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Abstract

Commons are shared resources governed by the communities that depend on themand are
arguably the most ancient and enduring form of economy in human civilisation . Yet, we
know little about the practicalities of making them. To address this challenge,| collaborated
with severaldesign researchersengaged incommons-making and begananswering the

guestion: What do communities need to make commons?

While the commons literature presents robust concepts that describe how successful
commons operate, few of these concepts are used by design researchers. Part Af this thesis
seeks to answer the question What does the commons literature offer commons-making

researchers?

Studio, the signature pedagogy of design, provides the epistemological foundation for
commons-making research, yet studio pedagogy remains poorly documented.Part B of this
thesis seeks to answer the question What does the design research literature offer

commons-making researchers?

I named my practice #commonize studio, a studio that designs commons, as a bridge
between these questons 6 Commoni zed defines a pmkingctive pro

6studi ob treats economics as a design subject, ¢

#commonize studio translates the theoretical foundation developed in Parts A and B into
reflective practice in Part C of this thesis, responding to the question: How can these two
literatures support commons -makers? This empirical research layers severalmethodologies
together, primarily action research performed through the lens of diverse economies, into a
methodology called studio experiments for commons-making. Performing #commonize
studio generated multiple insights for commons -making researchers, in particular the role of

scaffolding, coaching, and infrastructuring.

Finally, | argue for makingt he O6generative turné in commons res
purely analytical research of existing commons to generative research about commons
making. Future research may further expand the two fields opened up by this research
which are studio experimentalism as a design methodology and commonsmaking as a

distinct research approach.
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Prologue

Commons are all around us, they always have been
about a way of living in the world, the commons or commoning, that is both ancient and still -
being-discovered.

On the next page are two works of art that | hope set the scene for the research to come. They

are works created by two generations of Britons, separated by centuries yet connected

through time by their resistance ed@ommonpi tal i st e
wealthé(Hardt & Negri, 2009) .

The first work ( Figure 1) is an English folk poem from the 17 century, often referred to as
060The goose and t he ctoanm20trcénturie® K Radizenant (n.d)e 17
enacted 5,200 bills that enclosedonef i ft h of Engl and. Today, half o

owned by less than one percent of the population(Shrubsole, 2020).

The second work (Figure 2) is animagefrom Fr eemands Wood in Lancaster

an article in The Guardian . The article abstract reads:

For years, Lancaster |l ocals treautnglis Freemandos
Bermuda-registered owner submitted a development plan, and erected fencing to keep
them out. Now the commoners are fighting back. (Garrett, 2016)

The original image captionreads:6 A poem painted on a defaced fAno



English folk poem, 17th century

They hang the man and flog the woman
That steal the goose from off the common,
But let the greater villain loose
That steals the common from the goose.

The law demands that we atone
When we take things we do not own,
But leaves the lords and ladies fine
Who take things that are yours and mine.

The poor and wretched don't escape
If they conspire the law to break.
This must be so but they endure

Those who conspire to make the law.

The law locks up the man or woman
Who steals the goose from off the common,
And geese will still a common lack
Till they go and steal it back.

Figureld 9y 3If AaK F2f1 LR2SYZ mMTOK OSydGdaNEZ 2FiSy NBFTSNNBR

Figure2d CNBSYIl yQa 2 22 R(Garfett, 008) 3G SNJ ! YI HnAawmc



Introduction

OHow is work created, as sscgenceoddpoveredisystemsiigel et ed on
Wikipedia? And what design principles might enable these federated online systems to be

more effective?06 This is the beginsksomthe of a 20009
commons: Designing for per son alrieggretal., 8009 .experti se
Despite using the term 6commonsé in the title, t

dismissive of the rich commons literature, including seminal works by Ostrom (1990) on
commons governance and Benkler(2006) on crowd-powered systems like Wikipedia. The

aut hors also appear to be unaware or dismissive
commonso6, first puGovernmiditieedContimpns @ 4990. Mareovemthose
reviewing this paper also appear to be equally unaware or dismissive of this literature at the

time. Would the authors have benefitted from this knowledge? The research question that

has driven me since the beginning of this reseach and persists today is: What do

communities need to make commons? More specifically: What do communities need to

make counter-hegemonic commons? This research could support researchers interested in

most types of commonsma ki n g, b ut , Chapser5I2. Pdlitcs af thd commmons® |, my
research focus is how communities make what we might otherwise label counter-capitalist or

anti-capitalist commons.

Fast forward to the 2020s, and there is a small but productive cohort of design researchers

engaged with the commons literature. This cohort, mostly working in participatory design

(often referred to as PD) at European universities, has initiated whatlhave t er med 6t he
generative turndé in commons research, moving fro
research into the making of commons, or commons-making. Researchers in this cohort have

also bypassed the rich commons literature, reducing it to a handful of performative

references. Is the 50+ years of commons literature, knowledge about what has made

generations-old commons successful, useless to those of us interested in commonsnaking?

| argue that it is worth trying to make this knowledge useful to design researchers, and |

make some of the first attempts to do so in the form of #commonize studio, a studio that

designs commons.

This thesis is also a bridge between worlds, between commons research and design research.
Commons research is historically rooted in the social sciences, e.g. economics and political
science. Scholars in these fields generally turn to scientific pedagogis and epistemologies.
The enduring outputs of such commons research are analytical constructs used to code how
a commons functions over time. These constructs are diagnostic, used primarily to

understand and make sense of an existing commons. They show usvhat to look for in a

3



successful commons, but they datAnGmmositedow Uus how
review a number of the key constructs from the commons literature and show how they
might be useful to design researchers. The principal research question underpinning Part A

is: What does the commons literature offer commons -making researchers?

In the same way that commons literature is inaccessible and dismissed by design

researchers, design pedagogy and practice is inaccessible and dismissed by commons

schol aRagB:Studimd 6 | review what defines studio peda
of design, and | identify how this studio pedagogy contrasts with lab pedagogy to support
commons-making. An emergent gap from performing this review is the absence of theory on
whatformsstudi o experi ment at i on (FartaheWilldec20184a)totaa | anal o(
experimentation. This research unwittingly became a novel foray into what studio

experimentalism might mean and how studio experimentalism might better serve

researchers engaged in commonsmaking, rather than attempting to shoehorn our research

into the container of the lab. The principal research question underpinning Part B is: What

does the design research literature offer commons-making researchers?

The result of Parts A and B wasnaming my research practice #commonize studio, a type of
O6poststruct ur(&bson Grahan 20@8)nunto itsalf,gart of the diverse

economies methodology guiding this research. 06Co
created from this research, contests the binary choice we are often presented with between

the state (nationalise) and the private market (privatise). Commonize gives shape to a

proactive process of commonsmaking governed by neither the state nor the private market.

60Studi od seeks to destabilize the understanding
study and, instead, treatecnomi cs as a design subject, dédeconom
frame and shape like any other design subject.For clarity, #commonize studio refers to how

I named and communicated my research practice rather than a physical place or formalized

organization.

| nPartC: #commonize studio experimentso , I apply my observations fr
set of experiments that include a comparison group, pilot experiments, and field

experiments. Meet i ng t hdGibsaiGtaham@014)érdamhdivessk descr i p
economies schol ars and 0 e Bandepd Baandy, 2008) drame s ses of i
design research schol ar s, I have documented #con
as finely as possible within the parameters of t
experiments lies more in process than end result. These end results dfen failed to meet my

likely -naive goals; yet, these failures are crucial because they narrow the field, ever so

incrementally, and direct our gaze to avenues of exploration that may be more fruitful. The

principal research question underpinning Part C is: How can these two literatures support

4



commons-makers? This research question also reflects a shift from theoretical research in

Parts A and B to the needs of practitioners, commonsmakers, in Part C.

I'n the f i Gantibutoresartd comafusionod |, I outline four contri bu
research makes to the fields of commons, design, and diverse economies research. The first

contribution is studio experimentalism as a potential methodology to guide both commons -

making and other design research. The second contribution is the methods and discourse

created by #commonize studio that support this generative turn in commons research. The

third and fourth contributions are more granular in nature, enriching the commons and

diverse economies literaturethr ough t hi s oO6research through ¢ ommc
research, | identify three indispensable capacities for researchers interested in further

commons-making research: scaffolding (Part A), which is the construction of commons-

maker s& Kk n o witepdrgue commonssnmaking independently; coaching (Part B),

which is the role of researcher as a critical friend to commons-makers; and infrastructuring

(Part C), which is the use of reflection-in-action to respond to the complex and evolving

needs of conmons-in-formation.



Part A: Commonize

Part A asks:What does the commons literature offer commons -making researchers? The
commons literature dates back to the 1970s and offers Nobel Prizewinning research on how
successful commons operate, yet almost none of the concepts (e.g. frameworks, models,
tools) from the commons literature are being used by design researchers engged with
commons-making. Before dismissing the commons literature as useless,l ask: Could any of
this literature be useful in some way? Could this literature help design researchers, and the
communities they work with, become more effective in commons-making, even just a little
bit?

In Chapter 2, Defining and communicating commons 6 |,review how | have defined and
communicated commons during this research process as #commonize studio. Sharing these
definitions serves two purposes: (a) to situate commons for those who are less familiar with
this research area, and (b) to initiate sharing by other researchers about how they define and

communicate commons so we can improve our practice collectively.

In Chapter 3, Deéign research and commons literatured |, I ask: How do design
engage with the commons literature? | respond to this question by performing a

systematisedreview of the design research literature to understand who design research

scholars are citing for their understanding of commons and how they are in turn defining

commons. | also use thissystematisedreview to evaluate which concepts from the commons

literature design researchers are using. While the review finds that design researchers are

not engaging with most concepts from the commons literature, the review does find that

design researchers are gemprating novel contributions to the common s literature in the

devel opment of oO6infrastructuringd and O6instituti

In Chapter 4, Cothmons literature conceptso |, I revi sit the commons | it e
guestion: What concepts from the commons literature might be useful to design researchers?

| start with the design principles for managing commons, which are referenced by several

design researchers, and tken introduce other concepts from the commons literature that

#commonize studio uses in its experiments: analytical frameworks, action situations, choice

levels, and institutional grammar.

In Chapter 5, Mading the generative turno , I return to the commons | it

discourse from the commons literature might be useful to design researchers? The earlier

6



review of design |literature finds that design re
¢ o mm o (Kisu@kiolis, 2019) , particularly counter -hegemonic commons, but lack language

to articulate this politics as a commons-making process. In response to this question, |
perform a systematisedr evi ew of the ter m O-begemmucpdlittcsrod as a ¢
the commons. From this review, | created the ter
called the generative turn in commons scholarship, moving from analytical research on

extant commons to generative research for commons-making.

1. Political msition statement

I make two position statements in this thesis that also happen toengage with the very gaps

and challenges identified in the thesis. This first statement is a statement about my politics, a

gap observed in the commonsmaking literature . | state in the Introduction (p. 3) that my

political interest is counter -hegemonic commons-making. Counter-hegemony is an unwieldy

word, defined in the Glossary as O6Critiquing, <co
status quo, often labelled counter- or anti-capita | i st 6 . | n -hegknoonid pplitcs ount er
asserts that there is a diversity of valid economic systems, or economies, besides capitalism.

The most profound impact of my political position on this thesis was the use of diverse

economies as the research méodology for framing my research process and making sense

of my research outputs. While | tried to present the research outputs so that others could

make sense of them in other ways, the analysis in this thesis remains limited to the action

research for diverse economies framework (Chapter 8.6). Chapter 4.2 further reviews how

this political position inspired me to review how other researchers named this counter -

hegemonic politics of the commons, |l eading to th
| frame experiment success and failure in terms of the diverse economies framework,

starting with an experiment | deem a failure, the comparison group in Chapter 14, through to

reflection in the Epilogue.

2. Defining and communicating commons

What is a commons? How did #commonize studio define commons? Before moving forward,

Il 6d li ke to start with some definitions and the
one lesson learned fromperforming # c o mmoni ze st udi o, itds that eve
different understanding of commons. Also, | want to present how #commonize studio

communicated commons to others in the hopes it will spur others to do so. Absent from all of

the design research papers inthe review (Chapter 3) is how design researchers explained

commons to the communities with whom they worked. In the spirit of studio



experimentalism, one 6data setd that is needed a
various audiences.

The version most commonly used by #commonize studio is:

A commons is a shared resource that is governed by the community of actors (not the
state or private market) who depend on or are affected by that resource.

The next question people usually ask is, 6é6Can yoc

examples #commonize studio provides have changed over time. Early on, #commonize

studio drew on categories found in a variety of
Wi ki pedia and d6natur al resourced comni20i3y | i ke f o
call to ditch écommon categorizationé, #commoni z

6di mensions®é to emphasise that commons contain n
knowledge, etc.), even if one dimension might be more prominent. This approach is

exemplified in a presentation slide (Figure3) f r om #commoni ze studiobs H
project.

What is a commons?

A commons is a shared resource that is governed by the community of actors (not
the state or private market) who depend on or are affected by that resource.

Physical dimensions, e.g. forests, gyms = blood
Digital dimensions, e.g. product designs, Wikipedia = blood data

Cultural dimensions, e.g. recipes, ecological knowledge = kgotla

Figure3. The commons definition #commonize studio employed in the most recent studio project in this thesis,
Hack4Blood.

In projects taking place beyond this thesis, another working definition is:

A commons is a shared resource governed by a community rather than the state or the

private market. Commons can be anything from a community farm to a mobile app,



and most commons nowadays will consist of a physical, a digital, and a cultural

dimension.
These definitions will satisfy some and infuriat
problematised in commons scholarship ( Es cobar , 2015; Est eva, 201 4;

because the term resource Otransmogrifies them |
commodities, imposing on them a regime of public or private property and the
corr espond(Estaya, 20dd; mis55) What alternative words should we use? Bollier

(2021)has of f @ergd né geldf soci al systemsdé, though #co
term in any projects so far. The next deliberat e
private mar ket 6. One |l earning poieoseofthevoord ear |l y s
6marketd proved confusing to people. Thhe full ti

Wealth of the Commons: A World Beyond Market & State , a phrasing that is repeated in

several papers in this review; however, markets are anciet and not unique to capitalism.
OPrivated has been added to modify the word dédmar
capitalist markets.

A second approach to defining commons has been a formula, a more visual way to present
the commons. This approach to presenting commons as a formula is derived from the
German discourse made accessible by Eulef2016). The formula originally developed by
Meretz (2012) is:

Commons = Resources + Communities + Rules & Norms
Two versions of this formula used by #commonize studio are:
Commons = Resource + Community + Rules

Commonized resource = Resource + Community + Rules

A

The first version is a simplification of Meretz¢
more clearly connect commons as an alternative t

term commonize.

Finally, |l 6d |li ke to present three definitions L
that they are variations on a theme, the same theme that is captured in the formula above.
Communicating commons means trying different wordings because every person processes

knowledge differently.

i Bauwens: 6The commons are three things at t h
community (which maintains them) and precise principles of autonomous

governance (to(Maremgvuel,2009% t hem) . 6



1 Vivero-Pol : 61 tdés a collective way of managing

have a community that i s managing that
(Schweizer, 2021)
T Bollier: O6a s kavereedbyitseusepcomnuueity acaoming to the rules

and nor ms of t(Bauwensceibam 2019 p. 8; Bdilier, 2011)

These three definitions define commons as a living entanglement between resources

(commons), people (community or commoners), and rules.

3. Design research and commons literature

How do design researchers engage with the commons literature? In my initial surveys of

the design research literature, | noticed that design researchers were not using any of the
concepts from the commons literature, concepts that | thought might be useful. | followed up
this anecdotal observation with a systematised review of the design research literature to
understand how design researchers have been engaging with the commons literature so far. |
was particularly curious to know which scholars design researchers sourced their
understandings from, how they were defining commons, and which concepts, if any, they

used from the commons literature to support their commons -making research.
3.1. Systematisedaview design

This review is, to my best knowledge, the first of its kind. Entering this new territory came

with challenges. The two principal challenges in conducting this review were:

1 What qualifies as design research? Design research is published in many journals and

conference proceedings.

a

resourl

T How to perform a keyword search for 6commons

rel evant resul t s; however, 6commonso i s

6commond as well, generating millions of

The systematisedreview entailed five steps:

Keyword selection
Journal identification
Journal search using Scopus

Search expansion to conference papers

ok~ 0D PE

Search expansion using the DRS digital library

10
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Keyword selection. The search across all steps used two |
6commonsd6. For all searches, records were | imite
keyword. While 6the commoné is used in a |imited
generic to generateuseful results; however, several papers using this term were included in

the review because they used one of the other keywords.

Journal identification . A subjective decision in such a review is which research qualifies as

design research. A first search for &écommoningo
fields yielded over 600 records, and the top five journals by number of records were

primar ily geography journals: Antipode (radical geography); International Journal of the

Commons (which skews towards social sciences);Capitalism, Nature, Socialism (political

ecology); Geoforum (human geography); and Environment and Plann ing E (human

geography). | would have needed to create a highly contestable rubric to assess these

abstracts as being design research or not. A sea
as both O6commond and O6commons6 ythiedhalenge, I3. 5 mil | i
limited results to design journals, which reasonably means any records found can be

presumed to be design research. Presence in these journals also signifies a level of

mainstream acceptance in the design research community. But whatconstitutes design

journal s? | wused two design research rankings pa
research journals. Friedman et al. (2008) ranked journals based on how scholars identified

leading journals in the design field. Mansfield (2016) produced a more recent ranking based

on the 2004 UK Research Excellence Framework (REF), ranking journals based on the

articles submitted by academics for review as part of the REF. Between these two rankings, |

ultimately searched 16 journals.

Journal search using Scopus. | searched these 16 journals using Scopus, once using the term

6commoningd and once using the term édcommons

> O
Q)

fields. The search usi ng Mmnihegecdrds (Tablef).c o mmoni ng

o
«
oD
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Tablel. Scopus results for ‘commoning' in top design research journals.

Friedman et al(2008) Records Mansfield (2016) Records
Design Studies 1 Art History

Design Issues C The Design Journal
International Journal of

Design N Design Issues

The Design Journal G Oxford Art Journal
Journal of Design History G Applied Ergonomics
Journal of Design Research C Visual Culture in Britain
Engineering Design C Third Text

CoDesign 5 Journal of Design History
Artifact G Performance Research
Journal of Engineering Desig G Design Studies

The

mo st

search wusing

t he Kk

records contai

ned

eyword 6commonsd is | ess

s

6commond rather than o6écon

abstracts that were eliminated from the review include:

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -4

common causes
common patterns
common phenomenon
common desires
common needs
common challenges

common methods

After filtering
records (Table 2).

out

t h

12

ese irrelevant

records,

t

h



Table2d { O2LJdza NB&dzZ G& F2NJ wO2YY2yaQ Ay (2L RSarady NBasS!
F2dzy R IyR /2YY2ya O2fdzvy AYyRAOF(GSa GKS d2aGFrt NBO2NRA
Friedman et al(2008) Total Commons Mansfield (2016) Total Commons
Design Studies 64 1 Art History 17 G
Design Issues 4 q The Design Journal 41 3
International Journal of Design 23 C Design Issues 4 C
The Design Journal 41 3 Oxford Art Journal 12 q
Journal of Design History 8 q Applied Ergonomics 176 q
Journal of Design Research 22 C Visual Culture in Britain 4 G
Engineering Design q q Third Text 21 q
CoDesign 12 3 Journal of Design History 8 G
Artifact C C Performance Research 49 G
Journal of Engineering Design q q Design Studies 64 1
Search expansion to conference papers | knew from previous research and experience that
many relevant papers are contained in the Participatory Design Conference(PDC)
proceedings, which are published by the Association for Computing Machinery (ACM). |
performed the same Scopus search limited to conference papers. The search using the term
6commoningd yielded 16 records, which were all r

6commonsd yielded over 5,000 records. eadrch narrow
to 6ACM I nternational Conference Proceedingso, V
6Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systen
where | also knew some papers existed. These two conference proceedings yielded 66

records, of which 25 were relevant (they contain
6commoné6). Future reviews might expand this sear
noticed that my own conference papers forthe European Academy of Design (EAD)

Interna tional Association of Societies of Designh Research IASDR), and Design Research

Society (DRS)did not show up in Scopus results, which led to the final step.

Search expansion using the DRS Digital Library . To search these other conference papers, |
searched the DRS Digital Library using the same two terms. This search yielded four records

from DRS 0616, when there was a track theme named

13



designingé, and one record from DRS 622.
previous papers that are outside the 16 top journals used. These three papers contain the

term 6commonsé but not o&édcommoning6 and were

This review generated 43 recordsacross all stepswhicharel i st ed Appendixd| |
Designing commons databas#® s o t hat future researchers
for their own research. The two tables above convey the concentration of results ina single
journal , CoDesign. The other concentration is authorship, which | visualise in a world cloud
(Figure 4). The four largest names (and number of papers authored)i Teli (9), Marttila (4),
Seravalli (3), and Baibarac (3) i represent 41 percent of the papers in this review.One
implication of this concentration is a type of path dependence. Modern design research on
commons has, on one hand, inherited a healthily complex understanding of commons
developed by this scholar group. On the other hand, negation of commons literature

concepts by this scholar grouphas removed it from design research discourse Tellingly, the

three papers that do engage with the design principles for managing commons are by none of

these top-producing authors.
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3.2. Sources for understanding commons
The first part of this systematisedreview was observing how design researchers understand

commons. Which scholars do they draw their definitions from? Is this the reason why design

researchers do not use any concepts from the commons literature?
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The review found five scholars most commonly cited by design researchers Table 3):

Ostrom (25 papers)

Bollier and Helfrich (15 papers)
Benkler (11 papers)

Hardt and Negri (10 papers)

=A =4 =4 =4 =

Linebaugh (9 papers)

Table3. Most cited commons scholars by design researchers.

Source Records Ostrom  Bollier/Helfrich  Benkler Hardt/Negri Linebaugh
CoDesign 7 3 5 2 2 3
The Design Journal 2 - - 1 - -
Design Studies 1 1 1 - 1 1
PDCproceedings 13 8 4 3 3 3
ACM conferences 3 1 1 1 1 1
CHI conferences 9 5 - 2 - -
DRS Digital Library 5 5 2 - 2 1
Manually added 3 3 2 2 1 -

Based on Pap a d(®R0dd 2020pwork that ainsdossurface and categorize the
politics of the commons, this short list represents the full spectrum of commons politics.
Ostrom and Benkler belong to the neoliberal category, Bollier and Helfrich belong to the
reformist category, and Linebaugh and Hardt and Negri belong to the counter-hegemonic
category. Beyond these most frequently cited scholars, the pool of papersn this systematised
review cover many seminal critical works in th e commons literature, with two or more

papers citing literature about:

1 Marxist/postcapitalist commons (De Angelis, 2017; Harvey, 2012)
9 Urban commons (S. Foster & laione, 2019)

1 More-than-human commons (Bresnihan, 2015)
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In short, design researchers engage with a robust diversity of the commons literature. The
popularity of Bollier and Helfrich, Linebaugh, and Hardt and Negri indicate a widespread
interest in counter -hegemonic commons. The two most popular referencesare @ t r o md s
books, which contain all but one of the key commons concepts | review later. We cannot
assume that all authors are reading these books in full, but this does mean that design
researchers are aware of the literature that contains these concepts. Balw are the definitions

that these authors provide about commons that inform design research.

Ostrom. While most papers cite Governing the Commons, few papers draw from this book

for explaining commons. Ostrombs early definitioc
economists and remain obtuse, so this decision is understandable. The most concise

definition from Governing the Commonsi s : &6 a n aimade ee$ource isystematimat is

sufficiently large as to make it costly (but not impossible) to exclude potential beneficiaries

from obtaining bd193fpi30)sOsttom produced assimples definition in

Understanding Knowledge as a Commons, cited by some papersaséa resource shar e
group of people that i ¢Hes & Ogtrent 2006ipo3).soci al di | emn

Bollier and Helfrich . The collective works by Bollier and Helfrich, who write for a more lay

audience than Ostrom, are cited next most frequently. The trilogy by this duo includes: The

Wealth of the Commons: A World Beyond Market & State (2012); Patterns of Commoning

(2015); and Free, Fair, and Alive: The Insurgent Power of the Commons (2019). Many
papers also cite Thioklikeia Eaménenerg2014). The authdrsoofiek g

number of definitions of commons over the years. The most frequent verbatim citation

among the papers in the review comes from the last bookFree, Fair, and Alive: 6 Co mmo n s
are living social systems through which people address their shared problems in self

organi zed ways. 6.

Benkler. Benkler shows up repeatedly because many of these papers engage with digital

commons, an area opened up by Benkler inThe Wealth of Networks: How Social

Production Transforms Markets and Freedom (2006) . In this book, Benkler coined the term
6commbased peer (qgCBPHE)wWbithihe authordefinesas 6éan emer ging
innovative model of production characterized by peer-to-peer collaboration for the creation

or mai ntenance of shared resources, which are fr
(Benkleretal.,,nd). The t do-pre edrpée ety ia s @ jo Beentpiaked up bynumerous
scholars and i s incl ude@2D13)duwtrl ierxea nfpd rereatinginc aHrerhd r s

peer economydo.

Hardt and Negri . Commonwealth by Hardt and Negri (2009) adds another layer to
commons articulated as 6t he commoné. The most fr
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researchers is: O0This common is not only the ear
the social practices we establish, th¢20090des of
p. 139). The common again moves away from commons as inert resources to commons

(whether we call it commons, commoning, or the common) as an ensconcing reproducible

6mode of socialitydéd. This concept bears resembl a
habitus (Bourdieu, 1977, 2008) or social imaginary (Castoriadis, 1987).

Linebaugh . Linebaugh is a popular reference among these papers for originating the term
6 ¢ 0 mmo n iThe §légnai Carta Manifesto: Liberties and Commons for All  (2008) . The

sentence frequently quoted by design researchers is:

To speak of the common as if it were a natural resource is misleading at best and
dangerous at worstd the commons is an activity and, if anything, it expresses
relationships in society that are inseparable from relations to nature. It might be better
to keep the word as a verb, an activity, rather than as a noun, a substantive(2008, p.
279)

3.3. Design researcher definitions

How do design researchers define commons in their own language? Few papers include
original definitions by design researchers. Instead, authors tend to present the definitions
above in their literature review. Several papers do paraphrase scholarly definitions, offering

some insight into designerly language.

6Towards commons des i gnMairttta etpak 20t4) dsicreditadevithy de si gné
originating interest in commons research in the participatory design field (Bettega et al.,

2022) and is cited by nine papers in this review. The authors do not offer their own

definition but i nst ead/(2(D8)eefimtionfortbmmansqaoted Ost r o mdé s
earlier. This early participatory design paper recognises the living entanglement between

commons, people, and rules presented by modern scholars above, which has influenced

future participatory design research. In this respect, design research has leapfrogged

commons scholarship, starting with a complex understanding of commons that has taken

commons scholars decades to develop.

Anot her frequently cited design research paper i
and desi gni riBpterc at ahn2020)s 16 this abstract, the authors offer the
following definiton : 6 Commons are often referred to as res

are nurtured and shared by heterogeneous groups of people. Such resources are vulnerable
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to social dilemmas and require that the community develops various mechanisms and rules
t o sust 42020, pt178. mo

| also looked at papers caauthored by Teli, the most prolific design researcher in this review,
to see how definitions might have evolved over time. An early definition, drawing on Ostrom

and Bollier, is:

More specifically, the commons is a third-way institutional arrangement to manage
specific resources, be they natural or digital, that is neither the state or the market, but
rather a collective effort of the people directly interested in managing the resources
through means that are based on democracy more than on hierarchies(Teli et al.,
2015, p. 19)

In a more recent paper, Teli and co-authors offer this much shorter definition, citing Bollier

and Helfrich (2019,p.17)as i nspiration: O6Commons are |iving
people address their shared problemsinselfor g a ni z e(Bettegaeya.,.2@2, p. 134)

The authors go on to syntheske definitions by commons scholars with more accessible

language into arguably the best definition offered by design researcherssofar6 1) a

collectively managed resource, the commons; 2) a group managing the resources, the

commoners; and 3) the practices of managing something together, the commoning

pr act (Bategsetd., 2022,p.134)Thi s terminology is @18Awn from
definition of commons: Osocial systems that c¢omg
governed by a community of commoners who also regulate their own relations, and

processes of commoning, of social cooperation or

Alongside these definitions, a handful of scholars offer their own versions. Marttila (2016)

defines commoning as 6éas an ongoing collective &
Two scholars invoke the term é6value productioné,
championed by Benkler. Seravalli (2018, p. 2)writes:6 Today, the concept of ¢
used to describe different kinds of initiatives where sharing (of different kinds of resources)

and collaboration (among participants) enable processes of value production and the

management and preservationof dif f er ent ki nds of r e(@l@dmlates. 6 Sch
value production incommonstoco-d esi gn: O6Commons can be wundersto
collaborative arrangements for value production based on participatory principles that

resonate well with the ideaofcod esi gn aspirations. 0.

Finally, sever al paper s eng akoerpkiolis, 20019) erthé po |l i t i cs
6pol itical ec o (Betraga&talg 2021cLylenehal.n2018) in their definitions.
Baibarac and Petrescu(2017,p.229)def i ne a Ofinew commonsoOo moVvVemen

concerned with communal management of land and resources as a project of resistance to
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privatisation and gl obal i sat iadivisbpractifoner ar i at i on on
movement, whi ch treats commons as a vehicle for soc
(Marttila et al., 2014) . These definitions of commons and the popularity of counter -

hegemonic commons scholarsfor sourcing definitions indicate a discipline -wide interest in

counter-hegemonic commons.
3.4. Engagement with commons concepts

Which concepts from the commons literature do design researchers use? The only concept

from the commons literature found in the systematisedreview was the design principles for

managing commons. Nearly one quarter of the papers mention the design principles, though
only three papers conduct any form of empirical research using the design principles, which

are reviewed in more detail below:

f 6Sustaining Open DatiaDesgs Priaciples faf Cammdn P@b mmo n
Resources Applied t o (LDjker & RUDesdtna202)c 0o sy st e ms O

T 6Soci al Commoning as a Way to Transition t ow:
(Schaeper et al., 2022)

T 6Al gori t hmi ¢ FesgdingMars-than-dtieman Blogkchain Futures for
t he Food QHeitinger etal$2021)

The first two papers present a similar methodology. In these papers, the authors explore how

the design principles might inform a future design of a hypothetical commons.

Linaker and Runeson (2022) consider how the design principles might be revised to inform

future open data ecosystems (ODE). The authors perform this thought experiment in three

steps. First, they review what other scholars observe about similar ODEs, primarily

Wikipedia and Drupal, using each principle as a lens for this review. Second, they apply these
observations to three ODE cases. Third, they revisit and revise the design principles for

ODEs based on these observations. The important insight of this process with respect to

ODEsi s that the Obrain timed to manage the common

governance.

Schaeper et al.(2022) consider how the design principles might inform the design of a

marine protected area (MPA) in South Africa. The authors undertake this analysis in three

steps. First, the authors use the design principles as a lens to review the current state of the

MPA based on the literature. Second, they politicise stakeholder definitions for the MPA,

expanding stakeholders to include local communitiesand non-h u man O6ocean ecosyst

seabirds, & marine speciesbd. Third,serevisiens revi sit
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based on this revised stakeholder understanding.

guestions for using commoning in the cont-ext of

making that mirrors O0Desi g(Bloometals 2021pby sommhoms

scholars.

In design research terms, these papers might be considered research for design. Neither
paper entails direct commons-making but rather a preliminary stage of design research,
working through how the design principles might be adapted for use in future comm ons-
making. A gap |l eft by both papers is how

interactive infrastructure for communities, a gap that #commonize studio explores.

In the third paper, Heitlinger et al. (2021) employ game design and speculative design
methods to explore how the design principles might support posthuman design (Forlano,
2017) of decentralised autonomous organizations (DAOs). The authors develop these
speculative DAQO prototypes through three workshops with members of a city farm. In the
first workshop, participants map stakeholders using four categories 8 human, creature,

natural environment, infrastructure & an approach to politicising stakeholders similar to

t

data c

o tran

Schaeper et al.(2022) . Participants i dent(PugidelaBelladasa, 6 matt er s

2017) for the more-than-human stakeholders, an approach used in other design research
papers (Fritsch et al., 2022; Huybrechts et al., 2022) . In the second workshop, participants
turned these matters of care into scenarios related to each of the design principles through
live action role play. In the third workshop, participants developed paper -based DAO
prototypes based on the scenarios, eactof which tokenised different caring behaviours, e.g.
caring for soil health, waste, or other stakeholders. This research stands as the most robust
attempt in design research to engage with the design principles. This research is also
dependent on long-term research partnerships and deep expertise. Echoing a call among
participatory design researchers(Baibarac et al., 2021; Botero et al., 2020; Matrttila et al.,
2014), how might we translate this research into infrastructure for other designers and

communities?

Why are the design principles for managing commons, which seem a natural fit for design
research, under-utilised by design researchers? The remaining papers that cite the design
principles do not develop them in any way to support commons-making (Cila et al., 2020;
Franz & Elzenbaumer, 2016; Krieger et al., 2009; Marttila, 2016; Marttila et al., 2014,
Seravalli, 2018). In their early and influential paper, Martilla et al. (2014) dismiss the design
principles as a generative foundation for
were not intended to provide a model for designing a commons, they can help PD
[participatory design] to develop a more nuanced understanding of design agency and its

interplay with multiple mechanisms of <col
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This opinion stands in contrast with how other scholars are using the design principles to

design commons. In the International Journal of the Commons , for example, Poblet and

Sierra (2020) use the design principles to guide design iteration of a Spanish app and mutual

help community called uHelp , while Sinner et al. (2022) use the design principles to guide an

action research project with MbBbori communities t
International Journal of Integrated Care , Robert et al. (2021) use the design principles to

explore a speculative commons called COSHARE (Co-design of Services for Health and Re

entry). The scholars in these three papers do not describe themselves as design researchers,

yet they are performing design research. Making the generative turn in commons scholarship

may, therefore, entail building a sense of community among these disparate researchers.

3.5. Contribution to commons scholarship

An emergent observation from the review was that design researchers are developing their

own methodologies for commons-making that feed back into commons scholarship. The
systematisedreview revealed several important contributions, specifically the development

of o6infrastructuringd and 6éinstitutioningdé. Thes
International Journal of the Commons , marking a unique and important contribution by

design research to the generative turn in commons scholarship.
Infrastructuring

Infrastructuring is the more robust and developed term of the pair. The following definition

by Le Dantec and DiSalvo(2013, p. 247) captures the gist of infrastructuring in design:

6l nfrastructuring, t he n-technical resdurees thai inténtiondlly cr eat i ng
enable adoption and appropriation beyond the initial scope of the design, a process that

might include participant s not present during the initial de:
nicely materialises t hese ot her wise enigmatic Oresources?o

components, rel atPReounl20199and routines?o

Scholars in this review most commonly cite the foundational work of Star (Bowker & Star,

2000; Star & Ruhleder, 1994), who describes infrastructure as &
concepto6é or oO6relational property6 that O&ébecomes
pr ac t($tar & Bubleder, 1994, p. 113) As a relational concept, infrastructure is about how

something becomes infrastructure and for whom. Papers in this review cite a diverse but

consistent group of scholars for developing their lenses on infrastructuring, in particular:

21



9 Design Things (Binder et al., 2011; Bj6érgvinsson et al., 2010, 2012)

91 Publics (DiSalvo, 2009; Le Dantec & DiSalvo, 2013)

1 Alignment (Hillgren et al., 2011; Karasti, 2014)

9 Strategies and tactics(Bgdker et al., 2016, 2017)
Healy and Krogh (2022, p. 799 pr opose a new term, Oarchitecturin
infrastructuring activity that is édconcerned wit
how and by who or what something can be used6. T

6commoni ste saff fprrdpose 2019y Thdlexpeanertation with language is
welcome and important at this developmental stage of commons-making, helping to render
visible the many ways in which the politics of counter -hegemonic commons are formed,

contested, and reproduced.
Institutioning

Institutioning is a newer and less developed concept than infrastructuring in design
research. Most papers cite 061 rsesignanditheipublici ng: par't

r e a (Hoybrechts et al., 2017) as the seminal paper originating this term. The authors

develop this term based on Castell(2016), who call s the process O6insti
Castell has in turn drawn ({1994) three-level modél of polity Sc h° n &
frames, institutional action frames, and metacul
institutional framing happens to be a classic co
design case ilseda iéncwobmeneueniippeydé pl e 6share common pr
resources which may be a ground for collective a
problems through &écoll ective processes started &

conditions in the place where they live®2016, p. 309). Huybrechts et al. (2017, p. 151)carry
forward the model devel oped by Castell and advan

attention to institutions as active sites of change which play a role in framing PD and Co-

Design processes, rather than exbmsiler ng as inert
institutioning to be politicised work, O6compri se
(consolidating or challenging) existing frames o

Development of this term involves a consistent group of scholars building out the field
together, most often including: Cibin, Foth, Huybrechts, Lyle, and Teli (Cibin et al., 2019;
Foth & Turner, 2019; Huybrechts et al., 2022; Teli et al., 2018, 2022). Each paper explores
different dimensions of institutioning, but these papers are consistent in pursuing
institutioning in the manner set out by Huybrechts et al. (2017). That is, institutioning is

about institutions as organisat i ons, or O i n gUdatb & DiSatva) 2018apsl1llact or s 6
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Teli et al. (2022) discuss intermediation as a form of institutioning, particularly how

designers can avoid creating separate O0designer |
support the institutions involved to embed these practices in ways that make sense to them.

Telietal. (2018,2022)al so di scuss Oinstitutioning the c¢comma
combination of these perspectives, looking at how the institutioning work in PD practices

can actually intersect with practi(20Bsp.2aomhg pr oces
authors also point to the need for a more Orefin
and horizont al movements that @&®8p.a® the process

#commonize studio has adopted institutioning based on how design researchers define this

term, but this meaning conflict s with how commons scholars from the social sciences define

institutions. A pithy definition by North (1990, p. 5), who received the 1993 Nobel Prize in
Economic Sciences for his work on institutional
gamebdb. A more infor ma(@aonies :ded li mdttiitont iboyn Noarner t h
devised constraints that structure political, economic, and social interaction. They consist of

both informal constraints (sanctions, taboos, customs, traditions, and codes of conduct), and

formal rules (constitutions,laws , property rights). 6. Ostrom adve
institutions in  Governing the Commons:

6l nstitutionsd® can be defined as the sets of wt
is eligible to make decisions in some arena, what actions are allowed or constrained,

what aggregation rules will be used, what procedures must be followed, what

info rmation must or must not be provided, and what payoffs will be assigned to

individuals dependent on their actions. (1990, p. 51)

This definition is important to new institutionese
work is situated. Foth and Turner (2019) are the only design researchers in this review who

explore NIE. While they do provide rationale for limiting institutioning to formal

institutions, most commons scholars understand institutions from the same NIE lens as

Ostrom.

The ramifications of choosing the design research definition of institutioning are not yet

visible for #commonize studio. Using the term 6i
used to describe the spectrum of rules, norms, and customs that commonsresearchers

i ntend. I n #commoni ze studio experiments, we ten
to name this wider spectrum of institutions. This compromise has thus far felt appropriate

and certainly less daunting than trying to convince communiti es that institutions are the

6rul es of the gamed.
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3.6. Scaffolding

The term scaffolding is not mentioned in any of the papers in this systematisedreview, yet

many authors speak about processes that could be considered scaffolding. Marttila and

Bottero (2017) propose the role of the installed base for commons making, which several

other papers cite (Lyle et al.,

from Star, wh o,

in reference to

2018; Seravalli, 2018; Seravalli et al., 2017) This term comes

infrastructuring

de novo; it wrestles with the inertia of the installed base and inherits strengths and

Il i mitations

f(Stan&Rultlclder, 11994 p. $18) Where does this base come from,

and how do design researchers modify it? Several papers describe a multiyear collaborative

process with communities (Barbosa et al., 2016; Heitlinger et al., 2021; Marttila, 2016;

Seravalli,2018), often ai med at dev e(Martla B046, P 40d6) dri ng pr i n
6shared val ue(Bettegadalal.202l,2022) Martdlad (2016, p. 4076) suggests

that design researchers 6should work through inf
processes seem to fall under metacultural frames rather than institutional frames.

Foth and Turner (2019) correlate policy frames with infrastructuring and institutional

frames with institutioning, whi e metacul tural f
(Figure 5). However, people must first see themselves as commoners engaged in commoning

for this metacultural frame to work. The experience of #commonize studio accords with the
experience of the design researchers above, wher
paramount to commons-ma ki ng. We mi ght cal this o6metacul tu
the term 6scaffoldingd is probably a more useful
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What is the difference between infrastructuring and scaffolding? Cozza and De Angeli(2015)
provide the most thorough comparison between infrastructuring and scaffolding within
design research. They draw principally on Orlikowski (2006) for scaffolding and Star
(Bowker & Star, 2000) for infrastructuring (Table 4).

Table4. Features of scaffolding and infrastructurif@ozza & De Angeli, 2015, p. 111)

Scaffolding Infrastructuring

Temporary Embedded

Flexible Transparent

Portable Reach or scope

Numerous forms Takenfor-granted

Heterogeneous Linked with conventions of practice
Emergent Standardized

Generative Built on an installed base
Dangerous Visible upon breakdown
Constitutive Incremental

The authors summarize the relationship between t
the socio-technical infrastructuring. However, the occurrence of this turning point cannot be

pl anned or(Cqzza& ®eé Angek 8045, p. 111) How do we know when we
the turning point between scaffolding and infrastructuring? In addition to being unplanned

and unpredictable, my own practice as #commonize studio found this boundary to be

moveable and fuzzy.

One way #commonize studio attempts to delineate these two processes is by using the term
scaffolding as it is generally employed across education, drawing on key theorists like Bruner
(1978) and Vygotsky (Vygotsky & Cole, 1978)

€éa metaphor to describe the type of assistance
learning. In the process of scaffolding, the teacher helps the student master a task or

concept that the student is initially unable to grasp independently. The teacher offers
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assistance with only those skill @VNedtétalt are bey
2017, p. 20)

Benson(1997,p.126)of f er s t he metaphor of scaffolding as
students already know to arrive at something the
useful because, in the tradition of critical pedagogy (Freire, 2014), a bridge is two-way,

meaning that this process can move in the studentto-teacher direction too.

The experience of #commonize studio has been that scaffolding, in the most conventiond

use of that term, has been critical to commons-making. Time spent scaffolding exceeded

what was anticipated in most studio projects. The papers in this review do not use this term

but discuss this challenge using other language. #commonize studio wove scHolding into

infrastructure, e.g. the discourse used in infrastructure like the commoner persona (versus

user persona), and increasingly approached scaffolding as a deitated activity. Naming
scaffolding as a process also directs the design
seeking first to develop an o6installed based or

from which infrastructuring may emerge.

4. Commons literature concepts

In the previous review of how design research engages with commons literature, we saw that
the design principles have found some traction in three papers, but other concepts have not.
In this section, | briefly review several long -standing concepts from the commons literature
that | believe may be useful to design researchersand that have informed #commonize

studio experiments. We might also call these concepts the raw materials for scaffolding,
infrastructuring, and institutioning in commons -making. #commo nize studio has pursued
one approach. In making this generative turn, these raw materials can be transformed in

countless ways by others.
4.1. Design principles for managing commons

The design principles for managing commons are the most known concept from the

commons literature among design researchers andmore broadly.

Ostrom (1990, p. 90) first articulated these eight design principles in Governing the

Commons after years of research {Table 5). The principles have largely remained intact after

decades of interrogation by scholars. Foster and laione(2019; 2022) have developed

di fferent principles for the dédurban commonsdé, wh

dondét wuse, so these principles wild.l be consi dere
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for the design principles for managing commons. The design principles provide a checklist of
sorts for what a functional commons must contain, but a community must still figure out
how to use these design principles to make commons.

Table5. Design principles for managing commons, as originally articulated by Ogt8®, p. 90)At this
GAYSS hadGNRY dza S 26ifK SNRIaS2NIINIOISO2 Yovi2tywo = g KA OK 6 S

Principle Description

1 Clearly defined boundaries: Individuals or households who have rights to withdraw resourc
units from the CPR must be clearly defined, as must the boundaries of the CPR itself.

2 Congruence between appropriation and provision rules and local conditions: Appropriation
restricting time, place, technology, and/or quantity of resource units are related to local
conditions and to provision rules requiring labor, material, and/amney.

3 Collectivechoice arrangements: Most individuals affected by the operational rules can
participate in modifying the operational rules.

4 Monitoring: Monitors, who actively audit CPR conditions and appropriator behavior, are
accountable to the appropriators or are the appropriators.

5 Graduated sanctions: Appropriators who violate operational rules are likely to be assessed
graduated sanctions (depending on the seriousness and context of the offense) by other
appropriators, by officials accountable to these appropriators, or both.

6 Conflict resolution mechanisms: Appropriators and their officials have rapid access-tosbw
local arenas to resolve conflicts among appropriators or between appropriators and official:

7 Minimal recognition of rights to organize: The rights of appropriators to devise their own
institutions are not challenged by external governmental authorities.

8 Nested enterprises: Appropriation, provision, monitoring, enforcement, conflict resolution, ¢
governance activities are organized in multiple layers of nested enterprises.

| have rephrased this language in several papers by synthesing several posts from the
website Medium to reflect how these principles are explained today to mass audiences Table

6). A short explanation of each of these principles follows below.
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Table6. Design principles for managing commons based on language in Mediun{pasks & Galabo, 2022)

Principle Description

1 Define clear group boundaries.

2 Rules need to fit local circumstances.

3 Those affected by the rules can participate in modifying the rules.

4 Rulemaking rights of community members are respected by outside authorities.
5 Rules are enforced by effective and accountable monitoring.

6 Use graduated sanctions for rule violators.

7 Provide accessible, loaost means for dispute resolution.

8 Commons may be part of nested ecosystems within larger commons.

Define clear group boundaries . A frequent misinterpretation of commons is that commons

are 6resources that can be (Dnhagaetal, 2029). al | me mber s
Historically, most commons are not shared by all members of society. Even when a resource

could be shared by all of society, there are many examples where such commons are limited

by certain commoners. For example, credit rating data is shared between vandors and credit

rating agencies but not with you.

Rules need to fit local circumstances. The essence of this principle is that rules should make
sense for the community involved. The nature and scope of rules for a regional delta will look
different than rules for a neighbourhood toy library. While this principle might feel obvious,
the language of this principle counters tendencies to create singular solutions, which you

have | i kely encountered under the banner of tern

Those affected by the rules can participate in modifying the rules . This principle resonates

strongly with co -design principles and proved to be a good starting point in #commonize

studio partner discussions. The word O6modifyingé
design projects because it means that commoners have thengoing ability to govern, not just

participate in the design phase of a project.

Rules are enforced by effective and accountable monitoring . Commons that endure

generations depend on more than goodwill. Huron (2015, p. 974) notes, for example, that
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housing cooperatives are initially sustained by
purchase the building in the first placebo6, but t
the commons may die, or move out ethoogforchange thei
monitoring and enforcing rules is important to combatting the inevitable fading of such

collective memory. Monitoring and enforcement are typically undertaken by the commoners,

rather than outsourced beyond the community.

Use graduated sanctions for rule violators . In the commons literature, there must be
enforceable consequences for violating rules. Since rules are monitored and enforced by peer
commoners, enforcement must feel fair to all commoners. Similar to the households most of
us grew up in, successful comnons generally deploy escalating punishments for rule

violation, starting perhaps with a 6free passbd &

Provide accessible, low-cost means for dispute resolution . Disputes will arise. A defining

feature of most Indigenous governance systems is a freely accessible means for dispute

resolution. These systems often take the form of village meeting space, such as the Botswana

kgotla in the Hack4Blood #commonize studio project (Chapter 18.2), ensuri ng that o6c
could be transf or mlamakeaf 20irl,ep.2k scal ati ngo

Rule-making rights of community members are respected by outside authorities . Commons
are defined by possession rather than ownership. A simple example of this difference is the
staff kitchen, which staff usually have the right to manage but rarely own outright. Most
commons do require outside authorities to permit their right to  exist, or at least not to
actively deny that right. This design principle is in tension with counter -hegemonic
commonism. How can we make commons that may challenge or threatenthes t at e 6 s

monopoly on legitimacy?

Commons may be part of nested ecosystems within larger commons . Ostrom reminds us

that o6complexity i g20100pt644).h eOsstarnroembass ecahraloys 6Bwor k o
forces found that O&éMetropolitan areas with | arge
producers achieved hi gher(Ostrenw&Parks, 1690, pt280t Ani cal ef
commons may not only be nested within larger commons, but it may also overlap with like -

minded commons.Ost r omdés ori gi nal |l anguage was that com
6enterprisesod. Fr om # c-begemonitiperspectvd, thedpurpodesof count er
commons-making is to nest commons within other commons, rather than subjugate

commons to capitalist systems.
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4.2. Analytical frameworks

Commons scholarship is rooted in social sciences and accordingly emphasises scientific

analysis of O6institutions for collective actiont
(IAD) framework ( Figure 6) and the Socio-Economic Systems (SES) framework Eigure 7)

are enduring analytical constructs for commons researchers. The purpose of both

frameworks, and the numerous iterations they have spawned, remains the same: to analyse

institutions for collective action.

CONTEXTUAL FACTORS
4 N

BIOPHYSICAL
CONDITIONS

N

/
~

COMMUNITY ACTION
i- g ATTRIBUTES SITUATION INTERACTIONS
CoES /
1 4 ~
: : EVALUATIVE
1 RULES-IN-USE 1 CRITERTL
! | !
1 A A I
1 1
1 1

---------------------- d---=----4  OUTCOMES

Figure6. Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework as presented in Sacks and(&z22po
Source(Ostrom, 2010, p. 646; Ostrom et al., 1994, p. 37)

The IAD framework is explained in two papers (Galabo & Sacks, 2021; Sacks & Galabo,
2022). The excerpt below comes from O0A framework f
(Sacks & Galabo, 2022)

The IAD framework is one of most robust and respected frameworks in commons
scholarship for understanding commons infrastructure. The IAD framework was first
published by Ostrom (1990). Since the initial publication of the IAD framework,
scholars, including Ostrom, have adapted the IAD framework and created additional
frameworks (see Cole, Epstein & McGinnis(2019) for coverage of the principal
frameworks over time). This paper uses the revised IAD framework by Ostrom (2010,
p. 646) as it is both clear and respected. As the name implies, the IAD framework

provides a framework for analysing the devel opi
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use to govern and sustain a commons. I n
buil dings but rather O6the prescriptions
repetitive and st (Anderieu&Jandsen, 2013gpr 28)avhicha@am s 6

range from social norms to artefacts.

We can divide the IAD framework into three sections: contextual factors, action
situations, and interactions and outcomes. The three contextual factors on the left side
are the foundation for a commons: resources (Biophysical Conditions) people
(Community Attributes), and formal and informal rules (Rules -in-Use). The Action
Situation in the middle of the framework can be thought of as a co-design scenario
where O0two or more individuals are faced
produce o(Anderies & dansden, 2013, p. 43) The actors in a commons likely
face multiple action situations that they must resolve to sustain the commons. The
three boxes on the right side depict Interactions and Outcomes resulting from the
Action Situation. The dotted lines leading from Outcomes back to the Contextual
Factors and to the Action Situation illustrate the iterative nature of the IAD framework.
People learn from the outcomes of their interactions in an action situation, which may

alter their behaviour in the future and/or lead to chang es to the contextual factors.

From a design perspective, the IAD framework succeeds at system visualization reasonably
well. From my experience, once people know what these words mean, the flow and

interaction between the elements of the IAD framework appear logical.

The Socio-Ecological Systems (SES) framework Figure7) i s presented i
design a morethan-h u man f o o d (SackspBd@2a)svithout significant explanation.
The framework was developed years after the IAD framework in response to several
concerns, namely the desire to standardize commons analysis and to account for the

complexity of ecological systems(McGinnis & Ostrom, 2014; Ostrom, 2009) .

The SES framework is a visible relative of the IAD framework. The contextual factors have
been transformed into four overall variables. Biophysical context becomes resource systems
and resource units, community attributes becomes actors, and rules-in-use becomes
governance systems. Interactions and outcomes have been rolled into the action situation,
which is now a set of focal action situations. The major innovation of the SES framework is
the development of secondtier variables that researchers can use b code data from their

institutional analysis ( Table 7).
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Figure?7. SocieEcological Systems (SES) framewditGinnis & Ostrom, 2014)

Table7. A selection of secortier variables in the SES framework. Scholars code observations against these
variables(McGinnis & Ostrom, 2014; Ostrom, 2009)

Resource Units (RU) Actors (A)

Resource unit mobility Number of relevant actors
Number of units History or past experiences
Spatial and temporary distribution Technologies available
Governance Systems (GS) Interactions (1)

Network structure Information sharing
Propertyrights systems Networking activities
Operationaichoice rules Monitoring activities
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Later, Cole et al.(2019) propose a Combined IAD and SES (CIS) framework Eigure 8).

While the CIS framework was not directly used in any studio experiments, the simplified
representation may prove useful to other design researchers. As designers, we can appreciate
that these framewaorks are all forms of system design; that is, they eachattempt to visualize
and make sense of commons as a system. Commons scholars typically use these frameworks

to analyse and diagnose how a commons functions, and how a commons changes over time.

Pre-existing conditions Outcomes and effects
Resource | . . Resource
— — ; — _—
systems b - systems
e L EE LT A
| b
— Resource units i e — Resource units F—
H 1 1 :
> >| Net_work of fpcal E i s N
: action situations P
— Actors m ! ) :r i — Actors —
-
a
o
Governance e Governance
— — 1 - — —
systems | Seeeeeo-eT systems

Figure8. Combined IASES (CIS) framework, which seeks to visualize the recursive nature of the IAD
framework alongside the variable categories of the SES framd@oik et al., 2019)

There have been numerous proposed adaptations of these frameworks over the years, which
is to say that these frameworks are discursive rather than prescriptive. Nevertheless, these
frameworks all seek to visualize the key components of commons, as understod by social
scientists. These frameworks all pose the same challenge to design researchers: They

represent complete and functional systems but

4.3. Action situations

The IAD and SES frameworks visually treat all of the elements with equal weight. The action
situation is in the centre of both frameworks, but the boxes are the same size. A clear

learning outcome from #commonize studio is that the action situation is the most important
feature of these frameworks for commons-making. If we were to re-draw these frameworks
based on where to focus commonsmaking energy, the action situation would enlarge greatly
in size. The commons literature for the action situation is grou nded in game theory and

rather obtuse. The most accessible visual framework for the action situation (Figure 9),

shows how the actors in an action situation interact and make decisions based on seven types

of rules.
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rules ACTIONS —- 9
Payoff
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Figure9. Diagram that shows how seven rule types enter the action situ@@strom, 2005, p. 189)

The language used here is confusing but describes the mundane. | had planned to use the
action situation rules in several experiments, but the projects moved in different directions. |
will, therefore, summarize the seven rules of the action situation here but not expand on

them.

Pasition rules determine what positions commoners can hold in the commons
Boundary rules determine how commoners enter or exit the commons

Choice rules determine what each commoner's options are in a given situation
Aggregation rules determine how decisions are made by the community
Information rules determine who can know what in a group

Payoff rules determine rewards and sanctions for behaviour

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -9

Scope rules determine what range of outcomes commoners can expect if they comply

with the rules

What mattered most for the #commonize studio experiments recorded in this thesis was the
centrality of action situations as the locus for all commoner interaction. Based on feedback
from more recent projects, we milgdiveacdkonso r ef er

situations©o.
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4.4. Choice levels

Choice levels describe how commons governance takes place at multiple levels. The following
explanation of choice |l evels comes from 6A fr ame
c r e a (Sadcksn&dGalabo, 2022)

The rules guiding the action in the action sit.
(Ostrom, 1990,p.53). We wuse the term 6échoice |l evelsd in
¢ h o i(Mc6&ionis, 2011, p. 52)is an alternative term. Choice levels describes how

different groups of people are involved in different types of decision-making. If you

think about an association or community group, maybe one you are part of, you may

participate in rulemaking for a spe cific committee as well as vote on group-wide issues.

The three choice levels are:

1 Constitutional choice rules determine who can participate in managing a
commons,
o Collective choice rules determine how decisions are made, and

A Operational choice rules address everyday management.

These three choice levels are shown as cascading because constitutional choices affect
who can participate in making collective -choice rules, and collective-choice rules affect
who can modify operational -choice rules. Operational-choice rules tend to change

more easily and more often, while changing constitutional -choice rules is more difficult

and less frequent.

I n 6Botswana Blood Commons: Vi sGamman s gP B toroar sSte
(Sacks et al., 2022) we exemplify these choice levels in the context of a speculative publie

commons partnership between the central government and the Indigenous village

governments called kgotla. In this speculative system, the kgotla federate to form a Kgotla

Association that participates in a partnership with the government called a Blood Service:

In this example, each kgotla (constitutional -choice level) might elect a group of people
to participate in the Kgotla Association (collective -choice level), and one person from

this group may then participate in regular Blood Service meetings (operational -choice
level). In other words, choice levels help us concretely identify who is involved in which

decisions.

Similar to the language of the IAD framework and action situation, choice levels describe

ideas that we all know and experience but may not name or have words for. A source of
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friction in many community organisations, frictions you have probably experienced, is

confusion or disagreement over who should be making which decisions, i.e. choice levels.
4.5. Institutional grammar

Institutional grammar was not overtly used in studio projects in this thesis, so | will keep this
review brief. | do wish to present it here because, in combination with the other concepts
presented, you now have an overview of the most valuable conceptsrbm the commons
literature for commons -making.

Institutional grammar addresses the different types of rules that commoners create to

sustain commons. The word 6grammaré is invoked
units, the way language is constructed of verbs, nouns, etc. This institutional grammar

applies to the seven action situation rules. Institutional grammar is organised around an

acronym, ADICO, explained in Table 8. Institutional grammar was originated by Crawford

and Ostrom (1995) and has since developed into its own researcharea.

Table8. Institutional grammar summary.

A = Attributes = Which commoners does this rule apply to?

D = Deontic = What type of obligation or permission is this? A suggestion or
requirement?

| = alms = What action is this rule addressing?

C = Conditions =Under what circumstances does this rule apply? When and
where?

I O =0r else = What are the consequences for not following the rule?

An O6institutional statement6é is the equivalent
contain any combination of these grammar elements. There are three types of institutional

statements:

1 Rules (ADICO)
1 Norms (ADIC)
9 Strategies (AIC)

The difference between these three statements is the full (or lessthan-full) presence of

ADICO. Rules contain all of ADICO, norms contain ADIC, and strategies contain AIC. The

b

absence of 606 (60r elseb6) is a commén cEaus$ewfor

rules because the rules are either unenforced or enforced inconsistently or unfairly. Similar

to the action situation rules, institutional grammar gives design researchers a starting
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framework to guide thinking about what types of rules are important for commons -making

as well as for diagnosing problems during commons-making.

5. Making the generative turn

Making the generative turn means more than moving between research epistemologies. This
generative turn also requires language and concepts that capture the intersection of these
worlds. Infrastructuring is one discourse example that has been developed by design
researchers that may be brought into this generative turn. As | close out Part A, which
focuses on what the commons literature can bring to commons-making, | finally disclose the

etymology of the word O6commoni zed.

Across all of the literature review performed in Part A, | observed that design researchers

and commons scholars alike struggled to succinctly describe the politics of counter-

hegemonic commons,or6t o grope for words t oStager, @9, mhat 6 s ac
1). Design researchers have pr(Baparex & Betréasaur2613) | i ke 0
or Oactivi st/ pr a™artild et ab.,i2@L4) . Commoasneseatciiers have

produced more articulate but decidedlyun-c at chy phr as e scredtinghpeer 6 c o mmo n s
e ¢ 0 n o(elfriéh, 2013) and 6 c ocamenptinisi c (Bauwend eedl., 2@ 9) What

discourse from the commons literature might be useful to design researchers interested in
counter-hegemonic commons? These observations prompted me to conduct a second

systematisedr evi ew around the use of the term O6commoni

5.1. Systematisedaview summary

The review entailed searching both Scopus and Go
foll owed by snowballing, and a repeat of the ses
6commoni st oO. | scanned over 400 records, mo st g e

records in full. Of these 52 records, 17 records contained identifiable articulations of
commonism (Table9) . Appendig 2. Commonism systematisedr e vi ew dlgptesehta s e 6
an expanded table of all records alongside quotations that each inform the understanding of

commonism as a counter-hegemonic politics of the commons.
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Table9. Most relevant records reviewed with definitions of commonism, as of 2020, organized chronologically.

Author/s

DyerWitheford

DyerWitheford

Pusey

Laermans

Siefkes

Hitchcock

Neary & Winn

Kunkel

Shantz

Teivainen

Parker

Bell & Scott

Brie

Parr

Gielen

Swinnen & Bauwens

Fuchs

Year

2007

2009

2010

2011

2011

2011

2012

2013

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2017

2018

2018

2019

Record Title

Commonism

The Circulation of the Common

Social Centres and the New Cooperativism of the Common

Artistic Collaboration and the Promises of Commonalism

The Emergence of Benefilriven Production

Commonism

Open Education: Common(s), Commonism and the New Common Wea
{LISOdzt  GA2Yya O60G¢KS CdzidzNB A& [/ 2Y
Commonist Tendencies: Mutual Aid Beyond Communism

Brazilian Socialist Roots and Global Commonist Horizons in the World £
Forum

Taking Power Back: Putting People in Charge of Politics

Reimagining Citizenship: Justice, Responsibility andR?¢oral Real Utopias
Karl Polanyi in Dialogue: A Socialist Thinker for our Time

Birth of a New Earth: The Radical Politics of Environmentalism
Common Aesthetics: The Shape of a New Mde&ology

Commoning Art, Democracy, and the Precariat, a Dialogue

Appropriation of digital machines and appropriation of fixed capital as th
NBFEf T LILINRLINRFGAZ2Y 2F az20Alf 06SA
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I n short, scholars seek to mark commonism as 0&éne
break with communism that is explicitly not state -led; and second, as a proactive resistance
to capitalist subsumption of commons.

First, scholars use commonism to assert a clear ideological break with communism.

Castoriadis (1987, p. 465), an originator of the concept of the social imaginary, explains that

6a signification is indefinitely determinable &
determineddé. Communism as a signification is det
conclude that communism does appear to be determined at this point in history. Waterman

(2003, p. 10) sums up the pragmatic fork in the road that scholars must choose between:

What are we to call this new Utopia, if not Communism? Commonism?
Commonerism? It cannot be called Communism any more, or not at present. That was
a utopia of the national-industrial -capitalist era. Many people and peoples are
alienated ¢€é f r cAmd the Effechohitsrcontempodrary used if not the
intention of those who still use it d is to isolate them from those many others who are
contributing to a reinvention of the commons.

A number of scholars in this systematisedreview distinguish commonism from communism

in terms of the role of O6the peopled versus the
as a O0democr ac y(HicHcock, B0&9, pn16), t iat Wdheérsttraitce appr oac h o
(Teivainen, 2014,p.28), 6a pl ace that passionately values s
sceptical about the i ddSaPatkdr,2015,p.t128t i amd c@mormel i v e
authoritarian partnerships and ne {EwBell&Ssottof coope
2016, p. 60).

Second, scholars use commonism to combat the seeming hegemony of capitalism, seeking to
fight the hegemony of an -ism with the counter -hegemony of another-ism. Dyer-Wi t hef or d 6 s

(2009) early articulation influences many future scholars:

6Commoni smé would thus be a social order assemil
of different commons, preventing the capitalist cooption and subsumption of current

and new commons by linking them up, attaining a critical mass that counters the

weight of established relations. If capital is an immense heap of commaodities,

commoni sm wi | | be a multiplication of commons ¢

This critical mass or counterweight is necessary
(Bauwens & Kostakis, 2014) or t he 06 c o mmo n(Caffemtzis, 2010cpa3il) t al i s mo
Linux is an oft-cited example, open-source software that is the product of commoning, which

numerous large companies exploit and enclose for profit, e.g. Apple (iCloud), Google
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(Chrome), TiVo, and IBM. Clare and Habermehl (Clare & Habermehl, 2016, p. 109)
introduce a 6theory of commoni zat i degémonichat cl ear

commons: O6while commons are a necessity for any
they are notinherentlyanti-c api t al i st €é and it ieentiatbleetweehor e i m
different types of commons, and ensure that those developedareantic api t al i st . 6 | n

summary, scholars use commonism to mark an ideology that opposes both the

commodification of capitalism and the state dominance of communism.

5.2. Politics of the commons

These findings regarding commonism accord with recent commons scholarship led by

Kioupkiolis (2017, 2019, 2022)t hat i denti fi es the 6l ack of the p
literature and advocates for the development of a counter-hegemonic politics of the

commons. Papadimitropoulos (2017, 2020) performs initial sensemaking about this

counter-hegemonic politics by organizing commons research into three broad categories:

M Liberal
1 Reformist

1 Anti-capitalist

For the most part, these three categories are differentiated by how the commons relates to
the state.

The | iberal commons O6place[s] the devel opment of
and mar ket o p e-dfeadalisefshtiie Cammadns dndes the marketing buzzword of

asocal |l ed A s har(Papainitrapeulms) 2007ypd 564). The liberal ideology is

where work by Ostrom and Benkler tends to be located, where the commons is positioned as

a complement to capitalism.

Ref ormi st commons seek to Oreplace capitalism fr
accumul ation of capital wit[R01/,Ip&70ci rcul ati on of
Papadimitropoulos places commons scholars such as Bollier, Bauwens, and Kostakis in this
category. Outside of the (E0dHbooghreut Edonsncs, pl i ne, Rav
Mazzuc(@t)edrst repreneur i al (201Q soeial dermatrdcy Might fgllint 6 s

this category.

Anti-capi tali st commons place 6the Commons in a col
aiming at the creation of a Commons economy agali

(Papadimitropoulos, 2017, p. 572). Scholars that consistently fall under this category include
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De Angelis, Caffentzis, Federici, and Hardt and Negri. Papadimitropoulos (2020, p. 28)
summarizes the differences between these three approaches as follows:

éthe |iberal argument underestimates the refor
potential to decentralise production, thereby forcing capitalism to transform into post -

capitalism. While the reformists argue for the cooperation of the commons with the

state and friendly capital, the anti -capitalists argue for the autonomous development of

the commons against and beyond capitalism and the state.

In plain language: liberal commons support a capitalist -oriented state, reformist commons
seek to morph the state from a capitalist to commons orientation, and anti -capitalist

commons aim to create an alternative commons-oriented society outside of the state.
For the remainder of this thesis, these three terms have been renamed as follows:

1 Liberal becomes neoliberal. | made this change because liberal has diverse meanings
to people; whereas neoliberal is more readily understood as a capitalist economics.
Reformist does not change.

Anti -capitalist becomes counter-hegemonic. | made this change to align further
analysis through the lens of diverse economies, the methodology used for this

research.

These container termsi neoliberal, reformist, counter -hegemonici enable us to make the

politics of the commons visible to ourselves and the people we work with as we perform

commons-ma ki ng research. | created the tiegwn o6& mind n
new enough bottle into which to p(uakel,2008)at | hope

5.3. The generative turn

Commons scholarship has thus far been analytical. The concepts from the literature and the
knowledge in the field is based on engaging with extant commons. These decades of

analytical research have generated numerous, profound insights into how commons function
and change. The key concepts that scholars have developed based on these insights, however,
cannot be used in their current form to support a community that wants to create or improve

a commons, a subject of interest not only to design researchers bt also to commons-making
researchersin fields such as geography, healthcare, information sciences, and law (Chapter
3.4).
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Making the generative turn means moving from inductive reasoning and analytical
frameworks to abductive reasoning and generative infrastructure. Making the generative
turn also means engaging with the politics of the commons. Designing or making commons,
like any design process, requires framing, and framing is inherently political (Prendeville et
al., 2022). Mo r e s pThis geherativa tlurh nequires translating and transforming the
theories and frameworks from the commons field into tools and infrastructure that
communities can use.6(Sacks, 2022a) This thesis marks my attempt to initiate a generative
turn in commons research by showing how this marriage between commons theories and
frameworks and design research approaches and methods can answer research questions
being posed by researchers in bothworlds.

Part A has shown that design researchers are already engaged in commonrsmaking but are
not drawing on commons literature to inform their commons -making research. | hope that
#commonize studio can provide a lightning rod of sorts for other design researchers and
activists. By unearthing these concepts for others and showing how they might be used in
commons-making research, other researchers may consider how they wish to experiment

with the commons literature too.

Part A concludes as a dual invitation: an invitation to commons researchers to consider how
their research can be transformed and put to use in service to commoners, and an invitation
to design researchers to consider how they can improve the efficacy of tkeir commons-

making practices using the commons literature.
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Part B: Studio

Part B asks the inverse ofPart A: What does the design research literature offer commons-
making researchers? The contention of Part A is that key concepts from the commons
literature that might support commons -making are inaccessible to design researchers. The
contention of Part B is that studio pedagogy and studio experimentation, the signature
pedagogy and epistemology of design research, might support commonsmaking but are

equally inaccessible to commonsmaking researchers.

In Chapter 8, Stulio pedagogyd |,ask: What is studio pedagogy? | review two influential

scholars and their philosophies of studio pedago
Shul mands signature pedagogi es. I then review a
developed by design scholars to m&e studio pedagogy more accessible to others, each of

which has influenced the development of #commonize studio.

In Chapter 9, Stutlio experimentalism § | dig deeper to ask: What are studio experiments?

This methodological concern emerged during my research process, observing that other

institutions performing similar work called themselves labs. | first define laboratory

experiments and perform a systematisedr evi ew | ooki ng at the wuse of t
experiment 0. Based on this review, I propose a t
experimentalism that clearly demarcate it from lab experimentalism, and | illustrate this

contrast with a speculative case study.

How do other studios (even if they call themselves labs) perform experiments in counter-

hegemoni c 06 ec onCGhapterl@ &mogyndésiyn dtudios and labs) | review the
practices of three comparable institutions engag
framework for studio pedagogy. | show how these institutions are in actuality conducting

studio experiments and consider how these practices might inform #commonize studio.

Chapter 11, Cothmons-making methodologieso huilds up the methodological layers of

#commoni ze studiobs studio experimentalism. At i
action research, a methodology used by most other design researchers engaged in commoRs

making. This action research is performed through the lens of the diverse economies

met hodol ogy, Ot he pol i t(Camexdn & &ibsonrGoaireyn, 2042). Ipossi bi | i
further modify this action research in two ways.

research through designé, a mashup of action res
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emphasises learning through making that must be with others. Second, | structure this
research as action research for diverse economies, a specific type of action research with
three strategic aims: activate language, shift subjectivities, and enhance colective action.

6. Epistemological gsition statement

Whereas my first position statement articulated my political position, this position statement
describes my epistemological position. Just as Part A argued for a counterhegemonic
politics for commons -making research and practice, Part B argues for an artigic
epistemology for commons-making research and practice, and for design research more
broadly. | named my research practice #commonize studio, which | thought to be an entirely
uncontroversial choice based on prior educational experience in architecture. | soon
discovered that design research faces epistemological conflictl am using this opportunity to

initiate an epistemological position statement in design research.

Below are two longer quotations from Studio Studies, observations by design research

authorities that affirm my own observations and experiences with peer design researchers:

We cannot fail to notice a marked tendency to imagine and shape studios as

|l aboratories in di2erent yelds of creative pr a
described the 6st udNaonhattarapoofeat mopecchayadterizng artai p o st
technologyinnovati on engagement s. I n the yeld of des
(Bj°rgvinsson et al. 2010) and O6culture | absd |
volume) are imagined as settings for the design and innovation of computational

technologies,whil st t he | abel &édesign | abd is indicatiyv
the term o0l abé or o6l aboratoryd al2ords |l egiti mact
knowledge production and innovation practices involving design. Also in the

contemporaryvisual arts, artists are increasingly conc
studios as experimental systems akin to laboratories (see Farias, Chapter 12 in this

volume). (Farias & Wilkie, 2018a, p. 8)

Design professor Alex Wilkie goes on to state more plainly the current epistemological

conflict in an interview with anthropologist and musicologist Georgina Born :

What youdve outlined also raises the epistemic
research in universities i and maybe this is also evident in your work on music and art

T science studiosi shows that designers routinely and explicitly invoke theterm 6 1 a b 6

to designate the epistemic conditions in which
that you ynd an academic resear(Bom&Wikie,up t hat u:
2018, p. 144)
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I have found myself on many occasions meeting

their lab was simply a piece of paper taped to their door. Nothing else has changed, just the
paper on the door. This paper simply but meaningfully signals to us the world that we are
entering, in literally the same way that my childhood restaurant sign signified to my parents
that they were entering a restaurant (where | was of course the head chef) My exploration
into studio and studio experimentalism revealed one important epistemological question or
litmus test for design researchers Do you believe you are solving ascientific (analytical)
problem or an artistic (creative) problem? This research is emphatically artistic because |
believe the question | am answering i What do communities need to create commons?i is
an artistic problem, not a scientific one . | consequently name this approach to economic
problem-s o | vecamgnydesignd t o f r ame economi c slLikeansanyafh
my peers, | taped #commonize studio to my door to signify that those meeting me were

entering an artistic space.

7. Methodology

Part B presents the entanglement between established and exploratory methodologies thatl
develop through the course of my research In this chapter, | disentangle the established
aspectof my methodology (action research for diverse economieg from the exploratory

aspects ofmy methodology (studio pedagogy and studio experiment), which | ultimately

combineandc a | | O0studi o expemakiemg & [20\Whlqconautimgq s

the empirical research in Part C using action research for diverse economies | pursued an
unanticipated second subject of enquirythat becamestudio experimentalism. Consequently,
| undertook a third systemati sed review and constructed a research methodology that
combined my tentative findings from this review with the established methodological

approachesused earlier in my research.

arti

a

st

71 {GdzRA2 a GKS fF02NF G2NBQa Odzf G dzNI f

&tudio as the | aboratorydéds cultural analogousé

Alex Wilkie (2018a, p. 2) propose approaching the study of studio pedagogy and what | have
called studio experimentalism (they call it studio studies). This phrase embodies the heart of
the epistemological and ontological challenges this thesis grapples with and the rationale for
methodological selection. As the previous chapter, Epistemological position statement, made
clear, this research is decisively artistic and qualitative in intent. Yet, it also strives to
eventually become an approach that is consistent and rigorous enough that a doctoral
researcher in some neardistant future would select it as their research approach. This tug-

of-war between creative and rigorous resulted in a mixture of approaches and methods

45



seeking to create a transparent, replicable research approach for recording sharing, and

evolving creative experiments.
7.2. Research question

Research methodology adjusts to fit the research question. My research question evolved
over the course of research, and the methodology adjusted with it. The two time points worth
capturing are the research question at the time of my PhD upgrade and the iesearch question
in this thesis:

1 What do communities need to imagine and practice postcapitalist, pluriversal
commoning? (PhD upgrade)

1 What do communities need to make commons? (PhD thesis)

There are two shifts visible in the questions above that relate to my evolving methodology.

The first is the removal of é6i magined from the
For this reason, | moved from considering approaches like serious gamedesign (Abt, 1975)

and speculative design(Dunne & Raby, 2013)to action research (Elliott, 1998) . The second

is the removal of modifiers in the research question, e.g. postcapitalist, pluriversal. This

change was an outcome of my engagement with the diverse economies literature. And, on a

pragmatic level, | needed to keep the research question simpleto engage action research

partners rather than confuse or antagonise them.
7.3. Literature reviews

The literature reviews in this thesis look a bit different than most design research theses |
have readasthey are intended both to contextualise the research within the existing work
and to support other researchers in the field. There are three literature reviews in this thesis,

two in Part A and one in Part B, relating to the following questions :

1 How do design researchers engage with the commons literature? (Chapter3)
f How do scholars use the termb56commoni smé and

1 Whatis a studio experiment? (Chapter 9)

| construct each literature review as a systematised review (Grant & Booth, 2009) with a
focus on two review components: the search process and the results generated. | took this
approach for two reasons. The first reason is that | wanted to make my search process
transparent and defensible. Each of these reviews entered novel territory. | had to make

informed but subjective decisions about search parameters, such as which phrases and
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journals to search. Ultimately, the reader decides if the literature review is robust, and the
detail in my systematised review allows the reader to decide this for themselves. Also, future
researchers may see opportunities to expand my search parameters to find additional
literature. The second reason is that these reviews generated valuable original databases.
There had never been, to my knowledge, a database of design research literature on
commons-making, and this database may assist future researchersThe level of detail of my
systematised reviews also enables others to conduct even more sophisticated reviews in the

future, such as systematic reviews.

7.4. Action research for diverse economies

The established core of my research methodology is action research for diverse economies

This method is detailed in the book chapter, 60 Ac
(Cameron & Gibson, 2020) in The Handbook of Diverse Economies (Gibson-Graham &

Dombroski, 2020) . | review this method in more detail in Chapter 11.6 Action research for

diverse economies Action research for diverse economies provides not only a clear structure

for performing research (action research) but also a clear epistemological and ontological

lens through which to perform this action research (diverse economies).

In simpler terms, diverse economies is so named because those of us engaged in this
research start with the recognition that diverse economic practices already exist, and that our
role is to understand how these practices can be made visible and coherentin more
academic terms, diverse economies is rooted in poststructuralist and anti-foundationalist
epistemologies and anti-essentialist ontology, emphasising the role of discourse and
performance. Diverse economies is also materialist and privileges doing dverse economies
over isolated theorising about them. To this extent, there is a natural fit between diverse
economies andpractice-oriented design research.l introduce the diverse economies
approach in Chapter 11.3 Diverse economies and | review the epistemological and
ontological features of diverse economies in Chapter11.4 Diverse economies originsand

Chapter 11.5 Diverse economies as performative research

Diverse economies permeated the entire research process and impacted not only the
research methodology but also overall research development. As mentioned in Part A, the
development of the term commonize is a diverse economies strategy of queering and
ontological reframing that is then used throughout the empirical research process. The
diverse economies concept that most visibly impacted the empirical research is thick
description and weak theory, resulting in detailed accounts of each experiment to enable

others to form their own weak theories. The discourse genealogy | perform at the end of the
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comparison group experiment is an important research strategy from diverse economies.
Finally, the emphasis on the role of the researcher in enacting or performing diverse
economies impacted my focus throughout the empirical research on my role in these

experiments.

Action research for diverse economies is action research that follows the familiar action
research cycle with an emphasis on three strategies: activating new languages, shifting
subjectivities, and collective action. The authors do not prescribe how thesestrategies may
be employed in action research, so | incorporated them into the Observe phase of the action

research cycle.
7.5. Moaodifications for studio

I modified this core established methodology to account for my finding s from my exploration
of studio pedagogy (Chapter8) and my systematised review ofstudio experimentalism
(Chapter 9). The resultant method, studio experiments for commons -making, is thus a
combination of the established methodology of action research for diverse economies and
these madifications. | made three visible modifications, which | detail in Chapter 11.2 Action

research through design (ARtD).

The first modification is the use of a neologism created by other scholars, ARtD, todescribe
the action research cycle(Gaete Cruz et al., 2022) ARtD explores the intersection of action
research (AR) and research through design(RtD) . All #commonize studio experiments
follow the familiar action research cycle of plan, act, observe, and reflect. Alongside these
familiar words, | added language arising from my exploration of studio to provoke

consideration of what delineates ARtD from broader AR. The phase names became:

1 Plan/Design

1 Act/Make

1 Observe

1 Reflect/Critique

The second modification is the organisation of the Observe phase of the ARtD cycle. The

Observe phase is organised into four categories that draw on language from the
aforementioned action resear c h(20fl4) propabalforer se econoa
design action research.Villari also presents three strategies for design action research, which

the author describes as 6giving shape tod relati
two of these strategies aligned with two of the diverse economies strategies, so | stratured

observations around four categories:
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1 Languages/Ideas

1 Subjectivities/Relationships

i Collective action

1 Artefacts

The third modification is labelling these experiments asstudio experiments rather than
simply experiments. Naming these experiments as studio experiments seeks to frame these

experiments as creative experiments.

Beyond these modifications, my exploration of studio pedagogy and studio experimentalism
impacted how | organised and made sense of this research. In Part C, | organise my
empirical research into three categories that respond to lab experimentalism (comparison
group, pilot experiments, field experiments) . In Contributions , | reflect on and detail how
this research informs future approaches to creative experimentation. In Conclusion, | find
that coaching is one of three overarchingdesign capacities that commonsmakers need, an
observation rooted in studio pedagogy. In Epilogue, | consider how these experiments might
be evaluated as un/successful to inform how future studio experiments might be evaluated.
Finally, | changed my thesis title, originally #commonize studio: Experiments in commons -

making , to reflect this methodological framing .

The combination of action research for diverse economies with these modifications forms
6studi o experi mmaks hhHaé hesitatedtoressers studio experimentalism
or studio experiments as the methodology or method in this thesis because a coherent
epistemology and ontology remain lacking, as | detail in Chapters 8 and 9. Instead, | offer
studio experiments in commons-making as a methodological provocation paired with the

clear and defensible method of action research for diverse economies.
7.6. Empirical research structure

The empirical research in Part C is organised into four groups:

1 Comparison group
91 Pilot experiments

1 Field experiments
1

Scaffolding commons-makership

The first three terms are deliberately drawn from laboratory experimentalism, discussed in
Chapter 9. Throughout my research and writing process, | made decisions about discourse,
either to politicise existing language or to use new language. Each route presents

opportunities and challenges. In Chapter 5 (Making the generative turn), for example, |
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substantiate my decision to propagate a new word, commonize, rather than use the existing

word, communize, because multiple authors find the meaning of communize to be

irrevocably determined or sedimented. The choice to politicise new language is a key

research strategy of diverse economies. By contrast, Wilkie and Farias argue irStudio

Studies: Operations, Topologies and Displacementst hat &ét he noti on of expel
describe some highly speciyc studio paocesses an
heur i @l8acps9h The authors consequently reject the

research, a term that i s wused prolifically in de
instead. Another eligible term the authors refer

In Part C, | opt to politicise existing meaning, a strategy of diverse economies research
detailed in Chapter 11 The challenge in doing so is that these words may connote something
different for some people. | opt to use this language because all of these terms are already in
use in design research, albeit to different degrees. | originally used control group instead of
comparison group but changed it based on peer review to reflect the more accurate scientific
definition (Kelemen et al., 2023), where control groups are randomi sed while comparison
groups are non-equivalent or not randomised. The last bullet above, scaffolding commons-
makership, is used as it is generally employed across education and defined by key theorists
in the field (Benson, 1997; Bruner, 1978; Freire, 2014; Vygotsky & Cole, 1978)

7.7. Recruiting action research partners

Recruiting action research partners was by necessity opportunistic. For me, the best action
research project is the project that happens. The first systematised review found that other
design researchers recruited action research partners through pre-existing memberships to
groups, long-standing relationships with communities, or multi -year funded research
projects. My time window was considerably smaller, my budget was zero, and the Covid19
pandemic stymied opportunities to embed myself with any communiti es. Ultimately, the
experiments detailed in Part C were the product of two recruitment pathways: conference
workshops and networking within ImaginationLancaster (department). The comparison
group arose because | was invited by a peer researcher in my depament to join a pre -
existing research group. The pilot workshops all took place at conference workshops, either
as an invited guest or as a workshop | had submitted to the conference. | met Dr Wernli, the
partner for the Soil Trust experiments at one of th ese conference workshops. | met Dr
Nthubu, the partner for the Hack4Blood experiments through Dr Galabo, who | in turn met

in my department.
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7.8. Methods

#commonize studio draws on a number of design research methods across all experiments.
The rationale for method selection and the way these methods are used is discussed in the
Plan/Design phase for every experiment in Part C. These methods draw from a rarge of
design areas, such as service design and speculative design. Over time, #commonize studio
developed its own design research method vernacular, which is discussed directly in the last
e X p er i Acton gityatiod blocksé ( Chz2d)pt er

The methods for about one-third of the experiments were brought to the experiment by peer
researchers not me. For the comparison group (Chapter14), the design fiction method was
determined by the group before | joined. | discuss the rationale and use of this method in
Chapter 14 and several papers(Craigon et al., 2023; Jacobs et al., 2021) Chapter 15,
Commonized design, is a conference workshop organised by other researchers with an
unnamed method. | observe that this method combines speculative design with inventorying
that is common to diverse economies research, so | name it inventory-based speculative
design. Chapte 19, Scaffolding commons-makership, examines the scaffolding processof
weaving commons scholarship into methods created by other design researchers. These
methods are a cadesign tool and service design tools developed by Dr GalabdGalabo &

Cruickshank, 2022 ; 6 Brdan exosy&tenT visaalisationmrethodl n.

developed by Dr Nthubu (2021).

The methods used in the remaining two pilot experiments (Chapters 16, 17) use what are
typically considered service design methods: user persona, user journey map, and service
blueprint. All of these pilot experiments engage with more -than-human design, so the
rationale for method selection was to use well-established and simpler methods that allowed
me to focus on pushing them in new directions. | describe the rationale, adaptation, and use
of these methods in more detail in these

design a more-than-human food commons (Sacks, 2022a)

The methods used in Chapter20 (Commons model canvag, Chapter 21 (Action situation
canvag), and Chapter 23 (#commonize studio design brief) use what might be broadly
considered design management methods. The commons model canvas is an adaptation of
the Business Model Canvas popular for startup development, and the action situation

canvas is a further iteration of this approach to visualisin g a business (or commons) model

chapter

on one page for collective engagement. The #commonize studio design brief is an adaptation

of a design brief template that is tested with a commons-maker at a conference workshop,
focusing on the types of language prompts that might be useful to a commons-maker as the

A

6cliento.
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| attribute the method in Chapter 22 (Body histories) to the peer researcher because he

originated the idea, though we worked on it together. This idea emanated from multiple

discussions and apatrticipatory design conference workshop considering alternative ways to

create a howto manual for commoners. We explored how children could film their parents

engaged in composting practices. [ name this met
to support social practices, a research approach that we engage with and is described further

in the chapter.

The final experiment, Action situation blocks (Chapter 24), draws from prior experiments
rather than referring to more established methods, particularly the language and design of

the action situation canvas and the #commonize studio design brief.
7.9. Other approaches

The approach used in this thesis was selected and developetb meet not only the learning
outcomes soughtbut also the exigencies of the Covid 19 pandemic.

The overwhelming majority of research in this field is rooted in the participatory design (PD)
community, so PD and to a lesser extent cedesign are the most commonly cited research
approaches. | discuss the crossover between PD, calesign, and this research approach
throughout Chapter 3. | did not find PD or co -design to be a sufficient home for this research
for two reasons. First, all of the examples | could find, at least in the reviews in this paper,
were conducted in person. | could not find examples that demonstrated how one could
perform PD or co-design (a) remotely (b) with a real community that physically exists
elsewhere (c) that has never met the researcher. | did attempt this approach early on in the
Covid-19 pandemic, but gaining trust and persuading a group to meet online proved very
difficult. Second, in ontological terms, PD and co-design may have described how some
commons-makers collaborated with their communities, but it was not how | performed as a
design researcher. Most of my interaction was limited to a single indivi dual, the commons-

maker, through whom all information about the community was transmitted.

Research through Design (RtD), which is proving to be an increasingly popular choice for
design PhD theses, was what | originally planned to discuss in my research methodology
before diving down the studio rabbit hole. This made sense at the start of my research when |
expected to focus on artefacts. | anticipated that commonized design, which | discuss in
Chapter 15, would be comprised of design tools similar to those | began developing in the
pilot experiments in Part C, such as a commoner persona. However, relationality became a
more important subject of enquiry than the artefacts created or even the process of making.

As this evolution took place, the lines between research through design versus for or about
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design as explained by foundational scholars like Frayling (1993) and Gaver(2012) became
blurrier. Studio seemed to encompass the knowing-through -doing epistemology of RtD while
also provoking thought about relationality, e.g. how I relate to the learner or communities.

Beyond broad design approaches, ethnography is one of the more obvious methodological

alternatives to action research to answer this research question. A few scholars in the

commons-making field use ethnographic approaches, for example as embedded memberof
makerspaces(Fordyce, 2015; T. S. J. Smith, 2020). Ethnography is a popular method in

design research and everyday practice because 6t
joining in with, talking to and watching, and ge
(Schatzki, 2013). | had indeed planned to pursue ethnography with several communities, but

the Covid-19 pandemic quashed opportunities to do so. There are some virtual ethnography

methods (Postill & Pink, 2012), but these methods share similar limitations as PD and co-

design. Virtual ethnography is intended for native online communities like social media and

gaming groups rather than in-person communities being harassed to interact online with the

researcher.

Finally, it is worth summari sing two short-lived approaches | pursued because they remain
valid and others may wish to pursue them. The first approach is game design. As briefly
discussed in Chapter4.3 (Action situations ), much commons literature is grounded in game
theory. The intention was to embody this game theory in playable games to support
commons-making communities, building on the ideas of procedural rhetoric developed for
video games(Bogost, 2010). | felt, however, that this approach was best pursued in-person.
The second approach was speculative design. In my first year of research, when the role of
imagination was still part of the research question, | developed an approach grounded in
speculative design and design fiction. | detail one experiment towards this approach in
Chapter 15and present a draft research approach based on this experiment inFigure 20 (p.
100). Speculative design might have been used in subsequent interactions with some action

research partners if they had progressed in a different direction.

8. Studio pedagogy

What is studio, and why is it so elusive?In Studio Use in Design Distance Education, design

scholar Derek Jones sums upa common observation: 6 A per si stent gap that
throughout the writing of this covering paper is the lack of definition of studio or even

articulacy around it s(2082, m pré).Farinseasd Wilkie pasidbthatd i t i ons . @
dhere is no easy access to the studio since the obstacles come in both empirical and

theoretical form 6(2018a, p. 2). #commonize studio encountered another challenge beyond

empirical and theoretical considerations, which could be called sedimentation of meaning
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(Jessop, 2010). While the lab colonizes ever more territory, studio remains fixed in the

public i magination as t he ar {CemanmdL016;RPasinvi dual at
2017). Over 20 years ago, Buchanan(2001) theorized the evolution and expansion of design

research as four orders of design. The third order, @ctions§ is now a mature design research

field that includes interaction design and service design. The fourth order, dhoughtsg

exemplified at that time by environmental design, has witnessed a range of emergent design
research fields such as transition design and ci
counter-hegemonic economics, or economy design, could be said to belongo this fourth

order. Yet, as design schools expand into these orders, they invariably call themselves labs

not studios. By way of example, the relatively new field of circular design has inspired a

Circular Design Lab at both Technische Universiteit Delft and University of the A rts London,

but no university -based circular design studios. Commonsmaking requires not only a

transformation of commons literature into accessible infrastructure but also a

transformation of studio literature into a useable methodology.
81. { OKI yQ& NBTf SOGABS LINIY Ol A Odzy

Within the design research literature, Schon is one of the most articulate and vocal advocates
for elucidating studio pedagogy for non-designers. While The Reflective Practitioner (1983)
i s probably Sch°nés most fTheDesign StbdmAk, it i s anot

Exploration of Its Traditions and Potential , where Schdn(1985, p. 7)exhorts:

In order for the lessons of the studio to be made accessible to other professions,
however, studio masters must be willing to examine what they already know how to do.
They must try to make systematic descriptions of their practice and coaching, and the
knowledge and appreciations embedded in them, in spite of the factors that work

against systematic selfreflection.

Alongside this treatise on studio pedagogy, Schon also published two relevant papers around

the same time, O6The architectural St wnda cot iacsn Gan e
(1984)and 6éDesigning as reflective conversation wit
(1992).

Schon(1985,p.94)descr i bes studi o pedagogy as an O6educat
preferred way to explain design to outsiders, an
for this system (1985, p. 89). The reflective practicum draws on several concepts, namely
reflection -in-action as a process that depends on knowingin-action as a capacity. Schon
(1985, p. 87)describes reflection-in-act i on 06 a s-thes ko th dr ede amch proces

which édesign expertise is built over time throd
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activities and regular reflection both on -action, retroactively,andin-act i on, i n the mor
Reflection-in-action depends on a type of design knowledge, knowingin-action, that is
6reveal ed i n and (192, p.al8l) Screh(1985eps 24)elaboratgsin

knowing-in-action:

To begin with, the starting condition of reflection -in-action is the repertoire of
routinized responses that skilful practitioners bring to their practice. This is what | call
the practitioner's knowing -in-action. It can be seen as strategies of action,
understanding of phenomena, ways of framing the problematic situations encountered
in day-to-day experience. ... It is a dynamic knowing process, rather than a static body
of knowledge, in the sense that it takes the form of continuing detection and correction
of error, on-line fine -tuning all within the framework of a relatively unchanging system

of understanding.

Sch°n | ayers 0Oconver s(hosh m 26s199®)ontotknowitgein-si t uati ono
action, which emphasisesthat ®e si gni ng is primarily socialé and
6active sensory appreci atl9o92m. 182) Anatlet featudke ofor vi rt ua
the reflective practicum is uncertainty, which Shulman also identifies in signature

pedagogies. Schén(1985, p. 57)observes that the design student finds themselves in an

emotionally challenging situation:

In the context of the studio there is a double paradox: on the one hand, the student
cannot initially understand what he needs to learn; on the other hand, he can only

learn it by educating himself, and he can only educate himself by beginning to do it.

Finally, Sch°®n argues that studio pedagogy is as
technical rationality. Reflection -in-a ct i on r ethersepso to ne xdpoenr i ment-i ngd f o
settingd to conver tf o0 fimeeals spea sod | ients@maylthenappy Iclh s ci
scientific techniques (1985, pp. 16, 57) The role of the design educator is that of coach,

inviting students to participate in this process
exper i me(|@383 p. B0). Mhése ideas continue to resonate today. The deference to lab

over studio in counter-hegemonic economy design institutions reflects the ongoing tug of

war between reflection-in-action and scientific technical rationality as modes of

experimentation.
82 { Kdzf YI'yQa &aA3Yyl GddzNBE LISRIFI3I23IASA

The second major philosophical lens on studio is studio as the signature pedagogy of design

education. As several scholars point out, the concept of signature pedagogy shifts the
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emphasis of understanding away from content and curriculum towards ways of knowing, or

epistemology, that are essential to that discipline (Osmond & Tovey, 2015, p. 50; Shreeve,

2015. The term signature pedagogy originates with
pedagogies in the profes §008,p.6d obsdrvastitathi s paper, S
particularly in professional schools I|Iike archit
perform, and to act with integrityé or, in anoth
habits of the heart(200% p.89).ISkulnantdevelapédthteb e hand 6
dimensions, or structures, of signature pedagogies:

Surface structures, which comprises operational acts of teaching and learning;
Deep structures, which comprises assumptions about how to impart knowledge and
skills; and

91 Implicit structures, which comprises beliefs, values, and attitudes, and this is often
call ed the ¢6hi(Cravther, 20618, p.r55).c ul u mo

Two additional features mentioned my Shulman that design researchers consistently find
important are: public student performance and emotional uncertainty (Crowther, 2013, p.
21; Schrand & Eliason, 2012, p. 56; Shulman, 2005, p. 57) Shaffer (2007, p. 103) re-named
Shul manés di mensions as:

9 Surface structures
1 Pedagogical activities

1 Epistemology

These alternative names appear to be popular with design researchers and used in several
papers on studio pedagogy(Brandt et al., 2013; Cennamo, 2016; Gray, 2016)

Studio pedagogy continues to be recognized as the signature pedagogy of design education
(Boling et al., 2016; Farias & Wilkie, 2018b), but making sense of this pedagogy for others
outside design remains rare (McLain, 2022, p. 1639; Oh et al., 2013, p. 303; Sawyer, 2018, p.
142). Across the formal and grey literature, four papers have been selected that reflect
different approaches to studio pedagogy sensemaking that have informed thinking about

#commonize studio.
8.3. Framework for studio pedagogy

McLai nds pap eignaturé Fedagagy far Besign and Technology Education: A
Literature Re v i €@028), is the most recent and robust synthesis of literature concerning
design pedagogy. McLain(2022, p. 1643) describes signature pedagogies not as a way to

define or confine pedagogy but rather as a discu
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critiquing pedagogical approaches, or a |l ens by
name this signature pedagogy as studio verbatim, but the four themes of this signature

pedagogyd design studio, design thinking, design critique, and design projectd are familiar

features of every studio course in higher education. McLain first develops themes that

comprise signature pedagogies across literatures:

1 Locations
1 Capability
1 Uncertainty
1 Challenges
McLain then develops four themes for designds si

91 Design studio

9 Design thinking

91 Design critique

91 Design project

Finally, McLain (2022, p. 1629) draws on previous literature (Irving -Bell et al., 2019;

McLain, 2020) that ties design activities across three activities:

1 Ideating or Designing
1 Realizing or Making
9 Critiguing or Evaluating

I noted the resemblance between these activities and the phases of action research cycles, a
methodology used for #commonize studio experiments. In Part C, | present these action
research phases using both the typical action research language alongside the terms
proposed by McLain to see if they help provoke more designerly considerations in action

research.
The phases become:

1 Plan/Design

1 Act/Make

1 Observe

1 Reflect/Critique

Bel ow are short reviews of McLainbs proposed the
education, which | refer to in this paper as studio. For each of these four themes, | present

McLainbs explanation alongside other notabl e sch
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Designstudio. McLain describes design studio primari/l.\
space between the theoretical an@022Ip.da63@).r acti cal
Studios are consistently defined by open spaces, no obvious front or back, and large desks

assigned to individual students that they can use close to 24 hours of the dayCennamo et

al., 2011, p. 13; Gray, 2016, p. 271; Leiboff, 2010)Studio classes tend to be 24 hours long

(sometimes longer) several times per week(Cennamo et al., 2011, p. 13; Skaggs, 2013These

surface features of the design studio mean that students are doing their work during the class

itself with the instructor/s present to answer questions or engage in critique (Schrand &

Eliason, 2012, p. 60), a type of formative feedback These surface features also generate

uni que soci al p r a c t(Fakmars 20071 p. 4) that areay onee fconieetaed tog 6

the physical while extending into the other <cat e
observes that studio culture épromotes a style o
dialogue, conversation, asking questions, and givingand r ecei v {(200@, p.8x.The i que 6
Covid-19 pandemic, when #commonize studio performed all experiments remotely, raised

the question: What is studio pedagogy without a physical studio? Gray argues that

privileging surface features risks iiggsafring 6t he
surface and pedagog2022apl 1642e at ures entirelyd

Design thinking . McLain defines design thinking as 6a di
act i(2022,.1642), recogni zing that o6thought and acti on
fithinkingdod and that O6design thinking is more ab
knowl €2022,e061640). McLainés understanding of design t
Cross explains 0desi(iP8parnidy oOwdaeyssi gonf(20Knmo8dhdmi ggbe nc e 6
expl ai ns -nkancot w(ll&&xGy 24). This theme is carried out in the wider literature

and pithily synthesized as: OWithin the studio |
body of content knowledge and then apply it but, instead, they learn about design while

doi ng @ECemamy, @16, p. 256; Lawson & Dorst, 2009; Nelson & Stolterman, 2012).

Scholars consistently position design thinking as the purpose of studio pedagogy, not the

things created by that thinking. For example, in a presentation to non -designers, Skaggs

explains that &édStudio instructi on tgedn erhalulgyhtf oc u
process than on the i mp@EMSanya offeroandefioiiona f i nal i ©
studio pedagogy that greatly informs #commonize studio, and it is one that | use to explain

studio experimentalismtonon-desi gners: O6the primary intended |
enhance the ability of students to consistently gener at e succe 2018l creat.

170. Sawyerds definition speaks directly to studi
the ability to consistently generate successful creative works, rather than toduplicate them

as in a lab.
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Designcritque. McLain describes design critique O0as a
peer f e(2082hm 1B40H The conception of critique as performance is echoed by other

scholars (Crowther, 2013; Dannels et al., 2008; Schon, 1984; Schrand & Eliason, 2012) and

Schdn even refers to the role of the instructor in his example of a desk criiqueas a O6vi rt uos
per f or (1884,p.65) Schrand and Eliason, educators in an English department, observe

that, O6The public performances and oral feedbachk
strongly with the feedback procedures ®W2ynd in t
p. 52). For this reason, many scholarly works exemplify critique through snippets of

instructor -student dialogue (Dannels et al., 2008; Schén, 1985; Shaffer, 2007) Several

scholars have tried to make sense of critique using other frameworks. Dannels et al.(2008)

set out an initial &écommunicative blueprintd for
skills of the instructor. Oh et al. (2013) attempt to diagram critique from the instructor

perspective, but this framework then struggles to exemplify the dynamism of performance

articulated by other scholars. Nevertheless, attempts to elucidate critique for others remains

important because critique r emains o6the primary means through

knowl edge (Cemnameaeefal., RELL, p. 33)

Design project. McLain describes design projects as 0co
el ement s6 that include resources, (Mcekamc2622,ng met ho
p. 1644). Cennamo et al. argue that studio can be considered a type of problerrbased

l earning, placing the desi g ampreadj d @@l ptild)tghbe hear
Shreeve et al. also consider studio to be a form of problembased learning that is about
6replicating the exper (2010,p.e29p Whattdiéfarentigtesea pr act i t i C
design project, as a type of problembased learning, from problem-based learning in other

fields? Cennamo defines the term 6design briefd,
6a design chall enge andopdneins ¢30M®tpe2dad). Thisro@eh-1 vy br i ef
ended uncertainty applies to design instructors as much as students. Boling and Schwier

describe studio teaching as O6wal king into a sit.u
students work through problems they, the instructors, do not kno w immediately how to solve

t h e ms e(ROL6& s 8).6rhis condition in which designers operate goes by many terms:

wicked problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973), design abductive reasoning(Dorst, 2015), and

solutioning (Osmond & Tovey, 2015, p. 52) to name a few. What these terms all speak to is

that, in contrast to problem -based learning where the problem is clearly defined, studio

probl e msd eafri e ao82)
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8.4. Sensemaking frameworks

While sensemaking approaches to studio remain a gap, these three examples reflect a

spectrum of approaches that affected #commonize in some way.

1 Framework for understanding the design studio (Brandt et al., 2013)
1 Theoretical framework of design critiquing in architecture studios (Oh et al., 2013)

9 Instructional strategy for studios (Eberly Center, n.d.)

Brandtetal. (2013)pr opose a O6framework for understanding
emphasizes the academic studio as a staging grou
participation in the professional community of design (the community of practice). In other

words, there are two communities of practice, the academic and the professional, and the

studio is the bridge between these two communities (Figure 10) 8 a community that is

practicing entering these communities of practice. The authors credit Barab and Duffy

(2000, p. 33) for the concept of a practice community, though it also strongly resembles

=
(@]

Logandés work on the creation of o6overlapping
work in graphic design (2006, p. 331). The concept of communities of practice draws from

more familiar literature by Lave and Wenger (1991). The authors then propose a table with

these three communities (professional community of practice, studio bridge as practice
community, and academic community) along one axi
categories (surface structures, pedagogical ativities, epistemological beliefs) along the other

axis. The idea of the studio as a bridging practice community resonates with #commonize

studio, as a place where the commonsmaker and their community practice commoning.

Oh et al . 6s O0theoretical framework of design c¢ri

(@)
[¥))

critiquing more explicit, in order to support
examine their ¢ (2018,ip.302). hhg authorsadeveldpahés franework

because 6no systematic attempt has been made t

® O
o

account for the complexity of critiquingd. Bas
develop a framework for critiquing practice consisting of 11 factors that focuses on critiquing
conditions and methods (Figure 1J). This framework is too complex for #commonize studio

right now, but the schematic relationship between critiquing conditions and methods is

useful. How do we design researchers explain critique to commonsmakers who have not

experienced design critique in a studio setting? If we think of commoning as a form of

constant co-design (Galabo & Sacks, 2021) and the sites of commoning as the design studio,

how do we support commoners to develop these critiquing capacities?
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Finally, the Eberly Center for Teaching Excellence and Educational Innovation at Carnegie

Mellon University (CMU) presents a high-1 e v e |

0i nstr uTablel®)nfhel st r at egy

introductory text to this instructional strategy offers what | found to be the simplest way to

delineate studio from lab, namely the delineation between scientific and artistic problem -

sol vi

ng: OLabs and studi os pr arrvprodedurabsgilsmat uni ti es

setting where they can observe, practice, explore, solve problemgwhether scientific or

artistic) , and gain mastery throughhandsson use of disci pl

inary tool s

(Eberly Center, n.d.) [emphasis mine]. The instructional strategy for studios is described as a

6gener al model for teaching procedural skills th

c o nt e(kberly Cedter, n.d.). The CMU instructional strategy for studios outlines a clear

picture of studio as a more holistic process in language that is understandable to most

people, including non-designers. The seven stages offer a reasonable entry point for making

implicit studio pedagogy explicit; however, the strategy omits methods that instructors could

us e

at

each stage. This digestible

scaffolding, infrastructuring, and institutioning.

Professional
Community of
Practice

S

Studio

Academic
. Community

Figurelo®d ¢ KS &aGdzZRA2 & F ONARISET 2N I WLIND
of practice(Brandt et al., 2013, p. 338)
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Tablel0. Instructional strategy for studig¢&berly Center, n.d.)

Stage

Situating

Modelling

Scaffolding

Coaching

Fading

Selfdirect learning

Generalizing

Instructor actions

Student actions

Situates the particular exercise or task
within the context of the course and
discipline, so that students can see its
relationship to other core concepts,
practices, etc.

Models expert practice while describing
and explaining each step of the process
from planning (selecting materials/tools,
organizing work space, conceptualizing
the task) through execution

Provides guidelines, steps, and
parameters to structure student
exploration

Provides coaching and feedback while
students engage in the exercise
themselves

Gradually decreases coaching and
scaffolding, allowing students greater
independence

Assists only when requested

Guides students from their own process
to larger insights and useful
generalizations

9. Studio experimentalism

Listens, thinks, answers questions

Observes, listens, asks question

Conceptualizes the task and begins
planning

Engages in the practice, asks questions
reflects on own practice in relation to
expert practice

Operates with increasing independence
in more and more complex situations
(less structure, more
choices/complications, etc.)

Practices the real thing alone or in grou

Generalizes from own practice to larger
principles, concepts, or interpretations

What is a studio experiment? This question that emerged from this research process could be

the subject of an entire other PhD. Just as | hopePart A cracks opens a field of research for

others to explore, Part B cracks open, in the smallest way, the field of studio

experimentalism. Farias and Wilkie (2018a,p.2)pr opo s e

as ¢t he

|l aboratoryods

cul

tur al

6studio

anal ogous®é6.

experimentation method to lab, as Schon also advocated, studio experimentation must be

viewed as equally rigorous and valuale. | first briefly review what defines a lab experiment
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as a counterpoint to whatever may come to define a studio experiment. | then perform a
systematisedr evi ew of the |l iterature on O6studio exper.i
mean by studio experiment and to develop tentative observations about what defines a

studio experiment.
9.1. Defining laboratory (lab) experiment

What makes an experiment alaboratory (lab) experiment? For the sake of concision, | focus
on the entry for 0 LRebeosona201)inyrhesSAGEeEENCyclomedia of 6
Communication Research Methods to understand key features shared across laboratory
experiments, particularly social science experiments that deal with people. Below are the key

points outlined in the definition.

f Purpose: O6to test theoretical assumptions by
elements of the theory and isolating the influence of the hypothesized elements on
outcomes?o

T Techniques: érandom assignment of participant

inferences about the relationships between i

f Interactions: Oparticipants working individu:
or confederates (i.e., trained participants ¢
1 Features: o6écontrollabilityd; achieved by cr e:
conditionsd, O0randomly assigning participant :

These points are familiar to most of us, and, if you attended a university, you probably
participated in such lab experiments as a test subject. Some design research experimentation
does meet these criteria, particularly experiments conducted online with anonymous
participants; however, the vast majority of design research, particularly commons -making

research, does not meet these criteria.

Above all, lab experiments answer scientific questions, not creative questions. Pederson

explains that d&éLaboratory experiments play an in
building, testing, and r evind)sugmaridexiter i es. 6. The
instructional strategies for | abs and studios as
students to learn procedural skills in a setting where they can observe, practice, explore,

solve problems (whether scientificor artistic ) . 6 (emphasi s mine). The | ab
scientific questions, and the studio is used to explore artistic (or creative) questions. The lab

is the signature pedagogy of science and possesses its own surface structures, pedagogical

activities, and epistemological beliefs. Perhaps, rather than hopelessly trying to fit ourselves
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into the mould of scientific research, we design researchers can turn to studio as a container

for a different type of experiment, experiments in creation.
9.2. Systematisedaview design

The original question driving this systematisedreview was: What is a studio experiment?
There were few records in Scopus or Google Scholar, so my findings are tentative. The
primary learning outcome is that more work is needed to build out studio experimentalism,

both for design researchers and for conmons researchers interested in commons making.

This systematisedreview was simpler than others due to the paucity of records. There were

four steps:
T Scopus. | searched Scopus for the phrase 06st
keyword fields. | included the alternatives
experimentationbé, and O6studio experimentalisi

1 Google Scholar. | searched Google Scholar using these same phrases in the title. This
search produced 22 records.
1 Combining records. The combined records contained several overlaps, for a total of

43 records.

Record elimination. Twelve of the 43 records were eliminated from the review for one or
more of the following reasons: irrelevant, not in English, unavailable. The systematised

review ultimately included 31 records.

A clear limitation of this systematisedreview was delimiting results to papers that included

the verbatim phrase O60studio experimentd or per mu
mi ght search the design research |iterature for
results. The purpose d this review, however, was to understand how scholars consciously

invoke this specific term. Lab experiments do not grapple with this challenge. A similar

Googl e Schol ar search for 6l aboratory experiment
is to become the cultural analogue to laboratory, do scholars need to be willing to consciously

recognise, label, and assert their experimentation as studio experiments?
9.3. Systematisedaview results
Making sense of the small pool of results was more challenging than othersystematised

reviews. The lab experiment is built on the scientific method, but there is not an equally clear
6studi o methodd. | present sdswdicexparimentalisin §Tableve at t e
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11 but further research will no doubt generate more instructive approaches. My initial
attempt at sensemaking drew on Frayling's (1993) language and focused on the system of
inquiry (Glanville, 1999; Jonas, 2012). | organized the results into three categories:

1 Experiments into studio: Experiments into executing studio pedagogy, e.g.
conducting studio online during the Covid -19 pandemic.

1 Experiments through studio: Experiments in studio that address a system of inquiry
outside the studio, e.g. students explore designs for commercial tile-making.

1 Experiments about studio: Forensic experiments and investigations into individual

artist studios.

The first two categories are both relevant to #commonize studio. As a studio operating
during the Covid-19 pandemic, | faced pedagogical challenges about conducting design
research with partners. The second category, experiments through studio, most closey aligns
with #commonize studio, as a studio whose system of inquiry is outside the studio rather
than the studio itself. The third category is the least clear and consistent, and also currently

seems the least relevant to #commonize studio.

The majority of papers fell into the first category, experiments into studio. Within this
category, I organized papers into Shafferoés thre

Experiments into studio T surface structures. A number of papers experiment with surface
structuresdé i mpact on pedagogical outcomes, or t
Examples include physical modelling (Abdelhameed, 2011) visual abstraction (Kul6zd,

2016), media techniques (Khalili, 2023) , and online approaches necessitated by the Coviell9

pandemic (Doyle et al., 2023; Kamalipour & Peimani, 2022) . Consistent with studio

pedagogy, the authors are generally investigating and observing learning outcomes rather

than physical outputs. For example, Khalili (2023) notes that the experiment with film in

studi o wi | | -lastihgengouneon thenarchitectural visualization skills of students

as wel|l as their thinking about the notion of sy
(2023) 6assessed [students] on a rubric of criticald.

and thoroughness of documentationé6.
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Tablell. Aggregate results of theystematisedeview.

Category

Record

Experiments into
studio¢ surface
structures

Experiments into
studioq
pedagogical
activities

Experiments into
studioq
epistemology

Experiments
through studio

Experiments about
studio

Architectural form creation in the design studidbdelhameed, 2011)
Experiments, practices and positions in architectural design s{édidemir, 2017)
Pandemic experimentalisiDoyle et al., 2023)

Learning and teaching urban design through design studio pedd#g@gyalipour &
Peimani, 2022)

A design studio experimeiiKhalili, 2023)

Teaching design to city planning studetksil6zl, 2016)

Indifferent or devotedGalil & Kandil, 2015)
Collaborative architectural design studio environméQureshi, 2019)
Neither individual, nor grougTurkkan et al., 2012)

Themes of place and space in design teacflifgsu Uraz & Balamir, 2006)

Education and space for mobile livest I { POP 3 mNXY SOA 2 €t dz=

A design studio experiment on site and building integrations towards placemakin
(Deviren, 2006)

Integration of revealed knowledge into design think{iMgaharika, 2018)

Making urban design teaching more permeable to regional green infrastructure
(Medeiros de Freitas, 2023)

Fabricating ceramic cove(€aldas & Duarte, 2005)

Going green in architectural educati@babaieh et al., 2017)
Freeform ceramicgDuarte et al., 2004)

Designing shelters for 3printing (Duarte et al., 2018)
Rethinking Shanghai's urban housihtee, 2007)

Computer generated architectural desigRligemer, 2001)

Learning mathematics through desi¢®haffer, 1997)

Inaudible visitorgde Lautour, 2017)
From perception to paingJelley, 2013)
WSRA&ZO0O2GSNRY I 5istudiog\Vallerh2018)Y Q& K2 Y S
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Experiments into studio T surface structures. A number of papers experiment with surface
structuresd6 i mpact on pedagogi cal outcomes, or t
Examples include physical modelling (Abdelhameed, 2011) visual abstraction (Kultzu,

2016), media techniques (Khalili, 2023) , and online approaches necessitated by the Coviell9

pandemic (Doyle et al., 2023; Kamalipour & Peimani, 2022) . Consistent with studio

pedagogy, the authors are generally investigating and observing learning outcomes rather

than physical outputs. For example, Khalili (2023) notes that the experiment with film in

studi o wi | | -lagtihgengrneon thenarchitectural visualization skills of students

as well as their thinking about the notion of sy
(2023) 6assessed [students] on a rubric of criticald
and thoroughness of documentationo.

Experiments into studio T pedagogical activities. Four papers engage in pedagogical

activities, or assumptions about how to impart knowledge and skills. Qureshi (2019, p. 311)

chall enges the desk critique model that typicall
giving the student o6the freedom to select any on
di scussi on an dTurtkarsekal. 012, p.i8)plteestudia dynamics and focus
observation on O6negotiationdé, which they mean as
collectivityd. U | (2066 up. 1¥)rsienifarly @lasatibe Bhail eapariment as

6t wof ol d, one relating to the formation of sel f
building up of a collecti v(@0lsp.06)e xop Icourl & utrheed . 6 cGap
of the design studio to reinforce issues of iden

Experiments into studio T epistemology. Another four papers experiment with

epistemologies. Deviren(2006) e x pl ores pl acemaki ng.2087gpk écé and 3
2842)ask students O6to I|isten to the whisper of the
Moneod. While many papers discuss the introduct.i

studio, several experiments are explicitly about this intervention. Medeiros de Freitas (2023)

introduces o6green infrastructured to an urban de
Maharika (2018,p.37), f ocusing on Islam in architecture, ¢
open to the integration of spirituality and reve

Experiments through studio . Studio experiments through studio include studio classes using

the studio to produce designs for use outside of the studio. Most of these studios engage

external stakeholders, who serve in a range of capacities from end user to implementation

partner. Rlgemer conducts experiments through a univer
plan and build individual s h a-pféahé-arbconputeér trieceat ur e, U
process((2eh p.28)s 6 Hee engages st uddilong $traditional6r ei nt er g
housi n g2007yp E1Q),avhich will be reviewed by real estate developers. Dabaieh et al.
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bring students to a O0three week ur@Enp.BI7)vi ng | ab
to develop viable structures for Bedouin communities there. A group of scholars in Portugal

capture a series of experiments involving ceramic tile design that are evaluated by external

stakeholder (Caldas & Duarte, 2005; Duarte et al., 2004, 2018), e.g. industrial partners will

evaluate tiles for both aesthetic value and thermal and structural performance (Caldas &

Duarte, 2005, p. 269). S h a(1997@&d st hemati cs studiod is the one

outside art, architecture, or design. Shaffer finds that students enjoyed three features that

are |l ess typical in mathematics classrooms, whic
well as intellectua | movement 6), expression (O6the process
being é and representing it externallydé), and in

as it connects to t h(®P7%pplledalddhi ng experi enceso)

Experiments about studio . The final category, tentatively labelled experiments about studio,

is less consistent. Jelley(2013) uses a camera obscura and painting techniques to test a

theory about Vermeerdés style, a type of studio e
studi o experiment. Two other scholars al so exami
experimentation (de Lautour, 2017; Waller, 2018), though they do not perform experiments
themselves. These three papers represent stwudio

studio, rather than the studio class in the other papers.

These delineations between studio experiment types are admittedly imperfect. This initial
sensemaking using studio pedagogy dimensions and designerly systems of inquiry aims to
ground studio experimentalism in ways of thinking about design research that ar e familiar to

and accepted by design researchers.
9.4. Studio experiment components

So, what makes an experiment astudio experiment, especially in contrast with a lab
experiment? | return to the summary | produced earlier for lab experiments and contrast
these component descriptions with my tentative observations from the systematisedreview
(Table 12).

Alongside these components, a more holistic consideration emerges: What makes a studio

experiment (versus a lab experiment) successful? Both experiment types do seek to be
replicable. 1 f we f 2008psvu Bg ensdteiro ma nfdo rBrea nd@d edssi gn:
experiments might equally aim to be recorded and reproduced like lab experiments.

However, the lab experiment is deemed valid scientific knowledge if other scientists can

precisely duplicate the results using the prescribed process. In contrast, a studio experiment

might be deemed successful if studio experiments can generate successful results in their
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context. In sum, success in lab experimentalism is defined byduplicability , while success in

studio experimentalism is defined by generativity .

Purpose. Building on Sawyerods definition, the purpo
the ability of students to consi 018 p.tl70yThigener at ¢
definition focuses our attention on the people involved rather than the inert elements of the

experiment. In the commons literature, Helfrich (2015) articulates the entanglement

bet ween people and r eanmmanerovd & haou,t G&Tohmamroeniing éno Eq
might say there is no studio experiment without studio experiment ers. Lab experiment

results can be reproduced by a machine. A studio experiment must be reproduced by people,

making people the product of studio experiments as much or even more so than the artefacts

they create.

Techniques. The technique that features most consistently across the literature is the role of

critique. Critique can take many forms, from private desk critique between student and

instructor to semi -private peer critiques to public reviews. Critique and critiquing are an

indispensable feature of studio pedagogy, as pointed out by numerous authors earlier.

Several papers discuss critique in their studio experiments. Doyle et al.(2023) experiment

with 6Crit Qd01006sbér,e aCkusrée sthhie tradi ti onal pairing
for desk crits, Galil and Kandil (2015)i nvoke o6criti cal pef@alagoggy 6 base
of the Oppressed Dabaieh et al.(2017) incorporate critiques and groups sessions in their
experiment, Deviren (2006) ar t i cul ates the focus of the experi
and creative des({l®PNensdérpandt Shabpeer reviewd in
studio experiment. These examples highlight different dimensions of critique and criticality.

For some authors, the purpose of the experiment is about developing student criticality; for

other authors, critique is a component of the experiment, something that the authors are

experimenting with alongside other variables.

Interactions . The interaction type that features most consistently across the literature is how

students navigate between individual and collective identities. Scientists do collaborate, but

results are scientifically correct or not. The negotiation between the self and the collective is

one of the skills that studios as practice communities seek to develop. These skills are more

often reflected in implicit structures or epistemological beliefs. In several papers, though,

this negotiation is made more explicit and clearly communicated as surface structures to

students. Alongside the experiments by Tirkkan et al. (2012) and Ulusu Uraz and Balamir

(2006) r evi ewed ear (2018)e x p@ui enemit 6$ n &écol |l aborative
makes this negotiation visible by giving students freedom over the critique process, while

Galil and Kandil (2015)e x per i ment with studiobdés ability to c
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tied to place. Fallman finds that ¢s]uccessful studio culture 6(2007, p. 5) achieves a balance

between individual work and small groups.

Features. At least eight papers discussed the introduction of new knowledge from other

disciplines as part of the studio experiment. The studio experiment is, in part, an experiment

in what happens when students combine different knowledges into something new. For

example, Khalili (2023) i nt r oduces fil m to understand
the notion of space and architectur al
infrastructure @83p20ndDablaaerhpuagedl . Oi

sust ai

toget her

nabl e

desi gn

mat hematics and

ar t i n a

combining knowledges or disciplines to see how that affects the generative process has no

parallel in lab experimentalism.

Tablel2. A discursive review of components of lab experiments versus studio experiments.

Component Lab experimen{Pederson, 2017) Studio experiment

Purpose W (tedt theoretical assumptions by ¢2 RS@GSt2L) F LIWNRLI C
focusing on one or several predictive  ability of students to consistently
elements of the theory and isolatingthe 3Sy SN} 6 S &dz00S&aa¥d
influence of the hypothesized elements (Sawyer, 2018)
2y 2dzi02YSaqQ

Techniques WNJ yadRgghment of participants and  Critique at every level, from individual
control groups to assess causal desk critique to peer critique to public
inferences about the relationships reviews
between independent and dependent
G NRIof SaQ

Interactions WL NG AOALI yida ¢2NJ Participants navigate between individua
interacting with other participants or and collective identities to generate a
confederates (i.e., trained participants o solution in response to an-flefined
NBaSkNOKSNRBRO G2 O2 problem ordesign brief

Features WO2YGNREfI 0Af AGe&QT Introducing and scaffolding of diverse
Wy SIENIe& Slidza £ Sy @A knowledges or disciplines
WNI} yR2Yfe& [aaArAayay
Yot AYRAYIQ O0ADPSD R

Success Duplicability Generativity
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9.5. Reuvisiting lab and studio experiments

Why does developing an understanding of studio experimentalism matter? Before | move to
the next chapter that reviews institutions engaged in counter -hegemonic economy design, |
want to review a specific case study in experimental economics that elucidates this

relationship between lab and studio experimentalism.

Experimental economics has evolved over the years and recently earned three economists at

the Jameel Poverty ActionLab(J-PAL) the 2019 Nobel Prize in Econ
experimental approach t¢@dédhlkeewratziengnglEcbal mpayvé
2019). I n a representative experiment, O6researcher
household water cistern construction program to test the impact of economic vulnerability

on cl i e(Bdbanik étal.amid.). Researchers selected a randomized group of households

to receive free water cisterns and observed through surveys what impact this had on

household voting patterns. The experimenters conclude that there is a relationship between

these two variablesandh at O6reducing citizensdé vulnerability
pol i t (Boborasretsab, 2022). This experiment embodies all of the components of lab

experiments. The experiment tests the relationship between two variables, provision of water

cisterns and voting behaviour. The experimenters exercise control by randomising which

residents receive cisterns and blinding everyone beyond the research team to the intentions

of the experiment and to each other.

This lab experiment has taken us as far as it can go. We observe the relationship, but what
can we do about it? Succeeding reseféhafd,, how to
1997, p. 110) requires studio experimentation instead. Returning to the components of

studio experiments (Table 12), how might a studio experiment build on this lab experiment?

Techniques (critique) . Critique can address this problem at many levels, from experts (from
the community or externally) performing desk crit iques (desk crits), to resident groups
developing collective designs (peer crits), and even extending critique to the political system

that creates such vulnerability in the first place.

Interactions (identities) . Water as a collective action problem is a longstanding commons
subject. Residents may need to develop collective action solutions that navigate between
individual or neighbourhood needs and wider collective needs, e.g. cisterns in one zone

might affect water security in another zone.

Features (interdisciplinarity) . In the J-PAL experiment, cisterns are built but residents gain

no new knowledge or capacities. Why dondét resi de
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materials, knowledge, power, money? Each of these needs leads to different knowledge that
can be introduced to residents, by each other or by external people.

The primary output of the J -PAL lab experiment is a set of files that describe how to perform
this experiment along with a dataset for the experiment conducted. In contrast, the studio
experiment would likely generate cultural artefacts and designs. The studio experiment
would also generate intangible outputs that are more difficult to record and share:
institutions, capacities, and subjectivities. The J-PAL lab experiment, a pinnacle of lab
experimentalism, successfully performs the act of dissection, unpicking relationships
between variables and people by blinding members to emotional influences. In contrast, the
studio experiment performs the act of weaving, combining peoples and knowledges in new

combinations bound together by solidarity and affection.

10. Economy design studios and labs

There are several other institutions besides #commonize studio that engage in counter
hegemonic economy design, including commons-making. How do these other economy
design studios perform studio experiments? | review three of the most high -profile
instituti ons (in the English language, at least).

9 Institute for Innovation and Public Purpose (IIPP) Policy Studio
1 Doughnut Economics Action Lab (DEAL)
T P2P Lab

Only one of these institutions calls themselves a studio, but, as Ihope to show, they are all
performing studio experiments and not lab experiments. The purpose of including this type

of landscape analysis is threefold:

9 To present methodological considerations from similar institutions that informed
#commonize studio

9 To surface through discourse and artefact analysis the potential value of studio
experimentalism to such institutions; and

1 To confront the deep-seated biasthat we hold for scientific knowledge over creative

knowledge.

For this analysi s, I apply McLainds framework fc
materials to evaluate the pedagogical approach each studio uses. IIPP Policy Studio best

exemplifies design thinking, DEAL best exemplifies design projects, and P2P Lab best

exemplifies design studio. None of these institutions visibly exemplify design critique,

though DEAL and P2P Lab take notable approaches through their accessible websites.
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10.1. IIPP Policy Studio

The IIPP Policy Studio is part of a larger institution, the Institute for Innovation and Public

Purpose (I 1 PP) at University College London (UCL
value is imagined, practised andllPPwnd.ltbybutlted t o t a
on the renowned work of Prof. Mariana Mazzucato. There are only two data sources for the

IIPP Policy Studio: the web page for the IIPP Policy Studio (IIPP, n.d.-b) and a more

informative post on Medium (Mazzucato et al., 2022).

Design thinking . Both web pages emphasize afous t e p Ofhraaetdi ¢deori zing in
methodology (Figure 12). The methods referenced include participatory co-design

workshops and rapid prototyping. The authors also cite a master's module called
6Transformation by Designdéd. The publicly avail ab
t hinkingo -ascdc @@p nd-a)liPle motably identifies the need to integrate an
6orientationd for Onew economic thinkingd with d
design method is important, without the new econ
(Mazzucatoetal.,2022). | I PP call s this appr oaeraka nognew epi

Mew Economic Theory Place-based
lIFF Concepts and Lenses Experimentation

Feedback / Adaptive Context-based Research
Learning Loop and Policy Co-design
Figurel2d LLtt t2f A 08! &8 &RLKG2 WRAING M @Horat., 2022)

Designstudio. | | PP describes the Policy Studio as 06a \
us to systematically coordinate our policy deep dives and draw together a dedicated team

that enabl es t {Mazucatocerak, 2022). Thisanay meeandhat work is carried

out online, or more likely, in -person workshops are conducted using physical spaces at UCL

or the client site.
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Design critique . Critique is not mentioned in any data sources.

Design project. The website offers four project | inks wu
with no other information. None of these reports mention the IIPP Policy Studio, so it is not

possible to know what the [IPP Policy Studio project was, if anything.

While the details of how IIPP Policy Studio operates are unknown, the website language
indicates a desire to be Iike a studased. The webs
theorizing in actiondé that mirrorst8mebdtnds refl €
weave education about o6édnew economic thinkingdo wi
policymakers t oswaapdisn gad Aarpaprrkceaac h wher e t here i s
the future involves challenging many deeply established paradigms, strongly held mindsets

and common ways of wor ki ngMazzuchto ¢thl.j20R)i ng about po

This approach, particularly coming from a well -respected economics research centre,
reinforces observations from previous systematised reviews, particularly the need for
scaffolding, or what the |1 PP Policy Studio call

Since IIPP Policy Studio calls itself a studio, the question here is how articulating studio

pedagogy and experimentalism might improve this
two cases, Iquestion their self-labelling as labs). The most glaring issue is how this studio

decl ares its approach to be a new epistemology,
is to develop and test both new frameworks and onrthe-ground solutions together. This work

ultimately generates a new epistemology of policyy-making 8 a new way of gathering, framing

and anal ysing knowMaaaate et al.b202P) Thededigh researaher will

immediately recognise this description, developing policy knowledge by designing policy, as

the epistemology of design research. This language is positive on one hand, affirming studio

as a valid methodology for economy design,and frustrating on the other hand, leaving us to

wonder how design research might support more economy design studios like this one.

10.2. DEAL

The Doughnut Economics Action lab (DEAL) was created by Kate Raworth after her book,

Doughnut Economics: Seven Ways to Think Like a 21st Century Economist (2017), took off

and garnered her recognition as one(Witénbetghe wor | o
Cox, 2020). The book visualizes how humans relate to and sustain Earth using a stylised

doughnut , l'iving in a narrow band that neither o
undershoots so far that human life becomes miserable. The DEAL website presents dozensf

data sources, which are organised into tools, stories, and themes.
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Designthinking. The | ast | ine of Raworthoés book i mpl or e
thinking, drawt he change you want (2047, 298).Jushafawlpageswor | d t
earlier, Raworth offers a vision for the future
the foolhardy search for economic | aw21l700f mot i on
242). Raworth set up DEAL to turn 6Doughnut Econon
transfor matyieve tdhet IDERA website explains that 60
are focused on action and al WoWdbolueaDEALG,t mr du g
seems the design table of 6éthose innovative arch
designers who are spear headi ng(Raworeh, 201&,p. 24 r at i v e
has been moved to a lab. The DEAL community website enacts studio processes and goes

some way to addr essi (2008) Bancewhsearound praces8r andt 6 s
documentati on. For exampl e, one DEAL team member
DoughrFiguredld ( with the stated plan of o6writing it
DEAL Community Platform for anyone(DEALteam,ck up an
2021).

PLAYGROUND

FOR THE NEW ECONOMY

FESTIVAL

Figurel3. An experiment conducted at the Playground for the New Economy festival, documented by the
W/ 2YYdzy AGASE | y@®EALMEM, R0&) RQ G 59! |

Design studio. Many of the tools and stories on the DEAL website show physical locations for
experimentation. The physical sites of experimentation range from conference rooms to city
streets. For exampl e, -obdustdnable@diionuAtmobileabd f or hands
modul ar doughnut | ab to make the Doughnut Econon
(Donut Berlin, 2023) , shows members of Donut Berlin leading open-air interactive stations

for people to experience Doughnut Economics principles, e.g. participants make seed balls at

a station to demonstrat e t Fgare pd). Alofchese sitesaef Obe r e
valid sites for studio experimentation but fail to meet the controllability expectations of a lab.
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Figureldd t $2LX S YF1Ay3 &S8R okt a | ((DdnutBeflih, ARy (2 RSY2y4&

Design critique . DEAL does deploy a form of design critique at the website level that offers

typical features for online creation communities (Fuster Morell, 2014), including: create

profiles, add content, and like and comment on other posts. It is not clear how such
interactions shape knowledge beyond all owi ng men
6most commentsé6é, but it is pngthisdatatoinformifiuute DEAL me
commons-making. Such technology is widely available now and presents advantages and

disadvantages to wikis.

Design project. DEAL excels at documenting and sharing projects on its website. Some
projects are inevitably better documented than others as the project website content is
determined by its author. These projects illustrate design briefs for studio experiments,

clearly intended for generative replication but not duplication, as is the case for lab tasks.

Overall, DEAL robustly enacts all of McLainds st
and Brandtds requirements for a design: |l ab. DEAL
hope for #commonize studio in the future. DEAL provokes a question for the future: If

6studi o methodé and/or O6studio experimentationo
guide to the DEAL community in conducting, recording, and evolving their studio

experiments?

10.3. P2P Lab

P2P Lab is dedicated to commons research through commonsmaking. P2P stands for peer
to-peer, originated by Benkler (2006) . P2P Lab was founded in 2012 by Prof. Vasilis Kostakis
(Dafermos, 20204a. 6R2P0 rLaibrdg tha dt.he P2P Lab websi
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interdisciplinary research c(B2PLabndib)vEerdabec used on
two principal data sources for analysing P2P Lab: the P2P Lab website(P2P Lab, n.d-b) and
the P2P Lab entry in the P2P Foundationwiki( 6 P2 P L-abd, n. d.

Design thinking . P2P Lab describes implementing project s

community -based methods and practices. We forward research and knowledge through the
creation of spaces for creative resistance and commonsb as ed al t (P2Pnhabtnidv e s

b). These methods and practices signal designerly over scientific goals.

. 0

Design studio. P2P Lab maintains multiple locations, including makerspaces. The older

makerspace is Tzoumakers in Kalentzi, Gr eece, w h

wor kshopo an d(Tzaumakérg p.ce)nTzouraakeds was a site of researckthrough -
design for the EU-funded project Phygital, a portmanteau of physical and digital. Phygital

aimed 6to pilot, evaluate and promote an

emer gin
invol ved

6devel owipreqy amd | abromreadtiivieg producti on s
and 6supporting the emergi oAb entRRRmMemieedselur i al pr &
published a number of research papers drawing on this research, including a book chapter in

The Handbook of Peer Production. This chapter, titl ed

OP2P | earr

most i mport e
(Antoniadis & Pantazis, 2020), c i t i n ghe BefidetvenPdastitioner . While Tzoumakers

describes itself as an open lab, the project discourse supports Tzoumakers as an open studio
performing studio experiments.

=
=1

spectacularly, that reflection-in-act i on i s O6one of the

Rt

Figurel5. TzoumakersVl y 2 1LJSy tF 06 F2NJ O2YYdzyAdASa (G2 O221IJSN) GAGS
A0FES ANROdzE GdzNTF £ LINRPRdAzOGA2Y Q3 ¢ [(TzoumakddKred)A OF £ aAidsS

78



Design critique . P2P Lab, as part of the P2P Foundation, created the P2P Foundation wiki
with editable pages. The wiki could operate as a form of design critique at two levels: a form
of commons akin to Wikipedia for knowledge construction, and as a medium for project -

level critique, e.g. to share project outcomes for online-moderated critique.

Design project. P2P Lab features a number of academic research projects on its website.

Phyaqital, for example, features multiple research objectives that design researchers would

label research through design. Another major EU-funded project, Cosmolocalism, seeks to

6ipmove our understanding of how to create susta
(6Extended SummaPybhabndeéskri bes <@@ivenmol ocal i sm ac:c
investigationé using participatory action researt
Lab features a number of creative projects. For
expressi omi meRI2ZR oLabexpl ore what | ess-lvaged can be
peer production with regards t o(Kestakis&iedhslepar t i c ul
2015). A current project, TheOtherSchool (n.d.)), O6bri efly communi cates new
economic, political and phil osophical ideas that
through videos, games, and childrends books.

P2P Lab is a leading institution for counter -hegemonic commons-making that occupies a
territory between the other two studios. P2P Lab primarily conducts academic research like

IIPP Policy Studio, but it also has a community-building focus like DEAL. As th e closest

relative to #commonize studi o, P2P Labbds use of
action research for this thesis. The recognition of reflection-in-act i on as an i mport a
for | earning encouraged me tctve practicien ababagislifoy asser t

#commonize studio experimentalism, and to make this reflective practicum more accessible

to researchers outside design.
10.4. Making the studio turn?

The continued reluctance to invoke the term &tudio§ even amongst design researchers, left

me asking, 6Whatés so bad about studios?d P2P La
makerspaces and lauds reflectionin-action,Sc h° n 6 s ppisterpotogy éodstudio, as

one of the most i mportant tools for |l earning. DE
seed balls on the street Figure 149 and oO6pl ay[ing] in and around th

(DEAL team, 2021) created by ropes in a barn Figure 13).

These experiments are beautiful, instructive, and impactful. These experiments are being
published by well-respected economists at influential institutions that | would label economy

design studios. Why do these institutions, that are so clearly engaged inexperiments in
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creativity rather than analysis, in solving artistic rather than scientific problems, insist on
calling themselves labs? | cannot offer an empirical answer to this question. What this review
does show, though, is that we design researchers need to make stilio pedagogy and studio
experimentalism more visible and accessible if we want counter-hegemonic economy
designers to use it. And, in so doing, we must also confront why we, too, typically privilege

lab over studio.

The primary implication of this exploration into studio experimentalism for the research
approach in this thesis is framing my research asartistic experiments rather than scientific
ones.In Table 12, | also posit that generativity might be a measure of success for such studio
experiments, which | consider throughout the #commonize studio experiments in Part C and
Epilogue. Attempts to pinpoint the epistemology, ontology, or methods of studio or studio

experimentalism within design research would be premature at this point.

First, the overwhelming majority of literature reviewed in Part B concernsarchitecture

studios, which are related to but not equivalent to art or design studios. Almost all papers

reviewed in Chapter 8 concern architecture studios. Schén, Shulman, and Schaffer create

observations based on architecture studiosMc Lai né6s review of signature
design only finds two papers categorized as design. In short, there is much still to explore

within the specific context of design (and/or design research) studios.

Second, studio, even within the narrow category of design studio, represents no singular
epistemological or ontological foundation. In the book chapter,6 Wh at i s Cesrtamad i o ? 0
(2016) observesthat influential works by Shaffer (2007) and Brandt et al (2013), discussed

in this thesis, find that different communities of practice have different epistemologies.

Cennamo summarizes this conflict within design research using an example from Brandt et

al s O6A theoretical framework f (013t he studi o as

For example, Brandt et al. (2013) reported very different conceptions of what
constituted @ood designbwhen comparing an industrial design and a human-computer
interaction (HCI) studio classroom. Whereas the industrial design studio

demonstrated a reflective practice paradigm , in which the uniqueness of the design
problem was examined through multiple design solutions subjectively analyzed in the
design critique, the HCI studio course applied a problem-solving paradigm that valued
alogical, step-wise analysis of the design problem and the empirical data of usability.

(Cennamo, 2016, p. 253)[emphasis mine]

Third, alongside these epistemological variations is the role of the studio instructor.
Constructivist under st andi ngs of the&oxntsiudiuctioms torfukthnormwl a

(Cennamo, 2016, p. 253)informed my research approach and is explored in Chapter 19, but
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the historical role ofthe 6 st udi o master & i nheritedradittonom t he £c
remains commonplace in studios around the world (Gray & Smith, 2016). In Studio

Teaching in Higher Education: Selected Design Cases, Boling and Schwier caution against
defining studio teaching: O0The reader | ooking he
teaching will be disappointed i by intent. There is no single, generalizable set of guidelines

t hat we can, q2016wa20)t t o, offer. 6

Fourth, from this multitude of epistemologies arise multiple ontologies as well. Farias and
Wilkie (2018a) pointto three:6ex pr essi n@@5 by o De kwie gy g @01B)yandi ngol d
O6prototypi n29M) absy eWielnkpilear ont ol ogi es within what

Based on this review, | approach studio experimentalism as a methodology or approach.
Naming this research as studio experiments, rather than simply experiments, serves to frame
the experiments as expressly artistic research that seeks to solve martistic or creative
problem, in this case the problem of how people create counterhegemonic commons.

Within this framing, studio experiments can be performed by adding additional
methodologies and conducted using various methods. As outlined in Table 14, | add diverse
economies as a researchmethodology constraint and use a variety of commonplace design

research methodsto conduct these studio experiments.

11. Commonsmaking methodologies

How might #commonize studio perform studio experiments? Lab experiments follow the
scientific method, but there is not a singular €
The earlier reviews particularly found that the plurality of this research employ ed action

research in some form, e.g. P2P -HLadved smet Wphgd.i c
Action research is a logical choice for #commonize studio given the focus on commons

making with others. Action research is, however, ideologically agnostic, sol introduce a

second methodological layer to action research called diverse economies that specifically

addresses the counterhegemonic concerns of #commonize studio.
11.1. Action research

Action research refers to a range of approaches. What kind of action research is #commonize
studio? First, | delineate between action research and participatory action research and
locate #commonize studio distinctly within action research and not participa tory action
research. Second, | consider a recent, novel mashup between action research and research
through design called action research through design (ARtD), which | find useful to test with

#commonize studio.
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The first consideration is action research versus participatory action research, both of which

are cited in the commons-making literature. Elliott (1998, p. 50) likens action research to

Sch°ndés reflective practice. In this light, fran
(reflective practice) is quite natural. The way Elliott explains the difference between action

research and ot her refegndamentalaimfofactiomsesdarshistdh at o0 Th
improve practice rather than to produce knowledge. The production and utilization of

knowl edge is subordinate to, and(1898,p.di®).tFtoroned by,
participatory action research, Elden (1981, pp. 257 258) cites four decision questions that

must be answered:

1 What is to be evaluated?

1 How will it be evaluated?

1 How will the data be analysed?

1  What will be done with the findings?

El den explains that O0Research is participatory w
each of these four decisions and help carry then

researcher, characterized in participatory action researchasthatof O6fAcol earner o r at

of Aexpert in charge of changeod6 in which the res
Afade outo as participant s (Hlderk€elLevinhl@oi)grhisrad t hei r
of -prcmducer of knowledgeb6 is contrasted (With the

Bell et al., 2004). #commonize studio aspired to (and still aspires to) perform participatory

action research, but the nature of studio projects and known outcomes thus far tempers this

aspiration. Framing #commonize studio as action research is more honest, and it also

focuses analysis on #commonize studiobs practice,
record, rather than the knowledge and change created for studio partners, which was far

more difficult to know or record.
11.2. Action research through design (ARtD)

The second consideration was how other researchers pair action research with research

through design, a more designerly mode of inquiry that seemed like such a natural pairing to

me that | assumed others might have done it. One exhaustive literature review by Taylor

(2018) found this explicit pairing to be rare. | did find one recent paper that explicitly

combines action research with research through d
research t hr oug hGagte Gruzgtralg 2082) Thé autRdrszplain that the

purpose of this combined approach is 6to gener at

actual ongoi ng(208% = 364) and putliceh@nsthese two approaches worked
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in tandem in the project ( Table 13). Overall, action research specifieshow the researcher
interacts with other actors, and research through design specifies the researchfocus. Action
research can address any research area, but action research through design must address
design matters. Research through design can be conducted in any manner, including by
oneself, but ARtD must be conducted in collaboration with the other research actors.

Tablel3. Delineation between action research (AR) versus research through design (RtD) approaches in Gaete
Cruz et al(2022, p. 367)

Operational levels  Approach

Planning AR approach to the collaboration of actors

RtD approach to the design of objectives

Conduct design AR approach to collaboration with actors

RtD approach to the outcomes and objectives

Reflecting AR approach to collaboration and the process

RtD approach to evaluate design and outcomes

Al ongsi de Ga e(®022) propasal foeARtDaahothér proposal that has been

included in #commoni ze st uda0Mppsr oapcotsiaoln froers edadrecshi
acti on r es Rattedgh @GompaniontotDesign Research Villari identifies three

6i mmaterial 6 di mensions that designers might 6gi
action research (2014, p. 315)

1 Relationships: Giving shape to the relationships between those involved in the
research process and proposing new ways to connect individuals, companies,
institutions, communities, places, etc.

1 New ideas: Giving shape to new ideas and to design strategies so as to make
immaterial elements like knowledge, values, know-how and identity tangible.

1 Artefacts: Giving shape to the artefacts that concretise the research output; i.e,
description and visualisation of design scenarios, design concepts or final project
solutions that are products, new services, distribution systems, communication

systems, etc.
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These three dimensions align with and complement the three strategies proposed for diverse
economies action research reviewedin Chapter 12

11.3. Diverse economies

The most useful methodology for guiding #commonize studio so far has been diverse

economies, which progenitors mor gGilisdntGealnamike f er t o
Dombroski, 2020, p. 7). Thepithiestdescr i pti on of diverse economie:
economy of (@ameron & Gibsbn-Grapain, 2022). This political economy of
possibility takes as its start amaglygxistinnt t hat Oet
abundanced ( e mp h a $Gibson-@rahama ¢t al., 2020) and that the task of this

met hodol ogy or research programme is O6Deter minin
cohere to bui |l d(Canerdni&Gibson-@raham, 2082). Induén, this world -

building is performed through scaling out via relational networks and associations rather

than scalingup, or a O6politics of hori zo@ibsenlGrapamt&ent , r e
Dombroski, 2020, p. 20; St. Martin et al., 2015, p. 16).

Two images exemplify the enactment of diverse economies research: the Diverse Economies

Iceberg (Figure 16) and Time-Property Geographies (Figure 17). First published in A

Postcapitalist Politics and continuously updated by the Community Economies Collective,

the I ceberg surfaces how much of what we call t*h
the activities by which we pr o(06®69).€8hec hange anoc
Iceberg seeks to deconstruct the meaning of economy and make visible other words and

meanings that could expand what economy means to us. The Iceberg is often used with

communities to perform this deconstruction in their own context and language, e.g .

Redrawing the Economy (n.d.).

Time-Property Geographies is one of several tools published inTake Back the Economy: An
Ethical Guide for Transforming Our Communities (Gibson-Graham et al., 2013), which
attempts to make diverse economies research accessible for community usefigure 17is a
completed example for an Australian household, charting hours on the x-axis and property
type on the y-axis. The purpose of this tool is to surface the many property types besides
individual private property that factor into a quotidian day. For exam ple, one household
member works at a state-owned hospital, the children use open-access internet for
schoolwork, and the household enjoys leisure time at a community-owned community centre

and football club.
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Figurel6. Diverse Economies Icebé@pmmunity Economies Collective, n.d.)
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11.4. Diverse economies origins
Founding mothers Gibson-Graham (2008, p.613)announced, Ot he bi

economiesdo research community in economic
after a decade of scholarship building on GibsonGr a h aTimdEnd of Capitalism (As We
Knew It): A Feminist Critique of Political Economy (1996) and the growth of a global
research network called the Community Economies Research Network. The diverse
economies research program has since matured into a more academically rigorous
methodology with the publication of The Handbook of Diverse Economies (Gibson-Graham

& Dombroski, 2020) .

Diverse economies is rooted in poststructuralism, which signifies for Gibson-Gr a h a m
theoretical approach to knowledge and society that embraces the ultimate undecidability of
meaning, the constitutive power of discourse, and the political effectivity of theory and

r e s e a(2083hp. 9b). The power of discourse became an early focus for GibsorGraham
and other early diverse economies scholars, viewing the relationship between words and
meaning as o6cont. created and

nual ly being

endless production o f (20@3xpt ¥6)d Gibson-Graham characterise this poststructuralist

approach as anti-foundationalist in epistemology and anti -essentialist in ontology.
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Epistemologically, diverse economies poststructuralism views knowledge as a social process

and 6refuses a vision of knowledge as fAgrounded
mirroring or fr e 008 p.07 Rogyd2009N. eOntalagicallyddivérse

economies approaches discourse as having an 6inf
mul tiple and cont0eBmi%)t ory readingsb

Finally, diverse economies poststructuralism draws on feminist poststructuralism, anti -
essentialist theory about overdetermination, and queering. Writing a decade ahead of

F i s h@apitalist Realism (2009) a n d G iFitsteak Taagedy, Then as Farce (2009),
diverse economies scholars articulated capitalocentrism (Gibson-Graham, 1996) as defining
all alternatives in their relationship to capitalism, and capitalonormativity (Gibson-Graham
et al., 2000, p. 13) as reducing difference to a binary frame. These terms arose from feminist
poststructuralists who previouslyre-named Derridadés | ogocentrism as
highlight how male association imbues words with positive value, e.g. factory (male) versus
household (not male) (Gibson Graham, 2003, p. 98). An observation from my research on
studio experimentalism is that phallogocentrism is one way we might diagnose the
problematic meanings and values assigned to lab (male) versus studio (not male).

11.5. Diverse economies as performative research

While positions like poststructuralism and anti -essentialism inform diverse economies

epistemology and ontology, materialism informs diverse economies performance. In other

words, O6a different economy cannot Iemctedandught i n
made durable by multiple means, including infras
(emphasis mine) (Cameron & Gibson-Graham, 2022). There are several broad concepts that

have persisted over the years that inform diverse economies as performative research:

1 Capitalocentrism
9 Thick description and weak theory

1 Overdetermination and entry points

Capitalocentrism . Capitalocentrism means not only the way that capitalism is privileged in

economic discourse but also defines how we discuss alternativegGibson-Graham, 2006),

e.g. postcapitalismandanti-c api t al i sm. The term 6édiverse econo
capitalismbébs strangl ehol d (@009 bar mecthagcapttahi stwh
Diverse economies researchers, from my experience, engage in this battle in every research

project.
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Thick description and weak theory . Diverse economies researchers try to resist temptations

to create O6strong theoryd for how diverse econon
exampl es an@Camemrs& Gbson-&raham,2022)and generating Ot hi ck
descriptive inventory that breaks down the power
(Gibson Graham & Dombroski, 2020, p. 9) . These inventories and thick descriptions may

eventually generate weak theories(Sedgwick, 1997)that are localised and malleable. The

preference for thick description and weak theory is shared with much commons literature.

The design principles for managing commons, the most popular commons literature concept

outside the discipline, is weak theory based on extensive inventorying and thick descriptions

of commons.

Overdetermination and entry points . The concept of overdetermination in diverse

economies, inspired by the work of Althusser (1969) and Resnick and Wolff (1989),

recognises that we each have multiple identities but some identities overdetermine or

dominate others (Gibson-Graham et al., 2000). The way we as diverse economies

researchers choose to make sense of the world, particularly with the communities involved in

the research, is what Resnick and Wolff term entry points (1989, pp. 25 30). Cameron and
Gibson(2022)descri be entry points as O6the cul minati on
projections for the type of world we want to | iv
Similar to capitalocentrism, my experience indicates that studio experiments in diverse

economies must engage with entry points in every project.

The diverse economies literature offers strategies for enacting diverse economies research,
with subtle changes over the years.One of the earliestworksi s 6 Post structurali st
i nt er v gG@ilkkson @Gralsam, 2003), which organises the enactment of diverse economies

research into three oO6interventions©®b:

1 Deconstruction, informed by Derrida (1976), seeks t o highlight &édmom

contradiction and undecidability in what appears to be a neatly conceived structure

or t(Rugcto,d998)t o remi nd us that Oomeaning is al wa)
i nc o mpGiesane&dtaham, 2003, p. 99).
1 Genealogy, informed by Foucault(1991), seeks to 6denaturalized n

economy and make visible how power intersects with knowledge production, ideally
to support a O6proliferation of and multiplici
able to resist and reconstitute power in differe nt  WGibgan &raham, 2003, p.
100).
1 Performativity, informed by Butler (1993), views theory as a political intervention for
which the dédproduct i on o-thangiaguactikity cepokitoringe s i s a

other knowledges and validating new subject s,
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(Gibson Graham, 2003, p. 100). Gibson-Graham would later draw on Law and Urry
to apply performativity to the reseigstocher as
change t [GibsomGrahamd, 8008, p. 615; Law & Urry, 2004, p. 391).

I n ¢ D EocoreomissePerformative Pr a c t i cGther Woa rl dis 6 0-GraharGfoduse n

on the researcher and discusses three O0techni que
others) are using to cultivate themseROW&pBE as eth
620):

1 Ontological reframing
1 Reading for difference

1 Creativity

Ont ol ogi cal reframing proposes that diverse econ
new discourses and countertechnologies of economy and construct strategic forms of
interplace solidarity, bringing t o (2008,e.623p.r e ways
This approach aligns with modern trends in both pluriversal design and commons literature,
intersecting with Bollier and Helfrich@e@l9call fc
Chapter2). Reading for difference applies de Sousa S
destabilize the discourse of capitalocentrism, v
experimentationd by enlarging the field of what
(2009,p.239). Creativity is defined as 6thinking crea:
possibilities wher eGimsonnGeahadmp2008,er6R0y. Echaing the relel 6

of interdisciplinarity in studio experiments, th
things together from diff er en@008 p.628)i Gilssont o spawn
Graham offer terms created by other scholars that might find purchase by design

researchers: crossstructuring (C. K. Smith, 1974), cross-appropriation (Spinosa et al., 1995)

and extension (Varela, 1999).

11.6. Action research for diverse economies

The most recent articulation of diverse economi €
research for diverse economi @820),dentimthreehi ch Camer o
6strategiesd for performing diverse economies r €

strategies are:

b Activating new languages
b Shifting subjectivities

b Collective action
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The authors characterize diverse economies research as a form of action research because

06Di verse economies researchers are interested 1in
these types of practices (albeit sometimes in nascent ways) and how reseah can play a

practical role in helping to (2020rpebhlyt hen such eco

Activating new languages, which builds on the earlier postcapitalist intervention of

deconstruction, recognises that words shape the actions and possibilities that are considered

feasible. This relationship between words and possibilities resembles how Jesop (2013)

explains economic imaginaries as created by a combination of structuration

(compossibilities) and sinnmachung (meaning-making). Cameron and Gibson also recognize

that, 6l nvariabl vy, diverse economies researchers
that limit what is considered feasible, and therefore have to weave new languages of

economy that expand options for a ¢ (20260, p..582). This new language may emerge

from the community through the research process (McKay et al., 2007) or may be

strategically introduced by the researchers (Gibson-Graham et al., 2019).

Shifting subjectivities refers to shifting the v
t o economi (Camperoa& Gibisan,e2626, p. 512) Examples of such shifts include
people recognising capacities in themselves that were previously unvalued or undervalued

and developing new collecti (Nancy, et i ti es of O&ébei

The focus of collective action in diverse economies research is about creating new economic

possibilities. Collective action might be considered synonymous with the action phase of

action research, but t he word o6 c olresearchtbuildse 6 f oc u s
counter-hegemonic power. These collective actions emerge from the research process so

cannot be known in advance (Cameron & Gibson, 2020, p. 512).

These three strategies from this most recent paprg
experimentalism the most directly. What the papers collectively show over time is the role of

discourse and performance in diverse economies research.
11.7. Weaknesses of the diverse economies methodology

Gomez(2023) identified two issues that remain unresolved by diverse economies in a recent

review of The Handbook of Diverse Economies, issues that! also confronted in my research:

1 A normative challenge, i.e. What makes some economies better, worse, desirable, or
problematic?

1 The absence of any theory or practice of counterhegemony.
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A compelling example of the first challenge is the makerspace community observed by

Fordyce (2015), where online neo-Nazi groups plot how to use 3D printing technology to

build weapons, take over state infrastructure, and use that infrastructure to erect a white

supremacist state. Is this vision part of diverse economies? If not, how do we know when we

have crossed the line between agonism and antagonism{Mouffe, 2000) ? Diverse economies
scholars have remedied this problem more recentl
a Subset of di ver se e c o (CommumitgEconanies Gollestives 6 coor di n
2019; Gibson-Graham et al., 2020):

Survival
Surplus
Transactions
Consumption
Commons

Investment

= =4 =4 =4 -4 =4

These coordinates are more normative. For example, a question related to the survival
coordinate is: O6How do we bal abeiogwithothemwellebgimg s ur vi v
of others and the planet?6. The comhmabdosve coor di na
share with human and non-human others? How do we maintain, replenish, and grow this

natur al and cul tur al commons?06.

The development of community economies within the diverse economies research program
goes some way to addressing G-mezbds critigue tha
not acknowledge the contrasting diversity of other-than-c api t al i st(20@Qhp.er pri sesbd
448). An outstanding challenge for community economies is to address normative questions
about community. As G- mez points out, O6the @Acomn
is often rife with power (Bayat\99maoRs, p.448). Dverse i nequ al
economies researchers, including #commonize studio, currently must turn to other literature

and methodologies to address this issue.

The second issue is the absence of a theory or practice of countehegemony. Diverse
economies does seek to build counterhegemonic power. The current approach of diverse
economies focuses on scaling out through thick description, but other scholars question how

effective this approach can be(R. Lee et al., 2010)

From the experience of #commonize studio, there may be a middle ground: perhaps diverse
economies researchers can develop weak theories and thick descriptions of building counter
hegemonic power. | value the emphasis on weak theory over strong theory becase it

reminds me that there are always unknown economies and cosmdogies that | need to make
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space for. My research with commons-makers in other cultures during #commonize studio

made visible to me that, just as the word O6commo
there will be counter-hegemonic practices in other cultures for which | have no words. These
counter-hegemonic forms may simply not be part of my economic imaginary. Creating

relationships between networks and associations is also a type of diverse economies

research, research in scaling out. So perhaps diverse economies researcherzan apply the

same strategies to these experiments too, recording thick descriptions of attempts to scale

out, and developing weak theories over time from these compiled thick descriptions.

12. Studio experiments for commosmsaking

The methodologies reviewed inPartBl ayer together to form #commoni
research methodology, what might bemalkilndgd. 6dst ud

Tableldad | O2YY2y Al S &aGdzZRA2Q&a WX¥GIRYAQS KRR REyaaeFT2N O2Y

Studio experiment
Frames the research aseativerather thananalytical My initial research also posits thgénerativity
definessuccess istudio experimentation, rather than duplicability for lab experimentation
Diverse economies
Research approach that provides tbpistemology and ontology for thestudio experiments.
Diverse economies is rooted joststructurali$ and antifoundationalist epistemologies arahti-
essentialist ontology, emphasizing the role of discourse and performance.
Action Research through DesigARtD)
A research approach popular with other commeanaking researchers. ARtD is a
neologism created by other scholars that explores the intersection of action research
researchthrough design, detailed in
Tablel5.
Design research methods
#commonize studio draws on a number of design research methods. These

methods are identified in the Plan/Design phase for every experiment in Part

Naming these experiments asstudio experiments, as discussed in Chapterl0.4, creates a

first methodological layer that seeks to frame these experiments as artistic or creative

experiments. A studio experiment may become more prescriptive in the future, in a future

where the 6creative methododo etshaddo,f|lesthetdheo®udt wad

experiment currently remains an experiment that requires additional research methodology

92



specification. Studio experiments for commons-making is thus a cascading layering of
research approaches Table 14).

The core of this methodology is action research, and all #commonize studio experiments
follow the familiar action research cycle of plan, act, observe, and reflect. As action research

through design (ARtD), | have revised these cycles to include dual terms

1 Plan/Design

1 Act/Make

M1 Observe

1 Reflect/Critique

The second set of t er (@822)idiscursive kaenework forstodioMc L ai nd s

pedagogy.

These ARtD cycles are then conducted through the lens of the diverse economies
methodology. The three strategies for diverse economies action research are used to organize
the observations for all studio experiments: activating new languages, shifting subjectivities,

and collective action.

Similar to ARtD phases, | have revised these three strategies to include dual terms that
ref | ect (20¥4) prdpasal forédssign action research. | have also added a fourth
strategy, artefacts, raised by Villari. The intention is to provoke a designerly emphasis

throughout the action research process. These four strategies become:

9 Languages/ldeas

1 Subjectivities/Relationships
9 Collective action
1

Artefacts
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Tablel5. Summary of the #commonize studiRtDmethodology.
ARtD phase Phase categories Explanation

Plan/Design Commons literature Each experiment is an experiment in combining

, commons literature concepts with design methods.
Design methods

Experiment design

Act/Make The second terms (Design, Make, Critique) are deriv
FNRY We¢2g6FNRa + aArdayl &dza
1§ SOKy 2t 23 gMcBaid20R)(i A 2 y Q

Observe Languages/ldeas These four categories for organising observations ar:
N . RSNAOGSR FTNRY W! OlGAaAzy NB:
Subjectivities/Relationships - (cameron & Gibson, 202D)y R W1 SdG A2y I

Collective action F LILINR | OK Ay 8adi,REY) NBAASI

Artefacts

Reflect/Critique  Personal reflections In line with studio pedagogy, | highlight forms of
critique: desk critique, peer critique, interim review,

Forms of critique and public review.

PatBsheds | ight on the etymology of &éstudiobd

itself a diverse economies intervention or strategy. As a discourse intervention, specifically

an act of queering, O6commoni zed s sefphvatiset o dest
binary that | imits our economic imaginati on.

performative research, situating commons-making as a designerly, making process, one that
we can only research through the act of designing. Studio was a emergent methodological
concern. It would have been easier for me to limit this thesis to action research and diverse
economies without raising the messy landscape of studio pedagogy and studio
experimentalism. The first half of Part Bis, in a sense, a product of action research, a
response to a barrier | observed in making the generative turn in commons scholarship. Like
my invocation of commonize, | hope this more -questions-than-answers foray into studio
experimentalism births wider activity, paving th e way for other researchers across disciplines

to access studio pedagogy and studio experimentation to answer their research questions
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PartC: #commonize studio experiments

Part C is the empirical research underpinning this thesis. The research question that is

effectively driving these ARtD cycles is: How can these two literatures support commons -

makers? This question moves our focus from research to practice.While | do present

reflections and emergent learning through these experiments, the focus of Part C is thick

description of studio experimentalism as conducted by #commonize studio. In
&ontributions and conclusion 6 which foll ows Part C, | revi ew o

these experiments.

Chapter 13, #c@mmonize studio 6 reviews the evolution of how | described, communicated,
and visualised #commonize studio over the course of this research process.

Chapter 14, Comparison groupd gonsiders what control might be in studio experimentalism,

using an early studio experiment to ground this exploration.

The subsequent chapters detail studio experiments, with most chapters corresponding to an
ARtD cycle usingthe6 st udi o exper i meak$ forimd descecibednimTables14
and Table 15.

Chapters 15-17detail pilot experiments, which are studio experiments conducted with

anonymous academic participants but not used in the field with commoners.

Chapters 18-19follow a different format. Chapter 18, Fiefd experiments6é, i ntroduces th
sets of field experiments that inform the rest of Part C, Soil Trust in Hong Kong and

Hack4Blood in Botswana. Chapter 19, Scéffolding commons-makershipé, det ai l s t he p
of scaffolding commons-making knowledge with commons-makers, combining experiences

with three commons-makers in an overall ARtD description .

Chapters 20-24 detail field experiments, which are studio experiments conducted with

commoners from the two commons reviewed in Chapter 18, Soil Trust and Hack4Blood.
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13. #commonize studio

#commonize studio became the way that | framed my research for almost all experiments,
including research ethics documentation. This framing was an experiment unto itself. How
do | frame economics as a design subject for others, and how do | explain commons quickly
and accessibly? | review how | communicated #commonize studio over the course of
research for two purposes: first, in line with action r esearch, to inform my practice by
reflecting on what has taken place; second, in line with studio experimentali sm, to record
how | described and visualised commons-making so that others may build on this knowledge

base for their own commons-making experiments.
13.1. Describing #commonize studio

#commonize studio is composed of three discourse elements:

b # (hashtag)
b commonize
b studio

The el ement 6commoni zed was devel oped fAlIr st ,
created the term commonize to name a process that might contest the perceived binary of
nationalise -privatise. The term commonize was first used in a conference paper(Sacks &

Coulton, 2020) and a conference presentation(Sacks, 2021a)

I n the paper, O0Addressing the elephant in the
net wor k i nf($aaks & Coultort, 20208 @ommonize is first defined within the

context of mobile network infrastructure:

This mobile network infrastructure is in turn shaped by the economic ideologies where
it exists. Most, if not all states, have chosen to nationalise or privatise mobile network

infrastructure. In neoliberal capitalist parlance, privatisation is also associ ated with

dat

|l i beralisation. A third option would be to 6col

commonise means to treat the infrastructure as a common good that is controlled by

its users.
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I named my presentation for the 2021 Design and Economicsc onf er enc e
Using commonized designto create apostc api t al i s(Sacks,202bhad Thig ié the
first time | used the hashtag with commonize. In this presentation, | present this definition

as:

#commonize = To place a shared resource under the governance of a community of

people. Commonize contrasts with the choice to privatize or nationalize.

| al so descri

the resources

slide from the presentation ( Figure 18) contextualises the understanding of commonized
design in comparison with other design approaches. Several people have found these
definitions useful, including a supervisor who incorporated some of these ideas into a paper
about design values(Cooper, 2022, p. 52) and a peer scholar who incorporated some of these
ideas into a book chapter(Galabo, 2023, p. 43).

be the broader

t hat we

depend on

Political and economic agency

in commonized design

High
Political agency
control rule-making
and enforcement
Low

Economic agency
control means of production

Low

High

6#commoni

approach commoni

ncreasi

Participatory design
Codesign

Commonized design

Decentralized design
Distributed design
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The more robust concept of #commonize studio was developed over 2022. #commonize
studio was first clearly articulated in research ethics documentation, e.g. participant
information sheet, approved by Lancaster University in summer 2022 (Appendix 3.

Participant information sheet) . The description of #commonize studio in this documentation

is:
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#commonize studio is an experimental design studio that designs alternative
economies, specifically commonsbased economies. What does such a studio look like?
We collaborate with people leading the development of commons to create products
and processes b support their progress. This research is producing new knowledge
about how communities and researchers can use design processes to support the

creation of commons-based economies.

This description remains valid but is longer than typically allowed for biographies and
abstracts. The next two definitions are approaches to describing #commonize studio in fewer

words.

The first public description of #commonize studio dates to a conference workshop in

October 2022 t i Studo:dCreatitigcDesigmBriafs far ®isruptive ECc o n o mi ¢ s 6

(Sacks, 2022b). The one-sentence description of #commonize studio for that workshop is,
O#commoni ze studio explores what a design

commons | ooks | ike. 6.

A more recent description, included in my

studi o that supports partners to mak@ullaghmmons

et al., 2024). This maore recent description seeks to more visibly assert the two propositions
of this thesis: commons-making can be understood as a design process and studio

experimentalism is an appropriate methodology for the study of commons -making.

I never publicly explain the use of the hashtag, which has remained an ironic choice since |
barely use social media. The hashtag references economic ideologies and imaginaries, two
terms that describe shared mental models that only survive if they are shared by groups of
people. The hashtag is a modern symbol indicating the desire to create a shared discourse, or

a shared ideology or imaginary, around a term.
13.2. Visualising #commonize studio

Much of the ideation and iteration for #commonize studio remains unpublished , yet | spent
much time imagining how to communicate commonize and #commonize studio to other
people. One visualisation (Figure 19) that | originally created with a website in mind found
new life more recently as the holding slide for presentations, i.e. the slide | have up on screen
while we wait for people to arrive. The image tries to communicate the wide applicability of

commonize.
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#commonize

#commonize buses
#commonize seabeds
#commonize knitwear

#commonize geospace

#commonize ventilators
#commonize windfarms
#commonize social media
#commonize cultured meat
#commonize mobile networks

Figurel9. A #commonize visualization for a website or slide deck.

Figure 20 is part of an executive summary | created for an earlier research approach. This
figure is text-heavy, but it represents how | attempted to convey my research approach

within the limits of a page. | attempt short definitions of: commonize, commons,

commonized design principles, and commonize design. At the time, | proposed a three step
research process: 6(1) create provocation,
wor kshop, and (3) produce a design f i tstlli on
think is useful!

| created the current logo (Figure 21) for the research ethics process and continue to use it. |
selected pink, a red hue, to destabilise communist meaning. The use of pink, a bright and
modern red hue, might possibly evoke for the observer a sense that #commonize studio
means something different than however they currently understand communism.
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terms

commonize
To place a shared resource under the

governance of a community of people.

Commonize contrasts with the choice
to privatize or nationalize.

commons

A commons is a shared resource
governed by a community of people,
e.g. Wikipedia.

commonized design principles

There are eight design principles that
address how people jointly make and
enforce rules to manage a commons.

commonized design

An approach to managing the
resources we rely on by increasing
community contrel over those
resources.

contact information

Justin Sacks, Lancaster University
j.sacks@lancaster.ac.uk
@toosacksy

commoaonize.org

#commonize

What commonize and commonized design mean

To commonize means to place a resource under the governance of people,
instead of under the state or market. The shared resource is called a
commons. Communities have commonized everything from lobster fisheries
to farm tools to software. People manage a comonized resource through rules
about its use. Commonized design principles describe how people create,
modify, and enforce these rules.

Where commonized design comes from

The eight design principles of commonized design were first published in 1990
by economist Elinor Ostrom in Governing the Commons. These design
principles have been scrutinized by scholars against thousands of cases and
remain intact. Ostrom received the 2009 Nobel Prize in economics for this
work and related research.

How we can use commonized design

Commonized design provides a way to define problems and develop solutions
that address how communities gain both economic and political agency over
the resources they rely on. Economic agency means control over means of
production. Political agency means control over rule-making and enforcement.

Let's #commonize!

What does a plausible commonized future look like? I'm answering this
question by collaborating with other people to apply commonized design to
resources they're interested in. I've created a three-step process as a flexible
starting point: (1) create provocation, (2) engage with a small group around a
design workshop, and (3) produce a design fiction to capture our ideas.

Figure20. The first of two pages of an executive summary for an earlier research approach.

#commonize
studio

Figure21. Working logo for #commonize studio.

13.3. Experiment methods

| developed a specific, consistent method for conducting #commonize studio experiments,
which is layered on top of the ARtD format summarised earlier (Table 15. The two key
features of this method were:

T Coll aboration wit-makesdongbhedocommons

1 Remote-only engagement.

Coll aboration wit imad&k edudathid term t6 describm thenirsdividuals |
collaborated with in studio experiments. In principle, all commoners are commons -makers,

but commons-maker here identifies the specific person who became the liaison for
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#commonize studio. In the earliest experiments, not documented in this thesis, | tried to
collaborate with the whole community, but this proved too time -consuming to generate
empirical data within my research timeframe. Rather than acting as a visible convenor or
facilitator, the role | observed most often in design research, | found my role could be best
described as behindthe-scenes coach. In most of the field experiments, | coach a single
commons-maker, responding to their perceived needs, which they take forward with their
community on their own. For Soil Trust, one of the two applied experiments, my existence

remained unknown to the rest of the community.

Remote-only engagement. Necessity is the mother of invention, and the Covid-19 pandemic

birthed a remote-only approach with commons-makers. This approach allowed me to

support multiple commons -makers anywhere in the world with no budget. The one

downside to this approach was the commonsma ker as o&éunreliabl e narratc
knowledge about these experiments comes from the commonsmaker. In many experiments,

it became clear that the commons-maker was more enthusiastic about commons-making

than their peers. The principal reper cussion of this unreliable narrator dynamic was that we

spent time preparing materials and experiments that either went unused or were received

poorly by the rest of the community.

While | developed remote-only engagement through commons-makers as a method in
response to the demands of the Covid19 pandemic, both method features proved
advantageous to the in-person facilitator/convenor method | observed in previous design
research. In addition to widening the scope of research sites, this approach responded to
6i nstituti oni(Teljetalh2618,2e22) bysupporting the commons-maker to
carry out commons-making in their own way and become the commons expert for their

community.
13.4. Experiment types

The studio experiments in this thesis can be organised into three categories:

1 Comparison group
1 Pilot experiments

1 Field experiments

Chapter 14, Cotnparison groupd considers what control might be in studio experimentalism.
In this comparison group, a multidisciplinary group of scholars built a data commons
without any scaffolding, infrastructuring, or institutioning interventions by #commonize

studio.
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The next three chapters describe pilot experi menr
(Croson, 2002, p. 924). These pilot experiments were conducted with academic conference
participants to test early versions of design methods. These chaptersdetail only those

experiments that were tested but never used in the field with #commonize studio partners.

1 Chapter 15 Commonized design
1 Chapter 16: Commoner personaand journey map

1 Chapter 172 Commoning blueprint

The remaining chapters are field experiments. Field experiments, similar to the experimental
economics championed by Smith (G. Foster, 2015; V. L. Smith, 1976) are experiments
carried out in the real world that adhere as closely as possible to the requirements of studio

pedagogy.

The first set of chapters describe field experiments with Soil Trust, a university -led project to

commonize excess domestic food into compost for a local farm in Hong Kong.

1 Chapter 20: Commons model canvas
1 Chapter 21: Action situation canvas
1 Chapter 22: Body histories

The final set of chapters describe field experiments with Hack4Blood, an idea-stage startup

to commonize blood donation and transfusion services in Botswana.

1 Chapter 23: #commonize studio design brief

1 Chapter 24: Action situation blocks

These three studio experiment groupings also roughly correspond to time. The comparison
group took place in late 2020, the pilot experiments took place during 2021, and the field

experiments in Hong Kong and Botswana took place from mid-2022 through early -2023.

The one deviation from t hi sScaffoldngrcamtmonss t he exper i
makershipd ( C h1®)pScadfolding commons-making knowledge with commons-makers

became one of the most <critical aspects of #comn
this work is documented in conference papers. Rather than treat each scaffolding process as

a separate ARtDcycle, | have combined them into one overall ARtD cycle to highlight the

shared features of this scaffolding process.
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Table 16 summarizes all of the experiments included in Part C.

Tablel6. Summary of #commonize studio experiments.

Chapter  Experiment name Studio partner Year Type

14 Comparisorgroup IoFT Network + 2020 Comparisorgroup

15 Commonized design MobileCHI 2020 Pilot

16 Commoner personand journey map IASC 2021 Pilot

17 Commoning blueprint IASDR 2021 Pilot

University module 2022

19 Scaffoldingcommonsmakership Dr Galabo 2021
Dr Wernli 2022 Scaffolding
Dr Nthubu 2022

20 Commons model canvas Soil Trust 2022 Field

21 Action situation canvas Soil Trust 2022 Field

22 Body histories Soil Trust 2022 Field

0 Hack4Blood 2022 Field

#commonize studio desidrrief
24 Action situation blocks Hack4Blood 2023 Field

14. Comparisorgroup

We are familiar with a control group for lab experimentalism, but what is control in studio

experimentalism? Is the concept of control even useful? In 2020, nearly a year before |

conducted all other experiments, | unwittingly participated in a studio experiment that both

informed my research process and, on reflection, was a type of control group More

specifically, it resembled a type of control group called a quasi-experimental post-test only

non-equivalent comparison group (Kelemen et al., 2023, p. 235), meaning the group was



neither randomised nor exactly matched with the experimental group. | use comparison
group in this chapter because it offers more flexibility and utility to design researchers than
the strictly defined control group . In this ARtD cycle, | performed no scaffolding,
infrastructuring, or institutioning for the experiment participants, which might have altered

the course of this research project.
14.1. What is acomparisongroup?

In | aboratory experimentalism, &étrue experimenta
assignment of participants or a control group (Pederson, 2017) and researchers are

recommended to design experiments that change only one factor or one variable at a time

(Croson, 2002, p. 939). Studio experiments could meet these criteria, but doing so would be

prohibitively costly , impractical , and often deemed unethical Instead, studio

experimentalism employs a different form of control: the existing situation or status quo. In

t hi s r es p ql949)oft-Biteddefinitids of design offers a more instructive approach

to thinking about control in studio experimental
ai med at changing existing siPALdSi ¢tad emxper p mene
control group is the group of people who experience no interventions at all, i.e. the existing

situation (but they are randomly selected, which is why J-PAL can call them a control group

versus a comparisongroup). Simil arly, in the O6pahd®myteerpenl
(2023), the instructors describe challenges with the existing situation, perform a number of

changes, observe and reflect on the results, and then experiment again with the next cohort.

A problem that both economics lab experimentalism and studio experimentalism must

confront is how the existing situation is described. In design research, how we describe the

existing situation is called framing (Benford & Snow, 2000) . Harvey poses this framing
challengeinacommonss peci fi ¢ context: 6 Why, for i nstance,
met aphor on the individual ownership of the catt
(2011, p.104) Har (96N dtsr agedy of the commonsd metaphor
situation as a problem of pasture governance, but what if the course of action to arrive at a

preferred situation is more dependent on cattle governance? JPAL frames the existing

situation in terms of the relationship between water provision and clientelism. Yet, what if

the relationship of consequence is between water privatisation and clientelism, or between

industrial pollution or universal basic income or mutual aid groups and clientelism?

A comparison group in studio experimentalism might, therefore, seek to fulfil at least these

two criteria:
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1 The experimenters must allow the frame to be described and developed by the
6experimenteesé6é, and
1 The experimenters must perform no counter-framing (Prendeville et al., 2022), i.e.

they must not introduce anything into the frame created by the experimentees.

The experiment considered here as acomparison group is a project by a multidisciplinary
academic working group tasked with designing a commons but never made aware that they
were doing so. The working group members thus framed the commons they created using
the language and ideas from their individual domain expertise.

| also argue this experiment is a valid comparison group because the project was deemed
successful in all other respects. That is, the working group members commented positively
about the project, the funders indicated satisfaction with the project, and the eight -month
experiment generated four journal papers. Moreover, the high calibre of the artefacts created
by the working group members demonstrate achievement of studio pedagogical aims. In
short, this experiment was a successful studio experiment in commons-making, yet, despite
this success, the working group members produced a decidedly neoliberal commons in the

absence of any counterframing.
14.2. Background

The Internet of Food Things Network Plus (IoFT) was a four-year research project funded by

UK Research and Innovation (UKRI), the national funding body for UK research. A Network

Pl us project is a specific researecuvantreagarphereach t ha
and stakeholders that (MetworkGrantmun.dt).iThelpwpostibfs ci pl i nes
|l oFT was to bring 6together data and computer sc
investigate how artificial intelligence, data analytics and emerging technologies can enhance

the digitalisation of( dHemdi, fm.od. )supply chain. &

Within this Network Plus, | was part of a specific working group described by members as an

OEt hics of Al in Food @acobaetd.r204)ps Wowhr kgn&r gup
create a data trust fr a(veniogrekal, 2023, @ 40¢.dhistARIDf o od s 8
cycle took place from April through December 2020, nearly a year before the next empirical

research for #commonize studio began.

The following exploration of this cycle draws on data published in four papers. The majority
of data can be found in 6Ethics by design: Respo

food sectordé, the paper for whi cshsetondmatitbr.t he gr ea
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T 6Considering the Ethical |l mplications of Digi
(Jacobs et al., 2021)

T 60Artificial I ntelligence and Ethics within t
Language for Technol ogy AdoManningetalh022)ss t he

T 6Ethics by Design: Responsible Research & in
(Craigon et al., 2023)

T 6Refl exive Governance Architectures: Considetl
Autonomous Technol ogy Adop {Mamingetah, 2028 od Suppl

14.3. Purpose

According to the working groupdés first paper:

The Ethics of Al in Food Data Trusts Working Group was established to investigate
and frame the ethical issues that arise from the creation and use of a data trust, and
how the potential negative or unintended consequences of using Industry 4.0
technologies to facilitate a data trust model between many collaborative parties can be

mitigated. (Jacobs et al., 2021)

I'n a prior workshop, before this ARtD cycle bega
all ergens as a conceptual scenario on which we c
described in this ARtD cycle was to use speculative design to supporthe working group to
investigate and frame ethical issues for a fictional data trust, using allergens to focus the

world -building process.

The definition of data trust for the working groa
multiple sources, either physically, or virtually, to be managed or orchestrated in some way

on behalf of all of the parties through independent, fiduciary stewards hi p o (Jacabsdt a . 0

al., 2021). Based on this definition, |l oFT was <creatir
|l egal relationship that al |l ows(Rdhaak, 2020).dhepr ot ect i ©
working group referenced and paraphrasedTh e Open Dat definitionsofdataut e 6 s
ethics as their definition: O6data ethics reflect
collected, maintained, used and shared and the ethical impact on individuals, communities

and s o(Maneirigt.alg 2023; Tarrant et al., 2021).

There were no political boundaries or frames about what the group needed to do beyond the
background provided above. The observable boundaries were these definitions of data trust

and data trust ethics and a subject focus on allergens. These boundaries wex sufficiently
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agnostic that the group could have, in principle, generated a commons with any political

form, from neoliberal to counterhegemonic.
14.4. Plan/Design

As the comparison group, this experiment explored commons-making based entirely on how

group members defined and understood commons without any intervention from me.
Commons literature

No references to the commons literature were offered to the working group for the duration
of the project, no members of the group used these terms, and no members asked for me to
explain anything about data commons.

In addition to making no interventions regarding the commons literature, | also made no

interventions prescribed by diverse economies action research. The group could have chosen

to explore food systems through numerous existing economic worlds. Examples d

alternatives that already co-exist with neoliberal capitalism include cooperativism (e.g. food

cooperatives), solidarity economies (e.g. community-supported agriculture), and mutual aid

(e.g. community kitchens). Instead, the group filtered all speculati on through the lens of

neol i beral capitalism. The speculative world was
sector that consisted of consumers who purchased processed food from supermarkets and

used privately held platform technology to track allergen data.

In the |l anguage of diverse economies, | had O6con
l'imit what is consi der ecdmpreomgir bupo; | hdiwdveot Owe
| anguages of economy t ha(Cameranp&eGibsbn, @024G).i ons f or act

Design methods

This experiment was grounded in speculative design methodology and design fiction as a
design research method. The first of the four papers, which became a reference for

speculative design in future papers, defined speculative design as follows:

Speculative design is a design methodology that aims to provoke discussion by using
speculation to consider potential, plausible, or possible future outcomes of current
directions in societal or technological development. These speculative outcomes are
not intended to be predictive or suggest how things should be, but instead provide

opportunities for discussion. (Jacobs et al., 2021)

The principal ref er e(@043) semisal boak nmtree subject Sp&caldiive 6 s

Everything: Design, Fiction, and Social Dreaming
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I n O6Et hi c Crdiggn eak, 2023),1thé paper where | had the greatest involvement,
design fiction as method is described and referenced as follows:

Design Fiction is a research methodology that aims to create space for discussion

around possible futures, through worldbuilding and the creation of artefacts to

represent and produce an i magined storyworl d wi
understandingandinsight s r at her t han (Dunnenéi Ralye2@dl3,p.r oduct s o
251). To this end a design fiction is 06(1) somet!l
something being prototyped within that story world; and (3) does so in order to create

a di s cur dlindley &€aqultor, 8045, p. 210).

Experiment design
This experiment was organized into three activities:

1. World -building. The goal of this step was to arrive at a sufficient shared
understanding of the world inhabited by the fictional data trust.

2. Design fiction-making. The goal of this step was to produce artefacts from this
speculative world that provoked diverse ethical considerations related to Al in this
data trust.

3. Ethical evaluation. The goal of this step was to identify ethical strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities, and threats embodied by the design fictions.

The design research working group members led world-building and design fiction -making,
which will be reviewed below. Ethical evaluation was led by a different working group
member and is omitted from this review as it did not contribute to the commons -making
process.

14.5. Act/Make

The first activity, world -building, comprised three steps:

1 Identifying stakeholders (Figure 22),
1 Sharing narratives about this speculative data trust, and

1 Diagramming the speculative world ( Figure 23).

Identifying stakeholders . Group members were presented with a grid of blank sticky notes
and instructed to name a stakeholder in each sticky note. Next, group members were

instructed to group the sticky notes into categories.
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[2) Design fiction workshop - Goog X~ 4
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Figure22. Identifying stakeholders. Working group members entered text onto sticky notes and then grouped
notes into categories that informed diagramming of the speculative wéilgli(e23).

Sharing narratives about this speculative data trust . All members were asked to submit a
short narrative about the speculative data trust, under 500 words, to the two design
researchers. These short narratives were intended to assess where group members converged
and diverged in their imagining of the speculative data trust. The narratives did not conflict

so much as highlighted different sensemaking lenses. The ideas and language from these

narratives were used to inform the world -building diagram in the n ext step.

Diagramming the speculative world . The world-building diagram was primarily undertaken
by the two design researchers in the group. The diagram incorporated the key stakeholder
groups developed in the stakeholder identification step and incorporated ideas and language
raised in the narrati ves step. This diagram was presented to the group to identify any major
narrative issues before moving to design fiction-making. No major challenges arose during
this diagram review.
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Figure23. World-building diagram. The speculative diagram follows data from a variety of food system
stakeholders and how these might interact with Al.

The second activity, design fiction-making, adapted university design studio pedagogy. The
two design researchers developed seven design fiction options, which were presented to the
group for review and a vote. We calibrated these seven options to cover aariety of ethical
issues identified in earlier steps and to align with domain expertise of the group members.
These options were simple descriptions such as: ready meal packaging, mobile app
wireframes, and supplier audio tour. These descriptions, coupled with the world -building

diagram, acted as the design brief for the design fictions. We conducted a voting process to

identify the top 3 -5 design fictions. Four options became clear winners of this voting process.

Group members self-sorted themselves into pairs, so a pair of members took on each of the
four design fictions.

The pairs worked on their design fiction artefacts over two months and contacted the design
researcher s, the Astudi o instruct dquesafongtha s
way, where each pair presented their work for constructive critique from the group. A month
later, we conducted the equivalent of a final review, where external experts were invited to
interact with and critique the artefacts and then evaluate t he artefacts using the Moral-1T
cards.
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The final artefacts created by the group are presented below and are discussed in greater

detail in the aforementioned papers. These artefacts include:

T
T
1
1

The purpose of sharing these images here is to illustrate the impressive calibre of the

artefacts created by studi o 6st w«esigners with litthe h o

Meeting minutes of the Food Data Foundation council (Figure 24)

Wireframes of the Allert allergen -tracking mobile app ( Figure 25)

Smart packaging for a supermarket ready meal (Figure 26)

Logos (Figure 27)

or no formal design experience.

o

@ 0D
v\ DATA
= /FOUNDATION

Minutes of the Food Data Foundation Council

Governance Meeting

RESTRICTED IN DRAFT | MEETING DATE: 01 NOVEMBER 2020

MEETING ATTENDEES

Chair of the Council (LP); Government Representative from Office for Ingredients
(EL); CEO of Waitfield - Retailer representative (RK); CEO of Tezburys - Retailer
representative (IB); Data Guardian for the Food Data Foundation (SS-B); Consumer

representative from Consumerwatch (SY); National Farmers Union (PB) -
representative from producers

IN ATTENDANCE

Food Standards Agency - Regulatory Representative (EM)

Expert Advisor on Modern Slavery - Human Rights Observatory Lead (AH)
Expert Adviser on Distributed Ledger Technology - CEO Indelible (AW)
Data Protection Officer (RW)

Secretary to the Data Foundation - Lovell Secretaries (BT)

AGENDA ITEMS
Approval of minutes of the last meeting (02 September 2020)
Matters arising from these minutes

Ethics Sub-Committee minutes and actions brought to the Council

descr

Figure24ad CAOGA2Y It YAy dziSa LINRG2]1 SR RA&OdZAAARZY 2y K26 4&d

and what governance structures were in place for certification of new technological applications.
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Figure25. Wireframes of the fictional Allert allerggracking mobile app. Allert allows a user to scan for
allergen information, set their personal preferences, report inaccuracies, and review the privacy policy.
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Figure26. Smart packaging for a supermarket ready meal. The display cycles through information updated via
the Internet, similar to modern digital price tag displays.
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Figure27. Logos created by working group members. Allert is the fictional mobile app company and Office for
Ingredients is a British national governance body. Food Data Foundation log appeansa24.

14.6. Observe

Observations are limited here as much as possible to what is observable in the published

papers.

Language/ldeas . The language and ideas of thiscomparison group demonstrate the

extraordinary pull of capitalocentrism. None of the design fiction artefacts present co -

existing economic worlds. We see only the tip of the Iceberg: capitalist digital platforms,

capitalist processed food, and a foundation chaired by familiar capitalist roles. Three of four
paper titl es cthaftoacidn stehcet oprhér a(seempéthasi s mi ne) ,
of the economy as a singular, knowable system. These paper tits were, moreover, accepted

by peer reviewers in three journals spanning data science Patterns), food science (Trends in

Food Science & Technology, and technology (Journal of Responsible Technology).

The absence of ceexisting economic worlds underpinning this speculative world again
underscores the power of capitalist realism within speculative design. None of the papers,
particularly the two papers that discuss the design process in detail, ever menion the politics
or worldviews underpinning their speculative worlds. Speculative design is always political
and always circumscribed by worldviews. In this case, as for much speculative design work,
the design reinforces capitalist hegemony, complicit in capitalist realism by treating

capitalism as a neutral background that requires no explanation.

Relationships/Subjectivities . While the language of the experiment outputs reinforces

capitalist relationships and subjectivities, this comparison group presents heartening results

for shifting relationships i ncothpadgsorggrouprteesear ¢ h.
working group members who were not self-described design researchers, authored three of

the four papers for journals in their respective fields. This authorial confidence demonstrates
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that these peers felt sufficient mastery of the design research methodology to write about it
for their respective audiences.

Collective action. One way that collective action for this academic research might be
observed is how working group members propagate what has been learned in the studio
experiment. That might take the form of the group bidding for future work together or
originating separ ate projects that build on this project.

Artefacts. IoFT clearly produced many artefacts, but, in hindsight, the richness of the data
contained within these artefacts is inaccessible to future researchers. For example, the
additional wireframes for the Allert app and the full text of the Data Foundation C ouncil are
unavailable for observation. This problem speaks to the challenge of studio experiment
documentation. Where do researchers put these artefacts so that their full data can be
utilised by future researchers?

14.7. Reflect/Critique

Critique

This experiment contained all levels of critique, relying on peer crit ique to support the design

fiction -making process and a public review to critique the design fiction artefacts.

Desk crit. For Activity 2, the other design researcher and| were available to field questions
from the group on an ad hoc basis, i.e. they might email us with a question. We had allocated

time for one-to-one meetings with participants , but most questions were handled via email.

Peer crit. We tended to meet as a group at least twice per month for 23 hours per session.

The group averaged 68 people per meeting, and always fewer than 10 people, an accepted

threshold for performing group -based creative and critical work (Morss & Murray, 2005, p.

55). There were several sessions, usually 3 hours in length, where we convened, broke off

to perform work individually or in pairs, and reconvened. A delightful dynamic | observed

from this experiment was the emer geeriimeeToof what |
preserve the authenticity of my observation, | quote myself from a rejected, unpublished

paper submitted to IASDR 2021

The specul ative design and evaluation processe:
this collaborative process, new forms of knowledge were generated by and for the

group members. The social, iterative process through which the design fictions were

developed led to unexpected evolutions and interactions that enhanced the robustness

of world -building and uncovered new avenues for investigation. In one example, one

member of the team worked on a privacy policy that another incorporated into the
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mobile app fiction. In another example, team members working on the packaging
fiction included a screen displaying a breakdown of product costs and sustainability,
and this was subsequently incorporated by others into the board meeting minutes

fiction, whi ch highlighted privacy implications for farmers.

In short, the peer critique led to greater coherence in world-building, a finding | would seek

to replicate in future experiments.

Public review . This ARtD cycle finished with an online event where peer researchers and
domain experts were invited to critique the design fiction artefacts. This critique was
mediated through the use of Moral-IT cards that had been designed by one of the working
group members (Urquhart & Craigon, 2021) . The artefacts provoked a robust spectrum of

critique that covered many of my own concerns:

When considering things going wrong, they questioned if the impact on stakeholders
would be distributed fairly, moreover if some would be unfairly impacted if they were
associated with an error or harm, which was not their fault, but would become

associated with their product, as illustrated in the documentary.

Considerations of participation, user empower m
more contested, being identified as both sources of potential benefit and harm of data

sharing through the system. Greater openness of data was identified as something that

would potentially allow stakeholders to challenge existing power asymmetries in the

food system, yet concerns were raised that the existing imbalances may be reinforced

or exacerbated depending on the specific implementation of the system.(Craigon et al.,

2023)

Reflection

The primary reflection from this comparison group was the profound impact that scaffolding

mi ght have on experiment outcomes. |1 PP Policy &
codesign method is important, without the new ec
(Mazzucato et al., 2022). Design researchers had thus far identified infrastructuring and

institutioning as part of commons -making, but none of them had explicitly mentioned

scaffolding. Several papers do detail such activities. For example, the initial stage of the
GrassrootsWav el engt hs project édincluded community mee
authors emphasized the goals of a voluntary and participatory community radio platform,

operated and own e d/(Clbigetal.h2820,q0.048) m earlier quoteddthe

Avoi nGLAM project by Marttila that identified 06i

the author goes on to define as, O0Building c¢ommgc
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actors (organizations and i ndi vi(20L6ap. 4076).Allan use t
future #commonize studio experiments considered the role of scaffolding after this

comparison group.
14.8. Discourse genealogy

This studio experiment prompted a foray into discourse genealogy (Gibson Graham, 2003).
The working group created a commons but never engaged in these concepts, nor did the
Open Data Institute (ODI), the groupo6s primary r

To start, all four papers refer to a framing parg
Digital F o @rewebey a.,12@2 M), c@authored by several working group members.

This paper repeatedly describes the data trust s
6common goodd6 but does not el aborate these meani
paper is short and labelled asa comment paper, so it is not intended to be robust, yet the

relationship between this framing paper and the subsequent working group papers

illustrates how framing reproduces framing.

The primary source for understanding data trusts across all four papers is the ODI, so what
does the ODI have to say about commons and data trusts? A search of the ODI website finds
no definitions of commons or data commons. Why is this? A possible reasonfor the omission

of commons from the discourse may be their close collaboration with another respected UK

organi sation, the Ada Lovelace Institute (ALI),
for people(édAdasbtovetpée Instituted, n.d.)
At the time of I oFT, the only published content

postbyawellr egar ded Cambri dge University professor t|
met aphor rather t han (Goyle, 2020n | yCtoiyd @16 sc prosttr wWd tsdni s ¢
commons because, 60One challenge is that the dat s
Ostrombés studies investigated small groups, whic

challenge of monitoring behaviour and to apply socialsanct i ons when needed. 0.

Since the 2020 blog post, ALI has produced two reports that cite and dismiss commons and

ODI has produced one podcast where commons are mentioned andoroblematically defined.

These references would not have been available to IoFT but reflect the likely trajectory of

thinking about commons at the t iPatipawfyDdtao FT6s wor
Stewardship, endorsed by the ODI, stewardship is defi
management of c o A0&bbnp. Irl)eyst comman eesodrces is neither defined

nor cited again. In another report by ALl endorsed by ODI, Exploring Legal Mechanisms for
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Data Stewardship, t he aut hors conclude that 6éthe prospec
from the complex legal position surrounding data at the time of writing are not strong, so
wi || not be discuss€2021d, b4 her in this report. o

The sole explanation of commons by ODI is a 2022 podcast with a European nonprofit

organisation called Open Future (Dinnage et al., 2022). In this podcast, The ODI defines

commons as Oresources that can be shared by al/l
that instead describes open-access resourcesln contrast with The ODI and ALI, Open

Futuredoesbel i eve t hat Ostrom 6édhas shown how these i
and in particular how we can take ideas about managing resources like pastures or water

sources and apply them in the digital real m. 6. C
trusts inversely to The ODI and ALI. In their report, Data Commons Primer: Democratizing

the Information Society, Open Future authors define data com
collectively stewar ded a(hakowslo& Zgmuradvskibd022ap. ¢ o mmu n i
99. The authors proceed to |list forms of data con
which different forms of data commons can be des
cooperatives and data trusts. These definitions align far better with current commons

scholarship on data commons, which regards data commons as a resource and data trusts as

a legal form to manage a data commong(Ruhaak, 2020). How would IoFT have unfolded if

the genealogy of data trusts started with Open Future instead of ODI?

How did ALI and ODI come to conclude that commons scholarship was irrelevant to data

trusts? One potential answer is that their research neglects modern commons research. The

two reports above by ALI ci t 6ovaeningthenQpinneons:t ef er en c e
Coyl ebs blog post cites Ostrombébs 2009 Nobel Pri z
points for data commons research, given the Internet as we know it did not exist in 1990, and

the first iPhone came out in 2007. Since this time, there has been substantial research

related to data commons, most often under the banner of digital commons or knowledge

commons. There have Dbeen p0heEutueofldbas:dlkedatesoli c h as L
the Commons in a Connected World (2002) a n d B e mMkelWealtld of Networks (2006) .

There have been multiple scholarly anthologies about knowledge commons, such as

Governing Knowledge Commons (Frischmann et al., 2014) and Governing Medical

Knowledge Commons (Strandburg et al., 2017), both of which include chapters about the

Genomic Data Commons. There are research groups dedicated to digital commons, such as

P2P Lab(n.d.-b) at Tallinn University of Technology and Dimmons (n.d.), a portmanteau

for digital commons, at Open University Catalonia. A simple Google search using the term

6data commonsd® generates compelling and diverse
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GivingTuesday Data Commons(nd)and Georgetown Lawobds Ci vi
(n.d.).

To summarize this genealogy: We start with Ada Lovelace Institute (ALI), a forerunner of
data trust discourse in the UK. ALI removes commons scholarship from the data trust
discourse based on their limited review of old commons literature. The Open Data Institute
(The ODI) defines data trusts wusing ALI Os
commons literature but deemed commons literature irrelevant to data trust research. This
data trust definition is picked up by IoFT, first by the IoFT convenors as a framing paper and
then by the lofT working group. This genealogy helps explain why the loFT working group
produced a neoliberal commons; it also highlights the considerable scaffolding activities
required of a commons-maker, not only to expand possibilities to include counter -

hegemonic commons but also to consider commons discourse at all.

15. Commonized design

This experiment took place as a workshop at theMobileHCI conference in October 2020, my

first conference and conference paper. I n

Just

cl eans

respon

Ski es: Decentrali zi ngauMohboirleed lan tsehroarctt ipoanpbe, r ,I 6chod

Elephant in the Cloudless Sky: DesigningaCanmoni sed Mobil e Network | nf

(Sacks & Coulton, 2020). It turned out that our paper was the only paper submitted in
response to the workshop call. Consequently, the entire threehour workshop was dedicated

to engaging with the provocations posed in the paper.

15.1. Purpose

The objective of the workshop was to 6devel op an

decentralized mobil e i nter ac(Bdhutametal R020)hin ut opi an a

response to this workshop call, | proposed the concept of commonized mobile network

infrastructure and presented the following provocation:

A design solution to this problem might be modeled on affordable housing policy. In
many states, private companies must set aside a proportion of units as affordable
housing. This policy is part of a social contract in most capitalist states. In short, all of
society has created the opportunity for the private company to make money by creating
housing, and in return the private company must create housing for all of society.
(Sacks & Coulton, 2020)
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15.2. Plan/Design

This experiment differs from all other studio experiments in this thesis because | had no role
in planning/designing the experiment. The experiment, the workshop conference in this
case, was wholly planned/designed by the workshop organizers, and | enteredthe workshop
with no information. That being said, | was able to record and make sense of this experience
to reflect on how such a workshop could be conducted in the future as a more deliberate

commons-making studio experiment.
Commons literature

This short paper limited engagement with commons literature to the design principles for
managing commons. The provocation described earlier centred on design principle four,
explained in the paper as follows:

This paper focuses specifically omakidgesi gn pri n
rights of community members are respected by ol
design principle underpins privatisation as much as commonisation. To privatise

mobile networks, the rule-making rights (governance) of the community members (the

private sector) are respected by the outside authorities (the state). This security of

tenure provides the incentive to the private sector to invest in the infrastructure. There

is no known example of a state awarding such rule making rights to citizens or a group

of citizens regarding mobile network infrastructure. (Sacks & Coulton, 2020)

The paper then posed the following question with respect to this design principle, which
provided the basis for the workshop: dHow might the state ensure the rule-making rights of

citizens for a commonised mobile network infrastructure? 6(Sacks & Coulton, 2020).
Design methods

The workshop organizers did not articulate design methods. On reflection, what we did

together was a type of speculative design rooted in inventorying, a method from community
economies research described as the oteptiismmary fwe
(GibsonZsraham & Dombroski, 2020, p. 9) . In diverse economies research, inventorying

means to take stock of the diversity of economic activities at play, exemplified by the Diverse

Economies Iceberg presented earlier. In the comparison group, without any interventions,

the working group performed stakeholder mapping, a type of inventorying, wholly within a

capitalocentric world. This conference paper, in contrast, contested the capitalocentrism of

current mobile network infrastructure to open the inventorying process to a greater diversity

of economic activities. Whereas the comparison group imagined how a fictional data trust
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might operate within an existing capitalocentric world, this group imagined what a
commonized world might look like if it acknowledged and expanded on very real, actually
happening counter-hegemonic activities. This approach to speculative design generated
scenarios that were pragmatic and possible rather than utopian. We might call this method
i nvema®eg specul ative designd.

Experiment design

The Miro board created by the workshop organisers visualises the experiment design(Figure
28). The top centre zone presents the experiment design asWorkshop Structure 6 Each of
these steps is containedin four zones of the Miro board:

1. Introductions = Goals of the workshop (top left)
Paper Presentation & Open Discussion= Cloudless Skies(middle left)

3. Speculation Exercise= Addressing the Elephant in the Cloudless Sky Discussion(top
right)

4. Next Steps= Next Steps(bottom centre)

There were four participants: two workshop organi sers, my supervisor, and me. The
experiment took three hours.

Goals of the workshop

New frame —

il
i

|
-]
i
i

1]
i

MNext Steps

Figure28. The whole Miro board for the workshop, created by the workshop organizers.
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15.3. Act/Make

The act/make phase loosely followed theWorkshop Structure 6from the experiment design.

The first real step after introductions was 6 Paper Presentat Figue & Open
29). In the context of speculative design, the workshop paper became the primary means of

world -building. The paper also served to introduce6 n e w e ¢ o n o m(Mazzucdioien ki ng 6
al., 2022) that was earlier identified by the IIPP Policy Studio . Visible sticky notes included

both clarifying understandings of commons as well as ideas that arose during the discussion.

The second step, 06HBgure 80, is when workshdp xnembers peréoiined
inventorying. After some inventorying, the group attempted to make sense of this inventory
within this speculative world. For the most part, white and yellow sticky notes contained
broad ideas, pink and purple sticky notes contained examples, and white notes contained
sensemaking ideas.

For the | ast digwesl, thé diganizers felttratpve migh¢ co-author a paper
onthistopic, whi ch they provisionally titled, d6éChalle
Co mmu n i c &he notenidthis zone relate to ideation around paper structure, which was

another attempt to make sense of the sticky notes across the Miro board.
On reflection, one way to summarise this method might be:

Frame speculative world using paper

1
1 Inventory real examples that might populate this speculative world
9 Organise examples into a sensemaking structure

1

Develop a paper to communicate this speculation to others
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Figure30. The second step, 'Speculation Exercise'.
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Next Steps

Challenges in decentralised mobile
communication

1. Introduction
2. Context
2.1 Common Goods
2.2. Network infrastructure
3. Challenges
3.1 Societal
3.2 Technical

4. Solution Scenarios
4.1

Figure31. The last step, 'Next Steps'.

15.4. Observe

Observations are limited to the Miro board.
Language/ldeas

This experiment became a type of peer criique for my ideas about #commonize and
commonized design. Writing and sharing the paper forced me to externalise and articulate
what commonized design might be, particularly in comparison to decentrali sed design. The

two workshop organisers engaged in this peer criigue in multiple ways.

First, they posed clarifying questions about commons. One sticky note that exemplifies this
discussion reads: @wo myths to clarify on commons: may be costs to members/users (not

free), access may be restricted to members (not publich

Second, they related the topic to their knowledge and suggested real examples of
commonized mobile network infrastructure. One sticky note that exemplifies this thought
process reads:d-reifunk - city network (poor function but governance attempt) 6 Third, they
began structuring ideas around mobile network infrastructure typologies. One sticky note

that exemplifies this structuring reads: @ layers: sms/call, internet, appso

Through a constructivist lens, the workshop organi sers related the new ideas from the paper
and our discussions to their domain expertise. In turn, | was able to see how my ideas and

language were understood and constructed by sympathetic peers.
Relationships/Subjectivities

The dynamics of this workshop were highly egalitarian. This dynamic probably is most

attributable to the workshop size, and this observation has bearing on future experiments.
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Morss and Murray (2005) suggest groups of 410 for generating ideas. And, in my anecdotal
experience during the Covid-19 pandemic, the ability to fluidly turn -take online maxes out
around 4-5 people. The ability to truly connect with others, particularly people we have never

met before, might mean that future such experiments limit participation to five people.
Collective action

At the end of the workshop, the workshop organizers suggested we turn our discussion into a
paper. While the paper did not materiali se, the interest in investing time to write and publish
a paper exemplified a form of collective action. The workshop organisers do not represent a
commoning community, but they do represent an important role in shifting economic

thinking . Collective action among academicscould certainly be measured in part by co-
authoring papers. These paperstranslate commonized design for diverse disciplines and
audiences in the sameway that the comparison group communicated speculative design to

non-designer audiences.
Artefacts

The primary artefact generated by this experiment is the Miro board. The Miro board in this
case is difficult to read and make sense of; however, this workshop took place six months
into the Covid-19 pandemic, when we all were learning how to navigate onlhe collaboration
and tools like Miro. Nowadays, many researchers generate shareable artefacts using Miro or
similar web applications. While this specific Miro board has shortcomings as a design

artefact, further iteration on this board design might yield m ore successful artefacts.
15.5. Reflect/Critique

The workshop was effectively a form of peer critique. My reflection on this process resulted

in the proposed research method outlined earlier (13.2).
Critique

This experiment took place nine months into my PhD, at a time when | was still performing
literature review and formulating my research plan. The decision by the workshop organi sers
to conduct the workshop even though my paper was the only submission felt, to me at least, a
positive critique of the value of my approach. As discussed above, the workshop then became
a type of peer critique of my ideation thus far. The decision by the workshop organizers to
develop a paper, albeit abandoned, was, according tany supervisor, quite unusual. Again,
their interest in writing a paper based on the workshop felt to me to be a positive critique of

commonized design and its role in mobile communication.
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Reflection

This experiment showcased the value of paperwriting as a device for speculative design. In
contrast with the comparison group, this workshop paper expanded the economic field of
vision and t he @Eaneton &Gbson,f2020, p.5X2) creatingéspace for
diverse economies strategies such as inventorying. This reflection resulted inmy
development of the initial research programm e (13.2). This experiment design blended the
successofthed soci al maki n g é&omparison gras (14f 7rwithnthe sutoess of
this pilot experiment in commonized design. While | ultimately proceeded with a different
research plan, this proposal remains viable, valuable, and of interest for future #commonize

studio experimentation.

16. Commoner personand journey map

This experiment is the most thoroughly documented experiment of #commonize studio.
Much of this experiment is recorded ¢#han-the paper
Human Food CGacksniz®2a) évhich will be cited throughout this chapter.

In contrast with all other experiments in this thesis, this experiment was conducted with
commons scholars. Thus, while all other experiments explored how to translate commons
literature for design researchers acting as commonsmakers, this experiment sought to

introduce design research methods to commons scholars.

This studio experiment was conducted as an online workshop at an academic conference for
commons scholars. Participants chose to participate based on the workshop abstract
published to the conference website, which | have included in full below as an artefact that

reflects ideas and language at the time:

How might a commons be governed if non-human species are treated as equal actors?
The most salient decolonization critiques in the commons field identify the need to
account for other ontologies and epistemologies. A recurring theme, particularly in
indigenous ontologies, is the location of humans as part of nature rather than separate
from nature. What does it mean to govern a commons as a morethan-human
community? This design workshop will explore the IAD framework and design
principles for managing a commons through the lens of more-than-human design, a
design methodology that asks us to design for nonrhuman species alongside humans.
We will use a scenario involving the management of urban green space to explore how
non-human species might be representedin commoning. How do frameworks and

design principles need to change to account for morethan-human commoning? The
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workshop will use hands-on activities to design a more-than-human commons

(participants are also welcome to observe only).(Sacks, 2021b)

The commoner persona, based on the user persona, and the journey map, based on the
customer or service journey map, are different design tools, but they are presented together

here because they were used together in the single workshop.
16.1. Purpose

This experiment was originally conducted in anticipation of further collaboration with a

studio partner. The partner had been discussing
Food Not Lawns: How to Turn Your Yard into a Garden and Your Neighborhood into a

Community (Flores, 2006). For the community members espousing the idea, food lawns

meant permaculture -inspired lawn management that would yield edible human food

through chemical-free practices. The community organized a kick-off meeting in October

2021, where | listened to their discussion without recording data. Shortly after the kick -off

meeting, the community found itself diverted by other initiatives, and further discussion of

food lawns was pushed back beyond the timeframe of this research.
The overall purpose of this experiment was described as follows in the paper:

The experiment described and analyzedin this paper is a workshop conducted for the
General Conference for the International Association for the Study of the Commons
(IASC) in October 2021 (Sacks, 2021b) This workshop was conducted both to
prototype tools before engaging the real community and to obtain feedback from

commons scholars about these tools.(Sacks, 2022a)
16.2. Plan/Design

The experiment entailed adapting the user persona and journey map methods from service
design, testing their use with commons scholars, and evaluating the results using the SES
framework from the commons literature and pluriversal design considerations fro m the

design literature.
Commons literature

This experiment specifically explored how design research methods might support

commons-makers to engage with SES framework variables.

In the paper, | presented a definition by food commons scholar Vivero-Pol to explain

commons:
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ltés a collective way of managing a resource.
community that is managing that resource and you have the governance. The

governing mechanism is doing things together and doing things together is

commoning. The resource isessential for the entire community. Everybody should

have a stake in the management of that resource(Schweizer, 2021)
| explained the SES framework to design researchers building on ViveroPo | 6 s descri pti a

The resource is represented as Resource Systems (e.g. lawns) and Resource Units (e.g.
bees). The community is represented as Actors (e.g. neighborhood residents), and the
governance is represented as Governance Systems (e.g. group policies). The center,
Focal Action Situations, represents the many scenarios in which these four variables
interact. For example, how will the community make policies on what food to grow?

How will the community know if these policies conflict with the needs of nonhuman
actors like bees, and what will the community do about it? (Sacks, 2022a)

Design methods

The user persona and journey map were selected because they appeared to address many of
the SES variables without much maodification. For the workshop participants, | shared an
example of each tool before moving onto the modified versions (Figure 32, Figure 33).

BIOGRAPH DEVICE USE

NAME:

wer ending ameunt of
rch engine, can provide

Low Digital
Confidence

High Digital
Confidence

Low High
Economic o Economic
Status Status

- Awareness

Access to Internet Source: Reboot (2016). New Readers User persona - Helen - Nigeria.png.
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:New_Readers_User_persona_-_Helen_-_Nigeria.png

Figure32. Exemplar user persona shared with workshop particip@eboot, 2016)
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New Translator Journey Map

ACTIVITIES
& EMOTIONS

OPPORTUNITIES

Source: Asikin-Garmager, E. (2020). New Translator Journey Ma
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:New_Translator_Journey_Map.png

Figure33. Exemplar journey map shared with workshop participéasskinGarmager, 2020)

| explain the rationale for using and adapting these design methods in the paper alongside
blank templates for the two design methods (Figure 34, Figure 35):

The two tools selected for the workshop experiment are the user persona and the user
journey map, both of which are frequently cited in both industry -oriented and
scholarly works on design research, particularly service design and interaction design
(Koskinen et al., 2011; Martin & Hanington, 2018; Stickdorn et al., 2018) . The user
persona was selected to support exploration of morethan-human actors in the
community. The purpose of the user persona in the workshop was not to imagine the
answers for the user persona but rather to prompt questions from participants about
user research questions, sources, and methods. The user persona was accordingly
presented as four quadrants: Bio, Goals, Who,and How. Bio and Goals acted as the
two containers for psychographic information about the user. Who represented data
sources for answering these questions, and How represented research methods to
obtain this data. The user journey map was selected to support exploration of focal
action situations, where users interact and produce outcomes. The purpose of the user
journey map in the workshop was to begin identifying both the journey to be mapped
and the potential interactions/conflicts that should be explored in greater detail as

focal action situations. The user journey map for the workshop was accordingly pared
down to the journey its elf, which is often labelled as phases, steps, or stages on a user
journey map. The word 6buserd was replaced with
relationship between commons members. (Sacks, 2022a)
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Figure34. Commoner persona template presented in expering8atks, 2022a)

MEMBER JOURNEY (LAWN AS ACTION SITUATION)

START

START

Figure35. Commoner journey map presented in experin{Saicks, 2022a)
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More-than-human design is the other design methodology (rather than specific method)
introduced in this exper i men tthan-humantmeans tipearp e r ,
and practice focuses on the ways nonhuman nature is regarded as ontological equal to

h u ma (Sack$) 2022a) The paper references a range of scholars and concepts that seek to

describe more-than-human theory:

1 ot hwith khe world and not fort h e w(Galldwdyd2017, p. 475)
1 Naturecultures (Haraway, 2003; Puig de la Bellacasa, 2010, p. 157)and
1 Uncommons (Blaser & de la Cadena, 2017, p. 190)

The paper acknowledgesthat more -than-human theory includes inorganic non -humans,

such as Internet of Things (Coulton & Lindley, 2019) and animal-computer interaction

(Hook, 2019; Mancini et al., 2017). This experiment, however, evaluates the design methods
for their ability to answer questions about (organic) non-human species,inspired by Maller 6 s
paper ab ehat-h dmam et h(20A1kQd. 5):g 6

1  Who speaks for or represents nonhuman nature?
1 How do we listen to nonhuman nature?

 How do we act with nonhuman nature?

To narrow from more -than-human methodology to more -than-human design method, the
paper identifies several examples of morethan-human design practice (Baron, n.d.;
Veselova & Gaziulusoy, 2019; Vink et al., 2021)as well asmore-than-human commons
papers (Bresnihan, 2015; Cibin et al., 2021; Heitlinger et al., 2021) and projects (P.D.
Commoners, 2020; Projects, n.d.) These conceptions ofthe more-than-human continue to
be explored in subsequent experiments,e.g.commoning blueprint (Chapter 17) and
commons model canvas(Chapter 20).

Experiment design
The workshop consisted of three sets of exercises:

1. Human and non-human commoner map, three minutes per map (Figure 36, Figure
37);

2. Human persona and non-human commoner persona, six minutes total per persona
(Figure 38, Figure 39); and

3. Human commoner journey, non -human commoner journey, and

interactions/conflicts between commoners, ten minutes total (Figure 40).

For all exercises, participants conducted the exercise first with human commoners then with

non-human commoners to move from familiar to unfamiliar territory.
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16.3. Act/Make

For exercise 1, participants were first asked to identify commoners of this fictional food

commons, then participants were asked to move sticky notes closer to the centre of the circle

if they felt the commoner was critical to or most affected by this food commons. For

workshop timing, | selected the human commoner to be used in subsequent exercises
(6resident with [ awnd) and selectéuman wo commoner
commoner map, O6soil 6 (representing aaspeces,syst em)
for a vote. The majority of participants voted for pollinators, so pollinators became the non -

human commoner for subsequent exercises.

Exercise 2 was completed in two steps for each commoner persona. First, participants were
instructed to generate questions to answer in order to create a commoner persona and to
place these questions under either Bio or Goals. Second, participants were infructed to
identify who they would ask to answer these questions (Who) and what methods would be
used to collect this information (How).

Exercise 3 was completed in five steps. Participants were first asked to identify start points
and end points for the human commoner and to place these ideas at either end of the journey
timeline (step 1). Participants were then asked to identify points along the way from the start
point to the end point (step 2). Participants then repeated this process for the non-human
commoner (steps 3-4). Finally, participants were asked to identify points of interaction or
conflict between the two commoners by moving these sticky notes to the centre line labelled
6Conflict Pointsé (step 5).

16.4. Observe

The primary research question stated in the pape
communities to create a more-than-h u man f oo d (Sacksn2022a. Phé proxy for

evaluating how well these tools performed was the SES framework. | coded the results in two

ways: first, to assess how the results related to the SES framework variables; second, to

explore demonstrations of more-than-human thinking provoke d by the tool adaptations.
Language/ldeas
The paper summarises my approach toobserving language/ideas:

The results of the user research workshop were coded against the SES framework to

qualify how useful the tools were at supporting more -than-human thinking for a food
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commons. How many of the SES variables did participants cover during the short
workshop? (Sacks, 2022a)

The paper meanwhile concedesthat 6 Codi ng results is a subjectiyv
task. Variables remain subject to ongoing revision by scholars as they apply them with
communities (Cox, 2014; del Mar Delgado-Serrano & Ramos, 2015) (&acks, 2022a)

For the coding process:

The results of the human persona (resident with lawn) were coded against Actors and
Resource Systems. The results of the norhuman persona (pollinators) were coded
against Resource Units. The results of the user journey map were coded against
Interactions and Outcomes. (Sacks, 2022a)

Table 17illustrates how results were coded, while the full coding results can be found in

the paper.

Tablel7. Example of coding results in the paper. This table presents results from themam persona
(pollinators) coded against the SES framework variable called Resource Un{Bagkd) 2022a)

Variable name Sticky note

RU1  Resource unit mo- Do you want to expand to new locations?

bility Under what conditions do you tend to move
out/on?

RU2  Growth orreplace- Under what conditions do you thrive?
ment rate

RU3 Interaction among  Specific sub-species categories?
resource units Are you a specialist or a generalist? (one-species
pollinated or many)

RU4 -

RU5  Number of units Size of the colony?

RU6 Distinctive charac-  What local plants do they prefer?
teristics What kind of pollen is the sweetest?
How are you affected by agro toxics?
What are threats to pollinators?

RU7  Spatial and tem- Trends in pollinators?
poral distribution
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The O6overall observation of these results is tha
addressed the majority of var i(sabks,ed2awlhda hi n a ver
principal | earning outcome was that oOln future i
SES variables can be incorporated i(Sadkgs t hese ten
2022a).

Relationships/Subjectivities

In the paper, | situated more -than-human design in relationship to pluriversal design, with

the following rationale in the paper:

By pluriversal thinking, this paper draws pri m;:
pluriverse means O0a wo({Es$cabary20l8, p.evi).rRlrivgrsalwor | ds f i |

designds emphasis on indigenous O6cosmovi sions?©d
under st an d(Escapar,015)éxierfdendore-than-human thinking. While
more-than-human t hi nking means reconceptualizing on

except i ¢QGakwway, 2014 p. 475; Jain & Ardern, 2021)to human
interdependence, pluriversal design means reconceptualizing epistemologies too. In
other words, who does the more-than-human thinking and whose knowledge counts?
(Sacks, 2022a)

Coding results for such pluriversal thinking is less systematic than coding for SES variables
but was still instructive. The non -human commoner persona was the primary data source for
this coding. To illustrate this coding process, below is a list of sticky notes generated for the

&Whoobéquadrant of the non-human commoner persona:

Scientists/naturalists

Biologists

Local researchers studying the topic
Local environment department staff
Leader of the pollinators

Union of pollinators

Local communities (local stewards)

Gardeners

© 0o N o o~ wWwDdPE

People with songs/stories about pollinators

The paper describes this -wamnlkd nwo ralgldaém2q¢® WW) f r om
perspective to pluriversal thinking:

OWW thinking, such as (1) biologists and (2) scientists, reflect Global North

perspectives about who holds legitimate knowledge about nonhuman nature. OWW
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answers were expected, both for this workshop and from the realworld community,
since both are taking place in the Global North. Of equal interest for this assessment
are the results that could be classified as pluriversal ideas, i.e. sources of knowledge
that represent different ontologies and epistemologies. Local communities (7),
gardeners (8), and people with songs/stories (9) are all customary rather than
scientific knowledge sources, and these sources are more likely to be available to
communities th an scientists or researchers. Several participants explored the theme of
unions throughout the workshop exercises. A union of pollinators (6) or leader of the
pollinators (5) poses an institutioning question: In addition to the source of this
information, what institutions should be created to speak and act for pollinators?
(Sacks, 2022a)

Two observations about relationships/subjectivities from this coding process are: first,

6Sever al participants found the term AWhoo

conf u

paper, is to rename this quadr antheftamingoBhlsur ce, 0 w

guadrant to nonhuman sources such as sensors. 0;

methods in many ways suggests that perhaps the Who/Source is more important to user
research t han (Sacksw20Mat hod. 0

Collective action

The primary collective action objective of this experiment was to find other commons
scholars interested in this topic for future collaboration. The experiment failed in this regard,
though, in hindsight, this is due to experiment design flaws that point t o a key difference
between lab and studio experimentalism. A challenge that this research faces, like most
academic research, is navigating between research ethics and collective actiotbuilding. To
fulfil research ethics requirements, | enforced participant anonymity. | did not know who
was attending the workshop and did not seek out their identities. This anonymi sation of
participation is a reasonable approximation of lab experimentation, or as close as an
academic conference workshop can achieve since randonsing participation is unrealistic.
Yet, this approach undermines any attempt at collective action. In hindsight, | should have
made this collective action objective more overt and then created clear paths for participants
to contact me. | later tried to resolve this conflict in the participant consent documentation
where | provide a line that gives participants the option to identify themselves if they wish to

be co-authors of future papers.

135



Artefacts

This experiment placed greater weight on artefacts for analysis and sensemaking. This
weighting is partly due to the nature of participant engagement, limited to a one -hour online
workshop with anonymous patrticipation.

Overall, the commoner personas(Figure 38, Figure 39) were legible and understandable,
which is a strength compared to some later artefacts like the commoning blueprint. The
commoner personas would certainly benefit from further iteration. Two changes identified in
the paper are to: changedhoéto &Gourcedand include prompting questions in each quadrant
to support ideation. Similar to the diversity of capitalist user personae, there is scope for
many variations of a commoner persona.

The commoner journey map (Figure 40) requires greater modification than the commoner
persona; however, in comparison to the next experiment with the commoning blueprint, the
commoner journey map offers a simpler, faster design method for mapping out where a
community might spend its time to address real or anticipated conflicts. The biggest
challenge in completing the commoner journey map was specifying the start and end points
of the journey. Does the resident start with a lawn ready for planting or one that requires

remediation? Do the pollinators find a thriving or toxic lawn at the end of the journey?

What is
your resident
annual with Ihwn
income?
How much What Kind srvios
direct sun IS P What are thi
f experienceyou
< havers c: cares
gardening? yo! . about the
Rl Would you like to enviro
(how big is
grow food for
S L yourself, for sale,
and/or to donate to
I size of a food shelf for
ncome those in need?
household
group and lawn
Rletﬂ?ent study tour:
Wi awn visit an
survey existing site
Yard walk
how much time do throughs
you have to be
rl:;:gznot; Home involved in this? Do
you want to be very
with lawn owner engaged, or
minimal hassle? interview

Figure38. Completed human commoner persdi&acks, 2022a)
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many)
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pollinators what local What kind to expand to
plants do  Arepoliinators of pollen how dre you e diversity
they commons? is the :ff": ':by What are
test? 9roTPXCE threats to
s I- Z prefer SWee : pollinators
the
Are there any
c°|°ny invasive or M e
i specific conditions do
species of sub-specie you tend to
concern categories move out/an?
interviews focus groupto
Local " People with gain local indicators
researchers knowledge
studying the  \who are the onas/sicrie :?:,:Imu“mss leader of the (fine-scale Create
topic e Maatoes :2;::‘* tors toca! pollinators! talk to stories, ¢
now stewards) (L IrsEo) skit, role
Observe, play
/ look,
Experiment w,
GlEncy Sclentists/Naturallsts Local ta!k to different listen,
pollinators :) environmental pollinator  garden types count Meditate,
department
biologists staff expert sit with
Gardners TG

Figure39. Completed nofiuman commoner person®acks, 2022a)
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Hears about about lawn surprised and I 9
Lawn Garden gardens concerned awn
from a friend m
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L lawn et Seed bombs =
l— concern ets union of Iﬁ“ thelnther D
about g :;:i’:enu with ::;\:b:rhmd
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agree to
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a hail storm
foodyan g:'s‘::{s o wanttoraise SOmeone P — Come in Food vh':vl;-n D:umnrt m ow
muctv;n::ant thrr:at':;:ed ;:?;I:;k’"’ to bees agricufture insecticides i Lt ) awn
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don't like whether they
e avallableon | Stick with Move to
lawn native the Z
lE hLeavet Experiment pollens suburbs D
ome to with new
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pollen threats ot of
from leaving th aloto
‘éﬂﬁﬂ‘;ﬂ‘,’.’.‘ predators e daily hard ::nnﬂ' ‘;’f“
pollinators :::mﬁ:om work and flowers

Figure40. Completed commoner journey mépacks, 2022a)
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16.5. Reflect/Critique

This experiment experienced elements of desk critique, peer critique, and public review,
though other experiments better exemplify these forms. There were three learning points
from this experiment presented in the paper, which are a combination of critique and

reflection, cited here in abridged form.
Critique

The workshop was a form of peer critique, the peer reviews of the paper were a form of desk
critiqgue, and my paper presentation at DRS2022: Bilbao was a form of public review. While |
capture much of the peer review in the paper, the peer review process is undocumented and

worth reviewing here.

Alongside a number of comments to improve the paper, there were two important comments
that relate to the overall trajectory of #commonize studio. The first reviewer commented

that, dt is a very clear article and the graphics and explanation of the process help others
replicate this. & While | did not engage in studio experimentalism in this paper, the notion of
documenting this experiment to support replication is an aspiration for studio

experimentalism.

The second reviewer was confused by the O6generat
asked, O6What is exactly the generative turn that
achieved?6 This comment compell ed ommonizeo begin tr
studio means by making a generative turn in commons research. The full explanation

appears below:

Moving from analysis of extant commons to design and creation of commons-to-be

mar ks what might be called a égenerative turnbd
turn requires translating and transforming the theories and frameworks from the

commonsfield i nto tools and infrastructure that comr
generative turn taken in this paper entailed the translation and transformation of a

respected analytical framework from the commons literature into a generative

infrastructure based on user research methods.(Sacks, 2022a)
Reflection
In the paper, | noted three learning points.

First, t he(Niéseny 2080) foofn uderiexperiénce testing proved relevant. This
small community generated ideas that addressed the majority of SES variables, suggesting

that a real commoning community might generate key insights in a short timeframe. The
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paper further observed that OPreparatory work wi
engagement may also catalyze and improve the breadth and quality achieved in the
wo r k s KSadgis, 2D22a)

Second, O6Numerous participants shar ednbéaénti ment s
@njoyabled(Sacks, 2022a) This lesson would rear its head repeatedly through ARtD cycles.
Commons-making must lean into methods that commoners enjoy. To make it pithy:

Commons-making must be joyful. This lesson was the result of the feedback requested at the

end of the workshop, i.e. the overt peer critique of this experiment.

Third, as cited earlier, these tools need to incorporate the discourse of the SES variables to

guide community ideation, especially if hoping to generate results in a shorter timeframe.

17. Commoning blueprint

The commoning blueprint is an adaptation, or really a very first step towards adaptation, of
the service blueprint. #commonize studio conducted two experiments in short succession in
late 2021: a three-hour workshop at IASDR 2021 (Sacks & Coulton, 2022) and a two-hour

module for an advanced interaction design course for university undergraduates.
17.1. Purpose

The initial purpose of the commoning blueprint was to pre -emptively develop solutions for
several commoning communities in conversation with #commonize studio. None of these
communities ultimately moved forward, so the pilot experiment represents the most

advanced application to date.
17.2. Plan/Design

These pilot experiments emphasized design methods, specifically the service blueprint.
Commons literature

This experiment focused on the action situation. Building on the results of the previous
experiment (Chapter 16), when | used the SES framework variables to evaluate the efficacy of
the commons-member persona, | thought this experiment could be evaluated using the 10

types of interactions in the SES framework:

1 Harvesting
1 Information sharing

9 Deliberation processes
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Conflicts

Investment activities
Lobbying activities
Self-organizing activities
Networking activities

Monitoring activities

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 =4

Evaluative activities

The relationship between experiment results and these 10 interaction types is considered in
the Reflect/Critiqgue phase.

For the IASDR workshop, the workshop abstract did cover some commons literature
concepts. As an early attempt to present a short, publicly accessible reading list, the
workshop registration page made three suggestions for publicly accessible literature toread
in preparation for the workshop:

T 6Commons and (@dlerd&delfiich, 8049, Chapter 1)
T 6Commons i n t(Essob®I205)i ver sed
T 6A Framework for |1 nfrast r($acks &Galabog2022)o mmons Cr ¢

Based on discussions with participants, | do not believe most participants read this material
prior to the workshop, so an evaluation of the usefulness of this reading list is not yet

possible. For the university module, participants had no advanced preparation to do.
Design methods

This experiment was an experiment in using the service blueprint as a method for commons-
making. The service blueprint has a long history in design research, originated by Shostack
(1982) in the 1980s within the management studies field. The service blueprint has visually
evolved considerably since that time, and, similar to the user persona, there are now
numerous visualisations. The use of the service blueprint is popular enough that many online
platforms offer service blueprint templates. A brief look at three examples from popular

websites illustrates where service blueprints converge and diverge:

1 Service Design Tools(Figure 41),
1 Miro (Figure 42), and
1 Nielsen Norman Group (Figure 43).

140



TOOLS | SERVICE BLUEPRINT

CUSTOMER
JOURNEY

sdt | www.servicedesigntools.org

Figure41. Service blueprint template by Service Design Totl{ SNIIA OS . f dzSLINAY (i QX Yy PRDO
A Ambient Empl Furnishi Tabl
evidarice mbien ; mployee urnishings able
Makes Checkinat | Waits to be Enjoys % Is greeted Enjoys
Greets Notifies them | Escorts them Server Server Server delivers | Server delivers | Server confirms
guests of wait time to table greets them | takes order | drinks &starters entrees SR

Y
Ofecsss Chef prepares | Chef prepares Kitchen staff
prepares drinks starters main course does dishes
Cleaning & Payment
setting tables el

Figured?2. Service blueprint template by Miro. This figure is an example for a restaurant service blueprint, used
in the university moduléGilson, n.d.)
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A diagram that visualizes the relationships between different service
components (people, props, and processes) that are directly
tied to the touchpoints throughout the customer’s journey.
EVIDENCE
N
rd
CUSTOMER
JOURNEY
N
LINE OF
____________________________ "~ T T ' INTERACTION
FRONTSTAGE
EMPLOYEE
ACTIONS
TECHNOLOGY 9
/] LINE OF
VISIBILITY
A 4
BACKSTAGE
ACTIONS %
LINE OF
——————————————— —— o —— - — - - e == - == « |NTERNAL
INTERACTION
SUPPORT
PROCESSES %
NN/g

Figure43. Service blueprint template by Nielsen Norman Gi@&ipbons, 2017)

These three blueprints converge on three design features:

The customer (or commoner) journey tends to plot horizontally along the top,
The ways the customer/commoner interacts with the service tends to be the next row,
and

1 The ways the service supports the interaction tends to be the last row.

The 6line of wvisibilitydé is a common ter m, used
Nielsen Norman Group (NNG) templates, to describe the aspects of the interaction that the
customer/ commoner can observe versushet baxsee essbpec
These three templates diverge in how they hame and organse information in the blueprints.

The SDT template leaves the blueprint open, which is useful for a more experienced service

designer but might leave others uncertain how to use the template. The Miro and NNG

templates name the visible interaction aspects drontstagedand the invisible aspects

Obackstaged and differentiate between backstage
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and NNG templates use a O6line of interaction6 t
service, and the NNG template repeats this line of interaction to divide the service from
support processes.

| created and iterated on a simplified version of the service blueprint for the two experiments

(Figure 44, Figure 45). For both experiments, there were three rows:

i Bee Actions,
1 Frontstage, and

1 Backstage.

For the university module, | added a fourth row called &Gupporté This language and structure
more closely mirror the Miro and NNG templates, which | found more intuitive. The
metaphor of a stage also played well into the live action role play (LARP) method used in the
university module. | removed the line of interaction as it did not seem to offer any immediate

value. The Miro ORestaurant service templated was
Experiment design

This experiment was conducted as two cycles in quick succession. The IASDR workshop was
conducted on a Sunday, and the university module took place three days later on a
Wednesday. The threeday gap meant there was some time to reflect and iterate but limited
time to make substantial changes. The two key changes made, discussed further in the
Reflect/Critique section, were: narrowing discussion to a specific physical location and
providing some basic information about the non -human commoner to support meani ngful

work.
Experiment parameters for the IASDR workshop:

1 Venue: IASDR 2021, December 2021
1 Workshop time: 3 hours, online

9 Participants: 5 conference delegates, unknown to me in advance
The IASDR workshop was planned as four phases:

Theoretical context: Commons and more-than-human design

1
1 Exercise 1: Create a morethan-human service blueprint
1 Exercise 2: Identify violations

1

Exercise 3: Solve violations using the design principles

Challenges arose in Exercise 2, so we did not progress to Exercise 3.
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Figure44. Commoning blueprint template for IASDR 2021 workshop.

Figure45. Commoning blueprint template for university module.
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