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DRS President’s Foreword

Rachel COOPER

The Design Research Society is a unique organisation comprised of people dedicated to the
value of design and design research and its value to our people and our planet. Without a
dedicated group of volunteers, we would not exist; people who offer their services to the
management of the organisation, people who host conferences and people who submit
papers and their combined intelligence to further knowledge of design and its contribution
to the world. This year the fragile nature of the planet, of human relationships and the

basis of our economy and society has been illuminated (fires, floods and a virus). We have
seen the effect of radical changes in patterns of behaviour; both positive influences on the
environment and negative influences on health and wellbeing and livelihoods. There are
many design challenges and design researchers have come to the fore. This conference is a
triumph of that creativity and fortitude, embracing the virtual world and bringing together
all those people who so want to exchange ideas. Many of the papers are pre-Covid, and
whilst we should not forget the conversations and research directions before this pandemic,
it will, of course, shape our future and our conversations. People make the DRS and whether
online or in person the conversations will continue. Let us together build a wider, deeper and
stronger global design research community.

As a foot note | would like to say that 2020 marks a turning point for DRS in so many ways,
we have a new structure of the organisation, that is a new International Advisory Council and
executive who are eager to continue to move forward. We have a new virtual conference
and | would like to thank the conference team for such a triumph in changing format and
delivery mode, and also to you the members and delegates who are embracing this with
your attendance. Enjoy the conference and the future DRS.

Rachel Cooper
DRS President 2020

This work is licensed under a
Bv__Ne Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License.

XXV


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

Vo 2 M7 DRrs2020

BRISBANE, 11-14 AUG

Y 4 ,’ ’ . SYNERGY

- <

Q7

DRS2020 Editorial

Stella BOESS, Ming CHEUNG and Rebecca CAIN
doi: https://doi.org/10.21606/drs.2020.100

Never before has a Design Research Society Conference happened in such uncertain and
changing times. When we embarked on planning the DRS2020 Conference in Brisbane,
Australia, we were in a different time, when unrestricted travel and meeting-up face-to-face
at academic conferences was the norm. Then the COVID-19 global pandemic happened,
which prompted us to rethink and reimagine DRS2020 in a new format.

In recent times, the debate around the sustainability of physical conferences has been
starting to surface. This was an issue the DRS was starting to grapple with, but the
practicalities of a blended or entirely virtual conference were still uncharted territory. Even
before the pandemic was born, the devastating Australian bushfires were causing people

to consider whether it would be safe to travel to Australia. Ultimately, the pandemic made

a physical conference impossible, and the conference host Griffith University made a joint
decision with DRS to convene DRS2020 as a virtual conference. DR$2020 marks an important
turning point in the history of DRS conferences, being the first conference to go entirely
virtual. We are very grateful to Griffith University for embracing this challenge, and for their
leadership and management of the virtual conference in such complex and difficult times.

DRS conferences are international biennial events, held to further and promote design
research. They are inclusive conferences, bringing together a wide range of disciplines

and communities related to design research, with the aim of fostering new debates on

the important issues of the time. Historically, DRS conferences have always taken place
through gatherings of delegates in physical venues at a host organisation, with face-to-
face presentations and discussions, accompanied by written conference proceedings. New
collaborative formats have been added over time — for example, Conversations which were
introduced in 2014. DRS2020 took on the challenge of transforming these formats into

a virtual experience. Also worth mentioning, the DRS2020 Postgraduate Research Day is
pioneering in that it is inclusive of both PhD and MPhil students and of their theory-driven
and/or practice-led research projects. In this sense, DRS2020 becomes a prototype for a new
type of virtual and inclusive conference experience and continues to build on the legacy of
innovation from the previous conferences.

This work is licensed under a
BV _Ne Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License.
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Editorial

The 144 papers in these proceedings were conceived of and written in our pre-COVID

world. Just three authors were able to make late additions to their papers addressing the
current situation (165, 398 and 402). These proceedings therefore provide an interesting
juxtaposition, whereby what is written represents design research in the world as we knew
it, whereas the discussion that these papers will promote during and beyond the conference
will almost certainly be viewed through the lens of the complexities and challenges we now
face. The discussions and reflections in the proceedings are a timely barometer for what the
international design research community is thinking about and working on, and they will
surely prove inspiring and thought-provoking for design researchers worldwide. We hope
that you enjoy reading them as much as we have enjoyed curating them.

Themes

The overall theme for DRS2020 is Synergy — the coming together of people and disciplines

in design research to create a positive impact. On the one hand, design research champions
the uniqueness of disciplinary knowledge and creativity, yet on the other hand, the complex
world we now live in demands a more synergistic approach to creativity and problem-
solving whereby different mindsets, backgrounds and perspectives come together to

realise transformative visions of the future. DRS2020 celebrates these emerging synergistic
approaches to design research and seeks to explore their exciting possibilities for addressing
multi-faceted problems, supporting participation, and transforming problematic situations
into desirable ones.

For DRS2020, we used an emergent approach to the development of the conference
programme, with a general call for papers around five themes — Situations, Impacts, Co-
Creation, Education and Processes. These themes emerged in discussions between the
Organising and Programme Committees at an early stage of the conference planning and
were felt to capture a broad spectrum of current design research topics from which we
would be able to build more focused themed sections. Continuing the collaborative approach
to theme building, we asked the international reviewers to indicate to which of these themes
(or others) each paper contributed. Following the acceptance of papers, the reviewers’
indications helped us to cluster the papers into the rich programme we have here, with the
main conference theme of Synergy being an interwoven thread throughout.

Impacts and Co-creation are the biggest theme categories, reflecting the design research
community’s commitment to applied research. Situations are an emerging theme reflecting
the community’s increasing awareness of diverse circumstances and contexts. With Australia
as the host country for DRS2020, it is worth noting that 12 out of the 144 papers mention
Indigenous communities (108, 135, 165, 166, 177, 187, 198, 228, 277, 278, 387, 402). 32%
of the accepted papers are from Oceania, 18% from Asia and 33% from Europe, compared
with 5% each from Oceania and Asia and 64% from Europe at DRS2018. Themes such

as pluriversal design and diversity, design for global health and wellbeing, collaboration,
sustainability and education continue to attract new directions in research and illustrate the
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potential of design research to change the world for the better. The theoretical foundation
of research into (design) Processes continues to be an enduring theme, the development

of which can be traced back through all previous DRS conferences. Some sections were
additionally clustered by domain, such as graphics, mobility, experience design or data. A
point to note is that the paper clustering differs somewhat between conference programme
and these proceedings, as the former also needed optimising by time zones to allow
presenters from around the world to interact in their session discussion.

A further way we grouped the papers was around existing themes of interest within the
DRS: those of the DRS special interest groups (SIGs). These open and dynamic groups of DRS
members form around current and emergent issues in design research, and they welcome
participation. The DRS SIGs are one of the main ways that the DRS drives forward debates
and keeps a pulse on ongoing topics as well as emergent topics of the day. The DRS currently
supports eleven SIGs, all of whom have contributed to these proceedings by selecting and
grouping just over a third (55) of the submitted papers into SIG themed sections. Some of
these sections are chaired as sessions by SIG members at the conference. This way, the SIGs
hope to give authors the opportunity to get to know the SIGs and their members and to

get involved. The eleven SIGs are Health, Wellbeing and Happiness, Global Health, Design
Pedagogy, Pluriversal Design, Design for Behaviour Change, Experiential Knowledge, Human-
Object Interactions, Inclusive Design, Sustainability, Networked and Embedded Technologies
and Design Innovation Management. While the SIGs selected their set of papers because
the papers speak to current and future themes of the existing DRS SIGs, many more of

the accepted papers also relate to the SIG themes and all authors are welcome to engage
with a SIG. DRS members are also free to propose new SIGs. One of the aspirations of the
DRS conferences is to catalyse the creation of new SIGs, through the collective community
building and knowledge sharing which takes place.

Review

Despite moving to a virtual conference format, what stays a predictable constant is the
academic quality of the work presented at DRS conferences. Our standards remain high,
through the excellent work of the authors, our Programme Committee and the community
of reviewers. The Programme Committee is appointed by the DRS and chaired by a member
of the DRS International Advisory Council. We are privileged to have many eminent scholars
in the design research community within our reviewer pool, but also early career academics
who are supported in writing peer reviews, a core part of their academic development,

and who form our reviewer pipeline for future conferences. We endeavoured to match
reviewers’ expertise with papers through topic selection and automation, with some manual
adjustments. The reviewers provided feedback to authors on how to improve their papers.

In total we received 280 full paper submissions in a one-stage submission procedure, of
which 269 were viable to go to review. In total the 192 reviewers wrote 553 reviews, using
reviewer guidelines. The reviews averaged 350 words. Each paper received two, sometimes
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three reviews. 87 papers (32%) were accepted with minor revision and a further 57 (20%)
accepted following (major) revision. This represents a 52% acceptance rate. As in previous
conferences, we used the ConfTool system to manage the submission process. The ability of
authors to rate and comment on their reviewers as in previous years, helps to drive up the
quality of the review process. The authors rated 237 (43%) of the reviews with an average of
4.4 on a scale of 1-5 on the criteria justified, constructive, encouraging, fair and convincing.

Words of thanks

DRS2020 would not have been possible without the contributions of many excellent people
who have devoted their insight and experience to the conference. We would sincerely
like to thank the Local Organising Team at Griffith University for their remarkable work

in transforming the conference into a virtual experience, and the extra time, effort and
resources that this has involved. In particular, undertaking this transformation 4.5 months
before the conference launch has entailed a significant level of creativity, courage and
perseverance. We also thank the DRS for their expertise and guidance in the programme
and review aspects of the conference. The authors, the Programme Committee and all
the reviewers all deserve thanks for their valuable time and expertise in ensuring the high
academic quality of this conference, as well as the SIG convenors for their role in curating
themed tracks. Finally, we thank Griffith University and the Design Research Society for
supporting the conference.

We hope that you enjoy these proceedings, and that they provide a thought-provoking and
inspiring read.

Stella Boess, DRS2020 Programme Chair
Ming Cheung, DRS2020 Conference Chair
Rebecca Cain, DRS2020 Conference Co-Chair

About the Authors:

Stella Boess is the DRS2020 Programme Committee Chair and a
member of the DRS IAC. She has a design background and is Assistant
Professor of Participatory Inclusive Design at Delft University of
Technology and Director of the Inclusive Design Lab.

Ming Cheung is the DRS2020 Conference Chair. She is Professor of
Experience Design, Director of Griffith University Centre for Design
and Innovation Research, Head of Design Innovation Lab, and recipient
of multiple research/teaching awards, with rich senior management
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Situations are an emergent theme in design research that reflect the community’s increasing
awareness of positionality, diverse circumstances and contexts. How is design research
situated in cross-disciplinary collaboration, navigating cultures, diversity, ethics, sense of
place and sense of materials, and the habits of different design communities? Under which
conditions does design research flourish and is it able to help create positive impact? What
are the dynamics between design research, governments and industry contexts?

This theme is the newest among the five sub-themes of the conference, and the papers
in it are the most diverse. It is also the smallest theme by numbers of submissions that
the reviewers associated with it, indicating that it is still in development within the design
research community.

The first sub-theme presented is that of Languages and Values. Paper 148 takes us into
design managers’ strategic contexts and how meaning is made — either reproducing or
denormalising historical assumptions, thus opening up a space for critical reflection. Paper
177 takes on the effects of similar reflections on interpersonal relationships in design and
social innovation and charts a path towards establishing mutuality and building reciprocity.
Paper 183 provides a theoretical contribution on values and how to address and reconcile
when these diverge among stakeholders.

The next type of situations with which design research is concerned is represented in the
sub-theme Design for Belonging. Paper 278 describes enhancing a city’s status of wellbeing
and engagement with diverse cultures by means of student projects engaging with arts and
culture in New Zealand. Paper 324 describes how social design can engage with identity
formation in the family context through narrative theory. Paper 318 goes to an even more
personal topic — paediatric palliative care — to invite design to engage with Life design, Legacy
and Difficult conversations.

Sub-theme Localities and Data moves from the personal and relationships context to
look at digitalization in relation to the material lifeworld. Paper 183, one of the most
highly reviewed among the submissions, takes a derelict temple site as a starting point for
transformative reuse through virtual embodiments and craft knowledge, and framing this
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activity as cosmopolitan-localism. Paper 218 adds a theoretical angle for approaches like this,
by anchoring Al in a material perspective for a more considered use. The third paper in this
group, 293, engages with the next frontier in loT infrastructures, which is keeping data in the
geographical locality where it originates to improve privacy — this is called Edge Computing -
and presents two design fictions illustrating it.

Sub-theme Experiential Knowledge turns to the situation of the designer themselves. Aside
from the rich repertoire of methods available to designers, their own meaning-making is the
focus here. Paper 187 analyses what is typically tacit in the reflective doodling we often do
and illustrates how it actually has and could have more of link to designing for transitions.
Paper 350 expands on this theoretically by exploring the cognitive process involved in visual
metaphor creation and metaphoric thinking. Paper 350 complements the previous by adding
the reader’s perspective. Within a very specific focus of typographic emphasis in headings,

it compares how these headings are perceived differently by readers than by those who
designed them.

Sub-theme Research through Design ties in with the previous sub-themes’ concerns by
explicitly focusing on both the design and life situation and which knowledge can emerge
from them. Paper 220 starts with an intimately intertwined life and design situation: the
design researchers’ own wedding and the design artefacts involved in it, taking place in a
highly politicized border context. The authors articulate three forces as shaping the design
outputs and as forces of design agency: profile, politics and potential of the border. In
paper 108, in contrast, the designer anticipates on someone else as user: in 3D ceramics
printing, they develop hybrid design artefacts. They are hybrid both in focusing on ‘user-
completion’, and in fusing processes and techniques from the different disciplinary modes
of digital fabrication and ceramics. Lastly, paper 362 makes a first attempt at clarifying what
connects and separates different RtD approaches — the diversity has been illustrated by the
very contrasting concerns in papers 220 and 108. Paper 362 identifies 11 themes of concerns
among a research community of practitioners of Research through Design.

The theme Situations is completed by two DRS SIG themed sections. The papers in these
sections span the themes of Situations, Processes and Impact, illustrating how they are
connected.

The Pluriversal Design SIG conveners have curated five papers that span the themes of
Situations and Processes. This special interest group of the DRS is one of its youngest and
takes as its goal “promoting radical, liberatory, intercultural and pluralistic conversations
about design” (DRS website). The SIG conveners introduce the papers in the editorial that
follows, followed by the papers themselves.

Closing out this theme section, the Inclusive Design special interest group of the DRS, who
takes as its goal “inclusive and wider participation in design” (DRS website), has curated
that fall within the Situations theme as well as within the Impacts theme. The SIG convener
introduce the papers in the editorial that follows, followed by the papers themselves.

The papers in the theme Situations have provided insights pertaining to all but the last of
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the questions raised at the outset of this section. Insights on the dynamics between design
research, governments and industry contexts are addressed under the Co-Creation theme.
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Abstract: This interdisciplinary article explores the nature of language in design
managers’ strategic contexts. Taken-for-granted assumptions behind language
influence the way cues are selected and elaborated on through actors” frames to
ultimately become meanings. Language suggests and passes on cues and frames
through which strategizing evolves. The design space is depicted as an entanglement of
in-betweens where actors are immersed in language and materiality in their ongoing
sensemaking. The hermeneutic analysis revealed that design languages partly extend
managerial concepts, thus broadening horizons. Designers” sensemaking in this
longitudinal research showed traits of normalising and denormalising language use
balancing between frame adoption and frame extension. Normalising language risks
reproducing historical assumptions easily omitting ethics or harmful consequences.
Designers” denormalising language with material-linguistic strengths could trigger
critical reflection on strategic assumptions. In addition, a design contribution is made
to strategy and sensemaking studies.

Keywords: design space; critical theory; strategy; sensemaking language

1. Introduction

This article explores in-house design managers and external design consultants” language use
in Silicon Valley-based design-driven organizations. The fourth stage of design broadens the
scope of design from products to systems, environments and organizations (Buchanan, 2015)
which are strategic issues. The article discusses language through which taken-for-granted
assumptions might guide actors in their sensemaking pursuits of noticing, selecting and
interpreting cues in strategic sensemaking contexts.

Designers are increasingly involved in strategising (Brown, 2009; Buchanan, 2015; de Mozota,
2017; Liedtka, 2015). Strategy can be understood as a situated, social activity accomplished
through the actions and interactions of actors (Vaara & Whittington, 2012) or as ongoing
future-oriented sensemaking which involves fantasizing (Sajasalo et al., 2016). Designers
may provide actors with situated, embodied and creative means to select and elaborate

on related cues. Sensemaking is triggered by cues, such as issues or events for which the
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meaning is not clear (Maitlis & Cristianson, 2014, p. 70). This research proposes that the
language behind cues and frames is crucial for their selection and interpretation. Language
not only describes but changes the world (Rorty, 1970, as cited in Krippendorff, 2007).

Strategic concepts are central micro-level tools in strategic sensemaking in the language-
based view on strategising (Balogun et al., 2014; Jalonen et al., 2018; Mantere, 2014). In this
article, strategising is ongoing sensemaking in a design space of entangled material-linguistic
elaborations influenced by languages and facilitated by designers. Strategic concepts are
‘linguistic expressions, essentially words or phrases with established and at least partly
shared meanings, which play a central role in an organization’s strategy discourse” (Jalonen
et al., 2018, p. 2795). This article thus suggests that cues are filtered through individual and
collective frames (Figure 1) and negotiated into meanings through different languages (cf.
Suddaby & Greenwood, 2005).

Earlier sensemaking research mainly focused on top management (Maitlis & Sonenshein,
2010, p. 559) strategic change (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991) or on middle managers (Balogun,
2003; Rouleau & Balogun, 2011). Sensemaking is suggested to be an essential activity in
organisations (Maitlis & Cristiansson, 2014) regarding strategic change, decision-making
(Gioia & Thomas,1996; Sonenshein & Dolakia, 2012), innovation and creativity (Drazin et al.,
1999; Hill & Levenhagen, 1995), or organisational learning (Calvard, 2016; Gephart,1993;
Weick, 1995).

Strategising, designing and sensemaking can be understood as one phenomenon. In this
view, strategising supported by design is an ongoing search for cues that are meaningful
enough for actors to change course and, at times, challenge an existing strategy or clarify its
content (Pdakkonen et al., 2019.) In strategic sensemaking, by being in a constant state of
becoming and evolving in an iterative fashion, designers may enable participants in reframing
(Dorst, 2015; van der Bijl-Brouwer & Dorst, 2017) strategic issues. According to Gadamer
(1970), the actors are supported in broadening their horizons by understanding the world
through conversation that may transform the viewpoints of those involved. Actors in design-
driven organisations are embedded in languages that suggest or pass on cues and frames.
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FRAME

FRAME

FRAMES FILTER CUES INTD
MEANINGE

Figure 1 In the design space, numerous cues are available. Selected cues are filtered into
meanings through frames. Languages suggest frames. (Copyright: Pddkkénen, 2020).

Individuals seek to understand unexpected or confusing events (Maitlis & Cristiansson,
2014). In their search for meaning and meaningfulness, strategising takes the collective
form that the actors in the design space try to understand while simultaneously creating it
(cf. Maitlis & Cristiansson, 2014; Paakkonen et al., 2019). This article suggests that cues are
filtered through individual and collective frames (Goffman, 1974) evolving into meanings

(cf. Benford & Snow, 2000, p. 614) not only through concepts but additionally through
denormalising design languages. Thus, the research was directed to answering the following
questions:

RQ1: What are the kinds of language used by design managers when they discuss their work
in the context of Silicon Valley-based design-driven organisations?

RQ2: How might languages affect the selection of cues and frames and their interpretation in
the design space of sensemaking?
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The sensemaking of the design managers is entwined with that of the organisation and other
actors in the broader context, the design space. Various entangled in-betweens (Ventres,
2016) are suggested as being integral to the forming of the design space where languages
emerge. These in-betweens are areas of sensemaking where designers interact with
strategic, organisational or user-related issues, society and ecosystem concerns and other
challenges. A critical perspective (Burrell & Morgan, 1980; cf. Johansson & Woodilla, 2017,
pp. 461-479) is suggested.

2. Methodology and philosophical considerations

This interdisciplinary article used Weick’s (2005) sensemaking perspectives for studying the
languages and frames amongst designers through critical reflection (Burrell & Morgan, 1980;
cf. Constantinides et al., 2012) and hermeneutic interpretation (Tomkins & Eatough, 2018).

An ontology of becoming (Hernes, 2014; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002) is enacted in practice.
Sensemaking processes are ongoing and, at least, partly anchored in material settings (Bakke
& Bean, 2006, p. 1). Sensemaking, designing and strategising are jointly enacted through
material-linguistic entanglements and conversations in organisational becoming.

For Gadamer, ‘language leads its tension-filled life in an antagonism between conventionality
and revolutionary awakening” (Gadamer, 1970/2006, pp. 18—19). However, Gadamer’s
hermeneutic philosophy stresses the open and dynamic nature of horizons (Barthold, n.d.;
Gadamer, 1992) in line with design principles to see reality as pliable.

The in-depth interviews (Johnson, 2002) were conducted during benchmarking visits to
professional designers holding middle or senior managerial positions in Silicon Valley-based
organisations (Table 1). Most of the participants worked with or within large technology-
driven international manufacturers or design consultancies. The term ‘design manager’

or ‘designer’ refers to these participants who had 10 to 20 years of experience. Snowball
sampling (Saunders & Townsend, 2018) was utilised through existing networks and partners
who, in turn, provided access to sufficient relevant contacts in Silicon Valley. The anonymous
participants were selected from organisations that had acknowledged a role for design in
their innovation processes.

Table 1 Interviews from 2013 to 2016.

Code organisation field Position Date
C1 design consultancy Design Manager 17.10.2013
C2 Design consultancy Head of Operations 26.4.2016
Lead Designer 26.4.2016
S1 Start-up healthcare Service Design Lead 17.10.2013
S2 Start-up IT Chief Design Officer 25.4.2016
IT1 Information technology Senior Design Manager 26.4.2016
IT2a Senior Design Manager 18.10.2013
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IT2b CEO 18.4.2016
IT3 Senior Design Researcher 28.4.2016
IT4a Innovation Lead, Design Strategist 16.10.2013
IT4b Principal XD Researcher 27.4.2016
ITS Strategic Project Director 25.4.2016
IT6 Design Researcher 25.4.2016
IT7 Designer 23.6.2016
M Manufacturing Innovation Manager 23.6.2016
E Education Design Lead 02.05.2015
U UX analysis workshop, Head of UX Design 02.05.2015

manufacturing

Altogether, 16 interviews, including one analysis workshop, from 2013 and 2016 yielded 20
transcribed recordings (from 18 minutes to 1 hour and 41 minutes) covering various domains
such as service, interaction, industrial, graphic, HCI, UX and experience design.

This article presents one cycle of sensemaking in an effort to understand how these
designers working in Silicon Valley-based design-driven organisations made sense of their
contextual industrial settings.

The hermeneutic analysis (Alvesson & Skoldberg, 2018; Tomkins & Eatough, 2018) focused
on uncovering features and assumptions in the designers” language for understanding their
historically determined situatedness (Malpas, 2018, para. 3). The qualitative analysis (Berg,
2001) extracted normalising language conveying ideas behind critical success factors in
business (see literature review by Saleh & Watson, 2017, pp. 710-711) and the historically
developed strategy concept (Knights & Morgan, 1991). Denormalising language use was
identified inductively by selecting words and phrases, as well as contexts, in which designers’
language differed from that of the business-as-usual frame. This led to the identification of
material-linguistic features (4.1) and contextual verbal language (4.2.) in the participants’
denormalising language use, conveying assumptions and practices that differed from those
of normalising language.

3. Theoretical framework: language in the design space

3.1 The design space of sensemaking

In the design space, sensemaking, language and materiality are not limited to specific

design units, creative spaces or immersive labs. The material and cognitive are entangled
and merge. The material and the embodied are embedded in the social and the cognitive
(Paakkonen et al., 2019). The design space expands the strategy-as-practice view concerned
with ‘the way that socio-material aspects such as tools, locations and spatial arrangements
configure strategic interactions between bodies and things’ (Balogun et al., 2014, p. 187;
Jarzabkowski et al., 2013) as the design space is suggested to become the phenomenon itself
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where strategising, designing and sensemaking unfold through languages. Interacting with
the world, ‘making sense of a world’ through conversation and collaboration, moves towards
action (Pangaro, 2016) becoming that which is made sense of (Weick, 2011). The frame of an
organisation or ecosystem is thus opened for reflection.

The world forms the material that the designer uses in making sense of alternatives. Be it
concrete facilities or digital experiences, the design space offers material-linguistic pliability,
with cues flowing around and available for elaboration of frames. Also, from an interactive
system viewpoint, first-order cybernetics evolves through recursion, learning and co-
evolution (Glanville, 2014, as cited in Dubberly & Pangaro, 2015). Yet, designing requires
second-order cybernetics which involves awareness and conversation on frames (Dubberly &
Pangaro, 2015) and ethics (Chan, 2018) while language conveys beliefs and values.

From a critical viewpoint (cf. Johansson & Woodilla, 2017; Kimbell, 2011), the language

of goals implies collective justification (Weick, 2011, p. 7). This is of importance regarding
consequences or unintended harm (Vargo et al., 2017) for people or environments resulting
from underlying strategic assumptions. Rittel, amongst the first, framed design as politics—as
discussion and argumentation (Dubberly & Pangaroo, 2015; Rittel & Webber, 1973).

Ventres (2016) suggested the concept of a space-in-between as a way to notice co-occurring,
paradoxical truths: ‘... a creative construction in which differences are honoured while

being explored for meaning. There is a genuine willingness to understand rather than a

need to be “right” about polarized issues’ (p. 345). In their in-betweenness in the design
space, designers try to understand other actors’ contextual frames while seeking their own,
balancing between frame adoption and frame extension.

3.2 Normalising and denormalising language in the design space

The design space entails uncountable contextual frames and cues. Weick (1995, pp.
106—-111) referred to minimal sensible structures. People pull words from diverse sources,
such as society, organization, occupation or experiences to make sense. Frames and cues
are vocabularies in which more abstract words (frames) include and point to less abstract
words (cues) that become sensible in the context created by the more inclusive words (p.
110). According to Weick, the substance of sensemaking is based on a cue, a frame and a
connection between them, thus causing meanings to be relational and momentary. Language
and materiality merge in framing and reframing strategic issues through normalising and
denormalising languages. These languages which shape sensemaking can broadly be
considered as languages either normalising or denormalising current understandings.
Buchanan’s (2015) description illustrates a design perspective on denormalising:

“The principle of design that stands behind the organizational culture reform movement in
which design thinking is central is grounded in the quality of experience for all of those served
by the organization. This includes the individuals who directly use the products and services
of the organization, but it also includes those who are affected by the internal and external
operations of the organization and by those in society at large who are ultimately affected by
the vision and strategies of the organization. The search for such a principle is a dialectical
task.” (Buchanan, 2015, p. 17)
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In contrast, systemic power offers a view on more normalising language. Systemic power

is present indirectly and over longer periods of time, easily remaining unnoticed in
sensemaking (Schildt et al.,2019). Organisations reproduce the beliefs and institutional
practices of the societies in which they are embedded (Tsoukas & Dooley, 2011, p. 731).

The language of strategy may thus be present in the design space as normal and taken-
for-granted. However, power might be ubiquitous and difficult to notice (Fleming & Spicer,
2014). To discuss strategy-related issues designers might be drawn towards more traditional
management assumptions in which strategy is given rather than created. Strategic discourse
(Knights & Morgan, 1991) forms the normalised context for proponents and opponents

of issues related to available vocabulary, such as competitive advantage or value, easily
neglecting potential harmful consequences. Past irresponsibility may be forgotten, as well
(Mena et al., 2016, p. 720). Such existing frames limit or enable sensemaking through
languages that may influence interpretations. Possibilities emerge within the limitations of
the assumed frame. In Weickian terms (1995, p.115) premises as suppositions made early in
the sensemaking process may powerfully control subsequent steps.

Normalising language is exemplified in business language by such terms as critical success
factors (see Saleh & Watson, 2017, pp. 710-711) or historical strategic concepts (Knights

& Morgan, 1991). At times, the languages of design and business merge. However, when
people ‘agree’ on a paradigm, they are more likely to agree on its existence than on its rules
and rationalised form (Weick, 1995, p. 120; quotation marks original). Vague concepts, such
as value, allow the participants to seemingly agree and proceed, without the need to be too
specific (Majchrzak et al., 2011). The risk is that difficult questions, such as those involving
sustainability, may become neglected. Collective justification is social and tied to the actors’
frames; as Gadamer noted:

‘Understanding and interpretation thus always occurs from within a particular “horizon” that
is determined by our historically-determined situatedness. Understanding is not, however,
imprisoned within the horizon of its situation—indeed, the horizon of understanding is
neither static nor unchanging’ (Malpas, 2018, para. 3.2)

Gadamer expanded this as follows:

‘Only in the process of speaking, as we speak further, as we build up the fabric of a linguistic
context, do we come to fix the meanings in the moments of meaning of our speaking, only in
this way do we mutually agree on what we mean’. (Gadamer, 1970/2006, p. 25)

Strategic concepts develop into new meanings in different contexts despite the illusion of
a shared concept (Seidel, 2007). Designers with numerous others enable this conversation
towards action (Dubberly & Pangaro, 2015) as part of organisational becoming.

3.3 Material-linguistic elaborations in the design space

The language of design is often intertwined with design approaches and materials beyond
verbal expressions. Design languages are rich, produced in situations where design facilitates
dialogical interaction (cf. Tsoukas & Dooley, 2011) and the inclusion of participants with
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social, material and embodied means. It is a productive language open for interpretations
and modifications based on iteration. It is potentially powerful in involving people with their
bodies, senses and minds that all work towards more intensive participation than with verbal
means such as routine meetings with bullet points and speeches.

In designers’ strategic contexts, ‘materialization of cognitive work’ facilitates the transition
from individual to collective prospective sensemaking (Stigliani & Ravasi, 2012, p. 5).
Majchrzak et al. (2011, p. 5) suggested that rapid co-creating of temporary ‘scaffolds’ allows
tensions between team members to emerge, claiming that ‘collective enthusiasm rather than
logical argument’ and knowing through action invoke collective sensemaking.

Designers might influence framing contexts by adopting surprising ways of acting. When
stakeholders are surprised, sensemaking is triggered (Maitlis & Cristianson, 2014; Weick,
1995). Gadamer (1970/2006, p. 14) agreed: ‘So, all efforts at trying to understand something
begin when one comes up against something that is strange, challenging, disorienting’. A
common situated language develops when people seek understanding. Yet, Gadamer argued,
human beings are played by the ritual structures of the past (Malpas, 2018).

When designers use both their verbal and specific material-linguistic approaches they
remain embedded in the evolving design space in which actors seek to articulate strategic
issues through collective sensemaking (cf. Weick, 2011). However, ethical consideration is
part of designing (Sweeting, 2018), and power may serve socially progressive ends (Fleming,
& Spicer, 2014, p. 38), diverse interests and strategic beliefs. Conventional strategies seeking
the status quo (Burrell & Morgan, 1980) meet with design aiming at change (Buchanan,
2015).

4. Design languages in Silicon Valley

The language use of designers in Silicon Valley is discussed through material-linguistic
features (4.1.) and through denormalising and normalising verbal language use in the design
space (4.2.).

4.1 Three material-linguistic features in the language used by designers

The designers used material—linguistic elaborations for sensemaking by involving diverse
stakeholders. Beyond the verbal means, the language that the Silicon Valley designers drew
on may be characterised by three features: embodiment and materiality, social interaction
and enthusiasm.

Embodiment and materiality occurred by inviting participants, for example, to use their
hands, or boundary objects (Carlile, 2002; Hargadon & Sutton, 1997), rapidly co-created (cf.
Sanders & Stappers, 2014) for provisional understandings or experiential learning (cf. Elsbach
& Stigliani, 2018). Specific spaces were built and modified, and camps for employees were
organised. One participant explained this effort:

And | think the company’s getting more used to doing some more user experience and actual

11
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service design execution, so | want them to do more of this prototyping and also some
bodystorming and things like that. | think when we open up the design centre, we’ll have
more opportunities to do that. (Participant IT2a, 2013)

Materials might encourage playfulness, crafting and improvising for articulation and
reflection. However, much is dependent on the way such events become framed. The
strategy frame as usual might entail different premises (Weick, 1995) than an open frame:

So, what a probe is? It’s not a prototype, it’s before a prototype... They’re very low-fidelity...
by making and playing with these probes is when we begin to interact with these participants.
(Participant IT6, 2016)

Design is social and interactive, yet aiming at empowerment or transformation.

We’ve always had a philosophy about teaching these new skills, that it needs to be
experiential. It needs to be immersive. You need to have gone through the experience in
order to be transformed. (Participant IT4a, 2013)

Most of all, one would get the impression that the designers in Silicon Valley enjoy "the
golden era of design” (Participant S2, 2016). Transformation relates to design becoming
adopted by the organisation:

They spent two years trying to develop the organisation to adopt design, so that it would be
the air you breath in. (Participant IT4b, 2016)

So, then they let go of the idea of design thinking needing to be a process. There are just
principles you can use anywhere. And, these three ideas were the key; empathy, ...quick
prototyping... go broad, go narrow is the third part of it. (Participant IT4b, 2016)

The interviews confirmed the impression of designers’ optimism (Brown, 2009; Desmet &
Pohlmeyer, 2013; Michlewski, 2008) and enthusiasm. However, empathy (Haag & Marsden,
2019; Holmlid et al., 2015) seemed to focus on users and (business) stakeholders. At times,
the designers paid attention to the work conditions of the employees:

So it’s like integrating for making the building work for all the employees as well. (Participant
IT2a, 2013)

By taking different stances and reframing (Dorst, 2015; Paton & Dorst, 2011) designers may
exercise power by filtering frames and cues, even unconsciously. Design languages stretch
beyond dialogical or virtual communication (Baralou, & Tsoukas, 2015) strengthened by
material-linguistic means that may filter or direct attention. However, all organisational
actors may protect occupational or career interests; even identities can be at stake (Carlile,
2002, p. 446, 2004, p. 556; Orr, 1996). What was specific to the designers in Silicon Valley
was the mandate they felt for design, built over decades of business—design cooperation in
the area (cf. Katz, 2015) supporting the design community.

4.2 Normalising and denormalising verbal language in the design space

The design space entails material-linguistic entanglements in various contextual in-
betweens. Five in-between contexts in verbal language were identified in the interviews
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regarding the hermeneutic interpretation of different languages and the assumptions behind
them.

STRATEGIC LANGUAGE IN GENERAL

The designers had adopted conventional strategic language in general. They tended to be
involved in framing the organisation’s strategic future, mediating between a pre-existing
strategic frame and potential reframing. Yet, when explaining their ideas, the designers
referred to normalised business concepts. Despite the urge to transform and reframe
strategies, their verbal language repeated the assumptions behind critical success factors
that aim at surviving competition by enhancing competitiveness, value, the bottom line and
similar factors:

The innovation outcome is more efficient as it influences the financial bottom line of the
company directly. (Participant M, 2016)

Broader consequences of strategies for environment or society remained largely opaque.
Visualisations and storytelling served rather as communication methods for a set strategy.
While multiple methods were mentioned, the strategic frame remained largely intact. Some
designers explained they had learned business language so they would be able to work
professionally. Core beliefs of organisational strategies were not directly challenged; rather,
they were concretised or discovered. Sensemaking through material-linguistic elaborations
thus crafts and ““talks events and organizations into existence”” (Weick et al., 2005, p. 413).
Yet, normalising language and frames (cf. Knights & Morgan, 1991) were common:

The market is full of potential, and users might be about the same time looking at competitive
landscapes. So what are your competitors doing and how can you gain an advantage? And
what are your current advantages and how can we make use of that? (Participant IT6, 2016)

Competitors around and losing market share is often the starting point... and then they have
heard somewhere: ‘Oh, design thinking, you get some kind of innovations with that. Let’s try
that’. (Participant S2, 2016)

Thus, normalising language maintains the status quo supporting frames that are believed to
be professional, appropriate or justified.

ORGANISATIONAL LANGUAGE

The design managers found themselves between siloed functions. Their in-betweenness
meant crossing cultural, functional or other domains such as navigating and orchestrating
amongst diverse groups (engineering, management, various stakeholders and customer-
users) for an enhanced understanding of the issues at hand. Interdisciplinary teams were
viewed as a source of innovation rather due to than despite the tensions that such diversity
may cause. This cross-functional fluidity depicts designers as middle managers forming the
‘hub through which most strategic information flows’ (Floyd & Lane, 2000, p. 164). Beyond
business or engineering language, the designers used denormalising language towards
change by speaking about breaking silos, teaching design, enhancing employee experience
or:

13
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..transforming the language, mindset and the mission to include passion. (Participant S2,
2016)

Some designers stressed management support and worked closely with their boards. Their
offices were located next to the board members’ offices. In this way, organisational power
then supported the designers’ identities (cf. Knights and Morgan, 1991).

Designers who can speak to designers, but also to directors in the wardrooms, they are sought
after. The terminology is quite different out there, | mean. (Participant IT4b, 2016)

At other times, the designer can face difficulties, being the only designer:

There you are, with the board, on your own. (Participant S2, 2016)

According to Beck and Plowman (2009), as middle managers, designers mediate between
the managerial and other frames and may enrich the interpretations due to their proximity
to the interpretations of both strategic and frontline managers. Some designers mentioned
enlightened managers. Teaching others about design tools served as a catalyst for
embedding cultural change in the organisation:

Big projects are cultural change projects; there are design outcomes, but quite often it is the
way you act. (Participant S2, 2016)

One might interpret transformation by design either as increasing participation (cf. Sanders &
Stappers, 2008; Elsbach & Stigliani, 2018) or as a means of managerial regulation (Burrell &
Morgan, 1980); often, it was noted by participants, the transformation was initiated within a
high level of hierarchy.

USER-RELATED LANGUAGE
The designers often felt connected with users with a genuine desire to improve their lives. A
consultant redesigned employee spaces for an industrial client:

...canteens, reception ...it"s like a nice hotel now. (Participant C2, 2016)

...you iterate with people ...probes ...storytelling. (Participant M, 2016; Participant U, 2015)

Business and design languages merge in vague concepts such as value. However, business
value differs from user value. Many designers referred to people or human beings, rather
than customers, as profit factors. Some mentioned storytelling around the brand being
improved through design. Everyday lives of consumers or digital traces were explored for
customer insights (Participant IT4b, 2016), for example through journey maps (Participant
IT6, 2016; Participant IT2a, 2013) or touchpoints (Participant IT6, 2016; Participant IT2a,
2013). While, for example, brands suggested values and behaviours, one might have
expected more reflection on the use of customer data or storytelling. Customer experience
as a business concept was adopted (cf. Saleh & Watson, 2017) rather than doubting whether
pleasure would lead to enhanced quality of life (cf. Desmet & Pohlmeyer, 2013; Sanders &
Stappers, 2008).
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TECHNOLOGY-RELATED LANGUAGE
It was noted that, while transcending complex material—cognitive spaces, the designers
needed to simplify and orchestrate both customer interactions and backstage services.

...we use these digital traces ...every single product we use, there’s analytics. (Participant IT3,
2016)

At times, this entailed human aspects more than hardware and software:

It’s more for like innovating social relationships of people, not about technology or
engineering. (Participant IT7, 2016)

A seamless fit emerged when the core company brought in technology and aligned this with
other aspects of the final offering. Users’ lives were eagerly traced through technology:

We analyse that person’s tweets and social media, and because we have their e-mail address,
we can link it to other social media. (Participant IT5, 2016)

Yet, framing and justification of choices and the responsibilities following them (cf. Dubberly
& Pangaro, 2015) were not discussed.

ECOSYSTEM AND SOCIETY-RELATED LANGUAGE
Designers navigated in the design space of organisations, networks and social actors. Some
looked beyond their own industry for extracting new cues.

...your product stays in a kind of an ecosystem, so you have to understand the whole
ecosystem.... (Participant IT1, 2016)

Participants believed that orchestration of the whole process with stakeholders was needed.
Normalising language largely prevailed assuming that a business ecosystem was separated
from consequences elsewhere. Stakeholders were often business clients, sometimes end-
users.

The designers’ language throughout the interviews related to material-linguistic elaboration
methods. Critical success factors formed part of the verbal language the designers had
adopted. The underlying core ideas of strategic frames were seldom questioned or reframed
(cf. van der Bijl-Brouwer & Dorst, 2017). Surprisingly, ethics, a critical success factor in
business (Saleh & Watson, 2017) was barely mentioned. On the other hand, concepts such as
experimentation and creativity, which were often mentioned, had become part of business
vocabularies.

5. Discussion on the in-betweenness of design languages

The sensemaking processes of designers entailed traits of using normalising and
denormalising language that supported frame adoption or frame extension (cf. Dorst, 2015;
van der Bijl-Brouwer & Dorst, 2017). In frame adoption, core assumptions behind strategies
remain easily unchanged even when design methods are used.
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Normalising language prevailed when strategic language in general was adopted: business
vocabularies were learned by some designers consciously. To advance the conversation, the
designers partly adopted the languages of those they encountered. However, potentially
harmful consequences were barely mentioned.

Denormalising verbal design language appeared more clearly in organisational contexts.
User or employee insights offered new perspectives. In respect to technology-related issues,
social interaction enabled by technology was the focus for a seamless fit, without prejudice.
Yet, designing systems requires the framing of wicked problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973),

a conversation on values and the responsibility to justify them, thus including subjectivity
and second-order cybernetics. Second-order cybernetics, or understanding frames, requires
conversation (cf. Gadamer, 1970/2006) for learning together (Dubberly & Pangaro, 2015;
Krippendorff, 2007).

Variation in the designers’ language use was natural due to their occupational in-
betweenness. The design principles (Buchanan, 2015; Fayard et al., 2017) guiding the
designers include empathy (Suri, 2000), ethics (Chan, 2018; Sweeting, 2018) and designing
for human flourishing or sustainability (cf. Desmet & Pohimeyer, 2013). The relative silence
around values and ethics was therefore surprising. The designers barely mentioned the
harmful consequences for the natural environment or issues such as user data transparency
(cf. Betzing et al., 2019; Introna, 2007, pp. 22-23; Introna & Pouloudi, 1999) or doubtful
consequences of digitalisation (cf. Morley et al., 2018; WEEE forum, 2017). Instead, there was
enthusiasm (cf. Majchrzak et al., 2011) about the possibilities of design. However, questions
about the consequences of automation and Al would have required more serious debate (cf.
Dubberly & Pangaro, 2019).

Limitations admittedly apply to the interviews and the authors’ interpretation. However,
design management literature has tended to follow functionalist perspectives (Johansson

& Woodilla, 2017) with innovation being the driving force. Seeking pleasure through
consumption (Sanders & Stappers, 2008) is not what the aim of design has been (Buchanan,
2015).

One might expect more conversation on the taken-for-granted business ideas. For example,
exposing children to branding stories requires criticality (Gunter, 2016; Jordan, 2004, p.
477). The concept of value reflects a business-as-usual perspective where users turn into
profits and digitalisation becomes a cost-cutting measure. In a business-as-usual frame,
genuine radical innovations are hardly likely. Sensemaking enabled by design facilitation
risks reproducing (Knights & Morgan, 1991) the prevailing order. However, understood as an
ongoing conversation, design and ethics can inform each other (Pangaro, 2017; Sweeting,
2018). Designers may create possibilities for others to have conversations, to learn and to
act, while being explicit about values (Dubberly & Pangaro, 2015).

Designers have gained some power in strategising. As co-strategists, they might receive
support from top management for critical reflection on consequences. Designers embedded
in historically situated frames remain limited in the very sensemaking that is required for
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change. There have been signs of denormalising language where designers have managed
to broaden not only their own but some existing frames (cf. Baldassarre & al., 2017; Bocken
et al., 2014). Gaining legitimation has been suggested to be about talking new ideas and
interests into being (Vaara & Tienari, 2011). Designers additionally have material-linguistic
strengths. By using design languages in micro sensemaking events, designers could select
cues to concretise harmful consequences at early stages. They might initiate more critical
reflection on strategic frames and, by doing so, broaden horizons.

6. Conclusions

This article focuses on design languages in design managers’ strategising contexts.
Normalising and denormalising languages were found to influence strategising through
actors’ selective noticing and elaboration of cues and frames. Designers may act as
supporters and challengers of evolving strategies while mediating between frame adoption
and frame extension. At times, the design managers seemed to pass on strategic concepts,
thus reproducing historically developed strategic frames. Ethical issues or consequences of
design were rarely discussed.

Denormalising design languages entail the possibilities for triggering sensemaking and
reframing through material-linguistic elaborations and inclusion, as well as by encouraging
empowerment or critical conversation on issues such as unintended harm, environmental
consequences or design transparency. However, conventional strategic assumptions may
prevent fully exploring broader meanings such as those for the environment or greater good.
This article contributes to sensemaking and strategy research from a design perspective.
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Abstract: Although the importance of interpersonal relationships to processes of
design and social innovation (D&SI) has been acknowledged, there is limited research in
identifying what constitutes a relational approach in D&SI. In spite of their importance
for relationship formation and maintenance, questions of respect, reciprocity, power
andtrust—andtheirintersection with various cultural practices—are often left untouched
in design discourse. This paper reports early findings from interviews with design and
social innovation practitioners in the Asia Pacific region, detailing the significance of
putting relationships first, establishing mutuality and building reciprocity. The paper
contributes insights into how practitioners perceive relationships as both meaningful
and essential and suggest areas for further research to develop a more nuanced
understanding of relationships in D&SI.
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1. Design and social innovation: a relational practice

Social innovation processes can be described as starting with a more or less serendipitous
emergence of actors who share common or relatable issues; these actors go through the
negotiation or definition of shared goals, elaborate ideas and solutions, and eventually
implement and systematise them (Zapf, 1991; Mumford, 2002; Mulgan, 2007; Heiskala &
Hamalainen, 2007; Pol & Ville, 2008; Franz, Hochgerner, & Howaldt, 2012; Manzini, 2015;
Akama & Yee, 2016). Often, the resulting innovation is not a material object, but a social
interaction or practice (Choi & Majumdar, 2015). Therefore, social innovation creates
new relationships (Mulgan, 2007) but also stems from relationships: relationships can be
considered both the precondition and the result of social innovation.

In this context, designers can “play a strong and relevant, even leading role” (Manzini &
Rizzo, 2011, p. 202) triggering new collaborations, facilitating conversations, strategically
connecting local initiatives and people. Recent literature suggests that the formation of
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relationships is a phenomenon that professional designers embed in the design process

and is therefore within their agency and responsibility (Dindler & Iversen, 2014, p. 43);
however, the processes through which relationships are built in design projects are not
always made explicit in research accounts. A large part of the work aimed at forming,
nurturing and consolidating relationships is done in the “backstage” of the design process
(Dindler & Iversen, 2014) in the form of one-to-one conversations, asynchronous work such
as email or text message exchange, and even personal reflection; these activities are usually
considered a by-product of design compared to “front stage” activities such as workshops
or presentations, but they are a fundamental element of relationship formation in a design
context.

Current explanations of how people come together to initiate and sustain social innovation
processes — particularly the definition of “collaborative organisations” offered by Manzini
(2015, p. 83), with its emphasis on independence and free will to join and leave the

process — resonate with Western ways of thinking but do not offer an account of the value
of intimate, interdependent relationships in design and social innovation (Akama & Yee,
2016). The literature foregrounding relationality in design and social innovation (D&SI) often
comes from a non-Western or Global South context. For example, Akama and Yee (2016)
invoke the framework proposed by Kasulis (2002) to explain traditional design’s tendency

to present itself as objective and universally adaptable. In his book Intimacy or Integrity,
Kasulis presents two fundamentally different ways of relating: although a society is rarely
“culturally monolithic”, it may have a mainstream system of thought that values intimacy
over integrity, or vice versa (Kasulis 2002, p.17). The integrity orientation poses an emphasis
on public objectivity, independence and external relations, while the intimacy orientation
tends to favour belong-togetherness, interdependence and internal relations. In an integrity
paradigm, knowledge (including design knowledge) is viewed as independent from context,
universal, and transferrable. The knower is assumed as separate from the design knowledge,
with models and tools as a bridge between them. An intimacy paradigm, on the other hand,
perceives knowledge as embodied, inseparable from its context, and only transferrable
through relationships and situated practice. However, it is unclear what these terms actually
mean in the lived experience of people working in D&SI projects, and what their significance
would be for designers in the development of a relational approach to D&SI.

This paper aims to elaborate on aspects of relationships as discussed by design and social
innovation practitioners in Asia Pacific. It describes the preliminary findings of an exploratory
gualitative study, conducted as part of a PhD study which aims to explore what role
relationships and relationality have within D&SI. The paper reports on early thematic analysis
of interviews with 12 practitioners who detail the significance of putting relationships first,
establishing mutuality and building reciprocity. These themes describe important features of
professional design practice focused on social impact and change that are rarely discussed in
D&SI literature. The paper contributes further insights into how design practitioners perceive
relationships as both meaningful and essential to the work of design and social innovation
and suggests how future work can build on these perspectives.
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2. Relationships, design and social innovation

2.1 Defining relationships

Since current literature directly relevant to relationships in design and social innovation is
scarce, the study draws from research in other fields such as Relationship Science (Berscheid,
1999), Leader-Member Exchange (LMX; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), Employee-Organisation
Relationship (EOR; Shore et al., 2004), and research on social networks and social capital
(Claridge, 2018; Granovetter, 1973) to identify the different factors at play in building

and maintaining work relationships. The research focuses on dyadic relationships (those
happening between two individuals) which are considered the “key element or building block
of groups” and “represent key components of social networks” (Liden, Anand, & Vidyarthi,
2016, p. 140).

Ferris et al. (2009) offer a review of the literature and propose an integrative model of work
relationships. The authors describe initial interactions as characterised by instrumentality.
The quality of the relationship depends on the expectation that each participant in the dyad
holds and might be influenced by each participant’s interest in establishing or maintaining an
important role within the organisation. Trust, respect, affect and support play an important
part in forming a judgement about the other participant (Pratt & Dirks, 2007; Graen & Uhl
Bien, 1995 as cited in Ferris et al., 2009). The relationship can remain ‘low-quality’ and
instrumental, or it can evolve so that participants start to see it not as a means to an end, but
as an end in itself (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005 as cited in Ferris et al., 2009). Flexibility is
required to handle incompatibility and disagreement, with each participant needing to show
the ability to compromise and negotiate (Ferris et al., 2009). As the reciprocal commitment
grows, the need to maintain a shared relational identity increases, with loyalty, commitment
and accountability playing a key role (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007). Other elements characterising
relationships are the passing of time; physical and psychological distance; reputation; and
dissolution or redefinition of the relationship.

2.2 Cultural plurality in relational D&SI

Processes of design and social innovation are centred upon creating dialogue and surfacing
the perspectives of a heterogenous group of people with varying relationships, with the
goal of enhancing its capacity to act. However, some scholars doubt that traditional design
education and training stimulate the designers’ awareness of questions such as power,
decision making, responsibility and reciprocity, which are central to relationship formation
and maintenance within and outside of design processes (Akama, Hagen, & Whaanga-
Schollum, 2019). Exploring relational approaches to D&SI requires welcoming the idea that
people — design professionals, laymen, communities — engage in design activity in a plurality
of ways that cannot be disentangled from their social, cultural, economic and physical
context. The plurality of ways of understanding and doing design is increasingly discussed in
academia, as demonstrated by the rising numbers of books, papers and conferences on the
matter. For example, the Design Research Society (DRS) has introduced a Pluriversal Design
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Special Interest Group which aspires to a “/re-orientation’ of design to incorporate multiple
perspectives and views and a focus on multiple ways of doing and understanding design”
(DRS, n.d.); the discourse around design “decolonization” is surfacing often marginalised
design practices from non-Western cultures (see for example the work by the Decolonising
Design Group, 2016; Tunstall, 2013; Akama and Yee, 2016; some academics and practitioners
are problematizing aspects of design that are normally taken for granted and foregrounding
respect, reciprocity and relationality over, for example, replicability (Akama, Hagen &
Whaanga-Schollum, 2019), while others urge us to embrace plurality as “grounded, situated,
self-reflexive and ever evolving” (Light, 2019, p. 4).

3. Methodology

3.1 A note on positionality

We acknowledge that reflexivity is a key aspect of relational D&SI. As co-authors we identify
as design practitioners and researchers with differing cultural experiences to bring to the
inquiry. All three authors have been trained in fairly traditional Anglo-European art and
design education and we acknowledge our educational and professional background will
therefore influence our approach and critical lens we bring to the research. Therefore, we
feel it is important for us to a) to provide a brief account of our background and our practices
and b) to reflect on how we critically engage with accounts that come from non-western
cultures. The first author, Viola has practiced predominately in Italy and in the UK, but
spent 6 months working with an Indonesia-based organisation on a series of public space
projects funded by the United Nations. It was this project that initially raised questions

on the role of relationships in D&SI practice. Her unfamiliarity of the Indonesian language
encouraged her instead to observe and notice how relationships between the project team
and the different stakeholders (from villagers to high-ranking government officials) were
initiated and nurtured throughout and beyond the project. These connections seemed to
enable projects to happen, they sustained them, were cultivated long before the start of
the projects and long after their completion. Similarly, the second and third authors also
have extensive experience of investigating, observing and being part of cross-cultural design
projects where relationships are considered to be vital. The second author, Joyce co-founded
the Designing Social Innovation in Asia-Pacific (DESIAP) in response to a growing trend in
the appropriation of ‘universal’ Anglo-centric design methods in different cultural contexts
which may inadvertently dislodge indigenous practices and knowledge. Her attunement

to cultural nuances and appropriation has been shaped by her background growing up in
post-independence Malaysia, as an ethnic Chinese in a Muslim dominated country, and as
an Asian woman living and working in a dominant group in the UK. The third author, Rachel
has a background in participatory arts in refugee contexts predominantly in the UK. More
recently she has been working with Arabic communities in Palestine and has established

a network with international researchers working across the middle east and north Africa,
exploring decolonizing participatory design practices in the context of indigenous place-
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based knowledges.

Our professional experiences attests to designing as a deeply relational practice; however,
the variety of frameworks, toolkits and models available to designers (e.g. Frogdesign,
2012; IDEO, 2015) made little to no mention of the complexity of relationships and of
their intersections with D&SI. Therefore, we started to reflect on and explore the role of
relationships through Viola’s own practice, which has become a core focus of her PhD
with support from Joyce and Rachel. Part of the reflexive practice process also includes
drawing on experiences and examples from other D&SI practitioners working in different
cultural contexts in order to enrich understandings of D&SI, while also using the variety
of perspectives and cultural nuances to surface attitudes and values that may be assumed
as universal in design discourse. The following section describes how these different
experiences and perspectives were elicited and analysed.

3.2 Semi-structured interviews and analysis

The findings presented in this paper are initial results based on data collected during semi-
structured interviews with 12 practitioners in 10 organisations from different countries in
the Asia Pacific region. Participants were interviewed through a VOIP (voice over IP) call
through Skype or Zoom, with each conversation lasting between 45 minutes and 1 hour
and 30 minutes depending on the availability of the interviewee and on the time spent in
introductions and informal chat. The conversations were loosely based on an interview guide
that Viola shared with participants prior to the interview; after transcription, a Thematic
Analysis approach was adopted to analyse the data and draw initial insights. At this stage
of the research, we were focused on capturing practitioners’ view on relationality in their
practice that spoke to their experience. We did not assume that they had the right or
permission to speak on behalf of the indigenous perspectives of the community that they
work with.

3.3 Sampling strategy

The sampling of D&SI practitioners began with the construction of a database of potential
contacts who could offer a non-Western perspective on design and social innovation. The
selection was based on the following criteria:

e Expertise of the interviewee in the social innovation field;

e Perceived interest in the questions guiding this research;

¢ Likelihood that the interviewee would have an approach to their work that
emphasises the importance of relationships;

e A position in the organisation to initiate and build relationships;

e Previous contact, or possibility of being introduced.

Through a partnership with the DESIAP network, we were able to access a database of
contacts to whom we could be introduced and who could offer a non-Western perspective
on design and social innovation. Most of the contacts were collected from this database,
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with the exception of two people which was recruited from Viola’s professional contacts.
Participants work in different countries: Aotearoa New Zealand, Cambodia, Indonesia, Japan,
Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, and Thailand. Below is the list of participants with their
related role and context of work; their names were replaced with pseudonyms to preserve
anonymity.

Table 1 List of participants.

Name (pseudonym) Professional role Scope of organisation / project /
activity

Anne Director of Philanthropy Grant-making foundation

Thomas Executive creative director Design and branding studio
working with social innovation
initiatives

Gloria Executive director Social innovation project within
an academic and research
institution

Victor Co-founder Social enterprise incubator (1)

Carlo Co-founder Social enterprise incubator (2)

Rose Venture support director Social enterprise incubator (2)

Lamai Co-founder Social innovation design
consultancy

Lucy Co-design lead Government-led project

Leon Co-founder Organisational design consultancy
working with social innovation
initiatives

Alba Co-founder Organisational design consultancy
working with social innovation
initiatives

Keiko Co-founder and managing director Company collaborating with

government to create social
innovation ecosystems

Somchai University lecturer Working on social innovation
projects with students

3.4 Thematic Analysis

Since the goal of the research is to develop a deeper understanding of relational

dynamics through rich descriptions and the exposure of taken-for-granted assumptions,

a phenomenological approach to research (Spencer, Pryce, & Walsh, 2014) paired with
Thematic Analysis seemed fitting. The “reflexive TA approach” proposed by Braun and

Clarke (e.g. Braun & Clarke, 2006; Braun, Clarke, Hayfield, & Terry, 2019) was adopted. It
conceptualises TA as a wholly qualitative approach that emphasises situated, contextual
meaning, with the researcher having an active role in the production of meaning and
knowledge. Initially, inductive coding was performed manually; after turning to the literature
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to develop and refine the codes and the main concepts, a well-known qualitative data
analysis software, Nvivo was used to sort the codes and explore particular themes.

4. Discussion: relationships come first

All participants identified relationships as central to their work. Three participants explicitly
mentioned having a specific relationship-building mandate as part of their formal role in
their organisation, while others described building relationships as a priority in their work.
The approach to relationships varied, with some participants acknowledging an underlying
goal to building relationships, such as opening up opportunities for collaboration or acquiring
support and resources. Others foregrounded relationships and framed projects as their
consequence: “It’s like relationships come first. [...] the outcome of what you do when you
are together, that comes later” (Alba). In all cases, participants related a positive perception
of relationships built before and during the project to an overall positive perception of the
project activities and outcomes.

Different features of relationships were identified in the interviews, along with several
strategies to build and maintain relationships, establish and expand networks of
relationships, deal with challenges and overcome obstacles. In this brief space, two themes
are identified as fundamental to describing positive, vibrant work relationships in the context
of D&SI: establishing mutuality and building reciprocity.

4.1 Establishing mutuality

We define mutuality here as the extent of agreement between the dyadic parties about the
nature of their relationship and its specific terms (Dabos & Rousseau, 2004). It implies a
‘respective’ relationship in which certain actions are performed by two people with respect
to one another (Graumann, 1995). Mutuality was identified as an important concept that
D&SI practitioners consistently described in their work; it is underpinned and enacted by and
through core features of trust, role-taking and learning.

MUTUAL TRUST

Supporting the findings of previous research (Bratteteig, Bgdker, Dittrich, Mogensen,

& Simonsen, 2012; Clarke et al., 2019; Pirinen, 2016; Warwick, 2017), mutual trust

among members of the same organisation and among project partners at all levels, from
government to community, is considered valuable in collaborative design practice. In the
participants’ words, trust is “the core of everything we do” (Anne) and “[t]here should be

a certain amount of trust before we even start the work” (Thomas). While trust building as
described by participants relies on reciprocity and is therefore discussed in the next section,
participants stressed the mutuality of trust in that they felt it “works both ways” (Anne): it
has to be mutual to enable the construction of equal partnerships and allow transparency
in communication and the open sharing of issues and problems. These elements generate a
positive feedback loop that reinforces mutual trust building over time.
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ROLE-TAKING AND MUTUAL EXPECTATIONS

References to mutuality also highlighted anticipated obligations associated with role-taking
and expectations of what each party would bring to the relationship. Showing consistency
in fulfilling obligations and conforming to the other party’s expectations was reported to
increase trust: “there has to be, to a certain extent, predictability, which means you don’t
change all the time” (Thomas). However, practitioners discussed the need to balance and
integrate different roles — and therefore different obligations and expectations — including
being a trusted advisor, a facilitator of conversations and co-design activities, a critical friend
and “thought partner” (Anne), a member of the community or an outsider, a connector
with other people, with resources or knowledge, and a host of events. These informal roles
were described as overlapping with more consistent, formal ones such as funder, design
consultant, professor, trainer, or representative of local government.

Anne is a director of philanthropy, but her roles go well beyond distributing funds to different
projects:

“The money of course is vital, but it’s much more about we then becoming a connector and
actually often just a friend to have a glass of wine with and have someone to say ‘Oh my gosh,
I’'m really struggling with this.”” (Anne)

While deep, trusting relationships can generate and sustain projects, failing to balance
different roles can generate contrasting expectations or even conflict:

“They invite me to join [a community event]. | cannot refuse that | am from uni[versity], I'm

pretty well known in [country]. But | try to be my own individual representing my own [self].
I’'m not trying to be like, “Okay, I’'m the lecturer and I’'m knowledgeable about this and | want
these people to do this and that.” (Somchai)

“[Alt the beginning of the project, even though | try so hard to be friendly with everyone, to
be close, connect to the one | think would be a good key informant for me, | need to be aware
that maybe | need to keep some distance, because | come from outside anyway. If there

are conflicts in the community and it seems that | am pro this guy, maybe | will not get any
help from them. So that’s why it’s so hard for me to balance my roles in the communities.”
(Somchai)

Roles taken are also influenced by power dynamics where the ability of one party to

have power over the other and exert some control over its behaviour, including imposing
obligations, occurs (Fasli, 2006). Participants have reported experiencing power imbalances,
particularly in teacher-learner or funder-grantee relationships or in interactions with
members of disenfranchised communities. Trying to establish mutual relationships in D&SI
can therefore challenge this dynamic. While assuming ‘equal’ agency and providing tools
for participation without questioning the quality and nature of engagement can reproduce
imbalanced power structures (Pierri, 2016), deconstructing power dynamics has its
challenges, particularly in contexts and cultures where social hierarchy is firmly rooted in
the society and open disagreement is undesirable (see for example Tjahja & Yee, 2017). One
participant from Thailand commented:
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“[1ln Thailand, because it’s very relationships based, when someone disagrees, they wouldn’t
say it in the meeting [...] you need to respect the elders. You can’t say, you know, you can’t
really express how you feel.”

Another participant, who is originally European and has worked in D&SI in Myanmar and
Indonesia, offered a counterview:

“[P]eople sometimes see you as this this person who knows some stuff and then they kind of
more or less automatically trust you [...] people just listen to you and don’t question what you
tell them [...] This changes the dynamics of some relationships.”

Consistently with Sluss & Ashworth (2007), the ways roles occupants enact their respective
roles in regard to each other (i.e. ‘relational identity’) are fluid: they integrate personal
qualities and role-based characteristics (including authority), and they are socially
constructed through interaction, observation, negotiation, and feedback. A mutual
understanding of respective roles facilitates the construction of a positive work relationship,
but when the construction of a shared relational identity questions the role- and person-
based identities that constitute it (for example by challenging one party’s authority and the
other party’s submission to it), parties might resist the change and it might take longer for
the relationship to transcend the bounds of the roles.

MUTUAL LEARNING

Enabling mutual learning is one way to encourage the levelling of hierarchy and work
towards achieving and maintaining equal partnerships. Two participants who have
experience of working alongside Indigenous communities in Aotearoa New Zealand offer a
compelling example of how equal partnerships can be created and maintained by following
Indigenous cultural protocols that emphasise mutual respect and mutual learning. The
process begins by finding common ground, building trust and exploring mutual consent to
respectful collaboration:

“The first thing you have to do with in Maori culture is whakawhanaungatanga, you have to
get to know who's in the room [...] you don’t start the work until you’ve established who you
are, where you come from and what your shared values are around”.

“A wananga might look like a workshop, but it will be on marae, so it would be on a cultural
site and you will follow in practice cultural protocols. So you have to be welcomed onto the
site”.

“[It was] a whole ceremony, which took hours, of being invited, like enthusiastically and
genuinely invited onto the land and given permission, given a sense of ‘We claim authority
on this land and we have some values and some ways of being that are crucial. And if you're
willing to adhere to those ways of being, then you can consider yourself as entitled as any
other local’”.

After establishing mutual consent and aligning values, the design process continues with a
pattern of mutual learning. The Maori term “ako” encapsulates the mutuality of the learning
process and the levelling of power: “[T]he design process from Maori lens is very much about
ako. Ako means to teach and to learn at the same time. So it’s both”.
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The concept of mutual learning as a way to equalise power relationships is often discussed as
a motivation and an outcome of participatory design heritage (Kensing & Greenbaum, 2012,
p. 21). In their work on Participatory Design and infrastructuring, B@dker et al. (2017) build
on the work of Engestrom (2007) to describe “knotworks”, fluid assemblies of heterogenous
participants working in “symbiotic agreement” through mutually beneficial or explorative
partnerships. Knotworks, together with more stable “networks” of relationships, form

the infrastructure of a project; relational agency, which is exerted by all stakeholders and
dispersed among people and organisations, involves engaging with this infrastructure at
various levels of authority, recognizing and respecting the resources and understandings that
other people carry.

Indigenous perspectives on PD highlight the importance of “preserv[ing] difference,
opposition and division in the knowledge that we all inhabit a living mutualism”(Sheehan,
2011, p. 69). Indigenous knowledge applied to design foregrounds deep situational
awareness, respect and care; through an openness to mutual learning, collective well-being
can be pursued even from a plurality of positions. As one participant described it, it is about

“focusing on the quality of the present moment and the lived experience of the subject of
individuals that are in the space and like, how are they doing? What needs do they have? Can
| adjust my posture in a way that meets their needs more effectively?”

Far from the heteronomy of universal, standardised design practice, Indigenous perspectives
allow for autonomy (Escobar, 2017; Sheehan, 2011) grounded in relational cultural practices
and enabling communities to change the norms from within. The difficulties of Western
conceptualisations of PD to fully adopt a relational paradigm (exemplified by the tendency to
consider relationality as a skill designers bring to the project, rather than as a way of being)
are, as notes one participant, “completely resolved within an Indigenous worldview, because
those things [are] already settled”. Another participant explicitly noted that this approach is
key to studies focused on relationship in D&SI: “you’ve got a research question, and | think
the answer is Indigenous approaches to design”.

4.2 Building reciprocity

The term ‘reciprocity’ is used here to indicate what Sahlins and Graeber (1965, p. 147)

call ‘generalised reciprocity’: a type of transaction in which one party commits an act of
generosity by offering or sharing something (resources, help, hospitality) without expecting a
direct, material return. While reciprocity does generate sense of counter-obligation, this is a
‘diffuse’ obligation to reciprocate when the donor will need it, and if the recipient will be able
to reciprocate. The nature and amount of the reciprocation can also be very different from
what was initially given.

As mentioned, mutual trust is an essential element to the construction of positive work
relationships in D&SI. However, “it doesn’t happen overnight” (Anne): time, care and
patience are required to build the base for a solid relationship. Participants described
different strategies they put in place to gradually build trusting relationships; many of
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them involved reciprocity or, as Lucy described it, “putting generosity into the system”:
contributions in the form of economic resources, knowledge, connections, time, emotional
availability are made without expecting immediate reciprocation but in the hope that, one
day, efforts will be reciprocated. Thomas eloquently describes this process:

“[1]f you choose to be the one to trust, to take on the lead to trust certain people, they will
trust you in return. | think there’s a beauty of humanity that if you take the first step, I'm
sure the other side, they will take some steps, maybe slower, but they will take the steps
eventually. [...] | always see the return. It may not come directly from the party who has
benefited from your program, but it will come back, in some other time.”

Carlo describes this process as being about “creating courage, [...] the courage of really
saying, ‘Ok, look, we can do something together’, right? So now | trust you, and | find the
courage of putting it out there”. This might require “model[ling]the same behaviours we look
for in partners” (Anne) such as showing vulnerability, openly admitting mistakes, or being
patient. From this initial demonstration of trust, the relationship is maintained by keeping in
touch through text message, meeting up for coffee, offering continuous emotional support,
being invited to and attending community events even outside of normal work days, and
generally building a personal, more intimate relationship than what would happen in a work
setting.

Often, reciprocity involves brokering a relationship with a third person, or welcoming the
other party within one’s social network. Sharing a contact can be beneficial to a relationship:
triads have been studied for decades, demonstrating that dyadic relationships are
strengthened if both parties are linked to the same third person (Simmel, 1908/1950; Heider,
1958; Krackhardt & Kilduff, 2002), while more recent research uncovered the importance of
social networks on dyadic relationships (Goodwin, Bowler, & Whittington, 2009; Sparrowe &
Liden, 2005). Though the relationship is strengthened, Carlo explains that “in the majority of
cases, [building relationships] would not be a direct benefit for our company, but it would be,
could be, a potential benefit for the entrepreneurs we are supporting, so for the real social
innovators.” In Gloria’s organisation, project partners are introduced through referrals and,
for a project to be funded, its proponents must have strong pre-existing connections with
the target beneficiaries and must be willing to grant open access to previous knowledge and
work results.

Significant amounts of time and money can be put into the development of a work
relationship: Anne’s foundation distributes early stage grants to, “sort of crudely, [buy]

time to build a stronger relationship and get to know each other better as people and
organisations”; Lucy comments that, in situations where local government has repeatedly
let down communities, “we don’t expect there to be a readiness [for innovation] when
there’s been so much fracture. So we might have to sit in a pre-readiness phase with those
communities for a couple of years before [...] there is enough trust or enough stability in the
chaos that you can start to work forward”.

All this generosity is not selfless: many participants mentioned the need to understand
that people have different motivations to enter a relationship and openly shared having a
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self-interest in relationships. All the reciprocity-based strategies, however, expose them to
risks such as potential rejection, loss of face, loss of time or money. Sometimes the risk is of
being hurt: “if there was a betrayal of that trust [...] it would be a viscerally personal issue for
the team” (Anne). One participant expressed frustration at the “years of maintenance” of
relationships that do not lead to any “concrete output or outcome”, while others mentioned
the risk that the generosity would be taken advantage of, rather than recognised or
reciprocated. Finally, some participants mentioned becoming “entangled” in relationships,
having to maintain them beyond the end of a project or being held accountable in the long
term for the behaviour of people they have introduced.

5. Conclusions

The participants stressed the importance of relationships to their work in D&SI and
understood themselves as active agents in the creation and maintenance of relational bonds.
The practices described by D&SI practitioners are deeply relational that involves collective
sensemaking, dialogue, storytelling and knowledge-sharing and is embedded within various
cultural practices (Akama, 2017; Akama & Yee, 2016; Escobar, 2017; Salazar & Borrero, 2017).
Participants have described openness to others, being present, continuous alignment and
attunement to the other’s needs and values, a non-transactional approach to reciprocity,

and a focus on consent and consensus as elements to build a successful relationship. This
suggests further research is needed to acknowledge the plurality of experiences of working
in D&SI; and the use of suitable frameworks to notice and reveal the various dimensions
relating to establishing mutuality and building reciprocity. For example, here it might be
useful to refer to use Kasulis’s (2002) framework to further observe mutuality and reciprocity
through the lens of cultural practices foregrounding intimacy or integrity.

Our research has revealed that there is limited recognition of indigenous and non-western
‘design’ practice within accounts of D&SI, and yet this could be of value to invigorating
relational understandings of design. It is therefore important to consider these accounts in a
critically reflexive and nuanced understanding of positions, accounts and ways of being and
operating in D&SI (Akama, Hagen & Whaanga, 2019). Our understanding of D&SI, and what
we are able to see and hear however remains influenced by our histories and experiences,
despite trying to be respectful of other ways of being in design that does not attempt to
appropriate or take on or speak for others, particularly those who have had their cultures
and practices denied in violent and oppressive ways. Our understanding and interpretation is
therefore always going to be very different from those who have grown up with indigenous
ways of being. Therefore, as researchers, we should be mindful of what it means to try and
take on these ideas from indigenous cultures as transferrable to different contexts.

Insights from the participants experiences is being used to inform the next stage of the
research. Viola will be seeking a deeper engagement with the practitioners and the
communities they work through planned field work in order to observe first-hand how the
guiding principles of mutuality and reciprocity are being enacted in order to further sensitise
her practice in Italy to these elements.
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Abstract: Designers increasingly collaborate with other actors to deliver designs
that address diverse stakeholder needs. Such multidisciplinary design processes
revolve around integrating various, often divergent values, including the ideals that
collaborating actors have, and the different kinds of worth that they attempt to realize.
As values are multidimensional and continuously in flux, the process of designing for
divergent values requires conscious action. Existing theories of values and methods
for integrating diverse, possibly competing values are still scattered across disciplines,
leaving designers with little overview and handles for what they have to deal with.
Synthesizing insights from workshops with architects and literature from a wide range
of scholarly domains, this paper presents a first step towards an integrative framework
that can help designers and design students to effectively discuss and reconcile
divergent values in multidisciplinary settings.

Keywords: values; value co-creation; value framework; multidisciplinary collaboration

1. Introduction

To successfully co-create value for clients, users, government, society and other stakeholders,
divergent values need to be integrated in the design process. On the one hand, a design
needs to generate different kinds of worth to stakeholders who may have differing values
(Boradkar, 2010). On the other hand, collaborating actors will bring various underlying ideals
and motivations to the table that have to be reconciled (Bergema, Kleinsmann, & Valkenburg,
2011). Actors often refrain from identifying, explicating and discussing the values that play
arole in their design process, or only focus on specific types of values, thereby overlooking
others that may also be important (Van Onselen & Valkenburg, 2015). This may lead to
tensions in the process or a result that is less desirable to certain stakeholders.

Designers could play an important role in opening up discussions about values, as they are
able to analyse and visualize complex phenomena and processes, and connect different
disciplines through their designs (e.g. Dorst, 2011; Manzini, 2009). Although designers

are trained to operate in increasingly collaborative and multidisciplinary processes, and to

This work is licensed under a
BV _Ne Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 4.0 International License.
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design solutions that satisfy diverse stakeholder needs (Bergema, Valkenburg, Kleinsmann,
& de Bont, 2012; Calabretta & Kleinsmann, 2017); they have limited knowledge and tools
to oversee and handle the multiple, possibly competing values that underlie these design
processes. An understanding of the plethora of divergent values that can play a role in
multidisciplinary design processes can be highly beneficial to designers. It could assist
them in opening up discussions about actors’ values and motivations, to avoid or mitigate
conflicts and collectively work towards a successful design process and end result from the
perspective of all actors and stakeholders involved.

Existing research on how to design for values has either predominantly focused on the
human values at stake, such as work on Value Sensitive Design (Friedman, Kahn, & Borning,
2013); or the worth that is co-created, such as in value-centred design (Cockton, 2006) and
Bocken, Short, Rana, and Evans (2013)’s value mapping tool. Even though authors have
argued that human values and worth are both present in design processes and continuously
influence each other (e.g. Den Ouden, 2012), work that departs from and integrates multiple
perspectives towards value into one overarching framework, such as the work of Den Ouden
(2012), is rather complex and can be challenging to use in daily work settings or design
education (Bocken et al., 2013).

In this paper, empirical insights from 24 workshops with architects and theory from different
strands of literature are synthesized with the aim to provide a simple, integrative overview
of values that designers can easily employ in their projects. The following research question
was answered: Which types of value play a role in multidisciplinary design processes? The
resulting framework distinguishes between ‘values as guiding principles’ and ‘values as
qualities with worth’, and presents three degrees of value specificity. It raises awareness

of and understanding for the different value perspectives and values that can play a role in
multidisciplinary collaborations, thereby enabling designers and design students to become
more receptive to potential value conflicts and opportunities for enhanced value creation.

2. Theoretical background

As Den Ouden pointed out in her book Innovation design: Creating Value for People,
Organizations and Society the term value is “widely used but barely understood” (2012,

p. v). Definitions of value are numerous and differ across domains. While it is evident that
differences between actors’ perspectives on values exist, these differences are also quite
often overlooked in a design process. Value is rarely explicitly discussed, or discussions are
either very abstract or overly specific (Van de Poel, 2013). As a consequence, actors may
think that they speak the same language and have the same goals, while they actually
pursue different things. This can lead to submerged and sustained value conflicts that can
quickly escalate when the collaboration process is subjected to a sudden change, such as
the departure of one of the actors or a change in design requirements (Van Onselen &
Valkenburg, 2015). To prevent this from happening, actors need to be aware of, and discuss
the values that play a role in their collaborative design process.
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According to literature, two core perspectives towards value can be distinguished: 1)
considering value as guiding principles, and 2) considering value as qualities with worth. A
detailed understanding of these two perspectives and how they relate to each other, can be
instrumental for designers when working in multidisciplinary contexts, as both perspectives
will be present and continuously influence each other. The two perspectives — which have
also been described as ‘values as ideals’ versus ‘values as worth’ (Martinsuo, Klakegg, &
van Marrewijk, 2019) or the plural form ‘values’ (i.e. ideals) versus the singular form ‘value’
(i.e. worth) (e.g. Boradkar, 2010) — are presented in more detail below. By adopting both
perspectives towards value, this study aims to embrace the different perspectives with
which one can look at the theoretical construct of value, rather than searching for consensus
regarding its definition.

2.1 Considering values as guiding principles

A first core perspective towards value in a design process, is to consider the values of actors
as guiding principles. Scholars of psychology (e.g. Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987),
sociology (e.g. Williams Jr, 1968), anthropology (e.g. Kluckhohn, 1951) and philosophy (e.g.
Griffin, 1986), use the notion of value to refer to the ideals that people have. They argue that
values represent criteria or guiding principles that people use to evaluate and select their
behaviour and give meaning to what they consider important in life (Cheng & Fleischmann,
2010; Friedman et al., 2013; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987).

In their seminal work, Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) distinguished several motivationally
distinct values that people use as guiding principles for their actions and activities, such as
enjoyment, security, achievement, self-direction, social power and maturity. They used the
term ‘human values’ to refer to these universal types of values, which stem from people’s
individual biological needs, the requirements for interaction with other people, and the
needs of groups to survive and be well (Schwartz, 2006a; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987).

Values that are used by people as guiding principles do not only stem from human needs,
they can also originate in the social relations of individuals. ‘Cultural values’ are values that
nations, regions, but also professions, organizations and teams may share, such as autonomy
or embeddedness, egalitarianism or hierarchy, and harmony or mastery (Schwartz, 2006b).
According to Schwartz, emphases on certain cultural values shape and justify the beliefs,
actions and goals of individuals and groups, making them part of a certain culture. The fact
that certain values share the same underlying assumptions, makes it easier to affirm and act
on them simultaneously (Schwartz, 2006b).

Rokeach (1973) argued that human and cultural values can be categorized into two sets of
values: ‘terminal values’ and ‘instrumental values’. Terminal values are desired end-states
that individuals or groups of people wish to achieve. Instrumental values are defined as the
preferable modes of behaviour, or means to achieve a desired end-state (Rokeach, 1973).
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2.2 Considering values as qualities with worth

In contrast to conceptualizing values as guiding principles, value can also be considered a
certain quality with worth that is or could be realized by means of a design. Economists (e.g.
Smith, 1776), management scholars (e.g. Bowman & Ambrosini, 2000; Laursen & Svejvig,
2016; Lepak, Smith, & Taylor, 2007; Vargo, Maglio, & Akaka, 2008); and certain design
scholars (e.g. Boradkar, 2010; Den Ouden, 2012) view values as qualities inherent in objects,
projects, or ideas that represent a certain amount of worth. Extending on classical works
from economy and management, this worthiness can not only be monetary — which will

be referred to in this paper as economic value —, but also non-monetary, including values
such as use value, social value and ecological value. Worthiness is perceived differently by
each individual, as people value different things. The common consensus nowadays is that
this worthiness is also fluid. It is the effect of multiple, constantly changing factors in the
interaction between diverse actors (Boradkar, 2010; Ramirez, 1999; Vargo, Akaka, & Vaughan,
2017).

‘Economic value’ is the worthiness of a certain product, service, or idea in monetary terms.
Boztepe (2007) uses the similar term ‘economy value’ to refer to the economic benefits
something has. Economists and management scholars often use the term ‘exchange value’

to refer to the price that a customer pays at the moment of exchange for a quality or set of
qualities inherent in a purchased product or service (Bowman & Ambrosini, 2000). While
these scholars specifically focus on the pursuit of monetary worth by commercial firms
through the exchange of goods or services; economic value is also important at the individual
level (i.e. pursuing a good salary), group and societal level.

The term ‘use value’ is employed by classical economists and strategic management scholars
to refer to a customer’s subjective perception of the qualities or utility that the activities,
products or services of a firm generate (Bowman & Ambrosini, 2000). It has been widely
acknowledged that this focus is too narrow to represent everyday reality, as use value is

not only created for a customer (e.g. Vargo et al., 2008). Each design or design process may
also represent qualities with worth for others, such as citizens, organizations, or society at
large. It is important to acknowledge the broad range of values that underlie the concept

of use value. By referring to perceived quality and utility, the use value of a design should
not be seen as narrow as mere ‘utility value’ (i.e. being appropriate for a certain use), which
is expressed in values such as functionality, convenience, efficiency or durability (Boztepe,
2007; Den Ouden, 2012; Ramirez, 1999). A design also results in benefits that can be derived
from its quality. For example, it can contribute to well-being or have symbolic meaning,
because it expresses identity, signals social status or has certain historic or aesthetic qualities
(Boztepe, 2007). Designs can also lead to emotional meaning. Referring to Desmet and
Hekkert (2007), Boztepe (2007, p. 60) describes ‘emotional value’ as the affective benefits
that may be generated through sensory experience, meaning that comes from personality or
character related experiences, and provoked emotions.

Worth can also be realized in the form of social value. Den Ouden (2012, p. 42) refers to
the Oxford Dictionary of Environment and Conservation in defining social value ‘as the
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non-economic value that society puts on a resource and that is recognized by most, if

not all, people, such as the benefits to human health of clean air and water’. Thompson
and MacMillan’s study (2010) was one of the first works in the field of management that
discussed the role of businesses in the generation of societal wealth improvement. They
argued that visionary businesses could open up new markets through the creation of

social value, such as addressing challenges of poverty and human suffering. The idea that
organizations can gain economic value by creating value for society has also been echoed in
other works (e.g. Porter & Kramer, 2011; Yunus, Moingeon, & Lehmann-Ortega, 2010).

Finally, ‘ecological value’ and the broader term ‘environmental value’ refer to worthiness
that is created for the physical environment. Ecological value is typically seen from a holistic
perspective, covering also the social relationships of people. However, to avoid confusion,
ecological value is here defined as the value that is created for the planet (cf. Den Ouden,
2012). Ecological value is often driven by motivational goals of environmental prosperity

or preservation of the planet. Values that may play a role are emission reduction, re-use of
existing materials and sustainability.

2.3 Dealing with divergent values

When collaboratively creating qualities with worth in a multidisciplinary design project,
actors may have different opinions of which worthiness should or could be created (and
eventually captured), and how to do this. The ideas, decisions and actions of actors are also
heavily influenced by their guiding principles, which may differ from one person to the next
(Rindova & Martins, 2017). This all leads to a plethora of divergent and possibly competing
values that are of importance at the same time, and that actors somehow have to reconcile.

Working towards a ‘value hierarchy’ can support actors in developing an approach for the
situation they are in. Scholars propose two different ways in which a value hierarchy can be
employed. These are not mutually exclusive and can, especially when used together, build
a strong value framework to support decision-making. First, a value hierarchy can be used
to prioritize certain values over others, such as placing instrumental business values below
values of the individual, society, and economic system (e.g. Bernthal, 1962; Friedman et al.,
2013). Second, a value hierarchy helps to translate abstract, general values into concrete
design requirements. Van de Poel (2013) uses the term value hierarchy to discuss how
overarching values (top of the hierarchy), via norms (middle), can be operationalized into
design requirements (bottom of the hierarchy) and vice versa. He argues that constructing
a value hierarchy requires systematic discussion and reflection of values and related
judgements, which allows actors to collectively establish clear links between the values they
pursue and the design decisions they make (Van de Poel, 2013).

Some scholars argue that overarching values should not be specified with concrete
examples, as each situation is different and involves different values. Over-specification
may limit actors’ creativity in the design process (Friedman, 2020). Yet, others have shown
that difficulties in design projects can often be brought back to values that have not
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been explicated or discussed; and that designers frequently struggle to engage in such
conversations due to a lack of overview and experience with this (Bos-de Vos, 2018). This
paper therefore aims to provide a simple, integrative overview that designers can use as a
theoretical backbone and inspiration for their projects, while encouraging them to tailor it to
their own specific situation.

3. Methodology

To arrive at an integrative framework, it was chosen to study both literature and design
practice, so that different theories of value could be connected to designers’ daily work. In
this section, the methodology for the development of the framework is described, paying
attention to the collection of literature, the collection of empirical data, the analytical
procedures that were followed to synthesize insights from both types of sources, and the
development and validation of the framework. The different parts of the methodology are
described separately for the purposes of clarity, but in reality coincided.

3.1 Collection of literature

Value-related literature sources were gathered during three consecutive phases. In phase 1, a
previous research on value co-creation in the creative industry was revisited by re-reading all
relevant sources and the notes that were taken during interactions with other researchers,
students and practitioners. In phase 2, additional readings were gained in multiple iterations
by checking the sources that authors had used in their discussions of value. In phase 3,
conversations with researchers from other academic disciplines were organized. These
researchers were asked to provide what they considered to be key sources of value literature
in their respective fields. These were then studied and used as a way to find additional
literature. The three phases of literature collection resulted in an overview of scholarly work
from a variety of academic fields, including philosophy, psychology, anthropology, ethics,
sociology, economics, strategic management, project management, marketing, service
science, engineering and design.

3.2 Collection of empirical data

During phase 2 of the literature review, also empirical data were collected in 24 workshops
with architects from diverse types of firms (17 in-company workshops and 7 workshops as
part of a professional training program). In each workshop, which lasted approximately three
hours, participants were asked to jointly fill in the Project Value Modelling Blueprint (Bos-de
Vos, 2020) for one of their ongoing projects (see Figure 1). This method, which consists of an
ordered set of questions, helped participants to identify and discuss which values could or
should be created in their project, and come up with concrete steps for how to do that (Bos-
de Vos, 2020).

Participants were given post-its or erasable cards to fill in the blueprint, encouraged to
engage in continuous discussion about their answers, and change or further specify answers
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over the course of the workshop. The in-company workshops were moderated jointly by an
external facilitator and the author. The other workshops were moderated by the author. Over
the course of the workshop, several pictures were taken of the filled-in Blueprint (see Figure
2) and the discussion was documented with video-recording (expect for the professional
training workshops) and an event log. In each workshop, the moderator(s) followed the
proposed order and questions of the Project Value Modelling Blueprint closely, which led to a
robust empirical data set with a high level of comparability.

Figure 1 Workshop Figure 2 Intermediate result

3.3 Synthesis of theoretical and empirical insights

The analysis of the literature and empirical data was executed in three iterative steps that
were performed while data collection was still ongoing. To enhance qualitative rigour in
the analysis and synthesis process, a qualitative coding procedure inspired by the Gioia
methodology was used (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 2013). Although the Gioia methodology
is specifically designed for developing interpretive theory from interviews (Gehman et al.,
2018), it proved particularly helpful for the purposes of this study, as it helped to cluster
values mentioned in literature or the workshops into overarching categories.

For the literature, a first step consisted of close readings of the sources and filtering out parts
in which authors mentioned or discussed specific types of values. Based on these parts, a list
of ‘informant-centric 1st-order’ values was generated, including the sources and scholarly
domains in which the respective values were mentioned, and how they were defined. In
phase 2, a similar list of informant-centric values was deducted from the end results of the
workshops. The event logs were used to play back specific parts of the video recordings and
gain more detail of how participants had exactly described the values.

Next, the analysis focused on searching for similarities and differences between the values
in both lists to arrive at ‘researcher-centric 2nd-order’ themes (see Gioia et al., 2013).
This led to a categorization into three ‘degrees of value-specificity’ (cf. Van de Poel, 2013):
1) overarching value dimensions, 2) underlying motivational goals, and 3) specific value
examples. Examples of values that participants or authors gave were clustered when it
appeared that they shared the same motivational goal. For example, several architects
mentioned that ‘developing new tools’ or ‘establishing a commercial relationship’ allowed
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them to generate a different type of economic value than money. This was labelled as the
motivational goal ‘other economic value’. Together with the motivational goal ‘money’, it was
captured within the overarching dimension ‘economic value’, which described the type of
value it actually concerned.

Finally, the analysis focused on finding aggregate dimensions that could, on a higher level

of abstraction, explain differences between the values, and why certain values seemed to
belong together (cf. Gioia et al., 2013). The empirical data clearly indicated that actors not
only considered the values that could be realized for the stakeholders of their project, but
also values that served as a compass to guide their decisions and activities in the project.

For example, participants often described trying to do ‘what is best for the client’, thereby
expressing altruistic motives. Values such as ‘conforming to what is expected of designers’,
‘happiness at work’, or ‘an equal relationship with partners’ were also frequently mentioned.
On the one hand, the emergence of idealistic values was surprising as the Project Value
Modelling Blueprint only focuses on the value that actors wish to co-create and capture (Bos-
de Vos, 2020). On the other hand, it is not that unexpected as architects and designers work
on the basis of professional code-of-conduct, which translates into all their work-related
activities and decisions. It clearly indicated the importance of integrating both perspectives
towards value in the framework.

3.4 Framework development and validation

The process of framework development was executed concurrently with data collection

and analysis and consisted of several iterations in which draft versions were evaluated

with researchers, students and practitioners and further developed. A first draft version

was developed during phase 1 of the literature review on the basis of a previous research

in which literature and empirical data were studied from a value co-creation (i.e. qualities
with worth) perspective (Bos-de Vos, 2018). The aim of this conceptual framework was

to raise awareness of the different values and potential value conflicts involved in value
co-creation in design projects to offer practising designers and design students handles to
identify and deal with these conflicts. It visualized three crucial phases in generating qualities
with worth: the value proposition, value co-creation, and value capture phase (e.g. Clauss,
2016), as well as the important types of values that these phases concerned. The existing
theoretical concepts ‘use value’ — which according to the empirical data should also refer to
other stakeholders than the paying customer, such as users, government and society —, and
‘exchange value’ were complemented with an additional concept ‘professional value’, which
emerged from the analysis of empirical data. Participants mentioned reputation, professional
development and work pleasure as underlying motivational goals (see Bos-de Vos, Wamelink,
& Volker, 2016). Draft version 1 is shown in Figure 3.
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Value proposition Value co-creation Value capture

(product or sewice) — Use value (Exchange value )
= for paying customer

- for user money that is paid
- for society

- for other
stakeholders

Professional value
- for reputation

- for development

= for work pleasure

perceived utility and/or quality
of product/service by different
stakeholders

perceived utility and/or quality
of product/service by creative
professional

Figure 3 Draft version 1

The conceptual framework was presented and discussed at several meetings with audiences
of academics, students and practitioners. Participants referred to the framework as insightful
because it captured many struggles present in design projects and allowed practitioners to
consider the origins of and potential solutions to these struggles more consciously. Despite
this positive feedback, the first draft version of the framework also evoked discussions
beyond its original aim. Academics from other disciplines raised questions about the
definitions of values and why certain values were or were not included. Many questions
seemed to originate from a moral perspective towards values instead of an economic/quality
perspective. It became evident that this perspective needed to be included in the framework
to avoid confusion or miscommunication in value-related discussions with people from
different disciplines. This was also supported by the empirical data, which indicated that
designers’ actions and decisions related to value creation were strongly influences by their
professional beliefs.

In draft version 2, the ‘values as ideals’ and ‘values as worth’ perspective that were used

by (Martinsuo, Klakegg, & van Marrewijk, 2017) were taken as two distinct perspectives
towards values that were both visualized in a separate section of the framework. For the
‘values as ideals’ section, a distinction was made between human values and cultural
values, as two overarching types of values that are commonly represented in scholarly work
from multiple domains (see Section 2.1). Also professional values were included, as the
workshops in practice had shown that participants were often driven by their professional
morals and ideals. For the ‘values as worth’ section, use value, social value, ecological value,
economic value, and professional value (the latter referring to professional worth instead of
professional ideals) were included. These values resulted from the comparison of the list of
values mentioned in literature and the values that emerged from the empirical data. Since
in literature, specific value labels sometimes have different definitions, or different labels
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are used for values with the same definition; labels were chosen that best represented the
empirical data. Draft version 2 also included a distinction between three degrees of value
specificity (see Section 3.3), which appeared to be a helpful way to structure the many values
that were mentioned. Draft version 2 is presented in Figure 4.

Values for Designing for Values

Figure 4 Draft version 2 Figure 5 Feedback session with peers
(top) and practitioners
(bottom)

Draft version 2 was discussed with peers from multiple domains, who are all working on
value-related topics, such as value operationalization, value conflicts, value dynamics, and
value assessment. Also teaching staff, students and practitioners were asked for feedback.
Over the course of a year, 16 individual meetings and five feedback sessions with larger
groups of people were organized to validate the structure and contents of the framework
and to explore potential use-scenarios (see Figure 5). People were asked if they missed
things, if the framework raised any confusion, and if they would organize the framework
differently and why. Participants were also asked which benefits the framework could
potentially have for them, if any, and which suggestions they had for working towards these
benefits.

Based on the feedback received, a new version of the framework was made. As the
distinction between the terms ‘values as ideals’ and ‘values as worth’ was often not or not
directly clear to people, these were changed into the more descriptive labels ‘values as
guiding principles’ and ‘values as qualities with worth’. For the values as guiding principles
section, a distinction was made between individual-level values, which are embedded in a
single person; and group-level values that are shared by a certain community of people, such
as a family, organization, profession, or society. The values as qualities with worth section
came to distinguish between people-related and environment-related values.
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Finally, the professional values, which were a bit of an odd-duck and confusingly mentioned
in both sections of the previous framework, were redistributed and placed in categories that
they fitted with.

4. An integrative framework for designing for divergent values

This section presents the framework in which empirical and theoretical insights from
different academic disciplines are synthesized. The framework, which is shown in Figure

6, provides a first step towards helping designers successfully facilitate and participate in
processes of designing for divergent values, by encouraging conversations and reflections
about the values at stake in a project. By providing concrete examples of values that may
play a role in the field of design, it provides inspiration and a comprehensive basis for actors
to understand which values to discuss. The matrix structure of the framework allows users
to focus on specific parts that are relevant to them, while being aware of the bigger context
that they leave out.

On the vertical axis, the framework is subdivided into a section ‘value as guiding principles’ —
which distinguishes between guiding principles that stem from human nature and principles
related to social interaction —, and a ‘values as qualities with worth’ section, which includes
values to be co-created for people and planet. As discussed in the theoretical background,
the two sections of the framework are highly interconnected. Actions and decisions related
to co-creating worth (bottom part of the framework) are continuously influenced by actors’
guiding principles (top part of the framework) (Rindova & Martins, 2017). In turn, the guiding
principles of actors are also shaped by the value creation opportunities and constraints that
actors encounter in their work (Wright, Zammuto, & Liesch, 2017).

On the horizontal axis, the framework consists of three degrees of value-specificity, making

a distinction between overarching value dimensions (left), underlying motivational goals
(middle), and specific value examples (right). In this way, the framework provides designers
and other actors with the means to recognize and discuss connections between higher-

level value-related issues and the specific design opportunities and constraints of a project.
Although some scholars argue that specification of values may not necessarily be needed

nor good, the framework helps students and practitioners to oversee what may be important
based on concrete examples and then select, develop and customize the parts that are
relevant to them.
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TYPE OF MOTIVATIONAL VALUE
VALUE GOAL EXAMPLES
VALUES AS GUIDING PRINCIPLES Human values Enjoyment pleasure, seit-induigement, gratification, Sensuous enjoyment, happiness at work
Do e Security physical safety, psychological / mental health, integrity,
Achievement achievement, compatence, success,

Influence strategic decisions related to
value co-creation and value capture
(Rindova & Marting, 2017)

w
-
<
5
=]
2
=]
z
w
Q
i

OF GROUPS

Self-Direction
Restrictive-conformity
Prosocial

Social power

Maturity

cannct be actvely afained,

autonomy, self-sufficiency, independence, ineliectualism

conformity 10 social expectations,

altruism (e.g. acting in best interest society/client), benevolence, kindness, love
dominance, status, influence, social control, power, leadership, authority,

wisdom, tolerance, faith in one’s convictions, deep emotional relationships
appreciation for the beauty of creation

Cultural values
0.9 Schwanz, 2006)

Autonomy
Embeddedness
Egalitarianism
Hierarchy
Harmony

Mastery

Infedlectual autononty: boadmindedness, curiasity, creativity,
Afective autonomy: pleasure, exciting ke, vaned life

social order, respect for radition, security, obedience, wisdom
equality, social justice, responsibility, help, honesty,

social powes, authority, hurmility, wealth,

world at peace, unity with nature, protecting the envircnment,

ambition, success, daring, competence,

VALUES AS QUALITIES WITH WORTH

FOR PEOPLE

S—— @’

Utility
Well-being & development
Symbelic meaning

Emotional meaning

functionality, convenience, usability, efficiency, durability, time management, accessi-
bility, appropriateness, compatibiity.

heaith, comfort, safety, growth, knowledge development

ession of identity, signal of social status, prestige, stature,
s, brand value, poliical value, aesthetic value.

funfjoy, pleasure, appreciation

Social value Social properity human health, safety, security, justice, privacy.

0.5, Boradiar, 2010; Dwn Duden,

201 Social wealth minimize/no labor exploitation, tair living wages, maximize opportunity for workers,
efficiency,

Economic value Money ncome, profit, wealth, atfordabiity, rents, economic sustanabiity,

09 Bowman & Ambrosies, 2000

Other economic value

reputation, competitive advantage, innovation, commercial retationship.

Ecological /
environmental value
©.g. Bocken et 2t 2013

Preservation of the planet

emission regulations / reduction, product safety, re-use of existing material, sustain-
ability, long lasting neigborhood,

Figure 6

Framework as a basis for designing for divergent values.

5. Discussion & suggestions for further development

This paper presents a first step towards the development of an integrative framework for
designing for divergent values. Designing for divergent values can be seen as a temporal and
fragile process. Contexts, involved actors, and their perceptions of value continuously evolve
over time. As Vargo et al. (2017) argue, value is always multidimensional and emergent. To
accommodate actors’ different perspectives on values, interests and motivations, as well

as the fluidity and interconnectedness of values; an integrative and reflective approach

is needed. The research and framework presented in this paper offer a way to better
understand and oversee the complexity of multidisciplinary collaboration from a value-
perspective, which is currently still underemphasized in literature, education and design
practice. This novel contribution has benefits for three areas in which design work is

manifested.
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First, it can help design researchers to further develop their understanding of
multidisciplinary design processes by focusing specifically on the values, linkages between
values and potential value conflicts that are involved. It helps researchers to more clearly
position their studies in relation to other value-related work, discuss how it connects with
other studies and what its core distinctive features are. Second, it allows educators to teach
design students a basic understanding of values in design and develop exercises/projects
that let students practice with designing for divergent values and reflect on their process.
Third, the framework can serve as a theoretically informed, easy-to-use overview, that
practising designers can employ in their projects to identify, discuss and translate different
notions and priorities of value that people from different disciplines have, thereby avoiding
miscommunication and bringing any underlying differences to the surface. It may also
support designers in helping multidisciplinary teams deal with the complexity of value co-
creation, thereby strengthening their own position as a linking pin in the interaction of these
diverse actors (e.g. Bohemia, 2002).

The work presented in this paper is by no means exhaustive nor complete. It is meant to
serve as a first stepping stone towards future research and the development of tools or
guidelines for designing for divergent values. To further develop the theoretical basis, a more
extensive and systematic literature review is needed. It should also be investigated how

the framework could exactly be used in design projects. An interesting direction for further
development is to build, test and iterate different types of tools, which could, for instance,
be dynamic to allow for nuance and overlap between certain values or include different time
horizons.
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Abstract: This paper concerns the transformative reuse of materials from a derelict
Japanese Buddhist temple in a transcultural context. The process of 3D scanning and
photogrammetry modelling for a virtual experience of the building and its furnishings
is described in reference to the development of a later study: the proposal to test
the reuse of materials by international team of designers working remotely with
digital models. The capacity for designers using digital data and metadata to inform
transformative reuse applied locally in Japan, via either handcraft or robotic fabrication,
is discussed as a challenge for virtual embodiment and craft knowledge. The steps
required to progress the research are discussed. Framed by theories of cosmopolitan-
localism, the ongoing project proposes new methods for design-led transformative
reuse that address the globalised problem of waste flows and test the use of emerging
technologies to innovate cultures of repair, reuse and circular economy.

Keywords: reuse; repair; waste; virtual reality

1. Introduction

The global flows of resources, materials and products means waste is a global problem.
Waste is also a political problem, as illustrated in 2018 when China stopped accepting foreign
recycling waste. Repair and reuse are first responders to the emergency of waste: they use
less energy than recycling, and conserve material and the embodied energy used to extract
and craft that material.

However, both reuse and repair are marginalized by dominant paradigms that privilege the
creation of new products from newly extracted resources (Shultz, 2017). At the economic
and community level, repair industries are in global decline as more and more nations
embrace a hyper-consumerist ‘break and replace’ model of material use that developed
within capitalist economies in the 20th century (Slade, 2006). The break and replace
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54


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
mailto:g.keulemans@unsw.edu.au?subject=Your%20DRS2020%20paper
https://doi.org/10.21606/drs.2020.183

Design considerations for the transformative reuse of a Japanese temple

mentality departs from earlier traditions of repair in global cultures and an intriguing
problem to consider is whether the cultural knowledge that is materialised and embedded
in designed products and structures becomes lost when repair traditions disappear and
materials are increasingly sent to waste. This problem would persist with recycling, a process
that by industrial convention destroys the formal and contextual knowledge of objects in the
process of their conversion into feedstock for the manufacturing of new products. Recycling
has the additional problem that it is industrial. It cannot be done easily at home or in the
community, so requires collection and sorting. But waste in the consumer landscape is
assorted. Product-material marriages are not standardised, and neither is collection, sorting
and recycling capacity, even in the one city or suburb (Norman, 2020). However, between
conventional forms of repair and the reuse of materials by recycling, there exists a spectrum
of object-material transformations variously known by terms such as transformative repair,
adaptive reuse, transformative reuse, upcycling and visible mending etc. As discussed in a
number of special volumes on repair published in the last few years, these practices occur
across a range of design disciplines including product design, textiles, craft, architecture

and jewellery (Graziano & Trogal, 2019; Strebel, Bovet & Sormani, 2019; Reeves-Evision &
Rainey, 2018; Houston et al., 2017). These practices occur in a range of cultures, traditional
and industrialised, around the world and together comprise one aspect of circular

economy design, a framework for conserving material and embodied energy in recognition
of the expanding needs of a global population on a planet with finite resources and an
environmental and climate change crisis.

Emerging technologies such as 3D scanning and robotic fabrication appear to have potential
to innovate circular economy cultures of repair and reuse — just as they have for linear
economy design and production. The capacity to attach metadata to digital models of real
world materials and objects, such as in Building Information Management (BIM), is well
understood for linear economy design methods in architecture, including those that attempt
to reduce construction waste and produce more energy efficient buildings (Wong & Fan,
2013). The use of BIM explicitly for circular economy mostly lacks real-world applications
and has recently been described in aspirational terms (Krygiel et al., 2017: 201) though
Cheng and Ma (2013) have developed a system to estimate waste from building demolition
that works with BIM datasets (which they believe will soon exist for “most buildings,
including historical buildings”). There is also a proposal for the use of BIM to facilitate design
for deconstruction (Akbarnezhad et al., 2014). But beyond the use of BIM for building
material reuse, the impact of 3D scanning and related technologies, such as virtual reality
(VR) or augmented reality (AR), on reuse practices in design more broadly appears under-
researched. Generally, use of emergent technology in the scholarly discourse for repair and
reuse is lacking. For example, within three journal special issues on repair published in the
last few years (Strebel, Bovet & Sormani, 2019; Reeves-Evision & Rainey, 2018; Houston et
al., 2017) repair-based applications of 3D scanning or robotic fabrication processes are barely
mentioned.
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This paper discusses a pilot case study comprising the first phase of an ongoing project
testing the hypothesis that 3D scanning can innovate circular economy cultures of
transformative reuse for product designers and craftspeople primarily in ways that are locally
sensitive and globally relevant. This paper thus serves to:

1. report on preliminary research comprising non-destructive 3D scanning and
virtual modelling of its case study, including review of human research conducted
in the case study’s locality, and

2. discuss the ethical, theoretical and methodological considerations needed to
proceed with transformative reuse of the case study’s materials, components
and objects in subsequent research investigating the above hypothesis.

2. Case Study Background

Figure 1 Anyoji Temple, Shinano, Nagano, Japan, dating from the Edo period. Photographed May
2019.

Anydji (&) is a Buddhist temple in Shinano, Nagano prefecture, Japan, that, absent
of community funds needed to restore the temple, has been scheduled for demolition by
the local council for health and safety reasons (figs.1-3) Due to increased secularism and
urbanisation, temples throughout rural Japan struggle to maintain the patriarchal lineage
of caretaker monks (McCurry, 2015). This temple is a rich example of Edo period Japanese
temple architecture and operated for more than 300 years (Watanabe, 2019) (fig. 6 & 7).
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Without a caretaker monk for more than 20 years, the temple has fallen into disrepair

from snow and storm damage. AIR Myoko, a nearby ski lodge in the neighbouring Niigata
prefecture, has planned to purchase the building’s material and objects with the intention
of reuse to prevent the materials from going to waste. This intends to be a ‘transformative
reuse’ (Keulemans 2018; Keulemans, Rubenis & Marks, 2017). Though the largely timber
components of the building potentialise a variety of reuses, including architectural reuse at
a new site or transformation into timbercraft products such as furniture or homewares, the
perception and appeal of such possibilities is only partially known within the local cultural
context. The temple’s interior objects appear largely untouched since the temple ceased
operations, with a few key exceptions including the relocation of a significant buddha statue
and some other items to nearby temples (Fujiki, 2019). The remaining objects potentialize

a range of reparative approaches including simple restoration and sale, or more design-
intensive forms of repair, transformative repair or reuse. The large number of interior objects
that remain, comprising ceramics, furniture, ritual objects and books among many other
things, would be well served by some form of inventory.

Figures 2, 3 Interiors, debris and roof structure within the temple. Storm damage is exacerbated by
snow build-up during the winter months.

Preliminary research undertaken in May 2019 included photographing the temple and its
objects (figs 1-5) for later reconstruction in photogrammetry models, plus a small scoping
human research study, comprising short semi-structured interviews with local people to
gather cultural and contextual information, and gauge community support and perception
(undertaken with ethics approval).
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Figures 4, 5 Temple objects: carved wooden debris and Showa era (1926-89) Buddhist Women’s
Association flag.

3. Theoretical Framework

This project is firstly framed by known problems and theoretical solutions within the field
of design. Over-production and excessive exploitation of planetary resources presents an
existential threat of climate change caused by greenhouse gas emissions from extraction,
manufacturing and shipping. Waste and waste-related pollution, both local and global, are
key topics of concern to sustainable designers. Material reuse is a key means to preserve
embodied energy, avoid unnecessary production of materials from raw resources and form
a closed loop material flow; as such it forms part of the xR (reduce, reuse, recycle etc)
principles within Design for Sustainability frameworks (Ceschin & Gaziulusoy, 2017: 126).

Within the Design of Sustainability framework, transformative repair and reuse are design-
led forms of visual arts and craft practice that transform an object or material’s form,
function or cultural value (Keulemans, 2018). It has been recognised there is a need for
transformative practices in design and craft to shift paradigmatic, harmful practices of design,
consumption and waste towards sustainable making cultures (Kiem, 2011). Schultz (2017)
has argued that the “transferability” or repair and reuse cultures should be investigated,

but that transnational or transcultural studies should be done with a concern for decolonial
imperatives, as will be shortly discussed.

Given this initial framing, this project has number of both complementary and competing
considerations:

e The research team is transnational, based in both Japan and Australia, and there
is scope to bring in more international designers, for example, transformative
reuse practitioners from the UK, the Netherlands or Australia, as well as broader
Japan (see Keulemans, 2016: 27-29 & Keulemans, Rubenis & Marks, 2017 for a
discussion of the field).

e There is expected international interest in the outcomes of the temple’s
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transformative reuse, but a. there may be local objections to export of
transformative reuse products, b. international shipping of materials comes at
a carbon emissions cost and c. shipping to Australia in particular comes with
biosecurity implications due to the preponderance of organic material.

¢ Preliminary interviewing (figs 6 & 7) has provided only a partial insight into
local sensitivities regarding the temple’s transformative reuse. Reuse would be
appreciated (Watanabe, 2019), especially if the reuse maintained a link to the
temple (Fujiki, 2019), and the quality of the temple materials is noted (Suzuki,
2019).

¢ So while there is a sustainability imperative to avert the temple’s material going to

waste, there are only partially known local capacities to fabricate transformative
design, and unknown local needs and market viabilities for transformative reuse
products.

Figures 6, 7 Archaeologist Tetsuya Watanabe discusses the significance of the temple for Edo period
travellers.

Such considerations place local and global flows of information, material and capital into
consequential relation. For example, how can an international team of designers work to
solve local problems of waste without physically interacting with that waste material? While
it is not a key aspect of this pilot study, financial viabilities are also an issue: what might
motivate designers and fabricators (beyond the research team) to work on this project in
respect of time, money and market? Crucially, in regards to the material encounters that
craftspeople experience making physical objects (Ingold, 2013), this proposal presents a
particular challenge of interest to the authors: what are the capacities of virtual embodiment
for designers working remotely with digital captures of real world materials for locally
applied repair and reuse? And, how can this challenge be theoretically framed?

‘Cosmopolitan-localism’ is a set of theoretical and practical concepts for the planet-
wide networking of place-based communities to facilitate the exchange of knowledge,
technologies and resources for sustainability transitions, and as such it appears to
appropriately frame this challenge. It is a convergence of two developed traditions,
cosmopolitanism and localism, that respectively attempt to realise a global humanity
connected beyond borders, while preserving and protecting the freedom of local
communities to manage their own affairs. Kossoff (2019) notes that this convergence,
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through the work of Sach (1999), Manzini (2011) and others, is still nascent in the

present day, but finds a pressing potential agency in the fight to prevent the destruction

of local cultures and communities from dominant, homogenising forces of globalisation.
Cosmopolitan-localism proposes that local cultures need not be undermined by trade and
cultural exchange, but can develop with regard for interconnected global diversity and

be enhanced by trade and cultural exchange that is carefully considered. A key insight is
that place-based communities must develop in response to bio-regional conditions and
resources, rather than rely precariously on ever-increasingly traded goods, transported at
carbon cost, from mystified global supply chains with unethical labour conditions or negative
environmental impacts. So, just for example, local building materials, might be prioritised
over imported building materials. In complement, foreign knowledge and technologies that
may be transferred informationally and digitally without high carbon cost can guide the use
of local resources at many places, advancing global society while respecting the ecological
limits of individual bio-regions (Kossoff, 2019). Bioregional design theorist John Thackara
(2019) calls such scenarios “knowledge ecologies”.

In consideration of this framework, it is proposed that virtual capture of the temple
materials, objects and architecture might be attached to metadata contextualising their local
culture (e.g narratives obtained through human research in the temple’s area) and/or bio-
regionally specific metadata for sustainability evaluations (e.g material ecology information
and material life cycle analyses) in order to offer scope for remote repair and reuse by an
international team of designers working with digital materials. Methodologically, some
interesting hypotheses to test are:

* how can this be done technically, remotely, using only digital materials and with
a level of virtual embodiment sufficiently analogous to that experienced by
designers and craftspeople working with physical materials,

e how downstream workflows should be designed so that remote, virtual
transformations can be manufactured locally, with

¢ the use of emerging manufacturing technologies such as robotic fabrication (e.g.
CNC milling) that leverage production efficiencies from digital workflows, and/or

e engaging responsibly with traditional craft in the local community (in
acknowledgement of Japan’s historical expertise in timbercraft and other craft
practices).

To be clear, the development of studies that test these hypotheses is ongoing, so this paper
only discusses the context in which these hypotheses emerge and how they are informed
by preliminary research, including the results from an initial photogrammetry scan of the
temple and some of its objects.

It should also be noted that the temple has been legally deconsecrated and, subject to
an impending demolition/disassembly by order of council, has no heritage restrictions
(Watanabe, 2019). There are still heritage implications though, and the transformative
reuse of a religious building using Western-originating information capture technologies
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such as photogrammetry raises ethical research considerations. The cosmopolitan localism
framework can and should correspond with advancing imperatives from the broader

Design for Sustainability cannon, but especially those from transition design (Irwin,

Kossoff & Tonkinwise, 2015) and decolonial design (Schultz et al., 2018) that concern the
consideration of Euro-centric biases, learning from “different modes of being-in-the-world”
and amplification of plural and diverse migratory cultures in a global context (Schultz, 2017:
226 & 231). Euro/science-centric origins and practice of photogrammetry have been noted
to be perpetuate Western biases concerning the extraction and isolation of knowledge out
of social-cultural context (Harle, 2018). Likewise, it has been proposed that the reuse of
heritage buildings should be undertaken within a wholistic framework assessing social and
cultural dimensions alongside practical, economic and environmental aspects (Yung & Chan,
2012). These arguments highlight the need to give attention to Japanese cultural perceptions
within a research project that involves the transformative reuse of a Japanese religious
building by transnational designers.

4. Precedents

4.1 Japanese religious precedents

Figures 8, 9 The Shinto Ise Jingu is reconstructed every 20 years using wood from nearby managed
forests. The old shrine is torn down and its wood sent around Japan to repair other
shrines. Source: Agematsu Tourist Association, 2005.

Contextually, Japanese culture has a long engagement with repair and reuse. Care for

material is expressed in the Japanese concept of ‘mottainai ‘(Keulemans, 2016; Wallinger,
2012) and is notably apparent in Japanese craft traditions; such as those of ‘kintsugi’
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(ceramic repair) (Keulemans, 2016) or ‘boro’ (textile reuse or upcycling) (Wada, 2004).
Contemporary Japan has similar levels of industrial and municipal waste recycling as
Germany, France and the UK, and while Japan has better systems for managing waste
accumulation (a consequence of very high population densities), they nonetheless face
similar problems with landfill and waste pollution (Amemiya, 2018). There is increased
application of xR systems (e.g reduce, reuse, recycle etc) (JESC, 2014), but the dominant
focus is on recycling systems that have little capacity to preserve material culture traces in
the manner of traditional repair and reuse crafts. There is tradition of material reuse in the
ritual rebuilding of the grand Shinto shrine Ise Jingu (Vallely, 2014) (figs. 8 & 9) (a significant
example of how material traces are preserved for cultural enrichment), but there appears
to be little evidence in the English language discourse for similar practices for Buddhist
buildings. Triplett notes that redundant Buddhist objects of special significance are typically
burnt — a tradition noted in one of our interviews (Fujiki, 2019) — but there is also a history
of transformation practices for Buddhist objects that may categorise and substantiate

the transformative reuse of the Anyoji Temple within a theological framework, termed
“benevolent iconoclasm” (Triplett, 2017).

4.2 Design-based / technological precedents

Regarding the proposal to develop digital workflows for transformative reuse via 3D
scanning and robotic fabrication, Greg Lynn’s Toy Tables (2009) (figs. 10-13) is an interesting
precedent. Mass-produced roto-moulded children’s toys were 3D scanned and their virtual
models arranged together into a new structural design capable of supporting a table top.
Model intersections were exported as tool paths for a 5-axis robotic router, which then cut
the real world toys into their new forms for later assembly using a plastics welding gun (Lynn,
2009). Despite being developed more than a decade ago, this workflow does not seem to
have been well taken up for adaptive reuse since.
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Figure 10-13 Greg Lynn’s Toy Tables. Toys are 3D scanned, reconfigured in Maya, toolpathing is
exported to a CNC mill, and the parts reasembled into furniture. Source: Lynn, 2009.

The possibilities of such a digital workflow for designers working remotely can be considered
in relation to what’s already possible in the craft-led transformative reuse context. Liam
Mugavin’s Gonbei bench (2017) (fig. 14) was made in the Niigata region using waste wood
from a farmhouse that fell after the 2011 Tohoku earthquake. Joinery details are visible in
the design, conveying the character of the wood'’s prior purposes and suggesting an intent to
conserve material. While this object was made using traditional craft processes, its possible
to imagine how this process could be replicated for remote, virtual design. For example,

the virtual transformation of 3D scanned component models could generate tool-pathing
commands that are subsequently exported for local, on-site robotic fabrication by a CNC
router.
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Figure 14  Liam Mugavin’s Gonbei bench (2017) made from waste material from a Japanese
farmhouse destroyed by the 2011 Tohoku earthquake.

However, there is a caveat that concerns the tactile and embodied practices in timbercraft.
For example, the sensory information that allows the carpenter to habitually inspect the
quality and structure of wood, make appropriate material selections and decide upon the
placement of cuts and joins. Such knowledge is haptic, tacit and may develop incrementally
across both the lifetime of the craftsperson and the time-span of the job. How such
knowledge can be captured, embodied and instrumentalised in a virtual workflow requires
research. Hybrid practices, for example in which a craftsperson might annotate virtual
models with metadata obtained from physical inspection during or before 3D scanning
may be a viable solution, though scope for later inspection during the design phase may be
limited. Yet, the potential of solutions driven by emerging technologies are indicated in the
following precedent, in which 3D scanning is used to capture structural details about tree
forks for architectural purposes.

For repair and reuse within circular economy, it is considered important to preserve as much
as possible of a material’s embodied energy and structural capacity. The UK Architectural
Association’s Woodchip Barn (2016) (figs. 15 to 18) suggests how 3D scanning and robotic
fabrication workflows may serve this need. 3D structured light scanning was used to create
digital models of forked tree sections. Digitally arranged using a generative evolutionary
algorithm to exploit their natural, ‘anisotropic’ qualities of wood grain and structured
growth, the tree sections were then robotically cut for on-site glue-less joinery into a barn
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structure (Mollica & Self, 2016). This capture of anisotropic information is important because
Mollica and Self note it is a “wasteful redundancy” to over-process material to replicate
structural properties that were extant in the original material before processing. (A common
example of this redundancy is plywood or glue-lam composites that ‘cleverly’ cross-layer and
glue wooden sheets to emulate the strength of the source timber). Such redundancy can be
avoided by applying a similar design consideration to the Anyoji material in order to capture
‘thick’ data within a bioregional-cultural context. For example, the grain direction and age

of wooden post and beam components, their internal and external condition (e.g. cracking,
rotting, wood knots, structural tendencies, but also metadata resulting from an analysis of
human design, craft or use, such as joinery style (method of construction, e.g. blade or saw
marks), secondary uses (e.g. furnishing attachments) and decorative finishes, all with the
potential to inform design-led transformative repair and reuse.

Figure 15-18The Tree Fork Truss design process of the Woodchip Barn. Natural tree forks are 3D
scanned, selected for structural and anisotropic properties, then CNC milled for glue-less
on-site joinery. Source: Mollica & Self, 2016.

5. Methods

In May this year, most of the co-authors visited the temple and interviewed a small number
of local residents, plus a local archaeologist, council representatives and relatives of the
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temple’s last monk. They discovered a sad story of a once grand temple and its community
unable to afford its repair. The situation, left as it is, could mean the temple will be
demolished and its remains go to landfill, but local residents were supportive of the general
proposal to make use of the building materials via transformative reuse (as discussed in
various interviews conducted May 2019 in Shinano).

As an initial step towards the goals outlined in the previous section, the temple was
photographed and the data used to construct a preliminary photogrammetric model of the
temple capturing some of the material quality and structure of the temple, its wooden posts
and beams, ornate carvings, tatami floors and superabundance of sacred and non-sacred
junk: discarded objects of ritual, worship and craft.

6. Discussion

Figure 19  Photogrammetry model of the Anyoji temple, front view.
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Figure 20  Photogrammetry model of the Anyoji temple, top view showing internal roof structure.

Figures 19 to 23 show screenshots of a virtual model of the temple generated by first and
second run of photographic data using the software RealityCapture. It should be noted
that due to time constraints and inaccessibility, some areas of the temple were not well
scanned. Additionally, work to develop the existing dataset into a more resolved model,
experienceable in virtual reality, is planned for subsequent steps, so these images only
illustrate an interim phase of the research. However, the images nonetheless provide visual
material on which discussion can hinge.

It can be seen that broken and dishevelled materials in and around the temple are visually
intermixed with areas of low image information. This visual confusion does not arise because
disordered materials are harder to photogrammetrically process. Conversely, the lack of
structural order and rich organic detail facilitates photogrammetry techniques (Harle,

2018). But, some of these dishevelled areas were hard to access and photograph. It was
dangerous to walk in many places due to collapsed floors and visibly weakened overhead
structures, so photographs from these perspectives are missing from the dataset. However,
the photogrammetry method provides many possible viewing angles in the model that are
difficult to obtain in the real world, including a ‘see-through’ capacity to view the complex
design of the roof and ceiling structure (fig. 20).
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Figure 21-23Mesh reconstructions of the Anyoji photogrammetry model
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The disordered appearance of some areas is in part a consequence of it being hard for the
human eye and mind to ‘make sense’ of what is being seen in the model. This is especially
true for the images of the model with a preliminary mesh construction in which visual
qualities lack some physical world fidelities, such as realistic light and shadow. It was also
true during the site visit, though, simply because ruinous areas of the temples are visually
more complicated. Both aspects need to be considered for successful u