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ABSTRACT

The intertwining of social interaction - digital and physical and private and public - is described by information
systems research as ‘The Digital Workplace’ and by architects and urban planners as ‘The Public Mesh’. To
exemplify these concepts, this thesis investigates how the the organisational context is changing. To navigate this
organisational context, a Multi-Dimensional Ensemble (MDE) lens has been developed and constructed, through

which the social life across social-technical/digital-spatial-temporal dimensions may be explored.

The primary case study is ‘The Rooftop Project’ (TRP). Responding to the lack of green and outdoor social space
in Manchester’s City Centre, TRP is situated in the Northern Quarter and described in this thesis as a grassroots
project that experimented with the transformation of a 300m2 rooftop. To better understand the principles and
value of RtD, TRP posed the question; how does an open process of experiencing design and designing experience

unfold and evolve?

An in-depth literature survey of Research through Design (RtD) and systems thinking in Action Research (AR)

and Information Systems (IS) unpacks the importance of framing inquiry through design (as experience and
participation). In response to this, the designer researcher draws theoretical inspiration from a combination of
sociological, curatorial, HCI, design and anthropological viewpoints. In order to gain greater insight into the value
and efficacy of RtD, a methodical account of TRP in the form of A Porftolio of RtD is presented. In the first person,
a phenomenological inquiry into RtD is undertaken in TRP from the perspective of a designer-activist-researcher.
These first-person accounts convey the multiplicity, complexity, conflicts, resolutions and tensions experienced as

a result of a combinatory methodological approach.

Situtated in TRP, the designer researcher demonstrates how this RtD methodology activates ‘an unfolding
awareness’. Positioned in this thesis as addressing the theoretical concerns of Organisational Studies (OS), AR

in IS and RtD, the methodology is illustrated in the form of a spring. Contributions to theory and implications to
practice are explicated, these illuminate RtD’s community of practice and how it can extend to OS, AR in IS, urban

design, community engagement and architectural practice.
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Listed below are the key instigators and collaborators in the co-design of The Rooftop Project as a Research

through Design project.

Atul Bansel, The Sheila Bird Group architect of 24 Lever Street, Atul leads on the building management and
design of the studios and offices spaces within the building. Atul suggested the rooftop was freely available to be
transformed into something useful for the local community and for the building. Atul encouraged experimentation

and creativity in the process.

Cllr Beth Knowles, Manchester City Council - a resident of Manchester’s city centre, Beth founded and actively
supported the efforts of charity A New Leaf. In campaigning for publicly accessible green space across the city,
Beth was curious about how the process of transforming a rooftop into a public green space might unfold. Beth
personally invested time and energy in supporting the community engagement and facilitation of the co-design

process.

Hayley Flynn, Skyliner - place writer, tour guide, curator and researcher, Hayley is interested in honest tourism

and issues such as loss of public space and gentrification. In her role as City Curator of The National Trust, Hayley
was responsible for producing The Ladies Room event which happened to be taking place at the same time as
conversations surrounding the transformation of the rooftop. Hayley attended one of the first co-design events
and enquired about the possibility of a partnership between The Rooftop Project and The Ladies Room event. This

provided the first opportunity for the rooftop to experiment with being openly accessible to the public.

Andrew & Bob Jeffay - during initial conversations about The Rooftop Project, Andrew and Bob’s furniture
workshop was located less than a five minutes’ walk from 24 Lever Street. Andrew and Bob kindly provided advice
about materials and shared knowledge about the local area. They donated time, resources and equipment to the

project by helping the community to turn pallets into planters for the rooftop.

Tenants of 24 Lever Street were considered collaborators in the co-design and transformation of the rooftop.
Between 2014-2016, the tenants of 24 Lever Street included: Hyper Island, SpacePortX, Lacamanda, True North,
Ideas by Music, Chilli-Marketing, Reason Digital, The Neighbourhood, PLY and Guilty By Association (GBA). Each

tenant asked an employee to represent their organisation and attend Tenants’ Committee Meetings.

As relationships developed, | invited each employee to participate more directly in The Rooftop Project as a
Research through Design (RtD) project. In this thesis, each of these participants remain anonymous and are
referred to as P1, P2... and so on through to P15. A further 11 participants are also referred to as P16, P17... and
so on through to P26. These individuals grew curious of The Rooftop Project as a Research through Design (RtD)

project and were motivated to participate in the project at different times throughout the process.

Also identified as stakeholders in the practicalities of the rooftop’s transformation were the sponsors and partners
who kindly gifted resources, equipment, materials and, where possible, their own time help realise the project.
Some of the participants in the research had connections with these organisations. Each partner agreed to being
publicly recognised and acknowedged for their contribution. Their names were listed on the acknowledgements
board in 24 Lever Street and referred to in the visual PDF of ‘The Story of The Rooftop Project So Far..., they
included: Sterling Developments, Broompark Management, Fred Aldous, Howarth Timber, Bob & Andrew Jeffay,
Lancashire Construction, Sutton Cranes, BJP Installations, The National Trust, Hulme Community Garden Centre,

Brentwood Moss Nurseries, Manchester City Council, ArtBox HQ, Urban Planters and Tiger Turf.
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ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Ethical Protocol

In this section, | will explain the ethical protocol and risk factors involved in empirically engaging with such a range
of participants. My role enveloped project and production management and | was often the first point of contact
for people partnering in The Rooftop Project. Any dialogue | had or instigated with potential partners allowed me
the opportunity to directly inform them of the project and the experimental nature of it being a practice-based
doctoral research project funded by the EPSRC Digital Economy Programme (part of the UK Research Council) and

based at HighWire Centre for Doctoral Training at Lancaster University.

| engaged more formally with a total of 26 individuals. Each individual provided their consent to be more directly
involved in The Rooftop Project as a doctoral research project. These individuals are anonymised in the thesis
and acknowledged as P1, P2, P3... (and so on). Those who are publicly named explicitly gave their permission. |
complied with Lancaster University Ethics process and provided participants with an approved information sheet

about The Rooftop Project as a doctoral project and a consent form (Appendix A).

| instigated The Rooftop Project in conversation with key collaborators; Founding Director of The Sheila Bird

Group Atul Bansal (for ease of reference in the research Atul is also referred to as P16) and, during the time of the
research, City Centre Councillor of Manchester City Council Beth Knowles (for ease of reference in the research
Beth is also referred to as P17). Our relationship grew from a shared interest in improving the city centre and
experimenting with the possibilities of creating green space. As conversations developed, the contributory aspects
of my role stemmed from my connection with a variety of organisations. These organisations also became key
stakeholders in The Rooftop Project as they also shared in the benefits of experimenting in the co-design of green
and social space. These included - A New Leaf (charity number: 1161173) a charity that campaigns for green
space in Manchester city centre and two community-led initiatives identified as Northern Quarter Growboxes and
Northern Quarter Greening (both connected also to A New Leaf). Two more organisations publicly associated with
The Rooftop Project from my personal professional network include; The Curiosity Bureau (LLP - a design, research
and facilitation consultancy) and Centre for Doctoral Training HighWire at Lancaster University. Participants in

The Rooftop Project were made aware of my association with each of these organisations. From 2014-2016 | held
responsibility as a Trustee of A New Leaf and in 2012 | Co-founded The Curiosity Bureau and remain a Partner to
this day. In 2014, | became a doctoral candidate at HighWire, Lancaster University - funded by the UK Research
Council’s Digital Economy Programme. The Rooftop Project enabled me to combine each of the roles above as: a
designer researcher with an interest in activism, specifically design activism - campaigning for green space across

Manchester’s City Centre .

At public events, signage was made visible explaining that photographs would be taken. Signed consent forms

were obtained during events that were facilitated by me.

| recorded the participatory experiences of direct participants as interviews, which | transcribed and analysed
(Appendix E and F). Attendance and the minutes of committee meetings, co-design events and activities were
also documented alongside my own observations and experiences in first person action research reflective entries

(Appendix D). Participants were made aware of my methods of inquiry.

During public events and in agreement with the organisations involved with these events, | made every effort
to provide information to the public and remain transparent with regards to my role in The Rooftop Project as a

practice-based doctoral research candidate.

From the outset, Lancaster University’s Ethics Department were informed of the scale and scope of The Rooftop
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Project as well as my roles and research agenda which describes The Rooftop Project as a doctoral research
project. In this application to the ethics committee | declared the overview, purpose and goals, benefits to
participating in the research, what happens next, privacy and confidentiality, data handling and processing, safety

and funding of the project.

Risk Factors

The rooftop was situated on 24 Lever Street, a building that was occupied by 11 tenants and whose landlords
were managed by The Sheila Bird Group, an Interior Architecture Design Agency who were key stakeholders in The
Rooftop Project and the building management firm Sterling Developments. To comply with building management
regulations, it was the responsibility of the building manager of 24 Lever Street to conduct risk assessments of
the rooftop and the temporary structure that would provide a safe space, with safe access for public use. During
the transformation of the rooftop the Head of the Manchester City Council Planning Department visited the site
to give consent. The National Trust also conducted a risk assessment for The Ladies Room event, a public event
curated by The National Trust’s City Curator Hayley Flynn. As | was involved as a co-producer on this event, | made
it explicit to the public engaged in the activities that The Rooftop Project was also a doctoral research project and
information sheets were made available to all participants. People annonymously and voluntarily contributed to
the research through the Features of Experience data capture activity that attempted to find out if the features

of their experience of The Rooftop Project were inline with those declared at the community events and tenants

committee meetings.

Health and safety concerns were diligently addressed in tenants committee meetings and subsequent key
decision-making meet-ups. When concerns regarding safety and access were raised by stakeholders, these were
immediately referred to and addressed by the building management. Building regulations confirmed a maximum
weight limit of 50 individuals on the rooftop at any one time and this was adhered to. A ‘technical co-ordinator’
(also known as The Rooftop Conductor) was appointed by The Sheila Bird Group, which monitored the use of the

rooftop.
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CHAPTER 1.
AN INTRODUCTION

1.0 Overview

This thesis presents a phenomenological study situated in a grassroots community project in Manchester’s

City Centre (UK). A detailed critical exploration into literature surrounding four key disciplines; Research

through Design (RtD); Action Research (AR); Information Systems (IS); and Organisational Studies (OS) reveals
how theoretical inspiration can be drawn from a combination of perspectives. For instance, by extending

the theoretical visibility of experience-led and experience-centered design, a theoretical view of RtD is then
experientially extracted from a combination of design activism, anthropology, sociology and HCI. With this
combination, | demonstrate the value in constructing a lens through which to phenomenologically study Research
through Design (RtD). A methodological reframing of RtD, this thesis illustrates the value and efficacy of RtD as
a means to promote its applicability across and within these four key disciplines (Fig 1.1). To demonstrate where
the research is situated, Fig. 1.1 illustrates the four key disciplines and how the two-way relationship between
designing experience and experiencing design is in motion during the methodological reframing of Research

through Design (Experience, Inquiry and Participation):

DESIGNING EXPERIENCE

ACTION
RESEARCH (AR)

RESEARCH
THROUGH
DESIGN (RtD)

EXPERIENCE + INQUIRY + PARTICIPATION

ORGANISATIONAL
STUDIES (OS)

INFORMATION
SYSTEMS (IS)

EXPERIENCING DESIGN

Figure 1.1 Positioning the Research: A Two-way Relationship and Four Key Disciplines

The grassroots, community-led initiative instigated by the needs of the community was called ‘The Rooftop
Project’ (TRP). During its conception and throughout its transformation | was a local resident of Manchester and
| also considered myself a community activist, designer and researcher. The opportunity was inspired by the

research project | had previously undertaken for the Masters of Research, which identified a need of the local
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community for publicly accessible green space (Taylor & Stead, 2014). Through discussion with fellow instigators
(as | fondly refer to the core team behind the project) TRP was conceived and | decided that to be able to dedicate

time and resource to the project | would position it at the heart of my doctoral research.

Over the course of two years | worked with over 20 direct participants of TRP and, with their permission,
recorded, transcribed and coded 15 interviews. | also documented and reflected upon 72+ reflection entries,
designed, produced and delivered seven events and documented the production of eight events produced by the
local community. This provided diverse content and research material, some of which is evidenced (in the form of

photographs, audio files and artefacts) in the longtitudinal study in Chapter Four.

In order to make sense of doing a Research through Design (RtD) project as a phenomenological inquiry, | drew
from Judi Marshall’s first-person action research approach, which she terms ‘Living Life as Inquiry’ (Marshall, 1999,
2016). Through its application, | consciously activated ‘an unfolding awareness’, which | explain in depth later in

the thesis, with a view to and demonstrating its value and contribution to theory and practice.

In the literature review, | engage in theoretical viewpoints from systems thinking and information systems
research. These research communities frequently mention the importance of the interrelatedness between the
social, organisational and technological, which enables greater understanding of the complexities involved in

sense-making the organisational context.

Central to the concerns of Action Research in Information Systems (AR in IS) is an awareness of the organisational
context and how it is changing and meshing with the public realm. This thesis therefore proposes the need for a
lens through which to phenomenologically study this new kind of organisational context. | describe this lens as

a Multi-Dimensional Ensemble (MDE) and draw inspiration from Orlikowski & lacono’s account of the ‘ensemble
view... beyond the technical’ (2001, p.125). An MDE lens takes into account the life of the social-spatial-technical/
digital-temporal dimensions and how each dimension can co-exist and co-evolve as the co-creation and co-

designing unfolds.

Viewed through the MDE lens, experiencing participation in The Rooftop Project embraces multiple theoretical
viewpoints and multiple applications of design. The motivational force of the designer researcher is also multi-
faceted. | declare my involvement with local community activism and propose this thesis also acts as a platform
from which the value of emancipatory action is promoted, specifically through two fields of theory and practice;

Action Research in Information Systems (AR in IS) and Research through Design (RtD).

This thesis positions grassroots projects (such as The Rooftop Project) as examples of the life and vitality of cities,
as complex, dynamic and living information systems. It focuses on Manchester City Centre (UK) and presents the

efforts of The Rooftop Project (TRP) - the transformation of a 300m2 rooftop into a garden/social space.

Alongside the unfolding experiences and transformations of social space situated in a city centre, a theoretical
inquiry has been conducted to seek ways of articulating the type of inquiry, action, research and design that
is taking place. Brought together, this has informed a methodological reframing of RtD. This reframing also

addresses the theoretical concerns of RtD and AR in IS literature:

The RtD literature reveals the need for turning RtD explorations into well-documented and rigorous research
methods, assessing the credibility and value of RtD in other communities, framing knowledge obtained from RtD

artefacts and; seeking examples of RtD in open-ended experimentation and longtitudinal studies.

The AR in IS literature elaborates on theoretical concerns that include the need for a heightened sense
of awareness of interconnectedness and interrelatedness, addressing the changes in the organisational context,

the presence of multiple perspectives and multiple disciplines and; obtaining an ensemble view beyond the
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technical.

By addressing the concerns of both RtD and AR in IS, The Rooftop Project provides a living example that

demonstrates how a broader acceptance of the diversity of design in AR and IS is possible.

To showcase the nature of experiencing participation in TRP, Chapter Four presents a ‘Portfolio of Research
through Design (RtD)’, which also informed a methodological reframing of RtD. Fig 1.2. shows how a spring is used
to visually represent how experiencing participation unfolds and evolves. Over the course of more than 2 years, a
range of participatory intentions, events, activities and artefacts unfolded. Metaphorically ‘The Spring’ (Fig 1.2)
acts as a vehicle which can transport the methodological reframing of Research through Design across disciplines.
Engaged in ‘an unfolding awareness’, the designer researcher populates The Spring with evidence of experiencing
participation in an open process of designing experience and experiencing design (i.e. Chapter Five - Fig 5.4). This
thesis enables RtD to firmly assert itself as a form of AR and extend its application into fields such as information

systems, architecture, urban design and organisational studies.
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1.1 An Introduction to The Rooftop Project

Over recent years, the residents and businesses of the Northern Quarter, Manchester, UK have experienced
rapid change and development. The area hosts independent retail outlets including record shops, music venues,
pubs, bars and restaurants, coffee shops, local craft ales, street art, creative and digital start-ups, design and
communication agencies, tattoo parlours and co-working spaces. The most suitable description of such a creative
hub is described by Urbanist Richard Florida (2006). His explanation of the emergence and movement of creative
communities draws attention to the behaviour of ‘The Creative Class’ (Florida, 2006) and suggests that creativity
exists in society and therefore is also sought in everyday life, ‘because we identify ourselves as creative people,
we increasingly demand a lifestyle built around creative experiences’ (Florida, 2006, p.13-14). In 2014, Florida
updated and revisited his critique and now advocates for such a creative society to become more conscious and
more aware of its responsibilities, ...to realise our truest selves throughout work and other activities...” (Florida,

2014, p.xiv).

| was curious about the stories and experiences people would share about Manchester’s Northern Quarter and
in 2014 | co-produced a summer research project (Taylor & Stead, 2014) which involved a number of informal
conversations with residents and business owners. It revealed concern regarding the environment- a rise in grey
space (car parks) and a distinct lack of green space (outdoor, social space). Our passion (as residents and local,
greening groups/activists) was therefore fueled by the lack of green and outdoor social spaces in Manchester’s

City Centre.

The exhibition for the summer research project (Taylor & Stead, 2014) raised many points of conversation. For
example, three attendees in particular expressed dissatisfaction with the lack of space available for communities
to experiment with. Due to our experience of the city, our perspectives varied and at that time our roles and

responsibilities could briefly be described as:

i. a local resident/activist/designer/researcher interested in campaigning for green space through design
activism (me)

ii. an architect for the building in which the exhibition took place, long-time resident of Greater
Manchester and co-founder of a design company that transforms office spaces (P16)

iii. a local resident, human geographer and City Centre Councillor with a vision for a greener city (P17)

From this informal conversation P16 invited us (as designer researchers, local residents and community activists)
to experiment with a 300m2 grey rooftop situated on a building overlooking Stevenson’s Square.

Influenced by previous experiences of design projects and conversations with local greening groups, | decided to
refer to the opportunity as The Rooftop Project (TRP). Described as an open and participatory experiment that
involved the local community in its transformation, the invitation to participate simply asked - how do we co-

design a community space on a roof in the NQ?

Known as the ‘local community greening groups’, members of A New Leaf, NQ Greening and NQ Growboxes
began sense-making TRP by discussing topics such as the requirements involved regarding time and responsibility
and other challenges such as safety and maintenance. | was excited by the opportunity presented to us, which
would realize a major insight of previous research. This was a unique opportunity to experiment with ‘space’.
Upon deeper reflection, the only way to experiment was if | took the decision to focus on TRP as an example of
doing RtD, to map the process, document it ‘warts and all’ and place it at the heart of my doctoral research. One
condition that | consciously integrated into my approach was that the project had to be as transparent as possible

- including notions of ‘design’ and the ‘design process’, and any actions taken and experiences reflected upon.



Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

20

The project soon picked up pace and acquired more interested parties. The ‘participants’ of TRP, a number of
people influenced and contributed to the shape and form of the project, something which is discussed in more
detail in Chapter Four. Two months into TRP and the collective effort had expanded to include a wider community

of local residents, local businesses as well as tenants of the building.

As | found myself immersed, reflecting on what kind of RtD | was doing, | drew inspiration from the likes of Fuad-

Luke’s preliminary definition of Design Activism and shared this with people interested in The Rooftop Project:

Design activism is design thinking, imagination and practice applied knowingly or unknowingly to
create a counter-narrative aimed at generating and balancing positive social, institutional,

environmental and/or economic change. (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.27).

This assisted me in expressing my intentions regarding the phenomenological study, intentions such as promoting
an explorative and lived experience of design practice (applications and approaches) that respects humanity,
cares about the community, and remains open to the unknown, which would imply trust in experimentation and

improvisation. In turn, Merleau-Ponty’s (1945, 2012) explanations informs my understanding of phenomenology:

Phenomenology is the study of essences, and it holds that all problems amount to defining essences,
such as the essense of perception or the essence of consciousness. And yet phenomenology is also ...a
philosophy for which the world is always ‘already there’ prior to reflection - like an inalienable presence
- and whose entire effort is to rediscover this niave contact with the world. ...it is also an account of

‘lived’ space, ‘lived’ time, and the ‘lived’ world. (Merleau-Ponty, 2012, p.xxxi)

Furthermore, the phenomenologist:
...accepts, as the subject-matter of his inquiry, all data of experience. Colors and sounds are data;
so are impressions of distance and duration; so are feelings of attraction and repulsion; so are yearnings
and fears, ecstasies and disillusionments;. . . . These are data, given in experience, to be accepted as

such and wondered about. (MacLeod 1964, p. 51 cited in Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982, p.137).

From this understanding of phenomenology and design activism the journey to formulate an account of my
experiencing participation in the world shapes an overarching research question as well as key aims and objectives

of this study.

1.2 Research Questions, Aims and Objectives

As previously mentioned, the motivation and rationale for the research began as a specific need identified by the
stories and experiences shared by local residents, business owners, visitors and community greening groups in
the Northern Quarter, Manchester. The Rooftop Project therefore became an action-research-through-design-
activism-project, which inspired the framing of a phenomenological study and an overarching research question;

‘how does an open process of experiencing design and designing experience unfold and evolve?’

The research question is broken down into three sub-questions:
i. What does being inquisitive through design mean, why is it important and to whom does it matter?
ii. How is RtD participated in and experienced in the transformation of social space?
iii. What is the meaning obtained from (i) and (ii) and how does that inform and inspire future iterations

of Research through Design (RtD)?

The main aim of the project is to experiment through the transformation of a rooftop in Manchester’s City Centre
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into a community garden/multi-functional space. The main aim specifically of the research is to reflect on how this
process unfolds and what experiencing participation means to those actively engaging in and transforming their

social spaces.

Six key objectives of the research are to:

1. Invite people to participate in the co-design and research (through design) of the transformation of a rooftop
into a community garden by organising participatory events and activities that introduce people to design
activism and the motivation for the project.

2.  Document the open process of experiencing design and designing experience as it unfolds and evolves
over approximately two years by keeping notes of meetings and visual and audio documentation (sketches,
photographs, videos, audio) of participation in The Rooftop Project.

3. Devise and facilitate pertinent design interventions in the unfolding and evolving of The Rooftop Project and
continually integrate participants feedback in these design decisions.

4. Critically reflect on the roles and responsibilities of being a designer and researcher by asking where
characteristics of design activism are present in doing action research.

5. Critically reflect with participants on what it means to experience participation in design and the
transformation of social space by inviting people to document their experiences in creative ways that may
encourage dialogical encounters.

6. Identify outcomes of The Rooftop Project and ask how these outcomes will generate contributions to theory

as well implications to practice.

1.3 Navigating the Thesis

An overview of each chapter is now explained. This chapter establishes the parameters of the project, further
expanding on concepts such as ‘The Public Mesh’ and ‘The Digital Workplace’ in relation to the project at the
heart of this study — The Rooftop Project (TRP). RtD or AR in IS literature does not express the multiple dimensions
that come to life simultaneously through experiencing or participating in design activism, and hence the need for
a new lens through which grassroots projects can be viewed. The construction of a Multi-Dimensional Ensemble
(MDE) lens is introduced as a new device through which to view the social, spatial, technical/digital and temporal
dimensions as they are brought to life through the unfolding experiences of the design process. A more detailed

description of the MDE follows later in this chapter.

Chapter One provides the first of three studies of literature from which | draw comparisons and make
connections. The first physically locates the research and surveys the theories and philosophical perspectives

of ‘experiencing space’. This addresses what it means to experience urban space when viewed through the lens
of an MDE. The second body of literature in Chapter Two is methodological and surveys the existing theoretical
perspectives and positions of leading commentators in Research through Design (RtD), Action Research in
Information Systems (AR in IS) and systems thinking. The third body of literature in Chapter Three brings together
theoretical perspectives from HCI, anthropology and sociology. If RtD is to further extend its community of
practice, | propose new insight is drawn from a combination of these perspectives. Together they closely resemble
how the experiencing and participating in The Rooftop Project (TRP) unfolded, therefore reframing experience,
inquiry and participation for RtD. In the absence of a summative critical response, or in some instances further
encouraged by the current body of literature surveyed in Chapter Two, | propose a contribution to theory which

illuminates the need for an unfolding awareness.

In the literature survey in Chapter Two, the foundational concept of RtD (Durrant et al., 2017) is explored in more
depth. So too are the nuances considered of RtD by the likes of Wolfgang Jonas (Michel, 2007, p.199), Alain Findeli
(2004) and Richard Buchanan (1992, 2001, 2007, 2017). This leads to a detailed consideration of the polarity
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of poiesis and praxis by introducing the viewpoints and experiences of Bousbaci & Findeli (2005), Battarbee et

al. (2004) and Battarbee (2003), Forlizzi (Forlizzi & Battarbee, 2004) and Storni (2015). In their summary of RtD,
Stappers & Giaccardi (2017) emphasise that for insight to be gained from artefacts of RtD, design researchers
must improve how RtD is framed. Other recommendations raised by Durrant et al. (2017) and Lambert & Speed
(2017) provide evidence of and insight into a growing interest in RtD and the value in extending its community of

practice.

The theoretical concepts and methodologies of AR in IS presented by, Avison (1996, Fitzgerald & Avison, 2006),
Vidgen et al. (2002), Orlikowski & lacono (2001), Senge (2006) and Checkland (1999, Checkland & Poulter,

2006) are explored in more detail in Chapter Two. Questions arise that highlight the relationship between

human ecology and biology in making sense of Action Research in Information Systems and Systems Thinking.
These authors draw attention to the complexities alive in human, living and dynamic systems and share in
methodologies that attempt to manage some of this complexity. Here, authors such as Orlikowski & lacono call
for theoretical viewpoints that invite discourse beyond the technical to encompass an awareness of ‘an ensemble
view’ (Orlikowski & lacono, 2001, p.125). A summary then connects this commentary to Vidgen et al.’s (2002)
and Suchman’s (2002) decpiction of the challenges and experiences of the information systems developer and

information systems action researcher (Avison et al., 2017).

This thesis provides intimate insight through inquiry into the situations that | experienced and participated in as a
designer-as-action-researcher-as-activist-as-resident of Manchester’s City Centre. Chapter Three draws inspiration
from multiple theoretical perspectives in order to best convey how | was undergoing inquiry, experience and
participation. For example - and as illustrated previously in Fig 1.1 - to articulate ‘experiencing design and
designing experience’. | draw on key tenets of The Information Age and refer to how society is ‘living in an
experience culture’, an observation shared by curators Fatos Ustek (2015) and business management consultants
Joseph Pine Il and James Gilmore (2011) in a commentary on social life in the 21st century that activated my sense
of awareness. | continually learn through living life as inquiry (Marshall, 1999, 2016) and in doing so find myself
returning to theoretical standpoints such as Buchanan’s perspective on ‘dialectical design’ (2017), and his concern

for obtaining a philosophy of design as inquiry from Dewey’s Democracy in Education (1918).

Chapter Three also surveys the key commentators on ‘design activism’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, Thorpe, 2012,
Markussen, 2013, Lenskjold et al., 2015, Julier, 2013), and introduces two core texts referred to during the
experiencing of TRP - the book, First Person Action Research: Living life as inquiry (Marshall 1999, 2016) and key
concepts ‘experience-centered design’ and ‘participatory culture’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2004, 2015, Wright et al.,
2008, Wright & McCarthy, 2010, Wright et al., 2005b). Vines et al’s (2013) work is also cited, a work which assists

more specifically with articulating the nuances of how people participate in design.

Marshall’s approach to first person action research (Marshall, 1999, 2016) and McCarthy & Wright’s expression

of participation in experience-centered design is combined with that of Ingold’s anthropological perspective

on ‘making as a process of growth’ (2015 p.20-21). Together they assist with reframing inquiry, experience and
participation. At points in the unfolding of TRP, emerging theoretical positions such as ‘things’ (Binder et al. 2011),
and viewpoints from STS and Sociomateriality have also been called into question and Chapter Three addresses

the challenges of these theoretical viewpoints and positons.

Chapter Four provides a detailed functional account of The Rooftop Project (TRP) — the project that sits at the
heart of the study. It was in TRP’s conception, evolution and ongoing development that the process of doing
RtD was critically documented and analysed. Through multiple design applications - inclusive of design activism,

co-design and immersive experience design - Chapter Four presents a sample of an evidence trail of experiencing
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participation in the form of ‘A Portfolio of RtD’.

The findings specific to TRP are outlined in Chapter Five, followed by the overview of a methodology for
experiencing participation in RtD. A contribution in and of itself, this methodology articulates with care three
participatory occurrences that have emerged through doing RtD - a sample of this is plotted onto The Spring (Fig.
1.2) in Chapter Five (Fig. 5.4). For those sense-making their own experiencing of RtD and AR in IS, Chapter Five
also shares in four tools and three coping mechanisms (or strategies), which are considered the most practically

applicable and valued by the designer as researcher, for example how to approach conflict management.

The penultimate chapter, Chapter Six, provides a description of the contributions to theory and the implications
in practice and these address concerns that appear common in both AR in IS and RtD theory as well as practice-
based situations experienced by architects, developers, urban designers, information systems designers, analysts,

researchers, community developers, educators, citizens, policy makers and civil servants.

Finally, Chapter Seven closes with Concluding Remarks, which summarises the thesis as a whole, repositions the
focus on the research question and on what remains inconclusive. Typical of a phenomenological study, questions

and further opportunities for study remain.

To better establish this study, two concepts are now introduced - the first is from architecture practice and

the second is from information systems action research. These concepts create an important backdrop for the
thesis as they describe the way public space and the workplace is experienced in practice before introducing
one of the four key disciplines - Organisational Studies (Fig 1.1). This discipline is used to explore in depth what
is meant by the organisational context and it provides three theoretical viewpoints surrounding experiencing
space to articulate this notion. This enables me to contemplate experiencing space through design when it is
applied to researching awkward space or third place and similarly apply it to concepts such as The Public Mesh
and The Digital Workplace. Practice-based examples of Experience-led Business Models, Participatory Initiatives
and Grassroots Projects are identified prior to a description of my research position as activist, designer and

researcher.

1.4 An Introduction to The Public Mesh and The Digital Workplace

Places of work are visible and invisible, temporary and fixed. Across our cities and in our urban spaces, we create
places for work that are not simply rooted to a desk within a recognisable office space. This thesis has remained
curious of the challenges this presents orthodox ‘design’ and the traditional workplace. With this in mind, | will

provide an introduction to the urban workplace from the viewpoint of architectural and urban design practice.

In a research studio project titled Situated Work + Public Life (2015-2016) architecture students of Stanford
University and North-Eastern University co-authored (with teaching staff, Bryan Shiles et al. and WRNS Studio)

a publication titled Workplace and Public Realm (2017). They express concern and excitement over a nascent
‘transformative shift — a blurring of work life and public life’ (Shiles et al., 2017, p.67). They introduce a key theme,
the notion of ‘The Public Mesh’, which ‘draws from the precepts of good urban design to imagine a spatial and
experiential blurring of the workplace and the public realm to the benefit of both public and private interests’
(Shiles et al., 2017, p.30). This highlights concerns surrounding the presence of design and how timely our choices
might or might not be in terms of our experience and participating in designing our cities. It also emphasises

the importance of becoming aware of the various applications of design which are activated (knowingly or

unknowingly) through our intentions, uses and interpretations of private as public realms.

They further suggest that The Public Mesh responds to three key expectations; ‘Inside/out: Desirable indoor and
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outdoor spaces, Community: Participation in society and the feeling of being in public; and Connectivity: Access
to different experiences and the ability to get around’ (Shiles et al., 2017, p.30). These expectations pertain to
evidence that social relations are prioritised in the design of solutions. The concept of design itself faces upheaval,
a movement, ‘... toward the blurring of workplace and the public realm, with compelling and complex implications
for the built environment and one’s experience of place’ (Shiles et al., 2017, p.30). From an architectural
perspective, these notions can also be seen in British Mainstream Media. For example, in April 2015, BBC Radio
Four produced a programme called The Latte Linguists and Other Espresso Entrepreneurs (BBC Radio Four, 2015).
The programme gathered stories and viewpoints from frequent users of London and Manchester coffee shops

to ascertain why they dwell and choose to work in these places. They talked with people running web start-ups,
networking events and a successful language school from a coffee shop. Some of the comments included, ‘...

the coffee shop [as a place to work] represents a network economy;, it’s not a hierarchical system anymore ...’
(Doug Ward, Founder of SpacePortX and Co-Organiser of Start-Up Brew). Others mentioned how the coffee shop
represents an evolution of the water cooler moment in a conventional office. The concept of this new type of
Public Mesh in Situated Work + Public Life extends beyond the commercial, coffee shop environment and into
arise in interest of the temporary - and the occupying of disused or under-used space in the city, an idea which

holds significance for this theisis on a practical and theoretical level.

Shiles et al. propose that ‘pop-ups, food trucks, open streets, ...pavement-to-parks’ each become a form of
‘tactical urbanism’ (2017, p.49-50) and a way to prototype ‘low-cost, replicable urban interventions — temporary
changes to the built environment intended to make a neighbourhood better’ (Shiles et al., 2017, p.49-50). These
attempts to design into and change elements of the public realm offer a ‘...fast-failure, innovative approach
[which] may offer a good model for creating the nascent Public Mesh’ (Shiles et al., 2017, p.49-50). They describe
a new-found fluidity of space in the following terms: ‘As workplace and the public realm merge, territories

and boundaries that were once evident and fixed are renegotiated, sparking a productive tension between
ambiguity and clarity.” (Shiles et al., 2017, p.38). Their argument stimulates and triggers questions in my particular
area of focus and interest, which is grassroots projects. | am inspired therefore to ask; where and how have |
experienced forms of tactical urbanism in grassroots projects? And, how might experiencing and participating in
temporary changes to the built environment and in fluidity of space inform my understanding of experiencing and

transforming space?

The report fundamentally inquires into the social fabric of buildings and how the workplace and public realm are
merging and the authors pose the question; how do people interact with this new space? And, ‘if people can work
anywhere, then what gets built?’ (Shiles et al., 2017, p.134). In conjunction with the proposal of a valid means for
creating the nascent Public Mesh, these questions are similar to those asked by other disciplines also curious of
the design and construction of workplaces as information systems. Information Systems (IS) research is venturing

into similar territory to that ‘The Public Mesh’.

Through observing and experiencing organisational contexts as ‘enmeshed’, IS studies are drawing attention to
how ‘the discourse about designing The Digital Workplace of the future is difficult to grasp for researchers and
practitioners...” Koffer says, ‘there is yet no particular research stream on The Digital Workplace’ (Koffer, 2015,
p.2) and further emphasises that employees are bypassing IT departments and using their own tools to ‘get the
job done’. The question he believes needs further investigatation asks; ‘how digital tools and applications in the
workplace should be deployed in order to enable more effective ways of working, raising employee engagement
and agility?’ (Koffer, 2015, p.2). More recent studies have reviewed the definition of ‘The Digital Workplace’
(DWP) and say that ‘DWP is being conceived as: an integrated technology platform that provides all the tools
and services to enable employees to effectively undertake their work, both alone and with others, regardless

of location...” (Williams & Schubert 2018 p.480) and ‘the broader concept [of DWP] mirrors the manifold



Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

25

technological development through the digitization of many areas of life.” (Koffer, 2015, p.2) this suggests that

the DWP embodies natural affinity with the flexible work-life flow that we see emerging among many currently
entering the workforce. Koffer states that where we locate work has changed as an increasing number of
companies are partially eliminating spaces that operate as traditional offices (Mulki et al., 2009, cited in Koffer,
2015 p.4). The mixing - or meshing - of private/public realms leads me to reconsider the value of serendipitous
encounters and the cross-pollination of ideas (as previously mentioned with regards to how coffee shops are now
experienced). In order to compete, the office must now host multi-functional spaces - places where organisational
members can undertake informal and formal meet-ups, conduct work tasks such as collaborative meetings, as well

as experiment with programming activities associated with fitness, leisure, hospitality and entertainment.

Later in this chapter | will pose the more general question: what is meant by experiencing space? and | draw
inspiration from Organisational Studies (OS) and Information Systems (IS) commentators such as Fleming & Spicer
(2004), Taylor & Spicer (2007), Yanow (1998, 2015), and Rosen, Orlikowski & Schmahmann (1990). They broadly
state that industry professionals are recognising a need to become aware of dimensions beyond the social,
technical and organisational and they encourage IS and OS to more explicitly consider other dimensions - such as
‘the spatial’ (Fleming & Spicer, 2004, Taylor & Spicer, 2007) and ‘temporal’ (Yanow, 1998, 2015, Yanow, & Tsoukas
2009). Chapter Three engages in AR in IS research, which reveals a need for ‘awareness’ and ‘multiplicity’ (e.g.
Checkland & Scholes, 1990, Wood-Harper & Avison, 1992) in practice. Through activating my own awareness

and inquisitiveness of multiplicity of space, | noticed how people engaged in social activity across a range of
dimensions, and as a result of this, | will now explain the importance of the MDE lens which enabled me to view

multiple dimensions while simultaneously experiencing them.

1.5 A Multi-Dimensional Ensemble

This section builds on the aforementioned foundational understanding of experiencing multiplicity and describes
the creation of a lens through which | may view a phenomenological study and a methodological reframing of
Research through Design (RtD). | have called this lens a Multi-Dimensional Ensemble (MDE) and it developed
from a combination of influencing factors, which include; a deepened understanding of the organisation, an
experiencing of multiplicity when situated and participating in a grassroots project (i.e. activating an awareness of
multiple roles, multiple perspectives and multiple dimensions through which experience, inquiry and participation

take place and take shape); and the development of ‘an unfolding awareness’ (further detailed in Chapter Three).

The introduction of concepts such as The Public Mesh and The Digital Workplace (DWP) have been mentioned to
assist with framing how private spaces mesh to be experienced as public spaces. From my previous involvement
in grassroots projects, | learned to assume an actively engaged role in influencing the design and transformation
(or making and shaping) of a rooftop into a community garden/multi-functional space. To articulate the live action
that unfolds over time, this thesis explains how | draw inspiration from ‘design activism’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, Thorpe,
2012, Markussen, 2013, Julier, 2013, Lenskjold et al., 2015). This affords me the ability to be motivated to create

a counter-narrative aimed at generating positive change (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.27). | discuss ‘design activism’ as an
approach to RtD in more detail in Chapter Three. For now, however, | will explain the construction of a Multi-

Dimensional Ensemble lens and summarise how it assists in a phenomenological study.

Spaces on top of and in-between urban buildings are being transformed into social spaces — the use of these
spaces cannot be pigeonholed as easily as an ‘office’, ‘shop’, ‘café’ or ‘garden’. ‘Tactical urbanism’ can be viewed
as a way to make sense of the processes and activities taking place in grassroots projects. In Shiles et al’s
descriptions of boundaries and territoriality, they use terminology such as ‘Domain’, ‘Network’ and ‘Interaction’
(Shiles et al. 2017 p.49-50). This suggests that designers, architects and planners are reconsidering how to

articulate the negogtiation of the social and the physicality between humans. However, how might the mention of
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ownership, changes to a system of spaces, transformations, and the attempt to balance public and private modes
be similarly experienced by local community groups and citizen activists? How are the experiences of participation
in the transformation of urban space being viewed? At this point in the thesis | wish to attend to this question by
drawing attention to the need for a lens such as the MDE. Through this lens the spatial-social-technical/digital-
temporal dimensions can be seen as living and breathing life into an environment/social space. An MDE therefore
alleviates concern for boundaries and instead embraces ‘an egalitarian sensibility’ through the experiencing of

participation (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.160-161).

A workplace, when conceptualised as DWP and through the lens of an MDE, may display a number of
characteristics. Firstly, the technical aspect. IS research in OS considers the ‘technical’ as a primary part of an
organisation’s capabilities - in the form of workstations, connectivity infrastructure, mobile devices, screens

and various technology mediated functionalities relating to information processing and dissemination. An MDE
therefore continues with this notion that the ‘technical’ aspect is interwoven into the way people experience
participation and communicate their presence. Secondly, the social aspect is embodied in face-to-face and
digitally mediated collaboration, shared leisure activities, and ‘always-on’ connectivity with co-workers, friends
and family. This suggests that the ‘social’ is a dimension that acknowledges the presence of humanity and
dialogue. Thirdly, the spaces are multi-functional and flexible, with configurable walls, furniture and technology.
Space, when viewed as a dimension, draws attention to the physical, digital and mental space required to position
and contextualise our presence and participation in being situated. Finally, the technical-social-spatial aspects are

highly intertwined and cannot be specified beforehand or pre-designed.

The MDE lens, through which we may view the evolution of experiencing and participating, evolves over time
— exemplified in this thesis by TRP. Participants reflect and co-create, in an ongoing and continual way (Senge,
2006). The culture, norms and values of the employees (Harris et al., 2012, Mazmanian et al., 2013, Stieglitz
& Brockmann, 2012) become visible and are awakened by the ‘experience that is found in a relationship of

interaction with the environment’ (Buchanan, 2015, p.18).

People negotiate the organisational context and the transformation of the environment through the evolution
of the spatial, temporal, social and technical/digital dimensions. Together, these multiple dimensions may be
described as an ensemble. According to the English Oxford Living Dictionary (2018), an ‘ensemble’ means; @
group of items viewed as a whole rather than individually’ and its etymology explains how ‘ensemble’ means; ‘at
the same time’ (Oxford Living Dictionary 2018). The multi-dimensional aspects of an ensemble therefore co-exist

and unfold at the same time, and at points some aspects appear more visible or pronounced than others.

Both ‘The Public Mesh’ and DWP have helped to describe the behaviours being observed of how people are using
and interacting with new formations of space, their environment and the public realm. These descriptions are
applicable across disciplines. However, they have yet to be expanded upon. In this thesis, | take the opportunity
to further extend the discourse and introduce an exploration into the presence of ‘design’ and ‘design activism’

in designing experience and experiencing design. Equipped with the lens of the MDE, the fluidity of social activity
and the relationship of interaction with the environment flows freely and creates boundless configurations and
reconfigurations across multiple dimensions. To illuminate the emerging pervasiveness, diversity and scope of

MDEs this thesis focuses specifically on examples of grassroots projects.

In collaboration with the local community in Liverpool, Granby 4 Streets Community Land Trust (Assemble 2011) is
a project initiated by architecture firm and activists Assemble. When viewed as an example of an MDE, the project
consists of a fusion of neighbourhood space available in between buildings and a digital presence in the form

of multiple websites and social media channels. Local designers and artists make products that are sold via the
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online store and the money is reinvested into the projects. This provides an example of how each of the multiple
dimensions — social-, technical-, spatial-, temporal is working simultaneously to construct an MDE. It shows in
particular how its temporal dimension extends out beyond a set time frame, and how a project, which was initially
configured by a small steering committee, has grown through a process of sharing and diffusing its potential and
benefits across the community. Granby 4 Streets can be accessed by people in a variety of ways, and on their

own terms, as and when they choose to interact with the communication and engage in the events, activities and
artefacts. To comprehend an MDE, it is therefore also necessary to become aware of the world surrounding ‘the
project of focus’ - and the numerous other projects that can be framed, built upon, developed and splintered by

anyone interested in the project and its purpose.

1.6 Experiencing and Participating in the Public Realm
Assemble were awarded the Turner Prize for their work (Tate 2015), and examples such as Granby 4 Streets
Community Land Trust (Assemble 2011) provide a compelling illustration of the growing relevance of viewing

these initiatives through the lens of an MDE.

| draw on personal experiences of participating in the public realm and | remain curious of how these experiences
span physical and digital spatial dimensions. As | inhabit and co-exist with humans and nature in the city, | notice
how | view the life and vitality of the city. Through windows of buildings and screens on my devices (Appendix G)

this personal observaton has spurred an exploration into how design activism and taking action is experienced.

1.6.1 Making Space
| arrived in Manchester in 2013 and took my first walk around my neighbourhood, the Northern Quarter. | began
noticing how many car parks and concrete spaces filled the voids where buildings once stood. Conversations
developed (offline and online). | began engaging in local community activism (e.g. Parkstarter, Northern Quarter
Greening, Northern Quarter Growboxes and A New Leaf), which inspired a research project (Taylor & Stead,
2014). Together these influenced and challenged my approach to doing RtD. Drawing inspiration from urban
activist Jane Jacobs and her call for people to find ‘threads of principle’ (Jacobs, 2000, p.23) in the design and
development of their neighbourhoods, | have grown more aware of the life and vitality of my neighbourhood and

how design is applied.

To change anything about the lack of greenery in outdoor social spaces across Manchester’s City Centre, | would
have to act and come out from behind my windows and screens. | found myself asking (and inevitably Googling);
who makes space? Who looks after the city? What are the rules? Who is greening the city’s streets? What do |
need to do to get involved? And then, more questions - have | got time to be involved? Is it really worth it? What
difference will | make? Who else is bothered? Am | alone in my own head on this one? These questions circle five
key topics — space, action, inquiry, experience and participation. | notice there are also subtler commonalities,
some of which include - internal dialogue, fear of uncertainty, confidence, security, meaning, curiosity, awareness,
care, concern. This thesis does not ignore these subtler commonalities, rather, it embraces, confronts, and makes

time and space for them as they co-exist within and across each of the five key topics.

In doing RtD, | have experienced the bringing together and teasing apart of space, action, inquiry, experience

and participation. Whilst | might be acutely aware of the decisions | have made with regards to the structure and
format of this thesis, there is only so much control | have on its being here and being read by you in this moment.
Allow me this opportunity therefore to draw to your attention to your awareness. Your awareness of your
experiencing and participating in the reading of this thesis. Take a moment to notice your environment and your

surroundings, your presence and perhaps the presence of others.
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Having considered the complex notion of addressing the intertwinning of topics, | have chosen to firstly tackle

space and experience as ‘Experiencing Space’.

1.7 Experiencing Space

Fundamental to the thesis is the sense of purpose, of experiencing and participating in activism as a way of doing
research through the designing, experiencing and participating in space. This sense of purpose is further explained
in Chapter Seven when critical reflections on the thesis as a whole emphasise the value of framing the type of

RtD described. At this point in the thesis however, the first body of literature is presented. It surveys how ‘space’
is contextualised and conceptualised, and reveals what we learn about space when it is experienced. From a
range of theoretical viewpoints, this survey also explores how each commentator identifies and challenges similar

characteristics of ‘space’ such as boundaries, time and place.

Whilst an MDE can be used to describe the way space is experienced, there is a wealth of knowledge and
expertise from thought leaders who have been grappling with what it means to experience space. Therefore, it
becomes vital to review what has been said and how it has been related to inquiry through design practice, if at

all, and/or experienced in a variety of fields that conduct practice-based research.

The literature survey specifically reaches for clarity from philosopher and sociologist Henri Lefebvre (1991)
and geographer Yi-Fu Tuan (1979) (Hubbard & Kitchen, 2011). The survey explores a sample of literature from
organisational studies (Fleming & Spicer, 2004, Taylor & Spicer, 2007, Yanow, 1998, 2015, Rosen, Orlikowski &
Schmahmann, 1990), these studies which have also drawn inspiration from Lefebvre, as well as fields such as

social anthropology, economics and human geography.

In order to best consider how organisational studies can be understood through experiencing space (Fleming &
Spicer, 2004, Taylor & Spicer, 2007, Yanow, 1998, 2015, Rosen et al., 1990), this section begins with literature from
cultural management and organisational studies. This research begun to dissect what it means to inquire into
spatial dimensions, boundaries and scale. The survey then draws attention specifically to ‘space as experience’

and the key studies considered by Dvora Yanow (1998, 2015).

Alongside Lefebvre’s bridging of theory and practice, the mental and the social, philosophy and reality of ‘space’
(1991), the literature survey takes into consideration a deeper, self-reflective comprehension of ‘experiencing’
space and place by Yi-Fu Tuan (1977). Tuan engages in ‘humanistic geography’ and provides a temporal
perspective on space. Informed by how people develop feelings for space and place, Tuan (2011) explains that

‘freedom implies space; it means having the power and the room in which to act’ (Tuan, 1977, p.52).

1.7.1 A Sense of Space
In search of a description of a sense of ‘space’, relatable to the contradictions experienced by those in work
environments such as a call centre that encourages the work/life experiences to co-exist, CASS Business
School, Business and Society and Organisational Behaviour Professors Peter Fleming and Andre Spicer refer to

Phenomenologist Gaston Bachelard (1958). Bachelard, much like Tuan (1977, p.52-66) argued the following:

Our sense of a space is as much a product of how we socially imagine it as it is of the physical
dimensions of the built environment. In this sense, lived space represents a paradoxically concrete
abstraction: ‘The objective space of a house — its corners, corridors, cellars, rooms — is far less important
than what it is poetically endowed with, which is usually a quality with an imaginative or figurative value
we can name and feel: thus a house may be haunted or homelike, or prison-like or magical. (Bachelard,

1958 p.56, cited by Fleming & Spicer, 2004, p.89).
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In their study Fleming & Spicer present how the employees of a call centre are explicitly encouraged to view “...
the workplace as a space of ‘fun, focus and fulfilment”. They tcombine the perspectives of Lefebvre (1991) and
Bachelard (1958) in order to propose a synthesis of space, blurring of boundaries and cultural management, to
broaden understandings (and contributions to literature surrounding social geography) of ‘how organisational
boundaries (both physical and symbolic) and cultural controls operate as material political mechanism in

contemporary workplaces generally’ (Fleming & Spicer, 2004, p.77).

In researching what they call ‘the changing nature of the inside/outside spatial boundary’ and in relation to
their own area of research, Fleming & Spicer ‘investigate the very material nature of boundary manipulation in
the company’s culture management programme’ (2004, p.81) and the way in which corporate culture reshapes
boundaries. They state that, ‘this [spatial] dimension... is obviously intimated in the literature but not explicitly
explored.” (Fleming & Spicer, 2004, p.81). Fleming & Spicer argue that attention must be paid to this reshaping
because ‘Culture management endeavours to change not only how we abstractly perceive the world and

ourselves, but also our lived experiences of space.” (2004 p. 87).

Referring to Lefebvre’s argument that positions the actualisation of power relations to produce an appropriate
space, they argue that ‘any ‘social existence’ aspiring or claiming to be ‘real’, but failing to produce its own space
would be a strange entity indeed, a very peculiar kind of abstraction unable to escape from the ideological or
even the ‘cultural’ realm.” (Lefebvre, 1991, p.53 cited by Fleming & Spicer, 2004). As an example of this, Fleming &
Spicer refer to the, ‘new office’ and how it ‘...folds transit spaces, leisure spaces and workspaces onto one another
to create buildings where the division between the inside and the outside of work and organisation are unclear’
(Fleming & Spicer, 2004, p.88). In addition, they observe how workers ‘experienced these spatial boundaries’
(2004 p.88) and argue that ‘By holding meetings in locations that are usually associated with leisure activities like
parks ...the boundaries between work and non-work were blurred with little change to the built environment.
(Fleming & Spicer, 2004, p.88). Any spatial boundaries were ‘blunt physical barriers’ —i.e. gates or doors — or
‘encoded in the everyday practices of talking, dressing and assembling objects in the workplace’ (Fleming & Spicer,
2004, p.88). They refer to examples such as employees being encouraged to bring into their workplace an object
of ‘private obsession’ to “...conjure up places of leisure, private relations and consumption’ (Fleming & Spicer,
2004, p.88). Fleming and Spicer suggest that with an extended understanding of spatiality (2004, p.88) further

research needs conducting to discuss this type of cultural management.

A more recent paper by Scott Taylor and Andre Spicer (2007) suggests that contributions are fragmented and
construct their argument ‘on the contention that established sub-fields of management research tend to

‘see’ spaces as specific common-sense categories that can be separated out from each other empirically and
analytically.” They surmise that this is due to “...a lack of conceptualization of space and place, and especially a
lack of engagement with the increasing interest in space and spatiality in the social sciences (Soja 1989, Wilton
and Cranford, 2002). (Taylor & Spicer, 2007, p.325). To construct a deeper understanding of organisational space,
which would ‘investigate how they are practiced, planned and imagined.” (2007, p.325), Taylor & Spicer propose
an integrated framework for studying organisational spaces and have themselves reviewed existing research
across organisational, business and management studies. They propose that these can be divided into three
categories — “...studies of space as distance; studies of space as the materialization of power relations and studies
of space as experience.’” (Taylor & Spicer, 2007, p.325). Informed by this review that urges researchers to seek
ways in which to draw on social anthropology and economic geography as “...areas in which spaces have long been
recognised as crucial to understanding the social activities of organising and managing work.” (Taylor & Spicer,

2007, p.326).

To gather an understanding of social activities with regards to organising and managing work, Taylor & Spicer
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acknowledge the work rooted deeply in the Marxist and anti-capitalist perspectives of David Harvey (1990, 2013).

Taylor & Spicer highlight the ‘multiplicity of the object qualities’ (Harvey, 1990, p.203 cited by Taylor & Spicer

2007, p.326) and firmly believe that there is a need for ‘organisational spaces as an umbrella construct, under

which organisations can be understood as spatially embedded at various levels.” (Taylor & Spicer, 2007, p.326).

In Table 1.1, Taylor & Spicer list the definitions of space, key analytical concepts, approaches, dominant data

collection methods and the key studies in relation to these three formations.

Table 1. Formations of space

Definition Key analytical Dominant data
of space concepts Approaches collection methods Key studies
Space as distance Measurable Physical distance Ergonomics; Office Measured distances, Baum and Mezias 1992;
relations between people, design; Population diagrams Brookes and Kaplan 1972;
between points resources, customers ecology; Social Bitner 1992; Greenhut 1956;
and competitors ecology; Network Hatch 1987
analysis
Space as Relations of Workspace; Employee relations; Interviews, participant Collinson and Collinson 1997;
materialized domination Architecture; Labour Process; observation Sewell & Wilkinson 1992
power relations made material Work-non Theory; Foucauldian
work divide organization studies

Space as
experience

Sumbaliem: Aadhatl

Under ding
and interpretation
of space

<
Y

Actors; Interpretation;
Discourses

Organizational cultural
studies; Interpretive
organization studies

Non-participant
observation,
interviews; Visual data

Berg and Kreiner 1990;
Cairns 2002; Ford and
Harding 2004; Yanow 1998

Table. 1.1 Formations of Space (Taylor & Spicer 2007 p.327)

The table presents the ‘dominant data collection methods’ of ‘space as experience’ as ‘non-participant

observation; interviews; visual data’ (Taylor & Spicer, 2007, p.327). This suggests that, whilst lessons can be

learned from examples of organisational cultural studies, there remains a large body of work requiring further

analysis into less dominant data collection methods. This raises further questions, such as where is immersive,

situated action research? In this instance, Taylor & Spicer focus on the organisational studies of Berg & Kreiner

(1990) and George Cairns (2002). These researchers specifically explore a range of scenario methods and

the application of action-learning pedagogy (Bradfield et al., 2015). Other studies mentioned by Taylor &

Spicer, include Ford & Harding’s postmodernist lens on Lefebvre’s theories of place and space in the context

of the experience of a merger. Ford & Harding then present a critical interpretation of their newly acquired

understanding through the lens of Lefebvre and the fieldwork of collecting narratives of a range of people working

and experiencing ‘the organisation’ (Ford & Harding, 2004, p.827). Their non-participant observations were

described as follows:

When we started our fieldwork the practical theory that informed our interview schedules was of two

‘organisations’ struggling to come together. We saw them as consisting of the physical materiality of ‘the

organisation’, in the form of its land, its buildings and their geography, the technology and the artefacts

contained within those buildings and, more importantly, the people who brought these physical

artefacts into meaningful use through their conversations, practices and ideational interpretations.

Our interviewees’ concept of the organisation was somewhat more nuanced and differed markedly

according to the role and position held within the organisation. (Ford & Harding, 2004, p.816).

This raises two points that reaffirm the importance of this thesis. The first is that it suggests there are examples

of observational fieldwork and therefore an already tacit understanding of the multi-dimensionality alive in the

physical-spatial-social and technical/digital-spatial-social conceptualisations of experiencing space. The second

is that Ford & Harding’s (2004) observations align with Taylor & Spicer’s (2007) reasons for reimagining ‘the

organisation’. This inspires confidence in the evolutionary construction of an MDE as Ford & Harding’s (2004) and

Taylor & Spicer’s (2007) insights confirm a general suspicion of the unfolding nature of ‘the organisation’. It goes

further to suggest that ‘the organisation’ is continually reconfigured by those participating in the experiencing of
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its spatial-dominant dimensions.

1.7.2 Dvora Yanow - Space as Experience
Yanow’s work spans Interpretative Research Design (2012), methods and methodology (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea,
2015) and the studying of built spaces via a semiotics of space (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.370). Taylor
& Spicer (2007) specifically refer to Yanow’s explanation of how spaces are ‘at once storytellers and part of the
story being told... As storytellers, they [spaces] communicate values, beliefs, and feelings using vocabularies of
construction materials and design elements...” (1998, p.215). Yanow references Rosen, Orlikowski & Schmahmann
(1990), who provide a detailed comparison of experiencing pre-capitalist to capitalist ‘home and workplace’ and
use an example of squatter camps in South Africa to describe the organisation as, ‘the most dramatic examples of
housing used to resist control’ (Rosen et al. cited in Gagliardi, 1990, p.82). They also focus on the social character
of the camps describing them as having ‘a strongly knit social character’ (Rosen et al. cited in Gagliardi, 1990,
p.83), with resources and services, such as childcare, schools, illegal bars and markets, made available by the
people who require them. Rosen et al. (Gagliardi 1990) provide examples of social solidarity in a variety of built
environments, acknowledging that these examples are situated within an overarching bureaucratic structure.
With this in mind, Rosen et al. introduce ...the possibility and possible direction of transcending the internal
limits of commodified and alienable... building within the built environment.’ (Rosen et al. cited in Gagliardi, 1990,
p.82). It is with this deepened understanding through experience that Rosen et al. (Gagliardi, 1990) propose that
the accessibility of private property, the design of self-managed habitats and the encouraging of participation
of individuals has a cumulaltive effect, which they describe as “...action towards emancipation.” (Rosen et al. in

Gagliardi, 1990, p.83). This suggests that there is opportunity for revolution, but on a less radical scale:

revolution needs not be sudden, forceful, or even involve the transformation of a whole system. Instead,
revolution necessitates the establishment of those basic social institutions which make a society non-
rational and inhuman, and the establishment of the possibility and a program for transcending such

institutions with others more rational and humane (Markovic 1974: 191) (Gagliardi, 1990, p.83).

Acknowledging that researchers transpose meaning from individuals’ experiences of space to obtain broader,
generalised social meaning, Yanow introduces ‘the organisational management’ and ‘design considerations of
space’ and cites Goffman (1959) to highlight the psychological effects of spaces on individuals: ‘In distinguishing
between front and back stages in individual self-presentation, ...[Goffman] attends to the ways in which individuals
highlight some aspects of self while relegating others to a less publicly available arena (or at least intending to do
so, with varying degrees of success)’ (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.373). Further to this, Yanow also explains

the Johari Window, a “four-cell window’ model that Joseph Luft and Harry Ingham (Luft 1963) developed.

Individuals know some things about themselves and some things are known to others; but in addition...
individuals are aware of the ‘public self’ they are choosing to reveal on the ‘front stage’ and the ‘private
self’ they seek to keep ‘backstage’, but observers may also see elements of which the person being

observed is unaware (the ‘blind self’ in the Johari window). (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.373).

With this in mind, and in relation to built spaces, Yanow & Schwartz-Shea suggest that:

The extent of difference between back and front stage spaces can be critical elements of an analysis,
as can the variety of front and back stages in any study — their types, the degrees of differentiation
between them, their relationships to each other, the assignment of certain types of visibility of stage to

certain groups of people, and so on. (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea 2015 p.373).



Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

32

This explains how designer researchers can look, and in doing so fully engage the body in ‘walking in front of,
around, and through the built spaces that are the settings for one’s study’ (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.373).
In exploring the setting for RtD study in this way, Yanow & Schwartz-Shea propose that ‘...this can often be a novel
idea for researchers who have not given much thought to the fact that spaces and other physical artefacts may
play a role in their subjects of study.’ (2015, p.373). Yanow’s view could, however, be likened to the viewpoints
pertaining to ‘strong sociomateriality’ (Jones, 2014, p.916), which draws on the work of Barad (2007) and Law
(2003, 2004) ‘who propose a fully relational ontology in which entities only exist in their relation to others’ (Jones
2014, p.916). Yanow also draws inspiration from Edward Casey (1997 p.229) and Leslie Kanes Weisman (1992
p.11-15):

Researchers often access space data, then, initially through observing and engaging or using the
spaces and associated ‘props’ themselves. Here is the quintessential enactment of the established
notion in interpretive (and much qualitative) research that the researcher and his body are the primary

instruments of knowing (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.374).

In Yanow’s description lies a claim central to the concept of ‘how built spaces mean’ (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea,
2015, p.374). From the focus of ‘the exclusive concern of research seeking to establish the ways in which spatial
elements communicate contextually specific meaning...” Yanow & Schwartz-Shea suggest that some people are
more ‘attuned to ‘reading’ built spaces and others physical artefacts’ (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.376).
Yanow & Schwartz-Shea explain a variety of ways in which space analysis can be documented, including how

any individual can interpret meaning from experiencing space. For example, Yanow & Schwartz-Shea stress that
““we’ are architects, critics, researchers with a schooled and reflective awareness of such processes, or research
relevant publics with more tacitly known understanding.” (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.383). They also

warn that the written word or verbal form of analysis is ‘one step removed from immediate experience’ (Yanow

& Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.382) and explain how space analysis happens over time and produces ‘...myriad
‘observations” (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.382). In recognition of bodily experience and the extent to which
analysis can provide spatial meaning, Yanow & Schwartz-Shea use Casey to emphasise their point, ‘My body
continually takes me into place. It is at once agent and vehicle, articulator and witness of being-in-place’ (Yanow &

Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.382).

Taylor & Spicer also acknowledge how ‘turning serious and rule bound organisational spaces into ‘spaces of play”’
(Hjorth 2005 cited by Taylor & Spicer, 2007, p.334) is valued because it is ‘where liberatory ideas can be explored’
(Taylor & Spicer, 2007, p.334). Yanow’s and Hjorth’s viewpoints on space also invite researchers inquiring into

organisational space to analyse space as experience, through bodily experience and playfulness.

Taylor & Spicer recognise that there are shortcomings to ‘understanding space as experience’, and subsequently
stress how in the first instance, researchers ‘can lose sight of the embedded power relations... The different
experiences which two people have of an organisational space may be more convincingly explained by their
structural position in relations of power rather than their embodied experience of spaces.’ (Taylor & Spicer, 2007,
p.334). This aligns with their cautious approach to the disregard of material aspects because ‘...researchers are led
away from the very physical and corporal aspects of space such as distance and the brute physicality of buildings,

as well as the material effects of working in them.” (Taylor & Spicer, 2007, p.334).

In drawing together the three dimensions of physical manifestations and uses of space, the power relations and
dynamics of planning that space, and the experience and imagination of that space, Taylor & Spicer’s insights
expose the potential for reimagining ‘the organisation’ and the value in experiencing space through means such as

the physical, social and mental (i.e. the imagination).
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1.7.3 Henri Lefebvre — The Production of Space
Lefebvre offers a pragmatic application of designing social space. In The Production of Space (1991) he projects a
clear standpoint, proposing that humanity and nature are different from one another, and whilst both ‘produce’,

there is a distinction between creation and production.

‘Nature’ cannot operate according to the same teleology as human beings. The ‘beings’ it creates are
works; and each has ‘something’ unique about it even if it belongs to a genus and a species... ‘Things’
are born, grow and ripen, then wither and die. The reality behind these words is infinite....Nature’s

space is not staged. (Lefebvre, 1991, p.70).

Lefebvre’s ‘space’ is ‘a social product’ (Taylor & Spicer, 2007, p.335), he also “...reminds us space is a medium’
(Hubbard & Kitchen, 2011, p.284). Using his passionate description of Venice as a staged space to exemplify the

historical and economic realms of architecture and urbanism, he concludes:

It is obvious, sad to say, that repetition has everywhere defeated uniqueness, that the artificial and
contrived have driven all spontaneity and naturalness from the field... Repetitious spaces are the
outcome of repetitive gestures (those of the workers) associated with instruments which are both
duplicatable and designed to duplicate: machines, bull-dozers, concrete-mixers, cranes, pneumatic drills

and so on. (Lefebvre 1991 p.75).

Lefebvre asks if spaces are ‘interchangeable and homologous’ (1991, p.75) and arrives at the conclusion that the
majority of all spaces have undergone the production of space. Grappling with the complexities of ‘space’ and its
social relationships, Lefebvre speculates on whether space is a social relationship. Ultimately, he finds that it is,
suggesting that property relationships - as ownership of earth and land - is closely bound up with the forces of
production. This he claims is the ‘polyvalence of social space, its ‘reality’ at once formal and material. (Lefebvre,

1991, p.85).

Lefevbre’s writing expresses how ‘networks of exchange’ and ‘energy’ are present in space. With a turbulent past
in Marxist, Communist and Socialist parties, Lefebvre appears to extend his capacity to interrogate what humanity
means through its use of things. This uncovers a philosophically rich seam of understanding, through experiencing

space as production and consumption:

Though a product to be used, to be consumed... [is] production, produced as such, [consumption]
cannot be separated ... from the productive forces, including technology and knowledge, or from the
social division of labour which shapes it, or from the state and the superstructures of society.” (Lefebvre,

1991, p.85).

The flows, energy and forces mentioned by Lefebvre are evidently present in his thought and sense-making of how
space is experienced. To address these aspects in more depth, Yi-Fu Tuan provides a different perspective, which
brings into focus feeling and emotion. From this, examples in practice are referred to as ways of experiencing
types of space: ‘awkward space’ and ‘third place’. | draw attention to how design is applied in and to these types
of spaces, which formulates an understanding of the presence of design in experiencing space. From this a more

complex question is asked; how and to what extent does experience inform the designing of experience?

1.7.4 Yi-Fu Tuan — The Perspective of Experience
In slight contrast to Lefebvre, Geographer Tuan (1979) talks of ‘The Perspective of Experience’, which is his ability

to closely relate ‘space’ and introduce ‘place’ as ‘components of environment’. He states that ‘Place is security,
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space is freedom: we are attached to the one and long for the other’ (Tuan, 1979, p.3) This introduces a nuanced
approach to place and space, some of which Tuan navigates through dialectic analysis of antithetical feelings such
as ‘spaciousness and crowdedness’ (Tuan, 1979, p.51). He goes on to introduce the notion that ‘a tool or machine
enlarges a person’s world when he feels it to be a direct extension of his corporeal powers.” (Tuan, 1979, p.53)
Tuan also discusses the contrast between primitive builder and modern architect, and the presence of design

decisions in space of place. Raising questions that demand a reflective approach, he proposes the following:

A person is most aware when he has to pause and decide. Unfortunately, we lack the evidence for clear
answers. Few ethnographic surveys report on building activity as a process of making up minds, of
communication and learning. Rather huts and villages are described as though they simply appeared,
like natural growths, without the aid of a cogitating mind. Such portraitures are, to say the least,
misleading. In any human life choices arise and decisions must be made... Materials available to the
human builder vary, however slightly, in time and place, forcing him to think, adjust, innovate. (Tuan,
1979, p.104).

Tuan explains that his essay (1979) has been written, ‘to increase the burden of awareness’ and he makes a strong
argument for our need to share experience in space and place, therefore impacting on our awareness to create

more time and space to reflect on these experiences.

1.7.5 Experiencing Space through Design
An example of researching how space has been experienced is identified in Hannah Jones’ work surrounding
Practicing Awkward Space in the City (2014). As a design educator and researcher, Jones approaches co-design
with both the anthropological lens of Tim Ingold (2005) and the dialogical artistic practice of Grant Kester (2004,
2011). She terms this combined research approach through co-design - as, ‘awkward space’ (2014). Jones explains
that awkward space is the bus stop, pedestrian crossing, car park — ‘ambivalent or unresolved spaces that are the
remnants of a previous pattern of flow’ (Jones, 2014, p.70). The concept of awkward space has evolved through
the observational inquiry into ‘the spatial inter-relationships” which have taken place “...between people, things
and their environment’ (Jones 2014 p.244) and have subsequentlytransformed into an application with the
intention of developing ‘dialogical creative practices that frame a common ground of experience, capture local
narratives and inform and mobilise design interventions and the decision making processes of small groups of

people invested in the betterment of their local environment’ (Jones, 2014, p.244).

Jones explains that her way of inquiring through design activates the ‘latent affordances within awkward space’
(Jones, 2014, p.247) and further explains that this approach has ‘the potential to reveal unconsidered possibilities
for action and informal practices that are alternative to the strategies laid down by planners, councils and urban

designers’ (Jones, 2014, p.247).

Another community-focused perspective on experiencing space is urban sociologist Ray Oldenburg’s work. He
introduces the concept of ‘Third Place’ (1989, 2009). Focused on the value of human connection, Oldenburg has
gathered observational and experiential evidence that ‘third place’ is not work or home, rather a neutral ground
where ‘social equality becomes a condition’ of a ‘third place’. Alison Gilchrist (2009) also refers to Oldenburg.

In her book The Well Connected Community (2009), Gilchrist raises the need for diversity in the success of
community development and quotes Warburton (1998) saying, ‘For diversity to flourish, communities need
neutral communal spaces, which are neither private nor public, where the integrative processes of community
and civil society can be continually renewed’ (Gilchrist 2009 p.133). Drawing from concepts such as, ‘Placemaking’
(Waljasper 2007) and ‘Third Place’, Gilchrist says, ‘Third places are accessible and accommodating to different

people, and feel like a ‘home away from home’ where there are neither guests nor hosts, simply regular users
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who share the space and engage with one another as and when they choose’ (Oldenburg 1991, cited by Gilchrist,

2009).

Wadley et al. (2003) situate ‘Third Place’ in the context of Computer Supported Cooperative Play (CSCP),

which they define as, ‘mutual engagement by two or more individuals in recreational activity mediated by a
computing environment’ (Wadley et al., 2003, p.238). Another example in practice of ‘Third Place’ is in Third Place
Technologies (2014-ongoing). Led by former Microsoft researcher Shelly Farnham, this work positions the need for
Third Place Technologies to be designed and placed under the initiative titled, Social Productivity of the Third Place
- ‘Third Place Technologies is a non-profit research and development organization with the mission of creating
innovative technologies that foster community empowerment and well-being.’ (2014). Designing technological
artefacts in response to societal needs and to support social action, Farnham claims that the initiative provides,
‘safe public places where people can develop relationships through frequent serendipitous interactions and

ongoing discourse around common interests.” Farnham also suggests the following:

Third places can play an important role in fostering community well-being, where members a) know
and interact with each other, b) have a feeling of belonging and affection toward the community that
motivates their sense of responsibility, and c) can work together effectively toward common goals.

(Third Place Technologies 2014)

In his introduction to Celebrating the Third Place (2001), Oldenburg warns that given the idealised settings of New
Urbanist Planning, ‘people have become even more reclusive since universal ownership of computers has become
national policy. (Oldenburg, 2001, p.6). Oldenburg claims that this will create a substantial obstacle for re-creating
public life. Both Jones and Oldenburg provide examples therefore of inquiry-led initiatives through applications of
co-design and user-centered/HCI design and offer focus and insight into interactions that have been experienced
and documented relatively recently (since the 1990s and ongoing). They each offer conceptual lenses through
which to view and experience space and place. In an example of the recent application of Third Place in Third
Place Technologies, a working example is being brought to life in conjunction with communities that are engaged
with mobile, smart devices, technologies and communication platforms. This has revealed a type of ‘third place’
in which technical artefacts are co-designed to help improve the consumption and production of third places
(Oldenburg 2001), some of which might also be situated in awkward spaces (Jones 2014). Both Jones’ concept

of Awkward Space (2014), and Oldenburg’s concept applied by Farnham in Third Place Technologies (2014) are
examples of designers and researchers applying design to situations in urban environments. They also provide

interesting contexts if viewed through the lens of the MDE.

1.8 Experience-led Business Models, Participatory Initiatives and Grassroots Projects

In an ‘always switched on’ world, where the infiltration of mobile devices has mobilised the workplace, people are
attempting to influence and shape the urban spaces and cyberspaces that are being experienced. Broadening the
discourse now, | wish to draw attention to the presence of experiencing within the design of experience. Curator
Fatos Ustek says ‘we are living in an experience culture’ (2015), business consultants, Pine & Gilmore refer to

this as ‘The Experience Economy’ (2011). It would appear that experience-led design decisions are being made

by anyone designing and shaping business models, participatory initiatives and grassroots projects. Examples

that vary in focus and scope have been gathered to provide a backdrop to the thesis and shed some light on the
complexity of situations where design decisions are being made. More specifically, each example suggests that

‘experience’ informs the evolution of the model, initiative or project as it unfolds.

1.8.1 Business Models

Whilst some coffee shop owners are advocating ‘no wifi’ policies (Metz 2017), choosing to implement such a
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decision inevitably changes the design of the space and affects the experience and it also suggests that people
are attempting to retain some control over the design of the coffee shop experience. But how do experience-
led design decisions such as this affect the business models, which design the experience? Having observed an
increase in customer’s ‘dwell time’, some businesses have completely reframed the business model, for example
Ziferblat, which was founded in Moscow in 2011 and fully embraced the rise in a co-working culture. Its website

states that:

Ziferblat began as a community of poets aspiring to progress their work. The little attic they chose to
meet at developed into a shared place for like-minded individuals. More people came as the space

thrived and matured into its own environment, informed by those who inhabited it. (2018).

Fourteen sites are now accessible around the world. Ziferblat has designed a business model that responds to
those who use it, stating that ‘“There are no restrictions here other than all must respect the space and others
in it (Ziferblat 2018). The concept is simple; Ziferblat charges people for the time they spend in the space, but

everything else - food, drink and customer service - is provided free of charge.

1.8.2 Participatory Initiatives
Participatory City (2017) is a London based, borough-wide expamples of a participatory initiative, motivated by
the ethos ‘Every One Every Day’. Participatory City aims to grow a network of 250 projects and 100 businesses
that will ‘combine the benefits of peer-to-peer co-production projects’ and ‘improve the overall wellbeing of the
neighbourhood, leaving no one behind.” (2017). Launched in August 2017, the Participatory City Foundation has
constructed a large-scale initiative through which they will develop a five-year plan that experiments with the
design of the infrastructure of an urban neighbourhood. Bringing 25,000+ people together - local residents of
Barking and Dagenham with partners, funders and trustees - the initiative aims ‘to make practical participation
a key building block for improving the everyday life of residents throughout the borough. (2017). A programme
of events and activities, research residencies, a maker space and hospitality venues will provide a patchwork of
different spaces for people to actively participate in the initiative. A Participatory City Development Team, Delivery
Team, Board of Trustees and Global Advisory Board have been created to provide support and facilitate the
initiative as it unfolds. As it takes shape the intelligence gained from all participatory activity informs the initiative,

pertaining to its unique, open and experimental qualities.

1.8.3 Grassroots Projects
Independently run, self-initiated or community organised activities or events have been more recently termed
‘grassroots’ and the benefits of these are also of interest to researchers (Taylor, 1995, Gibbs, 2002, Reynolds,
2008, Houston, 2017, Hardman et al., 2018). Due to finite resources to communicate and promote the activities
and events that might be taking place, grassroots projects can often be difficult to find. An example of this is in
the community groups that actively campaign for green space in and across the city centre of Manchester, UK.
The spaces that the greening community have occupied include a pocket park on the corner of an NCP car park,
a row of growboxes nestled on the edge of a temporary car park, the roof of a disused toilet, and a number of
small, temporary, disused or ‘unable-to-be-used-for-anything-else’ spaces that are dotted around the city. In
partnership with City of Trees, the groups have also campaigned and installed street trees in the Northern Quarter

on Stevenson Square and Tariff Street.

In the 1980s and 90s, the city removed its hedges because of the dangers they posed as ‘drug drops’ or storage for
guns and knives. In the 1990s, Architect and lecturer Dominic Sagar, a former resident of the Northern Quarter,
led the regeneration of the Northern Quarter (English Heritage 2008, Linton 2012). This included organising a

Northern Quarter Residents Forum and symposium called, I Never Promised You a Roof Garden (Sagar weaves his
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experience of this into his participation in TRP, which can be seen in Chapter Four).

To reintroduce greenery into the city centre, local residents have had to take action. Participating in grassroots
projects such as the Northern Quarter Growboxes can expose volunteers to drugs and drug users, needles, dog
and human faeces. Such instances bring people into direct contact with the challenges cities and urban spaces
face. The experiencing in keeping the city green and beautiful is evidently not always a green and beautiful
experience. Albeit challenging, it can be beneficial mentally and physically (Ulrich, 1979, Armstrong, 2000,
Dobson, 2012, p.46, White et al., 2013, Akpinar et al., 2016, Dennis & James, 2017). Greening the city is a physical
activity that connects people to one another and to nature. A whole host of plants, flowers, fruit and vegetables
can be grown and enjoyed and the growboxes serve as a reminder to urban dwellers of seasonal change, which is
all too often restricted when nature is omitted and replaced by concrete. The experiencing in its transformation is

therefore the reward and incentive in itself.

Grassroots projects also bring into view the concept of community - being part of and contributing to a
superannuated, shared back garden (Walljasper 2013). Experience-led, grassroots projects such as the
NQGrowboxes are responding to the materiality of the city, occupying urban space for varying lengths of time and
influencing, shaping and transforming the use and purpose of ‘space’. As such, being actively involved in events

and activities such as greening the city becomes a form of experience-led design.

1.8.4 A Sense of Freedom
According to environmental psychology studies, ‘an expansion of community activism can also bring about
freedom to control their local environment and local development, to defend a desired way of life.” (Mihaylov &
Perkins, 2015, p.143). Throughout this study, design activism (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.27) is referred to as it became
the most useful practical application of this paradox. A sustainable design educator, writer and activist, Alastair
Fuad-Luke provides the foundation upon which others have since built upon and developed its discourse (Thorpe,
2012, Markussen, 2013, Julier, 2013, Lenskjold et al., 2015).

Through applying design ‘knowingly or unknowingly’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.5), the three examples of experience-
led design activism are expressed in business models, participatory initiatives and grassroots projects and they
each share in a sense of freedom through experience-led design. For example, the business model is designed to
reflect the way the co-working space is experienced (and vice versa) and the participatory initiative is designed to
encourage participation and the experience in participating, which feeds back into designing the initiative. In the

third example, the grassroots projects are designing urban space through their experiencing thereof.

The difference between each example develops when they are viewed through the lens of an MDE, as the sense
of freedom varies to some degree. For instance, the business model’s sense of freedom is defined by its abilities
to operate as a business. The amount of time customers spend is reflected in the type of experience they have

- and, as such, the experience is the product offering. In the Participatory City however, the sense of freedom

is facilitated by an organisation of people and participants are encouraged to contribute in a variety of ways.
From this example, it becomes clear that if the freedom of choice and influence remains visible and actionable,
a sense of freedom will be retained. Freedom, inextricably linked with its perception of participation, is sought,
documented and measured. The participatory value and impact is indicative of the initiative and therefore

measured by those invested in its existence (i.e. economic, social, cultural, political, etc).

In contrast to both prior examples, the grassroots projects continuously act upon a sense of freedom. The people
participating in and instigating grassroots projects may be to some extent opportunistic or non-committal.

This form of activism relies on nature’s ability to exist regardless of human presence and constructs value in
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emancipatory action, different to the business model and in some ways similar to projects being managed by the
Participatory City organisation. Grassroots projects can also be seen as rebellious, overcoming the restrictions put
in place such as concreted areas for pavements and car parks, traffic flow systems to navigate around old toilet
blocks, and privately accessible rooftops, which often serve only the purpose of protecting those in the building.
This type of grassroots activism occupies unusual, dis-used space with a sense of freedom that appears to re-train
the brain through actively doing and physically engaging — something which could be termed ‘a tactile curiosity’. It
encourages the consideration of a different type of ‘freedom of control’ with the intentions of those participating,
which are to change and improve urban space. There is little to no expectation or knowing how long these
grassroots projects might last, who might be relied upon to participate in them, what they might become over

time and what impact, if any, they may have on urban development, planning and policies.

Deemed a characteristic of a grassroots project, a sense of freedom therefore provides a sense of TRP’s tone
and texture. To further explore this tone and texture in relation to doing RtD, the next section describes the
designer as researcher-as-activist and how | am positioned in TRP to experience its evolution and unfolding as a

phenomenological study of RtD.

1.9 Positioning the Designer as Researcher as Activist

Planners, architects of city design, and those they have led along with them in their beliefs are not
consciously disdainful of the importance of knowing how things work. On the contrary, they have gone
to great pains to learn what the saints and sages of modern orthodox planning have said about how
cities ought to work and what ought to be good for people and businesses in them. They take this with
such devotion that when contradictory reality intrudes, threatening to shatter their dearly won learning,

they must shrug reality aside. (Jacobs, 2000, p.18).

Fuelled by the notion that ‘the plans of planners and the design of designers’ (Jacobs, 2000, p.23) alone can
never achieve or induce city vitality, Jacobs argues for the nourishing of close-grained working relationships and
a curiosity to probe what is happening around us. This thesis has drawn parallels with Jacobs motivational force
to go, ‘...adventuring into the real world ...to look closely, and with as little previous expectation as is possible, at
the most ordinary scenes and events, and attempt to see what they mean and whether any threads of principle

emerge among them.” (Jacobs, 2000, p.23).

With this intention Jacobs model most closely resembles what is central to the thesis — the inquiry into what
unfolds, how it is experienced and participated in and any threads of principle that might emerge. Furthermore,
the thesis seeks a way of inquiring into the experiencing of transformation of social space, through design
activism. Another intention of mine is to explore the meaning and value in my own, first-person experiences as
a resident and activist for green space in the city centre. In doing this | have invited people to engage in inquiry
through design activism with me and challenge the practicalities of its theoretical potential. TRP has provided an
opportunity to conduct inquiry, through theory in practice, into what it means to experience and participate in

grassroots projects tasked with occupying private space for public use.

The work of Jane Jacobs (2000) and Tim Ingold (2011, 2013) has inspired me to reconsider and reinvent my notion
of design. Ingold’s viewpoint, more so than Jacob’s, confronts the matters of designing and making in the world;
these are explored in more depth in Chapter Three. Ingold successfully navigates the relevance of sociomateriality
by constructing a response which he terms ‘the two faces of materiality’ (2015, p.27-28). | have consistently
grappled with sociomateriality and the ‘strong’ and the ‘weak’ versions as posited by Jones (2015). | have also

contested with the theoretical relevance of ‘agency’ with regards to participatory design (Binder et al., 2011,
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Bjorgvinsson et al., 2012, 2010). In Chapter Three, | attend to this matter in more detail and reassert my position

which openly admits to moving in and out of vital materiality and aesthetic experience discourse.

Inspired by Jacobs, | am in search of the practices and principles of RtD when it is applied to the co-design and
transformation of a rooftop. Through participating in design activism (Fuad-Luke, 2009) | draw from Marshall’s
‘living life as inquiry’ (1999, 2015) and McCarthy & Wright’s ‘experience-centered design’ (2015) to propose a

methodological reframing of RtD that delivers on the needs experienced in-situ, as a project unfolds.

1.10 Summary

Suspicious of organisational spaces and the way boundaries are being challenged and transcended, Fleming &
Spicer (2004) and Taylor & Spicer (2007) suggest how the imagined and the lived space can be brought together
to be further explored in OS practice. Taylor & Spicer (2007) warn researchers who focus on aesthetic dimensions
of organisational spaces not to lose sight of the embedded power relations and the differences of experience
from different perspectives and draw together three dimensions of space; the physicality of space, the power
and dynamics of space and the way space is experienced. This highlights a need to consider what is influencing

perspectives from within the organisational context.

In addition, Lefebvre’s Production of Space (1991) highlights the significance of these shortcomings by also
emphasising the awareness required of the researcher with regards to the brute physicality of buildings and the
material effects of working in them. As does Tuan (1979), who draws attention to a need to increase the burden of

awareness.

Contrary to Taylor & Spicer’s definition of non-participant observation, Yanow encourages ‘...walking... through the
built spaces...[as] the settings for one’s study’ (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.373). By highlighting ‘kinaesthetic
inferences’ (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015, p.374), Yanow recognises how ordinary users and researchers read
spaces and artefacts. Cautious of written word and verbal forms of analysis being ‘one-step removed from
immediate experience’, Yanow & Schwartz-Shea (2015) argue for the ability to be aware of reading spaces and
how this skill can be enhanced. Not dissimilar to the skills enhanced in design school and through design practice,
RtD provides a way of researching space as experience and provides an example of how this could be further

explored.

Rosen et al. (Gagliardi, 1990) provide an action research perspective of those who take action in the spaces and
places in which they live and work and how they develop awareness of less radical, less forceful, more rational
and more humane types of revolution. These subtleties of revolution, as explained by Rosen et al. (Gagliardi,
1990) and Lefebvre (Hubbard & Kitchen, 2011, p.282) have influenced Yanow’s interpretive and reflective research
when ‘lived space’ is viewed as ‘a device for harnessing its potential’ (Yanow, 1998, p.215). This literature survey
has therefore provided insight into the value of emancipatory action of experiencing space in the moment.
Rather than giving agency to space as explicitly as Yanow (Yanow & Schwartz-Shea, 2015), Casey (1997, p.229)
and Weisman (1992, p.11-15), Tuan emphasises the value of the human awareness of decision making. He also
explicates the contradictions apparent when experiencing feelings such as ‘freedom’ and introduces the notion
that tools, and machines can further extend the feeling of space. Furthermore, Tuan says there are decisions
made, no matter how slight, in time and place, which force individuals involved in the making, to ‘think, adjust
and innovate’ (Tuan 1977 p.104). Upon review of Lefebvre’s and Tuan’s work, there is a sense that, together, a
grounding of these theoretical perspectives can be achieved and assist in the construction of the lens of an MDE,
as it is through experiencing participation during its transformation that ‘space is experienced’. Whilst Yanow
(1998) and Yanow & Schwartz-Shea’s (2015) work disrupts our perception of space, suggesting it has agency of

its own, it becomes unhelpful in my phenomenological study to pursue an ontological line of inquiry into the
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sociomateriality of experiencing space as it is transformed. This statement is developed and explained in more

depth in Chapter Three.

This first chapter has also introduced Hannah Jones’ notion of ‘awkward space’ (2014) and Ray Oldenburg’s

‘Third Place’ (1989, 2009). Their work provides examples in practice of research inquiries through co-design,
participatory, user-centered design researcher and facilitator and urban sociologist lenses. In their descriptions

of their experiences and observations of space and place and, much like the concept of ‘The Public Mesh’, they
acknowledge how important informality and temporality is, particularly owing to their observations of the
increased presence and use of computers and mobile technology. Oldenburg’s viewpoint raises concern around
the threat of technology on our social lives (Oldenburg, 2001, p.6), whereas Jones’ expresses her interest in
further developing ‘accessible design tools’ in her workshops to integrate ‘the use of democratic technologies and
social media...to create online vision documents’ (Jones, 2014, p.263). In the future design of DWP there is also a
motivation to tackle the interaction between the physical and digital dimensions and its ubiquity (Koeffer, 2015,
p.14). Drawing insight from each of the concepts cited so far, | have exposed a variety of lenses through which
‘experiencing space’ can be viewed and interpreted. Situated in my own phenomenological study, | have therefore
constructed the lens of a Multi-Dimensional Ensemble (MDE), through which | can view (and experience) a two-
way relationship between experiencing design and designing experience and uniquely position myself and the
research amongst four key disciplines - Research through Design (RtD), Action Research (AR), Information Systems

(IS) and Organisational Studies (OS).

The next chapter focuses specifically on surveying literature which provides the thesis with a deeper
comprehension of the key components embedded in the research question. This involves gathering existing
definitions, conflicts and tensions surrounding RtD, AR in IS and systems thinking and then drawing similarities
and comparisons between these topics and bodies of literature. Chapter Two provides a foundation of knowledge
upon which Chapter Three extracts three key threads - experience, inquiry and participation. These threads

draw inspiration from theoretical viewpoints and, woven together assist in reframing the type of RtD as it is

documented and experienced in Chapter Four.
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CHAPTER 2.
LITERATURE SURVEY

2.0 Overview

The previous chapter has presented examples of experiencing space through co-design and user-centered design
and introduced the notion of experience-led business models, participatory initiatives and grassroots projects.
These establish the background to the study at the heart of this thesis - a grassroots project in which | participated

in order to campaign for green space in Manchester’s city centre.

Chapter One therefore provides a backdrop to doing a phenomenological inquiry through design activism. Both
design and action research are present in The Rooftop Project (TRP) - a study of the transformation of a rooftop

in Manchester’s City Centre. This chapter firstly surveys Research through Design (RtD) literature, which over the
past 25 years has seen a growing interest in its variety of interpretations. Some commentators strongly advocate
RtD as a way of attributing knowledge through the design of an artefact and in the designing as a process, while
others openly struggle with its many and varied descriptions and therefore face challenges formulating their own.
Some are convinced that there is a clear distinction between ‘research’ and ‘design’, and others strongly believe in
the two being inextricably linked. After critically reviewing a number of these perspectives, this chapter arrives at
an explanation of RtD that determines its relevance to TRP, therefore seeking to further extend its community of

practice into fields such as Action Research (AR) and Information Systems (1S).

IS research generally refers to the social, technical and organisational as a means for describing the aspects

or dimensions present in doing AR in IS. Chapter One briefly engaged in the theoretical perspectives of
sociomateriality and STS that are considerate of vital materiality and aesthetic experience and | will revisit these
in more detail in Chapter Three. This chapter however, presents a more detailed review of AR in IS literature. In
search of what is meant by the social, technical and organisational, this literature can also be viewed with our
newly acquired understanding from Fleming & Spicer (2004) and Taylor & Spicer (2007) with regards to their
integrated framework for studying organisational spaces. In addition, my experiences of being immersed in doing
design activism has led to the construction of a new lens through which to inquire into the experiencing and
participating in and across multiple dimensions - the spatial, social, technical/digital, temporal - and which | have

named the Multi-Dimensional Ensemble (MDE). Chapter One described this in more detail.

Through an MDE lens, this chapter seeks out a deeper understanding of what RtD and AR in IS is. Furthermore,
this chapter asks; what does ‘action’ in action research and RtD mean? How it is applied in IS? How is design
applied in IS? Influenced by systems thinking in RtD and AR in IS literature, this chapter also asks why systems

thinking matters and to what extent does it contribute to understanding how inquiry is experienced.

This chapter surveys AR in IS literature to identify the value of action research to IS. It also outlines the challenges
IS faces with current forms of AR, prising open opportunities for new theoretical perspectives from outside the IS
field. This chapter also reviews the work of Peter Checkland and Peter Senge, both referred to across AR in IS and

RtD literature and perceived as influencers in alternative methodologies.

To summarise, this chapter illuminates the similarities and differences AR in IS shares with RtD, and arrives at why
the two fields of practice-based research can learn from one another and be more closely associated. | also reveal
the aspects missing or left suspended in the commentary of both bodies of literature, which, when experienced

through practice, require inspiration to be drawn from a further range of disciplines such as HCI, anthropology
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and sociology. These are introduced in the chapter that follows which suggests that experience, inquiry and
participation should be reframed in order to successfully navigate and negotiate the complex terrain of doing RtD

equipped with the lens of an MDE.

2.1 Research through Design

To obtain an improved understanding, Simonsen et al. (2010) describe design research as a contextual and
iterative process and propose an investigation into its process (2010 p.202). Simonsen et al.’s description has been
informed by a spectrum of design research approaches not dissimilar to many of those circling and attempting to

make sense of RtD. Here | will introduce a number of these interpretations of RtD.

From the viewpoint of HCI and IXD, Stappers & Giaccardi (2017) have critically reviewed the language surrounding
RtD and in summarising their findings suggest there is no single way of defining RtD. However, commonalities
across the literature included, ‘designerly activities and qualities to the knowledge outcome, especially those
activities that introduce prototypes into the world, and reflect, measure, discuss, and analyse the effect,

sometimes the coming-into-being, of these artefacts.’ (Stappers & Giaccardi, 2017).

The evolution of RtD is outlined by Research Through Design (RTD) conference organisers, Abigail Durrant et

al. (2015). They grapple with the various descriptions of RtD and conclude ‘design may be understood as a
knowledge-generating activity. ...a practice-based approach to raising questions about the world, and alternative
perspectives and visions of the future.” (Durrant et al., 2015, p.9). What is important here is that tangible practice

encourages a dialogical platform that makes alternative perspectives accessible and relatable.

Th originator of the term RtD, Sir Christopher Frayling turns to former architect and design researcher Kenneth
Agnew who argued that ‘the knowledge system of design is defective’ and asks of design ‘what is a research
culture?’ (Frayling, 1993). Using Agnew’s paper as an example of the practice and experience of the design
process, Frayling suggests that there is more room for testing, experimenting and reflecting on the process and
impact, more opportunities to obtain meaning from within the process as a whole from those engaged within it

and more room to develop design research culture beyond that of the finished product or object.

This represents a relatively recent body of research surrounding design as a way of doing research. Other
contributors to RtD include Richard Buchanan (2001, 1992, Michel et al., 2007) and Nigel Cross (2007a, 2007b). In
2010 Lois Frankel & Martin Racine (2010) presented a map titled, Design Research Categories. From a literature
review that spans the breadth and depth of design research, they promoted Ken Friedman’s (2000) thinking

that ‘At every stage, knowledge, experience and questions move in both directions... Practice tends to embody
knowledge. Research tends to articulate knowledge’ (Frankel & Racine, 2010, p.8). Mapping a praxeology of
design in this way brought forth an interest in deciphering differences in design and research and began to show
attempts at consolidating a definition of RtD. Frankel & Racine mapped out various approaches: Basic (Research
about Design), Clinical (Research for Design) and Applied (Research through Design). They stressed that the map
was not intended to be a detailed description or evaluation of approaches. This suggests that there were nuances

present amongst interpretations.

Since Frayling’s instigation of RtD in the mid-nineties, there has been an increasing amount of academic interest
critiquing and exploring the relevance of RtD. PhD By Design, HCI, CHI and RTD conferences bring together
practice-based academic communities and welcome the continually evolving landscape of creativity in approaches

to doing RtD.

From a staunch epistemological perspective on design research, Findeli et al. (2008) revisit and confront what they
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consider the key issue and conclude that, ‘the central question as to what could or should be the target of design

research is still on the agenda.’ (Findeli et al., 2008 ,p.69).

In describing RtD as project-grounded research, Findeli et al. (2008, p.71) recall the principles of what they define
as RtD, which includes the criteria that research must satisfy rigor (stand up to the usual scientific standards
(Findeli et al., 2008, p.71)) and relevance (contribute to the improvement of design practice (Findeli et al., 2008,
p.71)). Findeli et al. propose that,

We still need to better define what this research through design actually consists of, how it is to be
contrived and implemented... ...the idea of research through design has gained sufficient credit to lead
to actual research projects carried out along these lines. Also called ‘practice-based research’, ‘practice
research’, ‘action research in design’, ‘clinical research, ‘or ‘project-grounded research’... it still struggles

for methodological soundness and scientific recognition. (Findeli et al., 2008, p.72).

Central to their argument is that the main obstacle is of an epistemological nature. They explain that all promoters
of RtD agree that ‘the design project should have its place within the research project but that the latter can and
must not be confounded with the former. Where methodology scholars differ or are silent is on the [epistemic]

function to be assigned to the design project within the research.’ (Findeli et al., 2008, p.72-73).

2.1.1 In Search of an Epistemic Function
In Design Research Now: Essays and Selected Projects (Michel, 2007) a number of prominent authors such as; Gui
Bonsiepe, Nigel Cross, Richard Buchanan, Klaus Krippendorff, Pieter Jan Stappers, Ezio Manzini & Anna Meroni,
and Wolfgang Jonas provide a diversity of viewpoints on design research and its intersubjectivity, scientific
relevance and epistemological contributions. Michel mentions the ‘special epistemological significance’ of RtD in
his proposition of ‘the integration of subjective experience-, activity- and image-based designer-artistic knowledge
into the process of intersubjectively verifiable knowledge production.” (Michel, 2007, p.16). Building on from
Findeli (1998), Michel exposes the ‘far-reaching consequences’ of Frayling’s position, suggesting that ‘it opens up
perspectives for independent design research, thus simultaneously provoking rigorous debates on the ‘academic’

significance of that approach.’ (Michel, 2007, p.16).

In his essay, Design Research and its Meaning to the Methodological Development of the Discipline (Michel, 2007,
p.187-204) Jonas confronts confusion regarding RtD and Ken Friedman’s concern over the matter of ‘by’ and
‘through’ (Michel, 2007, p.189-191). In an attempt to eliminate this confusion, Jonas reflects upon the relationship
between design research and methodological developments. Arriving at the general premise that RtD ‘is based
upon a concept of domains of knowing and learning/designing, ...derived from practice’, Jonas proposes that The
Scientific Paradigm has to be embedded into the Design Paradigm (2007, p.202). He also however acknowledges
that ‘exclusively scientific research is unable fully to recognise the implications of acting in a space of imagination
and projection. The knowledge base position needs to be complemented by the ...competencies to deal with not-
knowing’ (Michel, 2007, p.203). Jonas therefore purports that for research to take place through design; ‘Relevant
design knowledge is not knowledge of the objects, but knowledge for the creation of the objects’ (Michel, 2007,
p.202).

This relates to Cross’ suggestion of three main categories of design research based on ‘people process and
products’:

- design epistemology — study of designerly ways of knowing

- design praxeology — study of the practices and processes of design

- design phenomenology — study of the form and configuration of artefacts (Cross 1999 p.2)
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Jonas reiterates Cross’ position that ‘...we do not have to turn design into an imitation of science, nor do we
have to treat design as a mysterious, ineffable art. (...) we must avoid totally swamping our research with
different cultures imported either from science or art...” (Cross, 1999, p.7) From this, Jonas surmises that no
progress has been made therefore in defining RtD, which he believes can provide ‘...epistemological concepts
for the development of a genuine design research paradigm...” and therefore ‘...a condition for methodological
development’ (Michel, 2007, p.187).

To clarify his position regarding RtD, Jonas presents a comparison of descriptions of RtD by Frayling and Findeli

alongside his own:

Frayling (1993) Findeli (1998) Jonas (2004)
- ‘Less straightforward, but still - Conciliation of theory and practice | - ‘Research through Design refers
identifiable and visible (strong theory) to a research and design process
intrinsic to design
- Materials Research — such as the - Embedded, implicated, engaged,
titanium sputtering or colorization | situated (Sartre, Situationist) theory | - Designers/researchers are directly
of metal projects involved in establishing connections
- ‘Such research helps build a gen- and shaping their re-search object
- Development Work — for example | uine theory of design by adopting
customizing a piece of technology an epistemological pos-ture more - Examples potentially include every
to do something no-one had consid- | consonant with what is specific to ‘wicked problem’ in Rittel’s sense of
ered before, and communicating design: the project.’ the term (1992)’

the results

- Action Research — where a
research diary tells of a practical
experiment in the studios, and the
resulting report aims to contex-
tualize it. Both the diary and the
report are there to communicate
the results, which is what separates
research from the gathering of
reference materials

Table 2.1 A Comparison of RtD Descriptions (Michel, 2007, p.191)

Jonas then introduces an anthropological assumption, which he says is, ‘the ability to design and to be conscious
of doing so... and he says it is this that ‘distinguishes humans from the rest of the living world’ (Michel, 2007,
p.192) Furthermore, Jonas connects this position to the theoretical lens of Latour (1993 p.32) and the ‘ability to
act in relation to nature ...is one of the unresolved challenges of modernity’ (Michel 2007 p.192). Informed by
Jones, who refers to ‘the necessity of designing the design process itself’ (Jones, 1970 cited by Jonas in Michel,
2007, p.193). Both viewpoints support Jonas’ notion of ‘The designer as ‘black-box’ (the artist), as well as the
designer as ‘glass box’ (the scientist, follower of 1%t generation methods)’ (Michel, 2007, p.193). Jonas encourages
the designer researcher to shift in attitude towards the ‘self-conception of designer as ‘self-organising system’,
who is observing the evolving artefact plus him — or herself observing the evolving artefact.” (Michel, 2007, p.193),
in turn encouraging an awakening and awareness of how design is experienced. Jonas summarises by stating that
the essential human characteristic is design ability. He thus proposes that ‘[Design] is the means for obtaining
knowledge of the world’, and as designers as researchers, ‘we cannot overcome our involvement in the process.
(Michel, 2007, p.194)

With regards to his epistemological understanding of design research, Jonas is clearly influenced by Findeli’s

rationale of human ecology, which states that ‘It is generally accepted that the end or purpose of design is to
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improve or at least maintain the ‘habitability’ of the world in all its dimensions: physical/material, psychological/
cognitive/emotional, spiritual/cultural/symbolic.” (Findeli, 2012, p.292). Findeli introduces the field of human
ecology to design to extend ...the cultural and spiritual dimensions of human experience, and consequently of
the human-environment interactions...” (Findeli, 2012, p.292). With this in mind, Findeli returns to Bruce Archer’s
(1981) original phrasing and incorporates the suggestion that design research be redefined as, ‘design research
is a systematic search for and acquisition of knowledge related to a general human ecology considered from a

designerly way of thinking, i.e. a project-oriented perspective.” (Findeli, 2012, p.294)

With this epistemological lens on design research, Findeli returns to the arguement that trained designers have
accessibility to improve a situation through a culture of design and can obtain both a descriptive and diagnostic
stance. Findeli states that, ‘...numan ecologists consider the world as an object (of inquiry), whereas design
researchers consider it as a project (of design). Their epistemological stance may thus be characterised as
projective. (Findeli, 2012, p.293). With this in mind, how might this culture of design be defined, applied and

experienced?

2.1.2 Poiesis and Praxis
This section investigates design thinking and design as practice-based research and subsequent interpretations of

taking action and making in the world.

Buchanan’s (1992) visions for a future where design can be extended to the study of making ‘useful’ objects, is
inspired by Architect Emilio Ambaz’s suggestion that ‘usefulness’ is “...not only esthetic or elegant features of
everyday objects, but also a method or discipline.’ (1992, p.18). This instigates a renewed interest in the value

of RtD that brings into question how design can be viewed philosophically. To this end, Melaney’s (2006, p.466)
interpretation of Hannah Arendt’s The Human Condition (1958) may assist in deciphering the nuances of poiesis
and praxis. Melaney constructs the position from which Arendt revises praxis as action and poiesis as making by
explaining the impact of action with regards to politics, literature and history. Melaney also assists with clarifying
Arendt’s philosophical position by stating, ‘from the phenomenological standpoint, human action is embedded in
a network of relations that are never constituted on a permanent basis.... Doing not only entails responsibilities

but implicates the actor in an unending process...” (Melaney, 2006, p.473-474).

Arendt delimits politics as ‘the public realm in which human beings can act in concert...” (Melaney, 2006, p.466)

a philosophical lens which can also be seen in the work of Tassinari et al. (2017). They relate to the freedom and
performativity of political action through storytelling and experiment with the concept of storytelling as a design
tool for social innovation (Tassinari et al., 2017, p.S3492). Another example can be found in the critical analysis of
ethics by Bousbaci & Findeli (2005), who invite architects and urban planners to become more aware of poiesis in
‘the act of doing and doing good’ (Arendt, 1958). Their critical analysis of ethics (Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005) take an
Artistotelian anthropological view of praxis and poietics, and with Arendt’s lens of practical philosophy arrive at a
way of illuminating, for the designer’s attention, the good in their designing (the good being, actions as reflective
and deliberative attitudes and behaviours), which links to the perception of projects as ‘works in process’

(Prost 1991 cited by Bousbaci & Fideli, 2005, p.258). They propose two distinct shifts in perspective: 1. Seeing
architectural phenomena as process as opposed to works that are moments of creation, and 2. Seeing the design

concerned with the designer’s own ethos, not just things.

Beyond the disciplines of architecture there exist designers who seek examples of doing good through praxis and
poietics in the aptly named conference: Research Through Design: Praxis and Poietics (2013). A community of
practicing designers, researchers and design researchers, Jayne Wallace et al. summarised their goal: ‘A primary

aim of the conference was to foreground the materiality of design research, placing the artefacts of research
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practice center stage.” (Wallace et al., 2015, p.782).

Koskinen et al. (2011) refer to Zimmerman & Forlizzi’s paper entitled The Role of Design Artefacts in Design
Theory Construction (2008) and say ‘researchers make prototypes, products and models to codify their own
understanding of a particular situation and to provide a concrete framing of the problem and a description of a
proposed, preferred state...” (2011, p.4). They suggest that Frayling fails to address the idea that, ‘Readers get

few guidelines as to how to proceed [with RtD] and are left to their own devices to muddle through the terrain.
(Koskinen et al., 2011, p.5). As previously mentioned, Jonas (Michel, 2007) shares in similar concerns and both can
be seen to interpret RtD as providing, ‘...little guidance for building up a working research practice’ (Koskinen et

al., 2011, p.5).

Nevertheless, Zimmerman & Forlizzi’s HCI stance suggests that RtD can offer ‘an evolutionary broadening in

scope’ (2008, p.41) to the field of HCI as well to the discipline of design. They explain that:

With the transition of computing technology from the office to many different social contexts in which
people live, HCI has shifted its focus from a narrow view on usability — increasing the efficiency and
effectiveness of task completion — to more broadly consider the human experience. (Zimmerman &

Forlizzi 2008 p.41).

The challenge that Zimmerman & Forlizzi address is that, whilst examples and types of design research are
increasing in variation, there remains a failure, ‘to develop theory out of the observation of design practice and
analysis of designed artefacts (Friedman, 2003). Many design research contributions often fail to document theory
designers can apply in research and practice.” (Zimmerman & Forlizzi, 2008, p.41). They attempt to address this

by identifying that specified outcomes can form the basis for theory production and propose a type of design
research in relation to HCI that reframes RtD as a means of, ‘building design theory that will increase the impact
on both the HCl research community and on the design research community.” (Zimmerman & Forlizzi, 2008, p.41).
Employing six interconnected phases - Define, Discover, Synthesize, Generate, Refine and Reflect - Zimmerman

& Forlizzi observe two approaches to doing RtD in HCI — philosophical and grounded. The separation of these
approaches demands a familiarity and accessibility of both design theory and approaches in practice. Zimmerman
& Forlizzi propose that ‘new design processes, practices and methods could be developed that will advance design

theory..” (2008, p.44). In reflections on RTD 2015, Durrant et al. (2017) explain that:

Arguably, research through design is not a formal methodological approach with a particular
epistemological basis. Instead, it is a foundational concept for approaching inquiry through the practice
of design and as a concept it has been subjected to multiple articulations and interpretations

both by individuals and by institutions. (2017, p.3).

This implies the existence of a variety of viewpoints within the field of HCI with regards to RtD and design theory.
Pertinent to this thesis, this clarifies dialogue surrounding whether it is possible to produce, develop or formulate

design theory through design, and re-evaluate the extent of their co-dependency.

As previously discussed, Koskinen et al. (2011) are not convinced by RtD. They believe that the ‘...concept fails to
appreciate many things at work behind any successful piece of research.” (Koskinen et al. 2011, p.5). No further
explanation is shared here by Koskinen et al., however, they do point to examples they deem as successful pieces
of research, such as those by Katja Batterbee and Pieter Desmet. Batterbee’s work is also co-authored with Jodi
Forlizzi, together, they explored Co-Experience (Battarbee et al., 2002, Battarbee, 2003, Forlizzi & Battarbee, 2004)

and propose ‘An Interaction—centered Framework of Experience’ (Forlizzi & Battarbee, 2004, p.262).
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Battarbee explores and confronts challenges of design and Information Communication Technology (ICT)

with regards to Intimacy in the City, Social Space and ICT in the Community (Battarbee et al., 2002). Whilst
documenting the action and reflection to take place in the design, Battarbee does not however explicitly mention
doing RtD and leaves the process of design firmly with the design of the technical artefact. Pieter Desmet, on the
other hand, expresses doing the researching whilst doing the designing when he says, ‘designing products with
an emotional fit requires an integrated approach in which the research does not precede but is part of the design
activity. This view connects to the emerging field of ‘research through design’ (Desmet, Overbeee & Tax, 2001,
p.33). In consideration of this and Gaver’s work (also cited by Zimmerman & Forlizzi, 2008), Koskinen et al. note
how Gaver’s ‘...contribution to design as well as methodology, [is] often against his wishes’ (2011, p.5, Gaver,

2012). Koskinen et al. therefore propose a different term to that of RtD, which they label in the following way:

‘Constructive design research’ which refers to design research in which construction — be it product,
system, space, or media — takes center place and becomes the key means in constructing knowledge.
Typically, this ‘thing’ in the middle is a prototype... However, it can be also a scenario, a mock-up, or just

a detailed concept that could be constructed’ (Koskinen et al., 2011, p.5).

A more recent example of the value of RtD is identified by HCI researcher Cristiano Storni as well as co-design and
design researchers Stappers & Giaccardi (2017) and Lambert & Speed (2017). Storni reasserts his idea that ‘[RtD]

is in the business of knowledge, not design’ (2015, p.74). On his personal experience of RtD, Storni says:

It cannot be separated from the designed artefact that interacts with the reality under scrutiny.
..What is produced is no longer just knowledge about a phenomenon; it is knowledge about how a
design intervention and a phenomenon interact, accepting that as the two meet, they are both

transformed. (2015 p.76).

Likewise, Stappers & Giaccardi (2017) propose that the knowledge generated in designing cannot capture tacit
knowledge and that ;[this] is not to say that such knowledge cannot be communicated — rather, that it cannot be
communicated by mere words. Material artefacts and experiences are deemed to be part of this communicating.’
(Stappers & Giaccardi 2017). Whilst referring to the experiences, services, and practices of and in prototypes

as ‘intangible’, they acknowledge that ‘there is no clearly defined singular method by which RtD is conducted’
(Stappers & Giaccardi 2017) and list a number of activities in RtD ranging from conceiving and producing
prototypes, reflecting on the processes to create such prototypes, demonstrating the artefact/prototype, and

using prototypes and creating interventions to confront different framings/theories.

The Chairs of the RTD2017 conference, Lambert and Speed argue that, ‘All creative practitioners ...are researchers
of one kind or another, whether through materials, aesthetics, technologies, ethnographies, or cultural theory.

They suggest that:

Research methods... have unfolded and emerged as inquiry has deepened [and] ...design researchers
have the means to reposition their projects to frame premeditated research questions and objectives
within their work and in some cases to apply research questions after practice has taken place.

(Lambert 2015 cited by Lambert & Speed 2017 p.104).

In their attempt to untangle the artefact as a tangible research outcome, Lambert & Speed refer to Tim Ingold’s
closing provocation at RTD 2015 and his book Making (2013), in which he proposes a new way of seeing
(designing as) ‘making as a process of growth’ (Ingold, 2013, p.20-22). Lambert & Speed cite Ingold’s distinction

between two approaches to making: hylomorphic and morphogenetic.
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Morphogenetic is the preferred approach to making that Ingold urges designers and researchers to apply, ‘This is
to place the matter from the outset as a participant in and amongst a world of active materials... in anticipation of

what might emerge.” (Ingold 2013, p.21, cited by Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.105).

Ingold’s previous work concludes that ‘Life is lived, | reasoned, along paths and not just places... It is along paths,
too, that people grow into a knowledge of the world around them and describe this world in the stories they
tell” (Ingold, 2007, p.32 cited Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.106). With Ingold’s philosophical perspective in mind,
Lambert & Speed propose that this ‘exploratory, sometimes impulsive or deliberately risky approach to creative
practice, ...has helped to further endorse and validate making itself as an important research method.” (2017,
p.105). Referencing Max Lamb’s hexagonal pewter stool, which was cast in the sand on a beach in Cornwall (2008
cited by Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.105) Lambert & Speed use Lamb’s video of the making process as an example
of being ‘...as much a cultural artefact as the stool itself’ (2012, cited by Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.105). Similarly
to Ingold, they conclude that ‘inextricably co-existing... artefacts are places... [and] ...processes are paths...”
(Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.106). Reflecting on the significance of the RTD conference series, Lambert & Speed
say, ‘The tactility and tangibility of the artefact and/or narrative gives rise to a different type of debate around
the knowledge in doing’ (Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.107). They intimate at a new concept, ‘making narratives’,
because ‘RTD suspends any determinism toward a contemporary definition for design and instead offers points
of entry to the making of narratives — narratives that manifest as objects that become coordinates in Doreen
Massey’s “pin —cushion of a million stories’ (Massey, 2013 cited by Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.109). Lambert &
Speed’s commentary reveals a very clear and compelling challenge to the designer researcher whose task in doing
RtD is, ‘...to provide environments that allow objects and their makers to redraw the geographies of design, and

that allow new locations for inquiry to be identified. RTD is one such context.” (2017, p.109).

Having reviewed RtD and searched for its epistemic function, it is evident that the body of literature is in support
of, or indeed inquisitive of, the progression of methodology, the design theory and practice of RtD as it is applied.
This section has also explored from diverse designer researcher perspectives, the perception, experience and
interpretation of RtD as somehow indistinct, or entangled with ither disciplines. Ultimately, RtD’s experimental
nature and responsiveness to its surroundings will not succeed at providing one, single, coherent scientific reason
or rationale. It seems that RtD will never appease those rooted and fully committed to the distinction between

research and design. Action Research is similarly disputed with regards to rigor and relevance (Avison et al., 2017).

2.2 Action Research and Information Systems
Action Research (AR) in IS literature broadly refers to itself as ‘a form of engaged scholarship that seeks to advance
academic knowledge whilst at the same time enlightening practice’ (Baskerville & Myers, 2004, Chiasson et al.,

2009, Davison et al., 2004, Davison et al., 2012, livari & Venable, 2009, Mathiassen et al. 2012).

In this section, examples of AR in IS have been explored, and so too have the methodologies and how they are
experienced by action researchers, information systems experts, analysts, software engineers and developers. To
establish a more informed understanding of what has been experienced in AR in IS, leading commentators and
authors in the field of IS, Information Systems Development (ISD) methodologies, systems thinking and systemic

thinking have been sought.

2.2.1 A Multiview Methodology
From a review of approaches to developing information systems and the evolution of methodologies, Avison
(1996, Fitzgerald & Avison, 2006) proposes a broader perspective in a Multiview methodology. Avison (1996)
discusses the weaknesses associated with conventional models (such as the waterfall model) and, in response to

these weaknesses reflects on the first and second iterations of Multiview and Multiview2 methodology, which he
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fundamentally describes ‘...as an exploration in information systems’ (Avison, 1996, p.263). From the experiences
of Multiview when exploring AR in IS Development (ISD), Avison describes ...information systems development as

a social process containing technical aspects.’ (1996, p.273).
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Figure 2.1 Constructing the information systems development methodology (adapted from Checkland & Scholes

1990, Wood-Harper & Avison 1992) (Avison, 1996, p.272)

‘Multiview?2 (Avison et al., 1996) ...offers a systematic guide to any information systems development intervention,
together with a reflexive, learning methodological process.” (Avison, 1996, p.271). The quadrants of Multiview2
methodology can be viewed in Fig 2.1 - Organisational analysis, Information analysis and modelling, Socio-
technical analysis and design, Technical design and construction. Upon recognising ISD as a social process and the
changing of these four parts, Avison suggests there are three aspects, ‘These are the role of the systems analyst
and the paradigm of assumptions constructed in practice; the political nature of the change process; and how
methodologies are interpreted.” (Wood-Harper & Avison, 1992 cited by Avison, 1996, p.273). He describes them
as ‘stereotypical views of the systems analyst’ (Avison, 1996, p.273-274) and references Kling and Scacchi (1982)
and the four perspectives. They identify an example in how ‘problem solvers may view the content of the problem
situation in which information technology is embedded. (1996, p.274) and further determines these perspectives
as ‘the rational perspective; structural perspective; interactionist viewpoint; and organisational politics.” (Avison,
1996, p.274). Avison draws on Kling and Scacchi’s ideas on information technology to conclude that, ‘less
emphasis is on the technical and structural and ...more emphasis on the social and potentially emancipatory’
(1996, p.274). As such, Avison believes defining an IS to be a metaphorical activity and that Multiview
methodology is perceived as ‘a non-prescriptive description of a real-world process...Consequently, the Multiview
methodology can be thought of as being an ‘open theory’ where people close the theory in action.” (Avison, 1996,
p.275).

Avison’s more recent work with Guy Fitzgerald (2006), accepts there are less formalized information systems (i.e.
the ‘grapevine’) and that these are valid, often intuitive or qualitative in nature. Formalised or less formalised,
entirely or not entirely computerised, Fitzgerald & Avison (2006) emphasise that technology is also not the main

focus. They recognise the dynamic, complex world of the environment in which information systems exist.

Vidgen et al. (2002) use the Multiview (and subsequent Multiview2 - Avison & Harper-Wood, 1990, 1996, Avison
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et al., 1998) frameworks to illustrate how a basis can be formed for Web Information Systems Development
Methodology (WISDM). Vidgen et al. state that WISDM is for information systems development teams to ‘...keep
organisational, human, and technological perspectives in balance’ (2002, p.3). They stress the timely importance
of WISDM and how a Multiview approach (Vidgen et al., 2002, Avison & Wood-Harper, 1990, Avison et al.,

1998) can address ‘the wider aspect’ of web-based information systems through ‘genuine engagement of the IS
developers’ (2002, p.31). Applying a Multiview approach to WISDM therefore offers ‘a systematic guide to an IS
intervention, together with a reflexive learning process, which brings together the analyst, the situation and the
methodology.” (Vidgen et al. 2002 p.31).

This unites those developing, designing and analysing, along with the situation and the methodology, Vidgen et
al. therefore acknowledge that ‘there are other forms of information system’ (2002, p.2). Whereas ‘IS is wholly
reliant on the use of information technologies’ (Vidgen et al., 2002, p.2), Vidgen et al. and Fitzgerald & Avison,
contest ‘that many information systems in organisations are informal — the office grapevine and conversations

at the water-cooler are typical examples...” (Vidgen et al., 2002, p.2, Fitzgerald & Avison, 2006, p.3). What this
begins to reveal is the fundamental and underlying challenges that are continually faced by action researchers of
IS - that the organisation in which they are situated consists of, ‘informal aspects of information systems [that] are
difficult to manage and are not amenable to an engineering approach, [and] their influence should not be under-
estimated.’ (Vidgen et al., 2002, p.2). A key consideration therefore of Vidgen et al. is to determine the essence of
an IS as ‘a human activity system situated in an organisational context — technology is important to information

systems but must be considered jointly with human and organisational dimensions.” (2002, p.2-3).

2.2.2 An Ensemble View
IS researchers, Orlikowski & lacono (2001) ask, ‘where are the theories of how ...densely interconnected IT
artefacts coevolve with the various social institutions and communities that develop, regulate, use, and change
them?’ (2001, p.133). Orlikowski & lacono’s concern regarding the evolution of IT artefacts over time (owing
to their complex and dynamic nature) is not dissimilar to the concerns expressed by those commentating on
and attempting to record the methodologies of the dynamic complexities experienced in information systems
development. Considerations of how organisational structures are inscribed into IT artefacts (Sein et al., 2011)
invite AR in IS to theorise an ensemble view of technology (Orlikowski & lacono 2001 p. 133) and think beyond
the technological (Sein et al., 2011, p.38). This view focuses on ‘the ways in which technology is enmeshed in
the conditions of its use’ (Orlikowski & lacono, 2001, p.127) and on how it shapes the very conditions - context,

situation, action and experience - of its use.

Subsequent studies have further explored the ensemble view of IS. Sein et al. (2011) propose the concept of
‘ensemble artefacts’ as bundles of hardware and software which are shaped by the organisational context during
both development and use and onto which the structures of the organizational domain are inscribed (Sein et

al., 2011, p.38). Thus, an ensemble view of IT artefacts evolves through the interaction between design and

use, through an inter-play between the planned design and the intended and unpremeditated aspects of use.

In attempting to describe this interplay, other studies (e.g. livari, 2007, 2016, Venable 2013) suggest that the
design outcomes of IS are not final. Implicit in all these studies is the idea that IS as an ensemble view, involves
an enmeshing of its technical and social aspects; the latter often generalised as the ‘organisational’ aspect. As
Chapter One suggests, ‘the organisation’ is a key aspect of the thesis and, this ensemble view, assists in the

articulation of the multiple dimensions that bring the organisational context to life.

Orlikowski & lacono (2001) labelled and meta-categorised what IS researchers had done to elaborate or expand
on conceptualisations of technology since the 1980s (i.e. ‘web of computing’ - Kling and Scacchi 1982, Markus and
Robey 1988 cited by Orlikowski & lacono, 2001, p.122). From this body of work they distinguished five views:

e thetool view - the engineered artefact, expected to do what its designers intend it to do
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e the proxy view - the representational view or value of technology ...the assumption that the critical
aspects of information technology can be captured
e the ensemble view - how new technologies come to be and come to be used, the computational view,

and the nominal view (Orlikowski & lacono, 2001, p.123-124)

For Orlikowski & lacono, ensemble views on information technology in IS research:

...which do engage with the social and embedded aspects of technology development and use, tend not
to take into account the multi-generational and emergent aspects of technological artefacts that arise
as designers, developers, users, regulators, and other stakeholders engage with evolving artefacts over

time and across a variety of contexts. (2001, p.132).

Sein et al. (2011) recognise the ‘technology as structure view’ of the ensemble artefact. However, they also
suggest that AR in IS is capable of ‘softening the sharp distinction between development and use assumed in
dominant Design Research (DR) thinking’ (Sein et al., 2011, p.38). Appreciative therefore of the dimensions
beyond the technological and how ‘the interaction between these dimensions becomes manifested in the form,
structure, goals, and conceptualization of the artefact (livari, 2003, Orlikowski & lacono, 2001)’ (Sein et al., 2011,
p.38) Sein et al. argue for a new method, which they refer to as Action Design Research (ADR). ADR “...explicitly
recognises artefacts as ensembles emerging from design, use, and ongoing refinement in context.” (Sein et al.,
2011, p.38). Furthermore, it suggests that, ‘ADR supports knowledge creation through the design and appreciation
of ensemble artefacts’ (Sein et al., 2011, p.52). In terms of dimensions, ‘beyond the technological’ (Sein et al.,
2011, p.38), ADR is perhaps the closest of AR in IS methods to that of the methodological lens of an MDE. ADR has
not however developed its reach to include the various applications of design, or indeed acknowledged the term
RtD, choosing instead ‘to illustrate the major features of ADR’ (Sein et al., 2011, p.45) through the material of a
case competence management system (CMS) at Volvo IT. This continues to promote and protect the application of

design ‘without letting go of the essence of design research (DR)’ (Sein et al., 2011, p.38).

Pries-Heje et al. (Simonsen et al., 2014) boldly attempts to replace ‘systems thinking’ with ‘design thinking’ and

separate it from ‘real world’ thinking:

Design thinking is more creative and disorderly in its reasoning, critically negotiating between

science, technology, and aesthetics. ...Design thinking is not a problem-solving process, but a creative
and phenomenological process that can be set against ill-structured or wicked problems.” (Pries-Heje et
al., 2014, p.81).

Whilst this demonstrates an attempt to introduce to IS a different way of viewing design, Pries-Heje et al. are
reflecting on the prospects and success of a new methodology they term Soft Design Science Methodology
(SDSM). Using a case example rooted in DSR (much like Sein et al., 2011), the experimentation with regards to
reframing design can only go so far. Pries-Heje et al.s (2014) description of design thinking invites questions, as
it introduces design as being ‘more creative and disorderly’ (Pries-Heje et al., 2014, p.81); but the terminology is

general and is not explored in any further detail.

Faced with similar challenges in AR, Avison et al. (2017) have revisited the relevance of action research in IS as

a discipline and have chosen to highlight the importance and practical relevance of research by emphasising its
unique qualities. To bridge the gap between AR and IS, they warn of the barriers and highlight the misperceptions
or myths of AR which appeared as they reviewed leading IS journals. Avison et al. (2017) suggest that current

forms of AR, identified by the likes of Baskerville & Wood-Harper (1998), ‘are not AR forms but approaches to IS
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development that used AR to help define them’ (2017, p.183).

They describe four barriers to IS publication of AR research (Avison et al., 2017, p.183), in describing the fourth
barrier in particular, Avison et al. (2018) assert that ‘it is difficult to make theoretical contributions from AR-

based investigations, which are seen as being less rigorous than other methods and seen as consulting rather
than research.” (Avison et al., 2017, p.183). From their survey of 120 articles, they propose 18 ways to overcome
these four barriers. These range from suggestions such as examining other fields that conduct AR and ‘seeing how
they overcome the time investment barrier, to communicating the potential of AR to solve ‘grand and wicked’
problems, particularly in a team environment’ to establishing how ‘theory building can be a particular strength of
AR as theory may be supported or revised on the basis of the in-field evaluation and reflection phases’ (Avison et

al., 2017, p.183).

This exploration, into the dynamic and complex nature of information systems and information technology as they
simultaneously evolve, raises issues around the role of ‘design’ and the ‘designer’ as action researcher in-situ,
with regards to the similarities between the presence of ‘action’ in research whether it is expressed as ‘action
research’ or ‘research through design’. There is acknowledgement of transformation, of influencing change and of
intervention. Avison et al. (2017) claim that AR is not consultation, a consideration also of the presence of ‘design’
and a ‘designer’ in doing RtD. It becomes necessary therefore to think of the impact of doing research beyond
that of the design of a single artefact for a single organisation. Action research theorists from IS have established
theoretical viewpoints that further expand the AR in IS discourse and broaden the scope to consider information

systems together with systems thinking.

2.3 Information Systems and Systems Thinking

Peter Senge’s and Peter Checkland’s contributions are known for circling systems thinking. More specifically,

their contributions are made available as approaches and methodologies known as, The Learning Organisation
(Senge 2006) and Soft Systems Methodology (Checkland 1999, Checkland & Poulter 2006). The holistic perspective
on systems thinking from Senge is interpreted in this section, followed by that of Checkland’s methodology in

practice and the way systems are conventionally viewed in IS.

This section of the literature review explores how systems are defined and what this definition means to IS, OS
and AR. Authors share a curiosity of seeing and experiencing systems, systems thinking and systemic thinking from
within the organisational context; however as Chapter One has suggested, there is a need to remain inquisitive of

what is meant by the organisational context itself.

2.3.1 A Sense of Awareness
Peter Senge influences business strategy and lectures in leadership and sustainability. In his work surrounding the
culture of organisations, he talks of understanding actions and being learners, particularly those interested in the
art and practice of ‘collective learning’ (2006, p.16). Senge promotes the five disciplines of organisational learning

as: personal mastery, mental models, team learning, shared vision and systems thinking:

Systems thinking is a discipline for seeing wholes. It is a framework for seeing interrelationships rather
than things, for seeing patterns of change rather than static snapshots. It is a set of general principles...
..Itis also a set of specific tools and techniques... And systems thinking is a sensibility — for the subtle

interconnectedness that gives living systems their unique character. (Senge, 2006, p.69).

Senge argues that a shift is required of those aware of their presence and action in organisations. Senge proposes

the need for an awareness of presence and action and a shift from experiencing organisations that are trapped in
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cyclical processes and detail complexity, to experiencing learning organisations that remain openly curious of the
dynamics of systems and of dynamic complexities. He promotes therefore the fifth discipline, as systems thinking

as a means to understand the complexity of the learning organisation (2006), which he defines as:

organisations where people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire,
where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and

where people are continually learning how to learn together. (Senge, 2006, p.3)

He explains that the world is creating far more information than anyone can assimilate, and raises concern for the
overwhelming sense of complexity faced by society. If individual and collective abilities and confidence is being
challenged, Senge suggests that a new way of thinking and operating through systems thinking would provide,
‘a discipline for seeing the ‘structures’ that underlie complex situations... [and] offers a language that begins by

restructuring how we think.” (2006, p.69).

Working in large corporations, ‘enmeshed in an overwhelmingly complex network of relations’ (Suchman, 2002
p.141) and situated in research and development departments, Anthropologist and Sociologist Professor Lucy
Suchman recalls being surrounded by and having access to a range of people with expertise in anthropology,
ethnography, psychology, behavioural science, computer science and product design. Suchman recalls that much
of the experiences involved ‘analysing the processes by which boundaries are constructed and maintained and
understanding our contributions to their preproduction or transformation’ (2002, p.142). Roles, disciplines, fields
and departments of expertise appeared to define these boundaries, but in instigating participatory projects, they
were inspired to bring people together through participatory design approaches (Suchman, 2002, p.142). She
discovered that crossing boundaries involved; ‘encountering difference, entering onto territory in which one is a
stranger and, to some significant extent therefore, unqualified’ and ‘that system developers become responsible
for locating themselves within the extended networks of social relations and forms of work that constitute
technical systems’ (Suchman, 2002, p.142). In addition, Suchman reflected further upon the behaviour and
response to the situation, for example in giving up control, developers had to ‘see themselves instead as entering
into an extended set of working relations, of contests and alliances’ (Suchman, 2002, p.142). From which Suchman

was inspired to ask: ‘How do we proceed in a responsible way?’ (2002 p.142).

In 2015, at the Human Connection in a Digital World conference, Senge reflected upon conversations with MIT
colleagues spanning the past 30 years and openly admitted that he has a ‘complex relationship with technology’.
In his presentation, Senge drew inspiration from Biology — a field of study that he believes has had to realign its
primary concern with the phenomenon of life. ‘The world of ‘technology’ (or machine)’, Senge says, ‘can also refer
to the importance of Biology’ (Senge, 2015). He proposes that ‘Autopoiesis is what is now considered one of the
technical definitions of a living system’ (Senge, 2015). Furthermore, he refers to the Greek use of ‘poiesis — poem’
— ‘to create’, therefore making the connection to that of ‘Autopoiesis - as self creating’ (Maturana 1980 p73-76
cited by Senge, 2015). Fundamental to Senge’s argument is that humans are a living system, something which he
characterises as different to that of a machine. ‘All the stuff in our lives has a system of interconnectedness, it’s
not just ‘information technology”’ (Senge, 2015). In a world of interconnectedness, Senge says humans are good
and getting better at an ‘awareness of interconnectedness... ...human beings are systems thinkers.’ (Senge, 2015).
In conjunction with Suchman’s experiences of a complex network of relations (2002), this poses the question,
what does ‘having awareness of interconnectedness’ mean? In Suchman’s experience, there is a way to
understand how to obtain ‘awareness’. She draws attention to her awareness of developers and further to that,
her heightened awareness of observing developers ceding control over technology design. Suchman also adds
another layer to her observation, in that developers ‘must then see themselves entering into an extended set of

working relations, of contests and alliances’ (Suchman, 2002, p.142). This suggests that there are multiple layers
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to awareness. In Suchman’s case, her awareness could be seen in the succession of observations shared in her
line of inquiry and her deepening inquisitiveness of the situation. Suchman’s experiencing was reflecting on the

experiencing of others experiencing the situation.

Both Suchman’s experience and Senge’s requirement of the awareness of interconnectedness prompts further
exploration into the layers of ‘heightened awareness’, compared to ‘awareness’, and serves as a reminder to link

this discourse to Tuan’s perspective of space and his desire ‘to increase the burden of awareness’ (1979).

Designers, researchers, information systems engineers, anthropologists, ethnographers, activists...etc are
therefore encouraged to add to the question Suchman frames regarding responsibility: ‘how do we proceed

[through experiencing an awareness of interconnectedness] in a responsible way?’ (Suchman, 2002, p.142).

This inspires AR in IS to ask questions that extend beyond poiesis when it is viewed as ‘...The activity of making
[which] is concluded when its goal (i.e. the end) is attained.” (Balaban, 1990, p.186), and instead it also introduces
questions pertaining to autopoiesis, which Maturana & Verla describe by stating, ‘Living systems are cognitive
systems, and living as a process is a process of cognition’ (1980, p.13). The significance of this conceptualisation
of living systems is in “...knowing from a perspective of living systems and living systems from a perspective

of knowing. [Maturana] defined knowing as doing. His unique understanding has influenced sociologists,
psychologists, and organisational scientists.” (Sandow & Allen, 2005, p.1). Therefore, how could these combined

perspectives enrich a deeper understanding of the value of awareness for those experiencing participation in RtD?

2.3.2 An Unfolding Experience
In Mark Winter and Peter Checkland’s work surrounding project management and the experiences thereof, they
propose that the project manager needs ‘the ability to use appropriately the ways-of-seeing, the methodologies,
the tools and techniques’ (Winter & Checkland, 2003, p.191). As such, they require knowledge of ‘the ability to
use’ appropriate ways of seeing — this suggests not only a knowledge of, but also a sense of awareness, which they
assign as the responsibility of the project manager. Opposed to the more conventional ‘hard’ systems approach to
a pre-determined goal that follows a rigid process of ‘Define > Plan > Control > Close’ (Winter & Checkland, 2003,
p.191), Winter & Checkland recognise an unfolding experience as a process, which over time ‘is an ever-changing
flux of messy situations’ (Winter & Checkland, 2003, p.191). This is more fondly termed across AR in IS as Soft
Systems Methodology (SSM).

Winter & Checkland identify that, ‘all practical action is theory-laden, in the sense that all action in the world takes
as given some ideas, irrespective of whether the practitioner is conscious of it or not.” And that, ‘In the process...
neither theory nor practice is prime; the process (re)generates itself.” (Winter & Checkland, 2003, p.187). Winter &
Checkland acknowledge that the process of (re)generation ‘...may raise new thoughts and doubts about both the
need and how to meet it. Rethinking may be called for and a greater complexity may have to be faced’ (Winter &

Checkland, 2003, p.191). This involves the shifting back and forth between hard and soft systems perspectives.
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Fig. 5. Project management: two contrasting images of real-world practice—soft systems are more about process than product

Fig 2.2 Project Management: two contrasting images of real-world practice — soft systems are more about process
than product (Winter & Checkland, 2003, p.191)

Checkland asserts what it means to experience action research from multiple information systems perspectives.
He contests that the conventional model of an organisation in practice is that of ‘...a social collectivity that
arranges itself so that it can pursue declared aims and objectives that individuals could not achieve on their own’
(Checkland, 1999, p.A46). Checkland’s multi-view for SSM therefore emphasises the process over the solution-
driven ambition of the creation of a product and through its visual representation (Fig 2.2), SSM emphasises the
impact of three states - situation, deciding to act and action — on the ever-changing flux of messy situations over

time.

2.4 AR in IS and RtD

Action research approaches in IS literature (e.g. Matthiasen et al., 2012, Chiasson et al., 2009, Davison et al., 2004,
2012) do not address in much detail the presence of ‘design’ beyond the application of problem solving (e.g.
Mathiassen et al., 2012). IS research restricts the application of ‘design’ by positioning it as an iterative process
through which a ‘product’ (i.e. the IT artefact) is designed (Winter & Checkland, 2003). IS research unwittingly
omits exploration into other IS scenarios by restricting the access of alternative perspectives and applications
of ‘design’ and ‘designing’. RtD remains strangely absent from AR in IS and yet its various applications respond
well to an ‘unfolding experience’ as explained by Winter & Checkland (2003), and the complex, dynamic nature
of learning organisations and living systems proposed by Senge (2006, 2015). By connecting the anthropological
perspectives of Ingold (2013, 2015) with the designer researcher perspectives of Lambert & Speed (2017), RtD
becomes a form of AR in IS, which could introduce interesting ways of doing research through, for example,
‘making narratives’ (Lambert & Speed, 2017). This provides rich territory to explore a combination of disciplines

and navigate the multi-dimensionality of complexity together.

However, there are AR in IS studies attempting to draw attention to the flexibility of ‘design’ and ‘design thinking’
—as mentioned, DSR methods constructed by Sein et al. (2011) and Pries-Heje et al. (2014). Although restricted
to design science, Avison et al. (2018) do create opportunities for the IS field to expand their acquisition of AR

applications. By doing this, IS could welcome RtD as a form of AR in IS.

In this chapter, the following methodologies have been reviewed based on their awareness of the complex and
dynamic nature of the human and social dimension of IS, these include: WISDM (Vidgen et al., 2002), Multiview
and Multiview2 (Bell & Wood-Harper, 2003, Vidgen et al., 2002, Avison & Wood-Harper, 1990, Wood-Harper et
al., 1985) and SSM (Checkland & Scholes, 1990, Checkland, 1999). The Learning Organisation, created by Senge
(2006) has also been referred to, this assists with articulating the more ‘informal aspects of information systems...’
(Vidgen et al., 2002, p.2) and encompasses what Vidgen et al. call ‘the technical, human and organisational

dimensions’ (Vidgen et al., 2002, p.2-3). Together, this literature has provided some clarity on the value of
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interconnectedness, and interrelationships, and expounded ‘a need for a sense of awareness’ (Senge 2006,
Suchman 2002), particularly by those moving from familiar to unfamiliar territory within the organisational
context. It also illuminates how collaborative working and coming together also becomes an ‘unfolding

experience’ (Winter & Checkland 2003 p.191).

These insights, along with the study conducted by Avison et al. (2018), further acknowledges the relevance of
AR in IS and calls for more work to examine the temporal aspects of IS (e.g. the temporal arrangements with and
impacts felt by organisations and partners of AR). This highlights the need of the temporal dimension of an MDE

and the importance of seeking out how an MDE comes to life through experiencing RtD as AR in IS.

This literature survey has exposed some opportunities for AR in IS to formulate further avenues of inquiry and
expand its community of practice. These may include confronting how IS might reframe design and reveal design
in all its guises and various applications in-situ — for example in the ‘design’ and ‘designing’ of a community-

inspired public/private realm and where physical interpretations of DWP might take place.

As mentioned in the RtD literature survey, Jonas’ view on RtD builds from Findeli’s human ecology perspective
(Michel, 2007). Inspired by Findeli’s understanding of design as a general human ecology, Jonas’ argument is
that ‘both [design and research] depend on each other in a circular manner’ (Michel, 2007, p.203). The strategy
therefore of the design researcher requires a change in, ‘..their attitude towards a self-conception of designer
as ‘self-organising system’, who is observing the evolving artefact plus him — or herself observing the evolving
artefact.” (Michel, 2007 p.193). This aligns with Storni’s understanding of knowledge and ‘how a

design intervention and a phenomenon interact, accepting that as the two meet, they are both

transformed.’ (2015 p.76) and the autopoiesis that Senge (2006, 2015) discusses with regards to Maturana’s
(1980) conceptualisation of self-creating living systems and ‘knowing as doing’ (Sandow & Allen, 2005, p.1).

More recent developments of RtD suggest that RtD is a ‘foundational concept for approaching inquiry through
the practice of design’ (Durrant et al., 2017, p.3) and explain how RtD is a concept ‘...that allow[s] objects and
their makers to redraw the geographies of design...” (Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.109). There appears to be a call to
the designer as researcher to avoid seeking instruction on how to conduct RtD, which would appease the likes of
Koskinen et al. (2011) who suggest the muddled terrain of RtD requires clarity and accountability (Koskinen et al.,
2011, p.5). Rather, the invitation from Durrant et al. (2017) and Lambert & Speed (2017) is open to all who wish
to share their experiences of RtD with a supportive network of members who also experiencing the complexities
and diverse perspectives of RtD. A dialogical platform (Durrant et al., 2015) takes time to evolve alongside its
community and the individual’s or collective’s ability to frame their own experiencing of RtD. Platforms that
encourage dialogical interaction such as the RTD Conference Series (2013, 2015, 2017), are a unique example

of this co-existence of theory and practice. The dialogical platform of RtD purposefully nurtures intimate and
‘accessible spaces’ (DiSalvo cited by Durrant et al., 2015, p.22). Every artefact unique to its situation is embraced
by a constructive and dialogic interaction, between participants and artefacts, conference and exhibition (Wallace

et al., 2015, Durrant et al., 2015, Durrant et al., 2017).

This literature review on RtD points to further inquiry into the making of artefacts, by acknowledging that

design literature has been attempting to recognise how ‘poietic analysis can be extended to the study of ‘useful’
objects’ (Buchanan, 1992, p.18). At the same time, this survey has revealed the diversity across its community

of those critically examining the value of emancipatory action within poiesis and praxis (Arendt, 1958, Bousbaci
& Findeli, 2005, Melaney, 2006, Tassinari et al., 2017), and further challenging the notion that the two may be
inextricably linked (Storni, 2015). | have introduced Ingold (2013, 2015) and Lambert & Speed (2017) as examples

of addressing this exact point of intertwining, and urge designers and researchers to consider ‘making as a process
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of growth’ (Ingold, 2015, p.20).

The RTD community invites ‘...new locations for inquiry to be identified.” (Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.109), which
offers an opportunity to the fields of Information Systems and theoretical views on systems thinking. Firstly

however, as highlighted by Stappers & Giaccardi,

There is a need in RtD for further articulating ‘knowledge about the object that is being designed, the
situation into which it will eventually be introduced and the process to establish a proper fit between
the two, the acts and considerations for designers, and the interrelations among all these components’

(HOOk et al. 2015 cited by Stappers & Giaccardi, 2017).

With the diversity of applications and approaches of RtD in mind however, there is also a need to further
articulate understanding of the position from which the artefacts (as opposed to objects) are being designed. This

lends itself to appreciating the value, in return, of AR to RtD.

This chapter exposes the complexities of the presence of design and how it does not simply exist in the artefact. In
addition, in the designing and the making there is a manifestation of multiple dimensions — beyond the technical -
where the social-spatial-technical/digital-temporal come alive owing to the diversity of perspectives and multiple
disciplines that create examples from experiencing participation in an organisational context. In acknowledging
this multiplicity and diversity of participation, RtD can assist in redressing the balance, a balance which Vidgen et

al. (2002, p.3) suggest is vital to systems thinking.

2.5 A Summary and Intended Contributions

| have drawn upon and synthesised multiple discourses across four disciplines - RtD, AR, IS and OS. In doing so, |
have come to the realisation that systems thinking or systemic thinking is a notion common amongst each of the
four disciplines. As a response to the lack of research into systems thinking in the literature reviewed surrounding

RtD, | aim to explore this notion in the following chapter.

The first chapter focused on OS literature and an exploration of the definitions of experiencing space and the
organisational context. The six subheadings of this chapter; In Search of an Epistemic Function; Poiesis and Praxis;
A Multiview Methodology; An Ensemble View; A Sense of Awareness and An Unfolding Awareness, reveal the
most relevant aspects from RtD, AR and IS literature and how they might influence the contributions to theory
and implications to practice of doing RtD in TRP. This chapter has provided an opportunity to articulate the
theoretical concerns | have learned of RtD and AR in IS. Furthermore, | have used the opportunity to explain the
connections made between disciplines and how one might inspire and support another’s theoretical concerns.
This chapter has therefore served a purpose; to identify the intended contributions and articulate the reason

for the co-existence of multiple disciplines. The illustration in Fig. 2.3 helps to visualise the four key disciplines
(RtD, AR, IS and OS) and highlight the areas common between each of the four disciplines. In the centre of the
illustration is a halo, or spotlight, that lists the key topics of interest to my particular methodological experience
of RtD. The yellow circles are gradients of the yellow halo to represent how the boundaries between disciplines
blend and blur. For instance, shared research areas emerge, then the central part of the halo lists the areas where

all boundaries are transcended. All disciplines find parity in these topics of interest.
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Fig 2.3 An illustration of the boundaries that blend and blur between disciplines and the areas of interest four

disciplines share

Four of the most significant outcomes of the literature review assist with framing the intended contributions of
the RtD. These include the need for:

1. a detailed account of RtD as a longtitudinal study experienced by the designer researcher

2. an example of how design theory can be obtained from RtD methodology and exemplified in practice

3. activating a sense of awareness and understanding of the value of interconnectedness

4. case examples from a multi-dimensional ensemble view of the organisational context

In recognising the design as a process and collection of artefacts which arise from the process, a co-design project
becomes a collective learning experience, an organisational context within which boundaries between disciplines
are transcended. The literature surveyed therefore illuminates the opportunity for whoever is making, designing
and creating artefacts (or in acknowledgement of the designing and development of artefacts) to activate an
awareness of interconnectedness and be encouraged to share, across disciplines, ways of experiencing design as

phenomenological inquiry (Pries-Heje et al., 2014, p.81).

The main intended contribution of the detailed account of this longtitudinal study of TRP is therefore to
confidently commit to RtD as a methodology, and in doing so continuously ask how it might influence the
disciplines from which it has drawn inspiration. The chapters that follow express this intention by drawing on

theoretical perspectives to more delineate definitions of inquiry, experience and participation in doing RtD.
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Firstly, by more deeply engaging in theoretical standpoints surrounding inquiry, experience and participation,
the thesis then explicates a methodical account of TRP, which leads to discussing the findings of the investigation
into experiencing participation in RtD. Finally, to assert for the reader the transferability of these intended
contributions across disciplines, the thesis then further explicates the contributions to RtD, AR in IS and OS and

implications to fields of practice, including community engagement in urban design.

The literature survey has highlighted similarities between AR in IS and RtD. One challenge that | have identified
is the navigating of the complex terrain and the abilities required of the designer as researcher to zoom in and
zoom out simultaneously over the duration of their research through making/designing. Both AR in IS and RtD
require the capabilities to zoom in on single artefacts, and also zoom out to contend with theoretical notions such
as systems thinking and the complex, dynamic nature of information and systems thinking (Senge 2006, 2015).
In RtD, the community draws from theoretical perspectives such as Ingold (2015) with regards to designing and
‘making as a process of growth’ (Ingold, 2015, p.20-21) and whilst the creation of the type of artefact differs
between disciplines (i.e. an information system for the workplace, compared to a stool crafted in the sand on a
beach in Cornwall), introducing methods of inquiry from RtD to AR in IS opens up dialogue between disciplines
on what might be incorporated into the making of an artefact. The human interaction with the MDE aids in
defining the organisational context, which evolves and unfolds over time. The MDE lens formulates a way of
communicating and understanding the research activity that is taking place across dimensions and disciplines, in

theory and in practice.

The next chapter provides a more detailed response to the first part of the research question that asks, what
does being inquisitive through design mean? And, through its reframing of experience, inquiry and participation,
a response to the second part of the research question - how is RtD participated in and experienced in the
transformation of social space? - can begin to be addressed in the methodical account of TRP which forms

Chapter Four.
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CHAPTER 3.
DRAWING INSPIRATION FROM THEORETICAL VIEWPOINTS AND
REFRAMING EXPERIENCE, INQUIRY AND PARTICIPATION

3.0 Overview

Chapters One and Two have provided the backdrop to TRP and a detailed critical exploration of RtD, AR in IS and
OS literature. They have also introduced the notion of systems thinking. Central to the thesis is the application and
approach of doing research through design activism. Defining ‘experience’ with regards to ‘experiencing space’
and reconsidering how the organisational context is viewed and experienced has been discussed. To respond

to this shift, as well as to the intertwining of public and private realm, digital and physical social space, | have
introduced the need for a new lens. A definition of the MDE has been outlined in Chapter One. Chapter Two
examined the literature with this lens to seek out definitions, interpretations and meanings of the organisational

context, RtD, AR in IS and systems thinking.

Before the conception of TRP, | sought inspiration for doing first person action research from Sociologist Judi
Marshall (1999, 2016). During TRP | was influenced by HCI, and design applications mentioned in design activism
(Fuad-Luke, 2009) such as co-design and participatory design. Throughout my experiencing and participating in
TRP | grew more aware of McCarthy & Wright’s work surrounding experience-centered design and participatory
projects (McCarthy & Wright, 2015). Together with my professional and personal interest in the design and
curation of immersive experiences (as community engagement, curatorial practice, public programming or

experiential marketing), this chapter takes the thesis into a deeper level of inquiry.

Chapter Two identified the needs of AR in IS, which included the need for a heightened sense of awareness of
interconnectedness and interrelatedness. Alongside Chapter Four, this chapter will address these needs in two
ways — firstly it provides a more detailed understanding of an ‘unfolding awareness’ and how it is applied through
practice. Secondly, both chapters provide a rigorously analysed body of evidence in the form of a critical review
of the theoretical inspiration sought and applied through experience, inquiry and participation in TRP, as well as a

thorough documentation of TRP in the form of a Portfolio of RtD.

Table 3.1 lists the questions that began to arise, questions which formed the bedrock of my critical review of

literature and practice.

Questions That Arose in the Process of Reframing Experience, Inquiry and Participation

Experience What is RtD leading people to experience? What are people experiencing? What matters to
them and their consumption and production of space? How does ‘experiencing’ influence
perspectives? Are multiple perspectives in RtD encouraged/welcomed/accounted for through
experiencing? How are people experiencing ‘space’? How am | experiencing the researching
through designing? How do | navigate this territory and how is this way of experiencing
different to conventional AR or (co)design consultation methods?

Inquiry How am | conducting inquiry? What coping strategies are being implemented during and/or
are there any available for living life as inquiry? Whilst immersed in taking action how am |
inquiring? Who else is inquiring? What is being asked of the situation, of others, of me?

Participation What does participation mean to the researcher, the researched? Of those willing to explicitly
participate, how are they participating? What does participating/participation mean to
people? Are there different types of participation? How are multiple perspectives viewed
before, during and after participation?

Table 3.1 Questions That Arose in the Process of Reframing Experience, Inquiry and Participation
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In this chapter’s summary, | explain how the three strands have been reframed and how the theoretical inspiration
has been assembled and further extended. The summary firmly asserts the value of theoretical understanding

embedded within RtD in practice.

3.1 Experience

In characterising the discipline of phenomenology it can be initially defined ‘as the study of structures of
experience, or consciousness’ (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2013). To describe lived experience, or ‘the
life world’ (Husserl, 2012), practice-based academics Miles et al. refer to the ‘essences of experience’ (2015,
p.290) and identify with Merleau-Ponty’s ‘framework of four existentials; spatiality or lived space, corporeality or
lived body, termporality or lived time and relationality, or lived human experiences’ (Merleau-Ponty 1962 cited by
Miles et al. 2015, p.290). Each of the four existentials appear familiar to the accounts of TRP. The lived experience
informs the progression, momentum and unfolding nature of TRP. The “...study of structures of experience...’
(Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2013) remain a consideration of my own intentions as a researcher. In

this section | will take a moment to gain a richer understanding of ‘experience’, | reach for descriptions and
explanations from published accounts of experience from business consultants, artists and activists, curatorial

practitioners, designers and a pragmatist philosopher.

3.1.1 Experience Economy and Culture
The Creative and Communications industry has long posed the question of what motivates people and where the
power of persuasion lies. The same industry has found such persuasive power in the public’s increasing interest in
The Experience Economy (Pine & Gilmore 2011). Other iterations that promote the value of ‘experience’ can also
be found in books such as, Stuffocation: Living More With Less (Wallman 2015) and articles such as, How and Why
Positive Activities Can Make You Happier (Fritz & Lyubomirsky, 2018).

Contrary to economic motivation, grassroots projects (as outlined in Chapter One) could draw inspiration from
such concepts as The Experience Economy and consider the value of experiences prevalent in activism. The
Situationists (1999) have been ‘recognised for doing activism through artistic practice’ (Kester, 2004). Albeit a
movement fraught with controversy, the Situationists campaigned for the freedom of curiosity and inquisitiveness
in experiencing the city and the everyday life, and created a post-war artist-led activist movement motivated to
disrupt the reappropriation of the city by planning and capital. Commenting on the introduction of technology

into everyday life, in 1961 Guy Debord wrote the following:

On the whole this introduction of technology into everyday life — ultimately taking place within

the framework of modern bureaucratized capitalism — certainly tends rather to reduce people’s
independence and creativity. The new prefabricated cities clearly exemplify the totalitarian tendency of
modern capitalism’s organisation of life: the isolated inhabitants... see their lives reduced to the pure
triviality of the repetitive combined with the obligatory absorption of an equally repetitive spectacle.

(Debord cited in Sadler 1999 p.16).

Curatorial practice provides inspiration when in search of a design application that elicits independence and

creativity. Some curators appear considerate of the concept of being situated, while others share in an awareness
of the role of publicly accessible institutions as public realm. Across curatorial practice, there exists an awareness
of lived experiences coming to life through the experience of participant with content and its situatedness. A few

examples of this viewpoint are introduced below.

Author Sibylle Omlin, states that, ‘the specific technique for provoking an experience does not go back to the

action of the artist/performer (performance) or to his or her instructions (happening) but rather to the spatial



Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

62

arrangement itself, it is referred to as “situative”” (ONCURATING, 2012, p.7). Furthermore, in a radio interview
about producing ‘fig-2’ (2015), Turkish curator, Fatos Ustek discusses how encounters today are experienced
differently. Following on from ‘fig-1’ (2001), ‘fig-2’ (2015) was a 50 week-long exhibition that invited 50 artists -
one per week - to exhibit at the ICA, London. When invited to provide some clarity on the curatorial decisions of

‘fig-2’, Ustek explained that she was interested in the concept of ‘encounter’:

Society [is] becoming more engaged with and encountering consumerism, ...everything becomes
entertainment, or some sort of ...experience that has to be lived, and consumed and moved on... ...
when fig-1. happened it was about showcasing of an artwork, now we are not showcasing anymore, we
are actually creating conditions in which art is experienced. ...it’s living in ‘an experience culture’ so I'm
interested in producing fig-2. In a way that it is a counter position of the experience culture where it is

also generating experiences for a wide range of audience. (Appendix D: Resonance FM, 03 Feb, 2015).

Ustek’s desire to explore the living in an experience culture is also reflected in the curatorial decisions being
made at the Victoria & Albert Museum (V&A). In an article explaining the intentions of All of This Belongs to You
(1 April - 19 July 2015) , an exhibition co-curated by Kieran Long, the focus was on examining how installations
were chosen to explore the V&A’s capabilities and limitations, including for example, Australian artist Natalie
Jeremijenko’s ‘moth cinema’ — ‘a habitat for insects on Exhibition Road [to] question why museums exclude the
natural world’ (Beanland, 2015). At that time a general election was taking place in Britain, and Long explained its

impact thus:

We [The V&A] are part of the public realm — we’re public servants and the building is part of the civic
infrastructure of the country. So, what kind of responsibilities does that give us at a time when
conventional political debate is met with apathy —and when the priorities of education are being
skewed towards future professional success rather than more profound, humanistic

questions?’ (Beanland 2015).

With such public institutions acknowledging that a sense of responsibility is required of the public realm, and its
interaction with the content created within it, some exciting and enthralling questions were triggered regarding

the content that might be made accessible to the public.

3.1.2 Situating Design and Designing Experience

Simonsen et al. suggest that design surrounds us in environments, objects and situations, and that design
changes and shapes society - ‘intentional, situated and emerging.” (Simonsen et al., 2010, p.203, Simonsen et al.,
2014, p.1). Separating the noun from the verb is an important step that ‘implies an emphasis on the processes
of making something, and ...it makes it possible to conceive of design products that do not take the form of a
plan or specification or a particular style.” (Simonsen et al., 2010, p.202). Design is therefore not solely visible in
a plan or specified outcome, rather, in experiencing design, a variety of applications of design come to life. This,
as Simonsen et al. (2014) suggests, becomes a central challenge for designers ‘to be able to conceptualise and

orchestrate the experience of combinations of designs.’ (Simonsen et al., 2014, p.2)

Buchanan argues ‘that design is a liberal art of technological culture, concerned with the conception and planning
of all the instances of the artificial or human-made world: signs and images, physical objects, activities and
services, and systems or environments.’ (1996, p.xiii, Buchanan 1992). Buchanan'’s case for design as a liberal

art of technological culture is pertinent to the twenty-first century. In 1996 Buchanan was noted for saying,
‘Designers are exploring concrete integrations of knowledge that will combine theory with practice for new

productive purposes, and this is the reason why we turn to design thinking for insight into the new liberal arts of
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technological culture’ (1996, p.4). To combine theory with practice through design thinking is to seek certainty
and view design, and an experiencing of it, as a reliable process through which inquisitiveness is sustained.
However, where design is intentional and productive, Buchanan’s suggestion of ‘liberal art’ being a form of ‘design

thinking’ is considered a paradoxical effect of design.

Rittel’s ‘wicked problem’ approach of the 1960s represented a time in which Design Methodology became a
subject of great interest. Rittel’s initially neo-positivist and rationalist perspective drew Buchanan to assert that “...
its proponents hold that the design process is divided into two distinct phases: problem definition and problem
solution.” (Buchanan, 1992, p.15). Buchanan contends that this reduces the problematic definition to an analytic
sequence and the problem solution to a synthetic sequence. Both sequences are said to be experienced by the
designer who reacts accordingly with a plan. Contrary to Rittel, Schon’s pragmatist concern for ‘problem solving’
was that he believed it ignored the problem setting. Schon urged reflective practitioners to awaken to the
materials of problematic situations and drew upon Dewey’s theoretical positions to navigate inquiry, knowledge

and experience (Dewey, 1938, Dewey & Bentley, 1949, Dewey, 1974):

The study of reflection-in-action is critically important. The dilemma of rigor or relevance may be
dissolved if we can develop an epistemology of practice which places technical problem solving within
a broader context of reflective inquiry, shows how reflection-in-action may be rigorous in its own right,
and links the art of practice in uncertainty and uniqueness to the scientist’s art of research.

(Schon 1984 p.69)

Dewey’s pragmatist philosophy becomes one of two key philosophies of design that Buchanan refers to across his
work (the second is Herbert Simon - The Sciences of the Artificial 1968). Used to critically examine an approach
to wicked problems and assist with sense-making how ‘design’ is experienced, Buchanan emphasises Dewey’s
definition of technology as ‘an art of experimental thinking. ...We mistakenly identify technology with one
particular type of product — hardware — that may result from experimental thinking but overlook the art that

lies behind and provides the basis for creating other types of products.” (Buchanan, 1992, p. 7-8). Buchanan uses
Dewey’s lens to argue for a more intelligent and meaningful exploration of design and suggests that there is a
need to explore how design is present in all intentional operations and therefore is ‘a significant factor in shaping

human experience.” (Buchanan, 1992, p.8).

As viewed in the challenge framed by Simonsen et al. (2014), conceptualising the experience of combinations
of design is connected to Buchanan’s consideration of the ‘differences of modality [as] complementary ways
of arguing — reciprocal expressions of what conditions and shapes the ‘useful’ in human experience.” (1992,
p.20). Furthermore, this introduces ‘better design thinking... ...not directed toward a technological ‘quick fix" in
hardware, but toward new integrations of signs, things, actions, and environments that address the concrete

needs and values of human beings in diverse circumstances.” (Buchanan, 1992, p.21).

Debate continued throughout the development of the discourse with regards to the experiencing of design.
Buchanan’s ‘design thinking’ was not ignored and he entered into a more detailed exploration of the presence

of design thinking in systems thinking. Parallel to the unfolding experiences of Buchanan, Nigel Cross (2001)
confidently asserted a need for the presence of ‘designerly’ ways of knowing, thinking and acting’ (2001, p.55).
Cross ascertained the presence of a ‘strong and appropriate intellectual culture’ of design, and emphasised the
value in Schon’s position, suggesting therefore that designers can ‘search for ;an epistemology of practice implicit
in the artistic, intuitive processes which some practitioners do bring to situations of uncertainty, instability,

unigueness, and value conflict’..” (Schon, 1983 cited in Cross, 2001, p.53 & 54).
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Drawing upon the work of Dewey to contextualise the early part of the twentieth century and the beginning of
the study of design as a liberal art, Buchanan speculated on how ‘the old center of the universe was the mind
knowing...The new center is indefinite interactions taking place within a course of nature which is not fixed

and complete’ (Dewey, 1929 cited by Buchanan, 1992, p.6) while retaining the presence of design as dialectic.
Buchanan reconsidered how design thinking could be framed. By super imposing the lenses of Dewey, Simon and
Rittel, Buchanan introduced a new way of seeing the ‘peculiar nature of the subject matter of design... universal
in scope, ...design thinking may be applied to any area of human experience. But in the process of application, the
designer must discover or invent a particular subject out of the problems and issues of specific circumstances.
(Buchanan, 1992, p.16). With this in mind, Buchanan described four orders of design through which he could
explore systems thinking and systems in the world. These orders include the ‘signs, things, actions, and thoughts’
(Buchanan, 1992, p10). Buchanan also stressed the importance of viewing these orders as ‘places of invention’
(Buchanan, 1992) or ‘places of discovery’ (Buchanan 2017) - ‘places where one discovers the dimensions of design
thinking by a reconsideration of problems and solutions... [and] objectivity in human experience’ (Buchanan,
1992, p10). As design researchers, we are reminded to view how ‘the work of designers in each of these areas

has created a framework for human experience in contemporary culture’ (Buchanan, 1992, p.10). In describing a
version of each place Buchanan says, ‘depending on how a designer wishes to explore and organise experience’

(Buchanan, 1992, p.10) the sequence of orders and places is interconnected and interpretable.

Buchanan asserts that, ‘Placements are the tools by which a designer intuitively or deliberately shapes a design
situation, identifying the views of all participants, the issues which concern them, and the invention that will serve
as a working hypothesis for exploration and development.’ (Buchanan, 1992, p.17). This opens up considerations
for design thinking to interweave throughout dimensions of design thinking (when it encompasses signs, things,

actions and thoughts) and comprehend placements as tools, which promote designerly ways of knowing.

In his keynote at the RSD6, 2017 in Oslo, Norway, Buchanan supports a move beyond systems analysis to view
systems as a way of transforming ‘surroundings into environments, meaningful relationships, ...the environments
we create lead to experiences... a relationship of doing and undergoing in an environment’ (Buchanan, 2017).
This, Buchanan posits informs the need for, dialectical design, specifically, a ‘three term dialectic’ where the
mediated middle ground exists between designer/systems creator and user. Plotted on the Four Orders Matrix
(Buchanan, 2017), dialectical design is viewed in the 4" Order as Thoughts: Problems of Integration with

Environments, Organisations and Systems (Buchanan, 2017).

In viewing surroundings and environments as a dialectical pair, ‘as the dialectic progresses we find a curious
alternation of these two’ (Buchanan, 2017). Buchanan therefore calls into question ‘How we can move beyond
systems as interpretations of surroundings and how we can actually make the creation of environments a
transformation of systems around us, in a sense creating new systems?’ (Buchanan, 2017). This informs a
question that supersedes all of Buchanan’s inquiry; ‘How do we create the environments for human experience?’
(Buchanan 2017). Buchanan expresses his fear that systems subsequently become ‘designed’ and cautions us to
be mindful of this, arguing that we can only experience our own pathway through systems. This emphasises his
support for ‘ground-up’, ‘bottom up’ systems, designed explicitly for ‘the pathways of the individuals’ (Buchanan,
2017). Urging designers to be curious of these pathways, Buchanan proposes that the design community obtain
and interpret Dewey’s Democracy in Education (1918) - a philosophy of education - and reconsider its potential
as a philosophy of design as inquiry. This illuminates Buchanan’s position with regards to what designers actively
do, concluding that, ‘...[Designers] are engaged in the transformation of surroundings into environments through
human curiosity, action and intention.” (Buchanan, 2017). He highlights the importance of intuition and how
‘creative inquiry is democracy in action’ (Buchanan, 2017) and asserts a theoretical viewpoint for design, rooted in

Dewey’s appreciation of the value of experience, which supports the notion of experiencing the dialectic between
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surroundings and environment, through design as inquiry. This, Buchanan purports, is ultimately about having

conversations (Buchanan, 2017) that in turn discover the principles that matter to the design of experiences.

3.1.3 Experiencing Situated Design
Simonsen et al. (2010, 2014) promote a form of situated design which alludes to a complexity and messiness
in doing research. Intrinsic to their message — and explicated in and across each example of design research in
practice, is their acknowledgement that, ‘Design research needs to explicate its hybrid nature where design and

research are integrated.” (Simonsen, 2010, p.6).

For example, Olsen & Heaton (in Simonsen, 2010, p.79) discuss how they align with Schon’s viewpoint in their
case study titled, Knowing through Design (Simonsen et al. 2010, p.79). They view ‘design research as a process
of knowing, and the design perspective as a social process of knowing’ (Simonsen et al., 2010, p.79). Whilst their
disciplinary perspective is interpretive sociology — through Weick’s concepts of sensemaking and enactment —
they state that, “We illustrate our argument through a study of design processes in management activities’ and
continue by asserting that ‘this text contributes to an understanding of design as ongoing, collective activity of

improvement.” (Simonsen et al., 2010, p.79).

Connections can be drawn between Buchanan’s view of design practice and Suchman’s socio-technical view

that ‘plans are merely resources for situated action. This means that plans are seen no longer as set procedures
simply to be acted out but as guidelines that can be altered in accordance with the situation in hand’ (2010,

p.5). Simonsen et al. (2014) make reference to Suchman in stating that, ‘...the focus shifts from devising plans

to acting in concrete situations.” (Simonsen et al. 2010 p.5). Albeit important resources for action, plans do not
determine the course of action, ‘In this way, action is situated in that it is shaped moment by moment in response
to local contingencies.” (Simonsen et al., 2010, p.5). To highlight the necessity of situatedness to the multiplicity,
difference and diversity of design, Simonsen et al. draw connections between Suchman (2002, 1987, 2007 — cited
by Simonsen et al. 2014, p.4-5) and design practice (as critiqued by Thackara, 2005 cited by Simonsen et al., 2010,
p.1) and a variety of types of design research (Atwood et al., 2002, Alexander, 1964, Rittel, 1984, Schon, 1983,
1987, Ehn, 1987, Cross, 1995, 2006, 2007, Simon, 2006, Randall et al., 2007). With this combination in mind,
Simonsen et al (2014) stress that when, ‘viewing design processes as situated action... methods should be seen

as ways of supporting design processes, not as recipes for conducting them.” (Simonsen et al., 2014, p.7). This
proposes that the challenge with Situated Design Methods lies with the experiencing of it, ‘to interpret, work
within, and simultaneously reconstruct the context to arrive at a situated design that fits as well as stretches the

context.” (Simonsen et al., 2014, p.8).

3.1.4 Experience-Centered Design and Experience in Designing
After reviewing Buchanan’s proposal for understanding ‘dialectical design by means of rhetoric’ (Buchanan,
2017), | decided to investigate two viewpoints to explore how environments are experienced through design. One
viewpoint turns to HCl and experience-centered design (McCarthy & Wright, 2007, 2015), a field which knowingly
embraces inquiry through design and is familiar with the developments of RtD (Odom et al., 2017, Gaver & HOOK,
2017, Gaver, 2012). The second refers to two action researchers from Communications and Sociology, situated
in a business management context. This viewpoint is introduced to reveal what characteristics of design have
been determined by researchers from a different field. By bringing the two examples together, | ask what the

researchers might reveal about their experiences through design.

At the start of the millennium, John McCarthy and Peter Wright began Making Sense of Experience (Blythe et
al., 2003, p.43-53, McCarthy & Wright, 2007). Their exploration built onto the notion of being ‘situated’ (Lave

& Wenger, 1991, Suchman, 1987) and their focus remained with the ‘human-computer interaction to the
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contingencies of ordinary everyday life’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2007, p. 8) and they stressed the importance of
‘developl[ing] a stronger sense of the felt life and the emotional quality of activity in our approach to experience.
We are also keen to embed these dimensions in the sense-making aspects of experience.” (McCarthy & Wright,
2007, p.8-9) Pointing specifically to vivid examples such as, ‘the affection, hopes and imagination of text-
messaging teenagers and the fears, frustrations and anxieties of the nurse obliged to use a hospital information
system that cuts against her sense of who she is as a nurse’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2007, p.9) McCarthy & Wright
draw inspiration from Tim Ingold and ‘prise an opening’ (Ingold, 2013, p.8) into the ‘emotional sense-making

aspects of experience which seem underplayed in situated accounts of action’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2007, p.9).

Informed by their in-depth study, McCarthy & Wright (2015) explore a growing number of boundary-pushing
projects, and distill from these projects an interesting mix of ‘dissensus’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.42, 158-
159), ‘texture of dialogical spaces’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.155) and ‘design enquiry as critical dialogue’
(McCarthy & Wright 2015 p.158), all of which provide a stronger sense of the felt life in participatory projects.

The second example refers to Olsen & Heaton’s expertise and research interests that span communications and
sociology from within a management studies context. With an interpretative, phenomenological perspective,
their theoretical lens enlists the support of Weick’s concepts of sense-making and enactment (Simonsen et

al., 2010, p.79), which offers a conduit complimentary to that of design as phenomenological and sociological
inquiry. Having surveyed key design research commentators (Archer, 1964, Reswick, 1965, Page, 1966, Buchanan,
2001, Cross, 1995, 2008 cited by Olsen & Heaton in Simonsen et al., 2010, p.79), Olsen & Heaton present ten
characteristics of designing: 1. Creative; 2. Goal-directed; 3. Experience; 4. Multiple perspectives; 6. Knowing
through making or doing; 7. Iterative; 8. Opportunistic; 9. Trust; 10. Within a field of constraints (Olsen & Heaton
in Simonsen, 2010, p.80).

These inform their perspective on design, which they perceive as “requir[ing] an element of mindfulness, the
thoughtfulness based on cues signaling that one’s frame and theory of the situation should be altered (Olsen,
2008 p.296, Weick et al., 2001, p.42)” (Olsen & Heaton in Simonsen, 2010, p.85). Furthermore, and specifically

in relation to their third characteristic, ‘experience’, and fifth characteristic ‘multiple perspectives’, which they
consider in line with Suchman’s ‘multiplicity of perspectives and the negotiations involved...” (Olsen & Heaton

in Simonsen, 2010, p.89-90), they declare the value of designing is in its connection to the world through
experience, in the moment. They state that ‘Perspectives are the result of different experiences and life worlds,
which are produced in and through interaction. ...these perspectives are not fixed and may change and evolve
over time as conditions (and experience) change’ (Olsen & Heaton in Simonsen, 2010, p.80). They assert
‘designing’ as also ‘knowing through making or doing’ and argue for the experiencing not to take the place of
designing, contesting that, ‘Although designing is informed by awareness of previous, related research, design
knowledge is useful only when it is enacted.” (Olsen & Heaton in Simonsen, 2010, p.81). Through their study,
Olsen & Heaton have explained why ‘mindfulness is the most important tool during the designing process’ (Olsen
& Heaton in Simonsen, 2010, p.89). To highlight this, they bring into focus the ‘interplay between attachment

to a goal and ongoing reflection’ and through hinting at the temporal nature of mindfulness, they explain ‘how
designers are more concerned about the implications of their radical experiments in the present’ (Simonsen et al.,

2010, p.93).

These two references provide an insight into the complexity and modality of ‘design’ (as mentioned earlier in
this chapter through the works of Buchanan (1992, 2017). Design is omnipresent in multiple fields of research
and these two examples have provided evidence of the growing interest in questioning and identifying the
characteristics of experiencing designing, where design is present and why it is important to become aware of

these characteristics. Although McCarthy & Wright (2015) and Olsen & Heaton (2010) are inspired by different
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theoretical fields, their understanding of design and designing are not too far removed from one another. |
therefore propose the forging of a relationship between practice-based explorations, of ‘knowing through design’
(Simonsen et al., 2010, p.79-94) and experience-centered design (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.24). This assists
with obtaining clarity on the complexity of design - not only is the philosophy of designing experience through
the context of dialectic design (as proposed by Buchanan 2017) made manifest in this discourse, so too are the

examples and insights gained from experiencing design.

3.2 Inquiry

| have explicated the value of lived experience and being situated in conducting phenomenological inquiry. By
forging connections between the philosophical and theoretical viewpoints and propositions posited by the likes
of Buchanan (1992, 1996, 2017), McCarthy & Wright (2015) and Olsen & Heaton (Simonsen et al., 2010), my
attention now focuses on specifically addressing ‘inquiry’. The clue for why this requires reframing is expressed
in the name - ‘Research through Design’; it is ambiguous enough to remain a foundational concept, whilst at the
same time prompting a need from me, in the first-person, as designer as researcher, to frame how | will conduct
phenomenological inquiry through design. This section incorporates systems thinking and first-person action
research with the considerations of MultiView and SSM (as mentioned in Chapter Two), and the anthropological
perspective of Ingold (2013), whilst also reaching to the practical philosophical concerns of ethics of Bousbaci &
Findeli (2005).

3.2.1 Experiencing Inquiry
AR in IS literature has yet to explore, with greater transparency and detail, coping mechanisms that face
challenges charged with complexity and messiness. Senge’s perspective has influenced how best to consider the
flux and unknowing, dynamic complexity of learning organisations in business management contexts (Senge,
2006, 2015). Whilst AR literature does provide awareness of ‘notions of inquiry’ (Marshall, 2016, p.41), this
section explains how | identify and frame my notion of inquiry. In doing so | grapple with the presence of internal
dialogue incorporated in lived experience, which | acknowledge as experiencing participation in TRP with others

also participating in TRP.

Buchanan’s description of ‘knowing only our individual pathway’ (Buchanan, 2017) is useful here to obtain

some clarity on how to self-care and cope with activating an awareness of situated, internal inquiries. As a
designer/researcher/activist/city centre resident/mother, the internal dialogue of sense-making is fraught, noisy,
treacherous and messy. In Living Life as Inquiry, Judi Marshall (1999, 2016) recognises the value in systemic
thinking (Marshall 2016 p.10-11) and explicates ‘courage’ in conducting ‘inquiry in action’ (Marshall, 2016,

p.55, p.59-60). Integrating this into her approach to doing first person action research, Marshall explains how
those engaged in this approach are, ‘always in context, inquiring in ongoing action, curious about connections,
interfaces, boundaries and how these are being created. ...as | seek to act with integrity in an ever-unfolding,
complex world (Bateson, 1973, Marshall, 2004)’ (2016, p.xviii). Independent of one another, Checkland and
Marshall have experienced a lifetime of work that has involved reflecting on experiences in ‘real-world’ practical
applications of action research. Furthermore, they have grappled with the complexity and messiness of research
through practice and ask how it is experienced as it unfolds. They also remain curious of how a researcher’s
actions might affect the process. In Living Life as Inquiry (LLal) (1999, 2016) Marshall explains the experiencing as
‘dynamic patterns unfolding over time’ (Marshall, 2016, p.11).

From an anthropological perspective, Tim Ingold (2013) introduces the notion of learning through being haptic
(Ingold, 2013, p.20), or touching or feeling in the world. There is an absence of experiencing the world through
LLal (Marshall, 1999, 2016) of ‘feeling one’s way forward in the world’ (Ingold, 2013). Instead, the understanding

of perception is limited to the visual image. In some studies there is consideration of a continual loop — where
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knowledge guides experience, and experience yields knowledge and so on (Winter & Checkland, 2003, p.2). In
Marshall’s LLal for example, the inner and outer arcs of attention are active all the time, which she likens this

to a Mobius strip (Marshall 2015 p.xviii). However close the relationship between these means of knowledge
acquistion are, in AR they remain described as distinct from each other. Ingold, however, sheds new light on how
we perceive the knowledge in process as the flow of consciousness and the flow of material. In this model, Ingold
proposes that ‘interaction is replaced with correspondence between image and object’ (Ingold, 2013, p.20-21 —
see Fig 3.1). In situations where the project manager is also a designer and researcher, there will be application of
designerly skills (Cross, 2001) - for example, responding in action and prototyping through a project, through the
process. The researcher with designerly skills however (schooled or not in design), might choose to LLal (Marshall,
2016) through touching/feeling/making their ‘way forward in the world’ (Ingold, 2013). Ingold describes these

more tangible and tactile ways of experiencing inquiry through ‘making [or designing] in the world’ (Ingold, 2013,
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Fig 3.1 Consciousness, Materials, Image, Object: The Diagram (Ingold 2013 p.21)
Furthermore, Ingold proposes an alternative, that ‘making’ needs to be thought of as, ‘a process of growth'...

This is to place the maker from the outset as a participant in amongst a world of active materials. These
materials are what he has to work with, and in the process of making he ‘joins forces” with them,

bringing them together or splitting them apart, synthesising and distilling, in anticipation of what might

emerge. (Ingold, 2013, p.21).

Through this explanation of what it means to participate in making, Ingold further describes the ambition of
the maker and recognises the value of humility, something which suggests a principle firmly embedded in the

awareness of the designer/maker - that of respect for the situation as it unfolds.

As mentioned in Chapter Three, AR in IS methodologies do consider ways to navigate the messiness of AR in
IS. These include SSM (1999, Checkland & Poulter, 2006), and systems thinking and The Learning Organisation
(Senge, 2006). Both Checkland (1999, Checkland & Poulter, 2006) and Senge (2006) propose strategies and
processes for managing the flux and messiness of the ‘dynamic complexity of systems thinking’ (Senge, 2006).

Futhermore, SSM specifically promotes ‘the process of inquiry’, and suggests ‘the process of inquiry as systemic’
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(Checkland, 1999, p. A49-50) in itself. It does not, however, venture further into explanations of how inquiry can
be conducted through a more fluid and simultaneous correspondence of designing/making and neither does it

explicitly call upon or recognise the value of first person action research such as living life as inquiry.

3.2.2 Living Life as Inquiry
Marshall provides AR with a way of defining how to experience action research intimately and in the first person.

LLal (Marshall, 2016) is a term Marshall cautiously expresses her tacit knowledge of the process as:

a range of beliefs, strategies and ways of behaving which encourage me to treat little as fixed, finished,
clear-cut. Rather | have an image of living continually in process, adjusting, seeing what emerges,
bringing things into question.... Attempting to open to continual question what | know, feel, do

and want, and finding ways to engage actively in this questioning and process its stages. (Marshall

1999, 156-7) (in Marshall, 2016, p.xvii).

Reflecting upon what this approach means to the designer as researcher, whilst actively applying it, is discussed
in more detail in the following chapters. LLal encourages the researcher to become more aware of internal and
external decision making and action. Looking inward results in recognising and reflecting upon what it means

to be doing inquiry through design and in the first person. Interestingly, Marshall also says living life as inquiry
comes with ‘a health warning... It is not an idealisation that | expect to achieve. Rather, a motif, a dynamic,
shifting image of possibility an invitation to pay attention to and respect what is, rather than to live by projecting,
perhaps protecting, what should be.” (2016, p.xviii-xix). Contrary to the action encouraged of the designer when
performing the conventional role of designer (for example, in a workplace such as a design agency), it challenges

the designer as researcher to confront their principles as they are (co)designing.

Marshall opens up the concept of LLal as requiring discipline and an awareness of systemic thinking, which,
‘means there are no clearly delineated ‘things’ or ‘systems’. How we ‘punctuate’ the world we seek to understand,
and attribute boundaries is open to crucial review (Bateson, 1973)’ (Marshall, 2016, p.11) and, by positioning the
first person within this perspective on systemic thinking, she considers how — ‘In this framing there are no clear
boundaries between ‘inside’ and ‘outside’. For example, a person is not a separated entity, but connected through
cycles of exchange to the world around them.’ (2016, p.11-12). Marshall views systemic thinking therefore as, ‘A
sense of apparent order, which might appear in the moment, only to dissolve the next.” (Marshall, 2016, p.11).
Furthermore, Marshall recognises how this form of inquiry might be experienced as ‘meaningful’ and highlights
the importance of ‘Noticing how particular issues fill and empty of energy’ says, ‘[this] is one of the ways that |

know I am on the scent of ‘meaningful’ inquiry.” (Marshall, 1999, p.5).

With this respect for thinking systemically as connectedness, resilience and as an unfolding process (Marshall,
2004, p.308-9 cited in Marshall, 2016, p.11), Marshall admits to a need for awareness on the part of the person
experiencing and hence the need to gain some comprehension of what it means to be experiencing living, life and

inquiry. Marshall says,

Through scanning inner arcs of attention | seek to notice myself perceiving, framing issues, interpreting,
making choices about action and so on. ...Simultaneously, | am seeking to engage in outer arcs of
attention, by which | mean acting and sensing outside myself. ...[This] is an attempt at a discipline, but
not about perfection, or about claiming pure access to a stream of consciousness as this is impossible
(Bateson 1973, Marshall 2001). Given this significant caveat, these practices offer me opportunities, and
challenge me to make what | do, think, feel and experience experimental in some way.” (Marshall 2016

p.54)
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It could be argued that LLal as an unfolding process or experience is also sought in some way by AR in IS through
SSM. However, RtD and AR in IS theory both appear to be calling for a type of coping mechanism as articulated by
Marshall. Whilst there might be examples of reflective methodologies in Reflective Design (Sengers et al. 2005) or
co-design techniques referring to ‘dialogical interaction’ (Jones, 2014), or Participatory Action Research (Whyte,

1991, Mclintyre, 2008), Marshall’s approach has yet to be integrated into an RtD context.

In the literature surveyed, two aspects have not been explored or directly experienced by Marshall or Checkland.
These two aspects are: 1. What it means to be experiencing inquiry through design and 2. What it means to
be participation in inquiry through design. Whilst AR and design fields do find common ground in doing and
experiencing research (or rather, inquiry) through action, these two aspects are addressed in detail and are

continuously considered when viewed through the lens of a MDE.

3.2.3 Inquiry through Design
With a view to more precisely articulating inquiry through design, it is necessary to view inquiry and design as
equal partners or joint stakeholders in a project. A question might also be of assistance: what does it mean to be
inquisitive through design? As both Chapters Two and Three have considered, RtD literature has looked to Schon
and the concept of ‘designer as a reflective practitioner’ (1983, 1984, 1992) and Dewey with regards to ‘inquiry,
experience and action’ (Dewey, 1918, Dewey, 1938, Dewey & Bentley, 1949, Dewey, 1974). Equally inquisitive of
the indivudal’s actions in and through practice is Architect and Professor Rabah Bousbaci. Bousbaci’s focus is on
the ethical issues and the epistemological, phenomenological and anthropological models of approach as well
as the problem of the designer and user of built environments. Bousbaci (2008) explains the ‘generation game’
in design thinking and highlights Rittel’s introduction of second-generation design methods (2008, p.38). Cross
(1981) and Schon (1983) suggest that a shift in ‘generational’ evolution happened at the ‘reflective turn’, which
proposed ‘a more comprehensive vision” (Bousbaci, 2008, p.39) for design thinking. The need for explanations
of the underlying philosophical roots and theoretical discourses of design as an academic discipline, Bousbaci
suggests, is a ‘more ‘philosophical’ approach to describing the phenomenon of the ‘generation game’ and the

other theoretical shifts that have structured the evolution of design thinking.” (Bousbaci, 2008, p.39).

As referred to earlier, Buchanan (1992) cites the relevance of the blurred distinction between design thinking

and the activity of production or making. Buchanan also makes reference to the earliest example of this ‘science’
in ‘Aristotle’s Poetics’. He says, ‘Aristotle frequently discusses useful objects in terms of the principles of poetic
analysis. ‘Poetics’ or rather, ‘poietics’ from the greek word for ‘making’, Aristotle refers to productive science or
‘the science of the artificial which he distinguishes both from theoretic or the practical sciences.” (Buchanan, 1992,
p.18). Buchanan also suggests that few investigators have recognised poetic analysis and how it can be extended
to the study of making ‘useful’ objects. In support of this notion, he references Architect Emilio Ambaz who talks
of the ‘poietics of the pragmatic’ and how ‘a method or discipline of analysis ...may contribute to design thinking.’
(Buchanan, 1992, p.18). Bachelard (to whom | referred in Chapter One) can be reintroduced here as his significant
philosophical perspective describes poietics in relation to the experiencing of space and time. In The Poetics of

Space (1958 with introduction from 2014), Richard Kearney’s introduction claims that:

Admist our culture of broadcast and bigness, Bachelard recommends that we rediscover the immense
in the most intimate of things. In a world where Facebook and Twitter expose our most private thoughts
to public view, and where so many places of work and habitation are featureless, climate-controlled

and quarantined against surprise, Bachelard shows us ways of dwelling again in the flesh of space, of
dreaming our homes as nests and shells, of reimaging hidden gardens and caverns where we can delve
back into a world of natality, newness, beginning. (Introduction by Richard Kearney, Bachelard, 2014,

pxviii).
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Kearney exposes Bachelard’s intentions to move from scientific epistemology to exploration and
phenomenological discoveries of the novelty and poetic instant’ and recalls Bachelard’s notion of attention as a

methodological consideration of the philosophy of imagination. He brings into focus the following:

For Bachelard this is a two-way process: we are made by material images that we remake in our turn.
We are inhabited by deep imaginings — visual and verbal, auditory and tactile — that we reinhabit in our
own unique way. Poetics is about hearing and feeling as well as crafting and shaping. ...For

him imagination was at once receptive and creative — an acoustic of listening and an art of participation.

The two functions, passive and active, were inseparable. (Bachelard, 2014, p.xix-xx).

In recognising Bachelard’s exploration of ‘the rapport between imagination and language’ and his claim that
images speak the emergence of being, not merely seen but lived, Kearney cites Bachelard again, who claims
that, “...The poet lives a daydream that is awake, but above all, his daydream remains in the world, facing worldly

things. It gathers the universe together around and in an object.” (Bachelard, 2014, p.xxiv)

Bousbaci & Findeli (2005) reflect upon the experiences of architectural practice and expose, ‘...the idea of the
‘project’ as its main object of study.’ (2005, p.245) and how they (the architects) are ‘sometimes blind’ (2005,
p.246) to the action in process, and the consequences of actions in the process of making. Bousbaci & Findeli
further assert the project as having three constitutive elements — the building (or product or outcome of the
project), the process (i.e. the design process) and the actors (i.e. the stakeholders of the project) (2005). With
regards to the actors, Bousbaci & Findeli (2005) propose a paradigmatic or philosophical shift of ‘ethics-oriented
inquiries’, which they consider a response to product-oriented and process-oriented inquiries. They wish to draw

attention to the goodness of actors and action in producing products.

Every art and every inquiry, and similarly every action and pursuit, is thought to aim at some good; and
for this reason, the good has rightly been declared to be that at which all things aim. But a

certain difference is found among ends; some are activities [praxis], others are products apart from
the activities that produce them [poiesis]. (Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachea, I, 1, 1094a 1 - 5.

Cited by Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005, p.256-257).

Noticing the separation of praxis from poiesis, they introduce Schon'’s reflection in action, citing Schon’s

assertion that he sees, ‘designing as a kind of making. ...In a more general sense, a designer makes an image —a
representation —of something to be brought to reality [...]. Artists make things and are, in this sense, designers.
Indeed, the ancient Greeks used the term poietics to refer to the study of making things —poems being one
category of things made. Professional practitioners are also makers of artefacts.” (Schon, 1990, p.41-42 cited by
Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005). Joining their understanding of Schon with that of ‘practical philosophy’ Bousbaci &
Findeli move their argument on to consider the ‘ethical turn... An alternative philosophy of action’ (2005, p.252).
They accentuate the concept as stated previously in Ethica Nicomachea — ‘it is the entire deeds of human being
(art, inquiry, action and pursuit) which are put in a moral perspective: the orientation of these deeds towards the
good’ (Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005, p.253). What comes from this is an ‘Aristotelian anthropology’ similar in systemic

approach to Marshall’s idea of first person AR (2016, p41-43).. Bousbaci & Findelli describe it thus:

The concept of praxis expresses a particular relationship of the human being to him/herself during
action. By keeping attention upon its own end, which is acting well, the praxis mode forces the agent to
watch constantly his/her own attitudes and behaviours, which he/she tries continually to improve. In
this sense, the agent should be reflective and deliberative: How should | act? Which good is the aim of

my action? Which are the particular characteristics of the situation? What can be the consequences to
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me and to others? Which harm or problem can be produced by my action? ...praxis appears more as a

questioning or reflective activity (Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005, p.252-253)

Bousbaci & Findeli (2005) draw attention to Arendt’s notion of work, and permanence in stating that ‘artefacts
inherit the role of objectifying the world, whose stability allows the ever-changing nature of man to recover

and recognise each time his identity and his marks’ (Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005, p.254). From this, ‘the things of
the world have the function of stabilizing human life’ (Arendt cited in Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005, p.254). They
summarise their call to action, to not diminish or devalue the making (or poietic) vision of architecture and the
theoretical discourses on architecture, but rather invite and urge architects to think and ‘promote and exalt acting
in order to advance its importance to the same level as making.” (Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005, p.257). Bousbaci

& Findeli conclude that ‘Design is... ...concerned with how humans (especially designers) would have to be, by
educating them to become not only best poietical but also best practical persons. ...This is what ‘design as praxis’
means. It is primarily about the designer’s own ethos, not just about things.” (Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005, p.259).
The lessons learned by Bousbaci & Findeli (2005) and Schon (1992) suggest that design is critically examining the
experiencing of praxis and poiesis. Inspiration can also be drawn from Bachelard’s exploration into poiesis and his

recognition of a ‘two-way process’ (Bachelard, 2014, p.xix) between poiesis <> praxis, making <> acting.

Until this point in the thesis, theoretical perspectives have provided insight into the value of phenomenological
exploration through poiesis (Bachelard, 2014, Taylor & Spicer, 2007, Buchanan, 1992, Schon 1990), and considered
various notions of praxis (Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005, Melaney, 2006, Buchanan, 1992, Arendt, 1958). In the
chapters to follow, | reveal how the philosophical understanding of both practical philosophical views on praxis

coalesce with anthropological haptic and romantic notions of poiesis in doing RtD.

3.3 Participation

The notion of participation is further explored here, because in and through design activism and experience-
centered design literature, participation is discussed and viewed in a variety of ways. Phenomenological inquiry
embraces the experiences of the first-person, it is important to TRP to further understand the phenomenon of
experiencing design and designing experience, to engage in others’ first-person lived experiences. Design activism
assists with articulating types of unfolding and lived experience, particularly those design applications likely to be
applied in grassroots projects. This section explores the dynamics and texture of participation when RtD is rooted

in design activism.

3.3.1 Design Activism
Fuad-Luke refers to the responsibility of design in his definition of design activism, ‘Design activism is ‘design
thinking, imagination and practice applied knowingly or unknowingly to create a counter-narrative aimed at
generating and balancing positive social, institutional, environmental and/or economic change. (2009, p.27).
Whilst there is no explicit mention of ‘participation’ in this definition, it remains a silent and underlying concern
of all activism, for without it, activism has no measurement for impact or success and only through this can it

provoke and instil the freedom to control/shape/transform/change.

Guttari refers to our world as experiencing a ‘nagging paradox’ (1989) and his ecological philosophical viewpoint,
along with Papanek’s (1985) and Mao’s (2004), are three of a growing number of publications (e.g. Fuad-Luke,
2009, Marshall, 2011a, Thorpe, 2012, Walker, 2006, 2013) which stress the urgency for designers to take action.
However, the design community is not the only discipline charged with facing the ‘wicked problems’ as described

earlier by Buchanan (1992) and Rittel (1984).

Humanity is been tasked with responding to ecological issues; and eco-centered manifestos are calling for people
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to take action and improve, save, restore, remedy our neighbourhoods. One of the threads which most commonly
runs through those servicing design for sustainability, design for social innovation and, more broadly, ecological
philosophy, is the call for us to have develop an increased awareness of our presence, the presence of others, and
the impact of our presence in and of the world. With this comes a sense of responsibility. Some of the questions
we may face in our internal dialogue might include; what am | supposed to do?, How do | make a difference?, How

does a sense of awareness matter to the way | interact with (or through) design?

Suchman wishes to draw attention to Ingold’s ‘heightened sense of awareness’ and ‘that awareness is not of my
playing it is my playing.... The performance embodies both intentionality and feeling... The intention is carried
forward in the activity itself... And the feeling... is not an index of some inner, emotional state, for it inheres in my
very gestures.’ (Ingold, 2000, p.413 cited by Suchman, 2007, p.xi). Suchman also draws on Ingold’s point about

nature and technology:

If we want to know what words like nature and technology mean, then rather than seeing some

delimited set of phenomena in the world — as though one would point to them and say “There, that’s

1” 17

nature!” or “that’s technology!” — we should be trying to discover what sorts of claims are being made

with these words, and whether they are justified. (Ingold, 2000, p.312 cited by Suchman, 2007, p.xi).

These factors highlight a responsibility of awareness for all designers/researchers/activists/urban residents; to all
those taking action we must remain curious of the claims being made and the intentions being carried forward in

the (RtD) activity itself.

Fuad-Luke’s definition of Design Activism (2009) becomes one way of channelling design inquiry that seeks to
understand this autonomous, responsive and ‘heightened sense of awareness’, a version of design which is also
sought by Guttari, Mao and Suchman. Design Activism offers an approach to engaging in ‘pathways’ (Buchanan,
2017), participating in or, taking action into our own hands, so to speak. It also begins to focus attention on
types of activist work, design process and applications, and outcomes of the work — such as ‘design devices’

and ‘artefacts’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.85). Fuad-Luke says activism is “...taking actions to catalyse, encourage or
bring about change, in order to elicit social, cultural and/or political transformation’ (2009, p.6). Furthermore,
‘those carrying out the activism can belong to social, environmental or political movements that are localized or

distributed, and that are based upon collective and/or individual actions.” (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.5-6).

Thorpe (2012) suggests that for design to exist as part of activism, it must engage constructively in politics (p.vii).
Arendt’s practical philosophical view on ‘praxis’ as encompassing political ‘action” (Melaney, 2006, Arendt, 1958),
sees participation in ‘design activism’ align with this concept of praxis. However, in Bachelard’s view of space,
(although he avoids the politics of space), he provides a philosophical perspective that galvanises the designers
imagination to connect with and, much like Yanow (1998, 2015) move through space (Bachelard, 2014, p.xix-xx).
Design activism is therefore not simply in the ‘doing’, but in the imagining of space - feeling through space, aware
of participation and its unfolding experiences. This acts as a reminder that, when viewed through the lens of an
MDE, the life and vitality across social-spatial-technical/digital-temporal dimensions is the participation in praxis

and poiesis, all coalesce.

Thorpe eludes to the notion that ‘design is activism’ (Thorpe, 2012, p.4). Transformation therefore not only
remains in the imagination of the beholder, rather, it is shared and participated in. In a table that provides
examples of different levels of activism (Thorpe, 2012), Thorpe lists and sorts ‘methods and tactics’ and recognises
them ‘as conceptual tools for bringing about change.” (2012, p.163). Types of work listed include: Organising,

Services, Advocacy, Mobilisation and, Solidarity. Next to this, Thorpe then lists common forms of design work
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examples of cases (Table 3.2).

type of activist work common form of design work cxample cascs
organizing: co-design and other city hacking in parking
developing the community's | participatory, self design space parks

ability to bring about change

processes

services:

providing facilities, training,
professional services (eg legal
advice)

humanitarian design services
and structures

emergency/recovery shelter
by groups like Architecture
for Humanity

advocacy:

working on behalf of others,
often without their direct
involvement

cco-design, advocating for
nature, or responding to a cause-
oriented ideas competition for a
distant location

green building of the US
Courthouse

mobilization: Designer use of conventional Architecture 2030 teach-in,
bringing together large activist methods, design Designers Accord pledge
numbers of participants for an | elements of conventional protest

action, without expectation of

their further involvement

solidarity: critical architecture and design french fry voting ballot,
engaging with cultural Rem Koolhaus®

discourse to change the terms Educatorium at the

of debate University of Utrecht

Table 3.2 Types of change (activist) work and design versions of this work (Thorpe 2011 p.9, 2012 p.163)

Thorpe (2011, p.6) also develops a more in-depth critique of the term and definition of Design Activism,
suggesting that, ‘we can extract four basic criteria” which include: framing a problem, calling for change, working
on behalf of a group and being disruptive. Thorpe’s work suggests that disruption can take place in more diverse
and subtle ways - such as ‘routine practices’. This can assist with questions the design researcher may have with

regards to how noisy, disruptive, or disobedient participation in activism must be to be considered truly activism.

Another way of experiencing different examples of activism was presented in an exhibition at the Victoria &
Albert Museum, London, UK (V&A). Curated by Catherine Flood and Gavin Grindon (2014), their exhibition was
titled: Disobedient Objects (February, 2015). Flood & Grindon referred to Bachelard to articulate a definition of

disobedience:

To disobey in order to take action is the byword of all creative spirits. The history of human progress
amounts to a series of Promethean acts. But autonomy is also attained in the daily workings of
individual lives by means of many small Promethean disobediences, at once clever, well thought out,
and patiently pursued, so subtle at times as to avoid punishment entirely... | would say that there

is good reason to study the dynamics of disobedience, the spark behind all knowledge. (Gaston

Bachelard, Fragments of a Poetics of Fire, 1961 - cited by Flood & Grindon, 2014).

They displayed each disobedient object to engage the public with ways in which citizens had taken action and

designed and made objects to enhance their rallying cries. The curators stated that,

Disobedient objects doesn’t attempt to define a discipline. The term is intended as an evocative
proposition or an invitation rather than a typology or closed concept. We look instead at the range of

object-based tactics and strategies that movements adopt to succeed. (Flood & Grindon, 2014, p.11)

Whilst they acknowledge more recently established terms (such as design activism), they openly express concern

of ‘activist-art’ and ‘design activism’, which they suggest ‘are established terms referring respectively to a
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nebulously broad range of artists’ practices or top-down socially responsible professional design.’ (2014, p. 10).

Returning to Thorpe’s book (2012) and considerations of different types of activist work, a design activist’s tactics
can be broadly listed as: ‘Protest artefact, Service artefact, Demonstration artefact, Communication, Connection...
to Exhibitions, regarding, Research and critique, Event, Conventional and Social exchange’ (2012, p.138). This is
foregrounded in Fuad-Luke’s commentary: ‘The critical role of artefacts in design activism’ (2009 p.85). In this
section he cites Thorpe’s protest artefacts — ‘as deliberately confrontational in order to prompt reflection on

the morality of the status quo’ and also mentions ‘demonstration artefacts’ and how in Fallman’s triangle these
can be considered as design practice, research or exploration’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.85). In addition, Fuad-Luke
refers to Walker’s propositional artefacts ‘...as vehicles for the exploration of theoretical ideas (design research/
studies), an embodiment of the idea (design exploration) and an important element in advancing ‘sustainable
design’ thinking and thus extending design practice.” (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.85). Walker’s propositional artefacts can
be viewed as the objects that Flood & Grindon refer to with regards to the top-down artistic practice and socially
responsible designers that retain the ownership of the design. Artefacts of design activism have the potential
however to extend out beyond the ownership of the designer as artist as professional. Indeed, Fuad-Luke invites
consideration for a typology of artefacts for activism (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.86). Flood & Grindon’s exhibition

does not recognise or explore such objects as artefacts for ‘design activism’. Instead, their focus remains on the
DIY-nature of disobedient objects, for example, ‘Lock-On Devices’ (Flood & Grindon, 2014, p.65) or ‘Makeshift
Tear-Gas Mask’ (Flood & Grindon, 2014, p.49). TRP and the artefacts described in Chapter Four therefore provide

a new perspective on artefacts of/for design activism.

3.3.2 Participating in Design Activism
Here, three conceptualisations of design activism are presented — Urban Design Activism, Minor Design Activism

and Design Culture to Design Activism.

Each concept provides a unique argument for a version of design activism by drawing our attention to materiality,
experiencing of materiality and experiencing of participation. These explanations range from; how the sensuous
material of the city and dissensus are vital in constructing an aesthetic dimension of the city alongside that of its
political dimension (Markussen, 2013), to consideration of the different philosophical lens required by forms of
activism and agency from post-structuralist thinkers such as Latour (2005), Callon et al. (2011) and Stengers (2005)
(cited in Lenskjold et al., 2015) to framing Design Activism as a response to ‘the rise in neo-liberal dissatisfaction in
the workplace and of working conditions’ (Julier, 2013). Each further asserts the need to frame versions of doing
design activism, whilst triggering unanswered questions such as; to what extent have the authors participation in
the research informed their theoretical framing? And to what extent do these theories mirror that of the purpose

and intention experienced and participated in through practice?

i Urban Design Activism
An example of Urban Design Activism can be found in Thomas Markussen’s (2013) framework for urban design
activism (2013, p.50). Markussen suggested that ‘a turn toward aesthetics, in the sense given to the term by
Ranciere, is useful for describing how activist artefacts promote social change by altering the condition for urban

experience.” (2013, p.50). Ranciere’s lens of ‘dissensus’ provides Markussen with an understanding of power:

Aesthetic dissensus is not about an institutional overturning or taking over of power. The ultimate goal
is not the realisation of grandiose social utopias through violent acts, riots, or revolution but it is a non-
violent unsettling of the self-evidence, with which existing systems of power can control and restrict the

unfolding of our everyday behaviour and interaction. (2013, p.45).
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Markussen points to gardening as an example of urban design activism, which ‘can be exploited in a designerly

way for the purpose of constructing disruptive interventions.’ (2013, p.48).

Explaining in more detail why a further study of a typology of artefacts of design activism is required, Fuad-Luke
states that, ‘Many purposes can be ascribed to, and communicated by, an artefact. Knowing your purpose or
intention will help determine what kind of artefact will achieve the specified goal.’ (2009, p.86). According to
Markussen, sociologists and political theorists are not equipped with the language to express the activist artefact:
‘The design act is not to boycott, strike, protest, demonstration, or some other political act instead, it lends its
power of resistance by being precisely a designerly way of intervening in people’s lives. This articulation provides

the subject matter for design research.” (Markussen, 2013, p.38).

Markussen proposes a conceptual framework that aims to bring into focus ‘disruptive aesthetics’ (2013, p.45)
(common of politics and art) to raise ‘critical awareness of ways of living, working, and consuming’ and to ‘open
up the relation between people’s behaviour and emotions — between what they do and what they feel about this
doing. ...design activism makes the relationship between people’s doing and feelings malleable for renegotiation.’
(Markussen, 2013). Labelled in the framework (see Fig 3.2) and referred to in the paper as ‘urban act categories’:
Walking, Dwelling, Gardening & Recycling and Playing (Markussen, 2013, p.50), are examples of actions and

feelings that that Markussen believes can be evoked through urban design activism.

Framework for urban design activism.
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Fig 3.2 A Framework for Urban Design Activism by Thomas Markussen (2013, p.50)

Counter to Thorpe’s sociological lens, Markussen argues that more needs to be revealed about ‘the central
elements of the practice of urban design activism itself: its techniques, design activist methods, the intended
effect on people, and other aspects.’ (2013, p.40). Furthermore, he also argues that neither Fuad-Luke or Thorpe’s

frameworks “...say[s] anything about how urban design activism uses the sensuous material of the city while
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exploring the particular elements of urban experience.” (2013, p.41).

Although he acknowledges DiSalvo’s notion of political design, ‘...in contrast to Thorpe and Fuad-Luke’s
frameworks — it allows us to study the effects evoked by practices of urban design activism. Notably,... revelation,
contest and dissensus.” (DiSalvo cited by Markussen, 2013, p.43), Markussen goes on to suggest that DiSalvo
neglects what is crucial about urban design activism, similarly to Arendt’s interpretation of ‘praxis’ (Melaney,
2006), Markussen says, ‘[Urban Design Activism] is about introducing heterogeneous material objects and
artefacts into the urban field of perception. ...design activism should be seen as having an aesthetic dimension,

along with its political dimension.” (Markussen, 2013, p.44).

ii. Minor Design Activism
Lenskjold et al. explored an interest in ‘design activism as a particular mode of engagement that denotes
collaboration rather than persuasion.” (2015, p.67). Lenskjold et al. assert their position in co-design, which sees
its history strongly rooted in activist ethos and therefore splintered from its parent discourse Participatory Design.
With this in mind, the authors, ‘argue that some types of contemporary co-design practices embody a different
form of activist agency — one that is experimentally and immanently generated only as the design project unfolds.

(2015, p.67).

They draw inspiration from the philosophical perspectives of Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari (1986, 2004 cited
in Lenskjold et al., 2015) and the concept of ‘minoritarian’ to define ‘minor design activism as a position in co-
design engagements that strives to continuously maintain experimentation. ...a minor design activism challenges
attempts to stabilize the initial design program around already unified agendas’ (Lenskjold et al., 2015, p.67).
Lenskjold et al. challenge a view on co-design that questions how to do design activism with an understanding of
‘minor’ design activism. Furthermore, they state that, ‘Activist design interventions enable new kinds of dialogic
transformation processes to challenge existing design programs.’ (2015, p.78). As such, they invite a dialogue

about what design tools and tactics might be used in the future to prompt this change from within.

iii. Design Culture to Design Activism
Another author that has asked what it means to experience ‘urban design activism’ is Guy Julier. He explicates
the crises of neo-liberalism and suggests that Design Activism has emerged as a movement in response to this.
Julier contests that, ‘Design activism is a movement that is more self-consciously and more knowingly responsive
to circumstances. It is politicized.” (2013, p.219). Owing to the rise in neo-liberal dissatisfaction in the workplace
and of working conditions, Julier suggests four themes that exist in both design culture and design activism: ‘1.
Intensification (a density of designerly intervention); 2. Co-articulation (or symbiosis); 3. Temporality (describes
speed, slowness or open-endedness); 4. Territorialisation (describes the scale through which responsibility is
conceived)’ (Julier, 2013, p.227). Referring to an example where a residential street in Leeds (UK) was grassed over

and uses it to illustrate ‘urban design activism’ and temporality.

The activist is working in a more open-ended way that goes beyond materialisation of the design. ...the
designer works with and alongside the user and other interests. ...The designer remains embedded with
their public and that responsibility becomes a shared one, and one that gives space for the designer to
usefully contribute their expertise while engaging users in taking on and continuing to develop results.

(Julier, 2013, p.227).

In describing territorialisation, Julier states that with regards to neighbourhood planning, ‘Design may be
mobilised to mark these boundaries and identities...” (Julier, 2013, p.228) and when relating design activism to

Design Culture, Julier also refers to the work of Knorr Cetina (2001) and ‘unfinished objects’. Julier says that within
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design culture,

Temporal regimes are not discreet or closed off. They do not necessarily seek resolution. ...the object is
not singular. Rather, it exists in a variety of forms... in the works of the designer as sketches, prototypes,
and updates, or more broadly speaking in the public sphere... it is subject to continual repositioning,

heterogeneous modalities of encounter, different levels of learning, and so on. (Julier, 2013, p.228).

What becomes more apparent in Julier’s themes from Design Culture and Design Activism is an understanding
that recognises complex networks in constant change and transformation - ‘The design is working within this

instability. The design activist is, too, but in order to redirect it.” (Julier, 2013, p.230)

3.3.3 Participating in Codesign and Participatory Design
It is not uncommon for activists to be volunteers or for activism to be seen as a volunteering activity. Gilchrist says
that ‘volunteers are an essential part of the resource base for community groups... the term ‘volunteer’ is used ...
to include anyone who has made a free choice to be involved in a community group or activity and is not being
paid for their contribution.” (Gilchrist, 2011, p.82). Also known as ‘active citizens’ (Gilchrist, 2011, p.38), volunteers
are people who are choosing to partake in activities in their local neighbourhood or close to/or in their workplace,
assembling to create and nurture community. Community Now? (February 2015), an initiative of the Design

Research Lab, Berlin, aims to take an RtD approach and defines ‘communities’ thus:

We understand communities as forms of active engagement, collaboration and knowledge sharing
which create new social bonds and we regard them as catalysts for social innovation and participation.
We operate with participatory formats and create tools in order to facilitate social participation.

(http://community-infrastructuring.org/aboutus/ last accessed, Aug, 2015)

If communities of active citizens are gathering to collaborate, share knowledge and improve their current
circumstances, the fundamental principles and descriptions of design activism are in use. Fuad-Luke refers to
participants involved in Design Activism as ‘...many actors, agents and stakeholders in this activist landscape that
intentionally or unintentionally use design, design thinking and other design processes to deliver their activism’

(Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.24).

In ‘Minor Design Activism’ (Lenskjold et al., 2015) a slightly different perspective on design activism is presented,
one which promotes transformation from within, from those participating in the co-design of design activism.
Lenskjold et al. say, ‘co-design workshop participants are often highly diverse people who take up the invitation to
assemble, not because they agree on what needs to be done, but precisely because they are divided by the issue.

(2015, p.69-70).

Co-design is a common design application for community engagement, which engages people through
participation. Any issues, concerns, ideas and possibilities can be broadcast, reacted to, organised, tamed and
channelled through participatory design and co-design workshops. Fuad-Luke recognises the more popular use
of co-design in architecture and urban planning and makes reference to design initiatives emerging and also the
political ambitions regarding power and inclusion, which he has observed and illustrated in Fig 3.3 ‘Co-design-in-

action’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.149).
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Fig. 3.3 Co-design in Action: An idealised schematic of the co-design process

(Fuad-Luke 2009 p.149)

Fuad-Luke explains that, through the premise of co-design, ‘participation emancipates people by making them
active contributors rather than passive recipients’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.147) and highlights how ‘Participatory
Design’ situated within the context of an organisation has historically taken a ‘systemic view of design to redesign
or design systems’ (2009, p.148) and its central tenet is inspired by lllich, ‘People need not only to obtain things,
they need above all the freedom to make things among which they can live, to give shape to them according to

their own tastes, and to put them to use in caring for and about others.’ (lllich, 1973, p.11)

Fuad-Luke further extends the Participatory Design discourse and reveals the similarities in characteristics to
that of ‘Transformation Design’, ‘Metadesign’ and ‘Social Design’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.151-152). In describing
socially active design, Fuad-Luke refers to Julier, speculating that ‘design activism builds on what already exists,
on real-life processes from greening neighbourhoods to transforming communities through participatory design
action’ rather than by ‘advocating grandiose schemes which is the tendency of the urban planning process.’
(Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.79). This illuminates the territory explored throughout this thesis — the sense of freedom
obtained through participation in grassroots projects (as described in Chapter One). Fuad-Luke also envelops
the work of design researcher Ezio Manziniand says, ‘Manzini has long declared that sustainability is a societal
journey, brought about by acquiring new awareness and perceptions, by generating new solutions, activating new
behavioural patterns and, hence, cultural change.” (Manzini, 1997, 2003a, 2004 cited by Fuad-Luke 2009, p.78 &
p.134).

Interestingly, Manzini prompts further inquiry into how the designer participates — observing the closeness
between designer and members of the co-design team in the design process. ‘Designers can be facilitators or
mediators, but also triggers. They can operate as members of a co-design team, collaborating with a well-defined
group of final users, or as design activists, launching socially meaningful design initiatives.” (Manzini & Rizzo, 2011,

p.213). Manzini later suggests that the definition of design for social innovation has shifted to ‘a constellation
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of design initiatives geared toward making social innovation more probable, effective, long-lasting, and apt

to spread.’” (Manzini, 2014, p.65). This broadens design activism discourse and sees Manzini as instrumental

in aligning ‘design for social innovation with the participative design approach as posited by Ehn’ (Binder et

al., 2011, p.170). Ehn details a theoretical positioning which he, along with a collective of design researchers,
conceptualises in the book, Design Things (Binder et al., 2011). As the title suggests, Ehn contributes an intricate
and carefully formulated expression of their emerging theoretical position, which encompasses ‘[a] view of design
things, participatory design, and design for use as participative performance of and in entangled design games,
and design devices as vehicles for the evolving object of design, and at the same time, public things for binding

together these design games’ (Binder et al., 2011, p.170).

Ehn highlights the challenges of adjoining participatory design to metadesign and clearly states that ‘the meta in
metadesign as we use it here, is not an abstraction of design, but rather suggests design that takes place ‘after’,
‘beyond’, or ‘with’ the design work at project time.” (2011, p.171). This further supports their attempt at framing

and addressing theoretical challenges such as ‘outside the box’ (Binder et al., 2011, p.183) as described here,

This DIY approach of finding technology and by creative ‘misuses’ transforming it into a new design
device for public discourse on public events is certainly also a challenge for professional design. What
roles should designers play in such controversial things, extending design into political processes, public

debates, and subversive but creative misuse?’ (Binder et al., 2011, p.189-190)

They build onto the philosophical lens of John Dewey with regards to participation and create further scope for
the possibility of an aesthetic experience in design, reminding the RtD community of the value of Latour’s Making
Things Public (Latour & Weibel, 2005). By promoting ‘[a] gathering and collaborating in and around participatory
media and design things’ (Binder et al., p.193) a compelling perspective from which to reframe participation is
revealed. There is, however, a need to critically reflect on the intensity and accessibility of applying this theoretical

position.

3.3.4 Sense-making things as a theoretical position
Ehn’s position regarding participation ‘represents a philosophical and theoretical rabbit hole, one which is
challenging to comment on’ (Binder et al., 2011). At times in the phenomenological study of TRP, sociomateriality
has been so prominent and yet at other times its complexity confused the issue, and therefore was silenced
and/or deemed unhelpful as | wrestled with more pressing issues in practice (e.g. getting the astroturf up and
onto the roof). However, it is noticeable throughout the thesis that | have withdrawn from the full extent of
‘sociomateriality’ and its philosophical and theoretical reasoning. It appears apt to insert my critical reflection
on the matter here, amongst the multiple mentions of it with regards to ‘active materials’, ‘agency’ and

‘participation’.

In the 1970s, Guttari called for a ‘transversal mode of perception’ (cited by Bennett, 2010, p.114) where the
human (social and mental ecologies) and nonhuman (mechanosphere or environmental ecology) are united.

A political viewpoint, Bennett’s (2011) posits her belief on the capacity of active material, which in turn meets
with the sociomaterial conceptualisation of things. Bennett suggests the advantages for vital materiality over
that of caring for the environment and ‘toward a greater appreciation of the complex entanglements of human
and nonhumans’ (Bennett, 2010, p.112). She turns to Guattari’s three ecologies (1986, 2000) and its appeal to
self-interest: “The problem we are facing is not simply ‘environmental’ decay but a disease afflicting all three
‘ecological registers’: the environmental, the social, and the mental.’ (Guattaru 2000, p.28). Furthermore, Bennett
highlights the effects of technology and humans on a world in which we supersede each other. ‘The ‘modern

‘period of intense techno-scientific transformations’ has degraded both the impersonal environment and our own
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sociopsychic networks’ (Bennett, 2010, p.113). This perspective has also been explored by Latour (1987, Latour

& Weibel, 2005) and, as discussed, researchers engaged in participatory design are weaving this lens into design
literature, such as, Bjorgvinsson et al. (2012, p.102, 2010), Koskinen (2011, p.125-140 & p.145-159), Ehn (1998,
2008) and Binder et al. (2011). The value of sociomaterial resources to urban development and city planning are
also mentioned in the work of Kristine Samson (Simonsen et al., 2014, p.203, Simonsen et al., 2010, p.172) who
calls for further examples of projects that produce sociomaterial resources. It is however a complex landscape -
such ‘things’ and interpretations of ‘vital materiality’ in or through design research and practice evidently became
too complex a task to undertake during the transformation of urban space, by one designer researcher in one

thesis.

Ehn observes that ‘Designers approach to use has dramatically changed over the years, from a total focus on
artefacts design and their functions, on usability, via different ways of testing users, to studying use and involving
potential users in the design process’ (Binder et al., 2011, p.162). | find it encouraging to then read Ehn’s
suggestion that:

Maybe one could think of the different design devices within a project, adding to the evolving object of
design and its final embodiment as outcome or ‘thing’, as part of the project ecology itself, where every
new device has to find (or rather be given its place in the ecology (competing and cooperating with

already existing constituents of the object of design). (Binder et al., 2011, p.169)

This statement begins to trigger my personal awareness of the temporal dimensions and transformational,
unfolding nature of an MDE. However, whilst time is a consideration of Binder et al. (2011), the temporal
dimension is yet to be a consideration with respect to participation, specifically in the participatory experiences

and perspectives of the transient nature of cities and urban spaces such as disused rooftops.

There appears a healthy appetite for active inquiry into the nuances of participation particularly through the
theoretical lens of sociomateriality (Bjorgvinsson et al., 2012, 2010, Lenskjold et al., 2015). It is evident in

STS calls for participation in workshops such as Avoiding Ecocidal Smart Cities: Participatory Design for More-
than-Human Futures (Heitlinger et al., 2018) for the Participatory Design Conference (2018). The workshop
encompasses inquiry into more-than-human and Sustainable HCI perspectives through the practice-based work
of Sara Heitlinger et al. (2013), Hannah Pitt (2015), Alex Taylor (2017), Smith et al. (2017) and Mullins (2017).
There are also research studios such as Everyday Design Studio (Wakkary et al. 2018) which inquires into ‘complex
sociotechnical systems in which community gardens inhabit [and] bring both opportunities and challenges for
designers who endeavour to support them’ (Wang & Wakkary, 2017). Gaver’s work offers descriptions and
explanations of a viewpoint on RtD in relation to HCI. In collaboration with ten other designers/researchers, they
organise workshops at CHI conferences to explore how ‘RtD often centers on the making of things — artefacts,
systems, services, or other forms — as a means to construct new knowledge in the interaction-design and human-

computer interaction (CHI) research communitites.” (Odom et al. 2017, p.52)

Without a strong theoretical or methodological framing the organising body participating in the workshops
decided to experiment with what such a space might look. | have made every attempt to consider the
recollections, commentary and viewpoints on STS and sociomateriality. Similar to Odom et al. (2017) | too chose
to enter into TRP without a strong theoretical or methodological framing; | prioritised the documentation and
critical reflections as it took place. There were theoretical perspectives that | would lean towards, but not only in
order to support rather than distract me. However, without losing sight of STS and Sociomateriality discourses,
the notion of assemblies and the notion of ‘thingness’ did appear at times and it was tempting to align and reason

with the conceptualisation of all objects and things as having agency.
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In TRP | experimented with this by writing and performing a creative prose titled Beyond the Objects in Space
(Appendix C: Fig A.37) which | created as a critical reflection on the acknowledgements board for TRP (Fig

4.10). It provided me with the space and flexibility from which to view the situation differently, and inwardly-
outwardly assess the situation and express my sense-making of it. However, in my attempt to critically respect the
theoretical position of sociomateriality, it did little to help attend to the situation in hand, but rather muddyiedthe
waters. Discussed at length with academics and practitioners at points throughout the project (Appendix D) the
theoretical lens of strong sociomateriality (Jones, 2015) simply felt too far removed from the action, the reality

and the texture of participation taking place.

This critical reflection on ‘things’ describes how accessibility of the theoretical position in practice struggled to
resonate with elements and moments of conducting and framing RtD as a phenomenological inquiry and study
into TRP. This section has therefore described how inspiration has been drawn from other forms of application,
where theoretical positions appear not to confuse or disrupt what takes place. The combination of viewpoints
that were applied at the time can now be viewed as guiding principles for a methodological approach to

conducting RtD as a phenomenological inquiry.

3.4 Underpinning a Methodological Approach

This chapter has presented a reframing of RtD and identified the notion of inquiry as a phenomenological, that
is, living life as inquiry of lived experience through participating in design activism. HCI researchers McCarthy &
Wright’s large body of research surrounding ‘felt life’, ‘lived experience’ and ‘participation’ (2004, 2015, Wright
et al., 2008, Wright & McCarthy 2010, Wright et al. 2005b) explicitly provide a strong foundation from which to

frame how | underpin RtD, as it is experienced in TRP.

Specifically focusing their attention on the politics and aesthetics of participation in experience-centered design
McCarthy & Wright (2015) explored over twenty ‘boundary-pushing research’ projects. The aim was to open up
a space for creative, critical enquiry into the potential of participatory projects to enrich our lived experience.’
(McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.3). Furthermore, the outcomes were identified as four genres of participation - ‘...
understanding the other, building relationships, belonging in community, and participating in publics.” (McCarthy
& Wright, 2015, p.3). They draw attention to the challenges faced by researchers when constructing creative
spaces (e.g. co-design forums) and review the importance of awareness by the designer researcher in constructing
such spaces for people to encounter situations. They reflect on how particular design choices might encourage
people to act differently versus constructing spaces in which people might serendipitously arrive. The latter they
say, results in ‘a dialogical creative space in which interactivity and identity shape each other’ They add that fluid
relationships begin to take shape in the lived experience of openness in communication and self-expression.’
(McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.81). In explicating how ‘voice’ is a particularly evocative term, McCarthy & Wright
state:
[Voice] embraces the affective and individualizing tones that help identify the particularity of a person
as an emotional-volitional center of value in dialogue.... In HCI, this may include consideration of the
voices articulated in the artefacts with which people interact, the particular autobiographies and
orientations that they convey. And in design projects and other projects in which professional status can

divide, voice can be used to communicate authority. (McCarthy & Wright 2015 p.82).

McCarthy & Wright also view participatory projects as design inquiries and assert the term ‘design enquiry’

as opposed to design research or RtD. They do this to create space to frame participatory projects. The space,

1 In developing an analysis of the fourth genre of participation they say it is “one in which the other is regularly
encourntered but may never become known. We do this through the concept of publics. Building on Dewey (1927), Warner
(2002), Varnelis (2012), and others, we develop our analysis from the idea of relations between strangers. We shall put the
concept of publics into play with notions of live encounter, voice, dialogue, and community in order to understand our last genre
of participation: participatory publics.” (McCarthy & Wright 2015 p.118)
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they say, ‘is one in which participants (including designers, researchers, and users) share a mutual curiosity and
a commitment to explore and change something, learn together through the process, and achieve outcomes
that may be collective and individual’ (2015, p.19). They also clearly state that, ‘a plurality of outcomes’ (2015,
p.19) and ‘of experiences, perspectives, and expertise is the means by which the imaginary is achieved.” (2015,
p.20). With this perspective on design inquiry, a new way of seeing design is promoted which includes a reflexive
awareness (particularly of oneself) and a view of design that, ‘believes transformative experiences come through

the exploitation of difference to create a technological imaginary.” (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.20).

Plurality and an equality in diversity proposed by McCarthy & Wright is also present in many of the theoretical
viewpoints reviewed thus far (Fuad-Luke, 2009, Binder et al., 2011, Thorpe, 2012, DiSalvo cited by Markussen,
2013, p.43, Lenskjold et al., 2015), it is also encouraged through the dialogical platform for RTD described by
Durrant et al. (2015, 2017).

The felt and lived experience of RtD in TRP is present in McCarthy & Wright’s description of ‘participatory projects
as design enquiries’ (2015, p.19-21), and Marshall’s ‘living life as inquiry’ (1999, 2011b, 2016). Both assist with
awareness of the unfolding experience and promote in the sharing of a mutual or sustained curiosity. Marshall
suggests there are challenging implications for conducting research and facilitating action research, “...in which
engaging with others in egalitarian power relationships is an important espoused intent.’ (2016, p.9). This, along
with a desire to articulate the assertions of participation through practice, means that McCarthy & Wright bring
to living life as inquiry an understanding of life in and through design ‘redolent of a new egalitarian sensibility’
(2015, p.158). They promote ‘design as keeping experiences alive’, ‘[as] an ethics of participation and plurality

of experiences, perspectives and expertise’, principles that openly confront matters such as ‘friendship between
designer/researcher and participants in the participatory project’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2015 p.28-29). They
emphasise how the issue of keeping experience alive in design can be conceptually and methodologically more
difficult. They suggest that in doing design and conducting inquiry this ‘requires sensibility and orientation to the
ever-changing topography of participation and experience as it unfolds during a project.’” (McCarthy & Wright,
2015, p.21). Examples of this can be sought in the collaborative research project titled, Bespoke (2009-2011).

Bespoke arose from a Sandpit entitled, Design in the Digital World, a collaborative effort between four UK
Universities and funded by the Digital Economy programme. Bespoke is an example of design intervention where
the design researchers experienced an awareness of the unfolding nature of participation in RtD. Focused on

a housing estate in Preston, England in which ‘three design interventions ...[were] created and deployed back
into the community’ (Frohlich et al., 2011). This research collaboration conveyed challenges of imposing design
interventions on the community and suggested a different way of perceiving how ‘the digital divide’ (Digital
Britain, 2009, p.11) should be tackled. After experiencing how ‘design ethnography is not wholly appropriate

to this situation’, the authors explained why this was the case by illuminating the need to ‘lock down certain
implementations of ideas, but to open them up again in response to ongoing feedback and community interest’
(Frohlich et al. 2011 p.9). They articulated a preferred approach as a ‘...responding rather than intervening’ and
concluded that ‘responding to a community through design requires more ongoing methods of engagement in

which design and evaluation never end, and design solutions simply evolve over time’ (Frohlich et al. 2011 p.9-10).

Curious as to how ‘we involve people in design’, Vine et al. (2013) suggest seeking multiple perspectives from
various fields engaged in participation and say that this is of benefit to the HCl community as ‘it opens up the
space for thinking about participation in design in broader terms than if we were to restrict ourselves to tight
definitions or specific traditions.” (Vines et al. 2013, p.429). They go on to develop a proposition that involves
the researcher engaging ‘in acts of configuring participation. ....the design of the process —i.e. the configuration

of the experience of participation itself. (Vine et al., 2013, p.431). Through one example of what it means to
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initiate and benefit from participation, Vines et al. (2013) demonstrate that, ‘very often the manner in which user
participation is initiated and the settings it takes place can heavily shape the design process.” (2013, p.434). They
suggest four future strategies for researchers engaged in participation who face varied challenges; ‘Transparency
in documentation; Explore preconceptions; Configure multiple forms and; Participants reconfigure the process’
(2013, p.436). Vines et al. encourage research to be ‘more open and reflexive’, concluding that, ‘there might

be a need to identify novel and less intrusive ways to bring these [multiple participatory] views into the design
process’ (2013, p.436). This further emphasises that, whilst participation engages people to take part in the
design process, there is opportunity to also define the design process because ‘it is less often that participants are
offered a stake in defining the process and tools’ (2013, p.436). They suggest that it ‘...would be a fruitful area to
explore different forms of participation and different degrees of sharing control in the design process’, because
‘while the researcher might come to the users with a configuration in mind, opportunities are provided for it to be

reconfigured over time.’ (Vine et al., 2013, p.436).

Unsurprisingly, the literature surrounding participation has also engaged and to some extent merged with matters
surrounding inquiry and experience. Combined, the theoretical inspiration drawn from design activism (Fuad-
Luke, 2009, Thorpe, 2012, Markussen, 2013, Julier, 2013, Lenskjold et al., 2015), experience-centered design
(McCarthy & Wright, 2015) and living life as inquiry (Marshall, 1999, 2016) have provided detailed explanations
that share in principles pertaining to the way RtD unfolded in TRP. These shared principles are listed in Table 3.3
and together propose movement beyond user-centered, participatory design in HCl and current forms of AR

appliedin IS.

A List of Principles to Apply and Questions to Ask When Experiencing and Participating in RtD

Principles Questions
Maintain Curiosity How is participation in RtD keeping experiences alive through design?
Accessibility How transparent is the process?

How are theoretical positions being framed/participated in/experienced?

Awareness What is happening in and around the situation?
How are you and others attending to the situations of RtD as they unfold?
How is having an awareness being experienced?

An Egalitarian Sensibility What does an egalitarian sensibility mean to those participating?
How is an egalitarian sensibility unfolding?

Different Perspectives To what extent are multiple and varied perspectives being encouraged to co-
exist?
How is ‘dissensus’ viewed/experienced/participated in?

Table 3.3 Framing a Methodological Approach: Key principles and questions to ask when doing RtD

How the nuances in theoretical perspectives are perceived by participants of RtD is a question pertinent to the
community-initiated grassroots projects. For instance, where a sense of freedom is present, should there not also
be an attempt to make the theoretical position accessible to those participating in RtD? To carve a theoretical
position on TRP on behalf of a community does feel at odds with the principles of doing inquiry, experiencing
and participating in doing RtD, and it is not without this in mind that | now retreat and attend to my inner arc of
attention (Marshall, 2016, p.54). The next section shares therefore in the theoretical position from which | have

proceeded and explains what it means to have taken up this position.

3.4.1 Designing as a process of growth

Providing an anthropological philosophical lens through which to see how we experience making (and designing)
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as ‘a process of growth’ (Ingold 2013 p.20-21), Ingold’s anthology of being in the world (2000, 2007, 2011, 2015)
has captivated the interest of commentators of RtD (Durrant et al. 2017), STS (Suchman 2007) and HCI (McCarthy
& Wright 2015).

Crucial to McCarthy & Wright’s work is the immersive qualities of Ingold’s perspective. In describing the way
in which a designer researcher might learn through studying the objects associated with categories such as
architecture, dementia, family, caregivers, they state that ‘by studying the objects associated with it, we learn
nothing from it. To learn from architecture, families, caregivers, or people with dementia, we have to enquire
with them, not stand at an emotional distance from them, observing them. (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.21).
McCarthy & Wright then clearly state that there is a difference between ethnography and anthropology (2015,
p.161), and whilst inspired by Ingold’s definition of the two, they remain aware of his perspective of ‘the two

combined within a single researcher’ (2015, p.21):

Participatory design projects in HCI, similar to Ingold’s anthropology, seek to learn with and from those
who take part in design enquiry, and they do so in order to move forward... HCl is a forward looking and
dissensual discipline that seeks to create technological imaginaries with people, through which we can

move forward in a way that is true to an epistemology of experience. (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.161).

Ingold says of design, that, ‘If things are never-finished — if the world is perpetually under construction by way of
the activities of its inhabitants, who are tasked with keeping life going rather than bringing to completion projects
specified at the outset — then can design any longer be distinguished from making?’ (2013, p.70). This notion of
designing and making does not therefore focus on solving problems, but on experiencing and participating in an
ongoing, lived and transformative experience of inquiry. This experiencing of inquiry is alive and vital throughout
the design process and beyond (McCarthy & Wright, 2015 p.154). Both design and AR is, rather than attempting
to make something specific happen, about holding attitudes of curiosity that would make possible the on-going
and continual reviewing of purposes, intentions and behaviours. As transformations take place, the lines of inquiry
are experienced through designing, and are as integral as the transformation itself. This can be seen when we are
reminded of the critical reflections on RtD, articulated by Storni as ‘...what is produced is no longer just knowledge
about a phenomenon; it is knowledge about how a design intervention and a phenomenon interact, accepting
that as the two meet, they are both transformed.’ (2015, p.76). This requires an active and situated approach of

continual and evolving sense making (Wright et al., 2005a, p.4).

Phenomenological study of AR as living life as inquiry through the experiences of designing, is therefore an organic
and dynamic process of inquiry and experimentation, not in the sense of testing pre-developed hypothesis,
but of ‘prising an opening and following where it leads’ (Ingold, 2013, p.8) and of trying things out with people,

conversing, corresponding to see and feel what happens as it unfolds.

3.4.2 A combination of theoretical viewpoints
This chapter has asked of the theoretical perspectives; which theoretical positions do | affiliate as well as how

have they affected and influenced my framing of a methodological approach?

The next chapter presents ‘A Portfolio of RtD’. Having established that a number of designers/researchers are
growing increasingly curious of and aligning with the theoretical position of ‘things’ (Binder et al., 2011, p.162,
Odom et al., 2017) Chapter Four could be viewed as a portfolio of ‘things’. However, in its documentation, the
material underwent a variety of design applications that also grappled with a variety of theoretical lenses through
which RtD could be viewed. | cannot therefore neglect my contemplation of things and sociomateriality. At points

in the process, both have been considered and/or experimented with through TRP. However, | remain non-
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committal to the use or application of any one theoretical position. Particularly, for example, if the lens of an MDE
is viewed similarly to the entanglements and enmeshing talked of in ‘weak sociomateriality’ (Jones, 2015, p.918),
it rather suggests it may be less useful. In experiencing RtD it felt a more positive and productive use of my time
to critically reflect on how useful the characteristics of an MDE. Ingold’s descriptions are rich with comprehending
the value to the human of being in the world and making. Describing this process as ‘correspondence’ between
materiality and artefacts (Ingold, 2013, p.20 & p.31). Ingold’s principles appear to complement and align therefore
with the definitions of design activism as described by Markussen (2013, p.41), Lenskjold et al. (2015, p.67) and
Julier (2013, p.227) as well as the idea of co-designing in design activism as a project unfolds (Fuad-Luke, 2009,
p.149). Allowing multiple perspectives from theoretical studies and design applications to evolve (and dissolve)
and come in and out of view like this, in response to the situated context, has not been the simplest to document,

experience or describe. Hence, the value in the use of the MDE.

Rather than having committed to the single design of, for example, a formalised system, an IT artefact or device,
or indeed settling on one theoretical position commonly associated with its design application (e.g. critical
inquiry through critical design, or aesthetic experience in participatory design (Binder et al., 2011, p.162). By
framing living life as inquiry through design activism, the experiencing and participating in bringing to life multiple

dimensions continually contends with multiple participatory — practice-based and theoretical - perspectives.

I reconciled my concern for this multiplicity by reaching to Ingold’s description of ‘The two faces of materiality’
(2013, p.27-29). In this he suggests that ‘materials do not ‘exist”’; instead, he suggests that materials are,
‘substances-in-becoming they carry on or perdue, forever overtaking the formal destinations that, at one time or
another, have been assigned to them, and undergoing continual modulation as they do so’ (Ingold, 2013, p.31).
With respect to vital materiality and sociomaterial resources and assemblies, at points and momentarily, | have
chosen to reduce their presence in my narrative owing to the risk of overloading participants with theoretical

jargon.

3.5 A Methodological Approach: An Unfolding Awareness

My methodological approach aligns with Husserl’s reasoning on phenomenology that, ‘essential features of

an experience... transcend ...and illuminate a given experience for others too.’ (in Smith et al., 2009, p.12) in
accordance with Husserl and Merleau-Ponty’s concern for ‘first person phenomenology’ (Smith et al., 2009, p.12-
18) I have explained how Marshall’s Living Life as Inquiry has grounded my inquiry and equipped me to ‘work with
what is happening’ (Marshall, 2016, p.52) and manage ‘continual attention and improvisation... repeatedly making
choices, including those of how to integrate openness and self-protection appropriate to the situation and our
capacities at that time.” (Marshall, 2016, p.59). In addition, | remain curious of other’s participatory experiences
and how together, we may communicate, collaborate, co-design and transform social space. To assist me with
making participatory experience more concrete, the theoretical perspectives of McCarthy & Wright remain key

as their consideration for ‘The Texture of Dialogical Spaces’ (2015, p.155) enables my first-person lived and felt
experiences to be concretely shared with the participants of TRP - it ‘starts from an appreciation of the variety of
ways that people have of making sense of experience’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.158). It is with all this in mind
that the process and participation in TRP was documented in a variety of ways; through written reflection entries,
audio recordings, visual and graphical representations. A selection of the research material is gathered and
provides insight into how and to what extent a number of unfolding experiences took place over the course of two
years (2014-2016). Within these participatory accounts are details that relate to the context, personal intentions

as well as insight into individual’s experiences in the process of TRP.

The value of noticing and paying attention to experiencing and participating in inquiry as it unfolds has

been addressed in this chapter. Drawing on Marshall’s approach to ‘living life as inquiry’ (1999, 2016) is an
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acknowledgement and respect for a ‘weaving between inner and outer arcs of attention’ (Marshall, 2016, p.xviii).
The value attributed to noticing what happens through experiencing participation is viewed by McCarthy & Wright
as ‘situated’, ‘responsive’, ‘pluralistic’ and ‘never finished’ (McCarthy and Wright, 2015 p.148). They demonstrate
how participative experience results in the co-creation of new meanings about a situation, which over time means
multiple and diverse participatory perspectives become ‘a defining feature of research inquiry’ (McCarthy and

Wright, 2015, p.158).

The multiple dimensions of the MDE - the technical/digital, spatial, temporal, social - are therefore free to
continually evolve, take shape and be shaped. Experiencing participation is therefore multi-dimensional and
‘reconfigured over time’ (Vines et al. 2013, p.436). With a heightened sense of awareness a range of participatory
perspectives are enabled and taken into consideration. Intervention - or rather ‘responding’ (Frohlich et al., 2011,
p.9) therefore becomes a social and participatory experience of sense making through ‘critical design inquiry’
(McCarthy and Wright, 2015 p.148). Combined and woven into this application of a sense of awareness is also the
cultivation of underpinning a methodological approach as a way of conducting phenomenological inquiry. Here,
we can be reminded of Pries-Heje et al.’s statement that, ‘design is a creative and phenomenological process’
(Simonsen et al., 2014, p.81). The inquiring mind through designerly actions, explores ‘how we think, feel and do’-
externalising the often internalised dialogue of ‘being curious about perspectives, assumptions and behaviour’
(Marshall & Reason, 2007 cited by Marshall 2016, p.8). Together, this shapes, forms and moves forward through

design and its on-going transformations.

As internal and external inquiry unfolds, so too does the designing and the participating therein. Gaining an
awareness of its unfolding therefore, becomes a priority of the designer-as-researcher-as-activist. Living life
as inquiry through design activism involves the activation of an unfolding awareness. This alerts the designer
researcher to listening and attending to the multiplicity of theoretical and practical experiences of conducting

phenomenological inquiry as RtD.
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CHAPTER 4.
‘A PORTFOLIO OF RESEARCH THROUGH DESIGN’
A METHODICAL ACCOUNT OF THE ROOFTOP PROJECT

4.0 Overview

This chapter presents the evidence of experiencing participation through the lens of a Multi-Dimensional
Ensemble (MDE). More specifically, it reveals situated accounts from The Rooftop Project (TRP) that further
explore the co-existence of first-person action research through design activism. This chapter will negogiate

the complex and multi-faceted territory of TRP as a Research through Design (RtD) project by firstly presenting
the research population that conveys the ethical assessment of the research and the methods of recruitment
and retention of participants, as well as the methods of engagement in the RtD. These methods have included;
documenting first person action research as ‘living life as inquiry’ (Marshall, 1999, 2016) and, a number of design
applications such as ‘co-design’ (Sanders & Stappers, 2014) and ‘experience-centered design’ (McCarthy & Wright,
2015). How these methods were participated in and experienced are illustrated as five ‘case’ examples. Closing
the chapter is a summary of participation in TRP as RtD, which acts as the conduit to a presentation of research

findings presented in Chapter Five.

Chapter Two and Three helped to articulate the framing of inquiry, experience and participation underpinning
RtD as a phenomenological study with a methodological approach. Informed by the lessons learned of AR in

IS (Avison, 1996, Avison & Harper-Wood 1990, 1996, Bell & Wood-Harper 2003, Fitzgerald & Avison, 2006,
Vidgen et al., 2002, Orlikowski & lacono, 2001, Baskerville & Myers, 2004, Chiasson et al., 2009, Davison et al.,
2004, Davison et al., 2012, livari & Venable, 2009, Mathiassen et al. 2012, Sein et al. 2011, Pries-Heje et al. in
Simonsen et al., 2014, Checkland 1999, Checkland & Poulter 2006, Winter & Checkland, 2003, Suchman, 2002)
and Organisational Studies (Fleming & Spicer, 2004, Taylor & Spicer, 2007, Yanow, 1998, 2015, Yanow & Tsoukas,
2009, Yanow & Schwartz-Shea 2015, Rosen et al. 1990, Ford & Harding, 2004, Senge 2006, Coghlan & Brannick,
2014), the lens through which to view RtD activity in TRP is obtained through the construction of a new lens, a
Multi-Dimensional Ensemble (MDE). With this lens, this chapter revisits the research question, how does an open
process of experiencing design and designing experience unfold and evolve? It will also explore five cases that
provide a sample of situated empirical engagement and analysis. Each ‘case’ provides evidence of participants’
experiences of TRP, specifically those who were engaged in TRP as an RtD doctoral project. Each ‘case’ example
also demonstrates how design research methods were triggered and documented during the phenomenological
study. With the lens of an MDE, | consider the gathering of this sample of situated evidence as an ‘ensemble’

- ‘...a group of items viewed as a whole rather than individually’ (OxfordDictionaries.com, 2018). Through the
lens of an MDE the ‘items’ are the dimensions - the social-,technical/digital-,spatial- and temporal-dimensions.
These dimensions prove inextricable and, on occasion, dominate the ensemble view, something which is further

explained as such in the ‘case’ examples.

4.1 The Research Population

4.1.1 Ethical Assessment
The ethical protocols and risk factors introduced in the opening of this thesis are further detailed here as an
ethical assessment of TRP. Firstly, | further explicate my intentions as designer-activist-researcher and my role in
instigating TRP as a community-led grassroots project. | am a local resident of Manchester’s City Centre but | am
also an activist for public green space. | implemented the skills that | had acquired from both professional practice
and academia and declare myself a ‘designer researcher’ to anyone that | interact with. TRP therefore served a
more-than-dual-purpose - it operated as a phenomenological study of a ‘project’ for a public need for green space

in the local area, as well as a personal need for the purposes of a doctoral research project.
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TRP demonstrated my affiliation with three organisations; A New Leaf (a charity that campaigns for green space in
Manchester’s City Centre), The Curiosity Bureau (a Limited Liability Partnership created to support and promote
space for people to be curious) and The Centre for Doctoral Training at HighWire, Lancaster University (funded by
the EPSRC Digital Economy Programme of the UK Research Council). As a full-time, fully funded doctoral candidate
I made a conscious decision to explore what it means to enter into inquiry in the first-person, experiencing

participation through design activism with an awareness of each of these affiliations.

Alongside my affiliation with an academic institution, | continued to explore my affiliation with The Curiosity
Bureau (TCB). TCB, (of which | am a Founding Partner) offers services such as workshop and event design and
facilitation as well as personal mentoring to create ‘space to be curious about how we are curious’ (www.
thecuriositybureau.com). TRP therefore became an academic inquiry and practice-based design project, which,
from the perspective of TCB, acted as a project through which | could be fully immersed in campaigning for
public green space and what it means to expeirence participation in design, activism and the transformation of
social space. Maintaining curiosity is not simply a characteristic championed by TCB it is an intention of mine as
a designer-activist-researcher and a requirement of the literature from which theoretical inspiration is drawn
(Marshall, 2016, p.53-54, McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.19). The ethical assessment of this intention to maintain

curiosity in TRP as RtD, is outlined below:

Announcing my role and responsibilities as a funded PhD candidate enabled me to pause the strategic
development of TCB and focus on exploring design as an ‘open process’. This alleviated any pressures of
consultation and commercially-driven work. In essence a ‘sabbatical’, TRP enabled me to theoretically sustain
the life and concept of TCB without any pursuit for generating revenue. This is important to mention in the
ethical assessment as TRP is not influenced by any commercial agenda or economic growth. Rather, the concept
of growth is attributed to the individual and the transformation, over time, of urban space - in this instance, a

rooftop into a community garden.

To assess the ethical implications of TRP, | complied with Lancaster University Ethical Protocol. | informed each
participant of TRP of its intentions as a doctoral research project. | distributed information sheets and collected
consent forms (Appendix A). Those who participated in a one-off, community-led public event (such as a

publicly accessible exhibition), engaged in TRP and further expanded the research population. This expansion
encompasses participants less directly or rather ‘indirectly’ associated with TRP as an RtD project. Where possible
these participants received a verbal presentation (with accompanying powerpoint presentation - Appendix

C - and a tour of the rooftop itself) that explained my intentions as a designer researcher. This overview of TRP

as a research project included declaration of my roles as designer-researcher-activist. | also explained my first-
person action research approach and how my own reflections in the project are incorporated into the research

documentation.

To provide a comprehensively detailed ethical assessment of TRP as an RtD project, | have identified three

key components. The first is the physical accessibility into the building and onto the rooftop; risk assessments
conducted by the building management ensured that the public and private access to/from the rooftop is safe
and that the space is appropriately maintained. It was important for me to be physically present and accessible
to those engaged in TRP as an RtD project. This weaves into the second component - the transparency of

communication and documentation.

Being situated in TRP promoted ongoing face-to-face interaction, some of which was unplanned and
serendipitous. Alongside the scheduled methods of engagement, spontaneous moments created opportunities to

continually engage in transparency in communication about observations and decisions being taken that drive TRP
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forward. In deploying a ‘living life as inquiry approach’ (Marshall, 1999, 2016), reflection entries and detailed note
taking enabled me to document and reflect upon these unplanned meetings. These entries were available at the

request of those participating.

General interaction with people varied greatly from small, intimate conversations to large, more general public
events. Interaction via social media channels such as Twitter engaged a wider audience in my involvement with
TRP (examples of this wider audience include - EPSRC, the Centres of Doctoral Training (CDTs) across the Digital
Economy Network, as well as other community, grassroots initiatives and networks across Manchester’s city
centre). It was important that in sustaining transparency in communication | remained respectful of people’s
privacy when incorporating social media content and hence any social media content has been blurred to protect

people’s anonymity.

To fulfil ethical obligations with participants, | reminded people throughout TRP that they could freely opt in and
out of the research at any point, and had they any concerns that they could contact me or my programme director
or supervisors directly. My contact details remained freely available to people via the building manager, or any
participant with whom | interacted. With permission of The Rooftop Project Community (TRPC), | wove the use

of social media platforms (i.e. online conversation tool SLACK) into the documentation of TRP (Case Four explains
this in more detail later in this chapter). Consent forms were issued and posters displayed at events for those

in physical attendance, to declare that photographs and video would be taken and used as part of the research
project. The posters also invited people to refuse consent if they did not wish to have their photograph taken.
Partners or sponsors publicly acknowledged in communication material surounding TRP gave their verbal consent

and were happy to be associated with the ethos of the project.

Data from across the unfolding of TRP is collected and archived on my personal computer, stored in an external
harddrive and on my Google Drive account. The data is securely stored and only privately accessible, therefore
inaccessible to the public. At times, the data, process and analysis was shared with Lancaster University
supervisors (the details of whom are also made available to participants on the information sheet accompanying
the consent forms). Communication during TRP has been via email - participants could choose to either contact
me via The Curiosity Bureau or Lancaster University email addresses. | remained visible to TRP community and
direct participants in the RtD as a local resident and community activist campainging for green space, a practice-

based designer and an academic. This leads into the third component of this ethical assessment.

The third component to this ethical assessment was activating a sense of awareness. As a designer-activist-
researcher | remained aware and diligent of the needs of the physical management of the space and of the
individual’s needs who came into contact with me and the space as a research project. This extends to the need
for being highly perceptive of those who directly participate in TRP as RtD. It was important that my role(s)

make every attempt to attend to the flow and organic unfolding of TRP (in its research and through its design).
For instance, it was important to make time to facilitate conversation and remain curious of any conflicts and
tensions. Making space for multiple perspectives, as opposed to being tempted to resolve all matters quickly is an

important underlying principle of doing RtD in TRP.

The ethical concerns of conducting RtD as designer-activist-researcher have been addressed in this section
through three key components for ethical assessment; physical accessibility; transparency of communication
and documentation and; activating a sense of awareness. This provides an ethical assessment of TRP as an RtD
project. Descriptions of methods of recruitment and retention and methods of engagement with TRP convey to

what extent people were empirically engaged in TRP.



Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

91

4.1.2 Methods of Recruitment and Retention
During the process of the rooftop and as | familiarised myself with McCarthy & Wright (2015), | grew increasingly
aware of my use or application of experience-centered design and how it could shape and inform ‘the texture
of dialogical spaces’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.155). | also grew more curious of the ‘interconnections
among various disciplines’ [and perspectives] during ‘dialogical interaction’ (Kester, 2004, p.67). This curiosity
of interrconnectedness, between my own multiple roles as well as others’, spurred an ambition in me to ask
how | might act responsibly as a designer researcher. It also engendered further questions, such as what does
doing good mean in the context of TRP, and where does ‘care’ or ‘caring’ arise? How might | be perceived as
‘designer’, ‘activist’, ‘researcher’ and how might these ‘labels’ affect the project as it unfolds? Terminology such
as ‘recruitment’ or ‘recruitment drive’ or ‘retention’ were not ever used in TRP. Instead, conversations that took
place between people were left to take a natural course. Where people showed an interest in and offered to
support the ethos of TRP, they were encouraged to participate in the project and in whatever capacity they felt

was realistically possible.

To recap, TRP was initiated owing to a conversation between me, the building’s architect and a local Councillor.
The methods of recruitment that took place thereafter were reliant upon word of mouth and the pace at which

| could work to design and facilitate events and activities applicable to needs of TRPC. To promote TRP, | became
more visible in the building where the rooftop was situated and developed a rapport with people from each
business and organisation. | also designed and printed posters to promote the events that called for participation
in TRP. | talked with my pre-existing networks (developed in the local community greening groups and the charity
A New Leaf) and discussed the rooftop as an opportunity for us to collectively experiment with occupying and
transforming a private, dis-used space into a green, social and public space. | was a resident of the Northern
Quarter area which helped create a ‘method of recruitment’, as | would frequent local coffee shops and informally
meet other local residents, business owners and campaigners for green space. These serendipitous encounters
sustained interest and momentum in TRP and encouraged people to help with all aspects of the project. It was
only as the frequency of encounters increased and became formalised (i.e. in the form of events and meetings)
that a more formal method of invitation to participate took place between me and particular individuals. This

invitation expressed the formalities of TRP as a doctoral research project.

| reflected on my communication with those involved in greening the city centre - people with whom I shared a
passion for transforming and experimenting with a rooftop and who ‘knowingly or unknowingly’ applied ‘design
activism as design thinking, imagination and practice’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.27). This included people located in the
building and people who would become more interested and engaged in TRP over time. | ensured communication
took place regularly via email with participants, and on an adhoc basis in the form of visits to individuals at their
workplace, in their office or studio. As and when | was in the vicinity, | made a conscious effort to see people and
be seen — this, | hoped, would benefit the principles of openness and accessibility of TRP as RtD. | explained my
involvement with local community activism and actively promoted TRP as a form of design activism “...to generate
and balance positive social, institutional, environmental and/or economic change’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.27). Design
activism (in RtD) enabled me to promote TRP as a form of activism that would benefit the individuals involved and

the urban space in our local community.

| grew conscious of how a design project might be perceived by people when it fell under the auspices of
‘research’ and ‘activism’. With this in mind, | approached individuals directly and talked with them about the
requirements of the research and of the tone of this form of ‘activism’ (and its experimentation e.g. Markussen,
2013, p.45). | made clear that | required a specific amount of time with them on a 1-2-1 basis. A hand-written
note became a personal invite to people to be a participant of the design research project, an informal, yet

formal reminder and way of saying ‘hello’ (see Fig 4.1). Towards the end of the project, | sent another card
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(during the festive season) to thank people for their ongoing involvement in the research (see Fig 4.2). Both
cards were purposefully hand written. The time, care and attention | had for participants in TRP developed close

relationships. | wanted to remain as open, approachable and accessible as | could be to each individual, and show

that | genuinely cared about them as individuals and that | was appreciative of their involvement.

Fig 4.1 ‘Hello’ cards sent to participants directly participating in the RtD of TRP (2014/2015)
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Fig 4.2 Thank you cards? sent to participants directly participating in the RtD of TRP (2016)

The events and activities that | produced became opportunities to encourage reflection and openly experiment
with ways of encouraging deeper reflection and dialogical interaction between participants. In these forums of
participation, | could co-exist with and reflect alongside participants. This made space to participate in reflecting
and recalling our experiences and a safe space in which to welcome a variety of perspectives. The design of these

reflective and dialogical spaces (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.155) became a key consideration of mine and | made
2 During TRP | became a mother. Each participant interacted with me during my pregnancy and when Amber was born
they each interacted with her as it was not long after her birth that she would accompany me to meetings, and | would take her
to events and activities on the rooftop. Life experiences were intertwined with the design activism embedded in TRP. What would
otherwise might be considered by some as personal life experiences, these events were entangled with my relationship to my
research.
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every attempt to show appreciation and value to those participating. Making dialogical spaces therefore became
a method of recruitment and retention in TRP. Dialogical spaces made time and space for people to talk through,

and in some instances, resolve or temporarily fix what was often a worry or concern.

Stories of participatory experiences in TRP shaped and molded the way | made sense of the project (Appendix D).
In total, over 31 participants (the exact number varied as people came in and out of the project) were recorded
as having participated during the time of the study between 2014-2016. This excludes the attendees of all general
events. For instance, during the first participatory event, an additional 15 people attended. However, a number
of these individuals and their direct involvement in TRP petered off, and as such not all these individuals were
‘recruited’ as direct participants of TRP as an RtD project. To investigate TRP as RtD | designed and facilitated a

number of interventions.

4.1.3 Methods of Engagement in The Rooftop Project (TRP)
Key to the intentions of TRP was a ‘human’ agenda in the co-designing and transforming of a rooftop through
design activism (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.27). Detailed in this section are the methods of engagement with TRP; who

participated, when, how and in what context.

i. Designer-Activist-Researcher
To conduct a phenomenological study | incorporated reflexivity in the first-person. | found my training and
experiences in design and communication were inextricably intertwined with how | was engaging in TRP as a
research project. | could not tease apart the project from the research. As designer-activist-researcher, | make
sense of the world as | live life through inquiry. Seeking therefore a reflexive method of engagement in TRP
provided me a freedom between roles and therefore lines of inquiry. Examples of RtD methods do exist, for
example, Gaver & Bowers Annotated Portfolios (2012), in which they encourage designers to conduct RtD with
confidence and with the methods they already use in practice. Whilst | am in agreement with how an annotated
portfolio ‘retains an intimate indexical connection with artefacts’ (Gaver & Bowers, 2012, p.44), | find myself
attending to the complex negotiation between internal and external dialogue in the unfolding of a project and
its artefacts. My dialogic method of engagement therefore reached out of the discipline of ‘design’ and drew
inspiration from sociologist Judi Marshall’s approach (1999, 2016). This approach, offered me a method of
engagement with dialogical space - both the internal critical voice of inquiry and the external applications through
which my inquiry, and the project, would lead. Both are in co-existence -Marshall’s articulation of this can be

found in her description of ‘scanning inner and outer arcs of attention’ (2016, p.54)

| was actively participating in the project — ‘situated in action’ (Suchman, 1987, p.185-186) - and reactive and
aware of the open-endedness of the project. The decisions | made were informed by my experiences as a
resident of the city centre as well as any of the community-led, grassroots projects local to the area. As Case One
exemplifies later in this chapter, | attended to ‘inner and outer arcs of attention’ (Marshall 2016 p.54) through my

design practice in a co-creation process.

This chapter therefore represents a version of ‘an annotated portfolio’ (Gaver & Bowers, 2012), but with an
inquiring mind, inspired by Marshall (1991, 2016). The portfolio gathers a multi-dimensional ensemble view

of the transforming of the rooftop and the life and interaction to take place across multiple dimensions. As a
designer-activist-researcher, | have gathered a mix of photographs and screen grabs of the action as it took place;
the communication surrounding events, the sketches and ideas of participatory events, the production of events
and meetings, as well as written accounts and physical objects that captured the reflections of people (including
myself) participating in the process. The analysis and outcomes of these are also explained in this chapter.

To document and reflect upon these participatory experiences of RtD with me, fifteen participants kindly agreed
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to directly participate in TRP as an RtD project. Here | will explain how participants worked with me and who
was classed as a direct participant, a core team member, a tenant, a part of the local community, or as a general

participant and partners in the transformation of the rooftop.

ii. Direct Participants in the Research
For anonymity’s sake, | refer to each participant as P followed by a number — for example, P1, P2, P3, P4... and
so on. This respects anonymity of participants and yet helps to identify the differing perspectives of participants.
In the chapters to follow | refer to particular participants, their comments and the artefacts they created, hence
attributing a participant with a code allows the reader — if they so wish - to follow the thread of a particular

participant.

P1 through to P15 became more officially known as the direct participants of the research and each participated
in 1-2-1 recorded conversations with me during the first season of TRP (May-Sept 2015). Participants P16 and

P17 and | became the core project team and we frequently updated one another on the progress of the rooftop
and supported and reassured each other of any concerns that we (or others) might have had (e.g. queries from
people regarding how the rooftop could/should be used). P1 joined the three of us in many of the check-ins and
also became a core member of the team. P16 fondly referred to P1 as ‘“The Rooftop Conductor’ - the technical
producer of events on the rooftop. P1 assumed this role and sustained an intense period of participation
throughout the co-design and transformation of the rooftop and its two seasons of events and activities (2015 and
2016).

iii. The Core Project Team
As briefly mentioned, a core team developed from conversation between three people about the lack of space
to experiment with in Manchester’s city centre. This team included me, P17 and P1 and together with influences
from conversations with fellow community activists at A New Leaf meetings, we established a type of project
brief (Appendix B). This assisted with clarifying terminology and ensuring we were all on the same page. The ‘core
project team’ slowly expanded over time to include P2-P15. With the local community, we aimed to transform
a rooftop into an outdoor social space and as outlined in Chapter One, each member of the core project team
brought with them experience from their respective backgrounds in architecture, planning, event production,
social action and the local council. My engagement in TRP as designer-activist-researcher provided the core team
with expertise such as; skills as a ‘designer’ acquired from creative direction, graphic design and art direction,
experiential marketing, creative and communication agencies and the facilitation of design projects; as an
‘activist’ | brought experience from ‘the ground’ evidenced in community group initiatives such as NQGrowboxes
in Piccadilly Basin and NQGreening and the Pocket Park on Thomas Street. As a ‘researcher’ | brought a deepened
sense of critical reflection and affiliation with an academic instituion. This provided permission to inquire,
document and report on the project as it was unfolding. Combined, this hybrid role within the team enabled me
to make design interventions through TRP as a form of first-person action research. My role incorporated lessons
learned from the ‘corporate’ and ‘commercial’ into the ‘community’, ‘bottom-up’ contexts. The design of TRP
empowered me to freely explore a non-commercially driven project. My ‘designerly skills’ (Cross 1999, 2001,
2007a, 2007b) brought to the core team a knowledge of a range of design approaches in design activism (Fuad
Luke, 2009, p.21-22) and living life as inquiry (Marshall, 1999, 2016) provided an important magnification of the

phenomenon under study: experiencing design <> designing experience.

This chapter now moves on to explain in more detail the wider ‘team’, which is more commonly referred to as The
Rooftop Project Community (TRPC) or as mentioned in the first public article about TRP as ‘a mass collaborative

effort’ (Toomer, 2015).



Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

95

iv. Tenants in the Building
Fourteen out of the first 15 participants (P2-P15) were tenants of the building where the rooftop was situated.
Participants P2 through to P15 were a mix of people who worked in the building. Each business or organisation
was classed as a tenant of the building and each ‘tenant’ put forward a representative from their organisation to
feedback on content that was discussed at Tenants Committee Meetings. Each participant of TRPC was invited
to become a participant of the co-design process and the research, and, at the same time, they were provided
the opportunity to leave the research whenever they wanted. For example, at some point between 2014-2016
six research participants (P2, P4, P5, P6, P7 and P13) resigned from their place of work and therefore left the
building. P5, P7 and P13 did however maintain involvement with the research and continued to participate in

REFLECT<>MAKE (R<>M) sessions.

v. The Community Local to the Area
A further fourteen participants (P18-P31) participated in TRP at a variety of different points. Although the same
1-2-1 interviews were not conducted with the majority of these fourteen participants, P18, P19, P20, P21, P22,
P23, P24, P25 and P26 became more directly involved in the research at a point when | invited people to articulate
their experience of TRP as an artefact in the R<>M sessions. Each of these participants was considered a local
residents, greening volunteer or community campaigner, community organiser, freelancer, business owner or

individual employed by businesses local to the area.

From a community greening group perspective, P27 was the most actively involved with the first event and

first community meeting. Although not recorded in this table another representative of the greening groups

was also present and actively participated but soon relocated out of the city and lost regular contact with me

and the project. From December onwards, | continued to update the greening group representatives (P27, P28
and P30) at greening group meetings or in informal conversation at the growboxes (or other greening group
initiatives that were ongoing and taking place across the city at the same time as TRP). Whilst the greening group
representatives did on occasion re-appear in the project and attend two or three events on the rooftop —e.g. the
greening workshop, exhibition or pub quiz — they each continued to focus their efforts on other initiatives such as

maintaining green spaces in the city centre®.

vi. General Participation
Before detailing the design outcomes and the types of events and activities that took place, the individuals
who first became curious about TRP are described. These people, whose time, services and resources helped in
transforming the physical rooftop, set the tone for the project and therefore informed the form and function of its

existence.

The first event consisted of ten of the thirty-one participants listed in the table. These were; P1, P5, P9, P13, P14,
P16, P17, P18, P20 and P27 - their involvement demonstrates how the first event was more or less an equal ratio
of tenants to local residents/local businesses. Twenty-five people attended the first participatory event. They each
signed consent forms to be involved in the research. The additional fifteen not listed in this table included people
curious about the lack of green and outdoor social space in the city centre and the majority were personally
invited by me. However, P16 and P17 are an example of participants who heard of the project and self-initiated
their involvement to shape the co-design of the rooftop. To provide a little more information about the type of
work and areas of interest of those who participated in the first public event, in addition to those mentioned in
the table, a further fifteen participants included:

= two local musicians,

3 Greening the city centre initiatives included — planting trees, occupying car parks and maintaining pocket parks of all
shapes and sizes (NQ Growboxes, NQ Greening, A New Leaf, City of Trees and Reason Digital Street Trees Partnership)
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= adirector of a local homelessness centre for youth located within 250yds of the rooftop,

= aprogramme manager of local art label,

= alocal freelance artist and illustrator,

= ajunior researcher for the BBC,

= a2 community co-organiser (colleague of P18)

= colleagues and friends of P27 - an additional three representatives of the local greening community,
= three additional tenants - colleagues of P14, P5 and P13*

= two young people (under the age of 18yrs old) who attended the event as part of their Leaders

Programme (attended with permission of parents/guardians via Programme Coordinator P20)

Some of these participants made an appearance at the first meeting and again at the second participatory event
in December 2014. For example, the Young Leaders Programme (YLP) contributed ideas and presented them at
the event in December. Following the first preliminary event, the programme manager of a the local art label
volunteered to host the first community meeting for TRP. This took place away from the rooftop at a local artist’s
studios — an old mill consisting of over sixty artists studios located near Manchester Piccadilly Station (McMillan,
2016). Three tenants from the building attended the meeting® and five tenants sent their apologies. In total,
Fourteen people were noted as present at this meeting, and from these fourteen, three were P1, P27, P17 - local
residents and greening group representatives. As well as the familiar faces from the first event, two more young
people from YLP attended as part of their project along with their Programme Coordinator (also known as P20).
Participation in this meeting helped to inform the design of an event in December, which would invite people to
see the rooftop and gain an idea of what could take place on the roof. A colleague from the art label, also curator
and founder of The Art Bar, joined the meeting and offered to help with the event in December. The Art Bar®

offered and provided herb infused artistic cocktails for the second event.

In the meeting at the artist’ studio, people recapped on their experience of the first event and shared rooftop
stories and more ideas and visions of what the space should attempt to do. The meeting also revealed the
concerns the tenants from within the building had regarding accessibility and safety (Appendix D). Following this
meeting, offsite the tenants of 24 Lever Street quickly established a Tenants Committee for TRPC, and chose to
hold these meetings thereafter during the day and in the building where the rooftop is situated. Those situated
outside of the building struggled to attend lunchtime meetings owing to day jobs and other responsibilities, and
participation from those individuals dissipated. Attendance and participation in the meetings therefore varied
dependent on who was available. The attendance at the Tenants Committee Meetings’ (Appendix D) generally
consisted of P1-P17. | grew inquisitive of participants who more frequently attended meetings and in 2015 invited
a representative from each of the tenants organisations to partake in 1-2-1 recorded interviews. Thirteen Tenants
Committee Meetings Agendas and Minutes (a sample of which is available in Appendix D) were recorded and

shared amongst the tenants, but remained private and inaccessible to the public/wider TRP community.

vii. A Special Thanks to Partners
P31 is considered a ‘supplier partner’ in TRP. Jeffay Furniture are a local father and son workshop who helped us
turn pallets into planters. The workshop was situated around the corner from the rooftop in a former Victorian

abattoir. In 2016 their lease ended, and they have since had to move further towards the outskirts of the city

4 Colleagues P5 and P13 although involved in the preliminary meeting resigned from their jobs and did not keep in
touch with the project.

5 Minutes were recorded and are publicly available upon request from the first community meeting re TRP (a sample
are available to view in Appendix D)

6 The Art Bar, supported by The Arts Council (2014) (https.//twitter.com/theartbar_mcr?lang=en, last accessed
11.01.18)

7 Tenants Committee Meetings record of attendance until June 2015 — available on request from Google Docs: https.//

docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1jgDmBly4Ho1CErA2mwGhAZRMO0o0db3hF1G3MgbXgyRk/edit?usp=sharing (last accessed
11.01.18)
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centre. The original workshop has since been demolished and replaced by a high-rise residential building: a sign of
the pace of property development and transformation of Manchester’s city centre over the course of TRP study.

Experiences such as this within the city such as this inform the urban backdrop to TRP.

An objective of TRP was to involve local services and craftsmanship and Jeffay Furniture exemplified this. Andrew
(P13) (Fig 4.8) and his father were happy to help and be associated with the community ethos of the project. A
member of the core team grew curious of their family business and their experience of the local area and decided

to capture a photographic study of the Jeffays at work. These photographs became part of the storytelling of TRP.

J\U\Wz

.

Fig 4.3 A Portrait of Andrew Jeffay, Jeffay Furniture workshop, Manchester City Centre (2014)

Photo credit and courtesy of Beth Knowles

Along with a list of fourteen other Partners also involved in the physical transformation of the rooftop, an
acknowledgements board was created and put on display in the foyer beneath the rooftop. As people visited the
building (Fig 4.4) attention was drawn to the acknowledgements board. Compiled by the designer researcher, the

aim of this board was to explain the community and experimental ethos of TRP (Fig 4.5).
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The Rooftop Project is a mass collaborative effort initiated by
The Curiosity Bureau, A New Leaf and The Sheila Bird Group
and is an experimental response to the lack of green space in
Manchester’s Northern Quarter.

A multi-functional space, The Rooftop Project is co-designed
and co-created to bring people together to enjoy an outdoor,
social space that looks out across the rooftops of Manchester.

The rooftop aims to provide space to learn new things -
urban garden, harvest edibles, star gaze, meditate, watch
films, share stories, picnics, make kites, sketch the rooftops,
do some cloud spotting or maybe some yoga.

Thank you to all those individuals who have shared in the
story of The Rooftop Project so far, for supporting the need
for outdoor social space in the centre of Manchester and for
believing in the benefits of rooting in its ethos, a programme
for community outreach.

The rooftop is now ready for its life and journey as a private
rooftop with a public programme of events and activities.

What happens next? Only time (and space) will tell.

#RooftopProject

It is with a special thanks to the following partners
who have contributed materials, equipment, funding
and handiwork that The Rooftop Project is now ready
to realise its potential:

Sterling Developments

Broompark Management

Fred Aldous

Howarth Timber

Bob & Andrew Jeffay

Lancashire Construction

Sutton Cranes

BJP Installations

The National Trust

Hulme Community Garden Centre
Brentwood Moss Nurseries
Manchester City Council

ArtBox HQ

Urban Planters

Tiger Turf

Fig 4.5 Acknowledgements Board (2015)

In sense-making RtD, the acknowledgements board became a talking point - a ‘dialogic interaction’ (Kester, 2004)
- and as such people were invited to view the space differently. Those who entered through the foyer of the

building could read about the project and its intentions.

In March 2015 we opened the rooftop for the first time to the public and co-curated - with Hayley Flynn (P29) - a
public programme of kite making, a talk about public spaces and a screening of the William H. Whyte’s film The

Social Life of Small Urban Spaces (1988). The rooftop’s programme ran alongside The Ladies Room event - a public
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programme of events produced by Flynn in her role as City Curator for The National Trust, with the aim being

to bring alive the social history of the area by making interesting spaces surrounding Stevenson Square publicly
accessible. This just so happened to coincide with the transforming of the rooftop on Lever Street. Joining forces,
TRPC worked towards a ‘soft launch’ of the transformation of the rooftop for The Ladies Room event, which

also aligned with TRP’s underlying principle to bring together community groups, organisations, businesses and

residents from across Manchester’s City Centre and community-led, creative and educational content.

4.3 Research Design

The research design devised for studying TRP involved a mix of qualitative action research and design research
methods and techniques. To demonstrate how in experiencing TRP | was experiencing RtD, this chapter

presents a methodical account of TRP to prise open a systematic analysis of the applicability of RtD approaches
to community-led, grassroots projects. The motivation for TRP as an RtD project was the need to experiment
with transforming urban space into public green space. The research design therefore had to reflect the
experimentation, openness and awareness of those participating in TRP. Continuously aware that the most
important motivational driver were the needs of the project and the people engaged in it, | grew aware of my
own presence in doing RtD. | also grew aware of my own and others intentions to address this need for more
publicly accessible green space in Manchester’s City Centre. First-person action research and ‘living life as inquiry’
(Marshall 1999, 2016) brought to my awareness the research design decisions and analysis, which informed and
drove forward the co-design process, which | might otherwise have tacitly performed. This first-person action
research approach helped sense-make my way through experiencing participation in TRP as RtD, as well as my
designerly approaches - which were continually drawing inspiration from design activism and experience-centered
design. | declared my intentions and the motivations of TRP to people | met along the way. As a designer-activist-
researcher and as the underpinning for my methodological approach has previously explained, | am informed

by lived experiences that were coming alive in the moment. The most relevant research methods applied during
TRP, therefore informing the participatory requirement of the research design, were the design, delivery and
facilitation of participatory forums such as public and educational programming, workshops, events and activities.

This chapter now presents five ‘case examples’ of experiencing participation in TRP as a ‘Portfolio of RtD".

As TRP as an RtD project unfolded, | exercised an interpretive qualitative analytic method (Bazeley 2013 p.4) and
conducted a detailed analysis of the the five ‘case’ examples. | viewed this through the lens of an MDE, which |
have constructed owing to the nascent and continuously shifting discourse surrounding organisational contexts,
specifically the experience design and social space of these contexts. The MDE also addresses the absence
identified within the literature reviewed in Chapter Three, of RtD longtitudinal and phenomenological studies
specifically situated within organisational contexts where emancipatory action (spurred by grassroots, community-

led intentions) is experimenting with the transformation of urban space.

The MDE activates ‘an unfolding awareness’, which seeks ways to increase the depth of my knowledge and
improve my skills as a designer-activist-researcher in-situ. As | was immersed in TRP, the inspiration drawn from
design activism (such as co-design methods) assisted with constructing a designer-activist-researcher facilitation
approach. | sensed that design activism provided me with permission for doing an experimental form of RtD that
also reflected upon the participatory experiences of that design process. Alongside practical-applications of design
activism, | also studied theoretical viewpoints and found theoretical inspiration (as described in Chapter Three)
which helped to frame inquiry, experience and participation and respond to the unfolding. The theory (Chapter
Three) and practice (Chapter Four) were therefore inextricably linked in doing RtD in TRP. Case One attempts

to tease apart theory from practice in order to reflect upon and make sense of Experiencing RtD and Case Five,
demonstrates the mix of the two in a visual documentation of Experiencing TRP so far.... Case Two, Three and Four

provide examples of more explicit qualitative data capture and analysis. Each case is divided into four parts: i. an
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overview of what took place; ii. how it unfolded (how it was instigated and who participated); iii. which research

methods were applied and; iv. what analysis and outcomes derived from the research.

4.4 The Design and Research Methods of Five ‘Case’ Examples of The Rooftop Project
4.4.1 Case One - Experiencing Research through Design: ‘The Scroll’ and Living Life as Inquiry
i. An Overview
‘The Scroll’ enabled me to see the project holistically. Plotted onto the scroll are the actions, experiences,
reflections and lines of inquiry that took place (Fig 4.6). It reveals participation in the first-person as designer-
activist-researcher and participant in TRP while also revealing the participation of a range of people - the core
team and tenants from within the building as well as residents, business owners, partners and stakeholders

invested and interested in TRP.

ii. How it Unfolded
The scroll grew overtime as | plotted all events, activities, reflections and questions that arose during RtD in
TRP. After the first year of the RtD (Sept 2014- Sept 2015) | looked back at the scroll and critically reflected on its
content. For instance, asking myself why had I drawn two lines to delineate two sections — was there a reason for
this and how was it affecting, if at all, my decision-making in TRP and my experiencing RtD? (Fig 4.7). | discovered
that the two sections were an attempt at teasing apart how intertwined design methods and research methods
were and how | applied them throughout the process (Fig 4.7). | found myself asking why it was that in practice

and theory each, over time, became independent and yet interdependent of one another?

Fig 4.6 Plotting Experiences of RtD in TRP on The Scroll (2015)
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Fig 4.7 The Two-Lines on The Scroll: Plotting the design and research methods of RtD (2015)

Fig 4.8 The Scroll - An example of how design and research methods were recorded (2015)

The scroll was revisited during meetings with PhD supervisors (Fig 4.9) and aided discussion about the
development of the research. | recorded these meetings and would return to the audio recordings, notebooks,

and photographs which assisted in making sense of what was coming into focus as the RtD unfolded.
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Fig 4.9 Making Sense of The Scroll and How RtD is Experienced in TRP (2015)

Fig 4.10 The Scroll - Sense-making RtD (2015)

It soon became clear that each strand was mapping my experiencing of 1. ‘doing design’ and 2. ‘doing action
research’. | was then able to deepen my consideration of RtD by reading and reviewing literature regarding

the theory and practice of doing action research and design inquiry. Over time, | found myself drawn to

action research in IS literature as information systems and systems thinking was providing me with a deeper
understanding of the organisational context and the complexities | was facing in TRP. | also grew interested in how

disciplines were framing and delineating design, action and inquiry (Chapter Three).



Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation 103

iii. Research Methods
To document TRP, | used a range of methods obtained from working as a designer through gaining an interest in
applications of participatory design and co-design. Living life as inquiry (Marshall, 1999, 2016) determined how
| could conduct critical reflection responsibly and with a heightened awareness. It assisted with making sense of
maintaining curiosity and ways of documenting first-person action research as written reflection entries. Familiar
to design in the communications industry, visual narratives and presentations tell the story of a project. | use this
method as a reflective and visual narrative that draws attention to the number of applications | was deploying to
respond to the situation. For example, the scroll and my reflective entries reveal my use of co-design tools and
techniques and my expressions of design activism, as well as how | chose experience-centered design to produce
events (familiar to me from professional design practice in experiential marketing, brand experience, cultural/

commercial partnerships and educational and learning programming).

Documenting participatory experiences in the first-person was an in-depth and detailed way of obtaining a deeper
understanding of RtD. ‘The Scroll’ provided a method of documenting content from across the project, including
the detail within the reflection entries which encompassed minutes and agendas from tenants committee
meetings, design sketches, notes and developments during the physical transformation of the rooftop as well as

action in the form of design decisions, events and activities that were produced by participants of TRP.

Appendix D lists the questions plotted on ‘The Scroll’ that arose from doing living life as inquiry and documenting
over 70 reflection entries. Word Cloud Generator (Davies 2017) - a tool to assist with visualising the content
contained within these questions - enabled me to see how frequently 250 key words were mentioned across two
years of reflection entries. Situated in action, Appendix D also lists the main issues or concerns | was confronting

and frames them as questions so as to engage in ‘cycles of action and reflection’ (Marshall, 2016, p.54).

Fartcipaton Desion Artifacts Risk Management Invitation to participants Criterion of success
The Ladies Room Event Beyond the Objects in Space

What next?

Accessibility 50T L
Communication

Care

BeesinaTin

Gardener Making design decisions Unknown Approvmg Nauona\ Trust Par(nersmp
Revealing Inclusive
Being Curious User-Centered Design
Film Screenin
Action Research Neglect ! ]
Mentoring Safety Materiality

Conversations Social Media

E tati Makmg Connections
% Somaany Expmmer® Eypertenee S a a r ra I Ve
Kitemaking Sensory Experience | l Observational

Practice-based Design

~Research through Design —

,,,,,, Risk Assessment

‘Hello’ Cards Installation le
eatures of Experience
Master Plans
e I l Functior Designing for Glory Talk/Discussion g Encouragmg Participation
e I S Reward
X r I I Serendipity
| Implementation I l

Informal

Generative design tools Sketching Emotion Curatorial Practice W Leadership Managemem
anane Fuene e St t I C X e rI e I l C e
: No pressure
Interviews
Bxhibitions Conventional Consultation
Lunchtime use Handwritten

Appointments Design Research
Rooftop Conductor

Fig 4.11 Word Cloud Generator - A visual analysis of the content contained across reflection entries (2014-2016)

iv. Analysis and Outcomes

As the Word Cloud Generator suggests the most frequently mentioned key words across the reflection entries
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included Deep Reflection, RtD, Features of Experience, Experience Design, Aesthetic Experience (investigated as a
form of experience design in the literature), Communication and so on. This visual analysis acts as a visual aid in
locating areas where in and amongst the reflection entry data that attracted the most focus. This form of analysis
can only be completed when a first stage analysis of the data has been conducted, which extracts the key words in
the first instance (Appendix F). To further sense-make what it means to experience RtD, Fig 4.12 is a visual graphic

that assists in further analysing the content of ‘The Scroll’ (which incorporated the lines of inquiry).
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The pink line suggests that as designer researcher | experienced a series of sharp, dramatic shifts. It also suggests
I had to move quickly between — or juggle simultaneously - consultation and reflection. In practice, these
experiences tested my agility and ability to shift between the demands of designer as consultant (which could

be interpreted as meeting the demands of others and therefore entering into a fast paced and reactive role) to
researcher as reflective, inquiry-led analytical thinker (which could be interpreted as meeting the demands of

the individual and their ability to make sense of the situation, something which could be experienced at a slower
pace). The way that these dynamics of participation are plotted also suggest that the state of co-creation becomes
an ambition or aspiration of the designer and researcher. The line that offers ‘the constant’, when occupied, is the
tight rope of co-creation which may be balanced upon, or hopped across, back and forth. This became the line
that | felt most comfortable revisiting. To further extend the metaphor, | viewed the tight rope as an enjoyable
and playful place to be situated and, at times, it became sturdier and wider, and easier to traverse. This was when

people gathered to communicate, collect their thoughts and enjoy their time co-existing and co-creating.

‘The Scroll’ also suggests a series of phases, which show how the co-design process is similar to that discussed and
presented in the work of Sanders & Stappers (2014, p.10). In TRP there appeared to be two distinct phases. Phase
One: An Intense Phase of Co-design, Facilitation and Physical Transformation of the Rooftop and Phase Two: The

Study of the Transformation of the Social Space.

As Sanders & Stappers (2014) suggest, the co-design process fades with the design of a final product — in the case
of TRP, this is the physical transformation of the rooftop itself. As the process was plotted, it started to convey how
the process of consultation disappeared from the project at the end of Phase One, and was replaced by the more
observational, reflective state of the ‘designer researcher’, whose goal was to reach to the ways and means of

living life as inquiry, and yet remain situated alongside the community of TRP.

The scroll then shows TRP entering into the second phase - The Study of the Transformation of the Social Space,
which suggests that the physical transformation, which took place as a result of Phase One now entered into ‘the

consumption and production of space’ (Lefebvre, 1991).

Thus far | have presented ‘The Scroll’ to describe the pace and movement —and tempo and dynamics - of the
process and movement between three actions — consultation, reflection and co-creation. It is important to note
that the people engaged in TRP were integral to shaping and forming its process. In over 25 reflection entries® |
find myself in search of what defines ‘experience’ and ‘the experiencing of’ design and co-designing in practice.
Most noticeable is the repetition of themes such as, experience, participation, community, codesign, activism,
accessibility space, distance and an openness and unfolding awareness. Examples of these themes appear in
experiences of conflicts and tensions, which circled issues such as; care/neglect, good/glory and private/public.

These are discussed in a little more detail in Chapter Five.

| noticed that entering a community-led project requires a different way of ‘doing design’ and ‘being a designer’.
‘The Scroll’ became a way for me to map a tacit knowledge of sorts, that — as a designer and a researcher

— I would be tasked with identifying three strands of tightly interwoven actions. It was only after mapping

these actions over a number of months that | was able to see each of them more clearly. For example, when
analyzing the scroll and the points at which | plot ‘consultation’, it was simultaneously evidenced in fourteen

of the 60+ Reflection Entries®. Owing to the principles and conventional methods often applied by consultants
and consultation processes, and as a resident of Manchester’s city centre, | too had experienced community

consultation efforts. The reflection entries express an awareness of the suspicion that | might also be perceived

8 A sample of these 25 entries are available in Appendix D
9 A sample of coded entries with analytic memos is available in Appendix F
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as ‘a consultant’ or someone who would use similar methods. The issues with being seen as consultant, based

on the poor experiences | had personally encountered with conventional consultation methods, were similar to
those mentioned by Jeremy Till regarding ‘consultation fatigue’ (Jones et al., 2005, p.23-42). Suspicious of myself
effectively, this grew into concern, because | wondered if, and how, the visibility of consultation would affect the
collaborative and participatory dynamics of TRP. As the literature from other design research suggests, designers
can often be seen and regarded as the ‘knowledge owner’ (Swann, 2002) during the design process. Reflection
entries provided a way of documenting conflicts and tensions such as those experienced by the design researcher.
However, the concept of the designer as researcher being the knowledge-owner of TRP was not, as it happened, a
cause for concern. Rather, one participant shared their suspicion and frustration at the concept of the researcher
obtaining a PhD at the end of the project. The participant’s concern actually lay in the concept of the designer
being rewarded for the efforts of others (Appendix D: Reflection Entry 23_22Mar2015). As the project developed,
the participant did not return to or mention their concern again. Rather, when interviewed, the participant

was highly complementary of the process and commended the designer researcher for achieving tasks such as

installing AstroTurf up and, on the rooftop, (Appendix E: Interview Transcript).

Conflicts and tensions such as these are also not unfamiliar to artists. For example, when commissioned to design
and install public art, the artist is paid alongside the participation of unpaid volunteers to ‘make the art’ or bring
the concept to life. Conflicts such as these are mentioned in some action research literature (Gilchrist, 2011,
2016). Upon reflection, this concern was only vocalized by one participant of the project. They confidently (and
admirably so) confronted this concern and mentioned it directly to me as the designer researcher. Others might
also have considered this a concern. However, other examples of this might have remained unsaid and as such
this represents an example of the subtleties that arise between people, something which so often remains absent

in the documentation of doing RtD.

In the reflection entries, | likened my experience to walking a tight rope (Appendix F: Analytic Memo 1 - Reflection
Entry 23_22Mar2015). TRP was initiated with the intention of working with and alongside the community to
co-design an outdoor, social space. As the rooftop was transformed ‘The Scroll’ enabled me to see that | was
crossing the tight rope between consulting and reflecting at times when positive experiences of the process were
experienced. What became visible over time was a line through which | would cross. | refer to this line as ‘the
constant’ - the tight rope (Fig 4.7, Fig 4.12). When | plotted the actions, experiences and lines of inquiry that took
place, | noticed some were closer to and further away from this line. The actions and experiences that appeared
on the line were recalled as more positive experiences, acts of collaboration or collective creativity, experiences

that | rather fondly refer to this line as ‘co-creation’.

Combined, the evaluation of these outcomes through content analysis has addressed the second research
objective - to document the open process of experiencing design and designing experience as it unfolds and
evolves over approximately two years by documenting participation in TRP. It has also contributed to the fourth
research objective - to critically reflect on the roles and responsibilities of being a designer and researcher by

asking where characteristics of design activism are present in doing action research.

4.4.2 Case Two - The Rooftop Project: A Sample of Co-design Meetings and Events
i. An Overview
Documenting co-design meetings/events that took place physically (in meeting rooms) and digitally (in online
conversation forums) became a way of analysing and reflecting upon participation in TRP. Table 4.1 presents the
Five Co-Design Meetings/Events Produced by The Designer Researcher During TRP (2014-2016)and how the RtD
unfolded, specifically across five co-design meetings/events that physically took place. The table also explains how

many people participated as well as the RtD aims and goals of each meeting.
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The RtD Methods that were applied to document the content of each meeting/event follow in section iii and then

the ensuing analysis and outcomes are presented in section iv.

ii. How it Unfolded

Title of Co-design
Meeting/Event

When did it
take place?

How many
participated?

Research Aims & Goals

What Would You
Shout From Your
Rooftop?

Nov 2015

25 (+2 -
facilitation/
observation
support)

The first event to take place in the building where the
rooftop is located was in ‘SpacePortX’ - a coworking
event space set up to support tech start ups and
promote networking events and hackathons.

Also referred to as the ‘preliminary meeting’ the main
aim of the event was to publicly launch and kick-start
the co-design process with a Research through Design
Activism approach.

Prior to the event the intentions were to encourage
anyone (both inside and outside the building) to
come and be curious about TRP. The goal of the

event was therefore to be as approachable, open and
welcoming as possible to enable conversation and
encourage inquisitiveness in the possibilities of the
transformation of a private rooftop into a public green
space.

Community
Meeting

Nov 2015

14 (inc. 2
facilitators)

The first meeting to take place was initiated by an
artist/curator, a participant of the first event. Hosted
offsite (at the artist studios), the aim of the meeting
was to recap and attempt to move the project on to
the next step — asking, what next? Who wants to help?
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Title of Co-design
Meeting/Event

When did it
take place?

How many
participated?

Research Aims & Goals

How Do We
Co-Design a
Community Space
on a Rooftop in the
NQ?

Dec 2015

Approx. 50+
(+2 host
support)

This event took place in SpacePortX coworking events
space, with access up to the rooftop. It experimented
with the design of the event alluding to the ‘Features
of Experience’ (FoE) identified in the first event (low
level lighting, beanbags and lavendar incense were
integrated into the design to elicit FoEs).

The aim of this event was to co-produce a public
programme of events/activities that encouraged
people to participate in TRP.

There were rooftop tours with the building manager,
opportunities to share ideas with tenants in the
building, watch a slideshow of images to get ideas
flowing, speak with young people and hear their
perspective on the project and the opportunity

to have access to outdoor space, drink some herb
infused cocktails with The Art Bar and warm up with
cider donated by Chilli (tenants of the building who
provided Rekorderlig Cider).

A mini-festival of sorts aimed to bring to life the
intentions of the rooftop and connect people to
one another. The City Curator of The National Trust
attended this which began conversations about The
Ladies Room event.

| designed and co-produced the event with the aim
and intention of seeing if an event could be designed
with the features of experiences expressed in the
preliminary event and if it could be possible to
prototype the transformation of space before it had
actually taken shape.

Tenants Committee
Meetings

Nov 2015 —
May 2016

Attendance
varied —min 3
—max 15 over
course of 13+
meetings

The Tenants Committee was formed not long after the
first event. Meetings agendas and minutes were made
available to the community, now considered as The
Rooftop Project Community (TRPC). The aim of ‘The
Tenants Committee’ was to engage each tenant in the
building and ensure someone from each organisation
was represented on the committee in order to
contribute to decision making. Each tenant took it in
turns to host a meeting in the building.
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Title of Co-design When did it How many Research Aims & Goals

Meeting/Event take place? participated?

The Ladies Room Mar 2015 Approx. 250 A public programme of events curated by The City
(inc. 4-6 Curator of The National Trust and award-winning

volunteers/
event
production
support)

blogger Hayley Flynn, the event opened up venues
around Stevenson Square to celebrate the radical past,
present and future of the area.

The event happened to align with the timings of TRP
and so the TRPC agreed to focus its efforts on opening
up the rooftop to the public for the event.

A programme co-curated with Flynn included
kitemaking, a talk about creating TRP and the value
of public space, followed by a screening of William H.
Whyte’s The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces (Whyte,
1988).

The aims of the programme for The Ladies Room
included; to reflect on the experiences and
interpretations of the use of the rooftop, and to
capture some public engagement and participatory
perspectives in TRP to compare/contrast the FoE
expressed by TRPC.

Table 4.1 Five Co-design Meetings/Events Produced by The Designer Researcher During TRP (2014-2016)
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iii. Research Methods

The five meetings/events each involved the following Research (through Design) Methods:

Title of Co-design Meeting/Event | Research (through Design) Methods

What Would You Shout From Your | In preparation to facilitate and design the event, | openly discussed my
Rooftop? intentions and event design with fellow activists from local greening
groups. It was with their input that | decided to utilise the following
methods most familiar to me:

Experience-centered design drew my attention to the needs and energy of
the people and the configuration of the space as the event unfolded.

Facilitated ice-breaker - as | welcomed people to the event face-to-

face | had a film playing in the background to act as a provocation, with
consideration for inspiring creative thinking. Noticing how people moved
around the space and huddled into darkened corners, | invited people to
pair up and share stories about memories of rooftop experiences.

Design Facilitation/Co-design methods (Sanders et al. 2010, Sanders

& Stappers 2014) - | compiled a ‘design brief’ (Appendix B), which
accompanied the research information sheet and consent form. This
loosely outlined; the TRP challenge and the key objective. It also asked
what participants would like to do, and incorporated basic information
surrounding TRP, as well as identifying what TRP needs were at these
beginning stages, and how participants might summarise their interest.
The scale of ideas and three possible criteria for success that had been
identified by the core team and greening groups were also included. It was
with the greening groups that the brief was created as it began to respond
to the need for more public green space, a need that had been identified
by the community groups in the first instance.

Facilitated Ideation - Based on the storytelling activity and upon the
presentation of images | had gathered in ‘The Story of The Rooftop Project
So Far..” (Appendix C) (informed by conversations with local greening
groups), participants began sharing ideas for what the rooftop could do

to reflect/replicate the experiences they had recalled and triggered by

the ideas considered so far (including for example, reference to a rooftop
garden in London such as The Bootstrap Company). Flipcharts, pens and
post-it notes were provided for people to document ideas and implement/
share in design thinking strategies to move their ideas forward.

First Community Meeting Participation in the meeting through its co-facilitation.
Notetaking the discussion as detailed minutes made accessible via Google
Documents after the meeting and circulated amongst attendees.

First-person Action Research - Living Life as Inquiry reflection entries
(Marshall, 1999, 2016) also provided detailed reflections on observations
and experiences that were developing and queries on what/how the
project might unfold/be informed.

How Do We Co-Design a Experience-centered design ethos applied to activate an awareness of
Community Space on a Rooftop in | the texture of dialogical space (McCarthy & Wright, 2015). This approach
the NQ? before during and after the event, informed a Co-Production of the event

in the form a public programme of activities (Appendix C: Fig A2.15). There
resumed a multiple stakeholder engagement in the design and delivery of
the event.

Tenants Committee Meetings Participation in the meetings - the first few meetings involved co-design
facilitation - for instance, when co-design decision making took place such
as the choice of flooring. | documented detailed minutes, then shared
and circulated these amongst participants. | refer to these and first-person
Living Life as Inquiry reflection entries to sense-make the content of the
meetings.
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Title of Co-design Meeting/Event | Research (through Design) Methods

The Ladies Room The Co-Production of a Public Programme of Events/Activities designed
amongst the core team of TRP and in collaboration with the City Curator of
The National Trust.

The day was divided into three participatory activities - A kite-making
workshop, a talk about TRP and the value of public space, and a film
screening of William. H. Whyte’s Social Life of Small Urban Spaces (Whyte
1988). These activities were designed with Experience-Centered Design
and the concept of ‘participatory projects’ (McCarthy & Wright 2015) in
mind to encourage dwell time in TRP and have face-to-face interaction
with those who co-designed the transformation of the rooftop. Inspired

by co-design methods and ‘The Path of Expression’ (Sanders & Stappers
2014 p.55-57) the day was designed to capture the features of people’s
experiences of the rooftop. The public were invited to complete a Features
of Experience (FoE) sheet, which asked individuals to ‘Draw/Write the
‘Features’ (emotions, feelings, stories, things) of your experience of TRP..."
these sheets were then gathered and reflected upon with participants

in the RtD of TRP (Appendix C - Fig A2.29). The FoEs identified in the
preliminary event could then be compared and contrasted with the FoEs of
The Ladies Room, as well as the wayin which the rooftop was continually
used and engaged with.

Table 4.2 The Research (through Design) Methods of Five Co-design Meetings/Events (2014-2016)

iv. Analysis and Outcomes
| documented and critically reflected on the participation of each of the five meetings in ‘reflection entries’
(Marshall, 2016, p.7-8). This first-person action research effort combined with an ‘experience-centered design
approach’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2015 p.24) activated a live interaction with my own awareness of participating
with others (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.15-16). Described in Chapter Three as ‘an unfolding awareness’, it is

through its activation that a number of outcomes come into view for deeper critical analysis.

A thematic analysis organised the content of the interviews into four key themes - Process, Participation, Space
& Materiality and Perspectives (Appendix F: Organising the Qualitative Analysis). Situated in TRP and viewed

through a Multi-Dimensional Ensemble lens (where the social, technical/digital, spatial and temporal dimensions

are brought to life as TRP is participated in), evidence of each key theme can also be seen in each meeting/event.

Indeed, multiple themes co-exist. For instance in The Ladies Room event, there were examples of Participation
(in terms of public participation in the FoE activity) and of Space & Materiality (in terms of the talk in which |
presented Beyond the Objects in Space - Appendix C: Fig A.37). Another instance of themes co-existing was in
The Tenants Committee Meetings where there were a variety of Perspectives and discussions about Process
(particularly the co-design process), Space & Materiality (the choice of materials and use of the space) and

Participation (attendance and contributions at meetings and events as well as to maintaining the space).

| view RtD applications such as experience-centered design as methods of exploring the ‘life’ across an ensemble
of multiple dimensions. For example, the application of experience-centered design and co-design tools and
techniques that assisted in the design and facilitation of the preliminary event What would you like to shout
from your rooftop? (Appendix C: A2.8) resulted in information captured as a sketch (Fig 4.13) accompanied by a
reflection entry (Appendix D: Reflection Entry 03_08Nov2014). This expressed experiencing participation in the
first-person and photographs documenting the event provided examples of how the activity was participated in
by others (Fig 4.14). With this information, | could organise the outcomes of this event and share in an analysis
with TRPC (Fig 4.15). This information continually shaped the design decisions and direction of the project as it

unfolded.
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Design
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Nov ‘14
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Fig 4.14 The Story So Far...... PDF: Community Participation in First Event (Nov 2014)

Reviewed together, Fig 4.13, Appendix D: Reflection Entry Excerpt Nov 2014 and 4.14 provide an example of

‘scanning the inner with the outer arcs of attention’ (Marshall, 2016, p.54) simultaneously. Paying such close
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attention to the detail and texture of dialogical space quickly asserted a heightened sense of interrelatedness
between people and project, inclusive of a sense of responsibility for the project. This is telling in my reflections

on designing the experience of the participatory forums (Appendix F: Designing Experience).

A key outcome from the RtD in the co-design meeting/events can be seen in the contributions of participants.
My analysis of the flip charts from each of the five groups of five distills features of experience, functionality and
content (Fig 4.15), which can be viewed as the response to the overarching question posed at the first event -
‘What ideas and actions would you like to shout from the rooftop?’ (Appendix C: A2.8) shows how the ‘features’
have been clustered into three areas that begin to define a brief for the design and transformation of the rooftop

space.

The Features
of Experience
presented

by R Taylor

The following ‘features’ were identified by people who contributed to the first event.

The event took place on Tues 4th November 2014 and asked: what ideas and actions would you like to
shout from the rooftop? Jan ‘i5

Escapism Workshops
Relaxing . . . Education
Sense of Perspective Flexible/Multi-functional Greening/Growing
Freedoti CoverjedArea/shelter Music & Film -
Play Accessz'ble to the tenar}ts light entertainment
Views ' Accessible to the public - Picnic
Openness if programmed & approved Festival
Spaceless by the tenants Bees
Community Low cost ‘
Freshness |
Fresh Air i
Adventure !

I
I
|
|
|
I
I
I
I
i |
| |
: 1 ‘
| . L . . )
b Thgse features’ have then been clustered into three areas that begin to define a brief for the!space]
1 I
|
| |
|

Experience Functionality Content

[to inform the second event, a visual narrative attempts to visualise the features of experience...]

Fig 4.15 The Features of Experience, Functionality and Content Distilled from the Preliminary Event (Nov 2014)

Identifying FoEs so early in the participation of TRP allowed a line of inquiry to be tracked in much the same way
as a thread. As | picked it up and followed it through the project, | continued to ask questions such as, where
might these FoEs be revealed again? How might people engage in FoEs and how might these FoEs affect design
decisions (my own with regards to the design and facilitation of events/activities and the design decisions of the

rooftop)?

| noticed how participatory experiences were present in an individual’s story telling. For example, when

invited to share in positive rooftop experiences, participants of the first event shared in features of their

rooftop experiences. Before long these FoE included: Escapism, Relaxing, Sense of Perspective, Freedom, Play,
Views, Openness, Spaceless, Community, Freshness, Fresh Air and Adventure (Fig 4.15 & 4.16). Alongside the
Functionality (flexible/multi-functional, covered area/shelter, accessible to tenants and to the public, approval
process by the tenants, low cost) and the Content (workshops, education, greening/growing, music, film, light
entertainment, picnics, festivals, bees), these became the main points of reference for the design and designing of

TRP (Fig 4.15 & Appendix C - Fig A2.19).
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When the rooftop opened to the public, and those who participated in the public programme were invited to

share their stories of rooftop experiences and the same (or similar) FoE were expressed (Fig 4.16).

Fig 4.16 Some of the Features of Experience Gathered During The Ladies Room Event
(March 2015)

People’s ways of expressing their FOE were pertinent as they touched upon and exposed emotions, feelings,
personal memories and aspirations for a greener city. Reflecting on the importance and value of FoEs also brought
into focus incentives and rewards. In recognizing this, | could pursue a line of inquiry with participants of TRP

and invite them to more deeply inquire into their FoE of the rooftop as participative experiences of the codesign

process.

Over time, | began to notice that FoEs came into focus at various events and activities such as Tenant Committee
Meetings and 1-2-1 conversations (explained in more detail in Case Three). | revisited all 52 FoE contributed by the

public at The Ladies Room event in 1-2-1 conversations with participants of TRP.

The first Community Meeting that took place offsite did so because a participant of the preliminary event took the
initiative and offered to host the meeting. From this, outcomes emerged as topics of conversation that surrounded
the safety and maintenance of the rooftop, with particular concern raised by tenants who attended the meeting
about public access to what was currently ‘privately’ ‘owned’ property (Appendix D: Minutes of First Community
Meeting). Following this meeting and the design of the second event - How Do We Co-Design a Community Space
on a Rooftop in the NQ? (Appendix C: Fig A2.15) - all future meetings proceeded to take place onsite. An outcome
in itself of the second event, The Tenants Committee formed and regular meetings took place for anyone curious
about TRP. From these meetings, key outcomes included design decisions and conflicts and tensions (Appendix

F: e.g. design decisions and conflicts/tensions). Meetings and events had no fixed agenda, nor were they held

to force a specific outcome (in the form of a ‘polished design’); rather, they were spaces in which | was situated
and activated ‘an unfolding awareness’. This enabled me to read the energy and texture of participation, in the
moment, as it unfolded. In these meetings, events and activities a mixture of co-creation, co-design, conversation,

co-reflection and collaboration emerged.
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Outcomes from the second event (Appendix C: Fig A2.15) included sketches (Fig 4.17), photographs (Fig 4.18), a

Survey Monkey (Fig 4.19) and reflection entry (Appendix D: Reflection Entry [second event] - 6 Dec 2014).

Curating
the 2nd

¢ o “T curated a sensory event
-(m) oy experience to see if the Dot
| features of experience
@ﬁsu | that people requested
l . in November’s session

could be elicited...”
R Taylor - Reflection entry Dec 2014

+ Smell = lavender incense
+ Taste = The Art Bar, cocktails & Chilli Cider
+ Touch = rooftop tours, beanbags

+ Sound = ambient music

+ See = rooftop tours, low level lighting,
beanbags, rolling slideshow

Fig 4.17 TRP The Second Event: Sketches of the event design - Can Features of Experience (FoE) identified in the

preliminary event be elicited?

Sherelle Corganiser < =fCarganiser - Dec 3
Exciting having a sneaky view on the roof in Stevenson square, Northern
quarter, Gcutturesponge #TheRooftopProject

UpR:sm-g

&> spaceport

REKORDERLIG

Fig 4.18 TRP The Second Event: Photographs of the event and social media commentary
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What did you most remember about the event?
“speaking and listening to participants from other meetings”

“meeting experts in areas I didn’t have much knowledge in before”

“a relaxed atmosphere”

“a sense of community”

“great lighting & atmosphere created”

“Uprising — great to see passionate young people with lots of ideas”

“meeting interesting people from a variety of backgrounds”

Fig 4.19 TRP The Second Event: Survey Monkey Responses to ‘What did you most remember about the event?’

| encouraged conversation between people by forging connections and making introductions. The event also
provided me with an opportunity to provoke deeper consideration of design decisions. For example, | invited
environmentalists and green roof experts and introduced them to tenants. The event had been designed to
create an informal setting for conversation and | wondered if any consideration might be made for what type of
rooftop garden it might become. An outcome of these introductions involved consideration of a ‘Real or Fake
Debate’ (i.e. real grass or astroturf). However, this example of an outcome of the event did little to influence the
larger outcome. In co-design meetings there was mention of the need to decide between a living green rooftop
or an astro-turfed garden/events space/venue. The latter was chosen as there appeared to be more interest in
the space being co-designed for humans as opposed to being exclusively co-designed for nature (Appendix C: Fig

A2.19, A2.20, A2.30, A2.32, A2.33, A2.34, & A2.36).

Further analysis of reflection entries also considered the value of ‘prototyping’ space during its transformation.
For example, in the second event (Appendix C: Fig A2.15) there were opportunities to take trips up to the rooftop,
and then return to the warmth of a low level lighting space with lavender scented incense, where attendees of
the event could sink into a large bean bag and watch a rolling slideshow of green rooftops and inspiring imagery.
Approximately fifty people attended the event, people invited to attend included: all tenants of the building

and any friends of the tenants, particularly those who had engaged in TRP. A Survey Monkey was circulated to
attendees of the event, with six responding and providing feedback and | presented a summary of this at The
Tenants Committee Meeting in the new year (Fig 4.19). Although it elicited a low response rate, the findings of
the survey made clear how features of experience were also present in the descriptions of the event. An ideas
proposal from a tenant and participant in the research (P13) (Fig 4.20) was discussed at great length in the fourth
tenants committee meeting (Appendix D: Tenants Committee Meeting minutes). The outcome from this meeting
inspired a need for me to create a visual narrative of The Story of TRP So Far... (Appendix C) and illuminate the

FoEs that had already been identified by all participants.
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Two Ideas

IDEAS PRESENTED BY N
— o & Branding

Agency Music

Dec ‘14 &
Jan ‘15

In the last meeting we presented

the scaffolding concept. This initial thought
ticked some of the boxes within the brief.
But...

With more time to think about how we

can maximise the use of the space a

few holes in the idea began to appear.

What if -

- The structure came ready sealed:

This would allow for any type of event
and can be enjoyed in any weather.

- Already was visually interesting: This
would drive a theme /identity to the
space that would spill out onto the rest of
the roof

= It could involve the community: The
design/look could evolve or involve many
people from inside the building and out.

Fig 4.20 Ideas Proposal Presented by P13 (Dec 14/Jan 15)

An explanation of The Rooftop Project 2015:

The Rooftop Project at 24 Lever Street is a mass collaborative effort between the tenants of
24NQ, residents and organisations in the Northern Quarter. The space on the rooftop has been
provided by the landlords of 24NQ as an opportunity that responds to the local social action
greening groups - A New Leaf, NQ Greening and NQ Growboxes - actively campaigning for more
green, community spaces in Manchester’s Northern Quarter.

The co-design process has drawn together the experiences people have identified with being
on rooftops - a space to escape the familiar, urban environment, relax and see the city, and the
world, from a different perspective.

The rooftop is a private space. It is with the approval of The Rooftop Project Tenants Committee
that the rooftop becomes a space open to public programming. The public programming consists
of content partnerships that will endeavour to invite a truly collaborative mix of people. These
people live, work and are curious about making space for people to connect in Manchester’s City
Centre. The content will vary from film nights to star gazing, yoga sessions to urban gardening
workshops, discussions and creative installations to kite making sessions.

The Rooftop Project is a multi-functional, co-designed social space for people from across

the Northern Quarter to come together to design events, collaborate and see their city from a
different perspective. The Ladies Room event on Saturday 28th March is the first example of a
content partnership, creative public programming that will invite people onto the roof to draw,
make kites and watch a film together.

Fig 4.21 An Explanation of TRP: A vision and ambitions statement inspired by all content from co-design meetings/

events from Oct 2014-Jan 2015 (Jan 2015)

The general consensus of TRPC following a tenants committee meeting in Jan 2015 (Appendix C: Fig A2.11 &
Appendix F: Reflection Entries) was in support of the vision and ambitions statement (Fig 4.21), which clarified the

intentions of the co-design effort and informed the visualisation of the rooftop design (Fig 4.22).
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Fig 4.22 The Story So Far...... PDF: A Visual Representation of the Rooftop (Jan 2015)

The rooftop underwent physical transformation from January - March 2015 (Appendix C: Fig A2.23-28) in time
for The Ladies Room event. An opportunity to ‘open up’ TRP and invite members of the public to document FoE,

photographs were taken to record the event, and a public programme incorporated a talk by me and P17. | chose
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to share The Story of The Rooftop Project So Far... (Appendix C) alongside Beyond the Objects in Space... (Appendix
C: Fig A.37), a reflective piece it created a mechanism through which | could live life as inquiry in the first-person
more publicly, and | vocalised my observations of the space and the conflicts | faced with making sense of its
materiality through this creative prose. It was also an opportunity to see if sharing how | was thinking, reflecting
and acting upon a heightened sense of awareness might trigger a heightened awareness in others as they

documented their FoE.

To summarise, qualitative analysis of reflection entries in the form of analytic memos (Appendix F: Analytic
Memos) emphasised specific topics, or themes that would fill (and empty) with energy across the project.

This analysis revealed internal (first-person) and external (participatory) experiences, particularly conflicts and
tensions, that appeared and reappeared across the project. Organised into three key themes specific to TRP these

are discussed in Chapter Five.

Participants fed back their ideas and contributions to the physical transformation of the rooftop, and in this way
the meetings/events themselves became updates and check-ins regarding the progression of the project. They
were invaluable to participants as they would make time and space for communication surrounding partnership

involvement, installations, event inquiries and codes of conduct with regards to using the rooftop.

Motivated by good intentions —i.e. a community-led, grassroots-inspired agenda - TRP was not driven by a
commercial agenda. This evidently shifted the design process from the design of a final product to a process of co-
design, co-delivery and co-reflection in which participants (including myself) grew more aware of the value of FoE,

the desired purpose of the rooftop, its unfolding transformation and the monitoring of its use by others.

During the co-design meetings/events, | grew more inquisitive of the multi-dimensionality of the life of TRP.
People openly shared their experiences of the rooftop at these events through a range of mediums. Some would
capture their experiences with their mobile devices and post to social media, others would video record music
performances or exhibitions on the roof. Whilst | created and facilitated interventions for people’s experiences
of participating in TRP to be more officially captured and analysed, | grew aware of those participating in TRP
who were less directly involved in the project as RtD. | developed a relationship with Manchester School of Art
and Architecture and was invited by two Senior Lecturers to participate in their module ‘Unit X’. This connection
to the students and their art and design exhibitions enabled me to record reflections in the first-person of how |

experienced this type of event activity in comparison to the co-design meetings (see Case Five).

4.4.3 Case Three - Quality Time Together: 1-2-1 Recorded Interviews and REFLECT<>MAKE Sessions

(Parts 1,2 & 3)

i. An Overview
Relationships formed between myself and those who shared an interest in the community ethos that was being
experimented with through TRP. Whilst a living life as inquiry approach was integral to capturing ‘data’ through
the lens of a designer-activist-researcher, | found that the diversity of perspectives of participatory experiences
was not wholly respresented from the first-person standpoint. Instigated by my own curiosity of others and their
perspective on their experiencing of participation in TRP, | responded to the need of the RtD for quality time
with people directly associated with TRP. | instigated 15 1-2-1 recorded interviews/conversations followed by a
three-part event/activity series, which | called ‘REFLECT<>MAKE’. The 1-2-1 recorded interviews enabled me to
engage more deeply with participants regarding my approach and intentions. The ‘REFLECT<>MAKE’ sessions
were designed in response to the unfolding nature of the project. Both interventions allowed me to explore more
deeply with direct participants and discover how they were experiencing participation in TRP through creative

methods. | will now explain the research (through design) methods of each of these two interventions.
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ii. How it Unfolded
Over the course of the Summer of 2015 sixteen participants in TRP agreed to be interviewed. These 1-2-1
conversations took place with a representative from each tenant in the building as well as with ‘The Rooftop
Conductor’ (P1) and were recorded. Each interview lasted approximately an hour. | then transcribed each
interview (Appendix E: A sample of transcripts) before categorising its content (Appendix F: Organising the
research). To open up the data | colour coded and analysed this method of coding of P1 (Appendix F: Opening up
the data). Reflecting upon this qualitative method, | then revisited the categorisation and organised the content of

each interview into themes (Appendix F: Interviews).

In preparation for the interviews | grew aware of my presence as a researcher and reflecting upon this in the
first-person, | considered how | would design the experience of the interview (Appendix C: Fig A2.29). The aim of
the research at this stage was to create time and space to dialogically interact with the outcomes of TRP as it was
unfolding. The outcomes incorporated in the research design of the recorded 1-2-1 were; The Story of TRP So Far...
PDF (the visual narrative), 52 Features of Experience from The Ladies Room event and, a sample of literature that |

was referring to at the time to assist me in defining and sense-making design activism, RtD and Experience Design.

The interviews took place between May 2015 and September 2015. TRP proceeded to evolve and it was not until
July 2016 through to September 2016 that a number of participants regrouped for the REFLECT<>MAKE sessions.
Three sessions were designed to reconnect people from across TRP; the aim of the research at this stage was

to create time and space to dialogically interact with their own experiencing of participation. The first session
facilitated conversation to reflect on these experiences, the second incorporated the selection of material through
which these experiences might be expressed or embodied and the third provided space to exhibit and present

these artefacts as artefacts of critical reflection - a collection of perspectives made manifest in artefact form.

iii. Research Methods
Inspired by the concept of generative co-design tool, The Path of Expression (Sanders & Stappers, 2014, p.55-57)

has the following aims:

To follow a more deliberate and steered process of facilitation, participation, reflection, delving

for deeper layers in the past, making understanding explicit, discussing these, and bridging visions,
ideas and concepts [scenarios] for the future. The Path of Expression, (Sanders & Stappers, 2012), is
based on psychological theory about memory and creativity, can be used to steer this process

through the successive considering of present experiences, good and bad memories from the past, and

hopes and dreams for the future. (Sanders & Stappers, 2014, p.9)

| used imagery and literature to trigger memories and/or provoke deeper critical reflection into moments of
engagement with and experiences of participation in TRP. Although the co-design of the transformation of the
rooftop was complete, there continued to be committee meetings and, as ‘The Scroll” identified, a new phase

had developed - the social transformation and the consumption and production of the rooftop. Identified as
evidence of action taken in the unfolding of TRP, research outcomes also became tools in research methods,
which assisted with the research design of quality time with participants. The format of the interview consisted of
five stations, each influenced by research outcomes to datem, that the participants would be guided through and

encouraged to refer to.

An outcome of the first two events and the co-design meetings was a visual narrative of The Story of The Rooftop
Project So Far... PDF. This performed as a communication tool for TRPC and provided visual stimulus for the first

station of the interview. The PDF told the story from the start of TRP as an RtD project (October 2014) until The
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Ladies Room event (March 2015). | printed the PDF in A4 and in full-colour and ensured each sheet was visible
across several tables. | also wanted to allow participants to freely wander around the images (Appendix C: Fig
A2.29). | divided the 52 Features of Experience into the three categories that the public contributed to at The
Ladies Room event - the first, during the kite-making activity, the second, following the talk and the presentation
of Beyond the Objects in Space... (Appendix C: Fig A2.37) and the third, prior to the film screening of William H.
Whyte’s The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces (1988). The FoE sheets were also spread across tables in the same
way as the PDF and represented the second, third and fourth stations. The fifth station exhibited the literature

| was reading at that time to sense-make the theory in practice. | progressed through each of the five stations
with each participant and returned to the transcripts to analyse the content discussed and identify any further

outcomes of the research that might inform TRP and RtD process.

As TRP unfolded and my involvement directly in TRP as an RtD project came to a natural close, | wanted to reunite
participants to reflect the participatory experiences of TRP. | invited seventeen participants to gather and reflect/
make an artefact that represented their experience of TRP (Appendix E: R<>M Handout). This could be viewed

as the ‘make’ aspect of the ‘Do, Say, Make’ model integral to the traditional co-design framework (Sanders &
Stappers, 2014, p.199). | envisaged the ‘making’ phase of the path of expression to operate in the actions applied
by the participant in the on-going interaction and participation in TRP. It was also an invitation, at the closing
stages of my active involvement in TRP as an RtD project, to reconvene and reflect upon participating in and

experiencing TRP.

| designed and produced the REFLECT<>MAKE (R<>M) event in three parts:

R<>M Part 1: Brief/Reflection/Materials/Discussion/Questions
R<>M Part 2: Share ideas/Making/Materials/Discussion/Questions
R<>M Part 3: Dialogic Interaction with Artefacts of Critical Reflection

| took inspiration from Folkmann (2013), Sanders (2010) and Brandt (2007 cited in Lucero, 2011). Their work
suggests that ‘making’ is a form of critical reflection and transformational learning, supporting therefore the idea

of participants making connections by making an object outside of themselves.

In Part 1, ten people participated, Part 2 another ten participated and in Part 3, sixteen participated. Participants
were informed that they had freedom of expression and the choice of any material/medium, and would be given

two months before they would be invited back to present their artefacts.

Over the course of the REFLECT<>MAKE series, | had invited two PhD candidates to join me in the participatory
forum setting to provide facilitation and observational support. After each session, we would discuss and debrief;
on the content of the session, these conversations were also recorded and transcribed (Appendix E: R<>M

Transcripts).

Five of the original fifteen participants rejoined to participate in the R<>M Sessions and an additional 11
participated, after having experienced the rooftop and TRP in some capacity across the two seasons and wanting
to share their experience in the form of an artefact. Some of the participants worked in pairs or groups of three.
Participants were encouraged to vocalise or express their own perspectives and stories of their experiences at any
point, at any time and through whatever medium they felt comfortable doing so. Ten artefacts were made and
where possible, (for example one artefact was a round of cupcakes) are archived in my possession as models or
‘prototypes’ that, with the consent of the participants, might be exhibited in a co-curated co-produced exhibition

to share the stories of TRP with a wider audience.
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iv. Analysis & Outcomes
Upon returning to The Story of The Rooftop Project So Far... the visual stimulus triggered recollections amongst
participants of the co-design process. This section will now share in the testimonials of each participant’s
experience of TRP. To provide some context to the comments | have chosen to refer to direct quotes from the

transcripts which are a sample of is available in Appendix E.

| begin with P1, who admitted arriving to TRP with ‘a commercial agenda’ and how this assumption was
challenged. P1 admitted that, “People didn’t want to use the space for what | thought they would and that

was kind of charming, it brought me in to it.” P1 also reflected in quite some detail throughout their interview

on the impact TRP had on learning and developing new skills and ways of seeing how space can be designed

and experienced. P1 said that the project and the process was “therapy ...| would honestly, honestly put this
experience down as one of the best that | have done in events. ...it"s not been stressful, | just think it’s been more
of a learning process, honest, sometimes | think for me. ...this has changed the way | do, the way | work. It has
completely changed the way | work, and | can honestly hold my hands up and say that and I’'m aware of that.” P1
also later in the interview recalled that, “to build a space and to build a roof, and build an environment that would
be solely on what their experiences were going to be is a new way of thinking for me, for a space, definitely. “ -
challenged by this ‘experience’ approach ... I've always worked on functionality, experience was new one for me, it

was great, like, it massively changed the way | think the rooftop took shape”

P3 talked of the discussions that took place with local coffee shop owners, and how exciting it was to talk with
other people about it in response to the lack of green space in the area. P3 said, “... [what] a cool idea it was
for the Northern Quarter and because for the amount of greenery that’s around Manchester, the city centre of

Manchester is just nothing there. You know the only bit they had was Piccadilly Gardens and they got rid of that.”

P4 talked fondly of the fearlessness demonstrated in transforming the space and only then seeing how it would
work, “I think it’s good, that it was brave, you know we could have got caught in a continuous, ‘oh well what
should it actually be?"...trying to figure out the nitty gritty before we were launching when we just had to launch it

and then figure out how we would, what the tenants have to do. It was better that way round.”

Looking at the PDF story of TRP, P5 mentioned how “It felt like there was a lot of action here and a lot of action
here and in the middle there was a lot of talking and it needed to happen and people needed to feel like they
were involved” and highlights how the first session really stood out, “..this first kind of session really stands out
to me, because it was just, it was almost like the start of something beautiful... “It was really open and I think you
facilitated it in a really interesting way and it just, you just gave us some questions to think about really and just
let us imagine....It kind of stopped us trying to think too practically about what we’re kind of trying to do and it
actually started with our hopes and aspirations, and just a real kind of imagination stand point...” (). Recognising
how the event was an opportunity to connect with people P5 also said; “it was just a really great opportunity,
there were people there from the building I'd never even seen before so | think as just an initial opportunity to
speak to people in the building it was great, and just to speak to people from nearby, I'd never heard of them,
never knew they existed and | think that was really good ..to see actually immediately all this kind of engagement
that there was from just a very first meeting, people wanted to come along to it and actually do something | think

that’s a really positive thing. ...”

P5 emphasised the intrigue in it being ‘a blank canvas’, extending on this metaphor by saying, “I think it is still a
blank canvas, but | think it’s a blank canvas with a set of paints and paint brushes...” P5 flagged personal concern

of the lack of awareness, sense of responsibility and time - “I think as tenants we still weren’t quite able to
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activate it ourselves ...because | think none of us wanted to take responsibility for it. Partly because we might not
have time to do the whole thing” Recognising the tools and connections with one another in the building and
across TRPC P5 said, ”I think it’s just good having the tools now and having the people outside of the building

as well, so people like P1, | think it’s really really great to have someone really active within the community and
obviously P17 and yourself and people here as well, because | think otherwise, without those people we still

might not quite know how to connect to people in the community.”

P6 commented on the speed at which “the ball got rolling really quickly” and mentions the type of engagement
that took place in TRP; “the more it became a reality of it having to do something the fewer people would really
commit to it.” Referring to the point at which the team that actively transformed the rooftop, P6 said, “I think

it was a good team at that point, in that | think there were a lot of people had different personal interests and
stuff, | think that’s probably still the case as well, in in terms of what people wanted to do with it and what people
wanted to support and get involved with and | think that’s a really positive thing and it will be really important
going forward that those people are, or a different spread of people is maintained.” P6 also reflected on the
variety of perspectives and how important this is to the transcience of the space - “I think if everyone’s really
green-fingered it’ll just end up being a roof garden, if everyone is super artistic then we’ll lose all the green
planting probably and it will just end up being an art space, whereas | think having all those different interests

is really key to keeping it being a creative and transient space, because | know that’s something people talked
about in the first meeting always evolving and ever-changing”. The observations of P6 was of the tenants’ abilities
to contribute from within the building, “I think for the roof it’s quite a blessing in many ways, because there are
loads of creative people with creative ideas they can contribute, but | think the downside of that is that they’re

all agencies and the problem with agencies is they’re all very busy people. So they don’t always have a lot of time
to contribute”. P6 suggested another workshop to encourage participation/motivate engagement in the project
“might be the way to go to force people, not force people but strong arm them into giving a contribution [laughs].
And, they’re an interesting bunch, | think they’re quite hard to get motivate some of them to get involved, but |

think once they’re involved they’d run with it a bit.”

Although P7 joined TRPC after the first event, ‘The Story of TRP...” enabled her to comment on the documentation
and communication of the project; “..I wasn’t present for the first meeting, but I’'ve seen a lot of documentation
it seemed quite a good ideation session and everybody grouped up quite naturally and everyone was on a

similar path with what they wanted to see ...”. P7 reflected on how important it felt to have a good team which
informed the decision-making process, “it was really good to have a solid team | think that we were united in the
same kind of goals or because of this vision that we’d all pulled together with your help leading it, into a kind of
document, we kind of had that as a basis and led on from there with our decisions and where we’re up to now.”
P7 commented on how a technical role was vital, and recognised that, “...P1 was a practical person who, we really
needed somebody who could make everything happen ...who could know how all these events could be run
outside...no-one had that much to do with so it was really useful to have that pivotal person that can say ‘oh yes
that can happen’ rather than, a lot people’s ideas, would just talk about the subject and then we’re not going to

get it done.”

P8 recalled positive experiences meeting people from across the building for the first time, “I remember that
was one of the first times I'd met some of the other people from other businesses in the building... which was
quite nice, really nice social event as well to put ideas togethers so it was the first time | think it felt like we had
something for the building...”. P8 also recalled experiences of being on the rooftop, referring to the images in
the visual narrative of looking out across the city, “it was just so nice being up there because the views are so
incredible...it’s such a nice space to have and it is really big. ...You just want somewhere a bit more serene, and

especially if the weather is nice for the day, it’s nice to go up there.” Creating an approval process over time
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was helpful for P8 as messages could be relayed to colleagues and students wanting to use the rooftop. P8 also
remembered moments of conflicting ideas and discussions surrounding the use of the rooftop, “...we had a few
tenants committee meetings and we were trying to come up with ideas and | think it kind of went a little bit
through not knowing what we wanted and | think it all got a little bit frustrating. Kind of, trying to do big boats on

the roof and then the practicalities of having boats on the roof and just how we actually get stuff done.”

The first recollections of P9, the Building Manager, were “what is this idea?”. P9 recalls attending, “that first sit
down meeting ...and people had all these weird and wonderful ideas and it suddenly progressed, unfortunately
I’'ve not been able to get into a lot of the meetings because I've been too busy but I've heard quite a lot of the
feedback and read the minutes, and been like ‘what on earth are they trying to do up there!’ but as it’s turned
out, it’s turned out really good and | know some of the antics that some of the tenants wanted various things up
there... crazy! Boats, a bus, | was like ‘yeah ok?’”. Observations from the desk in the foyer led to comments about
the boards that tried to encourage input from people across the building, “Yeah, | did notice that the boards that
were downstairs there wasn’t that much attention being drawn to those and it took a while before people did
start, maybe two more meetings and then people did start putting pen to paper like you said. But yeah, we went
up and then you done a sketch...” This correlates with the reflection entry | inputted at the time about ‘doing the

sketch’ and how | would then be perceived as ‘the designer’ of the space (Appendix F: Reflection Entries).

P10 and P11 worked together in one of the offices in the building and were interviewed together. P10 referred
to the ‘before’ image of the grey rooftop across Manchester, “I think that image there just goes to show just
what Manchester, and the Northern Quarter is, there’s no greenery when you see that... “and P11 referred to
photographs of people working together to transform the rooftop into a garden, “This one kind of stands out
for me, just because it shows all the people doing stuff together, you know, because they got the space to do it,

whereas as you can see before it was just kind of redundant space.”

P10 remembered feeling concern around being able to contribute and help, “I think for us, we wanted to get
involved because we’re such a small office there’s only 5, 6 of us in the office and it kind of made us feel like

we were involved in the building.” P11 also said, “it’s above us all. Because it was only last week when it was

our turn to do the watering upstairs, | actually saw, because it was sunny, just how much it was used, it was
packed because people went up there on their laptops having a few drinks. It was really good.” P10 added to this
comment by saying, “I thought at first we were going to struggle because there’s only a few of us which is why
we’ve not been able to use it as much as we’d like to because we always need to have someone in the office. But
no, we've found, it’s good, and it’s good to actually explore and see all the herbs that you can pick from there, we

didn’t think it would be that much that you could pick from there but that’s actually really good.”

P12 mostly remembered face to face communication with me at the start and then the meeting at HI. P12 said,
“...the bits | remember the most are meeting with you, the first time you came up to talk to us in the office and
then come to the meetings with [my colleague] which were really useful.” When P12 attended an update of the
project they recalled how good it was to also meet others in the building, “coming to the meeting we came to was
really good and you know just good to meet more people in the building as well...”. P12 also reflected on concerns
owing to past experiences in the building and security issues “... in our particular office we’ve had security
problems...so pre-rooftop we’ve...I've had somebody try to burgle a building into someones office, because |
didn’t know it was someone trying to burgle a building... if ’'m honest, when it first opened we did find people
wandering round the stairs and like you know, can we have a look in here, just have a look in here? ...but that’s
just because people are excited, you know.”

P13 was involved early in the process and attended the ideation meetings. P13’s comments initially focused on

assessing participation and the dynamics of that involvement - “I think there was a curiosity about what exactly
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was happening, how we could get involved, if we could drive the project or if we could steer on an advisory level.
It was definitely really interesting to us, but we didn’t know what to expect”. P13 said that “everybody’s got a
personal view point on what they want the rooftop to do, but it was kind of a bit eye opening to see the people
who weren’t even in the building they had a view point of what they wanted to happen there which was kind of
interesting to me because | never thought anybody who didn’t have a connection with the building would still
have a viewpoint of what should happen there, what should go on.” As a resident of Manchester’s city centre
P13 also commented on the need for Manchester City Centre to create “...a place that doesn’t feel too crowded
and feel like you can get back to nature, even though we’ve got parks they tend to push towards the outskirts

of the city, you can’t really have anything too rural... | think the more spaces like this would be better, just small
spaces...”. With regard to the frequent use of the rooftop space, P13 said “I think it’s nice that spaces are going to
get opened up, or hopefully opened up and get used. Because obviously since it’s been done it’s definitely been
kind of used a lot more than maybe | thought it was going to be used. | think that’s testament to the people who
wanted to spread out, and if there is a space people will naturally do that anyway so that’s good.” A designer in
the communications industry, P13 also raised the differences between experiencing commercial design within
their organisational settings compared to experiencing ‘co-design’ in TRP; “...[In TRP] the hierarchy didn’t exist,
although you were kind of heading it up, you wanted us to take kind of ownership of it moving forward so from
the offset the kind of normal structure of how | would work was removed, so it felt a bit alien to me, although it

felt good to kind of throw ideas out and just talk about it.”

P14 recalled attending the initial meetings; “I remember all the initial meetings and things, and it’s nice that it’s
ended up as | sort of imagined it to be and not as whacky and wild as other people wanted it to be and it is more
of a nice natural space than something a bit weird, it’s a lot more, it’s ended up nice and tranquil as a space,
rather than something a bit mental.“ Working in the building and having an outdoor space P14 said “for me
working in the building it was nice to have somewhere to clear your head or go and have lunch up there”. In terms
of the co-design process, P14 recalled a lot of ideas and lot of people involved, “I think the people initially at
those meetings all wanted a similar sort of thing, but then | think when other people in this building got involved,
they tried to take it in a different direction, which was not what everybody else wanted so it was nice that that
didn’t happen and that it did remain how everyone wanted it in the first place, from those initial meetings.” And
in commenting on the participation of the local community from outside the building, “I welcomed it, | think it’s
good. It’s a space for everyone to use, and outsiders should be involved in it. ...if they hadn’t been involved it
would have ended up as something completely different, so, it’s nice ...that they were, that the community was
involved really.” P14 often forgot the rooftop was available, “I wouldn’t have imagined it was possible when all the
meetings that we’d had, up to the astroturf going down and it just amazingly came together, and looks fantastic.
And | don’t know, | guess some days | do forget it’s there, [giggles] you know, | walk outside for a coffee and oh
yeah | forget that’s up there, because it still feels quite new. But it is how | imagined it to be, from concept really

to reality. It’s everything | wanted it to be. [smiles]”.

From across this testimonial content, what appears to frequently feature is a recognition of community and
participation as well as appreciation for the co-design effort and ability to take action once momentum took
hold. To see the transformation of a rooftop into a garden/multi-functional space take place as rapidly as it did
following meetings that engaged such a large number of attendees, seemed to impress people and instill a sense
of possibility in turning ideas into reality. Concerns regarding the outcomes of the recorded interviews and the
outcomes of minutes taken at committee meetings and reflection entries revealed themes that correlated,

surrounding concerns such as, accessibility, security, safety and the maintenance of the rooftop.

The second, third and fourth stations of FoE, captured from The Ladies Room event, appeared to illuminate the

positive FoE of each of the participants. A fondness for the rooftop and the ‘space’ it had created away from the
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desk, as well as the outlook it provided down onto the streets and across the city, all suggested how valued and

valuable the transformation of a grey rooftop into a green space had become to participants.

The fifth station in the 1-2-1 interviews enabled me to connect with the motivations of each person. The activity
was designed to give each participant ten minutes’ quiet time with the handful of books that | was reading at that
time. Each participant was drawn to different aspects of the literature. For example, P5 was drawn to ‘Disobedient

Objects’ and Bachelard’s quote about ‘small promethean acts’ (Flood & Grindon, 2015, p.7).

The brief interaction with the literature also triggered conversation that proved helpful in developing a rapport
between designer-activist-researcher and participant. Some participants referred back to the literature and drew
inspiration to inform their ‘artefacts of critical reflection’. Some were also inspired by the content of the books

to spur ideas regarding their area of work/specialism. For example, P1 commented on “...making connections
between how ‘experience’ is not only about the design of the [event] programme but about the design of the space

itself” (Appendix E: Interview Transcript).

| conducted a rigorous qualitative analysis of The Flows of Conversations (Appendix F), coding for topics and
themes of conversation. Organised into eight categories, the first three formed the general and repeated structure
of the recorded interview with each participant. The other five were themes that first-person action research had
begun to reveal (see also Appendix D: The Scent of Meaningful Inquiry). | grew curious of where these themes
might be present in the content analysis of the interviews. As Table 4.3 illustrates, | attributed each category with a

category statement. This explains any mention or allusion to the mention of the category.

Category Category Statement -
The transcript mentioned or alluded to...

The Codesign Process attitudes to/experiences of the co-design process that took place

Reflections on the Participatory | reflections on the participatory experience (aware/conscious or unaware/not

Experience conscious of transformational learning process)

Features of Experience reflections on Features of Experience (FOE) - the FoEs captured during the
first public event with public access to the rooftop and their awareness of The
Rooftop Project

Right Reasons doing ‘good’ and/or questioning ‘glory’

People Care concern for how people do and do not care about the rooftop and TRP

Materiality human, nature, tech (all matter of materials on or included in the transforma-
tion of the rooftop)

Public Vs Private accessibility to the rooftop and to The Rooftop Project

Time/Pace the temporal nature of the rooftop and The Rooftop Project (i.e. permanance,
temporality, longevity, legacy, or speed at which the process is experienced)

Table 4.3 Categories and Category Statements: conducting qualitative analysis of the interviews

To explore the content in more depth | ‘opened up the data’ (Bazeley 2013 p.161) for P1 and identified a further
nine themes. These included: Community, Good and Glory, Neglect and Care, Fear and Freedom, Activism,
Distance, Memory, Curiosity and Transformation (Appendix F: Opening up the data of the interview with P1). It
soon proved a challenging way to sense-make the data as the content of a single statement loses its connection

to the points made by P1 as a whole. Hence, ‘Freedom’ might appear a point not explicitly mentioned by the
participant. However, in the conversation at large there were regular hints at ‘a sense of freedom’ being provided
by the space. For example, P1 alluded to a sense of freedom in four ways, examples of how | interpret P1’s allusion

to freedom is higlighted using italics:
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1. In recalling the rooftop as a ‘blank canvas’ - “I’'m well into blank spaces, if | ever go into a club space or a sort of
events space the less the better, because you can do exactly what you want with it. You can sort of envisage what
is going to be there and that’s where I'd like to think that predominately my skill set that lies in bringing a space

alive.”

2. In mentioning how spaces are under threat and how useful the rooftop is to the community - “[The] Council
are clamping down on certain spaces, there’s a lot of venues closing down. It’s a problem in Manchester, a real
problem. And for one to open for once, that could essentially be used by people to do community projects. There’s

no where in Manchester like that...”.

3. Inilluminating the need for people to have space to ‘play’ - “The rooftop | feel could give people who are into
art, events, fashion, community projects, that gives them a good, well a great environment to be able to play with.

| think the key word there is ‘play’, | think it can be a playground for everyone...”

4. In relating the space to those familiar to past experiences “...this [The Rooftop Project] is about opening that
process up and actually almost reflecting that kind of, that presumption that music festivals have of that fun,

freedom, music, open air, but you can have that in a different space.”

Examples such as this provide evidence of the complexity of qualitatively analysing the content of each
participant’s interview. It would be a time consuming analytical process to undertake across all 15 transcripts

and it felt counter productive to colour code in order to identify multiple themes in one line of content. Instead, |
returned to the seven categories that appeared from within each recorded conversation, reasserting my intention
of the research, which was to make sense of the RtD process to specifically address the second part of the

research question - how is RtD participated in and experienced in the transformation of social space?

In order to follow up with each participant in TRP, | designed and delivered a series of events titled
REFLECT<>MAKE (R<>M) (Appendix E: R<>M Brief). The aim of this three-part series was to encourage a deeper
curiosity between the participants and TRP and reach further beyond comments such as, ‘the rooftop is great,
it’s a space to relax in on my lunch break’. | wanted to prise open the detail of the experience. Unique to this
opportunity and this way of doing RtD through TRP, | could dedicate my time to reflecting on the process and the

life and vitality that kept its natural unfolding in motion.

| realised that ‘making’ could become a way for people to realise their perspectives as metaphors in object-form
and material choice and this helped to replace confrontation with curiosity. | also encouraged and nurtured a

need for their artefacts to provoke engagement and invite people to interact dialogically with their artefact.

My intentions for the R<>M sessions became apparent in the questions to arise from my reflection entries. |
wanted to explore responses to the question; how much more of the story of TRP and its intentions for good, care
in the community and public accessibility can be seen through the doing, saying and making of an object —as an

artefact of critical reflection? (Appendix D: The Scent of Meaningful Inquiry).

Conscious that | was only one pair of eyes and ears during the R<>M sessions, | invited two more people to
contribute their perspectives. Fellow PhD students, a critical ethnographer and a human geologist, they helped
by being physically present at all three parts of R<>M. They were inquisitive and supportive of TRP and kindly
engaged in the informal tone and texture of participation in TRP. Both had participated at some point since 2014
in an event or activity on the rooftop. Whilst we shared in the principles of open, reflective and participatory

community forums, we had also each experienced and shared in the frustrations of conventional consultation
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and research methods and wondered if there were other ways to more respectfully engage with people in a
participatory context. A scenario as unique as TRP with an RtD approach created an opportunity to challenge our

own ideas about such interventions.

| became hyper-aware of my role in making R<>M a ‘safe space’, which also undoubtedly created an unnatural
environment for us all — much like all the events and activities where | crossed the line into a facilitation and
intervention role, the ‘me as researcher, you as participant’ dynamic was unavoidable. | was however keen to
nurture this dialogical space by emphasising to participants that it was to be as relaxed and informal as possible —

everyone had freedom of expression.

Nine of eleven artefacts were presented and discussed in the third part of R<>M. Of the 16 participants, one team
of three and two pairs formed and worked together, and nine participants worked on their own to deliver objects

as artefacts which they each felt best represented their experience of TRP.

R<>M Part 1: One Lunch Hour

To trigger a deeper critical reflection of the rooftop and the materials accessible to participants | presented the
following call to action: ‘Materials surround us. What connections do you make to particular materials? What
metaphors and analogies can you use or invent to help you to see what you mean? If people are invited to interact
with the materials and your artefact what are you asking them to do and why? What does the future look like with
your artefact in it?’ (Appendix E: R<>M Brief). A 45 minute discussion took place amongst small groups (Fig 4.21,
Appendix E: Transcripts of R<>M Part 1). The key topics of conversation continued into Part 2, from which are
listed in Table 4.4 and grouped as: physical sensations, emotional connections, practical use, matters of concern

and materials.

Fig 4.23 R<>M Part 1: One Lunch Hour in SpacePortX Event Space 24 Lever Street, Manchester, UK
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Concept Development
REFLECT <> MAKE: Part 2.

Concepts in Conversation Points of Discussion Surrounding Concepts

Blackboxes “would like people having to explore and be inquisitive of them”
“like the limitations of ‘the box’, the frame”
“small and contained”

‘A Network Hub’ “...don’t want to be reliant on digital means”
“bringing people together in the right space and the right time to create
something mutual

‘Outlandish Ideas’ Pop-up Clouds, dispensors
protection from the elements
fountains of suncream

Time

Air and heat wall

The Baton Passing on the baton
Maintaining the space
Managing the space - ‘burning out’

Paper Planes Seed bombs not bombs
Drones
Talking Shop “letting the world know you’re here”

Speakers Corner - but unseen, “public speaking, but removed”

Reciprocal model Accessibility

“so you don’t feel you owe the building a favour”

Is there a new model here between the public and those protected in the
building?

Website for NQ Greening Dandellions
“spreading gardening knowledge”
Pinterest

Table 4.4 R<>M Part 2: A Table Grouping the Topics of Conversations Surrounding TRP

These topics of conversation provide a sense of the most prominent physical sensations and emotional
connections such as the positivity and contemplative nature of the space, which were also reflected in FoE earlier

in the research.

R<>M Part 2: One Lunch Hour (the next day)

In the second part of R<>M the participants further developed their ideas. Having had time the previous day

to get to know each other, topics such as; accessibility, the politics behind making space like the rooftop in the
city centre, restrictions regarding maintenance and the absence of any well-being infrastructure in the city were
discussed in detail, which suggested that participants felt more comfortable about opening up and sharing
matters of concern. An hour-long conversation enabled us to discuss and develop thinking surrounding their
artefacts. Participants had not yet explored materials: they did not bring materials to show to the wider group and
| had decided not to push the use of any particular resource. The group of three did admit to choosing a material,
in the form of small, black cardboard boxes, which they had access to and had all agreed would be a useful

resource to represent each of their perspectives.
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Fig 4.24 R<>M Event Part 2: One Lunch Hour on the Rooftop

In Part 2, conversation surrounded eight concepts, described in Table 4.5. Each of the participants contributed by

bringing one of the concepts to the conversation. The points of discussion surrounding each concept show how

each of the groupings for Parts 1 and 2, as listed in Table 4.4 and 4.5 were helping inform the concepts and move

thinking forward into artefacts.

REFLECT<>MAKE Event Parts 1-3:
A Table Grouping the Topics of Conversations Surrounding The Rooftop Project

Groupings Part 1. (July 2016) Part 2. (July 2016) Part 3. (Sept 2016)
Physical Sensations Windburn Thinking space Heat
Sunburn Breeze Sun
Breeze Air Air
Air Noise is lulled Playing with bottle tops
Static shocks Heat Static shocks
Soot Soot/Ash
Astroturf Carpet, Wood, Metal, Scaffolding,

Astroturf
Deep breathes
Space
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REFLECT<>MAKE Event Parts 1-3:

A Table Grouping the Topics of Conversations Surrounding The Rooftop Project

Emotional
Connections

Hope

Future thinking
Positive place to be
Feel more focused
Contemplative
Removal of distractions
Pride

Hope (and non-action)
Pride

“Made me think what |
want from a workspace”
Music

Life

“Feels like you're on
holiday for a while”
“Now there is a garden
with the right kind of
ethos and spirit of the
NQ”

Fun

Laughter

Naughty

Chaos

Secret (that everyone knows)
Wow Factor

‘Those moments’

Pride

Time

Hope

People’s faces

Special memories
Perspectives

Everything kind of stops a little
bit

A viewpoint - a fantasy

Feel more free when not so
much built up around you

Practical Use

Lunch

Meetings

Social gatherings

Music events

Getting away from desk

Music

Eating

Meeting people for the
first time

“I really like it as a space
that can be multi-
faceted”

Lunch

Showing the rooftop to clients/
guests/friends (unique selling
point to being in the building)

Matters of Concern

Accessibility Vs
Inaccessibility

Accessibility Vs
Inaccessibility

Accessibility Vs Inaccessibility
Maintenance & Management

Objects - the globe from
MMU exhibition

lack of tech but use and
need of tech

Love for its Politics of green space Didn’t want to tread on toes - too
imperfections - positive action or much of an opinion
Litter activism? You don’t get that free time or
What next? Love makeshift-ness space [at your desk]
Maintenance - time & Time
responsibility Creating a role to manage the
Ownership wider community connections
Good Will
Challenges of event
production
No well-being
infrastructure in the city
Life vs Digital
Materials Food Website Not mentioned in discussions/
Astroturf Nature conversations surrounding

artefacts

Table 4.5 R<>M Part 2: A Table Documenting Conversation Surrounding Eight Concepts for Artefacts of Critical
Reflection (2016)

In the lead-up to R<>M Part 3, two participants logged their progress via their social media channels, Instagram

and Facebook. In addition to their day-job roles, which during TRP were for a communication and branding agency

and a post-graduate academy, both were also practicing and professional artists. Fig 4.25 gives some insight into

how they used these channels as ways to promote their creative practice.
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Fig 4.25 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: Experiential Poem (P23) and Small Promethean Acts (P5) — Works in
Progress Logged via Social Media by Participants

Part 3: Afternoon Drop in Session (Two Months Later)

Two months later, | invited participants to present their artefacts in R<>M Part 3. To suit the demands of
participants, such as work schedules, an informal ‘drop in” session was designed which lasted for a whole
afternoon. Participants appeared as and when they could leave their workplaces to engage in dialogical
interaction with the artefacts (see Table 4.6.). Most appeared later in the afternoon and stayed for longer than
two hours and ten people were still present into the early evening, listening to and participating in Seed Bombers/

Lyrical Planes as presented by P18 and P19 (Fig 4.33-4.34).
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Multiple themes emerged from Part 3. Overall, as Table 4.6 showcases, the majority of the themes discussed

in Part 3 involved people’s emotional connections to TRP. For example; ‘fun’ was considered just one of the
moments, which P16 recognised in their experience of the TRP. They related this to, ‘when you struggle to
contain a smile’, and expressed this in their artefact. P16, P20, P24 each filled a number of small black boxes
independent of one another (Fig 4.26). P16’s contained a smiley face on a springy, yellow sponge ball, which they
had forced into the small black box held shut by rubber bands (Fig 4.27). Part of the same group, P20 shared in a
concern regarding the accessibility of the rooftop. In their creation P20 described that “one of the boxes is taped
up, and | think that represents part of the rooftop in terms of accessibility and in some ways it was hard to access,
there were difficulties so people can’t get into it and that kind of frustration sometimes for people that know it’s
there and they can see it can’t get to it or use it” (Appendix E: Transcript of R<>M Part 3). This particular trio of

participants admitted to having different perspectives of TRP.

The team agreed on a framework with which to display their artefacts, and hence ‘the small black boxes’ became
the space in which they each chose an item to contain their experiences. When asked if they would use this
method of critical reflection in their own lives, P24 related it to his profession as a photographer and connected it
to the process of capturing a photograph, or creating a ‘memory box’. P16 said “No... | throw things away mentally
quite a lot” (Appendix E: Transcript of R<>M Part 3). This triggered a brief conversation about the life of projects,
which P16 said undergo rapid change in industry with little to no time to dwell or reflect upon what is happening

or has happened.
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Fig 4.26 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: Black Boxes (P16, P20, P24)

Fig 4.27 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: Can You Contain a Smile? (P16)
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Fig 4.28 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: Experiential Poem (P23)

The ‘Experiential Poem’ (Fig 4.28) is a graphic artwork created by P23. The intention of P23’s artwork is to bring to
life the sensory experience and the ‘wow’ factor they observed when, for the first-time, people experienced the
rooftop. During the R<>M Part 3, it appeared that the poem also triggered specific stories from other participants
about how they each had experienced the process of introducing others to the building by visiting the rooftop.
Some revealed how they felt a sense of pride. From this splintered a conversation about ownership and how each
defined ‘our’ rooftop differently to one another. All agreed that ‘our’ somehow felt fuller, and involved all those

across the building, from different companies and organisations. Some went on to explain that it had become a
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unique selling point (USP) for the building and therefore a commercial benefit for their company or organisation.

Two further examples of artefacts inspired by the sensory experiences on the rooftop were: A Static Shock (Fig
4.29) and Gloveshade (Fig 4.30 and Fig 4.31). P8 recalled, “[I] like that idea of air and | don’t know, freedom
with flying away and also the static because that is just one of my memories”, the static electric shocks people
experienced when on the rooftop in a balloon. The static electricity on the rooftop was created by the soles

of your shoes when rubbing against the astroturf and then touching the scaffolding surrounding the space. P8
wanted to attempt to recreate a sensory experience, which was considered by participants ‘part of our brand’
(Appendix E: Transcript of R<>M Part 3). It also ‘sparked’ the sharing of numerous anecdotes unique to the

rooftop - the calmness of the space, and the removing of oneself from street level to hover over the city.

Fig 4.29 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: A Static Shock (P8)

P22 and P21 presented Gloveshade (Fig 4.30 and Fig 4.31). They had never met before R<>M and worked in two
different professional organisational contexts. P22 was a creative, mixed media artist and senior textiles lecturer
at MMU, and P21 was a tech-expert and games developer based in SpacePortX. Speaking about the rationale

for their concept P21 said, “It was all about making the rooftop which I think is the thing we all love and trying

get almost, more time out of it because it’s hard to be up there when it’s cold, it’s hard to be up there when it’s
too hot.” (Appendix E: Transcript of R<>M Part 3). Their artefact consisted of a creative solution made of a mix of
technology currently available as well as their aspirations for technology of the future. Their prototype - presented
as four photographs (Fig 4.30) — showed how you can be on the rooftop and enjoy it when it is cold in the winter,
or very exposed to the sun in the summer. The photographs explain how your mobile phone would charge a heat
stone for your glove to keep you warm when it is cold, and how the same stone can also expand in the summer to

become a shade, to protect you from the hot sun.
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Fig 4.30 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: GloveShade (P22 and P21)
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Their process of collaboration took place via the social media application Whatsapp (Fig 4.31). Others did not
explicitly speak of digital or technology as a material or the need of it having a presence in their artefact. It would

appear that P22 and P21 were welcoming of all materiality and were un-phased by technical capabilities.

Fig 4.31 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: Sharing Ideas for GloveShade via Whatsapp
(P22 and P21)

When participants discussed materials and the concept of ‘digital resources’ being a material that could have
been used in the making of their artefact, P21 said, “l found having a digital element to be important” (Appendix
E: Transcript of R<>M Part 3), whilst P17 said, “l don’t want to rely on it”. P17 also explained how their artefact
was attempting to create a sense of intimacy and had wondered if digital technology would conflict with that.
However, the prototype of P17’s artefact showcased audio recordings of people’s stories of TRP (Fig 4.32). People
would be invited to pick up an old telephone receiver and press a number to hear one of nine stories. P17 said
hearing the human voice protected the sense of intimacy and that the technical/digital aspect enabled those

voices to be heard.
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Fig 4.32 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: Dial a Story (P17)

Motivated by the tensions and conflicts that arose surrounding the need for green and public space in
Manchester’s City Centre, P18 and P19 developed their concepts in Part 2 — Paper Planes and Talking Shop (see
Table 4.5) and further explored why ‘hope’ mattered to them. In considering social justice and political activism,
they called their artefact: Seed Bombers/Lyrical Planes (Fig 4.33 and 4.34). They wanted to trigger mass dialogic
interaction through their artefact and use it as a way and means of shouting about the rooftop from the rooftop.
They proposed for messages of hope such as, ‘plant seeds not bombs’ to be printed on the paper planes and how
these planes would be released from the rooftops across Manchester. They wanted some to be printed with the
minutes from the Northern Quarter Residents Conference from 20 years ago entitled, We Never Promised You a
Roof Garden, as well as lyrics to the song by The Drifters Up On The Roof (King & Goffin, 1962), which would invite
people to participate in a mass sing-along. Inspired by their presentation the room agreed to sing the lyrics and

in doing so it brought to life the confidence and freedom inherent in expression (Appendix E: Transcript of R<>M
Part 3).
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Fig 4.33 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: Seed Bombers/Lyrical Planes (P18 and P19)

Fig 4.34 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: Seed Bombers/Lyrical Planes (P18 and P19)
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Should the artefacts be presented in a public exhibition that would showcase the experiences of participation

in TRP, Table 4.6 lists each artefact, the dialogical interaction that took place, as well as the curatorial ideas
expressed by participants. It illustrates how, in participating in making artefacts of critical reflection, the artefacts
have provided a way for people to experience a creative and multi-sensory way of designing and making objects
that embody their perspectives. It also illustrates how particular FOE became prominent for each participant. As |
listened to participants, | became aware of their journey through the path of expression, their participation in TRP
and how these were embedded in their artefacts. For example, P5 presented a ‘A paper-cut tale’ called ‘You Say
Rooftop, | Say...” (Fig 4.33). Inspired by people’s testimonials from those who used and created the rooftop P5 was
also inspired by the literature station in the 1-2-1 interviews. From the Disobedient Objects exhibition (Flood &
Grindon 2014) programme P5 drew inspiration from Bachelard’s Small Promethean Acts quote:

‘...autonomy is also attained in the daily workings of individual lives by means of many small Promethean
disobediences, at once clever, well throught out, and patiently pursued, so subtle at times as to avoid punishment

entirely...” (Flood and Grindon 2014 p.7).
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\'T LOOKS LIKE
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BURAING Moo N

COVERED IN S00T AND |\
REGULARLY WATERED

EVIDENCE
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ME THAT A
COMMON VISIoN
FOR GREATER
G0y <ANRE

Fig 4.35 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: You Say Rooftop | Say... (P5)

Using office stationery, which provided a connection to their workplace, P5’s artwork was delicately and precisely
worked by hand to present the growth that took place over time of TRP. P5 embedded comments overheard in

TRP process such as, ‘Evidence | carry with me that a common vision for greater good can be realised’.

| later invited P5 to contribute to a community greening event called The Nature of Manchester (19t October
2017). | designed the event with the trustees and members of the charity A New Leaf. Nine people were invited

to each share a 5minute presentation about their experiences of the nature of Manchester. Interspersed were
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conversations in small groups which enabled attendees to discuss the content of the presentations. Despite having

never presented their work to a live audience, P5 decided to read their poem (Fig 4.36) aloud:

...I should tell you that I'm not what you might call ‘green’ in terms of growing plants and food etc. But
| do believe in the value of green space and of community and design action. And when it comes to
getting things done, and getting them done together... ... and this gave us our garden, up there on the
roof of an old industrial building in one heart of the city. So with that in mind | wanted to contribute
what | can — a piece of writing or a call to arms...

Before there were aliens... and Ridley Scott films... and some bloke called Michael Fassbender...
Prometheus was a God! A titan no less, and yes... this should all make sense in the end (I hope)

You see, Prometheus, it’s said, created man and put ideas in our heads

And fire in our hands...

But he did all of this ‘neath the guise of mischief

And even when Zeus and his cronies said he couldn’t he felt it important enough to do these misdeeds...
Important enough to get his liver pecked by eagles!!!

...but let’s not get distracted.

He found a way to act, and act he did...

Turning these small misdeeds into great victories!

So if Prometheus was man’s creator... aren’t all these things in our nature?

To stand tall... the skills to make, ... the power to act however small?

Certainly!

And certainty it’s in the nature of Manchester, or at least this Mancunian child.

You see, ‘green fingered’, that’s not me.

But when someone or something says you can’t, well...

That makes the disobedient in me.

See, I've always been a little contrarian, ask my mum...

But I'd like to think I’'m more promethean.

See, it’s not to disobey just to disobey, that’s crap!

It’s the autonomy, that creative act | sought... the important change that comes from disorder... from
doing what you “ought not to”, you see?

So | guess that’s the ‘nature of Manchester’ and what being green in this city means to me.

A kind of crucial mischief in the face of those that would be king.

To free yourself from liver-pecking eagles, concrete mountains and the chains thy bring.

To pull your fingers through mud and find fire!

To hold a hearth in the hollow of a fennel stalk.

To crack the lofty nuts of Gods and steal seeds,

That with the wind and water and breeze in all of us...

Grow! In rebellions spirits, ever upwards.

A series of acts... small, yet Promethean!

Fig 4.36 Small Promethean Acts — A Poem by Michelle Collier @mickeypipUK (October 2017)
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Fig 4.37 TRP Artefacts of Critical Reflection: Alternative Outlook (P13)

P13 was another participant that shared an interesting perspective. During TRP, P13 was employed as a Senior
Designer in a branding agency located in the building. In several tenants committee meetings, P13 proposed
design solutions and offered their services as a ‘designer’. In our 1-2-1 conversation P13 mentioned how the co-
design process and application of design was far different to the type of design they were used to and admitted
that this was in some respects a challenge. P13’s artefact — Alternative Outlook (Fig 4.37) - further expressed

a little more of their perspective. P13 chose to represent their experiences of TRP in a Master Viewfinder and
selection of old viewfinder reels. In R<>M Part 3, P13 said, “People change when they’re up there [on the
rooftop], it’s a different perspective.... As a kid this [Master Viewfinder] transported me in the same way. It’s

a good representative of what the roof does for you. ...It’s a viewpoint - a bit like a fantasy” (see Table 4.6 and

Appendix E: Transcript of R<>M Part 3).

Having actively listened to participants and the dialogical interaction that emerged from each artefact and upon
analysing the conversations, prominent features in each artefact showcased diverse versions of narratives of
experiences and participation in TRP (see Table 4.6). These artefacts of critical reflection fulfiled the research aim,
to explore a number of perspectives different to that of living life as inquiry in the first-person (i.e. in the scroll
and in the reflection entries). When, as facilitators of the R<>M event series we reflected on the R<>M experience
together (Appendix E: Transcripts of R<>M Parts 1, 2 & 3) — as designer-activist-researcher, critical ethnographer

and human geographer - we discussed how the artefacts performed two roles:
1. The artefacts presented a creative solution and addressed features of their own or others’ experiences or,

2. The artefacts presented a creative interpretation and represented features of their own or other’s experiences.
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This suggests that there is scope to explore the richness and diversity of artefacts of critical reflection and their
use by participants as ways to make sense of participation in co-design processes and/or the consumption and
production of space. It also suggests that there are ways in which perspectives can be realised through artefacts,
when defined as objects outside of people. Most of the participants referred to their artefacts as ‘prototypes’,

which also suggests that there is further room to discuss what happens next to or with the artefact.
4.4.4 Case Four - SLACK Online Conversation Tool

i. An Overview
SLACK is an online conversation platform and team collaboration tool (see Fig 4.38). It provides space for
conversations online and, when viewed through the lens of an MDE, populates a technical-dominant dimension in

which participation in TRP is experienced.

4& slack

Slack is where work happens

Have fewer meetings, less internal email, and all the
° tools you need to get work done integrated into our
platform. That's Slack.

‘Your work email Get Started

Already joined a Slack workspace? Sign in.

Try Slack for free with as many users as you'd like, for as long as
you'd like.

Fig 4.38 SLACK — A Conversation Tool - Website Interface, Home Page (2017)

Using their own terminology, SLACK suggests TRP’s online presence is itself a ‘Workspace’. This creates an online
forum, which enables project teams to instigate and follow conversations that take place in the Workspace as
channels. Since its inception in 2009 SLACK has become the preferred option for project teams. Compared to
email, it enables people to switch on notifications specific to their channels of interest. The aim in researching the
platform was to assess how a technical artefact may be used as an online version of a face-to-face conversation.
Furthermore, it presented an opportunity to critically reflect on experiencing participation in TRP as it unfolded
and to ask, how might the content and the way it is expressed compare with that of physical face-to-face

interaction in TRP?

ii. How it Unfolded
On April 29th, 2015, on behalf of and at the request of the tenants of the building and participants of TRPC, P4
activated a SLACK account. SLACK was inteded as an online conversation tool that would assist TRPC with keeping
in contact with one another, and it also acted as a means by which to meet and discuss activity and events
surrounding TRP without having to physically meet up. In TRP, SLACK had ten active channels, which ranged from
general discussion where people would lodge inquiries regarding the use of the rooftop to links to events, past,

present and future. Activity and interaction with SLACK ceased on December 8th, 2016.

| expressed no intention to activate an online platform for TRP or indeed for RtD purposes. In the 7th Tenants
Committee meeting there was discussion amongst attendees that any online presence representing TRP (i.e a
website, facebook page or twitter account) would create work which the community did not want to commit to
at that time. Owing to the phenomenological nature of the study of TRP and its RtD, whilst | participated in the

online platform, | let go of advising or promoting any specific course of action and this included the choice and
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activation of the platform in the first instance. Activated by TRPC, SLACK therefore became a technical artefact
that emerged from the needs and wants of the community. A research outcome in itself, SLACK was activated at a

point in the project between Phase One and Phase Two (Appendix F: Reflection Entries).

iii. Research Methods
Upon reviewing the SLACK interface, | analysed the content of each conversation channel by populating a
spreadsheet in Excel, | focused specifically on the ‘Events’, ‘Gardening’ and ‘General’ Channels (Appendix F:
SLACK). In order to analyse the channel | investigated who created it, the number of members subscribed to the
channel, the number of active members, the date of the first and last posts, the total number of posts and the
content of each post. The table was structured as a calendar so each post could then be viewed on the date that it
was posted. This assisted with analysis of the conversation as it unfolded over time. A key was created to present
the coded information within each post, which included: Announcement = A [event/activity/proposed idea]; TRP
Participant = P[X]; Comment = C [Participant code and their intention/tone]; Emoji = E; Designer Researcher = DR;

and Approval = Appr [approval by P16].

Presenting the information in this way enabled me to critically analyse the overall use of SLACK including inquiry

into the benefits of such a tool for TRP as an RtD project.

iv. Analysis & Outcomes
Overall, the analysis of SLACK suggested that it acted as a community noticeboard and space within which
participants could share information with regards to content production on the rooftop - i.e. event production,
event and activity ideas and approval of event or activity content. Below is an example of this as P2 promotes
the ‘Rooftop Planting Workshops’ as a poster along with an announcement. A sign of encouragement is shown by
P3 who responds with a thumbs up emoji to which | also respond with smiles and strawberries. P1 then asserts a

different topic into the conversation, which suggests how diverse and fast paced the ‘general’ channel could be.
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Slack
TheRooftopProj... ., #general ~ 21 ® @ %
% STARRED _—
Rooftop Planting Workshops.jpg ~
= /

CHANNELS

drink_and_draw

events

gardening

maintenance-rota

meeting-minutes

PLANTING
WORKSHOPS

SESSION ONE FRIDAY 27TH JONE, 1EM
summer-films SESSION TWO WEDNESDAY 1ST JULY, 1PM

msa-event

random

technical_logistics
yoga
+2 More...

#general 1 comment « Open original
DIRECT MESSAGES

slackbot @channel Hello again everyone, here is a visual reminder that the planting workshops with

tart this Friday. Hoping for some sunshine and to see you on the Roof at 1pm - Please
feel free to circulate round your offices. Cheers =

&~

‘ ©$QQQQQ®

—_—
. To celebrate me getting to getting the 'hack of slack' here is the video footage and live desk
recordings from the acoustic event the other week.

H

+10 More...

As promised, here's some links from Friday :
PRIVATE GROUPS

Fig 4.39 SLACK — A Conversation Tool — TRP General Channel (June 2015)

The ‘General’ channel, activated in April 2015, remained active until December 2016. As the largest of the 10
channels, it accumulated 439 posts and 27 active members. It became clear through analysis that the most
prominent use of SLACK was as an informal way of encouraging and emotionally supporting one another
regarding the success - and failures - of content delivered on the rooftop. This encompassed the actions, activities
and events that had been planned but perhaps did not come into fruition, or those that took place and exceeded

expectation.

An example of this can be seen in the conversation surrounding the challenge faced by P2 and P1 with regards

to screening the Wimbledon Finals (limited ticket sales, poor weather and technical issues with the screen). The
excerpt below (Fig 4.40) also shows the positivity and encouragement fostered by TRPC to those who volunteered
to organize and manage the event. They reflect in quite some detail on the event and the way future events and

activities could learn from their experiences.

P2: @channel: Sorry to announce that the showing of the Wimbledon final tomorrow is cancelled. Due

the reasons above plus the rain which is forecast.
P3: :anguished: (emoticon)

P7: Oh no @channel the Wimbledon event didn’t go well then? Real shame for all the hard work put in
@P1 & @P2 you should be proud anyway & hope you took some pimms home at least! Hopefully this
was just because people had their own weekend plans and won’t dampen spirits for more events! I'm
signed up for all the yoga! | think it might be because people didn’t want to come back to “work” at the

weekend but week night events should have more of a crowd.

150
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P2: Thanks @P7 looking forward to yoga! although with this classic Manchester weather it’s looking like

it might be a spaceport for the first one x

P1: Any events like that should be open to the public. 10 people (despite the projector arm issue) Is hard
to take for the effort P2 put in. The public events are a great way for the community to be a

part of the space. Even I it’s only 20 /30 tickets it boosts numbers and really makes the event

worth while.. It’s still early days with the trying and testing of how things can work up there.

| hit walls every time we try something up here. Some have gone fantastic, others have been a learning
curve but I've taken something from every single one of them and soon we’ll know the limits!
Screenings, let’s stick to the evening ones, it’s far too expensive to make the changes we’d need to
make. Too much is reliant on light, wind speed, position of the sun and we don’t have the

cash for a permanent LCD screen (the type you would see in Spinningfields. Yoga?! Bring it on! If the first
ones in spaceport, so be it but keep the space as an option and get up there, even if the weather is only
half decent.

Be great doing a bit of yoga in the Manchester drizzle :) P2 had the makings of a fantastic event.

Just a shame we couldn’t all deliver, tech hitches aside (which could have been sorted) let’s all get
behind the next event and make it out to support the rooftop! it takes a lot of hard work and
enthusiasm to step up and produce some content for a space like that. Let’s get some events

in and get behind it and get a bit more of the community involved to take the pressure off tennants if
they want to programme some stuff up there! Sorry for the long winded message! Just don’t

want anyone that maybe was thinking about doing stuff up there to have second thoughts!

P3: Well said @P1!

P2: Cheers @P1, your right this weekend was a learning curve and shouldn’t stop people from wanting
to have other events up there. Even though it didn’t exactly go as planned I still got some good feedback
about how people enjoyed just being in the space and it reminded me that we really do have something
quite unique up there, so let share it! We have learnt that after work is best timing wise and less
screenings (when it’s still light) and more sound might be the way forward. The pub quiz being a great
example of how we can get the tenants of the building to come together, at a convenient time, with
minimal set up requirements and commitments required. More ideas like this are very welcome! What

we have left of ‘summer’ is fast running out, lets get things booked in!

P16: :clap::clap::clap: to all

Fig 4.40 An Excerpt From SLACK — TRP Workspace, ‘General’ Conversation: P1, P2, P3, P7 & P16 Reflecting Upon
Private/Public Programming and Encouraging One Another (July 2015)

Fig 4.39 and Fig 4.40 are also examples of the use of emoticons, which were used across multiple conversation
channels as symbols of encouragement, affection or to accentuate enthusiasm and make playful reference to the
content of the conversation. Emoticons signify how participants wanted their content to be portrayed, perhaps
influencing a tone of voice across the whole Workspace. Whilst a private forum, TRP Workspace could be occupied
by anyone curious about the conversations surrounding TRP and whilst these people might be visible (i.e. their
‘@’ profile is listed as a member of the Workspace) they otherwise can remain anonymous as spectators in and

of the Workspace. Some people in the building where the rooftop is situated admitted they could simply find out
what was going on by logging into SLACK and not feel the need to actively participate in the conversations. Some

also mentioned not needing to attend physical meetings of TRPC as SLACK could be used as a way of informing
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them and keeping them updated.

TRP Workspace and its channels created a safe space for people to discuss issues and concerns, for example,
maintenance. SLACK therefore facilitated TRPC to take action with regards to organizing and communicating a rota
to ensure the plants were watered. The safe space also gave people permission to share in concerns regarding
their skillsets. P5 used the ‘General’ channel to express opinion about what TRP appears to struggle with (Fig
4.41):

Hi folks, that’s great news [re greening sessions] - | think that’s the bit we are struggling most with at
the moment. From my perspective | think it needs very specific people to own it, as leaving it open to all
of us is meaning that it isn’t getting done. I'll hold my hands up and say that | am really not

at all green fingered. | think my skills are best put to use more on the ‘decorative’ (yarn bombing,
painting, etc) and curating events side of things. So could | politely opt out of green responsibilities?
However, | will open it out to the team and make it clear that this will mean they are a designated
person of a micro-team specifically tasked with the upkeep of the plants. They will own it together.

Hopefully | can get back to you with volunteers, Ta ©

Fig 4.41 An Excerpt From SLACK — TRP Workspace, ‘General’ Conversation: P5 sharing concern about green

responsibilities (May 2015)

The pace of response which SLACK generated was also a prominent outcome of the analysis, as those actively
participating in the conversations would often reply within minutes or within the hour to the messages posted.
Those who did have the skills and knowledge to use SLACK were benefitting from its instant response mechanism.
When responses took place rapidly, decisions were made and actions or responses to tasks could be made
immediately. If SLACK is analysed on its own as the only form of participation, this pace suggests TRPC was highly

productive and sustained momentum.

Further considerations of the use of SLACK include the impact the tool has made to the value of meeting people
face-to-face, particularly for the first time and/or interacting with people from other organisations. This was a
characteristic of TRP that participants did initially recognise in interviews as being important to their experience of
participating in the project (Appendix F: Sense of Community). The usefulness however of SLACK is that of being
able to action tasks and to feel a sense of productivity without leaving the desk or the screen to do so. It proved
useful therefore, because the application could be managed alongside the work tasks and demands of their day
jobs. This thesis does not explore the impact of replacing face-to-face meetings and serendipitous encounters (for
instance in the stairwell of a building or on its rooftop). This raises questions such as — to what extent might digital
platforms impact the physical care and consideration for public green space? Furthermore, analysis of SLACK has
triggered other questions too such as - how is the multi-dimensonality of ‘space’ interacted with? and, how might
space be (co-)designed in response to the way technical artefacts are used? These questions invite discussion

surrounding SLACK and other online social media platforms used in RtD as a research activity.

4.4.5 Case Five - Experiencing The Rooftop Project: A Spotlight on the Types of Events/Activities and

General Use of the Rooftop

i. An Overview
The events and activities produced by the community — such as film and music nights and art and design
exhibitions — have been documented in a visual narrative titled, The Story of TRP So Far... (Appendix C). This case
specifically focuses on an example of TRP engaging in partnership with Manchester School of Art (MSA). MSA

requested to use the rooftop and invited some of the participants from TRP to be involved in the journey by



Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

153

attending presentations as the students prepared to exhibit their work and also attend the exhibition itself. P22
and another Senior Lecturer of the Department of Design at MSA led a multi-disciplinary module called UnitX.

A site-specific project, the rooftop became the site upon which the students were encouraged to express their
creativity, showcase their design skills and challenge their creative thinking, applications and approaches. At the
end of the module their artefacts were to co-exist and be installed on the rooftop (Fig 4.16, 4.17). Curated by the

students, the public exhibition also contributed to the city-wide cultural event called, Manchester After Hours.

ii. How it Unfolded
As events and activities took place on the rooftop | kept a record for circulation across TRPC of The Story of TRP
So Far... (Fig 4.36). This PDF document became a research outcome of the co-design meetings/events and was
added to on a regular basis. It was designed to tell the story of TRP in a visually stimulating way and it provided an
essence of what TRP was trying achieve, visually explained how the project started, why it was taking place, who

was involved and how people were involved.

After the rooftop had opened to the public for The Ladies Room event in March 2015 (Appendix C: Fig A2.28)

and as explained in Case One, the next phase entered by all participating in TRP was Phase Two: The Social
Transformation and the Consumption and Production of the Rooftop. The Story of TRP So Far... does not, however,
explicitly reference the two phases, instead, it acts as an ongoing visual reference to trigger memories or allude to

the events and activities that took place.

iii. Research Methods
The aim of the research in this case example was achieved through observational research methods such as
photography and the collation of a version of an ‘annotated portfolio’ (Gaver & Bowers, 2012) | used graphic
communication design to emphasise particular messages, such as the call to actions of the posters and invitations
surrounding the co-design events. Designed to encourage and motivate participation, my reflections on the way
| then designed these events grew as important in sustaining a sense of identity, tone and texture of TRP. These
were informed by the way the project was concieved in the initial conversation - when the core team alluded to
the principles of TRP such as openness, experimentation, opportunism, creativity and inclusiveness. FoEs then

later illuminated the importance of these principles and more to the community.

| found myself reaching to former habits, habits formed while working as a designer in the creative industries,
creating a visual document not dissimilar to those | had created for clients - a record of stills; photographs, screen
grabs, graphic visuals, an image bank of inspiring imagery (collated via platforms such as Pinterest) and other
examples of rooftops, which represented enough visual to share a story, a narrative, and stimulus to trigger
imagination. The Story of TRP So Far... (Appendix C) began life as an Adobe Creative Suite InDesign document,
when saved as a lower resolution PDF, it could be sent via email to people. The idea being that the PDF would

be an easy source of reference and would remain flexible - i.e. it could be played as a slideshow and roll in the

background whilst participants narrated their interpretation of the process over the images.

The number of slides grew as more content was captured and inputted into the document. In January 2015 there

were 29 slides and in its last iteration, recorded in July 2016 it had accumulated more than 100 slides.

This ‘case’ example provides a connection to the other types of events being produced by indirect participants in
TRP. With permission, | audio recorded a number of interviews/conversations between me and some students
and lecturers of the Unit X exhibitions. Although they remain to be transcribed, this sample contributes to
fulfilling the second objective of TRP as RtD - to document the open process of experiencing design and designing

experience as it unfolds and evolves. The qualitative research method of this ‘case’ example relied on first-person
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accounts alongside a version of ‘an annotated portfolio’ (Gaver & Bowers, 2012) that | call The Story of TRP So
Far... . The visual narrative presents a collection of photographs, social media screen grabs and graphic design
communication. In the same way as it acts as a research outcome or record of research outcomes from TRP,

it also develops a method of documenting, reflecting upon and analysing the open process of designing and
transforming the rooftop and the consumption and production of the space as it unfolds. To analyse this content
Table 4.7 lists a number of events and activities specifically extracted from the visual narrative. These draw our
attention to the type of events that took place and documents the number of indirect participants, as well as a

general description of the research outcomes of each event/activity.

iv. Analysis and Outcomes
A number of events and activities took place on the rooftop; also, the community-use of the rooftop varied,
encompassing the needs of work, hospitality, leisure and entertainment (Appendix C: A2.30-36). These may
include its day-to-day use for phone calls, breaks, lunches and meetings, to networking events, music events,
art and design exhibitions and yoga sessions. In these events/activities, people were making the space ‘fit for
purpose’; by repositioning furniture, watering the plants or weeding the space, pausing for conversation, initiating
connections, installing and de-rigging signage and equipment. Generally, people directly participating in TRP or
another tenant of the building would be involved in the events and activities produced by the community, but

there were occasions when people not directly associated with the building produced events.

Table 4.7 presents the type of events and activities extracted from The Story of TRP So Far...
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Fig 4.42 Manchester School of Art Unit X Exhibition (May 2015)

Fig 4.43 Manchester School of Art Unit X Exhibition (May 2016)
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Retweeted

®
vl ] a- May 13
- & Congratulations @McrSchArt @ProjectUnitX - lovely #UnitX2016
& status @ Photo Q Checkin artwork & day at #RooftopProject part of #MCRAfterHours
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Fig 4.44 Sharing Experiences of Manchester School of Art Unit X Exhibition via Social Media (May 2016)

The Manchester School of Art (MSA) UnitX exhibition made TRP publicly accessible and opened the space for the
wider community to enjoy its existence and viewpoint across Manchester’s City Centre. This helped achieve the
project’s key objective as set out in the initial TRP brief, “...provide a unique, creative, multi-functional space that
joins together a variety of community groups, organizations, business and residents from across Manchester’s City

Centre through a diverse programme of community-led, creative and educational content.” (Appendix A)

From reflection entries and recollections of conversations with the Unit X students and teaching staff, we
discussed and identified a need for more space to be made accessible so that students could experiment with
site specific art and design (Appendix D: Reflections Entry 2_13May2016). P22 in particular raised concerns
regarding how how urban space is becoming increasingly inaccessible. Their concern raised during the exhibition
in May 2016, mentions how a lack of space with which to experiment will inevitably affect curiosity, creativity and
critical thinking skills in students - ultimately limiting any application of initiative or imagination. When it comes
to viewing the city and space around them as material with which they can work with and become involved, P22
and colleague said that having spaces like TRP are valuable as they encourage students to learn through practice

(audio recording available on request).

4.5 Summary

This summary synthesizes a description of the way in which the methodological influences have been drawn upon
from across all five cases. Furthermore, in the formulation of an approach for the purposes of pursing the doctoral
work, this chapter has addressed the main research question of TRP; how does an open process of experiencing
design and designing experience unfold and evolve? In addressing this question, an ethical assessment and the
methods of recruitment and engagement of TRP have been presented, followed by the research methods, analysis

and outcomes of a selection of five ‘case’ examples.

In remaining curious of the co-existence of theory and practice and the multiple roles of designer-activist-
researcher, the ethical assessment shows how a sense of responsibility and consideration was paramount to risk

assessing the study and remaining diligent of experiencing participation in TRP as an RtD project.

As a combination of internal and external dialogue, each of the five cases demonstrates how over time there
was a constant movement in terms of the experiencing of participation in TRP, as people and their perspectives
shifted in and out of focus. Direct and indirect participation in TRP as RtD illuminates this, providing key examples

of empirical engagement and analysis. Case One presented the process of my participatory experience of RtD
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in the first-person as ‘living life as inquiry’ (Marshall, 1999, 2016) and presented the process in the form of ‘The
Scroll’. It revealed the experiential mix of consultation, co-creation and reflection and the moments of comfort,
conflict and tension that arose. ‘The Scroll’ began to reveal the life of the temporal-dominated dimension through
the lens of an MDE - in for instance the tempo of participation. ‘The Scroll’ presented the longitudinal aspect of
the phenomenological study, this method of mapping the design and research as it unfolded enabled the analysis
to identify examples of life from within and across the multiple dimensions. For example, the life of the more
technical/digital-dominated dimension came alive through the activation and use of SLACK, which is then further
studied in Case Four, and the spatial-dominated dimension, which came alive in the physical transformation and
the use of the rooftop and documented in The Story of TRP So Far... (presented in Case Five). The construction
and use therefore of viewing TRP and the Portfolio of RtD through the lens of an MDE provides a valuable way in

which to critically analyse lived experienced situated in a multi-dimensional, living, organisational context.

To explore the participatory experiences of TRP as a whole and to address the second sub-question of the
research (how is RtD participated in and experienced in the transformation of social space?), Case Two presented
quality time with participants directly involved in TRP. Analysis of the 1-2-1 recorded conversations and the
R<>M events suggest that a variety of perspectives were held, and in some instances transformed throughout
the experience of participation in TRP. Overall, the care and maintenance of the rooftop was a shared concern
along with its accessibility to the public. Individually, participants revealed a want and desire for ‘doing good'.
Somewhat revisited in the R<>M sessions, in You Say Rooftop | Say... , the paper cutting and interpretation of
Bachelard (cited in Flood & Grindon, 2014, p.7) by P5, also inspired a call to action: ‘Grow! In rebellions spirits,
ever upwards. A series of acts... small, yet Promethean!’ (Fig 4.36 Small Promethean Acts — A Poem by Michelle
Collier @mickeypipUK (October 2017)). With a similar activist spirit, P18 and P19 designed the Seed Bombers/
Lyrical Planes artefact to motivate and call people to take action and become more aware of the potential on
their rooftops. A sense of community and coming together were priorities also embedded in the artefacts by P7
and Green Velvet Cupcakes. P14 however wanted to highlight the sense of calm and space away from the chaos
of work and life that the rooftop brought them in the yoga sessions. P14’s artefact embodies this in their choice
to represent this in a physical Yoga Mat. In P17’s Dial a Story and P13’s Alternative Outlook, features common in
both express how important individual’s experience and interpretation of the rooftop is to them. P13 decided to
focus more on their own outlook and how the rooftop challenges them to see things differently. Whereas Dial A
Story represented this in a variety of audio recordings that allow someone holding the receiver to listen to an how

people have benefited from experiences on the rooftop.

Case Two has also explored in great depth how providing a freedom of expression in the form of making artefacts
of critical reflection has revealed more layers to participatory experiences. It revealed how people responded to
the invitation to creatively express themselves by providing either creative solutions or creative interpretations

of their participatory experiences in TRP. The conversation surrounding the opportunity to curate an exhibition
illustrates what participants wanted to sustain or recreate of TRP. They commented on the intimacy, immersive-
ness, experiential/realness, the community aspect, the reflection of the spirit of the NQ and the rooftop as a
resource and availability of this type of space (Table 4.6). From this, more questions arose regarding doing RtD

in TRP such as; how might the texture of dialogical space benefit from the making and reflecting of participatory
experience through an artefact? And, how might more private urban spaces (such as rooftops) open up and repeat

the positive participatory experiences expressed through these artefacts?

This chapter has consolidated the reframing of experience, inquiry and participation in doing RtD as articulated
in Chapter Three, to provide an evidence trail presented as ‘A Portfolio of RtD’. Through the lens of an MDE,
this chapter has presented methods of inquiry applied through design of experiencing participation in an

organisational context. This chapter has also demonstrated how methods of RtD reveal empirical engagement in a
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phenomenological study of TRP as RtD. A Portfolio of RtD therefore somewhat addresses the overarching research
question, how does an open process of experiencing design and designing experience unfold and evolve? However,
Chapter Five, Six and Seven will now delve more deeply into discussions surrounding key themes specifically
experienced in doing RtD in TRP - paying particular attention to the third sub-question; what is the meaning

obtained from TRP as RtD and how does that inform and inspire future iterations of RtD?
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CHAPTER 5
FINDINGS & DISCUSSIONS

5.0 Overview

Together, the lens of an MDE and the first-person action research approach of living life as inquiry through

the applications of design activism and experience-centered design have so far equipped me with the sensory
mechanisms required to move along ‘the scent of meaningful inquiry’ (Marshall, 1999, p.5). Having presented the
Portfolio of RtD in Chapter Four, this chapter now revisits the analytical methods of each case example to explicate
an analytic framework. Four key themes from across the research form the scaffolding of this framework, these
are: process, participation, space & materiality and perspectives. This chapter demonstrates how three topics
have been identified in these themes and are viewed as findings specific to TRP: Good and Glory; Care and
Neglect and; Public and Private. The discussions explore the value and efficacy of RtD approaches through the

lens of an MDE. From a critical reflective standpoint and with knowledge obtained from the case examples in A

Portfolio of RtD, | revisit ‘“The Spring’ to speculate on its utility to others practicing RtD in future work.

This chapter will also refer to the key extant discourses from Chapter Two and the theoretical inspirations of
Chapter Three that reframe inquiry, experience and participation in RtD. However, Chapter Six that follows
will revisit these in more depth as the contributions to theory and implications to practice are more explicitly

presented.

5.1 From Analytical Methods to an Analytic Framework
The previous chapter has described the research methods, how the research unfolded, and the analysis and

outcomes of each case example.

Case One demonstrated how the scroll assisted with sense-making two phases from within TRP. Once the first
phase, the physical transformation of the rooftop, had taken place | began to slowly distance myself from the
project management of TRP and dedicated six months to coding and categorising interviews, revisiting reflection
entries, photographs and interaction with social media and online conversation platforms. | recorded ‘analytic
memos’ (Bazeley, 2013, p.131) and, as | became more familiar with the data | drew inspiration from Marshall’s
consideration for ‘...noticing how particular issues fill and empty of energy [as] one of the ways that | know | am
on the scent of ‘meaningful’ inquiry.” (Marshall, 1999, p.5). My analytic method incorporated ‘opening up the
data’ (Bazeley, 2013, p.161) by zooming in on a sample data set such as P1’s interview (Appendix F: Opening up
Data) and the ‘General’ channel in online conversation tool SLACK (Appendix F: Opening up Data). This method
of opening up data to reveal a more detailed and closer inspection of the content enabled me to look for
‘confirmation and contradictions, dominance, patterns of association or extension of the concepts being coded,
while noting in detailed memos the variations in their use and the circumstances of those variations.” (Bazeley,

2013, p.162).

In total, the evidence trail of research included fifteen transcripts of semi-structured recorded interviews with
participants and documentation of fifteen types of events/activities and 72+ reflection entries in the first person, a

sample of which has been organised into Appendix D, E and F.

The scroll documented the holistic nature of the longtitudinal study and in itself became an analytic method of
design and research methods being applied, as TRP and the living life as inquiry project unfolded. In addition, a
visual PDF titled, The Story of TRP so far... (Appendix C), acted as a visual narrative for the community as a whole

and to assisted me, as designer-activist-researcher, in sense-making the tone and texture of participants in TRP
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in the co-design process. Nine objects made and presented by participants and referred to by me as Artefacts of
Critical Reflection (ACR) were collected, to critically reflect on experiencing participation in TRP. As presented in
Case Three, the third REFLECT<>MAKE session also acted as a dialogic space in which participants were invited to

critically analyse their participation in TRP.

The analysis of these findings, that focuses on experiencing participation and being interventional, enabled me
to address the overarching research question; how does an open process of experiencing design and designing

experience unfold and evolve? This analysis also addresses the intended aims of the research; to reflect on how
an open process of experiencing design and designing experience unfolds, and what experiencing participation
means to those actively engaging in and transforming their social spaces. Used to collect, report and reflect on

how participation in TRP unfolded and was experienced, this evidence trail has illuminated how the research

design is in itself the growth and evolution of A Portfolio of RtD.

TRP is a longtitudinal study, which has explored the reframing of an RtD methodology as it is experienced. This
chapter therefore zooms in on the key themes to discuss topics that provide evidence-based examples of the
value and efficacy of RtD approaches. These translate as occurrences that aid in the transferability of an RtD

methodology.

Four themes became prevalent during the analysis of the Portfolio of RtD (i.e. the scroll, recorded interviews,
interaction with online conversation tool SLACK, the experience-centred design of co-design events, artefacts
of critical reflection and the documentation in the first person). Table 5.1 lists these four themes and provides
statements associated with each theme, as well as examples of what the research revealed and where this data

can be found in the Portfolio of RtD.
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Themes Thematic Examples of Thematic Presence in Examples of Where in the RtD Portfolio the
Prevalent Statement RtD Theme is Visible

Across the

Research

Process Recalling + Sense of Community + Interview content - coded transcriptions

experiences of - Unique + Features of Experience documented from
the co-design - Togetherness The Ladies Room event and shared and
process - Connectedness discussed in 1-2-1 interviews

- Trust + Slack channels - an online conversation

- Caring for the space tool (has aided with the approval process

- Features of Experience for using the rooftop)

- Time/temporal experience (eg

the need for it to be slow)

Participation | Reflecting + Doing it for ‘the right reasons’ + The Rooftop Project Community - tenants
on particular + ‘it feels good to be involved in this | committee meetings, co-design events and
observations project’ activities - + Slack - used for encouragement
and + Care for the space and the and communication between participants re

experiences of
participation

community ethos of the project

+ Neglect - the need to maintain the
space, fear of not having gardening
skills

+ Trust re accessibility to the building
as well as participating in the project

the experimentation and use of the rooftop
+ Any record of events/activities that have
taken place on the rooftop (reflection
entries in the first person and photographs)
+ Features of Experience - memories
triggered of participation in the project

+ Recorded interviews with direct
participants - e.g. P5 “I’ve been asked to
maintain our involvement but really the

kind of level of that kind of involvement has
come from us individually | think... | think
that’s probably true of all the tenants that
are involved in that committee, it is because
they personally believe in it ...l think it would
have been quite easy to go ‘right, well, the
company are not interested’ or ‘what are we
going to get out of this?’ but | think it’s been
continued by the fact there are people in the
building who are personally invested in it.”
(Appendix E)

Space +
Materiality

Interacting
with all matter
of space and
the materiality
of space

+ (Physical and Mental) Distance

- the human value attributed to
needing ‘space’

- overlooking the city, creating a
sense of perspective up high and
outdoors in the city

- need for a space away from the
desk
+ Nature

- managing the unpredictability of
the space owing to the elements

- getting hands dirty

- there is a lack of green space in
the city centre
+ Technology

- the digital/cyber space - i.e. Slack
and social media, # posts of using the
rooftop

- events spaces usually require the
tech to be looked after, in this space
it’s the plants

+ Experience-centered design decisions
surrounding the design of co-design and
participatory forums from first-person
perspective

+ Recorded Interviews with direct
participants

+ Features of Experience

+ REFLECT<>MAKE sessions participants
encouraged to use any medium/materials to
express their experience of TRP




Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

165

+ Physical transformation of the
rooftop from grey to green

+ Social transformations from within
TRP - recognition of ‘transformational
learning experiences’

+ triggering perspectives surrounding
activism

+ fond memories of particular
experiences of TRP (e.g. static
electricity, sense of achievement and
sense of community)

+ conflicts and tensions arising

in the co-design process (use of

the space and the good and glory
behind design decisions, what are
the rewards and incentives for
participating in TRP?)

+ effort required to care for the
rooftop and documentation/
communication of TRP

+ observations of how pertinent

the notion of ‘neglect’ is in and
throughout the unfolding of TRP
(physical and digital spaces are
neglected).

Themes Thematic Examples of Thematic Presence in Examples of Where in the RtD Portfolio the
Prevalent Statement RtD Theme is Visible
Across the
Research
Perspectives | Triggering, + sharing memories of rooftop + Co-design and experience-centered design
reflecting experiences and embodying these in | meetings, events and activities
and making the co-design of TRP + Social media recollections in The Story of
dialogical + ‘Surreal experiences’ prior to TRP So Far...
instances transformation of the rooftop + Reflection Entries from First Person

perspective
+ Scroll - documenting the process and
perspectives of designer researcher
+ Recorded Interviews and reflections
on others perspectives from literature
surrounding design activism, disobedient
objects and RtD artefacts and on Features
of Experience from The Ladies Room event,
triggering participants to consider their own
FoEs of TRP -

e.g.

- Playful

- Free

- Escapism

- Pride

- Unique

Table 5.1. The Four Themes prevelant across the RtD

These themes reveal a mixture of complicated and dynamic issues that arise from experiencing participation in

TRP. | notice three topics that circle conflicts and tensions pertinent in my own internal dialogue of inquiry as

well as in the dialogical encounters with others and their artefacts. As the table suggests, living life as inquiry

naturally raised questions surrounding the process, participation, space and materiality and perspectives of

TRP. Representative of the organisational context, these themes remind me to search for empirically grounded

examples from within the study of the phenomenon - experiencing design <> designing experience.

These themes therefore act as the scaffolding of my analytic framework. Whilst the table might appear to

successfully dis-entangle how RtD in TRP is experienced, | remain cautious of how it might appear as all themes

co-exist and are experienced simultaneously. For instance, the presence of all these themes is visible in the

discussions that explore what occurs in the content of three topics. Each topic of discussion provides space to

be inquisitive of how participation in TRP was fostered and constrained by RtD and how a Multi-Dimensional

Ensemble lens assists in sense-making the organisational context in which the RtD was experienced.

5.1.1 Discussion 1: Good and Glory

At points of conflict, such as the aesthetic design decisions, it became apparent that some wanted to engage in

TRP because it was ‘doing good’ and others appeared keen to promote TRP in a bid to seek external accolades

(Case Two: Fig 4.2, Appendix D: Minutes of Fourth Tenants Committee Meeting). This began to expose how

people were defining and finding value in TRP’s uniqueness (a term | often referred to in my reflection entries -

Appendix F). The design and transformation of a rooftop in Manchester’s Northern Quarter became an attractive

design brief for design agencies that wanted to build a cool, trendy reputation, reflecting what they believed to
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be the spirit of the Northern Quarter. Interestingly, these ideas were met with contrasting viewpoints and fueled
differences of opinion. In Tenants Committee meetings and in the 1-2-1 conversations — these ‘wacky, crazy ideas’
(Appendix E: Transcript of Interview with P9) were interesting, but not what the majority wanted - who favoured
revisiting the ideas discussed in the co-design forums. P2 reflects how over time the process created consensus/
agreement, “What was really interesting is we were all agreed on what was right and what was wrong... and |

think it was really good to think we were all on the same page when we got to what was right for the roof.”

When TRP became at risk of being solely for the ‘glory’ and exclusive interest of a few, the group were forced to
reassess their vision. This determined the purpose of TRP being for ‘good’, as opposed to ‘glory for glory’s sake’.
| drew connections between these proposed ideas, the original intentions of the project and the subsequent

response to these ideas. This led me to ask what the ‘good’ and ‘glory’ was in TRP.

Features of Experience (FOE) to emerge from across the research became identifiers of what people valued most
and were a good starting point to see how positive, optimistic and good FoEs were important to participants
(Appendix C: Fig A2.19). The connection however between these features and the design ideas being proposed
had not been connected by those participating in the co-design process. This example demonstrates how my
awareness of participation has contributed a greater sense of interrelatedness to the situation. In this instance, |
connected the relevance of the ‘goodness’ identified in the FoEs by the community to inform the design decisions
of the space. Whether the community and exploring the ‘good’ and positive benefits of such a space did actually

supercede the pursuit of glory for accolade is not explored within the confines of this thesis.

‘Good and glory’ also became an example of internal conflict and tension experienced in first person action
research. To help frame this conflict and tension | disclosed questions arising from the study and publicly
experimented with this line of inquiry. In Reflecting on RTD 2015: Making Connections to Doing Research Through
Design (2017) | refer to Fuad-Luke,

[He] acknowledges a lack of consensus on what societal ‘good’ is. As an activist for green
outdoor spaces in Manchester’s City Centre, | find myself openly struggling with what ‘doing good’ and
‘being an agent for change’ (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.18-20) means when immersed in doing research

through design.’ (Taylor, 2017, p.90)

Upon reflection, TRP becomes a way to make a difference in experimenting with making a difference, but therein
remains the conflicts and tensions. Amongst its realization and transformation, questions continue to linger such
as, ‘Where is the fine line between doing good for the campaign or cause in which you immerse yourself and
doing good for the glory of a unique project to bolster your portfolio and career prospects?’ (Taylor, 2017, p.90)
And, questions specifically relevant to the designer researcher, ‘...glory can exist without the good being done,
but can the good actually exist without the glory? And if ‘glory’ is a criterion of success—a means for rewarding
a designer—then how is ‘glory’ defined in a research-through-design project? ...Should we be illuminating and
deepening our critical thinking of ‘good vs. glory’? What coping mechanisms are academics constructing to

manage these tensions?’ (Taylor, 2017, p.90)

In mentions of ‘doing good’, there were also connections made to ‘caring for’ the rooftop.

P1 admitted that in the beginning stages, “...everybody that was there was there for the right reasons. | was
probably the only one there that wasn’t [initially] there for the right reasons. If I’'m honest and it’s been from
that point really, it’s been a great transition...” (Appendix E: Interview Transcript) and P2 recalled how TRP is
“a community thing’ beneficial to us and others” and it was “nice to feel that way’”. In discussing what ‘doing

good’ and ‘caring’ personally means to him, P3 drew inspiration from current trends in the digital communication
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industry mentioning the “push for a ‘big world community’ ...some businesses and brands are doing it well and
with good intentions, others are not. ...some businesses and brands do genuinely appear to care about being part
of ...[a] ‘community’...”. Although P3 shared in his skepticism of industry agendas, this acknowledgement of the
wider discourse suggests there is an appetite for organisations (and across disciplines) to be curious of projects
such as TRP, as well as the processes and participation (such as RtD) that responds well to unfolding experiences

where ‘doing good’ and ‘caring’ is becoming embedded in the design of the organisational context.

5.1.2 Discussion 2: Care and Neglect
People shared in concern for looking after, maintaining, and finding the time and energy to invest in all aspects of
TRP. In content and thematic analysis of the interviews with participants (Case Three & Appendix F: Interviews)
and in the use of SLACK (Case Four & Appendix F: SLACK), participants declared that involvement in TRP made
sense and that doing something good felt necessary and important either to them personally, or to their
organisation. In the beginning stages, in the co-design process and in the first few months of the rooftop being
accessible, P4 found TRP enabled them to activate an interest in social change through design activism and
said, “what really interests me is about using design activism to evoke social change, so having an impact in the

community and society around you and using design to spark that.”

TRP required time and energy from people passionate about its existence. Without that care and attention, TRP
was neglected. Care and neglect were very much visible in the reflection entries (Appendix F: Reflection Entries)
and 1-2-1 interviews (Appendix F: Interviews). Whilst on the surface, the transformation of the rooftop looked

impressive, full of life and creativity, there were nuances and subtleties in the detail that exposed how weather-
beaten it had become. And, it was not simply the elements to blame for its worn and DIY aesthetic; participants
struggled to inject time into caring for the rooftop which naturally resulted in periods of time where the likes of

the physical rooftop and the SLACK platform were unoccupied and interaction became infrequent.

Once the rooftop had been transformed there were a larger ratio of people who occupied the building and

did not directly participate in TRP, compared to those who did actively participate in its transformation. This
would suggest (with regards to the number occupying the whole building) that there was little to no care for

the operational management of TRP. The meaning and significance of care and neglect existed on a spectrum;
some participants expressed care for TRP but struggled to put that care into action — for example, they shared in
concerns regarding their skillset (e.g. not being green-fingered or knowing anything about gardening). P4 said, “...
the tenants don’t know enough about the plants that are up there to look after them properly so we need to be
trained on it.” Suggesting also that a lack of skills limited their ability to fulfill TRP’s potential, P3 suggested that
setting up and organising training sessions about gardening on the rooftop would “help people see” and that “I
think it could be brilliant to get people going ‘Oh | can actually do this!”. In suggesting this, P3 also emphasised
the need for participants to experiment and “not be afraid of plants dying”. Observations in the reflections entries
of conversations such as this, as well as Tenants Committee Meetings and conversations reviewed on SLACK
collectively suggested that confidence in keeping plants alive was very low (Case Four and Appendix F: Reflections
Entries & SLACK). People referred to having issues with and failing at keeping flowers, cactus or herb plants alive
in their personal lives. In their professional lives, some offices had greenery which were provided and maintained
by a supplier, others, for maintenance and cost reasons, installed fake greenery into their office and working
environments. In the summer of 2015 it was however acknowledged amongst the community that they would
need to self-organise if life on the rooftop was going to be kept alive. In P4’s interview they declared that “we’ve
just set up a rota now which the tenants are taking up week by week slots to go up there and maintain it [the
rooftop]”. This was a significant hurdle for the community to overcome and maintaining the rooftop continued to
be a major issue. Whilst a call for action to ‘get your hands dirty’ (Appendix C: Fig A2.23) and help with physically

transforming the rooftop was initiated and succeeded in raising levels of enthusiasm amongst participants, these
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were ultimately poorly attended (as evidenced in Case Five). In adhoc conversation with tenants in the building |
received apologies for not attending these workshops, some admitting to not wanting to frequent their place of
work outside of office hours (Appendix F: Reflection Entries). The ‘public’ and the few participants who were also
residents local to the rooftop expressed a keenness to have outdoor space and wanted to help with the planting
and gardening on the rooftop (Appendix D: First Community Meeting Minutes, Appendix F: Interviews), but also
struggled to help with the maintenance and upkeep during working hours. If local residents were able to help

at the weekend, arrangements had to be made with tenants or the core project team to obtain access to the

rooftop, which was not always easy to negogiate.

Findings such as these on care and neglect suggest that, where newly formed spaces are being created and co-
designed by grassroots initiatives, volunteer efforts can only do so much to maintain them. A collective awareness
of capacity and resource became a point of interest in the community (Appendix D: Tenants Committee Meetings,
Appendix F: Reflection Entries). The rooftop was in high demand when events and activities included light
entertainment, networking opportunities or leisure activities such as yoga, music and film and art and design
exhibitions. The building management and participants offered roles and responsibilities to two participants in
TRP (with a small payment) that would assist tenants with the care and maintenance. One was called The Rooftop
Conductor (P1) and the other The Rooftop Gardener (P30). In his interview, P1 reflected on the need for everyone
to care for the space and how it needs “...everybody keeping it clean, you know | went up there today and there’s
litter and I’'m a bit annoyed.” (Appendix F: Reflection Entries & Interviews). P5 also observed that “I think at the
minute we’re not doing a very good job of keeping [the plants on the rooftop] alive or as it should be, so | think

how else can we engage in that to improve that.” (Appendix F: Reflection Entries & Interviews).

There is also an example of activating a sense of awareness for the care of the space and for the ownership
through having participated in the co-design and transformation of the space. P1 recalls his experiences of The
Ladies Room event - effectively the soft launch of the rooftop being open for the first time to the public - “..I felt a

In

real sense of responsibility to the community, | wanted this to be right ...I wanted it to go well” and more generally
they mentioned how in maintaining the plants on the rooftop that “..usually it’s the tech that needs looking after”
(Appendix F: Reflection Entries & Interviews). This suggests the shift in mindset required to care for the life across

an organisational context when it incorporates real life forms such as plants.

Later in 2016 the building and TRPC was informed that the rooftop would become a building site because planning
permission had been granted for an extension of the studio on the top/fourth floor. The permission was granted
on the basis that the community ethos and public accessibility aspect to TRP remained. A small rooftop garden,
with toilets and lift are included in these plans. Once informed of this, it soon became clear that the tenants

grew less interested in self-initiating or self-motivating to care for the plants and the upkeep of the rooftop.
Support increased for a role that would be paid for by the landlords and included in the tenancy agreement. In
the REFLECT<>MAKE sessions, prospective models such as a membership were discussed (similar to the Dalston
Roof Garden, London), but not implemented or tested in this version of TRP (Case Four and Appendix E: R<>M

Transcripts Part 1-3).

Care for the rooftop itself has since ground to a halt. The next iteration and the building work is yet to take place
(noted in January 2018). The rooftop, although it continues to be accessible to tenants in the building for lunch
breaks in the summer of 2016 and 2017, does not host the number of community-led or community-influenced
events and activities that were previously promoted or encouraged. Communication campaigns took place on the
rooftop in the form of an installation of a physical billboard on the rooftop seen from the street level (see Fig 5.1
and Fig 5.2) and an online Christmas campaign led by a tenant in the building. This campaign was titled, Type of
Xmas (2016).
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Fig 5.1 A Billboard on the Rooftop (2016-2017)
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Fig 5.2 A Billboard on the Rooftop: Type of Xmas (2016-2017)
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Fig 5.3 The Rooftop at 24NQ - How is it Weathering? (July 2017)

When | visited the rooftop in 2017, photographs in Fig 5.3 show how different it was in visual appearance
compared to 2015-2016 (Chapter Five and Appendix C). Evidence is available across the project that suggests

neglect ultimately superceded physical care for the TRP.

There were also conflicts and tensions surrounding a topic | identified as Public and Private. As the body of
research grew, there were frequent examples of how people constructed boundaries during participation
(Suchman, 2002, p.142), which in the instance of TRP, was the participation in the co-design process of social
space. For example, access to the rooftop became a cornerstone of discussion both online and offline within TRP
community. For example, in their 1-2-1 interview, P5 used the opportunity to make sense of design activism by
comparing its approach to that of the organisation they worked in. P5 discussed the openness and accessibility of
the space and how design activism introduces them to what they termed “social placemaking”. P5 said, “[TRP]
kind of makes that distinction ...between corporate placemaking and then social placemaking | guess and | think
there’s something really important in that and making sure that if it is, if it is going to be a space that is going to
affect change then we’re [TRPC] going to have to commit to that.” (Appendix F: A Sense of Responsibility in Care
and Neglect).

At most meetings, | observed how conversation (online and offline) would circle matters of accessibility
(Appendix F: Reflection Entries). This became an on-going challenge of the digital and physical aspects of TRP

as | experienced reflections on the concept of private space being made publicly accessible. P2 represented this
common concern, when she shared in considerations surrounding the need for more publicly accessible outdoor
space in Manchester’s City Centre. However, P2 also said that these spaces “would just be wrecked... it’s so

sad” and wanted to highlight that “I think what is good with us [in TRP] is that it’s stewarded” (also discussed in
Tenant Committee Meetings - Appendix D). Across my first person reflective entries | observed aspects amongst
the community such as; facing fears of the unknown, feeling exposed to people who are unknown to the
community, disengagement from interaction with the ‘outside world’, retreating to ‘inside the organisation” and
struggles with living out principles and values previously agreed by the community of TRP such as ‘openness’ and

‘experimentation’ (Appendix F: Reflection Entries).

In the REFLECT<>MAKE sessions and through the artefacts of critical reflection, another dimension to the term
‘care’ transpired. With the lens of an MDE, RtD provided access to a deeper level of inquiry into exploring the

lessons learned from engaging in theory and practice woven into the design process of transforming the space.
As expressed by P5 in the co-design process, “I think it’s really important and | guess we need to be thinking as

tenants, how can we be a bit more kind of like, miniature prometheans | guess. What else can we be doing to

170
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move the space on and evolve it?” (Appendix F: Interview with P5). P5 made this comment in her 1-2-1 interview
after spending time at the literature station, reading and being inspired by the quote by Gaston Bachelard (Flood
& Grindon 2014):

To disobey in order to take action is the byword of all creative spirits. The history of human progress
amounts to a series of Promethean acts. But autonomy is also attained in the daily workings of
individual lives by means of many small Promethean disobediences, at once clever, well thought
out, and patiently pursued, so subtle at times as to avoid punishment entirely... disobedience, the

spark behind all knowledge (Bachelard cited by Flood & Grindon, 2014, p.7).

When P5 was invited to participate in the REFLECT<>MAKE sessions, they reflected upon how this quote had
resonated with their experiences of participating in TRP and how they wished to design it into their artefact of
critical reflection (Case Three, Fig 4.25, 4.35 & Fig 4.36). This provides evidence of the value in a longtitudinal
phenomenological study of experiencing participation in RtD, and suggests that a sense of interconnectedness can
be activated. This perspective is also an example of how RtD principles may be integrated into the participatory
experiences in TRP (Chapter Three Table 3.3). P5 is one example of others in Case Three who found meaning and
value in participation and enjoyed the opportunity to embody this experience in a form of creative expression (for
example as an artwork and a poem). In analysing the process and artefact, P5 has also assisted with an example

in practice of how RtD extends the participatory experience into dialogical territory. In the creation of an artefact,
P5 also considered how others might be triggered to dialogically interact with the benefits of TRP through her
artefact. The message being a call to action embedded in the artwork exclaiming, ‘we could all be little more
promethean’. This acts a provocation not dissimilar to those that are encouraged to be embedded in types of

artefacts of activism (Fuad-Luke, 2009, p.85).

5.1.3 Discussion 3: Private and Public
Attempts to make a private rooftop into a public space were tied to the functional aspects of the space. Without
lift access or toilets, the rooftop struggled to cater for all and the amount of time one could spend on the rooftop
was therefore limited. Accessibility therefore became a key topic of conversation. Throughout TRP, people
mentioned the benefits of it being a private rooftop versus a space accessible to the public (and vice versa) and
raised concern regarding the public being given freedom to enter their place of work (Appendix D: Minutes of First
Community Meeting). In the co-design process, questions arose such as: is the rooftop public or private? And, how
can a private rooftop become a public space? The Black Boxes Artefacts of Critical Reflection (Fig 4.26 & 4.27) also
broached this subject. P20 chose to represent this topic of accessibility in her black box by wrapping it in tape and

string (P20 discusses arrival at this idea in Appendix E: R<>M Transcript Part 3).

The majority of the building’s workspaces emptied or quietened after 5/5.30pm and remained quiet from

then until 9/9.30am the following morning. This suggested that most commuted from outside of the city and/

or perceived their place of work as a place privately closed off from the public. Outside of office hours most of
those who occupied the building would not choose to frequent it for social reasons. Those who did were active at
networking events or lived locally. Nevertheless the rooftop resembled a multi-functional communal/work/play
space that resembled the characteristics of The Public Mesh and The Digital Workplace described in Chapter One.
The post-graduate academy and the tech-start up/co-working space users were the most frequent consumers and
producers of the rooftop space and they hosted the majority of events and activities on the rooftop, often using

the space ‘after-hours’ (Case Five & Appendix C).

The social-digital spaces TRPC occupied were also a mix of private/public realms. For example, SLACK could be

accessed with an invitation or link. It remained a digital version of the rooftop community and, similar to obtaining
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access to the building, the website required members of the community to subscribe to the conversation
platform and channels. It soon became clear that users are at risk of information overload when engaging in
communication via this type of digital platform. It requires users to regularly check in with the conversation

channels as they unfold so as not to feel overwhelmed by the amount of information if they neglect it for too long.

During TRP, the building had a basement bar and a large restaurant installed. P12 and P15 — the general manager
and communications manager for these establishments - supported TRP, and in their 1-2-1 interviews mentioned
how they had wished they had the time to arrange more and be more present at meetings regarding the project
(Appendix E: Transcript of Interview with P15). However, neither were able to find the time or resource to keep up
to date with SLACK. P15 emphasised the challenge that, even when digital channels might be considered as a tool

for participation to others:

They’re [the tenants in the building] a bit more technical to what we are! We run a bar | don’t do...
iPads and all that, they don’t work with me, SLACK and all that, LinkedIn, not my scene, not my thing. ...
When we finish at 1am | want to relax until 5 the next day, I'm not checking my emails. So when | go in
I’'m trying to keep up, it’s like a WhatsApp with my friends, there’s too much going on. | just email. I'm
not a total idiot, you know, it’s just these other things, we don’t really do them, we’ve got no

need for them, well | don’t think we’ve got any need for them in a bar setting, never use

them or feel comfortable with them. ...these technoheads upstairs who are

all trying to change the world in their own special way, fair play to them...we’re serving a

couple of drinks, do you know what | mean? [laughs]. That’s all we do. Atmosphere, music, drinks,

that’s all we gotta do (Appendix E: Transcript of Interview with P15).

This is evidence that time at a desk or browsing a mobile application varies across the life of a multiple
dimensional ensemble view of an organisational context. In TRP the organisational context was made up of
representatives from a number of organisations, some with little to no physical or digital contact with TRP. P15
represents a participant who evidently struggled to find the time, resource and capacity to participate in TRP. P15
(and their organisation) did however show their support for TRP by providing drinks for events such as the tenants

picnic event at the beginning of April 2015 (Appendix F: Reflections Entries).

There were no dedicated social media profiles for TRP. This was a conscious decision of TRPC, mainly because of
the maintenance and monitoring required should it have been created. Hashtags such as #therooftopproject and
#rooftopproject #24NQ were used, suggesting there was presence across the worldwide web and personal social
media networks, but without an organized communication strategy, this remained an unidentifiable quantity

or qualitative body of research. Whilst TRP might have reached many people across the world via these social
media networks, the digital presence of TRP remained limited. Agendas and minutes of the public meetings, and
any information about how to access TRP was not readily available, and was instead reliant on word-of-mouth.
Given the digital demands of projects today, word-of-mouth was something participants fondly reflected upon
and became a topic of interest in the REFLECT<>MAKE sessions (Appendix E: R<>M Transcript Part 1-3). Whilst an
attractive characteristic of TRP - word-of-mouth ensured TRP retained a hidden reputation, which likely refuted
the ethos developed at its initial stages. To communicate with the public some events and activities would be
published via Facebook, Twitter, Instagram or Eventbrite. However, in previous research, facebook was called

‘a walled garden’ by participants (Taylor and Stead, 2014), this strongly suggests that communicating by way of
social media is merely a gesture of a public invitation. Whilst it provides access to those with social media, TRP

ultimately remains inaccessible to those without.
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5.2 An RtD Methodology

When I revisit the table and the four prevalent themes from across the research - Process, Participation, Space

& Materiality and Perspectives, there presents an opportunity to propose a methodological reframing of RtD
that attends to the absences in both bodies of RtD and AR in IS literature. The next chapter will more diligently
attend to the contributions to theory and implications to practice. However, in this chapter these themes have
been critically analysed to populate The Spring. In Chapter One The Spring (Fig 1.2) is presented as a visual
representation and vehicle to transport the methodological reframing of Research through Design (RtD) across
disciplines. Here, the visual of The Spring is populated in more detail to provide evidence of the occurrences that
emerge as a project unfolds, and as a designer researcher’s sense of ‘an unfolding awareness’ is activated (Fig 5.4).
Drawing upon theoretical inspiration in practice (as outlined in Chapter Two, Fig 2.3 and throughout Chapter
Three) to navigate such complex and dynamic terrain, A Portfolio of RtD has conveyed ways of assimilating such
complexity in the form of case examples. The rigorous qualitative analysis of this portfolio, embodied also in
experiencing it as it has unfolded, has shaped a way of doing that represents a deeply reflective and experiential
version of RtD. The five case examples provide a way to articulate ‘experiencing design and designing experience’
in TRP (Fig 1.1), and the content from across these cases reveal examples of process, participation, space &
materiality and perspectives in the form of either an intention, an event/activity and/or an artefact. In the event
of an intention, event/activity and/or artefact, The Spring offers a framework that can be utilised by others

practicing RtD in future work.

From a more critical-reflective standpoint, the utility of The Spring relies on the designer researcher to activate
‘an unfolding awareness’ and engaging in a lens through which a Multi-Dimensional Ensemble view assists with
contextualising the organisation as a living system. The RtD process as a whole therefore incorporates open-
endedness, flexibility and fluidity, a correspondence with the past, and, building on that, a growth toward the
future. Fig 5.4 provides an diagram that illustrates the process of constructing a Research through Design (RtD)
Methodology. The graphics in the diagram represent the various aspects to the methodology: the designer
researcher and the framing of inquiry through design; the Multi-Dimensional Ensemble view of the organisational
context (an ensemble of the life and coelescence of the social, spatial, technical and temporal dimensions); and
The Spring - representational of how, in doing RtD, an unfolding awareness is activated and three occurences -

intentions, events/activities and artefacts - arise to inform the conditions of an MDE.



174

Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

(012 sydp.bojoyd)
102(04d 2y fO uOYDIUGWNIOD [DNISIA “O2
UOYDULIOSUD.L], JO UODIUWINIO(T - 1ODJ21LY

51007 UOYDS.L2AU0D JUUQ b2
suosuaWI( JO JudwWd]BUDIUL UY - 19Df1Ly

$102(qQ |D21SAYJ 10/pUD SaLLUF 201193)fo3 b2
UODIUWNIOT 21193 - 19Df21.4Y

(IaA 1 = oo )
auay

A3ojopoyia|n (@1y) udisea@ y8nouys yaseasay e Sundniisuo) s Si4

SUONQUYXH UBISA(T 23 1Y P21pa11oD S1 ssauapmp buipjofun uy 62
@ ‘squaazy buryaomiaN ‘wyig ‘osnpy ‘ba suonuajuy
Anunuauo) ayj fiq paonpo.ad k _ \ w
- samaoy 3 swoag (g O .
-]p.1odwdy‘-1po1uy223‘-1p1Dds -[D100S ; L <, ;
. ubisap pa.ajuao-souariadxa pun ubisapoy) 62 SD X100 jpUORDSIUDGL0 Y1 fo mala Yy / z A
12Y0uDasay ub1sa(T Y1 fiq paonpo.g (am) 21quasuy [puoIsuUA-BIA D JO sudj YL~
- SOV P STUdAT
w110 ubisap ybno.y Aanbui so afi] buiay) "6°2 ,
ubisa ybnouyy fianbuy bunu.ay z ) N

12YD.UD2SIY L2uDbISAT D °

A
r = 79
(afi 1 = oo 1) 0
auny ‘ ﬁO@O m ‘
: — 7
as |, —
‘ edﬁé \
L
uy
| | /N
r - — ] ubisa(q pauojua)-souatiodxiy
ubisap-0)
HL — wsiy ubsaq H-a fianbuy sp
\ g%@ (uoyndw.nd afi] iy - youvasay
d.vo \ pup 2ousLadxa SD) UOPIY u0stdd-1s411 62
\f ubrsaq Bunuv.a,y fiqnbuy unu.y
L -

w130y ubisaq ybno.yy Aanbuy so afi7 buiary b2
:A30[0poyIe N (1Y) uSIso Y3noIy} YoIeasay e SunonIsuo)




There are two aspects to The Spring. First, each coil represents a chronological unit; in this instance, a year in
time. The second aspect is that of an ‘occurrence’. At various time-points, occurrences come into being and

can be plotted onto The Spring. The order, type and instantiations of the occurrences on The Spring would be
distinctive to a particular RtD project. TRP has revealed three occurrences. These occurrences are points where
living life as inquiry and any application of design has been identified by the designer researcher as being present
in or through some form of participation or experience in RtD. Through ‘an unfolding awareness’, design is being
applied, experienced and participated in. This is why the construction of an MDE lens becomes useful to view
the organisational context. In the moment, decision making takes place and the pace and texture of experiencing
participation in the transformation of social space may affect life across multiple dimensions; there is an
awareness therefore of systemic impact. For example, in TRP, when participants acknowledged the need to water
plants the community would self-organise and put in place a maintenance rota via online conversation platform
SLACK. This required people to maintain both a physical space - the garden and watering the plants to keep them
alive on the rooftop - as well as a digital space - the administrative task of organising and communicating with one

another online.

In TRP, design was applied through numerous design applications, such as: design activism, experience design and
co-design. Research through design is therefore inquiry and design, which coalesce to make-no-sense and some
sense. The messiness is also progressing, developing, evolving over time; it formulates and shapes its visibility as
a ‘project’. The perception of this is unique to each participant — including the core project team, which involves
the designer researcher. Hence, in the explanation of The Scroll (Chapter Four Fig 4.6, 4.7 & 4.8), there is an
experiencing of texture and tone, tempo and dynamics. Doing RtD in this way means the process of the system

as a whole (in this instance, in a grassroots project) does not stand separate in anticipation of a final product
from a singular designer to act as ‘the solution’. Instead, the experiencing of tempo and texture is alive, living and
experiencing progress. Progress is participated in, participation shapes its progress, and it is in the experiencing
of this double hermeneutic that provides a compelling methodological reframing of ‘RtD’; as it is shaped, it is

shaping.

For the designer researcher, all matter of participating and experiencing in RtD therefore comes in and out

of focus. As Marshall explains in living life as inquiry, ‘issues fill and empty of energy’ (1999, p.5). A rush of
information might flood into the awareness of the designer researcher for example, over time, care and neglect
filled with energy. In the first instance, participants raised concern about the need to care for and water the
plants, the issue is then revisited and emphasised as other participants draw to the designer researcher’s
attention new experiences of maintaining and caring for nature and keeping the plants alive on the rooftop. Each
aforementioned topic of discussion demonstrates this methodological experience in the first-person of activating

an unfolding awareness.

The three occurrences - intentions, events/activities and artefacts - do not have to take place consecutively, i.e the
intention does not have to be explicated before the event or activity which does not therefore have to be followed
by an artefact. One example might be that the dialogical interaction with an artefact which inspires an intention

which subsequently triggers an event or activity.

5.2.1 The Three Occurrences
As each occurrence takes place it also assists the designer researcher in clustering themes and categories specific
to the RtD project in which they are immersed. A rich and dense documentation offers insight, inspiration and
provocation and sparks creativity in many and varied ways. The value in seeing RtD in this way also results in being
able to facilitate and document the experiences of participation in experimental and interdisciplinary ways (e.g.

see Table 5.1).
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5.2.2 Intentions signifies the meanings, values and purposes that the RtD embodies for the participants.
They come alive and are realized in the form of the specific characteristics and its multiple dimensions as the

process of RtD unfolds.

Intentions are discussed amongst participants, provide them with motivation and fuel the thrust and momentum
of the RtD transformation. Intentions are recognised by the designer researcher and declared among the

participants.

In TRP, the intentions were inspired by the theoretical notion of design activism (Fuad-Luke, 2009, Thorpe, 2010).
Design activism advocates the application of ‘design, imagination and practice’ to create new narratives and
possibilities ‘aimed at generating positive social, institutional, environmental or economic change’ (Fuad-Luke,
2009, p.27). As a response to the lack of green and social space in Manchester’s City Centre, it was the aspect

of design activism that provided the theoretical motivation and fuel for TRP. Intentions in TRP included being
visible in initial conversation between me as designer researcher, the architect of the building and local resident
and City Centre Councillor. This first conversation defined the opportunity as ‘space to experiment with’. The
liitial intentions of TRP were outlined in the challenge for the TRPC - ‘to experiment with space as a response to
the need for more green, outdoor, social space in the city centre’. Intentions were also determined in the first
participatory event. As people shared their stories of rooftop experiences, FOEs were revealed (see Chapter Four,
Fig 4.15 & 4.16) which people wanted to repeat or re-live in TRP. Here, participants in TRP were also beginning to

determine their intentions in the project through its design.

| identified and shared the intention of design activism with the participants at the beginning and reinforced it
throughout the research. Identifying this intention as well as bringing the intentions determined as FoEs to the
attention of TRPC, encouraged a deeper and richer understanding of TRPC motivation and broadened TRP’s scope
and potential. Rather than beginning the project as a specific problem in search of a solution, we found that
identifying and sharing the broad and over-arching intention as a community challenge opened up discussion

about desirable and mindful uses of the rooftop and provided room for experimentation.

To demonstrate the intention of design activism, it became my responsibility to invite and encourage participation
in TRP from a variety of individuals. Those working in the building, as well as local greening groups, residents,
charities, business and freelancers were invited to engage in the design process, to design the rooftop with those
who worked in organisations within the building. As design researcher, | organised events that included activities
such as planting and sketching, and discussions about making green and social space in the city centre. For
instance, the first event to take place on the rooftop was a co-curated public programme in collaboration with The
National Trust. As part of this event we screened William H. Whyte’s film, The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces
(1988) (Appendix C: Fig A2.28).

A key characteristic of RtD is critical reflection. Reflecting upon the intentions of doing design means inquiring
into what is taking place through taking action, which means the design inquiry is to remain ‘alive’ (McCarthy

& Wright, 2015) with ‘awareness’ (Marshall, 2016) — which involves developing a respect and consideration for
those participating in and experiencing the RtD project. Drawing inspiration from the highly reflective nature of
‘living life as inquiry’ (Marshall, 1999, 2016) the intentions of RtD evolve with the participants over a period of
time. Intentions remain out of the control of the designer researcher; rather, they are brought to life through
participatory forums and can therefore change as the project changes. So too does the texture of participation, as

intentions will vary in scale and scope, for example from the intention of an individual to a mass collaboration.
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5.2.3 Events and Activities may be defined as occurrences when participants come together to
discuss, make, create and reflect on their uses and experiences of RtD. Examples include informal and formal
conversations, meetings, and activities. Events such as these became a means to enable participation and social
interaction and were responsible for bringing to life the intentions that were defined and continue to be redefined

by the community.

The Spring plots examples of two types of events and activities: 1. Events and activities designed and produced by

the designer researcher and 2. Events and activities designed and produced by the community.

Events and activities designed by me as the design researcher helped to make sense of what the participants
desired the TRP to be. In one of the first events, participants were invited to share stories of their experiences of
rooftops in general. Through storytelling and conversation, participants began to speculate on TRP and what it
could mean for people. Their stories began to reveal FoE, for example relaxation and playfulness, and aspirations
such as community and social open-ness, which they felt were desirable. As Chapter Four explained in more
detail, these became FoEs which, woven into the design of the experience of events designed by the designer
researcher, assisted with prototyping what the participants might want the rooftop to feel like. For example, in the
co-produced event (December 2014, Appendix C: Fig A2.15 & Fig A2.16) the designer researcher used immersive/
event/experience design to elicit FoEs and prototype the ideas-in-progress (Appendix F: Reflection Entries). This
design application acted as a provocation — a participatory ‘experience design’ event in which participants could
explore the project using all of their senses. This represented a prototype of the rooftop that could be inhaled/
seen/heard/touched, experienced and participated in and designed to trigger and motivate participation and

social life.

The events and activities designed and produced by the project’s community were often unknowingly
experimenting with FoEs. The student art and design exhibitions are examples of me experiencing, documenting
and reflecting upon such events and activities that are designed and produced by the community. In doing so, |
attempted to capture, while remaining inquisitive of what was happening, who is participating, and ask questions
such as, how is the content affecting the momentum of the RtD process and experiences being had in relation to

the project system as a whole?

5.2.4 Artefacts are material objects created by people during participation in RtD. As dimensions of
the TRP as an RtD project come into being, so too do artefacts. The Spring illustrates three kinds of artefacts:
documentation of transformation; expressions of entanglement of its dimensions; and reflective documentation

(Fig 5.4).

As outcomes of intentions, events and activities (as previously described), artefacts in TRP were brought to life
in the scroll, written reflection entries documented in Word and Adobe Creative Suite documents (such as the

acknowledgements board) and the PDF titled: TRP The Story so Far... (Appendix C).

When describing ‘annotated portfolios’ as an approach ‘open to interpretation and appropriation’, Gaver &
Bowers (2012) say annotated portfolios ‘provide a way to present the fruits of design that simultaneously respect
the particularity and multidimensionality of design work while meeting many of the demands of generalizable
theory.” (2012, p.42). Whilst being inspired and informed by their users, Gaver & Bowers are also expressing
‘designed artefacts’ in the form of HCI products designed by a design team from within their research studios.

In TRP the rooftop itself could be considered an artefact; so too could any object or item or interaction with a
person or number of people. This emphasizes the need for an MDE lens as it views life and vitality across multiple

dimensions in multiple forms of artefacts. Gaver & Bower describe some of the challenges of designed artefacts,
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such as inscrutability and how it is ‘impossible to describe a given artefact in all its detail’ (2012, p.43). The

artefacts in TRP are therefore encouraged to be identified by participants of RtD.

In Constructing a RtD Methodology (Fig 5.4), there are three different types of artefacts that come into being:

i Artefacts of Documentation of Transformation
ii. Artefacts of Entanglements of Dimensions
iii. Artefacts as Reflective Documentation

Artefacts helped participants to make sense of the rooftop in documentation of the RtD in transformation,
expressions of entanglements of dimensions and reflective documentation. Bringing artefacts into focus for
dialogic interaction is a responsibility of the designer researcher. Plotted on The Spring (Fig 5.4) are points in time

when some of these artefacts came into being.

i. Artefacts of Documentation of Transformation
The transformation of the rooftop was documented through an ongoing and regularly updated visual PDF
(Chapter Four and Appendix C) created by the design researcher. To communicate the transformation, the PDF
included pictures and text of how the project began, the partners involved, features of experience desired and
experienced by participants, and how the rooftop’s features transformed over time. The evidence came from
the visual records of participatory events and screen-shots of social media content captured by participants.
The objective of this artefact was two-fold: 1. to record the rooftop’s intentions and evolving FoEs and; 2. to

communicate FoEs to participants on an ongoing basis.

ii. Artefacts of Entanglements of Dimensions
Participants activated an online communication tools and social media application. These embodied the
social and technical dimensions of the rooftop and these materialized as participants responded to their own
needs. An example of this was SLACK (Chapter Four, Fig 4.38-41). Participants used the platform as a means of
communicating online alongside face-to-face meetings. Some participated in the former more than the latter and
vice versa. Participants interacted with one another through text and emoticons and shared detailed reflections
and thoughts about the evolving rooftop. The content and interaction with SLACK when viewed as an artefact
of entanglements of dimensions, becomes an example of the intertwining of multiple dimensions - of social

relationships and values across physical and digital spatial-temporal dimensions.

iii. Artefacts of Reflective Documentation
Artefacts of reflective documentation were created by the participants and the designer researcher. In R<>M
(Chapter Four Tables 4.4, 4.5, 4.6), participants were invited to work alone or in groups to create an artefact
that would embody their experiences of the rooftop. Participants were encouraged to use any materials and
were provided support and time to discuss and make their artefacts. One example was the Seed Bomber/Lyrical
Plan’ (Chapter Four Fig 4.33 & Fig 4.34). Motivated by the activism in TRP, P19 and P18 sought specialist paper
with seeds pressed into it and designed a mass-event that would invite the public to engage in flying their paper
aeroplanes across the city. P19 and P18 included in their design a digital element - incentivising participants to
retrieve a plane, log where it landed on a digital map and ‘sow the seeds of change’. Another example was an
artefact called GloveShade (Chapter Four Fig 4.30 & Fig. 31). The conceptualization and design involved extensive
use of an informal and flexible texting application (in this case, the Whatsapp application). Each Artefact of Critical

Reflection made by participants resulted in a prototype.

My reflection entries (Chapter Four, e.g. Fig 4.11, Appendix F: Reflection Entries) were also a means through

which as designer researcher | recorded ways of scanning my ‘inner and outer arcs of attention’ (Marshall, 2016m



Taylor, R. (2018) Experiencing Participation

179

p.xviii). | contended with tension surrounding how the rooftop was being transformed by the participatory
experiences and actions of the participants and my own sense of the project’s intention and FoEs. When |
grappled with conflicts such as good and glory, care and neglect and private and public, these became examples
of how living life as inquiry became a way of sense-making RtD. Recording and reviewing reflective documentation
inspired a sense of responsibility in me of doing RtD by encouraging a deep and rich inquiry of ‘perceiving, framing

issues, interpreting, making choices about action, interaction and non-action’ (Marshall, 2016, p.54).

5.3 A Critical Reflective Standpoint on the Components of an RtD Methodology

5.3.1 The Value in ’An Unfolding Awareness’
| did not want to prematurely disregard or restrict, any serendipitous or potentially interesting happenings. All
matter of experiences associated with the process of co-designing were of interest to me. Participants of TRP
described their experience as enjoyable and transformational (Appendix E: Transcript of Interview with P1). Some
participants describing their enthusiasm at points across TRP mentioning and acknowledging how ‘freeing’ and

‘exciting” the opportunity of participating in something like TRP (Appendix E: R<>M Transcripts 1-3).

The RtD literature reviewed in Chapter Two raises concern of the limited number of studies that further inquire
into the importance of experiencing and participating in its complexity. The arrival at the need for both RtD

and AR in IS to activate ‘an unfolding awareness’ has yet to become a phrase common to designer researchers.
Furthermore, the collation of A Portfolio of RtD as a body of qualitative research presents TRP as the first study of
its kind to evidence the complexity of experiencing participation in RtD and to analyse its contributions to theory

and implications to practice.

It became the role of the designer researcher to instigate opportunities for ‘dialogic interaction’ (Kester, 2004
p.91). This created points for deeper levels of personal-reflective and collective-reflective inquiry to be activated
and entered into. Recognizing the importance and value in individuals and their experience and participation, ‘an
unfolding awareness’ opened up a variety of ways to view and value design as a process through which inquiry
could take place. Interventions were designed by me with the intention to address the research questions, whilst
at the same time respond to the needs of the individual. The very essence of activating ‘an unfolding awareness’ is
drawn from the paradoxical nature of living life as inquiry through design activism, ‘It might pull me to continually
seeking to rectify things. But it needs a light touch, to allow the process to be both disciplined and emergent.
...The purpose of inquiry, then, is to have a greater capacity to operatre rather than to reach an end goal’
(Marshall, 2016, p.67)

5.3.2 The Value in an MDE
Transferable to other situations where an RtD project is being participated in, the lens of an MDE, applied
in-practice, enables the designer-activist-researchers to freely move between social-spatial-technical/digital-
temporal dimensions. Both working and coming to life in parallel, the methodology and the effects of the
methodology, flirt, reflect and support the other. In motion, they dance, perform and respond. The responsibility
of life as it is lived does not lie with the choice of methodology as it unfolds. Rather, | have interpreted ‘life’ as
an unlimited resource of freedom of expression and openness that we, as humans can learn from in situations
such as the transformation of social space. Viewing ‘life” as a resource can also inspire the designer researcher
to pursue the phenomenological inquiry of living, multi-dimensional organisational contexts. For instance in TRP,
the community chose to activate a technical artefact, an online digital conversation platform SLACK (Chapter Four
Case Four). Those responsible for the ‘life” within and across this technical/digital dimension were not pressured
by me or the methodology. Some choose to breathe life into it, others choose not to. Not all who participate
intend to participate in sustaining life. There is indeed no pressure and no expectation. Levels of expectations

might however emerge in analytical discussions, such as those surrounding care and neglect.
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| can therefore forge connections across the complexity of a living system throughout the use of an MDE. |
recognise the requirements brought forth by leading authors across AR in IS, RtD and Systems Thinking; as such,
a key outcome of this research has been in identifying the strength of joining forces across multiple fields of

research and practice.

My intention was to jointly dispel the myths and misconceptions surrounding AR, such as the requirement of
abundant time and resources, its inappropriateness for PhD students and projects, and regarding it being less
scientific than other methods (Avison et al., 2017). RtD commentators Stappers & Giaccardi (2017) share similar
concern in relation to the use of RtD. It is therefore the multiplicity of theory through practice that determines the

value in an MDE.

Acquiring the lens of an MDE and activating an unfolding awareness are therefore fundamental to doing RtD.

As this thesis has determined, the activating of an unfolding awareness does not solely rest with design as a
disciplinary field independent of others. As | have suggested, a variety of disciplines are present as a variety of
perspectives are welcomed into doing RtD. It is not without caution that | have entered into this multi-disciplinary-
interdisciplinary territory. ‘Living life as inquiry’ (LLal) (Marshall, 1999, 2016) provides a flexible and transparent,
but disciplined approach that supports the development of soft skills. As discussed in Chapter Three, Marshall
invites those doing LLal to pay attention and be present with ‘what is’ (Marshall, 2016, p.xviii-xix). This might
appear contrary to design applications tasked with projecting or protecting an idea. However, as this thesis has

demonstrated, an unfolding awareness welcomes all matter of paradoxical concerns of RtD and AR in IS.

These conditions for an MDE of first-person action research are integral to the methodological reframing of RtD.
They help confront ignorance that might be manifest in the designer researcher’s exploration through pre-existing
experiences or definitions of design and/or RtD. With the lens of an MDE and an understanding of experience-

led grassroots projects, this methodological reframing has not been a simple task to articulate, not compared

to the practice itself, which evolved organically. Interpreting, extracting and then articulating the contribution

to theory has potentially warped and distorted, perhaps even over-complicated, the experiencing participation

in RtD. However, it must not deter from the effort | have gone to in an attempt to sense-make this complexity. |
do believe this form of RtD methodology warrants further and collaborative investigation. | therefore encourage
fields of research in which a heightened sense of awareness could be valuable, but is currently underexplored, to
work together and explore the benefits of joint custodianship of activating an unfolding awareness through the

lens of a Multi-Dimensional Ensemble view of doing RtD.

5.3.3 The Value in Experiencing the Organisational Context
Chapter One introduced the scholar-practitioner viewpoints of AR conducted within organisational and cultural
management settings. From their investigations and critical examining of ‘experiencing space’, Fleming &
Spicer (2004) and Taylor & Spicer (2007) expressed what they considered the experiencing of a change in the
organisational context. The methodological reframing of RtD builds onto this through the lens of an MDE to

construct an image of the organisational context in the form of a Portfolio of RtD.

| draw on Yanow’s (1998, 2015) and Rosen et al.s (1990, cited by Gagliardi, 1990, p.83) theoretical viewpoints on
experiencing space. For a more current understanding of experience, | also drew inspiration from the viewpoints
of curator Fatos Ustek and her consideration of an ‘experience culture’ (2015) with Pine & Gilmore’s explanation
of ‘the experience economy’ (2011). These, together with detailed and critical insights into experience-centered
design gathered by McCarthy & Wright’s (2004, 2007, 2015, Wright et al., 2008, Wright & McCarthy, 2010) have
in essence informed the premise of the whole thesis — that the value of constructing a lens such as an MDE lies

in its ensemble view of multiplicity. The richness in the complexities of viewing the organisational context in
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this way, provides a grassroots projects (i.e. urban gardening and campaigning for green space in the city) with
an explanation for how they may be utilised as participatory forums in which to co-design urban space. This
encourages systems thinking in AR in IS and RtD to jointly reconsider how an MDE might assist with drawing
together multi-disciplinary knowledge to formulate an understanding of organisational context. For example, to
view the benefits of emancipatory action from within poiesis (Bachelard, 2014, Schon, 1990, p.41-42) and praxis
(Arendt, 1958, Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005, Melaney, 2006, Tassinari et al., 2017), systems thinking can assist with
explaining the organisational context as ‘autopoiesis’ (Maturana, 1980, p73-76, Sandow & Allen, 2005, Senge
2006, 2015). Melaney’s (2006) interpretation of Arendt’s work highlights responsibility and implications of ‘doers’
undertaking an ‘unending process’ and ‘not in isolation’. From this, and in an organisational context (in which
autopoiesis manifests), a methodological reframing of RtD is forced to reckon with these interpretations of poiesis
to seek ways for multi-disciplinary knowledge to co-exist. As this thesis has discovered, these interpretations

of autopoiesis, praxis and poiesis and the way in which they coalesce, have yet to be theoretically framed and

applied as an RtD methodology.

5.4 Summary

From the analytic methods that were applied to each case example in the Portfolio of RtD, to an analytic
framework that assisted with sense-making the findings from across the RtD as a whole, this chapter has
addressed the research question, more specifically the third sub-section to the research question - what is the
meaning obtained from TRP as RtD and how does that inform and inspire future iterations of Research through
Design (RtD)?

This chapter presented the findings in two parts. The first focused on the findings and grappled with three
topics for discussion —Good and Glory; Care and Neglect; and Private and Public. Each discussion demonstrated
an analytic account that evidenced the findings of internal and external conflicts and tensions. The second

part developed to present the RtD methodology as The Spring (Fig 5.4), to demonstrate the the occurrences
of: intentions, events and activities and artefacts. From a critical reflective standpoint, the value of each
componenent of the RtD methodology reveals the worth inherent in an unfolding awareness and an MDE lens.
This has emphasised how an RtD methodology is wholly informed by the need for a new lens through which to
view the co-existence of multiple dimensions of an organisational context. It also explains how an MDE enables
RtD to view and extend its theoretical reach into multiple disciplines and interdisciplinary settings. This chapter
has also critically reflected on the value in experiencing the organisational context through the MDE. The
chapter that follows now delves further into the contributions to theory and implications to practice of this RtD

methodology.
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CHAPTER 6.
CONTRIBUTIONS TO THEORY AND
IMPLICATIONS TO PRACTICE

6.0 Overview

In order to reveal what took place during RtD, Chapter Four has presented a methodical account of experiencing
participation in TRP as a Portfolio fo RtD. This portfolio provided empirical evidence that has, along with the
theoretical inspiration, has been critically analysed in Chapter Five to substantiate the construction of an RtD
methodology. lllustrated in the form of The Spring, the RtD methodology encourages dialogic encounters with

intentions, events and activities and artefacts as occurrences in the unfolding of a project.

This chapter now lists the theoretical concerns identified in RtD and AR in IS literature and how they share
commonalities in their concerns. An in-depth discussion looks at the shared benefits of these contributions to
both RtD and AR in IS. Through the lens of an MDE, examples are presented of where in key extant work the
construction of an MDE can contribute and/or further extend theoretical discourse. New lines of inquiry that are
opened up by doctoral inquiry are also presented along with lessons learned about conducting RtD activities as a
designer researcher using first person action research. Coping strategies and mechanisms with the intention that
they (along with an unfolding awareness, the lens of an MDE and The Spring) may be transferable to others, are

also illustrated, which leads on to the discussion of a number of implications of RtD methodology in practice.

Before listing the concerns expressed across the literature | wish to invite RtD and AR scholar practitioners along
with practitioners in design, architecture, information systems, user-experience, urban planning and community

development to share and engage in the possibilities and opportunities of these contributions and implications to.
6.1 Contributions to AR in IS and Organisational Studies Theory
AR in IS and Organisational Studies literature has expressed theoretical concerns regarding the need for:

e aheightened sense of awareness of interconnectedness and interrelatedness (Senge, 2006, p.69, Senge,

2015, Suchman, 2002, p.142, Winter & Checkland, 2003, Vidgen et al., 2002)

e  addressing the changes in ‘the organisational context’ (Rosen, Orlikowski & Schmahmann, 1990, Vidgen
et al., 2002, Fleming & Spicer, 2004, Ford & Harding, 2004, Taylor & Spicer, 2007, Yanow, 1998, Yanow &
Schwartz-Shea, 2015, Avison et al., 2017);

e the presence of multiple perspectives and multiple disciplines (Checkland & Scholes, 1990, Wood-Harper &
Avison, 1996, Fitzgerald & Avison, 2006, Avison et al., 2017, Checkland, 1999, Checkland & Poulter, 2006, )

and;
e anensemble view beyond the technical (Orlikowski & lacono, 2001, p.125, Sein et al. 2011, livari, 2007)

The first concern has been addressed in the proposition of ‘an unfolding awareness’ (as described in Chapter
Three, experienced in Chapter Four and articulated in Chapter Five in The Spring Fig 5.4). AR in IS literature invites
theoretical expression and viewpoints with regards to what it means to have awareness. With respect to the

long history of action research and how integral it is to the growth of the theory and practice of organisational
development (Coghlan & Brannick, 2014, p.46-47) experience, inquiry and participation is commonly expressed

across forms of AR. However, the presence of design as it is interlaced into all decision making requires a different
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form of AR, which | have reframed in Chapter Three. The presence of design was fundamental to the physical and
social transformations situated in TRP and therefore, to explicate how knowledge was acquired through RtD, | was

required (as a designer-activist-researcher) to frame experience, inquiry and participation.

As Chapter One and Chapter Two have revealed, Organisational Studies and AR in IS literature begin to
conceptualise a new notion of ‘the organisation’. This thesis has introduced to AR in IS the theoretical value

of ‘design’ and ‘designing’ (as discussed in Chapter Two and Three) to situations where boundaries of the
organisation, the merging of private/public realm and the ensemble view beyond the IT artefact combine/coexist/
intertwine. The literature survey of AR in IS (Chapter Three) revealed a desire of AR in IS to be inquisitive of an
‘ensemble view’ (Orlikowski & lacono, 2001, p.125) and this methodological reframing of RtD moves beyond the
singular technical dimension of a singular technical artefact to a multi-dimensional ensemble as expressed in the
construction of an MDE lens (the context for which has been described in Chapter One, the intended contribution
outlined in Chapter Two, the application described in Chapters Three and Four and, the articulation of the value of

an MDE has been further critiqued in Chapter Five).

The use of this MDE lens transforms methodological understanding of the value and efficacy of RtD. During my
own experiencing of RtD, | activated awareness in living life as inquiry through design activism and acquired
knowledge through a reflexive, situated action. As further explored in Chapter Three, this was experiencing
what Buchanan (2017) attributes to Dewey’s pragmatist philosophy on ‘inquiry’ and ‘experience’. However,

it is also expressed in Ingold’s ‘making as a process of growth’ (2013, p.30) and in Senge’s conceptualisation

of ‘complex, learning organisations’ as ‘autopoiesis - living systems’ (2006, 2015). Whereas TRP is a mix of all
the aforementioned, the rooftop itself can be likened to what Buchanan describes as a ‘place of invention’ -
‘Complex systems or environments for living, working, playing and learning’ (Buchanan, 1992 p.10, Buchanan
2017). An MDE view provides the designer-as-activist-as-researcher with access to ‘get inside experience and
inquire’ (Buchanan 2017). This adds to the phenomenological inquiry a desire to seek out from experience the
relevance of design theory in IS theory to Organisational Studies (Chapter One, Fig 1.1 and Chapter Two, Fig 2.3).
This thesis has demonstrated how Buchanan'’s curiosity in being inquisitive of experiencing places of invention
can be built upon, through the application of design activism. This confidently asserts the contribution of this
phenomenological study as being a methodological reframing of RtD (inspired by systems thinking in AR in

IS). Reframed and reconfigured, RtD as a form of AR is therefore living life as inquiry through experiencing and

participating in design activism, co-design and experience-led design.

Whilst the literature survey also exposed some of the complications RtD has faced over the past forty years to
define and establish itself as an academic practice, its ‘foundational concept for approaching inquiry through the
practice of design’ (Durrant et al., 2017, p.3) is added to by Lambert & Speed (2017) who find that ‘RTD suspends
any determinism toward a contemporary definition for design and instead offers points of entry to the making of
narratives’ (Lambert & Speed, 2017, p.109). The Portfolio of RtD further builds onto this discourse by providing
‘points of entry’ and the ‘making of narratives’ with a home in a methodical account. The Portfolio of RtD can then
be utilised to demonstrate how participation in RtD can be documented as experienced and critically reflected

upon to sense-make how experiences of RtD might be designed.

The methodologies articulated in AR in IS (Vidgen et al., 2002, Checkland, 1996) express similarities to those
experienced in RtD —i.e. the state of flux, the process of experimentation and iteration. However, each researcher
is different from another and may include designers or ethnographers as action researchers or analysts (as per
Avison, 1996, p.273-274). RtD as a form of AR in IS encourages and invites a wider network of designers to the
field. This extends inquiry through a variety of design applications and through these design applications, the

designer researcher experiences the project with an unfolding awareness that, as it takes shape, so too does the
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Portfolio of RtD. As a whole the process represents the life across the multi-dimensionality of the organisational

context.

Entering into such a multi-dimensional territory requires all researchers to see themselves as Suchman suggests,
‘as entering into an extended set of working relations, of contests and alliances’ (2011, p.142). Designer
researchers, familiar with the characteristics of doing RtD, enter into an awareness of their own internal dialogic
as well as the participants dialogic encounters with the organisational context. Experiencing this can be likened
to what Ingold describes as being ‘in correspondence’ (2013, p.107). Through design (and designing) the aim of
the designer researcher is to be ‘learning rather than controlling’ (Senge, 2006, p.xv). This invites AR in IS and
Organisational Studies to jointly ask questions such as how might The Spring be utilised to help develop strategies

of RtD in AR in IS that embrace this entering into unfamiliar, ‘living’ territory?

6.2 Contributions to RtD Theory

RtD literature has expressed theoretical concerns that include the need for;

e turning RtD explorations into well-documented and rigorous research methods (H66k et al., 2015,

Zimmerman et al. 2010, Stappers & Giaccardi, 2017);

e credibility and value of RtD in other communities (Stappers & Giaccardi, 2017, Durrant et al. 2015, 2017);

e framing knowledge obtained from RtD artefacts (Stappers, 2007, 2013, Cross 1999, Zimmerman, et al., 2007,
Durrant et al. 2015, 2017, Lambert & Speed, 2017) and;

e seeking examples of RtD in open-ended experimentation and longtitudinal studies (Stappers & Giaccardi

2017, Gaver 2012, Lambert & Speed 2017).

This thesis has introduced to RtD the theoretical viewpoints of AR in IS and Organisational Studies. This includes
conceptualisations of how the organisational context is experienced. Building onto these concepts, this thesis

has explained how a mix of the social-technical/digital-spatial-temporal dimensions may come alive in TRP as an
RtD inquiry. The need to construct an MDE through which to view this organisational context was identified and

demonstrated in TRP and further asserts a theoretical value in a methodological reframing of RtD.

To address two of RtD’s theoretical concerns (with regards to the well-documented and rigorous research
methods and framing knowledge obtained from RtD artefacts), Gaver & Bowers (2012) illuminate the importance
of ‘annotated portfolios’ to designer researchers. Gaver is also curious of the way ‘things’ are manifested and
interacted with in the process of RtD, in collaboration with designer researchers at the CHI Conference they are
‘crafting places to attend to things’ (Odom et al., 2017). Similar to RTD conferences, dialogical encounters are

evidently proving a helpful format in which to address RtD theoretical concerns with regards to artefacts.

In doing RtD (as illustrated in Chapter Five, Fig 5.4) | compiled an alternative version of an annotated portfolio - A
Portfolio of RtD, which documented a wide array of living evidence in the form of intentions, events and activities,
and artefacts. Some parts of the portfolio explicitly documented the life of aesthetic design decisions made by
the community in the co-design process while other parts presented evidence of living life as inquiry, for example
my reflection entries on experiencing the process as the designer researcher and activist (Appendix F: Reflection
Entries). All matter of life that could be realistically handled by me as the designer researcher, in the process of
open-ended experimentation and a longtitudinal study was gathered and documented.

Methodologically reframing RtD as activating ‘an unfolding awareness’ through the lens of an MDE required an
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internal and external LLal approach. The internal LLal was sought through the reflection entries and an external
LLal was sought with participants of TRP as an RtD project. When participants were invited to make artefacts that
represented and embodied their experiences of participation in TRP, this encouraged dialogical encounters to be
externalised. Examples of these have been presented as photographic and tabled evidence that took place with
artefacts in the REFLECT<>MAKE events (Chapter Four: Case 3). LLal was therefore informed by all matter and
method of design through which | would sense-make experiencing design and designing experience - some of
which linternalised and some | externalised. RtD theory can therefore be viewed as being experientially extracted
from a combination of theoretical perspectives (in this instance; design activism, anthropology, systems thinking,
sociology and HCI - as discussed in Chapter Three). Furthermore RtD encourages the designer researcher to
become aware of externalising dialogical encounters resembled in the project, as it unfolds, as a variety of

occurrences (as explained in Chapter Five, Fig 5.4).

Through the action research and interpretative analysis of inquiry, experience and participation, the
phenomenological study of TRP has provided an example of a methodological reframing of RtD. Informed by
the experiencing and participating in the process as it has unfolded, the next section presents specific instances
of extant work and critically examines how new insight obtained from the RtD methodology in TRP advances

knowledge-building across disciplines.

6.3 Advancing Knowledge, Building on Extant Work

Throughout this thesis | have drawn inspiration from a range of disciplines and research communities such as,

0S, AR, IS and RtD. These disciplines share a common need to activate a heightened sense of awareness. Whilst
independent of one another, theoretical perspectives such as Ingold (2000, p.413), Suchman (2007, p.xi), Marshall
(2016, p.54-55) and McCarthy & Wright (2015, p.20) are each engaged in a sense of awareness, a situated

action or an attending to a situation as it unfolds. Applied in practice, A Portfolio of RtD of TRP has therefore
demonstrated the value in bringing together living life as inquiry through design activism to build onto and extend

each discourse.

The Scandinavian efforts of Participatory Design, Co-design and the American influences of the Socio-technical
Systems of the 1970s/80s have contributed many and varied design methodologies and methods to AR in IS.
However, as this thesis has conveyed, the organisational context is changing and whilst ‘design’ and ‘action
research’ have coalesced in academic and industry-led projects and within disciplines such as HCI and IS for more
than fifty years, there remains opportunity to bring the two ‘disciplines’ even more closely together and use this
type of RtD to weave together these efforts.

An example of this is in how this RtD methodology could offer two key ways of entering into dialogue with AR

in IS. One is to act as a lens through which AR in IS can view multiplicity in the form of an MDE, the other is in
making artefacts. RtD communities envelop design as a craft. As Chapter Three reveals, this includes viewing such
artefacts of RtD as comparable in value to ‘the process itself’ (Lambert & Speed, 2017). The ‘invitation to open
up’ and ‘extend its community of practice by promoting the benefits of RtD’ in a variety of circumstances or fields
of practice is being encouraged (Stappers & Giaccardi, 2017, Lambert & Speed, 2017). The value and efficacy of
RtD approaches through an MDE may be articulated in the key principles of RtD (Chapter Three, Table 3.3). In
maintaining curiosity, accessibility, awareness, an egalitarian sensibility and individual perspectives, the value of
nurturing a ‘dialogical platform’ is reflected (Durrant et al., 2015). The RtD methodology constructed in this thesis
embodies this value to openly discuss, make accessible (DiSalvo, 2017), critique, and develop understanding and

the acquisition of knowledge of an organisational context.

Situated in an experience-led design grassroots project, | turned to Ingold’s anthropological viewpoint with

regards to being ‘haptic’ and ‘making as a process of growth’ (Ingold, 2013, p.20). Combined, these sociological
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view points represented by Marshall (2016) and anthropological viewpoints of Ingold (2015) have challenged my

perception of how | make sense of the world by inquiring in lived experience through design.

RtD methodology can also be compared to and built on with regards to the extant work and construction of
Multiview and Multiview2 methodology (Avison, 1996, p.271-275, Fitzgerald & Avison, 2006, p.3). Similarly,

RtD methodology is a non-prescriptive description of a real-world process. However, upon construction of an
RtD methodology, the multiplicity is experienced via dialogic encounters with intentions, events/activities and
artefacts. From the perspective of the first person, the methodology encompasses an analytic lens in the form

of an MDE view of the organisational context. This lens, inspired by the multiple perspectives articulated in

the Multiview methodology (Kling & Scacchi, 1982 cited by Avison, 1996, p.274), activates an awareness which
attends to the multiple perspectives that are entangled in the application of the multiple roles of the designer
researcher. In the first person, the relevance of knowing the designer researcher and exploring their own use and
construction of the MDE and the methodical accounts of the designer researcher are combined to inform the
analysis of A Portfolio of RtD. Themes arise from across this Portfolio of RtD, which the designer researcher can
record and document as examples of social-spatial-technical-temporal dimensions. Together, the lens of an MDE,
along with these themes, then acts as the scaffolding of an analytic framework. It is paramount therefore that
the designer researcher can demonstrate a rigorous understanding of theoretical inspiration and explicate their

framing to inform the type of RtD being undertaken.

In Chapter Three | explained how Olsen & Heaton advocate the value of designing as experienced in ‘the present’
(in Simonsen et al., 2010, p.93). They also draw similarities between designing and mindfulness. Olsen & Heaton
illuminate concerns of the designer experiencing participation in the temporal dimension. They propose that
designing creates an interplay between goal and reflection. This perspective provides insightful commentary on
the experiential nature unique to designing. Olsen & Heaton’s experience and insight does not venture far from
the ‘emotional sense-making of felt life’, which McCarthy & Wright (2007, p.9) proclaim is underplayed in situated
accounts of action. Both perspectives draw on the importance of the presence of multiple perspectives (McCarthy
& Wright 2015, p.42, 158-159, Olsen & Heaton in Simonsen et al., 2010, p.80) and describe how perspectives
inform the ‘texture of dialogical spaces’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.155, Olsen & Heaton in Simonsen, 2010,
p.80). They also promote the value of designing as ‘knowing through making or doing’ (Olsen & Heaton in
Simonsen et al., 2010, p.81, McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.158) and consider the benefits of how awareness can
develop a stronger sense of the felt life. This addresses the absence in AR in IS of how inquiry can be conducted
through a more fluid and simultaneous ‘correspondence’ (as proposed by Ingold, 2013, p.20-21, p.107) in
designing/making and influencing the co-design of social space the multi-dimensionality ensemble view of the

organisational context is also being transformed.

Chapter Three ventured into how both poiesis (to make something that did not exist before) and praxis (the
process in which a theory is enacted, embodied or realised) are viewed in design and reflective practice. A
practical philosophical perspective of Arendt moved the concept of praxis forward with regards to ‘the activism
alive in or through praxis’ (1958, Melaney, 2006, Bousbaci & Findeli, 2005). Whilst this form of praxis is visible in
TRP and in its design activism, parallel and interwoven into the ‘designing’ in activism are the romantic notions of
poiesis or, ‘poetics’ as described by Bachelard in The Poetics of Space (1958). A methodological reframing of RtD
therefore freely moves between and embraces the co-existence of praxis, poiesis and poetics. This shows how
‘design’ in RtD is a mix of making something new as well as caring for and building upon what exists. Continuously
aware, attentive to and inquisitive of whatever is in the process of unfolding, being brought to life and/or living.
This is an important point to illuminate to Organisational Studies as it introduces alternative applications of
‘design’ that might be better suited to embracing and attending to such complexity (in this instance, in this study |

have, for example, applied design activism).
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6.4 The Scope and Limitations of Doing RtD in TRP
The RtD methodology has so far demonstrated how the designer researcher has grappled with the complexities of
doing a phenomenological inquiry into the transformation of a rooftop into a community garden. The scope and

limitations of doing RtD in this way have also exposed further lines of inquiry.

6.4.1 Temporarily Doing Good
A key objective of TRP was to sustain a community-led ethos. With no desire to make money, costs were required
to be kept to a minimum and so the project was driven by its DIY, temporary and ‘doing good’ ethos, which
would demand good communication, good people, honesty, transparency, experimentation, resourcefulness,
accessibility and affordability. TRP was therefore an experiment in, albeit temporarily, ‘doing good’. More
questions were raised from the research and continue to linger - how does a community participating in an RtD
project define ‘doing good’? To what extent is ‘doing good’ being done ‘for glory’? Where is ‘glory’ expressed
(knowingly and unknowingly) in the design process? Can good and glory exist without one or the other? If good
and glory become a measurement of ‘success’, how is this measurement interpreted? What longevity does ‘the

doing good’ have in an RtD project aware of its temporality? How does this affect the reputation of RtD?

There is scope therefore for a version of doing RtD that more explicitly remains inquisitive of the experiencing
and participating in RtD. In other words, the realization of a solution as a final product is not ‘final’. Design and
designing continues; it is alive and unfolding far beyond the transformation of, for example, a single, physical
urban space such as a rooftop into a community garden. It is not good enough for designers (or researchers using
design) to simply say, ‘my job is done’ and walk away, no matter how temporary or fixed their installation may

be and no matter how long or short or erratic its co-design process. From the evidence provided throughout this

thesis there is a need to sustain interest in the effects of our research through designing.

6.4.2 Widening Participation
As the research suggests, TRP offered an alternative way to view the co-design of social space. TRP became
a working example, a prototype, an experimentation of space, brought to life as experiences unfolded. This
marked a difference to the way commercial design would otherwise approach the transformation of a space.
As the project evolved, the direct participants began to recognize the potential and grew fond of the goodness
in the ethos of the project, something which most referred to this as TRP’s uniqueness. Direct participants in
TRP mentioned the positive benefits of being involved in a space that welcomed such community spirit, of
coming together to create something that can and should be enjoyed by all. As Case Five explained, public
programming took place on the rooftop, such as The Ladies Room event, film nights (e.g. KOYAANISQATSI (1982)
with live performance of the rescoring of Philip Glass’ score by electronic duo One Little Atlas (OLA) - composed
and performed exclusively for TRP - Appendix C: Fig A2.33) and art and design exhibitions (e.g. MSA Unit X
and Manchester School of Architecture - Appendix C: Fig A2.31 & Fig A2.35), general community events and
networking nights (Appendix C: Fig A2.30, Fig A2.32, Fig A2.34, A2.36). Private and public events such as these
experimented with the desired objective of TRP - to be fully accessible to all and introduce different groups of
people to one another. However, full accessibility to young people who have experienced homelessness with
those who work in the building remained a challenging prospect for TRPC. Ideas for events and activities such
as these were discussed in the initial co-design meetings (Appendix C: Fig A2.10) but were not pursued and did
not take place. This insight, whilst this thesis does not pursue this matter further, it should encourage designer
researchers to contemplate the accessibility and widening of participation in future RtD projects. Particularly
those co-designing urban space. Another aspect to doing RtD which remains underdeveloped in this thesis is that
of more than one designer researcher involved in the RtD project. Such an opportunity would be advised to pose
the question, how might an RtD project with multiple designer researchers inquire through design, and how might

they together study the phenomenon designing experience <> experiencing design?
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6.4.3 The Presence of Life in Living Organisations
Further lines of inquiry are sparked during the analysis of the care and neglect of the rooftop. P1’s experience of
the presence and co-existence of nature and life in the form of plants as part of the co-design of the social space,
and therefore part of the materiality that requires people to care for it, reveals further opportunity for exploration
into how people participate in living organisations. Particularly if the organisational context is a community, public
and outdoor space, co-designed for use and embedded within its design are elements that are literally ‘living’ (i.e.
plants). Could experiencing participation in ‘living organisations’ (perhaps also viewed therefore as ‘living spaces’)
offer ways to shift the mindset of humans who usually view nature at a distance from the organisational context?
How might being tasked with caring for the life of social space improve an awareness of interrelatedness and

interconnectedness when it is designed into the social space?

6.4.4 Integrating RtD Methodology into Organisations
Nascent attempts to integrate design into organizational culture have been made by creating ‘design’
departments, and/or integrating design thinking as a problem-solving process. For example, roles such as Chief
Design Officers of Cities such as Anne Stenros (2016-2018) in Helsinki and Christopher Hawthorne (2018-) in
Los Angeles. Tried and tested design management tools and techniques provide organisations with sufficient
evidence that ‘design is needed and it works’ - i.e. design helps, assists, challenges, transforms and changes
the circumstances within which people find themselves. Professional organisations have yet to publicly and
explicitly invest time, money and resources in understanding the value of RtD and the role(s) of designer-activist-
researcher combined in co-designing the transformation of social space. Longtitudinal studies that document
the methodological experience of RtD are also being encouraged of the RTD community (Stappers & Giaccardi
2017), which suggests that there are few in existence which grapple with the complexity of the issue. The
increased interest in recruiting designers in organisations where design is newly considered as a resource integral
to obtaining knowledge of an organisational context, suggests that organisations are in listening mode. This

formulates opportunity for RtD to seed itself as a methodological approach in multiple settings.

6.5 Lessons Learned as Designer Researcher

6.5.1 Coping Strategies and RtD Applications in Practice
The lessons that | learned as designer-activist-researcher were derived from my acknowledging of coping
strategies and mechanisms. | noticed how | affected the momentum and influenced points of progress (i.e.
keeping TRP moving, ensuring progress of some kind was being made). Table 6.1 serves as a reminder and
reiterates the principles of TRP (i.e. experimentation, openness and awareness). Designer researchers involved
in similar forms of RtD projects might recognise similar experiences. | recommend that the table is referred to

alongside The Spring as a point of reference when practicing RtD in future work.
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Having viewed and experienced TRP as a form of AR in IS, RtD is not without its challenges. However, by
embracing those challenges and deploying the principles of RtD (as outlined in Chapter Five) we may rtansform a

venture into seemingly unchartered territory into a supported, nurtured, meaningful and manageable task.

After reflecting upon the conflicts and tensions experienced and observed as the designer researcher, | realise
there were times in TRP when | purposefully sought more creative ways to interact with RtD approaches. | was
inspired and motivated by the desire to view design differently to that of a paid-for service and my aim was to use
design to create and make positive experiences from participating in co-creation. | chose to explore whether this
was at all possible by experimenting with RtD and, as | conducted applications of design activism in experience-

centered design (e.g. Case Two and), | allowed the process to also re-configure ‘design’ and reframe RtD.

To further explore the value and efficacy of RtD, table 6.2 presents four RtD applications in action. These may also
be viewed in the case examples as RtD methods and act as a resource for designer researchers. They are by no
means a finalised or definitive list. There remain many RtD applications and iterations of applications in action

evolving and emerging from other longtitudinal studies of RtD.

RtD Application in Action Description of RtD Application in The Rooftop Project

Features of Experience (FoEs) | Social interaction takes place between participants of any project. To
encourage dialogical interaction, storytelling acts as a way for people to share
things in common or something unique to them. As people share in stories
‘Features of Experience’ (FOE) are also shared. These FoEs can be described as:
emotions, feelings, touch, smell, sound, visuals, analogies or metaphors.

Immersive Experience- Following the first public meeting in TRP people wanted to reconvene and see
Centered Design (in Event what ideas people were having and what people were deciding on. Immersive
Design) Experience Design/Event Design provided a way to prototype this stage in the

process. Co-produced with participants in TRP the event brought the design
ideas to life through sensory experience and face-to-face interaction.

The Path of Expression — In the 1-2-1 recorded interviews, each participant was invited to engage with
Experiencing Five Stations and walk round five stations (1) the visual account of TRP So Far...(PDF), (2-4)
all handwritten FoEs from the public engagement in the rooftop, (5) some of
the literature being read by the design researcher - Design Activism by Fuad-
Luke (2009), Experience Design by Benz (2015), Disobedient Objects by Flood &
Grindon (2014) and RTD 2015 Conference Programme: 21st Century Makers &
Materialities (2015).

Artefacts of Critical Reflection | Two years into TRP and participants were invited to reconvene to reflect on
their experiences of participating in TRP. The event was called REFLECT<>MAKE
and ran over two lunch time sessions and then a month later in a third session -
a discussion forum. Participants were invited to embody their experiences in an
artefact of critical reflection which they prototyped and presented. Participants
were encouraged to make an artefact that would provoke dialogical
interaction. Ideas surrounding an exhibition that could house all the artefacts
and share with a wider community the story of TRP was also discussed.

Table 6.2 A Table of RtD Applications in Action

Embedded in the RtD applications in action are the RtD principles identified in Chapter Three: maintain curiosity,
accessibility, awareness, an egalitarian sensibility and, different perspectives (Table 3.3). To negogiate and navigate
a phenomenological study such as, experiencing design <> designing experience, this thesis has presented a
methodological reframing of RtD that fundamentally builds upon the value of an unfolding awareness. RtD is
therefore an amalgamation of; principles (Table 3.3); applications (Table 6.2); coping strategies and mechanisms
(Table 6.1); a framing and recognition of the blending and blurring of multiple disciplines (Fig 2.3) and; the lens of

a Multi-Dimensional Ensemble view of an organisational context (Fig 5.4).
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6.5.2 Conflict Management and Managing Internal Conflicts when Doing RtD
Given the open and fluid nature of the project, | found myself actively grappling with the task of managing
conflict. These moments of conflict are discussed in Chapter Five tand involved the topics of good and glory,
care and neglect and public and private. There were also internal conflicts at play throughout the process. This is
mentioned by McCarthy & Wright with regards to the relationships being built between designer researcher and
participants (2015 p.20), as well as the conflicts and tensions felt by the researcher in analysing and reflecting
upon their own participation in the research (Marshall, 2016, p.54-55). In practice it is also evident, particularly
in my reflection entries (Appendix D & F: Reflection Entries). Revisiting it as an example of how necessary time
is at giving distance to the rawness experienced in the first instance. Another example is the excerpt below. This

reflection entry circles the conflict of motivating participation and sustaining the ethos of TRP:

On 14th May, | found an email | sent to myself on 19th March at 12:30 subject header: Qs Qs Qs...
These questions had also been followed up by an in-depth reflections entry about the conflicts and
tensions surrounding getting the rooftop ready for people to use it as a garden/outdoor social

space. The journey over the past two days has had its highs and lows. The lows have consisted of me
perhaps being too close to the project and therefore seeing any jibes at the rooftop, its aesthetic design
and/or the disengaged tone to people’s voices or lack of interest in actually physically helping means |
have taken that personally. Saying that, I’'m not sure I’'m taking that personally at all, | genuinely see the
project as something that will benefit people if people give to it, not to me, to it. So to receive, quite
frankly, rudeness in the face of what is coming from a good place of intentions — well, it would

take someone made of iron not to react to some of the repercussions of that. Those disinterested
appear fed up, lacking connection to the concept, [I sense] there is a distinct lack of curiosity

and absolutely no keenness to find out more, or ask what it is | can do to help? (Appendix D: Reflection

Entry 23_22March2015)

An analytic memo added in the qualitative analysis phase served to reconsider the reflection entry data,

Looking back on this two years later | still feel the rawness of this observation and reflection on it. |
wonder also of the cultures of each organisation in the building and how there is yet further areas ripe
for researching into how the cultures within organisations influence the relationships between

the people and the community in which they are situated. ...More questions arise such as, ‘how do
people respond to being invited to co-design social space?’ As this reflection suggests, there is not
always an overwhelming collaborative or collective cheer of excitement towards this approach.

There is fear, nervousness and ignorance - anything that involves change it is surprising [to me] how
much people did not see themselves associated with it, they wanted to remove themselves, remain
the silent party, some to this day will have stepped foot on the rooftop for only a brief time, some
might have not even ventured up there from their desk. A good number of people who work in the
building remain unaware of the rooftop as an experimental project aiming to challenge the public access
to private space for green, outdoor social space. Leading to questions such as, ‘why do some people
wish to remain dettached from what is going on around them?’ A strong lesson learned is that people
don’t always assume that to have something nice they have to be inquisitive of it and /or work for it.

Is this a sign that employees expectations are increasing as they see the likes of Google offices with
ballpits, etc? [offering social, playful spaces as part of the tenancy agreement and therefore not a
space that needs to be co-created/co-produced/co-maintained] (Appendix F: Analytic Memo

on Reflection Entry 23_22Mar_15)
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In maintaining curiosity as a mechanism for conflict management it soon becomes clear that both internalised
conflicts and externalised conflicts involve a process of conflict and resolution. One’s own confidence in framing
questions becomes key to maintaining curiosity that enters deeper levels of inquisitiveness of the situation.
Appendix D and F provide examples of this. The Scent of Meaningful Inquiry (Appendix D) presented in a table
format lists the questions to arise across the length of the study. | can see how RtD as first-person action research
is inextricably entangled with TRP as it unfolds. Similar to Suchman’s definition of ‘situated action’ (also cited by
Simonsen et al. 2014 p.7), in doing this form of RtD it becomes almost impossible to tease action apart from living
life as inquiry through design activism and hence the ‘action’ in first person action research is as situated as the

design and the designer-as-activist-as-researcher.

6.5.3 Taking Care in the First Person
The data analysis suggests that when activating ‘an unfolding awareness’ it draws the researcher’s attention to
potential underlying issues that may not be explicitly acknowledged by participants in RtD. By knowingly engaging
in this level of awareness, the designer-activist-researcher may become isolated from reflecting in the first-person.
This approach to doing RtD must embrace these somewhat raw, perhaps emotionally charged issues and ‘have

courage in facing them only to let go of them and allow new sense to arise’ (Marshall, 2016, p.54-55).

Complications may therefore also arise as living life as inquiry might trigger self-doubt in the mind of the designer-
researcher. This form of RtD methodology might at times feel too difficult or too challenging to qualitatively
analyse. Attempts at dis-entangling are almost unbearable. For example, across the 1-2-1 interviews it became
clear that participants mention of participating in TRP for ‘the right reasons’ and because ‘people care’ fall

into the similar bracket of the ‘good and glory’ and ‘care and neglect’, which | had separated based on my first
person internal dialogic. In the first-person | reflected upon my motivations for doing TRP; what was the ‘doing
good?’ and how was it linked to ‘glory’? Experiences of design decisions reflected upon in the first-person expose
internal conflicts of the first-person, however, when cross-referenced with the content analysed in recorded
interviews there was evidently less explicit mentioned (by participants) of these same concerns. Examples such
as this show the limitations of doing living life as inquiry through participatory projects in which experiencing
participation is analysed from multiple participatory perspectives. The variety of perspectives demonstrated in
the range of artefacts of critical reflection offer further examples of the messiness of analysing perspectives to
sense-make how design unfolds as it is experienced and participated in. McCarthy & Wright (2015) also recognise
this in the politics and aesthetics of participation. In their articulation of experiencing participatory projects they
connect it to Ranciere’s theoretical concept of ‘dissensus’ (McCarthy & Wright, 2015, p.42, 158-159). Whilst this
substantiates the complications experienced in TRP as RtD, it also exposes the need for a better understanding

of what it means to care about experiencing participation in RtD, and in doing so, how it might be necessary to
take care of and in the first-person. Further study into the analytical methods and analytic frameworks being

constructed by designer researchers as projects unfold might be one such starting point for this conversation.

6.6 Implications to Practice
This study has specifically focused on occupying and transforming a rooftop in Manchester’s City Centre and
has introduced the concept of viewing grassroots projects as MDEs. This reframes any notions of solution-
driven design projects that respond to the challenges of one or two dimensions — for example the design and
development of a physical social space or the development of a single technological artefact. Instead, the concept
of an MDE welcomes an MDE view beyond the completion of a technical artefact or physical-spatial solution.
With this in mind, the social-spatial-technical/digital-temporal dimensions evolve and are shaped as the project
unfolds. The purpose of this thesis has been to present a phenomenological study of experiencing design <>
designing experience by addressing the research question; how does an open process of experiencing design and

desig