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Executive Summary

When stakeholders from diverse backgrounds collaborate, value conflicts often remain hidden 
beneath polite agreement. These tensions, shaped by cultural, institutional, or ideological 
differences, can hinder joint understanding and meaningful dialogue. This research explores how 
facilitation design can intentionally embody the concept of Brave Space, which reframes discomfort 
and constructive conflict as necessary conditions for transformation.



To investigate this, I adopted a design-oriented, iterative methodology combining Research through 
Design and Action Research, structured through a spiral process. The process began with a literature 
review, followed by observations of multi-stakeholder workshops to frame the problem and 
opportunity space, and the development of a liminality-based Brave Space framework. This informed 
three micro-experiments, serving as Minimum Viable Prototypes (MVPs) that tested facilitation 
strategies for helping participants surface value tensions and navigate them constructively. 



Building on these insights, the micro-experiment was then embedded into a longer Climate Fresk 
workshop as a viability test for contextual adaptation. The findings showed that embodying Brave 
Space is not about imposing a dramatic leap on participants, engaging in Brave Space is a gradual 
process, cultivated through deliberate, well-designed moments of gentle provocations, emotional 
invitations, and the gradual building of familiarity and trust. 



Rather than proposing Brave Space as a fixed method, this study presents it as a tangible, designable 
lens for facilitating value-centered discussion. It clarifies the conceptual relationship between Safe 
Space and Brave Space, consistent with the psychological safety theory. This research offers both 
theoretical grounding and practical strategies for designers, facilitators, and researchers aiming to 
create deeper, more courageous group dialogue.


As I reach the end of this thesis, I am filled with gratitude and happiness. Despite the many ups and 
downs throughout the journey, I feel incredibly lucky to have gone through it. This project helped me 
discover a passion for my topic and revealed the powerful role that Brave Space can play in value-
centered discussions.



First and foremost, I would like to thank my two supervisors. Marina, as my chair, welcomed me into 
the Joint Value Creation tool development team and empowered me to observe stakeholder 
collaboration from the frontlines. Even when I struggled in the early stages to grasp the abstract 
concepts, her timely guidance and trust in giving me freedom helped me refocus, find the blind spot, 
and eventually develop a direction I was truly passionate about. 



I am also deeply grateful to Katrina. Her class on creative facilitation first sparked my interest in this 
field, and as my mentor, she provided continuous support and encouragement. I still remember 
before agreeing to mentor me, she asked “What are your strengths and weaknesses in design research? 
And where do you think you might need the most help with in the graduation journey?” In order to grow, 
we don't only take initiatives but also need to know what support we need and how to ask for 
feedback. This project challenged me and pushed me beyond my comfort zone, into Brave Space, and 
helped me better understand both my capabilities and my recurring struggles. During our 
discussions, Katrina always listened patiently and helped me work through the complexity of the 
research process.



Throughout this project, the intersection of value, facilitation, and my interest in psychology and 
embodied design sparked exciting moments of insight. Working with fuzzy, abstract, and tacit 
knowledge at the front end of design gave me a unique opportunity to explore value and stakeholder 
dynamics through a strategy-driven, experience design lens. This project, in many ways, became an 
inspiration for “brave collisions” in future design practice.



I also want to thank those who worked with me along the way. To the JVC team, especially Bernhard, 
for sharing valuable literature and compliments on my exploration of this topic when I just started, 
and to Johan for the mutual support early in our research work. I am grateful to Alice for the close 
collaboration in designing and running the Climate Fresk workshop together. Thanks all workshop 
participants, interviewees, and friends who helped me with observations and cheers, Vidhi, Jade, CPC.



Though I cannot name every stakeholder involved in this journey, I want to thank those who shared 
their practical experience with me during early conversations and interviews. Their insights helped 
me believe in the potential of Brave Space within value-centered discussions. Special thanks to 
Gilbert, whose encouragement meant a lot to me. I hope that the outcomes of this thesis can give 
back to future designers and facilitators, offering practical inspiration for this meaningful and 
evolving topic.
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1.1 Context: Multi-
Stakeholder Dialogue and 
Value-centered Discussion

1.1 Context: Multi-Stakeholder Dialogue and 
Value-centered Discussion

1.2 Project goal, Approach & Deliverable


In previous years, the discussion of value 
derived from the need to evaluate project 
success (Green and Sergeeva, 2019), especially 
from the organizational aspect. There’s a 
longstanding debate about how to assess 
project success, which results in a prominent 
shift in emphasis from “product creation” to 
“value creation” (Winter and Szczepanek, 
2008). 



Adopting Green and Sergeeva’s (2019) 
perspective, this research accepts that  “value” 
is a discursive construct open to multiple 
interpretations, involving interactions and 
identity formation among project participants. 
In line with this, Schormair and Gilbert (2021) 
propose that multi-stakeholder dialogue 
should include a "discursive sharing process" 
that accommodates the plural value 
perspectives of affected stakeholders.



However, when stakeholders come from 
diverse cultural, professional, or ideological 
backgrounds, they must establish at least a 
minimal level of joint understanding to engage 
in productive dialogue. In the context of 
collaboration and value-centered discussions, 
common ground refers to the baseline of 
shared understanding necessary for effective 
communication. Communication scholars like 
Herbert H. Clark (1996) defined it as the “sum 
of mutual, common, or joint knowledge, 
beliefs, and suppositions” shared by different 
parties.  Without some common ground, 
stakeholders risk “talking past one another”, 
using the same words but attributing different 
meanings  (Green and Sergeeva, 2019). 


Notably, common ground is not static or given; 
it is often built through interaction. Early work 
in organizational studies, such as Collaborating: 
Finding Common Ground for Multiparty 
Problems, frames collaboration as a process 
where stakeholders actively work toward 
mutually determined solutions to shared 
challenges (Kramer, 1990). Beyond linguistic 
perspectives, multi-stakeholder dialogue can 
be seen as a process of dynamic social 
interactions by which individuals and groups 
collectively create, contest, and negotiate 
meanings, values, and realities (Green & 
Sergeeva, 2019). Thiry (2002) describes this as 
an emergent, participatory process: people 
must become aware of their assumptions, 
engage in sensemaking, and co-create 
meaning through context ( Varela et al., 1991). 

 

These theoretical perspectives offer a 
foundation for understanding value not as a 
fixed goal, but as something to be built 
together. “Value” is not inherent but emerges 
through interaction and negotiation, grounded 
in shared yet evolving understandings. Thus, in 
this research, I shifted from a cognitive focus of 
the literature towards the relational, reflective, 
and emotional aspects in participatory, multi-
stakeholder settings.
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Figure 1. Values underneath the surface of a dialogue
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1.2 Project goal, 

Approach & Deliverable

Project Goal & Research Scope


The main question to address in this thesis is: 








This question arises from the exploration of 
multi-stakeholder collaboration. When 
diverse stakeholders come together to discuss 
project goals and collaborate, challenges 
frequently emerge during the conversation.   
Participants often have different backgrounds, 
which can result in a lack of common ground 
and shared understanding, leading them to 
“talk past each other.” Additionally, achieving 
productive dialogue can be challenging 
because the underlying values that shape 
their perspectives and beliefs are rarely 
acknowledged or discussed. Value, however, 
is embodied and highly emotional, in a way 
beneath the iceberg of purpose, goals, 
decisions, strategies. 



This research is motivated by a core challenge: 
value tensions often remain unaddressed, 
and when they do surface, they are frequently 
viewed as obstacles or avoided in the interest 
of consensus. It is only when discussions 
about values are openly addressed, and 
tensions are made explicit, that they can 
transform into constructive conflict. This 
process can foster collective understanding 
and create opportunities for productive 
dialogue. I was driven with a specific interest in 
exploring the relational and emotional aspects 
of value-centered discussion. 



How can facilitation intentionally 
embody Brave Space to support 
participants in navigating tensions 
in value-centered discussion?

To meet this goal, the project had three main objectives:


O1   Theoretical foundation and concept development

This research draws on cross-disciplinary theories and seeks to clarify the 
conceptual relationship between Safe Space and Brave Space, and supports the 
findings with empirical evidence. It aims to develop a framework that makes 
the Brave Space concept tangible, informs design decisions. The framework 
illustrates the designable transition from Safe to Brave Space in terms of an 
individual's psychological state, group dynamics, facilitation, and ground 
setting. 

O2   Design action in response to the identified challenges

Addressing the identified challenges  by using the framework as a 
practical tool. This involves creating modular interventions and facilitation 
tactics. Developing micro-experiments can serve as a minimum viable 
prototype (MVP) within organizational settings, helping to address challenges 
from key moments of value-centered discussions.

O3    Test the transferability of the Design with contextual adaptation

The design of the framework and design action should be feasible in the target 
scenario, while also being viable to bring meaningful change in the relevant 
context. Therefore, I apply and evaluate the transferability of the framework 
and the modular design (micro-experiments) in a real-world setting, 
specifically, through a Climate Fresk workshop with external collaborators. 

O4   Transfer learning into portable Knowledge

To tangibly address the question, "How to intentionally embody Brave Space?" 
it is essential to transform my theoretical and practical insights into portable 
knowledge. To be able to “design” and “embody”, it is important to know 
“how” to do it and understand the knowledge behind it. Those are the portable 
knowledge valuable to my target audience, which includes facilitators, 
designers, and others, helping them understand how to apply it in practice. A 
handbook will provide vital information for target audiences with strategies 
and guiding examples they should know when they want to bring Brave Space 
into practice, meeting the desirability and usability criteria. For the non-
academic readers, this would be seen as the main project result. 

(Chapter 3)



(Chapter 2.2)

 (Chapter 4)



(Chapter 5)



(Chapter 6)
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ESTherefore, I focused on the context of 
value-centered discussions to explore 
interactions where individuals engage 
in this discursive and participatory 
process, investigating how a Brave 
Space can assist participants in 
navigating tensions and shaping 
healthy group dynamics.



While the concept of “Brave Space” has 
gained visibility in educational and 
activist settings, its application in 
value-centered discussions within 
participatory and multi-stakeholder 
contexts remains underexplored.  This 
thesis therefore sets out to translate 
Brave Space into a tangible and 
actionable facilitation lens, particularly 
within the context of value-centered 
collaboration. Trying to bring the 
theoretical concept of Brave Space 
tangible, and move to a designable 
level. The research goal is to 
investigate how Brave Space can be 
embodied through facilitation, and to 
illustrate when it becomes necessary 
in group discussions involving diverse 
perspectives and hidden value 
tensions.
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Project Approach


The deliverables of this project include:


O1 A Safe-Brave-Panic liminality framework grounded in psychological safety, 
liminality work, field research analysis, and facilitation study


O2  Tested workshop design for value-centered discussion, including Micro-
experiment (3 exercise modules- 1 hour) and a larger scale, 1 contextual 
adaptation of Climate Fresk collaborative workshop (3 hours)


O3 One handbook: “A Field Guide to Embody Brave Space” for design 
practitioners and facilitators, including the following content:�
�� Portable knowledge that is transferred from research findings  (summarized 

theoretical and empirical insights of this project into an accessible package�
�� Liminality framework as a design compass to support participants in stepping 

into Brave Spac�
�� Practical example and facilitator guide for each activity of micro-experimen�
�� Facilitation strategies (integrated learning and findings into strategy�
�� Suggestions for contextual adaptation


This structure bridges conceptual development with applied practice and informs 
the following section, which introduces the overall research design and spiral 
development approach.


Yihua Wang     2025 Master thesis      Embody Brave Space
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The spiral process of design and inquiry was 
unfolded as briefly described below. The 
detailed method and specific steps of each 
stage can be found in the related chapter.



The spiral structure of this research facilitated 
emergent learning, where each cycle builds on 
the previous one, allowing the design to evolve 
while staying grounded in real-world contexts. 
Insights gained from micro-experiments 
informed a more contextualized intervention: 
the embodiment of the Brave Space and 
integration of value-centered discussion in a 
Climate Fresk workshop. 


Climate Fresk is a collaborative workshop 
initiated by a French non-profit organization 
that aims to raise public awareness about 
climate change by introducing the 
fundamental science behind it and 
empowering individuals to take action. This 
collaborative case provided an opportunity to 
contextualize and evaluate the transferability 
of Brave Space practices. While a one-size-
fits-all solution is not feasible, replicating the 
entire workshop is not the objective of my 
research. Instead, I adjusted the workshop 
structure and co-designed the flow with the 
volunteer facilitator from Climate Fresk. 

This research adopts a design-oriented, 
iterative methodology that combines 
principles from both Research through Design 
(RtD) and Action Research. Rather than 
progressing linearly from theory to application, 
the project unfolds through a spiral process, 
cycling between observation, framework 
construction, prototyping, participant 
engagement, and contextual adaptation. This 
approach allows for continuous learning and 
refinement, guided by both reflection and 
real-world stakeholder’s engagement. 



Importantly, literature in this project is not 
treated as a static, front-loaded ingredient. 

Rather than listing all theoretical concepts 
upfront in Chapter 1, I allow some literature to 
unfold in dialogue with each stage of the 
research process. For instance, facilitation-
related theories and cross-disciplinary studies 
on discomfort were brought in later (e.g., 
Chapter 3.1.1), once field observations had 
established the experiential ground for 
comparison. My iterative approach reflects the 
design- and action-based nature of the 
research: theory and practice were in 
continuous conversation, with literature 
informing the design and interpretation of 
interventions, and empirical insights re-
shaping what literature became relevant.


Figure 2. A cyclical and spiral process combining RtD and Action Research
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This collaboration enabled further exploration 
of how facilitation strategies and modular 
interventions could be adapted in partnership 
with external facilitators to address the 
specific challenges such as climate dialogue.


Through this journey, both the concept of 
Brave Space and its facilitation strategies 
evolved in close dialogue with context but 
validated by participants' experience, 
supporting the articulation of the whole Brave 
Space story. 
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final (design) deliverable:

“A Field Guide to Embody Brave Space”
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2.1 Research Method

2.1 Research Method

2.2 Identifying Challenges in Value-centered Discussion

2.3 studying psychosocial spaces and psychological safety

     2.3.1  the importance of Safe Space & why it may Not be Enough

     2.3.2  From Safe Space to Brave Space

     2.3.3  Psychological Safety and Empathy in Collaborative Environment
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Delve｜Problem framing – 
literature research

17

This research began with an exploratory 
literature review aimed at framing the design 
inquiry around value-centered discussions in 
multi-stakeholder collaborations. Rather than 
applying a fixed theoretical lens from the outset, 
the review was conducted iteratively—shaped by 
emerging sub-questions and design tensions 
encountered during early fieldwork and 
reflection. The process was not about building a 
single unified theory, but about assembling 
conceptual anchors that could illuminate the 
relational, emotional, and facilitative aspects of 
value-centered discussion.



The first area of inquiry focused on the nature of 
value: how it is defined, constructed, and 
negotiated in group dialogue. Drawing on 
literature from value creation, project 
management, and social construction theory, I 
began to see “value” not as a fixed entity but as 
something co-produced through narrative, 
interaction, and evolving stakeholder relations. 
This led to investigations into how stakeholders 
build common ground, and how joint value 
creation depends on continuous coordination, 
meaning-making, and sometimes even 
confrontation.



As the research progressed, I began to notice a 
recurring pattern: value discussions often broke 
down not because of disagreement itself, but 
because of a lack of safe conditions for 
disagreement to unfold. This turned my 
attention to the role of emotional and 
psychological safety in collaborative spaces.

I drew on the widely cited concept of 
psychological safety, defined by Edmondson 
(1999) as a shared belief that the team is safe 
for interpersonal risk-taking. This concept 
provides a foundation for learning, 
contribution, and collaboration, especially 
under uncertainty, and connects to the 
discourse on safe space and brave space as 
developed in educational and social justice 
contexts.



The work of Arao and Clemens (2013), who 
introduced the idea of transitioning “From 
Safe Space to Brave Space” was especially 
influential. Their framework prompted me to 
examine how facilitation might move beyond 
protection and toward active engagement 
with discomfort. However, I found the binary 
distinction between safe and brave space 
somewhat limiting, as real-world group 
interactions rarely fall into such clear 
categories. 



This realization led me to draw on the concept 
of liminality. The work by Soekijad et al. 
(2025) on how innovation consultants 
perform "liminality work" offered a useful 
lens to understand transitional, ambiguous 
states where participants confront 
uncertainty and re-negotiate meaning. I 
began to conceptualize brave space as a form 
of liminal experience—a space where people 
stretch their comfort zones without entirely 
losing psychological safety.
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� Both workshops were observed by two researchers (myself and another PhD student). The 
workshop involves participants discussing in two groups and occasionally in plenary 
sessions. Observers were seated separately on opposite sides of the room, each focusing on 
one group, and sometimes also keeping an eye on plenary exchanges�

� The observers acted as “flies on the wall,” refraining from interfering with the discussions 
and only responding to participant questions when addressed. Observers were introduced 
at the beginning of the workshop by the facilitators, after which they focused solely on 
documenting the session�

� Notes were taken in the form of direct transcripts and descriptive accounts of reactions and 
interactions; no interpretation was made during the sessions.�

� My observations focused not only on the design of tools or the sequence of activities, but 
more critically on the following aspects:


         (1) the dynamics and interactions between participants,

         (2) their responses to tools and facilitation cues,

         (3) how and when facilitators intervened in the conversation, and

         (4) the overall level of engagement and group synergy�

� Observation notes from both researchers were later merged and structured according to 
the workshop activities, ensuring that key moments were recorded and perspectives from 
both groups were included. Photographs were taken during the session; no audio or video 
recordings were made.


Observation Method

18 19

Following the initial literature review, field observations were conducted during the Joint Value 
Creation (JVC) workshops which were developed by and featured a new tool designed by Bos-
de Vos, M., De Jager, S. L. & Mulder, I. J. (2025). The workshops enabled me to build upon the 
insights and design targets by observing involved both intra- and inter-organizational multi-
stakeholder collaboration (background details provided below). In addition to theoretical 
inquiry, these observations enabled a close examination of the challenges and tensions that 
emerged in value-centered dialogues between stakeholders. These insights informed 
potential design opportunities in the later stages of the project.



I closely observed how participants interacted with each other, responded to the design 
interventions (such as tools and workshop structure provided), and engaged with facilitator 
guidance throughout the sessions. Observation notes and direct quotes were used to capture 
moments of visible tension, engagement, and facilitator-participant interaction.

Delve｜Opportunity finding – field research

Sub-questions for literature Review Emerging Keywords

How to define value? How to approach value 
dialogue?

Value creation 

Project Management

Narrative, Social Construction


How to bridge between diverging groups in 
multi-stakeholders dialogue?

Building Common Ground

Multi-stakeholders Initiatives

Organization

Joint Value Creation

Sense-making


What are the challenges in multi-
stakeholders discussion?

Social Relations

Hierarchy

Stakeholders Relationship


How to explore beyond the duality of Safe and 
Brave Space? 

What is the relationship between? Is there an 
empty or in-between space lurking here as a 
third leap with complex relations?


Psychological Safety

Brave Space in Social Justice

Liminality Work

Constructive Discomfort, Constructive Conflict

Connected Learning, Learning Spaces

Comfort Zone, Fear Zone (in Education, Law School, 
Entrepreneurship, Experience Learning, Sport, and 
Resilience Training)


How to creatively facilitate diverse groups in a 
participatory scenario?

Facilitator, Innovation Consultant Case Study

Diverging Groups & Networks

Tacit Knowledge

Design with Social Communities


Table 1: Explanation of the brief process of iterative literature review

This literature exploration thus served multiple functions: it informed the theoretical foundation of 
the framework, it sensitized me to the socio-emotional dynamics of collaborative design, and it 
positioned tension, discomfort, and uncertainty not as problems to be resolved, but as productive 
spaces for design intervention.  on the next page summarizes the sub-questions and emerging 
keywords that structured this process. 


Table 1
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Workshop Background: Joint Value 
Creation with Multi-stakeholder

Joint value creation(JVC) is the collective 
process of co-creating value among multiple 
stakeholders, emphasizing that long-term 
collective goals are balanced with short-term 
individual interests. It emphasizes how value is 
not only collaboratively generated but also 
envisioned to be fairly distributed among a 
network of stakeholders for the benefit of all 
(Bos-de Vos, Martinsuo, & Loots, 2025). 



Unlike traditional value creation models, JVC 
requires continuous negotiation and alignment 
among all stakeholders, who pool resources 
and share both benefits and costs based on a 
shared vision (Bridoux & Stoelhorst, 2022; 
Freudenreich, Lüdeke-Freund, & Schaltegger, 
2019). In JVC, relationships between 
stakeholders extend beyond transactions into 
multi-directional value flows, where actors 
both contribute to and benefit from shared 
value (Bos-de Vos, Martinsuo, & Loots, 2025).



As Lundgren, Morrison, and Sung (2024) 
clarified, meaning is co-created, and learning 
emerges in space and through social 
relationships between facilitators and 
participants. Engaging participation is a key 
component in JVC; the aim is to enact a 
collective process of learning whereby 
participants converge on an emergent 
understanding (Thiry, 2002). Research on JVC 
suggests that value-centered dialogue among 
stakeholders can be initiated not only through 
top-down (such as by governments or 
institutions) but also through bottom-up 
efforts driven by individuals or communities. 
This highlights the broad applicability of value-
centered collaboration across diverse societal 
and organizational contexts.


Image 1: 1st JVC workshop in intra-organizational setting:  The workshop involves 
participants discussing in two groups and sometimes plenary

Image 2: 2nd JVC workshop in inter-organizational setting:  
Two groups of the people were then discussing separately


Session information

O1 intra-organizational

The first workshop was an intra-organization 
setting, and set as a learning session for the 
participants to get insights from the Joint 
Value Creation session. Thirteen participants 
were guided under a main team but actually 
work on independent projects in several 
sectors; some of them are project managers, 
some are program developers, living lab 
coordinators, team lead, professional 
educator, etc. The workshop was facilitated by 
one facilitator, the education lead from the 
main team, and took up 2 hours.




O2  inter-organizational 

The second workshop was an inter-
organizational setting, and took up 3.5 hours. 
Stakeholders were gathered together to 
discuss collaboration related to sustainability 
transitions. Most of the participants had never 
met each other before, but a few of them had a 
cooperative relationship with the main 
organizer of this workshop (problem owner). 
The participants of this meeting mainly come 
from academia, consulting industry and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), covering 
fields such as climate psychology, 
environmental sustainability, energy and 
biodiversity. However, what was interesting 
was that although they focused on different 
issues, they all shared a common concern for 
environmental resilience, energy transition 
and human rights impacts, and had similar 
levels of attention to issues. Understanding 
this background can greatly help us infer the 
observed results.
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Right after field research, I first went through 
the observation notes to mark some important 
observations. First I made a map of “workshop 
facilitation flow” (as an example shown in the 
graph above) to create a holistic view of the 
participants’ journey of the workshop. The 
main content includes the elements are shown 
in ; for instance, what kind of facilitation 
techniques the facilitators used, what kind of 
interactions happened, and what was the 
touchpoint designed in the activity? Did the 
touchpoints (tools/tokens/inspiration sheet…) 
trigger the participants’ interactions, or not 
react at all?

 table 2

Observation Focus


O1  the dynamics and 
interactions between participants,


O2  their responses to tools and 
facilitation cues,


O3  how and when facilitators 
intervened in the conversation, 


O4  the overall level of 
engagement and group synergy.

Documenting Form

Direct transcript of quotes

Insight & Fact Check

Observation notes → Workshop 
flow analysis → Reflection 
together with facilitator

The key aspects of the workshop flow overview 
were determined with service design thinking, 
where the entire workshop experience is 
viewed as a participant's journey. By 
considering each phase of the workshop as an 
interaction point, I was able to highlight the 
crucial moments where stakeholders faced 
difficulties, formed lasting impressions, and 
influenced their engagement.



What aligns with service design thinking is that 
the value-centered discussion involves 
multiple stakeholders. Their engagement is 
influenced not only by the tools used but also 
by the people they interact with (the 
touchpoints) and by the interventions, 
structure, and guidance provided by the 
facilitator (throughout the journey).

Figure 4. Process of data collection, coding, 1st analysis

Table 2. Key aspects of content in the workshop flow analysis

Activity / sub-activity

Purpose

Interventions

Touchpoint

Facilitator prompt

Questions, quotes 
from participants

Correlating to “Interventions,” this part records the questions asked by 
facilitators to improve the group functioning.

As the core findings from the observation, this section includes quotes generated 
by participants, observer notes, and the emerging themes.

A point of contact or interaction, in this case it indicates the interaction between 
the participants and tool.

Facilitator’s set of actions to improve the group functioning.

The purposes and objectives of the designed activities helped me understand 
how each activity contributes to the overall goals and whether it serves as a 
prerequisite for subsequent activities.

The activities that were arranged in the agenda. And the small exercises designed 
by the research team.
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Data analysis
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Afterwards, I contacted the facilitators of both 
sessions to discuss my observations and reflect on the 
sessions together. This process ensured that we all had 
a shared understanding, minimizing the potential for 
bias in observation or blind spots from the facilitator's 
perspective. Additionally, it provided me with deeper 
insights into the interactions between the facilitator 
and participants during the sessions by allowing us to 
discuss the reasoning behind decisions.



The process was an open discussion. In the interaction 
like below: 

I asked the facilitator, “In the activity of exploring and 
defining values, I noticed that people from one side didn’t 
give input evenly. For instance, the problem owner shared 
more of his personal thoughts and opinions. Did you 
notice and agree on this observation?” We agreed on this 
group interactions, and formed a question like, “How 
to make it evenly spread and ensure the input from every 
participant?”


Another example like, “You stepped in 
several times at the same stage, asking 
them ‘identify the values that are really 
beneath what you discussed’, and ‘why is 
it important to you?’ ‘Take a rest, and if 
you have a lot of values, try to get to the 
bottom, and group them up.’ What did you 
notice that makes you step in so many 
times with different prompts?” 



And then the facilitator replied, “People 
from the ‘how to collaborate side’ name & 
assign the values quickly.” “They 
discussed a lot of individual values but it’s 
time to move them back to shared 
challenges.” We noticed that it’s hard to 
guide people to discuss values without 
some hints, and to improve this, we 
have to think about “How to push people 
deeper to explore what is really valuable.”



After the discussion, I proceeded with the data 
analysis - filtering and coding process, as shown in 

. Here I kept the important observations, 
marked the codes (in black) and raw data (observer 
notes in blue, quotes transcript in white), design 
implications like ‘How might we’ questions (in 
purple), and last but not least, identified 
opportunities for improvement (in green). 

Figure 5

Figure 5. Example of data analysis-coding: 

First, filtering quotes (facilitator prompt, participants’ questions, etc.) 
&  observation notes and map with related activities. Second, coding.
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Another related argument came from the 
interview with a community builder/
knowledge broker, who is dedicated to 
connecting the voices from academia, 
government, and local neighborhood. He 
mentioned challenges such as research fatigue 
for the neighborhood, disconnection between 
thinking and doing, hierarchical relationships 
and lack of empowerment which resonate with 
the context discussed in the session.



What is worth noting is that people in the 
neighborhood experienced "research fatigue;" 
the current approach to include local 
stakeholders often involves university students 
conducting interviews and research in the 
neighborhood, then returning to the university 
to analyze the findings without necessarily 
presenting the outcomes back to the 
neighborhood. This creates a sense that their 
input leads to no visible change or influence. 



The community builder also highlighted a 
growing “gap between talking and writing 
reports and writing strategies and writing 
policy, and doing something in the world”. As 
the community builder said, “some people in 
higher education or policy-making roles, remain 
in their ‘comfort zone’ of thinking, making policy 
right, rather than ‘+stepping out and connecting 
with the living world and seeing what really 
happens”. The talk implied that while interviews 
might gather information, the insights often 
remain within the "system world" and do not 
translate into real-world impact.
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2.2 Identifying Challenges in 
Value-Centered Discussion

In the previous chapter, I explained the first phase of data analysis. After discussions with 
facilitators from both sessions, I prioritized the identified problems and synthesized 
them into collective insights, supported by annotated observation notes and participant 
quotes. I paid particular attention to how group composition, tool affordances, and 
facilitation style influenced interaction dynamics. 




In this chapter, we will explore three key challenges that emerged during the value-
centered discussions. Each challenge will be illustrated with critical moments from the 
Joint Value Creation workshop.   While there were minor adjustments in the sensitizing 
activities and interventions employed by the facilitators, the discussion process can 
generally be categorized into a few phases. It began with the introduction of a shared 
challenge and mission, followed by raising awareness of personal values and collectively 
defining the project values, ultimately leading to actionable steps based on those values. 
(Since the tool is in the process of preparing publication, my research will need to 
maintain some confidentiality regarding the details.)
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O1 Shared Values, Missing Voices: 
When Safety Becomes a Barrier to 
Change

During the second JVC workshop for 
promoting sustainability transition, the 
discussions happened among people 
from different organizations, while they 
were all experts in the sustainability field 
(participant background can be traced 
back in the last chapter, session 
information). In the phase of bringing in 
awareness of own values & tensions, one 
participant revealed the institutional 
inertia, sharing his feeling of frustration 
when he thought of value tensions and 
stakeholder inaction—a lack of response 
to climate issues and unwillingness to 
contribute to the movement. 

He said, “It’s a system with global 
metabolism, and I want to contribute, and 
here gives me space to do that.” “I am a 
little annoyed at their attitude……there are 
many things they (the university) could be 
doing better, but here on a personal level I 
feel that in this room I share more common 
values and that I can do that better now 
than in the university when it comes to 
specifically making a big difference, 
actually help mitigation climate change. 
Especially if I see my knowledgeable 
colleagues, yet still nothing changes, just 
giving the talk. This made me frustrated.” 


Afterwards, participants reflected that they are 
worried that they are a bit too similar for the 
exercise/tool. They mentioned it would be 
important to consider having minor people and 
community representatives who really get 
influenced by the decision, “There are other 
people that should take part in this 
discussion, but they were not in the room”. 
But on the other hand, there was another voice, 

“I guess since it’s a demo it is maybe good 
to start with people who don’t clash so 
easily.”



From an observer’s perspective, these 
conversations expose a central tension: while 
the workshop created a safe space where 
participants felt affirmed and found resonance 
in shared values and vision, it simultaneously 
lacked the frictions that arise when truly 
divergent perspectives meet. 



According to the participants from the session, 
the absence of stakeholders, for instance, the 
local citizens living near the port, who are 
directly affected by the decisions, are less 
empowered to participate in discussions, but 
they are often at the front line when the policy 
or initiatives are implemented and enacted. 
Nonetheless, added by the participant, citizens 
are the true experts, as they have firsthand 
experience of what occurs in the field. It 
highlighted a deeper issue of representational 
imbalance. 
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There is a need for a fundamental shift in the 
relationship between institutions (like 
universities, local government, and 
professional organizations) and the 
neighborhood. Currently, these institutions 
often act as "the all-knowing expert in the 
ivory tower". The community builder argued 
that the people living in the neighborhood are 
"experts of their life, experts of their environment, 
experts of their neighborhoods," and their role 
needs to be "elevated" to an "equal level" with 
professional stakeholders. The thought-
provoking conversation in the workshop 
session and my interviews all pinpointed a 
call from the world with a multi-directional 
value discussion among stakeholders, and 
inviting diverse voices into the room, even 
though it implies value clashes and tensions.



This contradiction reinforces a critical insight: 
change rarely occurs within safety/comfort 
zones alone. We need a space that is not just 
about managing disagreement, but about 
actively inviting it. When stakeholders who 
might disagree, resist, or bring in unfamiliar 
worldviews are excluded from the room, the 
discussion stays safe and aligned at “same-
level” but might still be underpowered. Thus, 
designing moments that deliberately 
introduce difference, such as contrasting 
perspectives, value dissonance, and lived 
tensions, is not a disruption, but an important 
next step in this session. With this challenge, I 
asked myself a question to this research: 



This moment revealed an important insight: 
value conversations do not deepen 
automatically. Without prompts, most 
groups tend to settle for surface-level 
consensus and risk talking past one another, 
even when using the same terms, as noted by 
Green and Sergeeva (2019). It’s not merely 
about finding a “right” value label that is 
suitable for all; rather, it’s about critically 
questioning “Why do I think this is 
important?” to co-create the common 
ground of understanding values. Pausing 
long enough to ask:



“Why do I really think this is important?” 

“Why might you see it differently?”   

“Why do you agree or disagree?”



In this context, the facilitator should help 
stakeholders resist the urge to reach a 
premature consensus. The facilitator’s role is 
to continually re-center the discussion by 
focusing on the shared challenge. This 
involves exploring the relational and 
reflective aspects of value-centered 
discussions, encouraging participants to 
share their personal feelings and collective 
vision. The facilitator must also prevent the 
group from drifting into vague agreement, 
falling back on preconception, or taking a big 
leap to conclusions too early.



A contrasting but equally powerful moment 
emerged in the first workshop. Two 
participants expressed differing long-term 
visions and diverging reflections on what 
their team had achieved over the past 
decade. 

O2 Challenging the Illusion of Agreement: 
From Surface Terms to Real Value Meaning

During the phase of raising awareness personal 
values and defining project values that plays a 
role in the second JVC workshop, facilitators 
stepped in actively to help dive deep down to 
the value. During the conversation, I noticed 
that the conversation began drifting toward 
general individual values, detached from the 
shared challenge. At one point, a facilitator 
paused the plenary to offer a reflective nudge:



“Identify the values that are really beneath what 
you discussed, for instance are to go from 
opinions-interests-desired-etc, and try to 
question each other’s remarks and why they are 
important.” The facilitator introduced a A4 
sheet with words for value inspiration because 
the participant mentions he wants to have a list 
of example. 



In the post-reflection with one of the 
facilitators, we reflected on this recurring 
pattern: while value conversations begin 
smoothly, they rarely reach depth without 
intentional disruption. Participants often 
default to terms that feel broadly agreeable, 
easily agree on common values—such as 
efficiency, sustainability, or practicality—
without unpacking what these values mean in 
context or why they matter to them personally. 
As one exchange showed:




While their perspectives clearly clashed, they 
acknowledged the disagreement with mutual 
respect, recognizing that their views were 
shaped by rich but differing work histories. 
One of them remarked that their perspectives 
were “okay and valid,” and the conversation 
continued with a shared willingness to listen.



This example highlighted that explicit 
disagreement, when held properly, can 
become a space of respectful recognition 
rather than rupture. Participants didn’t seek 
alignment but sought to understand. This 
reinforced a crucial design insight: 
collaboration is built not only on shared values ​​
but also on the ability to work with those who 
disagree, rather than rejecting them.



These insights raised another design question 
that later also informed my design direction:







How might we create a space where 
participants from diverse backgrounds 
feel secure enough to express authentic 
(even contrasting) perspectives without 
fear of clashes/disagreements, allowing 
these differences to be respectfully 
recognized, even sparking interest in 
the values beneath them?

?

?

How might we create a psychologically 
secure environment that invites diverse 
voices (that were originally outside of 
the room) in the collaborative process, 
with an equal stage for all stakeholders 
to be heard?

“I mean we are all here because at some point we 
all became confident in one shared value.” 
“Well yeah, because we all believe something 
should happen with the port.”  
“So maybe it’s about utility, practicality.” 
“Or efficiency.”
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What emerged was not just an inventory of 
actions, but a clearer sense of the invisible 
negotiations required for future collaboration: 
“We have to come up with plans that our 
opponents will agree with…” or “I think 
networking and storytelling, film, and strategic 
communication…Other collaborations, money, 
knowledge, and co-creation of stories. There is no 
point in our little bubble narrative if we don’t 
connect.” These moments revealed that value 
tensions, when openly explored, can become 
starting points for shared strategy in actions, 
not just problems.



Afterwards, facilitators prompted further, 
“What is then the key ingredient that you can use 
the most to do that?” It raised the plenary 
conversation between participants. People 
shared aloud what actions they can take and 
what the obstacles are out there. For instance, 
“My specific thing is related to connecting the 
needs of the people and experts. I bring in scientific 
expertise. I am trying to get funded and partnered 
in the direction I value…” It actually also brought 
out what their resources are, in a way, creating 
the possibility for value exchanges.



This illustrates an important facilitation 
insight: synergy is often easier to notice than 
tension, just as agreement is more comfortable 
to express than an undesired or contrary 
viewpoint. Yet in value-centered collaboration, 
it is the productive use of tension that pushes 
the conversation toward deeper understanding. 
Making tension explicit— naming the 
roadblocks, acknowledging value clashes, and 
perhaps mapping resources can create the 
ground for more grounded and realistic 
collaboration.

O3 How to Make Value Tensions Explicit: From 
Stuck Conversations to Collective Possibilities

During the phase of turning values into action, 
the facilitator had an aim to guide participants 
explore synergy and surface value tensions. 
However, what became clear through 
observation was that while synergy emerged 
early, often in the form of shared goals or 
compatible values, value tensions appeared 
much later, and only under specific conditions. 
Participants acknowledged that tensions were 
essential to address, yet they rarely surfaced 
naturally in conversation. Much like the earlier 
insight around value discussions, tension does 
not emerge by default; it must be prompted and 
facilitated into visibility.



From the observer's perspective, I noticed that 
people felt stuck at the points when they raised a 
perceived problem but felt like it didn’t lead to a 
new break point; during the activity surrounding 
a low table with a map, participants appeared 
lost or disengaged. They were asked to connect 
the value tension and synergy by drawing the 
line with green and red markers. It was only 
when the facilitator intervened with a simple but 
provocative question, “Is it a problem that there 
are some tensions?” that the conversation 
shifted. This was followed by prompts asking 
“What could every one of you, individually and from 
your organization, do concretely to realize what 
you want to realize?” These questions created a 
turning point. Participants began articulating 
what they needed from others, what they could 
offer, and what stood in their way.





To wrap up here this moment raised the third 
critical design question: 

These How Might We questions from Chapter 
2.2, Identifying Challenges in Value-Centered 
Discussion, informed my design targets, and 
together with Chapter 3.3, Constructing the 
Liminality Framework: Safe-Brave-Panic, 
formed my design criteria for the design of 
micro-experiments. All these will be disclosed 
in Chapter 3.5, Design Implication- Where 
Brave Space Becomes Essential.



Reflection

These early observations resonated with some 
findings from the literature review about 
value discussion among multi-stakeholders. 
Additionally, having respectful disagreements 
to acknowledge diverse perspectives, seeing 
the absent voices, and the importance of 
making value tension explicit, also motivated 
me to understand the environmental 
conditions that support sensitive value-
centered discussions and help participants 
navigate these tensions.





In the next chapter, we will explore the 
theoretical foundation of the psychosocial 
space (Safe Space, Brave Space) and 
psychological Safety, uncovering the 
environmental factors that foster open 
communication.


?

Image 3&4: activity of “turning values into action”: 

Facilitator combined constellations and puppet 

tokens, asking participants to draw the relationship 
of values (green: synergy, red: tension).

How might we help participants 
surface tensions explicitly? And 
instead of resolving them as conflicts, 
guide participants to see tensions as 
meaningful signals that deserve to be 
held and worked with?
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2.3 studying psychosocial spaces 
and psychological safety

As discussed in the introduction and the 
previous chapter, challenges in multi-
stakeholder dialogue emerged. Some 
problems identified in the literature became 
more explicit as participants engaged in 
conversations centered around values. Though 
previous researchers such as Green & Sergeeva 
(2019) noted, “Value is not fixed, but 
dynamically emerges and evolves through 
stakeholder interaction, identity formation, 
and narratives,” this collaborative process 
seemed to miss an environment that can hold 
the tensions inherent to value-centered 
discussions. Grimm and Reinecke (2024) 
similarly emphasize the facilitator’s role in 
cultivating common ground as a prerequisite 
for meaningful stakeholder dialogue. Thus, 
this is the time to confront these challenges 
and explore the environmental factors that 
influence group interactions. 



A very useful practice that facilitators often use 
is to set ground rules, establish a Safe Space—
an environment of trust, openness, and 
support that enables participants to share 
openly, where people feel accepted, heard, and 
free from judgment. In these contexts, safety 
often centers on both emotional security, 
empathy, and confidentiality (NASTAD, n.d.).

According to the issues pointed out in the last 
chapter, many educators now argue that some 
level of discomfort, tension, or even risk is 
not just inevitable but desirable for 
meaningful dialogue​. The shift toward this 
view marks a fundamental rethinking that 
supports my hypothesis that facilitators can 
play a pivotal role in building Safe Space, but 
even going further, to a supportive and active 
role to prompt participants in stepping out of 
their comfort zone, which might be even more 
helpful for them eventually.



To clarify this transition, it is crucial to both 
distinguish and connect the concepts of Safe 
Space and Brave Space. 


For instance, we can often hear in the facilitated 
group settings in which the facilitator says, “be 
comfortable and speak openly and freely about 
your feelings, challenges, and emotions as they 
arise” in the group.



Safe space often refers to a physical or relational 
environment in which “everyone feels 
comfortable expressing themselves and 
participating fully, without fear of attack, 
ridicule, or denial of experience” (Graham, 
2021; Heierbacher, 2007). Such environments 
are designed to encourage openness and 
reflection. For instance, in the Joint Value 
Creation workshops I observed, safe space 
principles allowed participants to share honest 
perspectives and engage in thoughtful 
reflection.



However, in value-centered discussion involving 
multi-stakeholder—marked by unfamiliarity, 
high diversity, underlying value conflicts, or 
unequal power dynamics—safe space may not be 
enough, as we miss the space where challenges 
are allowed and encouraged. To be more specific, 
over-emphasizing emotional comfort might 
unintentionally suppress the tensions that need 
to be surfaced for meaningful dialogue to occur. 
In these settings, the absence of structured 
discomfort may lead to premature consensus or 
shallow agreement, hindering the depth of value 
negotiation. 



Over the past two decades, the idea of safe 
spaces has been contested, particularly within 
educational and dialogic contexts. 

Arao and Clemens (2013) introduced the term 
Brave Space in the context of social justice 
education, framing it as an environment where 
participants are encouraged to engage in serious, 
respectful, and empathetic conversations, even 
when such dialogues might be uncomfortable.



They challenged the traditional ground rules 
associated with safe spaces, evolving them to 
promote a more constructive dialogue; rather 
than “agreeing to disagree”, in the Brave Space, 
students are encouraged to “respond to 
controversy with civility”. Additionally, rather 
than “not taking things personally”, it 
emphasizes “own your intentions and your own 
impact on others”.



Scholars such as Boler (1999) and Rosenberg 
(2019) advocate for what they term a “pedagogy 
of discomfort” or “productive discomfort”—a 
deliberate design of emotional or intellectual 
unease that invites critical reflection. Rosenberg, 
for instance, writes, “I eschew safe space 
rhetoric… in favor of a pedagogical practice I call 
‘productive discomfort’,” arguing that grappling 
with discomfort is a prerequisite for critical 
thinking and deeper understanding.



This view suggests that effective dialogue 
requires more than safety—it requires courage. 
Brave Space thus reframes discomfort not as a 
failure of facilitation but as an intentional and 
constructive feature of the interaction. It 
recognizes that conversations around race, 
power, values, or justice are inherently 
uncomfortable and asks participants to stay 
engaged through that discomfort (Aaro and 
Clemens, 2013).
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Scholars have pointed out the limitations of 
idealizing safety, arguing that prioritizing 
comfort and avoiding conflict may dilute the 
potential for learning, critical engagement, 
and personal growth (Arao & Clemens, 2013; 
Boostrom, 1998).



Boostrom’s influential essay (1998) argued 
that the metaphor of a totally safe classroom is 
misleading, since genuine learning inherently 
involves risk and discomfort. He suggested 
that meaningful growth often requires “the 
pain of giving up a former condition in favor of 
a new way of seeing things”​ (Boostrom, 1998;  
Arao and Clemens, 2013). In other words, if 
teachers and facilitators try to eliminate all 
tension or conflict (in the name of safety), they 
may also be eliminating the productive 
struggle through which critical thinking and 
insight emerge. 



2.3.1  The importance of safe space & 
why it may not be enough

2.3.2  From safe space to brave space

These bodies of literature offer 
complementary perspectives on how 
individuals navigate risk, expression, and 
vulnerability within group settings, especially 
in contexts that require both openness and 
productive tension.
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Psychological safety, defined as the belief that 
individuals can take interpersonal risks 
without fear of judgment or negative 
consequences (Edmondson, 1999), plays a 
pivotal role in fostering open communication 
and creativity within teams. As highlighted by 
Devathasan and Damian (2025), psychological 
safety enables participants to share ideas, 
engage in reflective discussions, and build 
trust. The ability to take interpersonal risks 
and demonstrate empathy is essential for 
fostering positive team experiences, especially 
for minority team members (Pedersen et al., 
2022). 



However, achieving psychological safety is not 
without challenges, particularly in diverse 
teams where differences in perspectives and 
experiences can slow its development. For 
instance, team members may struggle to voice 
opinions or contribute meaningfully until 
psychological safety is firmly established. 
Though primarily rooted in learning 
environments, these findings are applicable to 
value-centered discussion between multi-
stakeholders, where similar dynamics 
involving diverse groups and minority 
stakeholder representation exist.



Devathasan and Damian (2025) highlighted 
interdependence as a critical factor in 
supporting performance within diverse teams, 
building on earlier work by Horwitz (2005). 
Interdependence fosters higher levels of 
psychological safety (Dusenberry & Robinson, 
2020; Devathasan & Damian, 2025) by 
encouraging team members to rely on one 
another, which naturally opens the door to 
communication. 


This aspect is particularly beneficial in complex 
projects, as such projects encourage 
collaboration rather than a divide-and-conquer 
approach. 



Moreover, effective leadership plays a pivotal 
role in mediating idea-sharing sessions, 
significantly enhancing both team creativity 
(Huang et al., 2014) and levels of psychological 
safety (Mehmood et al., 2022). The 
interdependence among team members 
strengthens trust and psychological safety 
within the group, highlighting the importance of 
encouraging team-building and a collaborative 
approach during discussions centered on 
creating value, rather than merely talking 
without the opportunity to work together.



Lundgren et al. (2024) further elaborate on the 
qualities of a “Brave Space.” Facilitators should 
move beyond the illusion of a completely safe 
environment and embrace the unpredictability 
of collaborative settings. This includes 
recognizing and managing moments of 
“contestation”, “agonistic deliberation,” and 
perceived loss of control (Grimm et al., 2024; 
Arenas et al., 2020; Dawkins, 2021; Schormair & 
Gilbert, 2021; van Buren et al., 2021). 



Such environments encourage participants to 
step out of their static knowledge bases and 
positions to co-create common ground. This 
perspective aligns with Green and Sergeeva 
(2019), who suggest that diverse viewpoints, 
rather than opposing paradigms, can serve as 
complementary “ways of seeing”, enriching the 
value creation process from a narrative 
perspective.


I realized a crucial insight: Brave Space must be 
built upon safe space, not positioned against it. 
While the emergence of Brave Space in the 
literature might lead people to discard the old in 
favor of the new, a more nuanced reading shows 
that they are complementary. 









The exploration of literature regarding Brave 
Space, psychological safety, and Safe Space have 
illustrated a direction to address the How Might 
We questions. It highlights the need to establish 
psychological safety while also encouraging 
individuals to engage with challenges and 
navigate constructive discomfort. However, to 
answer the question: How can facilitators 
intentionally embody a Brave Space in response 
to the conditions that value-centered discussion 
needs? It is necessary to understand the 
differences in the facilitation of Safe Space and 
Brave Space, and to make the conceptual 
relationship of these spaces tangible. In the next 
chapter, I will continue unfolding the literature 
review with these questions below, and explain 
how I synthesized the field research and 
literature into my design of liminality 
framework.
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A safe space allows people to show up; a Brave 
Space encourages them to be honest, 
vulnerable, and courageous. Although the 
discussion emerged and asked for attention to 
shift focus to Brave Space, I’m also asking 
myself whether I can find an in-between space 
between the duality. And the idea of 
psychological safety gave me a new 
perspective to investigate the relationship of 
these two concepts, finding out they remain 
interdependent. Psychological safety, as 
defined by Edmondson (1999), supports this 
idea: 












Interestingly, these are also a psychological 
foundation that Safe Space provides for 
collaboration and healthy communication. The 
common ground in between, psychological 
safety, gave me a new perspective, a crystal 
clear explanation of the overlap between Safe 
Space and Brave Space.


a shared belief that one can take 
interpersonal risks without fear of 
punishment or humiliation. 



This foundation is a prerequisite for Brave 
Space, as a non-defensive attitude to 
disagreement and bravery to respond to the 
"call-in" of challenges are established on 
openness, full participation, and trust. 


Only when psychological safety is 
established can participants step out of 
their comfort zones and into the productive 
discomfort required for thought-provoking 
discussion and real transformation. 

2.3.3  Psychological Safety and Empathy 
in Collaborative Environments Take away
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3.1 From Binary to 
Liminal States

3.1 From Binary to Liminal States

     3.1.1 Cross-disciplinary awareness of Brave Space

     3.1.2 Stretching with Support: Brave Space as Constructed Discomfort

3.2 Facilitator’s Role in Enhancing Group Dynamics: Invisible Designing

          in Collaboration

3.3 Towards a Framework: Synthesis into Tangible Dimensions 

3.4 Constructing the Liminality Framework: Safe–Brave–Panic 

3.5 Design Implications: Where Brave Space Becomes Essential 

The binary framing doesn't seem right to 
describe the interdependent relationship 
shared between Safe Space and Brave Space. 
This was often presented as comfort versus 
challenge, security versus risk, but seemed too 
rigid to describe the emotional complexity I 
encountered in value-centered discussion. 
This led me to a series of questions:














To address this puzzle, I turned to the concept 
of liminality. In contrast to binary logic, 
liminality describes transitional states, 
moments of being “in between” (Turner, 1969). 
Recent literature extends this idea into creative 
and collaborative domains. In particular,  
Soekijad, Laurey, Berends, and Huysman 
(2025) in their study How Innovation 
Consultants Perform “Liminality Work” in 
Helping Others to be Creative, examine how 
consultants intentionally design and manage 
liminal space, where consultants stretch 
participants beyond familiar patterns by 
encouraging experimentation while also 
providing guidance and structure when 
needed. It helps clients explore uncertainty, 
suspend judgment, and reframe habitual 
thinking. 



Their work is not just to introduce new tools or 
methods, but to hold people at the threshold, 
skillfully navigating this dynamic to empower 
clients and enhance their creative capacities.



Additionally, I believe the redefinition of Brave 
Space is supported across many disciplines 
beyond the design field, in similar terms. In 
education, for example, discomfort has long 
been acknowledged as a condition for deep 
learning. Boler (1999) frames this as a 
“pedagogy of discomfort”, where students are 
invited to critically examine their assumptions 
through emotional and cognitive unease. 
Similarly, Rosenberg (2019) rejects the idea 
that safety is always desirable, instead 
advocating for “productive discomfort” as a 
condition for transformation. 



These pedagogies align closely with the idea of 
Brave Space not as a static zone, but as a 
designed encounter with uncertainty. 
Educators construct this discomfort carefully, 
not to harm, but to help students face what is 
difficult, contradictory, or unknown, while 
offering support and reflection to sustain the 
stretch.
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3.1.1 Cross-disciplinary awareness 
of Brave Space

Figure 6: Finding Your Challenge Zone (2024)


Is there a spectrum that better illuminates 
the relationship between Safe Space and 
Brave Space? 



If stepping into Brave Space is essential, 
what defines its threshold? 



And more importantly, what happens when 
participants are pushed beyond that 
threshold—too far, too fast?



Based on this synthesis of theory and current 
findings, I developed a three-zone framework 
to conceptualize how participants move 
through emotional states in value-centered 
collaboration. Rather than viewing Brave Space 
as a fixed or a binary concept contrast to safety, 
this framework positions it as a liminal state, 
situated between psychological comfort and 
emotional overwhelm.



The framework consists of three experiential 
zones, as shown on the right side:
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A similar logic can be found in physical training 
and psychological resilience practices. In sports 
and endurance training, the notion of 
“progressive overload” suggests that growth 
only occurs when individuals push slightly 
beyond their comfort zones — enough to 
create strain, but not so much as to cause 
injury. Ultrarunner James Stewart (2016), 
reflecting on his experience with intentional 
discomfort, describes how “pushing your self-
imposed boundaries expands the playground.” 



In psychological therapy, techniques such as 
exposure therapy follow a similar principle: 
incremental encounters with discomfort allow 
individuals to build emotional tolerance and 
eventually reframe what they perceive as 
threatening. Across these practices, the ability 
to stretch without breaking is cultivated 
through carefully moderated, relationally 
supported challenges.




These parallels reinforced my growing 
hypothesis: that Brave Space is not an 
emotional destination, but a designed 
liminality experience.  It is not a place where 
people are constantly brave and feel tension, 
but rather a setting where they are 
encouraged to take risks in the presence of 
others and facilitation. 




Just as in learning or training, the goal is not 
to remove discomfort, but to ensure it 
remains constructive, to maintain a level of 
challenge (sustain the stretch to Brave 
Space) just long enough for transformation 
to take root.


Figure 7: Find the outer limits of your comfort zone 

- James Stewart (2016)


Figure 8: Cognitive Model of Brave Space Liminality Experience: 

The fluidity nature of Safe, Brave Space


3.1.2  Stretching with Support: 
Brave Space as Constructed 
Discomfort

Safe Space (Comfort)

Environments where individuals feel emotionally secure, accepted, and 
unthreatened. This space allows people to express themselves without fear of 
judgment, rejection, or harm. It is essential for building trust and encouraging 
initial engagement. However, if overemphasized, it can become excessive 
comfort — participants may remain polite but disengaged from deeper 
tensions, avoiding the emotional risks necessary for growth or value 
confrontation. 


Brave Space (Constructive Discomfort)

Learning environments that encourage individuals to engage with controversial 
issues directly, emphasizing honesty, sensitivity, and respect. It encourages 
respectful disagreement and equal participation, without personal attacks.  
Participants are invited to stretch beyond their comfort zones, like taking risks 
and engaging with challenges, vulnerability, or uncertainty. 


Panic Zone

It may happen at the moment of a psychological state of overload and a lack of 
emotional safety. When participants feel attacked, exposed, or unsupported, 
their coping capacity is exceeded. This may lead to classic stress responses — 
freezing, shutting down, defensiveness, or withdrawal. Unlike Brave Space, 
discomfort here is uncontained and disorganizing. Rather than fostering 
learning, it drives participants toward self-protection and disengagement.
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3.2  Facilitator’s Role in Enhancing Group 
Dynamics: Invisible Design in Collaboration

O1 Bravery within is described as the 
challenge of confronting oneself, overcoming 
mental blocks, and being non-defensive and 
open. It involves accessing and integrating 
inner material, including unconscious content 
or aspects of the "shadow" and rejected past, 
for greater balance and integration. 


O2 Bravery without relates to taking a 
stand and challenging the status quo in one's 
environment and the world. It is contrasted 
with mindless conformity. The everyday 
creative person is described as being able to 
resist such pressures because they are open to 
experience, non-defensive, non-conforming, 
courageously questioning, alert, and aware.



It showed the underlying similarity between 
fostering a creative environment and creating 
a Brave Space where transformation and new 
way of thinking are fostered to emerge.



Bravery is not just a mental state that one 
passively owns, but can be a deliberate choice 
to take; it involves potential discomfort with 
the action of confronting, and a very individual 
work of the inner dialogue to accept new 
things. These insights helped me recognize a 
shared psychological basis between creative 
practice and Brave Space facilitation. Both 
require individuals to take risks: to speak 
honestly, to engage discomfort, and challenge 
preconception. Both depend on environments 
that support this process, what Richards calls a 
“rich, safe, and accepting outer environment” 
that values mistakes, developing and 
accepting inner mental processes and varied 
states, fostering two types of bravery, and 
encourages openness to difference.


Kolb and Kolb (2022) offer a compelling perspective 
from experiential learning, demonstrating how 
facilitation techniques can support participatory 
practices. They advocate for an “inside-out” approach, 
in which facilitators tap into learners' intrinsic 
motivations and prior experiences. Rather than 
transmitting knowledge, facilitators create 
environments that foster reflection and meaning-
making. These settings allow participants to engage 
deeply with their experiences, promoting both personal 
and collective growth. Similarly, previous educational 
studies suggest that structured reflective practices can 
significantly improve empathy levels, thereby 
strengthening team dynamics (Chen & Forbes, 2014).

Drawing on these ideas, I defined a few characteristics that may support embodying a rich, safe, and 
accepting outer environment that Brave Space calls for:
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Rasmussen (2003) underscores the 
facilitator's role in multi-stakeholder 
collaboration by highlighting the 
value of fostering creativity and 
cooperation. He introduced the 
metaphor of “boyish playfulness,” 
characterized by spontaneous, 
informal interactions that promote 
innovative collaboration. This 
approach creates a collective flow 
where participants feel free to explore 
ideas without fear of judgment, 
aligning with the principles of 
psychological safety and empathy 
critical to building a brave space.



Before discussing how facilitators can embody 
Brave Space through design, I conducted a 
literature review to understand the 
facilitator's role and the tactics they employ in 
facilitating participatory scenarios, as 
illustrated by case studies shared by previous 
scholars. In the previous chapter, we discussed 
research on organizational behavior and 
psychological safety. Specifically, team 
psychological safety, which encourages 
interpersonal risk-taking, is positively 
correlated with learning behaviors and 
creativity (Edmondson, 1999; West, 2002). 
Therefore, exploring the related field of 
creativity could also suggest the tacit 
knowledge of fostering psychological safety 
and creating a Brave Space.



I was curious what it takes for people to think 
differently, more boldly, more critically, more 
creatively, especially in group settings? That 
question led me to capture the underlying 
connection between the space for fostering 
creativity and the environment needed for 
courageous engagement, trying to identify the 
invisible design and tacit knowledge out there.



In the creativity field, it is shown that Bravery is 
also connected to creativity. Richards (2010) 
offers a compelling framework distinguishing 
two types of bravery that are inherent in the 
creative process:



Engagement with 
Discomfort

Challenge by Choice

Own Your Intentions 
and Impact

Boyish Playfulness

Inside-Out Facilitation/ 
Introspective

Reflection & Empathy

Advocates tapping into learners' intrinsic motivations and experiences to support 
reflective learning. Aligns with the participatory approach of value-centered 
discussion by centering participants’ voices and enabling sense-making.

Reflective practices significantly improve empathy and strengthen team 
dynamics. Supports the empathetic and relational foundation of Brave Space.

Highlights the value of spontaneous, informal interactions in promoting creative 
collaboration. Creates non-judgmental, exploratory group dynamics that foster 
trust and psychological safety for taking risks.

Participants are asked to be mindful of their words and actions, taking 
responsibility for both intent and potential impact.

Individuals are invited to challenge themselves beyond their comfort zones but 
also are empowered to decide their level of engagement and participation.

Encourages participants to lean into challenging conversations, recognizing that 
discomfort can be a catalyst for growth.​

Table 3. Summarize findings of the facilitation tactics that support embodying Brave Space 
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O1 Create a community and shared responsibility

In the case study,  the innovation consultant emphasized 
the importance to create a community and shared 
responsibility, as described, “We need to have clients that 
are not only part of the project when it is important, but who 
feel co-ownership during the entire project.”  The 
innovation consultant changed participants from 
passive roles to co-owners by reinforcing the 
importance of participants' contribution by sense-
making and letting participants do “action, actually go 
and make it.” 



My learning from this example is that people are more 
likely to foster a sense of ownership, creating their own 
meaning through shared experiences due to emotional 
investment and hands-on engagement. 



O2 Continuous alternate challenging 

and construct unfamiliar settings

As discussed previously, there is an underlying similarity 
between fostering a creative environment and creating a 
Brave Space. One significant example is that they both 
emphasized challenges as important factors. Not only 
facilitator's guidance, but also the ground setting can be 
an entry point for the challenge.





For instance, creating a challenging scenario for 
participants, asking them to step out of their comfort 
zone. As the innovation consultant noted, “We do not 
allow scientists to present from a podium at a scientific 
institute - their own context - they have to present in a ‘new 
setting’ which is a bit strange and unfamiliar to them.” 
What comes after the first challenge is the continuous 
provocation: “After the presentations, others are 
challenged to criticize the expert’s perspectives.”



O3 Responsive guiding and role changing

The final case that inspired me was the importance of being 
a responsive facilitator. Depending on the phase of the 
workshop and the nature of the activities, facilitators need 
to remain neutral and attuned to the participants' needs in 
order to make appropriate adjustments. In this example, 
the innovation consultant reduced his or her involvement 
by shifting back to a facilitator's role at the end of the 
discussion. Specifically, taking on the role of a "community 
manager," focusing on community building, while also 
ensuring that responsibility remained with the client.





In this scenario, the same person adapted his role in 
response to the group's needs. This not only involves 
knowing when to step in and when to step out, but also how 
to present their role in front of the participants. It is 
essential to create space for participants to take 
responsibility for their results or to be more involved and 
provide guidance as needed.
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In this case, I noticed that innovation 
consultants continuously challenge 
participants and design tasks to 
push them out of their comfort 
zone with unfamiliar settings. In 
contrast, the rest of the people are 
given power to challenge experts, 
which equalizes the hierarchy that 
exists in the group composition. 



Although it is not discussed in the 
case study, I see it as a designed 
condition that the facilitator 
offered, which stretched and 
supported both sides to be 
courageous. It displays a critical 
attitude to perceived limitations, 
questioning preconceived notions, 
and inviting others to do the same.







Just as creativity collaboration 
benefits from diverse backgrounds 
and open environments, Brave Space 
also calls for respectful recognition of 
difference. I believe the way groups 
are composed and facilitated matters 
in value-centered discussion. It raised 
my curiosity to investigate how 
facilitators foster a space where 
diverse experiences are seen as 
essential to meaningful collaboration.

The work by Soekijad et al., (2025), 
allowed me to explore this through 
understanding how consultants help 
others engage creatively. 



The case studies featured scenarios of 
collaborative work between multiple 
stakeholders, offered both theoretical 
grounding and practical insights into 
how facilitators actively create in-
between spaces where participants 
suspend assumptions and co-create 
something new. 



This facilitation study provided not 
only inspiration but a bridge toward 
reframing Brave Space as a designed 
space for transformation, linking 
courage, discomfort, and creativity 
through intentional facilitation. I 
summarized the facilitator's tactics 
from the case study, articulates how it 
was effective in the case, and 
discusses my reflection on the 
approaches in the following points.


Create a community and 
shared responsibility

Continuous alternate 
challenging and construct 

unfamiliar settings

Responsive guiding and 
role changing

Facilitators tailor engagement and guidance to meet participants' needs, 
fostering co-ownership and shared responsibility by allowing space for 
mistakes and knowing when to intervene or withdraw.

Creating a new scenario encourages people to leave old patterns, stepping 
out of their comfort zones to complete tasks and interact with one 
another.

Fostering a sense of ownership and shared responsibility through 
collaborative effort and community work.


Table 4. Summarize findings of the facilitation tactics that support embodying Brave Space


 

In this section, I began to develop a clearer understanding of the facilitation approach that guided the 
embodiment of Brave Space based on my learnings. The next chapter will present a comprehensive 
overview, integrating insights from field research and theoretical studies into a cohesive view and 
concept diagram.
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3.3 Towards a Framework: 
Synthesis into Tangible 
Dimensions
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In the previous section, I started to develop a clearer 
understanding of the facilitation approach that 
informed the embodiment of Brave Space based on 
my insights. In this upcoming chapter, I will provide a 
comprehensive overview that integrates findings 
from field research and theoretical studies into a 
cohesive concept and diagram. After continuously 
exploring additional aspects that need to be brought 
to light, it is time to converge the findings and 
introduce the design framework later on.




In value-centered discussions, it is rarely the tool 
alone that can create transformation and reforms in 
how people express themselves. More often, it also 
has to do with the structure provided, when the 
facilitator asks questions and provides guidance, the 
timing of a question, the tone of a prompt, and the 
presence or absence of silence, which shapes the 
environment for participants to speak with courage. 
Additionally, it is not only the characteristics and 
disposition of the participants that influence their 
willingness and readiness to take risks; the group's 
responses, the facilitator's ability to manage tension, 
and the overall social and emotional safety of the 
space also play significant roles. These elements are 
the conditions that determine whether participants 
are willing to step out of their comfort zone.



To make these conditions more tangible and 
actionable, I identified four key dimensions that 
consistently appeared across field observations and 
theoretical studies. In the following paragraph, I will 
explain how the data analysis is conducted (also as 
shown in ), and how it supported the 
generation of these four dimensions.




Figure 9

Figure 9: Process of data analysis (Design Framework will be discussed in the next chapter)
44 45

scope｜transition early findings 
to design reference
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Due to the complexity and vast 
amount of qualitative data, I adopted 
concept diagrams as a visual analysis 
method to illustrate how different 
notions and ideas relate to one 
another. A concept diagram is a visual 
representation of interconnected 
ideas that clarifies meaning for both 
the designer and the audience 
(Wodtke, 2021).



While qualitative analysis inherently 
involves interpretation, concept 
diagrams help make the researcher’s 
mental model more transparent by 
externalizing relationships between 
ideas. In this way, they can reveal how 
a system is perceived or experienced 
by its users (Jarango, 2018).

Figure 10: Comparison of different diagrams - adapted from 
a workshop presentation by Peter Boersma (UX camp, 2025)


The process of creating concept 
diagrams was highly iterative. It 
began with a few initial notions, 
linked together using verbs to 
represent relationships. As more 
content was added, the diagram 
expanded, often becoming overly 
complex or chaotic, which signaled 
the need for iteration.



This method was particularly useful 
in my case for communicating 
complexity because it embraces 
incompleteness: the diagram can 
remain open-ended and expandable 
as new insights emerge from the 
data. shows how I 
started with a single connection to a 
holistic collection of relationships. 




 Figure 10-11 

Figure 11: Process of drafting the concept map (codes in black: some original sample of the codes,  
inspiration from theoretical studies, e.g. facilitation case study, additional psychology theories)
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My process of making concept diagram are described below:


O1 Filter & Translate

Filter out the data that doesn't imply relations. And rename the data with 
clear notions. (Data comes from observation coding, literature review, case 
studies, and additional psychology theories.)


O2 Draft the Concept Map

Draft the concept map by putting related notions together.

Link the relationships with “verbs”, refer back to the original quotes and 
observation notes. Clarify the cause and consequences.


O3 Iterate & Styling

Iterate and relocate the notions. Strengthen visual clarity with styles.


O4 Share 

Examine the main connections in the concept diagram. Group the related 
ideas that are in the scope into key themes and exclude the rest of the 
notions. This action of “zooming in” and “grouping” can highlight the 
partial landscape and enable others to understand your story.



Transitioning from the initial data coding and analysis (the board of 
facilitation flow) to the second and third data filtering and analysis (concept 
diagram), I integrated the two observations and insights from literature 
studies into a systemic understanding of the concept relationships. While it 
can be expanded continuously and even iteratively co-designed by multiple 
people, at this stage, it became clear to me what kinds of factors can be 
influential in the design phase, and how to advance it to the next stage.



Echoing Jarango (2018) and Wodtke (2021), I view the concept diagram not 
only as a process of convergence and analysis but also as a reusable 
storytelling tool. It informs users about the interdependence and 
connections among various concepts. I believe this approach effectively 
showcases the logic behind the findings and creates a meaningful 
“landscape” that highlights both the relational and emotional aspects of 
the system, as I emphasized at the beginning of my research. In my final 
design handbook, titled “A Field Guide to Embody Brave Space,” I also 
included an explanation of how to read and utilize the concept diagram, 
complete with examples.





As illustrated in the graphs on the right side, I extracted key themes from 
the concept diagrams and categorized them into four dimensions. These 
dimensions represent significant factors that shape group interactions and 
discussions surrounding values.


The four dimensions are: (1) facilitation and structure, (2) group dynamics and interaction, (3) feelings and psychological safety, 
and (4) ground settings (ground rules). These dimensions not only define the scope of Brave Space but also assist facilitators and 
designers in diagnosing and reflecting on what influences a participant's readiness to engage in difficult conversations. 
Collectively, they provide a framework for examining the relational and emotional architecture of collaboration.

Figure 12-13: Categorizing notions into meaningful “landscapes” - example pages from the final  
design handbook
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Figure 14-16: Categorizing notions into meaningful “landscapes” - example pages from the final  
design handbook

The “group composition and hierarchy of voices” was added in the final design 
handbook when I iterated the concept map after evaluating the workshop design. I 
noticed that the hierarchy of voices, which stems from both group composition and 
individual distinctiveness, also influences group dynamics and interactions. 






I’d like to support readers, facilitators, and designers in understanding and 
highlighting the key themes yourself, maybe you will also find new insights and a 
new way of seeing it with your own experience. Thus, in the “Field Guide to Embody 
Brave Space,” I also introduce a section to explain the steps of using it, as described 
below:

The concept map helps you navigate the key ideas in the framework. Think of it as a 
visual index: when you want to understand a specific element—like “psychological 
safety”—you can trace its connections to related concepts and design cues.

To use it�
�� Start by finding the concept you want to explore—for example, “Psychological 

Safety.�
�� Follow the arrows to see what it relates to—this shows how different elements 

influence or support each other. (Focus the concepts that are relevant to you, decide 
what is in scope / out-of-scope�

�� Zoom into that part of the map as a mini landscape. It helps you identify what to 
focus on when designing activities, and becomes a shared language when working 
with collaborators.
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By articulating these four dimensions, I aim to offer not a checklist, but to invite 
facilitators and designers to pay closer attention to the invisible forces that shape a 
group’s capacity for bravery. In the next chapter, I will dive into each dimension to 
elaborate on the signals that facilitators and designers can be aware of. Likewise, 
you could take them as design parameters that can be designed when you prepare 
your workshop session, or evaluated afterwards.

The Safe–Brave–Panic liminality framework was developed by integrating 
theoretical concepts and synthesizing findings introduced in the previous sections. 
It began with an inquiry into the nature of Brave Space, followed by the construction 
of a cognitive model that captures the liminal experience participants navigate 
between states of comfort and panic. Through clustering themes from concept 
diagrams, four key dimensions were synthesized, which informed the foundation 
and structure of the framework.



Brave Space, characterized by constructed discomfort, is conceptualized as a 
psychological and relational threshold—the in-between zone where participants 
move beyond safety but have not yet reached panic. The framework visualizes this 
as a continuum of three zones—Safe, Brave, and Panic—shaped dynamically by 
both facilitator interventions and participants’ subjective perceptions.



Importantly, this framework goes beyond being a mere map of emotional states; it 
is intended as a design compass for facilitators and designers. It supports the 
evaluation of group emotional dynamics and guides the creation of appropriately 
challenging experiences. Specific design parameters and behavioral signals relevant 
to value-centered discussions are mapped onto the framework, offering actionable 
insights for designing and adjusting guidance or intervention in real-time.


Table 5: Explanation of the 4 key dimensions synthesized with the concept diagram

Relevance to Brave SpaceDefinitionDimension

Facilitation & Structure

Group Dynamics & Interactions

Feelings & Psychological Safety

Ground Settings (Ground rules)

The way activities are framed, 
paced, and guided — including 
use of language, silence, and 
emotional provocation.

How participants relate, listen, 
disagree, or hold power — both 
verbally and nonverbally.

The internal emotional states 
participants experience 
throughout the session.


The explicit and shared 
agreements that guide 
participation and social 
interaction.

Shapes the emotional rhythm of 
the session and participants’ 
readiness to step into discomfort 
safely.

Influences whether individuals 
feel socially supported or 
threatened when expressing 
divergent perspectives.

Determines how Brave Space is 
felt from within — whether one 
feels secure, fear of 
confrontation, or feels engaged 
and open to challenge, etc.

Affects the perceived legitimacy 
and safety of speaking up, 
especially when expressing 
unpopular or risky ideas.

While each of these dimensions may seem 
independent, it is their interplay that matters, 
as the concept diagram shows. For example, a 
powerful facilitation prompt might fall flat if 
the group dynamic is hierarchical or if 
psychological safety has not been established. 
Conversely, even a well-structured session can 
lead to panic if emotional cues are ignored. 
Thus, Brave Space is not merely the result of 
“good process”; it is an emergent condition 
built through strategy that includes deliberate 
design conditions, active emotional 
attunement, constructive collaboration, and 
responsive guidance. 


This perspective may challenge some 
traditional facilitation approach, which tend to 
prioritize procedural clarity and structure 
without addressing underlying emotional 
fluency. If Brave Space is rooted in 
psychological safety, as previous researchers 
have indicated, then the emotional states of 
participants should be regarded as primary 
data—signals to be interpreted rather than 
noise to be managed. Making Brave Space 
possible requires more than just managing a 
sequence of activities; it involves reading the 
room, adjusting the tempo, and knowing when 
to pause, push more, or step back from 
discussion as a flexible facilitator. 


3.4 Constructing the Liminality 
Framework: Safe–Brave–Panic
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The development of the Safe–Brave–Panic framework was not intended as a 
theoretical work, but as a practical lens to guide design. The next question stands 
with a reason: we need to target the design goals, not merely defining what Brave 
Space is, but when and where it becomes essential. This highlights the importance 
of evaluating situations in practice and pinpointing specific design touchpoints 
where intentional interventions and facilitators' active guidance are needed.


Figure 17: Safe–Brave–Panic Liminality Framework: Brave Space as a designed liminality experience

3.5 Design Implications: Where Brave Space 
Becomes Essential

Through close observation of joint value 
creation sessions, three key moments emerged 
where participants experienced friction during 
discussions centered on value. These moments 
serve as design indicators for when a Brave 
Space should be utilized. In Chapter 2.2, we 
highlighted the main challenges encountered 
in value discussions, and in Chapter 3.2, we 
explored the facilitation tactics employed to 
encourage participants to step out of their 
comfort zones and engage with the necessary 
challenges for change. 



In this chapter, we will discuss the “How Might 
We” questions that I proposed previously (the 
initial opportunity-finding phase), and 
illuminate how to use Brave Space liminality 
framework to leverage the challenges into 
design opportunities.



Brave Space embraces the concepts of 
constructive discomfort and constructive 
conflict. It reframes moments of tension, 
disagreement, and emotional unease not as 
obstacles, but as a natural transition that 
enables transformation. The three guiding 
"How Might We" questions, each centered 
around a critical challenge identified during 
field research. 



These questions were then distilled into key 
design goals and several criteria that need to be 
met to address the challenges. I also explained 
who will benefit from these conditions, 
providing a clearer understanding of their 
relevance to the participants.


Furthermore, the design goals were described 
as both tangible and intangible:



The intangible design goals can be achieved 
through various aspects such as ground 
setting, facilitation and structure, and 
fostering healthy group dynamics. More 
details were provided using the design 
parameters extracted from the Safe–Brave–
Panic liminality framework. 



On the other hand, the tangible goals were 
achievable through design interventions 
(activities), each targeting a key moment of 
the challenges. Throughout the field research 
process, I observed three recurring moments 
where facilitators played a critical role in 
sustaining value-centered discussion and 
supporting group dynamics. These patterns 
revealed these three pivotal moments where 
Brave Space proved not just useful, but 
essential to the design and collaboration 
process.



These three moments—(1) deep dive into 
values, (2) holding the clash of perspectives, 
and (3) flipping the tension—form the 
conceptual backbone of the micro-experiment 
designs presented in the following chapter. 
Each represents a liminal threshold, a 
psychological edge where comfort meets 
challenge, and where meaningful 
transformation becomes possible, if the space 
is intentionally designed to support it.




Scope｜Identifying design leverage 
points
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How might we create a space where participants from diverse backgrounds 
feel secure enough to express authentic (even contrasting) perspectives 
without fear of clashes/disagreements, allowing these differences to be 
respectfully recognized, even sparking interest in the values beneath them?

?

? How might we create a psychologically secure environment that invites 
diverse voices (that were originally outside of the room) in the 
collaborative process, with an equal stage for all stakeholders to be heard?

? How might we help participants surface tensions explicitly? And instead of 
resolving them as conflicts, guide participants to see tensions as meaningful 
signals that deserve to be held and worked with?

O1  Deep dive into values

The first moment happened when the group started to talk about and 
identified values. Many participants initially stayed at the surface, agreeing 
on familiar words like “sustainability” or “community” without probing 
what those values truly meant to them. It was only when challenged by a 
facilitator’s prompt, a peer’s story, or a reflective pause that they began to 
move from shared terminology toward personal interpretation. This shift—
from comfort to Brave Space—is where deeper honesty begins: Why do I 
think this matters? Why do you see it differently? This moment requires the 
psychological readiness to be questioned and to question others with care.


O2  Holding the clash of perspectives

The second moment arises when differing perspectives are introduced into 
the conversation. This can happen through contrasting stakeholder 
interests or divergent worldviews. While participants often recognize these 
differences on an intellectual level, they rarely engage with them on a 
relational level.  Brave Space becomes critical here. It creates a container for 
perspective clashes to unfold without immediate resolution, allowing 
participants to stay with disagreement long enough to see what new 
understanding might emerge.


O3  Flipping value tensions

The third moment is when tensions become visible. The instinctive action 
for most will be to try to resolve or smooth over the conflict, and might 
originally take it negatively. But by making tension explicit, there's room to 
think about how to work with it, instead of ignoring or solving it. Brave 
Space reframes value tension not as a threat, but as a neutral signal, helping 
people recognize its nature, which consists of two important values that 
people collectively acknowledge, though it may contradict each other in 
some situations. The question becomes not how do we fix this? but how do 
we flip the situation as the signal shows up?
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Design Goals and Participant Needs Design Parameters



4.1 goal of the micro-
experiment (MVP)

4.1 Goal of the micro-experiments 
(MVP)

4.2 Design Method

      4.2.1  design interventions and value tokens

      4.2.2  Context-mapping Tool Design: Experience Mapping


4.3 reflections on Findings of Micro-experiments 



To answer my research question—how 
facilitation can intentionally embody Brave 
Space to support participants in navigating 
tensions in value-centered discussion—I 
focused on the key challenges identified in 
Chapter 2.2. In response, I developed three 
guiding questions and applied the Safe–
Brave–Panic liminality framework as a 
practical lens to guide both design decisions 
and facilitation strategies, as shown in the last 
chapter.



The micro-experiment consists of three 
exercise modules, each designed to address a 
specific pivotal moment as defined in the 
earlier explanation regarding tangible design 
goals and focusing moments.





I hypothesize that the design of the 
intervention embodies the concept of Brave 
Space itself, aiming to achieve the tangible 
design goals outlined in the previous chapter. 
At the same time, intangible factors—such as 
facilitation, management of group dynamics, 
and establishment of ground rules—play an 
equally important role in supporting 
participants during the session. This, in turn, 
allows for the acknowledgment of diverse 
values and the productive navigation of 
tension. As illustrated in , conducting 
micro-experiments enables me to test the 
tangible design interventions while also 
evaluating the effectiveness of the intangible 
facilitation approaches.



Figure 18

The three exercise modules were connected to 
the key moments, and grounded in the 
liminality-based Brave Space framework, 
which highlights the importance of transitions
—from comfort (Safe Space) to constructive 
discomfort (Brave Space)—as critical moments 
for learning and collaboration. Each exercise 
was designed to activate this transition: a 
moment of stretch that invites participants 
to step across a psychological threshold into 
Brave Space.
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Figure 18: From theory to tested interventions. Each exercise 
targets a distinct liminal threshold to examine how Brave 

Space can be embodied and refined




This sequence was informed by my learning 
from field research, which revealed that people 
cannot effectively navigate value tensions 
without first being aware of the most essential 
values. The Brave Space framework supports 
this journey by holding space for discomfort, 
making it easier for people to face conflict, and 
recognizing the diverse values behind each 
perspective.



 shows the details of the focus of each 
exercise, how it is connected to the transition of 
the Safe-Brave Space, and the connection to 
the pivotal moments. 

Table 6
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The workshop was structured with a purposeful 
sequence, from sensitizing participants to 
reflect and talk about value authentically, to 
directly confronting the conflicts, and 
collaboratively creating a collective 
understanding of diverse perspectives, and 
eventually surfacing the real value tension all 
together. The last step, the final goal of 
navigating tensions, would not happen if 
people didn't understand and try to identify 
what the essential values are to them.







For example, the first activity asked participants to reflect on a particular value they find most 
important in project collaboration and share why this truly mattered to them. The second one 
prompted them to respond to a bold or divisive statement. Afterwards, identifying value tensions 
with the shared understanding of all perspectives. These exercises were designed to surface reactions 
to discomfort, challenge habitual thinking, and illuminate differences in perspectives.




From the Safe-Brave-Panic liminality 
framework to the practical design of micro-
experiment, it served as an example to future 
designers and researchers to evaluate if Brave 
Space can be intentionally embodied and the 
difference can be recognized.



To capture participants’ lived experiences and 
assess the impact of the design interventions, I 
developed an experience mapping tool 
inspired by context-mapping methodology. 
This tool enabled participants to reflect on their 
psychological states throughout the workshop. 
The methodology and structure of this 
mapping process will be explained in Chapter 
4.2.2.



The resulting maps revealed when participants 
felt safe, brave, or in panic, offering insights 
into how different interventions may have 
influenced those states. While it is not yet fully 
clear what specific factors triggered each 
transition, a concluding group discussion was 
conducted at the end of each workshop to 
collect further reflections on how participants 
perceived and responded to the interventions.


Table 6. Explanation of Design Context60 61

Exercise Design Focus Target Transition Anchor Moment

4.2 Design method

This chapter explains how the three exercises in 
the micro-experiments were designed and how 
the overall workshop journey unfolded (see 
Chapter 4.2.1). These micro-experiments were 
positioned as Minimum Viable Prototypes 
(MVPs)�

� Small, low-risk experiments used to test the 
core hypotheses of the Brave Space 
framework and facilitation approac�

� Designed to generate early feedback before 
scaling to real-world application�

� Functioning as a bridge between theoretical 
concepts and facilitation practice



By focusing on short, high-intensity moments 
rather than open-ended dialogue, the 
workshops allowed me to observe how people 
react and feel when they are prompted to step 
outside of their usual way of thinking or when 
they are placed in situations that create tension 
or reveal differences. 



And through participants' reflections and 
discussion, I could verify if they identified 
themselves engaging in Brave Space experience 
through my design interventions. 



Action and Evaluation｜
Prototyping Brave Space through 
Micro-experiments



The workshop was framed around a fictional 
collaboration scenario in which participants 
took on roles from different sectors of an 
organization. (See Scenario on the right side 
for details.)



However, they were asked to claim and phrase 
a role that they found strongly connected to 
their experiences or future self-identity 
(example of roles is provided, but they are 
encouraged to name a character that they feel 
really aligned with their identity). This 
narrative setup aimed to provide simulated 
settings while still enabling authentic 
reflection on value tension and dialogue.



Workshop Settin�
� Two workshops were conducted in IDE, with 

students from three tracks.�
� The participants had been re-allocated 

according to their familiarity with each 
other. In order to simulate the real scenario 
where people work together in different 
sectors and barely know each other. This is 
also for eliminating the deviation if the 
group starts with an advantage that they 
stay in their comfort zone.



Two observers were recruited and helped with 
the sessions while I facilitated the workshop. 
This helps reduce the facilitator bias when 
claiming double roles.



The following paragraph is a brief scenario to 
guide you through the storyline. You can find 
the full version of the facilitator script in the 
facilitator handbook.
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4.2.1  Design interventions and 

Value Tokens
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Scenario

Before the first exercise, they are introduced to 
a scenario where the collaboration takes place 
in an organization.

“Imagine that you all play different roles in an 
organization. You work together on a project but 
represent different sectors.”



(Additional notes for the readers: The same 
exercises  were so conducted with a few groups 
of participants from the Dream Team of TU 
Delft. Dream Teams are student groups that 
work on various collaborative projects with 
several business partners. While it is outside of 
the main research, it proved workable in the 
settings with real stakeholders. In these cases, 
there is no need to introduce a fake case, but to 
introduce their real roles and responsibilities in 
the team.)



The second exercise comes with a scenario 
where people heard a bold statement from 
another colleague from the team. They hear 
the bold statement and have to show their 
genuine on it:



"Moving fast matters more than being inclusive 
and delivering good experiences. If the project 
takes more years to be ready, it’s dead. Nobody 
will have confidence in this anymore."



People will then individually react to the bold 
statements with changing perspective 
exercise. At the end of this exercise, the script 
is introduced again: 



“During the meeting, another person raises the 
questions again, and the project owner decides to 
allow any of you to equally share your thoughts 
and feelings on this topic.”






It encourages people to discuss with groups 
with a prompt like, “This is for the mutual 
success of this project; we need to have your 
collective understanding.” Accompanied by 
actions of categorizing all ideas from the 
groups, and finding similarities or differences. 
This also includes the process to let them 
discover if these ideas are opinions or values. 
And if they can find the values underneath the 
different viewpoints.



The important collaborative values defined 
will then be brought to the final exercise to 
discuss an unavoidable value tension.



Throughout the workshop, I embedded 
specific facilitation tactics, such as role-
switching, silent reflection, which are applied 
for shaping the dynamics, creating chances to 
include marginalized voices, and also based on 
time limitation (Details can be found in 
exercise 2). The session was structured in 
three escalating phases:









O1  Deep Dive into Values 

Participants were invited to identify their core 
value and were then challenged to defend it 
through layered questioning. Provocative 
prompts encouraged participants to explore 
internal contradictions or hidden assumptions 
behind their stated values. Participants are 
asked to ask each other questions repeatedly, 
“Why this value is important to you” and “In 
what conditions might this not be the most 
important value?” After they take turns, they 
will again ask each other a more provocative 
question. For instance, “If transparency slows 
down decision-making, do you still prioritize 
it?” The facilitator should let them understand 
that “We are here to help each other to think 
deeper by challenging, not meant for 
doubting.” 



To support them in identifying individual 
and collaborative value, I design a set of 
value tokens based on Framework as a basis 
for designing for divergent values (Bos-De 
Vos, M., 2020). The value tokens are 
designed as a playable tool and inspiration 
guide, emphasizing the importance of the 
“value level.” By value level, I mean the big 
categories and the associated value words 
around each category. For instance, 
autonomy is a big category. Still, I might be 
able to clarify exactly under a specific 
context with a more concrete example: I 
find it important. I often prioritize fulfilling 
my needs for positive affective experiences, 
having an exciting life. This is because when 
people express what is important, they are 
more likely to express their personal 
experience and choices rather than directly 
point out a specific value.
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Figure 19. Framework as a basis for designing 
for divergent values. (Bos-De Vos, M., 2020)

To support value discussion, I realized 
that it is vital to guide people in a way that 
fits their thinking style, thus successfully 
bringing values to their forefront. 



The value tokens have three simple but 
effective features, (1)By prioritizing the 
information into two sides of the value 
tokens, it minimizes the cognitive load for 
participants. (2)The form of tokens 
creates accessible and "I am allowed to 
mess them up" feelings like a broad game 
setup, encouraging active interactions 
compared to a full list of values. (3)The 
color of the cards and icons refers to the 
“type of values” which provide a visual 
guide for researchers that want to know 
what values have been discussed; 
however, it doesn’t create extra 
distraction for the participants. (whole 
card set can be found in )
Appendix A

O2  Clash of Perspectives

A bold, controversial statement was 
introduced to trigger disagreement. 
Participants responded silently from their 
assumed roles, and later switched roles to 
respond again—inviting them to step 
outside of their perspective and inhabit 
conflicting positions. This structure 
created opportunities for constructed 
discomfort and emergent tension.



This activity is happening on a shared 
board, featuring role-switching play. It is 
composed of four rounds: (1) silent 
writing - write from your current role,  
(2)silent writing - write from swapped 
role’s perspective, (3)pair & discuss - 
revisiting all ideas & clustering, (4) 
plenary sharing - take the ownership and 
express your thoughts to the bold 
statements with the group.



The facilitation tactic of silent writing 
fosters transparency and creates a Brave 
Space for participants. Participants are 
encouraged to challenge or build upon/
hitchhike others' ideas when they write 
down their perspectives, but without 
direct confrontation and thinking aloud 
contrasting opinions, they will feel safe to 
tell the truth and disagree. And when they 
cluster ideas, the shared board is mixed 
with diverse perspectives from all actors. 
It creates transparency needed for 
constructing a collective understanding, 
while it also creates ambiguity that is 
beneficial for speaking up with an 
anonymous overview.


Image 5: Example of value tokens (front side and back side)

Image 6: Silence Writing

Image 7: Silent Writing (yellow-original role, pink-switching role)
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O3  Flipping the Tension

There was a smooth transition from the 
second exercise to the final one, which 
involved pairing up and revisiting what had 
been written. To help participants move 
from conflicting perspectives to 
identifying the underlying values, I 
provided more structured guidance to 
encourage deeper thinking about the 
values represented in the various 
perspectives on the big board.  



The first step was to group or cluster 
similar ideas and discuss them with the 
group. This was initiated with the prompt: 
"Can you see any similarities or 
differences between these ideas?" Other 
prompts I used included�

� “Are we seeing opinions, values, or 
beliefs?�

� “What are the essential values that we 
see here? Can you identify the tension 
between two values?”



In the final stage, participants named the 
tensions they experienced and reflected on 
them. Instead of “solving” the conflict, 
they were asked to reframe it: What would 
be lost if the tension disappeared? What 
action could emerge if we work with it, 
rather than against it?



This activity is called quick-fire reflections, 
guided by two questions:�

� What makes this tension frustratin�
� What makes this tension valuable?


After the first question, and then flip it the 
other way.



Preparing the ground: Establishing 
psychological safety through role 
identification


Image 8: Flipping the tension - discuss thoughts on tension and 
come up with action ideas (middle pink post-its)

As a starting point, participants were asked to 
choose a role within an organization that 
resonated with them—based on past work 
experience, project involvement, or future career 
aspirations. While example roles were provided, 
they were encouraged to define their own and 
explain their personal connection to it, as well as 
what the role represents in teamwork. (They were 
then asked to put the sticker with the roles on 
their chest in the session. Exchanging the sticker 
with one another during the changing perspective 
exercise.) Before the session began, they would 
also introduce themselves to the rest—what is my 
role, and what does it do and represent in the 
team, why do I feel connected to this role? 



In the workshops hosted for the Dream Teams, I 
asked this question instead: "What makes you feel 
energized to work in this role?" So that they feel 
encouraged to share more about the things that 
make them happy or motivated. The rest of the 
people can also get a taste of what their job is 
about. This exercise established a foundation for 
participants to think and speak from a specific 
role, fostering deeper engagement with the 
scenario.



A critical component in fostering psychological 
safety within workshops is enabling participants 
to adopt roles that resonate with their experiences 
or aspirations. 




This approach allows individuals to engage 
in discussions by challenging ideas without 
feeling personally attacked, thereby 
maintaining a respectful and open 
environment that facilitates three key 
determinants of organizational learning: 
speaking up, collaboration, and 
experimentation (Nembhard, I.M., & 
Edmondson, A.C., 2011). 



Setting ground rules that emphasize 
critiquing ideas rather than individuals is 
essential in this process (Control, 2024). 
Such practices have been shown to 
enhance psychological safety, encouraging 
participants to express their thoughts and 
engage in constructive dialogue without 
fear of negative repercussions.



By encouraging participants to step into 
roles that align with their responsibilities 
and goals, facilitators create a 
psychological distance that helps 
individuals separate themselves from the 
ideas being discussed. This separation is 
crucial in preventing feelings of personal 
confrontation and supports a culture 
where diverse perspectives can be shared 
openly. Research indicates that such 
strategies not only promote psychological 
safety but also enhance team performance 
and innovation by allowing members to 
challenge each other's thinking 
constructively (Psychological Safety in 
Meetings, n.d.).
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Before session started

Ice-breaker (energizing & community building activity)

Role claiming (clarity of the role throughout the session)



Tool suggestion

value inspiration cards, post-it, pens,

flipchart paper (A1), Agenda



Environment (designing for power balance)

small private room, casual room setting, sitting close 
but able to move: easily looking at each other while 
talking, (optional) provide some snacks
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Image 9: Facilitator guide for the workshop: examples from the final design handbook

Image 10: The participants’ journey of the micro-experiments

Table 7: Facilitation overview - workshop structure



At the end of the session, I introduce the 
context-mapping exercise, which is a way to 
involve users as “experts of their experience” 
in design processes (Sanders & Stappers, 
2012). It is a design research method used to 
uncover people's latent needs, values, 
experiences, and emotions by engaging them 
in reflective and expressive activities. It is 
especially useful when the design challenge is 
complex, sensitive, or highly contextual 
(Visser, Stappers, Van der Lugt, & Sanders, 
2005).



I designed my own experience mapping tool 
( ) grounded in context-mapping 
principles, allowing participants to self-assess 
their emotional experience across the 
workshop phases. The tool can provide a 
tangible measurement and visual context to 
support researchers in investigating what 
participants feel and how it was triggered, by 
asking further questions based on participants’ 
experience, and diving deeper into the 
reasoning. 



The tool visualizes each sub-activity along a 
liminality spectrum—safe, brave, or panic—
and invites participants to identify their 
experiences accordingly. In addition to this 
moment-by-moment mapping, participants 
were also asked to reflect on key feelings and 
interaction dynamics, such as vulnerability, 
empowerment, co-ownership, and a sense of 
risk-taking. Those are the elements that I 
identified in early research and synthesized 
into the signals of Safe-Brave-Panic 
experiences.



Appendix B

This dual-layered approach enabled me to 
gather both localized reactions to the 
intervention of each activity and overarching 
emotional patterns throughout the session. In 
the first and second micro experiments, I 
compared the patterns of participants' 
transitioning experiences within the entire 
group. I also asked certain participants why they 
identified with the Panic Zone at specific 
moments, which will help me provide better 
support to participants in the future. To 
summarize, by conducting two micro 
experiments as a pilot study, I aimed to 
understand what happened during the journey 
and learn from the feedback to further 
responsively adapt my facilitation approach. 
More insights are detailed in the next section.
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4.2.2  Context-mapping Tool Design: 
Experience Mapping
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Figure 20. Experience Mapping Tool

Image 11: Results of the experience mapping from 7 participants in 2 micro-experiments



In addition to the visual insights from the 
experience maps, I conducted a short post-
workshop group discussion with participants 
to evaluate how they experienced the 
interventions. The purpose was to explore how 
facilitation influenced their ability to engage 
with constructive discomfort,  and whether 
their sense-making of values shifted through 
collective discussion, and identify places where 
facilitators might need to step in actively.



The discussion began with prompts such as�
� How did you initially see this tension? Was 

that negative, neutral or positive?�
� Did the flipping perspective change your 

view? Why�
� Is there any feedback on the exercises?



(Note: The group discussion is not a formal 
semi-structured interview, so the questions 
were formed as initial prompts that were easier 
to answer; however, after the conversation 
unfolded, there were more open-ended 
questions asked to understand the reasons 
behind their answers.)



In this chapter, I will share these insights with 
the categories of activities.


By gradually inviting reflection, instead of 
demanding immediate confrontation, it allowed 
people to warm up and mentally prepare, 
prevent them from taking a big leap. As one 
participant noted, 



“Starting with a deep dive was helpful. Because it 
already gave us a sense of where others’ 
boundaries lie, and what values might be non-
negotiable.”



Another participant shared how this process 
shaped her internal dialogue:



“During the process of thinking about how to 
answer the questions, we start to reframe how we 
see our values and the tensions we face. I give up 
something that I don’t necessarily need to insist on, 
but I don’t see it as a compromise. You still keep 
truly important values.”



This phase encouraged people to loosen their 
grip on fixed positions. Through group 
discussion, participants began to take a more 
reflective and neutral stance toward their own 
beliefs:
 

“When you think a value is important, you’ll find 
any kind of positive reasons to support your 
statement. But when people keep asking why, you 
will start questioning, maybe you are too stubborn 
about some of your ideas? Or are there areas where 
you can compromise? Or listen to the opinions of 
other roles.”



The participant added, “Though I think I still keep 
it and not give up my values directly, I will reflect 
and not only use a positive way to view my values.”





This comment resonated with others and 
marked the start of a shared understanding. 
From there, the group explored the tension 
that emerged from the bold statement, 
eventually reframing the conversation through 
the lens of collective identity. (from the surface 
of speed and inclusivity, to the underlying 
values that matter to them: company’s goal 
(profit, competitiveness) and employees well-
being.) 



In their final reflections, participants 
prioritized values not from individual or 
functional roles, but from the standpoint of 
shared experience—“we are all employees.” 
This shift enabled them to reach common 
ground through difference.



It’s noticeable that agreement and 
disagreement are both manifested when a 
standpoint shifts. Role playing broadens the 
perspectives, while in contrast, moving from 
different standpoints to mutual standpoints 
can foster common ground. The aim of this 
intervention is also to create a Brave Space 
where diverging perspectives can co-exist. 
This detour actually helps create deeper 
conversation, foster collective understanding, 
and develop a mutual consensus.



The workshop of the value-centered discussion 
also helped one of the participants making new 
meaning to her value:
 

“My understanding of one value expands into 
different angles. e.g., When I talk about ‘balance’, it 
stems from balancing project objectives, but I 
realize that it also works well with the tension 
between ‘perfect product & market expectations’.”
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Deep Dive into Value: Establishing 
Psychological Safety and 
Expanding Reflection

Clash of Perspectives: From 
Creating Contrast to Shared 
Common Ground
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4.3 Reflections on Findings 
of Micro-experiments

The activity “Deep Dive into Value” served as a 
preparatory and sensitizing step. It helped 
participants establish a sense of psychological 
safety before engaging with more challenging 
conversations. 

During the “Clash of Perspective” phase, 
participants began to adopt different 
stakeholder perspectives. This helped highlight 
how values and priorities shift depending on 
one’s position within a system. One participant 
who claimed to be a product manager, reflecting 
on the difference between roles, shared: 



“There is a very big difference in values and 
prioritization from these two roles (PM and 
designer).”



Initially, this contrast created friction. 
Participants found it difficult to agree on how to 
evaluate ideas because they were still anchored 
in their own role perspectives. However, the 
turning point came when one participant shifted 
the framing entirely:
 

“If the team doesn’t have a good experience, it is 
hard to create a good user experience.”
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Flipping the Tension: Making 
Discomfort Discussable
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In the final activity, participants were invited to 
identify and reframe value tensions. Initially, 
many found the term “value tensions” 
abstract and confusing. In one session, 
participants struggled to define what the 
project should prioritize. I stepped in to guide 
the process, asking, “Do you find any 
similarities and differences between all these 
ideas?” This prompted one participant to 
stand up proactively and said, “Maybe we 
should cluster them.” From there, the 
conversation gained clarity and got smoother.



What I learned as a facilitator was that 
participants benefit from having small 
“mental ladder” to help them move past 
obstacles. Providing just enough structure at 
the right moment made the discussion more 
fluid and accessible. 





Reflection

When I first introduced the metaphor of the 
mental ladder, it stemmed from the facilitator’s 
role in providing guiding structures and prompts 
to help participants reflect more deeply. 
However, this concept reemerged later in the 
analysis of the research findings in Chapter 6—
this time with a different emphasis. The mental 
ladder was not only seen as a cognitive 
scaffold, but also as a way for the facilitator to 
embody brave space and support participants’ 
transitional experience from safe space. 



This interpretation moved beyond simply 
“providing structure” and highlighted the 
significance of “building a sense of security to 
be brave” and “practicing responsive 
facilitation” to accommodate the varying levels 
of mental readiness and psychological safety of 
different individuals throughout the process.

Out of my expectations, in this discussion, 
most participants viewed tension as a neutral 
thing, some noted the value of engaging with 
it directly:
 

“The process of noting tension is meaningful. 
Because if there's room to talk, there is a chance to 
find a solution to it. Perhaps due to my cultural 
background, discussing that is actually positive.”
 

Another person added, “It’s good to discuss 
things in the company so that people can 
understand each other’s perspectives.”



This highlighted a key insight: when properly 
facilitated, discomfort can lead to clarity and 
alignment. But it requires a space where 
disagreement is not only allowed, but invited, 
with the proper structure to ensure participants 
don’t feel lost in ambiguity or feel overwhelmed.

Figure 21. Facilitators should prevent participants from taking a big 
leap; instead, support them with the “mental ladder”



5.1  design transferability: 
embed brave space module 
in climate fresk workshop

5.1 design transferability: embed brave space in climate fresk workshop

5.2 validation goal and interview guide

Building upon the micro-experiments 
introduced in Chapter 4, the second iteration of 
the workshop was designed as a longer-format 
session that embedded value-centered 
discussion into a different context: climate 
change. Rather than creating an entirely new 
sequence, this design modularized the three 
core activities from the earlier experiments 
and integrated them into the Climate Fresk 
workshop.



This shift from prototype to application had 
two primary motivations. First, as discussed in 
Chapter 3.5, the design of the micro-
experiments was based on identifying critical 
moments when Brave Space is most needed. 
These moments inspired the formulation of 
three design modules, each with a clear goal, 
that collectively advanced participants' ability 
to explore value tensions. The micro-
experiment thus featured time-boxed, 
streamlined, and feasible, but was able to meet 
the design goals; it functioned as a Minimum 
Viable Prototype (MVP) that will enable testing 
Brave Space facilitation in highly focused value 
discussion, and make informed decisions for 
future development.



Second, a key insight from earlier field research 
and practitioners' intake was that one size 
doesn’t fit all. Value-based collaboration is 
context-sensitive. A single, fixed formula 
often fails to match the variety of real-world 
challenges. What proved more viable was the 
idea of a modular, adaptable approach—one 
that enables facilitators to select, combine, 
and adjust design elements according to the 
needs of a specific group or context.




With this in mind, during the second loop of the 
spiral process, I sought an external collaborator 
and successfully extended the Brave Space 
design to a different context. While keeping 
the three foundational elements of the micro-
experiment intact, I iterated the structure and 
facilitation techniques based on the lessons 
learned from previous experiments. 
Additionally, this time, the overarching goal of 
fostering value-centered discussion was 
shared and co-developed with the client, who 
was a volunteer facilitator from organization 
Climate Fresk. Climate Freak is a workshop 
created by a French NGO that introduces 
climate science and motivates participants to 
take collective action. (You can find them on 

) In our preparation discussions, 
we identified three recurring challenges in 
climate workshops that aligned closely with 
the goals of Brave Space:



O1  Premature Action Bias

The action bias refers to our tendency to act 
impulsively, often treating action itself as a 
default response—even in the absence of 
sufficient reasoning or clarity (The Decision 
Lab, n.d.). In value-centered collaboration, this 
bias manifests when participants prematurely 
jump into solution mode, saying things like 
“we should do this and that...” before engaging 
in emotional reflection or value clarification. In 
such moments, the facilitator often steps in to 
slow down the pace, reminding the group: 
“Wait! The action comes later.” My collaborator 
emphasized the importance of creating space 
for participants to express emotions and 
surface deeper values, openly and bravely, 
before moving into action planning.




their website
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https://climatefresk.org/world/
https://climatefresk.org/world/


Yihua Wang     2025 Master thesis      Embody Brave Space

78 79

O2  Hidden Values Beneath Opinions

According to the experiences of the Climate 
Fresk facilitator, she noticed that even when 
participants seem outspoken and share many 
opinions, they may not recognize the deeper 
values or emotions behind their statements. 
These deeper layers remain implicit and 
undiscussed, even though they always co-
exist in the conversation and one’s attitude.




O3  The Triangle of Inaction

There is a common dynamic in which 
stakeholders blame each other for the lack of 
progress on climate action, such as citizens 
blaming the government, the government 
accusing businesses, and vice versa. This 
dynamic strongly resonated with my research 
aim: to help participants see the full value 
landscape and understand the roadblocks and 
driving forces different stakeholders might 
have. 



The goals of introducing diverse perspectives 
and making tensions explicit, which are 
central to the concept of "Brave Space," 
provide an ideal entry point for addressing 
this lack of action.



This collaborative alignment allowed me to 
explore whether a more structured and 
provocative facilitation approach, rooted in 
Brave Space, could help participants explore 
the values that trigger personal emotions, 
uncover tensions across perspectives, and 
begin forming a shared vision.






Workshop Information 

This workshop lasted 3 hours and was held at TU 
Delft. There were 4 participants in the workshop: 
one first-year student and three alumni, all from 
different departments and faculties. Session 
details can be found in page 80-81 . (Table 8)

This workshop emphasized an overarching goal, covering the following key points in 
addition to the design criteria described in the micro-experiments:



Relational Understanding

 To explore how different people’s values connect, diverge, or come into tension with 
others. I also focus on how individual differences and group dynamics shape the 
value discussion in Brave Space.



Psychological Safety and Acknowledgement 

To create an atmosphere where individuals feel psychologically secure to express 
their values and emotions, while recognizing and respecting the diversity in how 
others may experience or prioritize them.



 provides a structural overview of the Climate Fresk workshop and its 
connection to the earlier micro-experiment modules. It illustrates how the value-
centered discussion activities were embedded and outlines the goal of each stage. 
This workshop was conducted as a three-hour session.


Figure 23

Figure 22.  Example of triangle of inaction (Sutton, 2023)

Figure 23.  Structure overview of the collaborative workshop with Climate Fresk
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80 81

Time Phase

0 Ground Preparing

Welcome 

Clarify the goal and expectations

Overview agenda and ground rules

Clarifying roles & responsibilities

Ice-breaker


3 - 5 mins �� Give participants a clear idea of what to expec�
�� Building familiarity and common agreement

Goal How Does It Work?

50 mins

5 - 7 mins Break

1 Climate Fresk

2 Deep Dive into Personal Values & Feelings

2.1 Write down the emotion and core values

2.2 Plenary sharing with the rest


3 Define Collective Values & Visions

3.1 Silent writing from “I” perspective

3.2 Role-switching to Business & Government side

3.3 Pair-share: Identify synergy (shared feelings/
visions) & differences


4 Clash of Perspectives : Create Bold 
statement

4.1 Find the values for different actors

         (A guess B answer: Is that what you thought 
            about?→ take turn)

4.2 Create bold statements

4.3 Plenary sharing of bold statements



5 Flip the Tensions

5.1 Find out tension together (citizens)

5.2 Quickfire Reflection 

(two questions to write down ideas and discuss�

� What makes this tension frustrating�
� What makes this tension valuable?


5.3 Come up with action idea


10 mins - 

10 mins - 
total: 20 mins

(plenary)Together thinking as 
citizens: identify 1 value tension. 


Flip the tension and discuss actions


5 mins - 

5 mins - 
3+3 mins - 

7 + 7 mins -   
total: 30 mins



AB group exchange, share the roles 
they took and summarize the perspectives 


identify values from it 
come up with bold 

statements for business/government  

share bold statements


(A→B/B→A)

(group) 

(plenary)

5 mins - 

15 + 15 minutes - 

total: 35 mins


(group) pick a business based on 
ideas of climate mapping to do role-playing


define collective values and 
visions with business & government roles


5 mins - 
18 mins -  
total: 25 mins

(individual) 

(plenary) sharing  individual view


Workshop Setting

My collaborator was taking the main facilitator role in the first half of the 
workshop, and I joined the second half (in the end of 2nd exercise) as a 
co-facilitator. There was another observer in the room throughout the 
session. Three of us had a post-meeting to share the observation of the 
workshop to avoid bias.

�� Map climate change into cause and 
consequences, creating a holistic view. This 
activity and tool is designed by Climate Fresk

There are 5 card sets where participants have to work together to 
map the cards in the specific order.

�� Sense-making and reflection�
�� Becoming aware of your values (and tensions�
�� Feel brave to express their perspectives without 

fear of disagreement or judgment

Identify and flag the emotions that arise when you consider the 
causes and effects of climate change. What aspects resonate with you 
personally, and why?   This exercise encourages individuals to express 
their feelings and serves as a sensitizing activity to help break down 
the issues into personal experiences. People are encouraged to 
elaborate more on the value they chose.

�� Collective awareness of values that other 
people may hol�

�� Be bold in exploring conflicting perspectives 
through role-playing and informal activities 
like “Boyish playfulness.”�

�� Practice perspective-taking


Three voices: I, Industry organization (Business), Dutch Governmen�
� Choose one organization in the industry that you will like to 

incorporate at the moment�
� Think-pair-share: Think alone for the “I” column: “How do we 

want to feel about our society?” (Now / in 5 years / 50 years) Follow 
structure, discuss and write down ideas for the other two.


�� Invite diverse voices of different group of peopl�
�� Create an equal stage by the structured game



“A bold statement is not rude or extreme—it’s just 
specific, opinionated, and not something everyone 
would easily agree on. It should make someone want 
to say: ‘Wait, I don’t see it that way.’”

Facilitator explains the connection between values & bold statements.

Prepared examples for inspiration�

� “We care about climate, but we can’t ignore ________.�
� “We should prioritize _______, even if it delays sustainability 

efforts.�
� “Citizens expect too much when they don’t understand 

________.”

Write down bold statements for different perspectives. (Business, 
Government) 

�� Seeing the valid reasons behind a perspective 
“Where I stand depends on where I sit�

�� Identify value tension�
�� Build a shared understanding and then come up 

with action to work with the tension

Plenary: Two sides of the table show their bold statements on the 
table. And then they will share with the rest�

� What’s your first reaction? Agree? Disagree?�
� What value do you think is hidden behind this statement?�
� Can we identify a value tension that cannot be ignored and we want 

to talk about it today?

The rest step continues like the micro-experiment.

Table 8: Overview of the session and workshop design
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To better understand participants’ experiences 
within the Brave Space framework, I combined 
experience mapping with individual 
interviews. While the experience mapping 
exercise revealed variations in how each 
participant perceived the activities, it did not 
provide sufficient insight into what they 
actually experienced or why those experiences 
emerged. To address this limitation, I 
conducted a series of semi-structured 
interviews to gain a deeper understanding of 
participants’ emotional journeys and to 
evaluate which design strategies were 
effective as intended. The interviews were 
guided by a set of core questions that reflected 
the research focus.



First, I sought to clarify what participants 
personally identified as brave feelings—when 
and where they experienced such feelings, and 
what triggered them. Understanding the 
emotional markers of bravery was essential to 
evaluate how Brave Space manifests in 
practice.



Second, I aimed to investigate how 
participants experienced the designed 
activities. This involved identifying the key 
elements that contributed to their emotional 
responses—whether these elements were 
tangible, whether they corresponded to 
specific design stimuli, and whether 
unintended or external factors also played a 
role in shaping their experience. This line of 
inquiry allowed me to assess the alignment 
between the intended design and the 
participants’ lived experiences.


Following the interviews, several 
reflective questions emerged. I considered 
whether the strategies and elements 
identified could be transferable to other 
contexts or participant groups. More 
importantly, I reflected on whether I had 
gained a more nuanced understanding of 
the liminal Brave Space experience from 
the participant’s perspective. These 
reflections, together with the findings 
were presented in next chapter.



The interview questions were slightly 
adjusted based on the participant’s reply 
in experience mapping. For those who 
might be interested,  a set of core 
questions/the interview guide can also be 
found in  .Appendix C

Third, I explored what design features 
successfully triggered them step into Brave 
Space and are open with the constructive 
discomfort, a condition that I deliberately 
created. I asked what motivated participants to 
step out of their comfort zones, and whether 
they felt supported or facilitated in doing so. 
Understanding whether and how they 
perceived the space as Brave—and whether 
this environment was helpful—provided 
critical insight into the effectiveness of the 
interventions.



5.2 Validation Goal and 
Interview Guide

Image 12: A glance into the session environment: visible ground 
rules and agenda, snacks, two big tables, and standing space 

enable smooth activity transition and bodily engagement
Image 13: Moving from individual sharing and reflection to exercise 3 “define 
collective values and vision.” Participants used value tokens to help thinking.

Image 14: exercise 4, "Clash of Perspectives: 

Create Bold Statements"

action & validate｜evaluate brave 
space with participants’ experience



6.1 Why Brave Space is 
Important?

6.1 Why Brave Space is Important

6.2 Stepping into the Brave Space: Participant Pathways and Design Levers

     6.2.1   Designing Encounters: Facilitation and Interventions for Brave Space

     6.2.2  Group Dynamics: Trust, Dialogue, and the Social Conditions of Courage

     6.2.3   Individual Pathways: Stretching Comfort Zones in Personal Pace

6.3 The Evolving Brave Space

6.4 Final Design of a Field Guide to Embody Brave Space

6.5 Discussion 

6.6 Conclusion and Reflection 

Can we feel Brave Space? What kind of feelings and interactions did the participants trigger when they 
stepped into Brave Space? In the last chapter, let’s listen closely to their voices, tracing how they 
described the shifts in their inner state and social engagement when they found themselves crossing 
the threshold into bravery.



Before delving into these accounts, we start by asking: How is Brave Space perceived and experienced? 
To explore this, I invited participants to reflect on their overall experiences and position themselves 
along the safe–brave–panic spectrum at key moments throughout the process. I also conducted 
follow-up individual interviews where participants spoke candidly about their so-called “brave 
moments.” They shared what triggered these moments, how they felt internally, and what actions or 
reflections followed.



Rather than offering a single answer, participants described an evolving process that often begins in a 
sense of safety. This process stretches into bravery, occasionally touches on feelings of panic, and 
ultimately returns with greater self-awareness. Through their descriptions, we start to see that Brave 
Space is not static; it is experienced as a fluid concept influenced by various factors, including group 
dynamics, the workshop design and facilitation, and the individual participant's mental readiness. I 
will put this into several categories to discuss in the next section 6.2.



“Brave Space is helpful because it fosters resilience. When you first test your limits in uncomfortable 
situations and find that you can handle them, you gain confidence. This experience allows you to better 
predict your ability to manage future challenges.”

                                                                                                                                                                                                                    - anonymous participant



In this account, bravery is a willingness to accept discomfort and challenge, to take initiative in the 
face of uncertainty. And that will gradually build an individual's confidence and sense of comfort. 
For many participants, entering a Brave Space involved speaking up without the fear of judgment, 
questioning implicit norms, and allowing vulnerability to emerge in a collaborative environment. At 
the beginning of this study, I emphasized the need to support participants in entering Brave Spaces, 
not merely staying in the surface level of group harmony or shared opinions, but encouraging them to 
go deeper into emotion and value-centered inquiry. Eventually, this participant-centered lens 
provided empirical support for the theoretical clarification of Brave Space.
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Brave Space not only challenges the perspectives of others but also confronts one’s own 
boundaries of psychological safety and fear. It involves expressing honest views in unfamiliar or 
uncertain conditions — in other words, meeting differences without retreat. It involves intentionally 
encountering friction, discomfort, or disagreement. It is about overcoming the inner fear of the 
unknown to discover where perspectives intersect beneath the surface, to discover the underlying 
commonality.



Brave Space, then, becomes most visible not in the absence of fear, but in how participants 
respond to it, whether they retreat, freeze, or step forward. It also depends on whether they feel 
accepted by the group despite taking a stand that may differ from others or be less dominant. In 
multi-stakeholder collaboration, this matters profoundly. Because value-based discussion is not 
merely an intellectual task, but an emotionally charged acknowledgement of differences. And it is 
precisely in these emotionally complex spaces that Brave Space offers the most benefit.






6.2 Stepping into the Brave Space: 

Participant Pathways and Design Levers

This section summarizes the findings from the Climate Fresk workshop and presents three 
overarching themes for those wondering how this concept can inspire their approach. The findings 
reveal that participants feel brave, emboldened, and empowered, whether they are invited into a 
courageous space or intentionally stepping out of their comfort zones. 



Their experiences of bravery, engaging in constructed discomfort, and the underlying triggers for 
these feelings provide valuable insights for designers and facilitators. In my final design, I 
synthesized the project findings and practical learnings into portable knowledge in a facilitator 
handbook: A Field Guide to Embody Brave Space. Chapter 6, however, includes the complete findings 
from which the strategies are derived. Understanding these aspects will help you empathize with 
your audience and encourage you to explore various approaches to transform experiences of courage 
in your own context. Chapter 6.2 contains several sub-chapters, each addressing different 
dimensions of the liminality framework, which will help you gain insights and strategies to embody 
Brave Space through the voices of real users.

6.2.1   Designing Encounters: Facilitation and Interventions for Brave Space

6.2.2  Group Dynamics: Trust, Dialogue, and the Social Conditions of Courage

6.2.3   Individual Pathways: Stretching Comfort Zones in Personal Pace

6.2.1 Designing Encounters: Facilitation 
and Interventions for Brave Space

Bravery doesn’t arise by chance; it can be cultivated. In this section, we will further explore how a 
deliberately designed brave space supports participants in engaging in meaningful discussions and 
challenges. And reflect on how a responsive facilitator can foster a sense of security that empowers 
individuals to be brave.

You might be wondering why leveraging a tool is relevant when discussing values and how it 
contributes to ensuring equal participation among participants. During the workshop, the climate 
cards and value tokens were remembered a lot by most participants because they are "most tangible 
one" and have a "lot of visuals". They enabled physical interaction and deeper discussion among 
participants. On the other hand, people automatically play the tokens on the table and find inspiration 
to express the abstract thoughts in their mind.



One participant noted that this support helped her think and express her thoughts, as it was a 
common language shared by others. She noted, “The value tokens especially help with voicing feelings 
and conveying your approach and your point of view to others. Of course, I have my opinion, but before 
seeing the value cards, I wouldn't be able to express and pinpoint that concisely.” ”It makes sure that 
everybody is “on the same level of knowledge and kind of even ground.” Another participant said, “I 
found ’value’ to be a somewhat abstract concept. So I referred to the back of the cards and used them as a 
guide to question myself if that links to my feelings.”



In the early phase of my research, I focused on evaluating the effectiveness of the tool in facilitating 
value-based discussions. By effectiveness, I mean “whether the tool is designed in a way that 
participants can understand and interact with it”. If the tool's meaning is unclear and lacks clarity, it is 
likely to be ignored, which undermines its purpose in promoting discussion and ideation. Therefore I 
reflected, as designers, we have the ability to determine what we want readers to notice. It's 
important to emphasize how they will perceive the information and to prioritize its presentation. I 
believe that the tool should be designed to be playable and actionable, encouraging interactions that 
are simple, specific, and clear—so intuitive that users won't have to think about how to use it. The 
goal of the tool is to assist with the main tasks (in my case, making values the central focus of the 
workshop) rather than distract participants. By restructuring the long value list and creating an 
information hierarchy, it becomes a tangible guide that is more accessible to participants with varying 
levels of familiarity with value language.

Step 1. Design the activities and interventions

Preparing simple interactive and playable tools





Designing simple, intuitive tools that are playable and tangible. Providing examples and a clear 
guide to the participants can help explore various aspects and ensure all participants have an equal 
and concise voice.
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One of the core design interventions is role-playing; people were asked to switch their perspectives 
and challenge their bold statements afterwards. First of all, the participants started from their 
feelings at present and then identified themselves 5 to 50 years into the future. Then it is the role-
playing activity which allows them to play a role from the business/organization side, and lastly, the 
Dutch government. We predetermined the triangle (I, business, government), emphasizing the 
importance of all three in social movements. Participants could choose which organizations and roles 
to represent in the exercise.



One participant said, “when thinking from a long-term perspective, the points we considered became very 
different. Role-playing helped me look beyond my own position. I spent quite a bit of time reflecting—like 
when judging values, I realized that some values I personally didn’t think were important actually mattered 
a lot to others.”



It created an "extra permission" as a participant described, letting them express more boldly, “A 
possibility to say something that you wouldn't say at any other time. But you know that it's true.” The brave 
part of it is that changing perspective isn’t equal to agreeing. In contrast, it creates a room for 
people to emphasize each other but recognize the differences in their thoughts.



The playful approach to perspective-taking involves adopting a role that allows for a less rigid and 
"less serious" approach. This enables bolder and more controversial genuine expressions within a 
safe structure of the exercise.


Before the workshop, the facilitator prepared ground rules on flip paper, workshop agenda, setting 
environment (including removing the chairs, providing snacks) and waiting for the participants to 
arrive. At the outset, the facilitator introduced the ground rules of Safe Space and gave a clear idea of 
the things that participants would be doing.



When participants were asked what made them feel safe in the workshop and what the specific 
moments, the participants mentioned, “I think the setting of the activities, like the environment, is quite 
important because if we imagine the workshop to be held in the big lecture room, then it's another 
environment. I think for me, it's safer to have a small discussion.” 



“And then very important that you mention, Ohh, please 
feel free to express your opinions and also your point of 
view.” “Right in the beginning, I already see the ground 
rules on the whiteboard. So you already thought that you 
could just say everything. I don't mind if there's a 
contradicting point of view,  just make sure our 
discussion here is safe. I think that already helps a lot.”



The chosen environment provided participants with a 
sense of intimacy and support, enhanced by the 
facilitator's encouragement and visual cues. These 
elements contributed to a freedom of expression, 
which all participants identified as one of the main 
reasons for feeling brave. More details can be found in 
Chapter 6.2.3   Individual Pathways: Stretching Comfort 
Zones in Personal Pace.


Step 2. Facilitate a workshop and execute design


Preparing supportive environment from the start



Inviting participants into Brave Space by playing perspective-taking





A supportive environment begins before the first word is spoken. Both the physical and 
psychological layout of a space sends signals to participants about how safe, open, and inclusive 
the experience will be. Light, music, seating, and how people move in the space all shape their 
comfort. Just as importantly, psychological cues—like a clear agenda, visible ground rules, and the 
facilitator’s tone—set expectations for participation. When these elements are thoughtfully 
prepared, they offer a warm invitation into dialogue. Participants described feeling braver and 
more at ease when they sensed that the space was intentionally designed to welcome all 
perspectives and encourage open expression.

Being asked to stand on the viewpoint of the other roles was identified as a moment where the 
participant felt most brave, particularly because they were not so familiar with this perspective. 
Stepping into different roles and coming out again was generally associated with feeling brave.

Image 15: ground rules
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Initially, the Climate Fresk facilitator introduced an ice breaker that allowed participants to introduce 
themselves through acting. Afterward, participants engaged in the first activity, climate mapping, 
which involved both physical activities and interactions.



One of the participants highlighted the most memorable aspect: “The way we interact with other 
participants, having physical interaction, and sharing our cards while presenting them in our hands. At 
this stage, we aren’t using deep thinking as much because we’re simply trying to describe what each 
card is trying to say.”



Quieter participants are often less likely to speak up at the beginning, especially when they’re still 
processing information or getting used to the group. Both facilitators and the observer noted that 
inviting bodily engagement early on—such as standing up, moving around the room, or placing cards 
on a shared map—naturally helped open up the space. These actions created a more relaxed 
atmosphere and encouraged spontaneous conversations.



For example, instead of starting the session with standard name introductions, try a warm-up activity 
that uses the body and imagination. One effective approach: ask each person to silently act out “What 
gives me energy at work” and let others guess. Acting replaces words, lowering the pressure to speak 
while still inviting expression and interaction. These kinds of low-key, playful activities help 
participants ease into the workshop, break the ice, and begin building familiarity to talk.



“There was a debate, but there was no moment of ‘No, no, no. I am right. You're wrong.’ So being kind of 
having a good structure provided. Then just being open within it.” one participant remarked. Based on my 
observations during several workshops, participants displayed a strong interest in collaborating with 
others, even when they did not know each other.



In the Climate Fresk workshop, one participant, expressed her satisfaction with the outcomes when I 
asked about it. (I was worried if the workshop kind of ended in a rush because the whole schedule 
delayed.) She described the workshop as having achieved a “collective outcome” and referred to it as 
the “culmination of everything.” She recognized how step-by-step, the thoughts, feelings, and 
knowledge of participants from diverse fields were distilled into one final conclusion. While 
participant could think about climate change independently, she stated that she "wouldn't have 
probably arrived at the same conclusion" because the key was in “coming together.” This experience 
made collaboration feel very impactful.

 

Another participant found it valuable to listen to contrasting viewpoints between one participant and 
the majority. She noted, “When another participant has a differing opinion, even if they present it from a 
completely different angle, I think it is really good.” She felt that role-playing and considering others' 
perspectives sparked new insights and helped her move beyond her own position. She observed, “It 
required trying to understand the other person's stance. I had to interpret their values through their 
statements. I’d love to explore further why they framed their values that way.” This indicates that 
inviting individuals into a Brave Space through thoughtful interventions positively affects 
participants, encouraging them to be curious about the values and reasoning behind opposing 
perspectives.



Such exploration was central and established participants' readiness to engage in disagreement, as 
designed for the “Clash of Perspectives: Create Bold Statements” activity, designed to surface 
tensions while grounding interaction in mutual respect. Through structured design like role-
switching and shared ground rules, participants were invited to engage in constructive conflict 
and the contrast created by different perspectives. The facilitator’s role was to gently stretch 
participants beyond their comfort zones into Brave Space, while ensuring psychological safety and 
inclusive participation.





Ultimately, the Brave Space enabled a productive shift by intentionally holding space for difference, 
and participants were encouraged to reflect critically. In doing so, they not only deepened their 
understanding of others but also strengthened the collective ownership of shared outcomes.






Based on these observations, I argue that planning 
activities that involve joint physical engagement 
can significantly support participation, especially 
for individuals with lower levels of psychological 
safety. Activities that encourage movement, 
tangible interaction, or spontaneous engagement 
offer an alternative entry point to dialogue. They 
serve as both sensitization and inclusion strategies, 
setting the tone for a Brave Space.

Moving into dialogue: how bodily engagement opens conversation Encouraging collaboration and respectful confrontation

When participants move and build things together, it creates a sense of shared purpose and lowers 
the barrier to participation—especially for those with lower psychological safety. Simple physical 
activities help participants build rapport, feel more at ease in the group, and begin opening up 
without pressure. By encouraging movement and playful interaction early on (maybe already 
doing this in the beginning), facilitators can create a more inclusive atmosphere that invites 
everyone into dialogue, even before the "deep thinking" begins.

Use structured activities to foster collaboration and respectful disagreement. This creates space 
for participants to explore contrasting values, deepen shared understanding, increase 
participants' awareness of how values shape their viewpoints, and build shared problem/solution 
ownership. 

Image 16: Everyone holds two cards and takes turns 
reading them. They work together to determine where each 

card should be placed based on cause and consequence.
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For instance, when a group of two participants seemed hesitant at starting with the business point of 
view when they processed to the second exercise. “We were still deciding what kind of company or 
organization we wanted to use as our case. Another group quickly picked Shell, but we were still discussing. 
Even though we’d said it was a ‘building organization,’ the different viewpoints, e.g. social enterprise, 
public sector, commercial business, made things complex.” And at that moment, I prompted a question 
that encouraged them to clarify their thoughts and dive deeper into the exercise. 



“You mentioned that our group’s emotional sharing was generally optimistic. Maybe it’s interesting to pick 
a contrasting stance. So I suggested to the participant that we choose a profit-driven company that would 
challenge us more. If we picked another environmentally conscious social enterprise, it would be too similar 
to our personal views. We wanted some creative friction there.”



Simultaneously, another brave action occurred when I asked participants to clarify their role in their 
invented company. Another participant from this group mentioned the moment as a “simulation of 
setting up a company and representing a board member,” “I think that's the moment that I came out of my 
comfort zone, not only discussing the academic knowledge but also different kinds of social behaviors in the 
bigger picture.”



This gentle provocation worked quite well to the group that slightly needed more prompts from 
the facilitator, but the other group didn’t really need the prompt since the activity design itself, 
particularly the role-playing exercise where participants had to think from others' perspectives, 
already served as a provocation. Taking the perspective of a potentially controversial entity, like 
Shell Corporation, was described by participants from another group as a "brave moment," to say bold 
or controversial things she wouldn't say otherwise, such as "Fossil fuels are great" from the Shell 
perspective. 



In the climate mapping exercise, the Climate Fresk facilitator always keeps a nice distance from the 
group discussion. Though it has the right answer of how the final climate mapping (cause and 
consequences) should look, the facilitator gave the group freedom to try it out, and sometimes 
prompted in ways that “allowed participants to discover issues themselves.” This method promotes 
independent thinking and group exploration, enabling the process of working through ideas without 
immediate interference. “The facilitator's role in providing guidance and space without being overly 
directive,” said the participants who felt appreciated.



It’s important to consider the complexity of the topics, as some subjects have inherent ambiguities 
that create opportunities for various interpretations and approaches. Since conducting field research, 
I have sought to understand the impact of ambiguity on participants and discussions apart from my 
main research focus. To delve deeper into this, I explored literature regarding the balance between 
structure and flexibility, specifically looking for insights on liminality. It is indeed a challenging task 
for facilitators to determine how much freedom to allow participants and how much control to exert. 






Step 3. Reflect Facilitator’s role and responsive guidance


Prompting and gentle provocation Giving freedom and room for trial and error, allowing making mistakes

Another way to empower expression involves presenting challenges. Facilitators can play a crucial 
role not only by providing hints but also by challenging their thinking and prompting participants 
provocatively. It is even more effective when they are challenged to dive deeper instead of quickly 
moving forward from the abstract or surface-level consensus.

When participants are given space to engage and think along, it encourages a sense of 
responsibility and ownership over the discussion. And by making time for them, and allowing 
them to make mistakes, this contributes to a high energy level, and they feel encouraged to 
speak up.


Image 17: Participants worked together 

on climate mapping

However, throughout this experience, I was 
inspired that a certain degree of ambiguity can 
empower participants, giving them more 
Brave Space to explore without fear of 
mistakes, and form connections that they 
hadn’t thought of before. 



As two participants noted respectively: “I think 
a good amount of ambiguity is healthy and 
necessary, especially in complex topics like climate 
change.” “The best example is when we're doing 
the climate mapping, everyone has a different 
opinion of where to place each and every card. It is 
ambiguous because option A is also right, and 
option B is also right. Sometimes you just don't 
have to argue so much, because if both of them 
make sense.”
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In this workshop, we did not encounter any situations where a power hierarchy existed among 
participants. However, it was still clear that individual personalities and communication styles could 
impact the balance of voices within the group dynamics. In a broader context, where stakeholders 
come from diverse backgrounds and areas of expertise, the potential for imbalanced hierarchy and 
the importance of ensuring equal voices are both significant considerations.



Ensuring that a dominant voice does not overpower others, rather than allowing a monologue from 
one person, contributes to equal participation. Providing opportunities for individual contributions 
helps quieter or more introverted individuals be heard.


Step 3. Reflect Facilitator’s role and responsive guidance


Managing the subtle hierarchy of voice

While formal power dynamics were not a reported issue in this workshop, the natural variation in 
participant personalities significantly impacts who speaks and how much, emphasizing the crucial 
role of facilitation in cultivating a space where all voices can contribute equitably, particularly 
when considering more diverse contexts.

6.2.2 Group Dynamics: Trust, Dialogue, 
and the Social Conditions of Courage

Bravery is also influenced by social factors. It often develops when individuals observe others being 
authentic, feel respected, and see diversity embraced with openness. Engaging with differing 
viewpoints, without facing rejection, fosters trust and encourages speaking up. When people share 
genuinely and acknowledge diverse opinions, they recognize underlying commonalities despite 
apparent differences. This section highlights various levers, discussing significant environmental 
and social factors as well as key mechanisms that can enhance psychological safety and help people 
to become braver.

All of the participants mentioned that the presence of open dialogue and a space to be heard laid the 
foundation for them to be brave in speaking up. One participant specifically noted that he felt 
empowered by being listened to.



He emphasized the importance of distinguishing between being "too bold" and being "brave." Being 
brave means standing your ground, even when others disagree with your views. However, this 
doesn’t mean clinging to your position rigidly, as that attitude can be unhealthy in a corporate 
environment.



The key difference in feeling empowered and broadening one's perspective is that participants 
listened to each other with an open mindset. Some individuals felt brave because of the atmosphere, 
which included participants "accepting your thoughts and not contradicting it aggressively." This 
respectful environment fostered a judgment-free space where "everyone could share their views 
openly", contributing to feeling less nervous as the discussion progressed. This psychological safety 
encourages individuals to deliberately create a Brave Space, since it allows for the expression of 
opinions, including those that may be challenging.


Lever 1. A space to be heard: healthy group dynamic

Feeling empowered by being listened to and accepted

Giving participants a space where their voices are heard and respected is foundational to Brave 
Space. The key is to nurturing a group atmosphere where open dialogue empowers people to 
speak up.  Early in the session, establishing that every voice matters. This strategy fosters 
psychological safety and agency. It helps participants own their perspectives, feel empowered, 
and be willing to challenge ideas and engage more boldly.
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When we reflect on where the session starts, familiarity seems to play a significant role to the 
participants. It is directly supported by an extrovert participant, who states, “Sometimes I feel I can 
only be brave if I know some of the people in the room” He mentions that the familiarity (knowing the 
facilitators) made him feel "quite comfortable speaking up" and "a bit more comfortable and a bit more 
brave". He suggests that for him, familiarity or getting to know people better through things like 
icebreakers helps him be braver from the start.



Another participant also notes that at the beginning, she “wasn’t very familiar with others,” which 
contributed to feeling nervous. “At first, there’s uncertainty and hesitation”, she specifically mentions 
that the “initial uncertainty” played a big role in her feeling of risk-taking. But after, she felt “guided 
to step out of her comfort zone." She highlights specific actions, like the facilitator giving everyone a 
chance to speak individually (e.g., handing out paper slips) which “encouraged us to write down our 
thoughts comfortably” and “stimulated deeper sharing later on”. Apart from that, the openness plays 
a big role, “during discussions, everyone was open and willing to listen. So by the middle or end of the 
workshop, I felt less nervous.”



The interviews made me aware of the shift in participants' feelings and highlighted that familiarity
—whether with the person, the topics, or the environment—greatly influences each individual's 
level of psychological safety. However, this sense of safety can change based on group dynamics, 
which are closely tied to how individuals perceive the atmosphere in the room.





In summary, participants felt "very secure and safe," allowing their bravery to overcome any 
apprehension related to unfamiliarity. Key factors contributing to this sense of safety included the 
perceived competence and openness of the facilitators, a clear structure in the discussions, and the 
acceptance of other participants who listened without contradiction.




Growing psychological safety with group openness despite unfamiliarity

The familiarity plays a vital part when the session starts. People tend to have uncertainty and 
need to be prompted and invited into Brave Space. When individuals are unfamiliar with each 
other, they may stick to surface-level conversations to avoid conflict. However, as openness to 
listen and share increases, it contributes to a greater sense of psychological safety.

As previously discussed, familiarity can be an influential factor for the participants. Additionally, it’s 
normal that participants don’t all start from the same level of comfort or security. However, this does 
not mean there is nothing that can be done about it.



One participant described himself as naturally outspoken or "ambivert" leaning towards an extrovert 
person, comfortable breaking the ice and speaking first. This contrasts with another participant’s 
experience, where she mentioned feeling initial hesitation and fear of disagreement when 
unfamiliar with others, despite knowing she could share anything. She felt less nervous later as the 
discussion progressed and people were open.



During the interview, one participant directly linked the facilitator's role in helping participants get 
to know the room better, perhaps through icebreakers, to increased bravery. This process, he 
explained, creates familiarity or an understanding of the other participants and facilitators. Most of 
them suggested that the icebreaker helped with the initial unfamiliarity. There’s one participant who 
shared that the value cards specifically helped with “voicing feelings and kind of conveying your own 
approach to others.” This puts everyone “on the same level of knowledge” and “evens out the playing 
field,” leading to shared immediate thoughts, which also lead to the second point explained below.


Lever 2. Mingling diversity and building trust

Fostering shared understanding among participants

Familiarity with certain individuals or shared background knowledge can encourage people to feel 
safe enough to express themselves and take initiative. Building familiarity, whether through 
personal connection, group dynamics, or shared tools, helps participants feel safe enough to 
express themselves. This is especially important in the early stages of a workshop, when 
uncertainty may hold people back. Facilitators can create conditions that nurture group trust, 
such as using icebreakers, encouraging openness, and activities that build up each other's 
understanding with people in the room.
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This aligns with my initial expectations regarding the research results. The process fosters a diverse 
recognition based on mutual respect and appreciates the value of differences among individuals from 
a broader perspective. By acknowledging the diversity of viewpoints, we can collaborate with a 
collective understanding of our values and find ways to work together based on common ground.





Regarding the ultimate benefits of creating a Brave Space, it’s rewarding to see participants open their 
minds to one another and cultivate curiosity about each other’s positions and the important values 
that shape their viewpoints. Additionally, during the discussion process, the diverse backgrounds and 
knowledge of the participants enable us to build a more comprehensive understanding of the context 
and broaden our perspectives on the topic.





Take one specific example from the previous workshop on micro-experiments. When participants are 
invited to speak honestly and feel respected, it becomes possible to uncover shared intentions that 
may be hidden beneath differing perspectives. In a session I facilitated, one participant reflected 
that despite experiencing contrasting emotional reactions and views, the group was still striving 
toward the same future. 



Another participant mentioned how, as both a designer and a product manager, he encountered 
conflicting perspectives. However, they managed to find common ground by considering their roles 
as employees within the organization. This realization sparked curiosity instead of conflict, leading to 
more empathetic dialogue and a deeper understanding of different values on this topic.

Finding underlying commonality in differences

One participant raised how she discovered the underlying commonality between differences. This 
happens because everyone is authentic in sharing their voices. She realized that even with 
differing feelings or perspectives, participants shared the same fundamental thoughts or wanted 
to achieve the same goal, see the same future.


6.2.3 Individual Pathways: Stretching 
Comfort Zones in Personal Ways

Participants experienced bravery in diverse ways, influenced by their personality, prior experiences, 
and cultural backgrounds. Most individuals need to establish a sense of security before entering a 
Brave Space, while others feel comfortable speaking up and thrive on challenges and differing 
perspectives. As discussed in the previous section, not everyone starts with the same level of 
psychological safety. It is the facilitators' responsibility to recognize each individual's uniqueness, 
foster a sense of familiarity and understanding, and provide responsive guidance. The following 
section will explore participants' feelings about bravery from their perspectives and offer various 
considerations for facilitators.

Feeling free to share one's opinion, especially when it might be different from others or potentially 
unpopular, was a key brave feeling. A participant explicitly defines brave feelings as “feeling free to 
express your opinion without being judged.” Another felt emboldened to share her less optimistic 
view precisely because others were more optimistic, wanting to see if people would understand her 
position. She described stepping into a Brave Space or feeling brave and emboldened, "very much 
came from kind of the atmosphere that was there, coupled with the fact that I felt very like secure” “I didn't 
feel at any moment that I couldn't speak up about my feelings or my impressions of anything”, linking it 
directly to the open and supportive environment. They noted that the acceptance of differing 
thoughts without aggressive contradiction, even during debates, was crucial.


During the perspective-taking exercise, two participants who chose to adopt the viewpoint of the 
Shell Corporation experienced a sense of bravery that they described as “kind of liberating.” They 
found that the exercise provided them with “extra permission” to express potentially controversial or 
challenging opinions that aligned with that role. This activity created a psychological distance 
because perspective-taking involves a certain degree of force-fitting, allowing participants to 
empathize with the role while also maintaining the understanding that what occurred in the 
workshops remains within the workshop environment; that is what can make me feel braver. “Tell it 
on face and then move on,” they don't fear negative repercussions or judgment outside the room 
based on what they said or did.

Common brave feelings

Freedom of expression

Emboldened and liberating feeling

Freedom of expression is considered the trigger of brave feelings. Taking bolder steps or 
expressing more challenging views or vulnerable thoughts without fearing to be judged.


The sense of security laid the foundation for the feelings of bravery, being emboldened 
and liberated. Anonymity and psychological distance enhance the courage.
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One participant directly links feeling brave to taking risks, “if still you're able to take your stand to 
some extent, even if the whole room is against you”. Choosing a company with a controversial stance 
in the context of a climate workshop, like Shell, was perceived as a bold move and taking a risk. 
Another participant also resonated with the same feelings, “I used my own words to express my views 
in front of people who might have different stances.” She also described proposing a provocative 
punchline ("What if we don't care"- a punchline to advocate climate awareness and summarize the 
results of climate mapping) when the rest are still taking a more conservative voice as stepping out of 
her comfort zone and a bold phrase that received agreement. A less outspoken participant also felt 
safer having ground rules that encouraged not minding contradicting points of view, enabling a safe 
discussion where bravery could occur.


Participants connected with the challenges on a personal level, which fostered a sense of ownership 
and responsibility. One participant explicitly stated, “I see myself in that problem and that's why I feel 
like I own the problem.” He directly linked owning the problem to also “owning the solution” and 
being motivated to create one. This sense of personal relevance to the climate issue fueled his 
willingness to contribute.



One participant felt that participating in the exercise where they imagined their company taking 
action for climate change is a chance “to simulate himself owning a company” and ”take a step in to go 
for climate change,” which felt like stepping out of his comfort zone. This suggests taking 
responsibility for defining a role or contributing to action felt brave.



I observed the brave feelings in the workshop emerge, not only from situations where participants felt 
a personal stake in the challenges while also being enabled by the support and shared context 
provided by their partners and the group.



There is a powerful example of bravery rooted in partnership and shared responsibility for the task. 
The participant felt brave when trying to help the partner, who was less familiar with the Dutch 
Government, ensuring the discussion reached a sufficient level. The participant mentioned his belief 
derived from his experience of the hometown protest, where a shared goal ("take care of our friends") 
provided clarity and enabled brave actions despite the chaos. In the workshop, this common ground 
was likely the emerging collective vision and the collective effort they put into reaching a shared 
understanding during this participatory process.


From an observer's perspective, there 
is a noticeable intertwining of courage 
and confidence among participants. 
Participating in discussions where 
individuals hold differing opinions, 
challenge each other’s perspectives, or 
share their views despite expecting 
disagreement can foster a sense of 
bravery. However, when people feel 
accepted despite their differing 
opinions, it boosts their confidence 
and encourages them to be braver in 
that environment.

Taking risks under uncertainty and unfamiliarity Co-ownership and partnership of facing challenges

Bravery is linked to facing the unfamiliar and challenges. This showcases a liminal gap between 
safety and bravery, since to some extent, safety is established with familiarity with the topics, 
which increases one’s confidence in decision-making and liberally speaking up something really 
bold. This also highlights that courage toward uncertainty/making mistakes is needed because 
there is always something that you don’t know and familiar with.


Seeing themselves in the problem can create a problem’s ownership. They feel brave to face the 
challenges and responsibility to contribute, but also feel supported when partners provide a sense 
of common ground, understanding, and mutual assistance, making it easier to navigate uncertain 
terrain and take bolder steps together.

Image 18: “What if we don’t care”
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When I interviewed one participant who identified himself in the panic zone on experience mapping 
tool, he mentioned, “Actually I don’t remember I felt panic, maybe sometimes it's stressful to read the 
information and also rest. But I think it occurred just before or even simultaneously with the brave 
moments.”



It is often influenced by factors such as limited time for decision-making and information processing, 
and thus they need to “take a leap” before the opportunity passed. In this instance, the participant 
feels “a bit stressful” rather than experiencing full-blown panic. This is likely due to the time he 
requires to adapt to his role and the pressure he places on himself to contribute.



In contrast, another participant showed a rather positive reaction at the same moment. When 
considering what could foster even more bravery, she noted that time pressure in the final section 
compelled participants to “say it right now, or never. Time pressure pushed me to be bolder and just 
say it.” She concluded that “Some kind of manipulation with the time actually works”. For instance, I 
used some common techniques that lots of facilitators may find useful in their experiences, such as 
“You have one more minute to write down two additional ideas,” or “Please finish your final thoughts, and 
we will move on.” It’s essential to discuss the “timing and pacing strategy” as part of this process.



Even though it is a short amount of time for ending the workshop, the participant seemed satisfied 
with what they concluded, because it helped her solidify her acceptance of the ambiguity and 
uncertainty surrounding climate change. “I don't know if having more time would be more beneficial 
because I feel like it's a question, you know, a thesis. Or like an essay that you can work on for a long, long 
time.” Reflecting on the learning from workshops, I believe that time management and the varying 
effects on different individuals are important to consider. We might design time strategies by taking 
the following into account:



1. Creating time-boxed moments that gently push for action   

2. Framing short time limits not as tests, but as opportunities to contribute boldly 

3. But also allowing flexibility where emotional & thinking processing or group pacing varies


In the workshop, there will inevitably be participants with varying personalities and different 
expression style. Designers must ensure that everyone has the opportunity to express their thoughts 
and that all voices are valued equally. This approach helps prevent more outspoken or influential 
participants from overshadowing others. Additionally, if participants perceive that only one or two 
individuals dominate the discussion or if there is a power imbalance in the room, they may hesitate to 
speak up or feel reluctant to express their opinions.



Personality differences mean participants start with varying levels of comfort in speaking up. One 
participant specifically noted that in typical discussions, the loudest voice often dominates, making it 
seem not worthwhile for more reserved individuals to speak. While encountering this, the role of the 
facilitator and the design of the workshop are seen as crucial in making the silent participant speak 
and ensuring everyone has an opportunity to contribute. In the workshop discussed, several elements 
contributed to creating a more equal stage. First of all, the attitude of the other participants, 
whether they show active listening and acceptance. Second, creating a safe atmosphere. Third, the 
activity design encourages individual contribution.



In the micro experiments and Climate Fresk workshops, I used facilitation techniques to ensure 
everyone could share their thoughts. For example, by distributing sticky notes for individual writing 
or having participants read cards aloud, quieter or more introverted individuals were given a 
comfortable opportunity to express their thoughts. Participants expressed their appreciation for this 
method, with one person mentioning, “It gave quieter or more introverted people a chance to be heard.”


Perceiving individual distinctiveness

Considering strategic time manipulation and stress response Creating equal stage for quiet people to be heard

As participants enter Brave Space, facilitators also need to ensure it's not a false fall into the panic 
zone. Due to individual differences, people perceive time constraints in various ways and may 
experience different feelings and stress responses to the same situation. For example, when faced 
with panic or stress from time pressure, some individuals may become bolder and assertive as they 
confront the challenge, while others may initially feel overwhelmed by emotional stress but then 
quickly adjust their behavior.

To ensure that every participant had an opportunity to speak individually, I designed interventions 
that encouraged participation. These strategies helped create a comfortable environment for 
participants to share their thoughts and stimulated deeper discussions, ensuring that quieter 
voices were heard.
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I have noticed that some participants, particularly those who are extroverted, outspoken, and direct in 
their communication, can easily step into a Brave Space when they are “invited.” This invitation can 
come from the design of activities, established ground rules, and the open-mindedness of other 
participants.



In the Climate Fresk workshop, participants with more extroverted and outspoken personalities felt 
comfortable speaking up, demonstrating a very open and positive attitude toward challenging 
different perspectives and expressing contrary opinions. As a participant noted, “I really like to 
challenge perspectives...I always try to stay a bit on the other side. Like in a workshop, we can go and I can 
openly say that. I feel that's where innovation comes from.” Another participant reflected on a specific 
moment when they deliberately stepped into Brave Space and triggered the feeling of bravery, “to 
share a potentially contradictory or ‘stirring the pot’ view, like being less optimistic than others.” “There 
was a paradox or something that I felt very emboldened.”



In contrast, those who are more introverted often require additional support. They may need more 
time to think through questions before responding. For these participants, facilitators should play a 
more active role in prompting and guiding discussions. By using more effective facilitation methods, 
we can encourage these individuals to stretch their comfort zones, be more courageous, and embrace 
challenges, even in situations of uncertainty and unfamiliarity.

Different needs of individuals: “inviting” and “stretching” into Brave Space

Some participants—typically those who are more extroverted or outspoken—naturally engage in 
Brave Spaces with minimal prompting. In contrast, others may need more structured support to 
step forward. Bravery, in practice, is not a fixed characteristic; it depends on the context and is 
influenced by individual temperament and the supportiveness of the environment. Effective 
facilitation should recognize these variations and provide tailored invitations that help each 
participant access their courage.
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6.3 The Evolving Brave Space


As designers, we often ask ourselves: Was the journey enjoyable? Did we create something positive for 
the user? These questions are valid and often necessary. However, they also reveal a default 
assumption embedded in many design processes, that positive emotions are always desirable, while 
negative ones are to be minimized or avoided. Recent design research has begun to challenge this 
binary perspective.



I argue that the nature of Brave Space, a constructed discomfort established on the basis of 
psychological safety, can also deepen the quality and uniqueness of experience. From thrill-seeking 
activities like horror films and roller coasters to long-distance marathons or mountain hikes, many 
meaningful human experiences are not smooth or easy. They are demanding, even painful, but often 
remembered as powerful, transformative, and worthwhile. 



In these cases, the end goal is not constant positivity, but a kind of emotional resolution through 
challenge. The same principle applies when we design for value-based collaboration. The aim is not to 
keep participants comfortable at all times, but to create the right conditions for them to stretch 
cognitively, emotionally, and socially, in a way that supports the group to identify and navigate value 
tension, finding a way to work together.



In this research, I initially conceptualized Brave Space as an intentionally created environment that 
holds emotional tension while remaining safe enough for participants to stay engaged and included. 
What I could not fully predict, however, was how this discomfort would actually be felt by different 
individuals, and how their own experience of Brave Space would shift throughout the process. 
Through interviews and experience mapping, it became clear that Brave Space is not static but an 
evolving experience.



It’s notable that some participants experienced bravery as a “gradual process,” starting with initial 
uncertainty and hesitation giving way to increased comfort as discussions progressed. As one of the 
participants noted when I asked “Can you give an example of when you felt brave during the workshop? 
What triggered it?” The participant's answer begins by describing feeling afraid others would disagree 
at the beginning due to unfamiliarity with the group composition, she then explained that as 
discussions progressed and people were open and willing to listen, she felt less nervous, mentioning a 
specific valuable contrast in viewpoints with another participant. She concluded, 



“I feel like bravery is a gradual process. At first, there was uncertainty and hesitation when I talked, but 
as the discussion progressed, I became more comfortable. Some moments I feel brave, but then 
gradually, even though we are still making bold steps or expressing ourselves freely, I become more 
comfortable with that as well, so that I don’t even think of it as ‘very brave’ anymore.”
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This aligns with the liminal framework, where participants first venture into a Brave Space. This 
practice also helps them train their “psychological muscles,” gradually feeling easier and expanding 
their comfort zone.



Some participants described entering Brave Space early on, when asked to speak about a controversial 
topic or share a personal stance. In these moments, they reported a mix of hesitation, risk-taking, and 
vulnerability to some extent. Others remain comfortable stepping into Brave Space deliberately and 
only need to be invited to take a small step toward challenges. And the most common result is people 
moving between zones multiple times(safe to brave, and back to safe), as the participant 
described. The evolving nature of Brave Space emphasizes the importance of timing, pacing, and 
supportive step-by-step scaffolding to go deeper in facilitation. 



“ Embodying a Brave Space is not about imposing a dramatic leap on participants. Rather, it 
should be cultivated through deliberate, well-designed moments of gentle provocations, 
emotional invitations, and the gradual building of familiarity and trust. Together, these design 
strategies support participants to go a little further every time they step into Brave Space.

This project aims to address my research question, “How can 
facilitation intentionally embody Brave Space to support 
participants in navigating tension in value-centered 
discussions?” I guided the reader in Chapter 6.2 to explore 
the design levers available for this purpose. In Chapter 6.3, we 
examined the evolving and transitional nature of the Brave 
Space experience, which reinforced the empirical support for 
existing theoretical knowledge about psychosocial spaces. 



To give an answer to the project inquiry, and be able to “design” and “embody”, the project is wrapped 
up with a facilitator handbook: A Field Guide to Embody Brave Space, transforming the portable 
knowledge valuable to my target audience, which includes facilitators, designers, and others, helping 
them understand how to apply it in practice. This handbook provides vital information for target 
audiences with strategies and guiding examples they should know when they want to bring Brave 
Space into practice, leaving a starting point for the readers to think along.



The handbook will guide you under the following logic�
�� Recognizing the challenges in value-centered discussion�
�� Buckling up to understand the psychosocial spaces and their relationship �
�� Giving you a compass to support participants in gradually stepping into Brave Space (liminality 

framework)�
�� Explaining the logic behind the tool (how to read the concept map and use the tool)�
�� You can take the lead and guide participants on the journey you have designed! (facilitator guide)

”
6.4 Final design: A field guide 
to embody brave space
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Image 19: An access to 
facilitator handbook
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6.5 discussion


This thesis puts emphasis on embodying Brave Space in value-centered discussion, especially 
supporting participants in navigating value tensions and discovering the dynamics of values. These 
values can be redefined, collectively understood, and authentically shared by all stakeholders. 
Personal values and the real motivation are discovered through constant provocation and inquiry; 
people recognize their guiding values and acknowledge diverse perspectives during the process. 



The project began by identifying Brave Space as a missing yet necessary condition in multi-
stakeholder collaboration, particularly where value conflicts, emotional discomfort, or perceived 
disagreement arise. My research question was formed to solve this puzzle. This thesis explores Brave 
Space not as a fixed theory or context-specific method, but as a designable facilitation lens that 
helps navigate complex, value-based discussion or collaboration. Rooted in the concept of 
liminality, the research repositions Brave Space as a transitional zone between comfort and panic, 
requiring intentional facilitation to sustain constructive tension and discomfort.


Research Contribution

Figure 24: Complementary relationship and distinctions between Safe and Brave Space

The findings transcend the binary notion of Safe Space and Brave Space, viewing them as 
complementary concepts  that evolve and transform the behavior and experiences of 
participants. Through individuals' experience and perception of bravery, it further echoed how Brave 
Space is established on psychological safety with the illustrated explanation of design practice. 
Through design practice and spiral inquiry, this research further illustrated how facilitation can 
intentionally, step-by-step, stretch or invite participants into Brave Space and cultivate a positive 
environment for the group. Rather than prescribing a universal methodology, this study focuses on 
making Brave Space tangible and actionable through the design of modular facilitation strategies. It 
proceeds in three layers of contribution:




(Figure 24)

Instead of evaluating whether Brave Space works in every situation, the research treats contextual 
adaptation as a form of reflection. Transferability is not seen as generalization (whether my method 
can be copied and directly moved to another context), but as an opportunity to test whether Brave 
Space concept can be reshaped, applied to creative guidance in other contexts, inspiring and aligning 
with other practitioners and stakeholders, without losing its core purpose.

DescriptionContribution 

Reframing Brave Space as a liminal experience grounded in psychological 
safety, not the binary opposite of Safe Space.

Conceptual

Design-oriented

Applied

Developing the Safe–Brave–Panic framework and four facilitation 
dimensions, turning Brave Space into a generative lens.

�� Testing modular designs in micro-experiments, and later adapting 
them to a climate dialogue setting (Climate Fresk) to evaluate their 
contextual viability�

�� Transferring project results and learning into portable knowledge– A 
Field Guide to Embody Brave Space.


Table 9: Summary of research contribution
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O1  Treat value discussion as a designed journey

This research adopts a service design mindset that views value-based discussions not as 
spontaneous, but as carefully designed journeys with multiple interaction points. For 
instance, in this research, I focus on three key moments that are identified vital in the 
value-centered discussion. The exploration of participants’ experiences further indicated 
the journey that they went through, and what factors trigger their reactions and feelings. 



O2  Plan for emotional safety using physical and creative interactions

The Climate Fresk case highlighted the unplanned but effective role of embodied and 
physical activities in establishing early psychological safety. Future workshops could 
deliberately incorporate non-verbal or low-stakes interactions to help participants 
accommodate to the group setting and feel more secure to engage and connect with some 
extent of  vulnerability.



O3  Expect and design for individual differences in psychological readiness

Not all participants step into Brave Space at the same pace. As this research suggests, it 
involves various factors such as the individual distinctiveness, group interactions and 
composition. Facilitators should pay early attention to participants’ expressive styles, 
preferred ways of engaging, and potential hesitations. Incorporate different facilitation 
tactics that fit different people and help fostering familiarity, such as giving options for 
reflection (individual vs. group), can help accommodate these differences. It’s also a way to 
create a more inclusive environment to enable freedom of expression.


Recommendation and limitation

Design Learning for Practice

O1  Identify the right entry point for value reflection

Before embedding Brave Space or adapting micro-experiments into a new context, designers should 
observe and ask: “Where are values staying implicit and being overlooked? Is there any value tension 
in this context that has been ignored?” 



For instances, in my project, I integrated micro-experiment but redesigned exercise for Climate Fresk 
workshop. Before I designed, I noticed a few resonance that has been discussed in Chapter 5, including

(1) Premature Action Bias (2) Hidden Values Beneath Opinions (3)The Triangle of Inaction. These 
insights strongly resonated with my aim: to help participants see the full value landscape and 
understand the roadblocks and driving forces different stakeholders might have.



In different settings, the entry point for meaningful value discussion varies. I recommend to first 
start by identifying critical moments where values are shaping decisions, underneath the surface 
but remain implicit —these are potential points that trigger value reflection where you can embody 
Brave Space and embed the activities to deep dive into values. Then you can design subsequent 
discussions and guidance from these moments.



Additional suggestions



Find a starting point for participants to think together and “own resonance to the problem”. For 
example, where disagreements arise, discussing future agreements, or redefining a seemingly 
consistent goal statement, is are good opportunity to enter a value discussion. These touchpoints can 
initiate deeper reflection and become the key moment to invite Brave Space.



O2  Design gradual progression—from individual to collective vision

As discovered in Chapter 6.3, Brave Space is not something participants leap into on command. It 
unfolds as a step-by-step journey, moving from comfort to constructive discomfort, and back again. 



The experience begins with provocative personal reflection, moving into sharing and diverse group 
engagement, and ends by helping each person define how they might act on their roles & values 
( ). This “mental ladder” helps participants build psychological readiness and clarity 
before addressing complex value tensions. From gentle prompts to constructive provocations, the 
key is to scaffold engagement step-by-step. Think of it as an emotional temperature ladder, each 
phase needs its own facilitation support and structural design.



Additional suggestions


Prepare some flexibility for intervention and bring ownership to the actors


Expect & design for individual differences in psychological readiness 

Figure 25

(as discussed in page 110)





Suggestions on contextual adaptation

Figure 25: The process of engaging in value-centered 
discussion with the support of Brave Space
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O3  Build bridges of trust among stakeholders

Even though Brave Space encourages challenging each other’s views, its essence is not 
strengthening opposing views, but rather promoting better collective understanding by 
respectfully acknowledging diverse values and perspectives. I recommended establishing 
a clear agreement at the beginning of the workshop, emphasizing: this is a space for equal 
dialogue. No matter who you are, everyone can challenge ideas (not judge people) and 
propose questions, but remember everyone "owns both their intention and impact" to 
ensure that this is secure to hear different voices and be authentic.



O4  Designing for Power Balance

In the common challenges in value-centered discussion, one critical aspect of the 
hierarchy of voices may come from the power dynamics between participants. Power 
dynamics, social roles, or missing stakeholders outside the room can make the 
conversation feel one-sided, and important perspectives are left out. The limitation of my 
research is that it did not directly design and evaluate Brave Space under conditions where 
group members had clear interpersonal or institutional hierarchies. In the future, 
researchers and design practitioners who work with multi-stakeholders could explore how 
Brave Space functions when some participants have more authority or visibility, and how 
to foster equitable expression in those settings.





Just as individual distinctiveness in personality and expression style, I believe, power 
dynamics don’t disappear when people walk into a workshop. However, designers can 
soften their impact and design with awareness. 
How to enable equal voices and equal stage 
is one of the essential design criteria for embodying Brave Space. Apart from the 
intervention design and the 4 dimensions discussed in the liminality framework, another 
tangible factor, the decision of a physical environment, can also influence the starting 
point of psychological safety. This point will lead to the next page: Opportunities for 
future research.




O1  Group hierarchy and voice distribution

This thesis did not directly test Brave Space under conditions where group members had clear 
interpersonal or institutional hierarchies. Future studies could explore how Brave Space functions 
when some participants have more authority or visibility, and how to foster equitable expression in 
those settings.



O2  Scaling Brave Space to system-level collaboration

The current experiments were conducted in small group settings. A potential next step would be to 
explore how the principles of Brave Space could be scaled or adapted to larger, more complex 
environments involving a wider range of stakeholders collaborating around shared challenges or 
opportunities. However, as my research noted, the intimacy of the room and the small group format 
contributed to participants’ sense of comfort to some extent. This raises important considerations for 
future applications: how many stakeholders can effectively engage in a value-centered discussion, 
and how to balance the inclusion of diverse perspectives with the need to maintain a coherent and 
manageable facilitation dynamic.



O3  Value dynamics with the interaction of different roles

Take the intra-organizational scenario of micro-experiment for example, some roles have shown 
bigger value conflicts than others, and it also influenced how value shifts in the conversation. The 
contrast in professional roles (e.g., product managers vs. user experience designers) or national 
cultures presents both value tension and potential richness. Future work could build scenarios where 
Brave Space explicitly aims to uncover value conflicts between identities, not only within individuals, 
but between social positions. This will be established on the clarity of roles and the clear 
understanding of the stakeholders’ composition. 



Future researchers can further investigate: What kind of dynamics would emerge if this conversation 
involved new stakeholders? What kind of voices are not here yet, but it’s important to be invited? This 
will be a continuous inquiry, especially when it involves long-term collaboration, a complex system of 
stakeholders, and slow project progress.






Opportunities for Future Research
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This project set out to investigate how facilitation can intentionally embody Brave Space to support 
participants in navigating value tensions during value-centered discussions. At its core, the design 
intention was not to resolve tensions, but to create the conditions for participants to stay with 
discomfort, engage deeply, and move toward shared understanding.



To address this, the project adopted a design-led, iterative approach, combining theory-building, 
prototyping, and critical reflection. Rather than treating Brave Space as a fixed method, the research 
explored how it can be intentionally designed and enacted in collaborative contexts where value 
differences matter. The Safe–Brave–Panic liminality framework and its four facilitation dimensions 
enabled the development of modular interventions that scaffold transitions between comfort, 
constructive discomfort, and foster openness to challenge and freedom of expression.



In response to the title “Embody Brave Space for Value-centered Discussion”, this project aimed to 
understand and strategically create Brave Space and design collaborative journeys that support 
participants in stretching beyond their comfort zones, engaging with unfamiliar perspectives and 
tensions, and ultimately reaching a deeper connection through difference. The intended impact is 
progressive, relying on the cultivation of psychological safety and the design of gradual transitions 
into Brave Space.



The design of Brave Space does not rely on dramatic leaps, but on layered, intentional invitations that 
make discomfort discussable and transformation possible. It is important to acknowledge the 
individual distinctiveness and group dynamics, responsibly “stretching” or “inviting” participants to 
engage and express authentically on an equal level. However, the effects of Brave Space in the context 
with power and social hierarchy cannot be evaluated within the scope of this project. The evaluation, 
demonstrates the effectiveness of facilitation strategies, interventions, and design levers, illustrating 
the potential of embodying Brave Space across other value-centered contexts.



Reflecting on the entire project, it was challenging to work with the ambiguity of psychological 
concepts and to navigate the implicit dynamics of value-centered dialogue, especially in scenarios 
involving diverse stakeholders. Especially when proposing solutions, a designer has to transform the 
insights into tangible output, and also articulate the rationale behind them to align and persuade 
stakeholders, and creatively answer the core question, “How can Brave Space be embodied?” This 
project empowered me to explore my interests at the intersection of design as strategy, psychology, 
and value-centered collaboration, an intersection that continues to feel increasingly relevant across 
different scenarios in modern society.



Overall, this project tried to establish a foundation for this evolving practice and offer a facilitator 
handbook to wrap up the portable knowledge, while inviting future iteration, context-specific 
experimentation, and continued dialogue with those who facilitate, participate in, and design for 
value-centered collaboration.

6.6 Conclusion and reflection
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Appendix a: VALUE TOKENS
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Appendix B: 

EXPERIENCE MAPPING TOOL
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Interview Guide

Opening

During our interview, you can feel free and be honest about everything you have experienced in the 
workshop, and I'd give you the space and time to share your thoughts.


General Understanding

- When you look back at the workshop, what do you remember the most? And why?

- Overall, you feel very safe. During some parts of the workshop, you feel brave as well. Can you give me 
some examples of where you feel really brave at that moment? What triggers you to feel brave?

- What makes you feel safe in the workshop? If you remember a specific moment, could you give me an 
example of what happened then?

- Can you tell me where in the workshop that you step into the Brave Space yourself deliberately? Why 
do you feel like you want to do that?

- There are specific moments that you feel danger and a sense of fear, could you share with me what 
happened?

- What do you need to feel braver?

- Is stepping into Brave Space for you a good thing? Do you feel that is helpful, or is it a limitation 
instead?


In Depth Inquiry

Now I want to ask you some questions to understand your experience for specific activities & moments 
when you received some guidance during the game.

- In activity....you mentioned....   What makes you feel that way?

- How do you experience interacting with this group of people? Would you describe specifically the 
experiences you have in the workshop that come to your mind?


Appendix C: 

interview goal & question guide


The experience mapping shows the difference in how every participant experience the 
activities, but it is not sufficient to know what exactly do they experience and why. To really 
understand the reasons behind, I decided to conduct the interviews to emphasize the real users.



The goal of participant interview



1. What is their brave feelings exactly? 

	- Where do they feel brave, and what do they feel brave about? 

2. To understand how they experience the designed activities.

	- What is the core elements that make them experience certain feelings?

	- Are these elements tangible? 

	- Is those "stimuli" what I designed in purpose?

	- Are there other factors that set as an addition or destructive factors?

3. Successful triggers in the design approach

	- What makes them be willing to engage in Constructed Discomfort? If they step out of their 
comfort zone deliberately, what is the reason behind?

	- When they feel facilitated & supported to step into brave space (and also aligned to what I 
design deliberately), how do they feel?

	- Is brave space helpful?



Additional thoughts after the intervie�
�� Can this elements and approaches transferable and be adopted to different cases�
�� Do I know better of the brave space liminal experience from participant's perspective now?
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Appendix D: 

Project brief
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Project brief
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Project brief



