not the appropriate tool for the job. So, in reality it might be tough, at this point, to meet the needs of the users that need to complete such tasks as co-authoring or commenting on a paper. But, I think that this paper, while older that the rest, laid some good ground work for software that came later.

Score: 4 – Good paper for laying the groundwork for applications of this type.
