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Where I come from…. 
 
 
Trained as an architect, first specialized as an industrial designer, my practice was mainly me and 
many various tangible, written and some computational materials… 
+ based on design ‘programs’ 

Eriksen 2012 / p. 48 / p. 106 



Turn to…user-centered design…and (materials for) 
participation in (multidisciplinary) design processes 
 
 
Exchange student at Aalto University (2001) & final studies as “Communication designer” at AAA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

48        /  Positions & Approaches
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Figure 3/ a-h/ My suitcase highlighting glimpses of the repertoire of visualizing, 
materializing, experimenting, listening and publishing skills I have built up while training to 
become an architect specializing as an industrial and communication designer.

g/

g/

Final thesis “Journey to the World of the Users” (2003)  /  Aarhus School of Architecture, 
Denmark at (odd) Dept. of Communication Design (not there anymore) 
Fragment from image in Eriksen 2012/ p. 48 

Conceptual design of 
“iPad”-like device / 
Internship with Bang & 
Olufsen Telecom (2000) 



Then I started to engage in PD/ CoDesign research.../ 
 
…then I started (2001) to engage in participatory design (IT) research projects and the material  
practice was different e.g. with more explicit focus on methods and techniques…and my work 
 and roles as a co-designer (researcher) were different too.   This I wanted to understand better.  
 
 

Ethno & Co-Designing / Eriksen 
2012/ p. 6 

Typical meeting in the PalCom project / Oct. 2004    “CoWall” final from Atelier project / 2003 

f/ Ball from 'Playful Interaction' vision video (2003) / WorkSpace / Appendix 01
g/CoWall or Tangible Archive at K3 (2004) / Atelier / Appendix 02
h/ 'Assembly' workshop (2004) / PalCom / Appendix 03 / Discussed in Chapter 9
i/ CoWall or Tangible Archive at K3 (2004) / Atelier / Appendix 02

i/



Practice-oriented PD Research projects 
 
 
That I have engaged in (so far)… PhD (2004-12) / Postdoc (2012-14) / Senior Researcher (2014-16) 
 
 
Continually with a focus on: CoDesigning processes, metodology, materiality & multidisciplinary 
collaboration, increasingly sustainability

WorkSpace (2001-03 /EU) – Disappearing Computer focus / Landscape architect’s digital 3D praxis 
 
Atelier (2003-04 /EU) – Disappearing Computer focus / Performative & Tech. Learning 
Environments 
 
PalCom (2004+2006 /EU) – Palpable Computing / Technologies in Hand-surgery Rehabilitation  
 
Xlab (2006+2011 /DCDR) – Experimental Programmatic Design Research  
 
DAIM (2008-10) / EBST) – Design-Anthropological Innovation Model + Waste handling practices 
 
Urban Transition Öresund (2012-14/ Interreg) – Municipal practices for Sustainable Urban 
Development  
+ GröntSpel ( 2013 / Delegationen för hållbara städer) – Learning game for municipal collaboration 
around sustainability 
+ Staden Studerad (2014 / Formas) – Exhibition at Form & Design Center on Urban Studies research 
 
URB@Exp (2014-16 /EU) – Learning from Experiments with Urban labs as new forms of governance 
+ Malmö InnovationArena (2014-16/Vinnova) - Reflective “Co-lab” on Municipal Collaborative 
practices & roles 
+ Social Innovation Skåne (2015-16 /ERUF) – Reflective “Co-lab” on Future library practices & roles
 



Your initial thoughts…                 Reflective exercise –part 1 
 

What do you consider as “Material”  
in the last collaborative design-oriented session 

you hosted or participated in ? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Write down/sketch for 2 minutes) 
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ABSTRACT 
Experiments take various forms, have various purposes, 
and generate various knowledge; depending on how, 
when and why they are integrated in a design research 
study with a programmatic approach. This is what we 
will argue for throughout this article using examples 
and experiences from our now finalized PhD studies. 
Reviewing the prevailing literature on research through 
design the overall argument is that design experiments 
play a core role both in conducting the research, in 
theory construction and in knowledge generation 
across the different design domains and methodological 
directions. However, we did not identify sources that 
explicitly discuss and operationalize roles and char-
acteristics of design experiments in different stages of 
programmatic design research. The aim of this article is 
therefore to outline a (tentative) systematic account of 
roles and characteristics of design experiments. Build-
ing upon Schön’s definition of experiments in practice 
we propose adding to the prevailing understanding of 
experiments in research through design understanding 
and operationalizing design experiments 1) as initiators 
or drivers framing a research programme, 2) as ways to 
reflect on and mature the research programme serving 
as vehicles for theory construction and knowledge 
generation and finally 3) as a ‘designerly’ approach to 
the written knowledge dissemination and clarification 
of research contributions.  

INTRODUCTION 
Today it is commonly acknowledged in the design 
research community that design experiments in 
various forms such as explorations with mock-
ups, prototypes, scenarios, models, design games, 
probes, artifacts etc. play a central role for knowl-
edge generation and theory-building in research 
through design or practice-led design research.  In 
2006-2007 the Danish Centre for Design Research 
initiated and funded a series of XLab workshops, 
which explored how we speak about and do design 
research through a programmatic approach with 

experiments at its core. It was a meta-project in the 
sense that it aimed to further explore, understand 
and operationalize the dialectics between design 
experiments and the research program (Binder and 
Redström 2006; Brandt & Binder 2007; Redström 
2011; Brandt, Redström, Eriksen & Binder 2011). 
XLab was inspired by research programs conduct-
ed by institutions such as the Swedish Interactive 
Institute in the late 1990s and the beginning of the 
2000s, for example the IT+textiles program (Red-
ström, Redström & Mazé 2005).  Throughout this 
article we discuss the role and characteristics of 
design experiments in different stages of a research 
programme. We use our experiences as active 
participants in the XLab workshop series as a frame 
for the discussion and we exemplify the discussion 
through examining and reflecting on selected exper-
iments from our finalized PhD studies.  

RESEARCH THROUGH DESIGN, CONSTRUCTIVE 
DESIGN RESEARCH AND PROGRAMMATIC DESIGN 
RESEARCH
Since Frayling (1993) coined the term ‘research 
through art and design’, design researchers have 
been addressing and exemplifying ways in which 
design examples and practice can contribute to 
knowledge generation in design research. Re-
cently Koskinen, Zimmerman, Binder, Redström 
and Wensveen (2011) suggested that it is time to 
go beyond the notion of research through design. 
As a result of their research they propose that the 
research community acknowledges the massive 
body of work in this field by adopting the term 
‘constructive design research’. Constructive de-
sign research they define as “design research in 
which construction – be it product, system, space, 
or media – takes center place and becomes the key 
means in constructing knowledge” (Koskinen et al. 
2011: 5).  One main argument in Koskinen et al.’s 
work is that research programs and larger initia-
tives developed and rooted within influential design 
institutions have played a crucial role in maturing 
the field of constructive design research. Recent 
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ABSTRACT 
Using design games at Participatory Design (PD) events 
is well acknowledged as a fruitful way of staging 
participation. As PD researchers, we have many such 
experiences, and we have argued that design games 
connect participants and promote equalizing power 
relations. However, in this paper, we will (self) 
critically re-connect and reflect on how people 
(humans) and materials (non-humans) continually 
participate and intertwine in various power relations in 
design game situations. The analysis is of detailed 
situated actions with one of our recent games, 
UrbanTransition. Core concepts mainly from Bruno 
Latour’s work on Actor-Network-Theory are applied. 
The aim is to take design games seriously by e.g. 
exploring how assemblages of humans and non-humans 
are intertwined in tacitly-but-tactically staging participa-
tion, and opening up for or hindering negotiations and 
decision-making, thus starting to relate research on 
various PD techniques and power issues more directly.  
Author Keywords 
Design games, Actor-Network-Theory, Participation, 
Situated power relations of humans and non-humans. 
INTRODUCTION 
Issues of power have always been part of the debate 
within the Participatory Design (PD) field. For instance, 
Kensing and Blomberg (1998) write that PD largely is 
about “an effort to rebalance the power relations 
between users and technical experts and between 
workers and managers” (ibid. p. 181). Looking back at 
the heritage of PD during the last forty years, Kensing 
and Greenbaum (2013), state that today trade unions are 
‘not a central focus of power relations’ (ibid, p. 33). 
Still, one of the core principles in PD is about 
equalising power relations (ibid). Within PD, however, 
power issues are often dealt with in very general terms. 
For instance, Kensing (1983) argued early on that 
genuine participation in PD projects requires access to 
information, resources, such as time, money, and expert 
assistance, and the power to influence decisions. 

Recently, Bratteteig and Wagner (2012) look broadly at 
the complexity of design decisions within a full PD 
project. Their work is partly inspired by an empirical 
study by Borum and Enderud, who identified four 
mechanisms for structuring or avoiding conflicts: 
“Agenda control (what is discussed and who decides the 
themes), participants (…), scope (…which problems are 
defined and seen as relevant and therefore addressed), 
and resources (…)” (Borum & Enderud (1981) in 
Bratteteig and Wagner (2012) p. 47). With these 
complex mechanisms in mind, Bratteteig and Wagner 
broadly recognize that “applying these arrangements 
makes the exercising of power less visible, because it is 
difficult to identify what is not on the agenda or which 
solutions (and problems) are not discussed” (ibid p. 47). 
In the details, we will later see many of these various 
complexly intertwining characteristics too. 
Another core part of PD literature is the wide array of 
tools and techniques that support various practices of 
participation – such as design games (e.g. Brandt et al. 
2013). As pointed out by Vaajakallio and Mattelmäki 
(2014), there is no clear definition of design games due 
to their context specific nature, diverse purposes, and 
application areas. However, most PD design games are, 
in line with Brandt (2006), explorative activities for 
staging participation where interaction among players is 
guided by game rules and tangible game pieces. Over 
the years we have studied and developed many different 
design games, and identified game characteristics 
among them (e.g. Brandt 2006, Brandt et al. 2008, 
Vaajakallio 2012, Vaajakallio & Mattelmäki 2014). 
Many others have also studied design games (in relation 
to PD see e.g. Ehn & Sjogren 1991; Buur & 
Søndergaard 2000; Iversen & Buur 2002; Johansson & 
Linde 2005). However, there are only a few detailed 
analyses of actual game playing sessions. In some of our 
recent work, we do this (Vaajakallio 2012; Eriksen 
2012), but there we mostly focus on design game 
qualities and socio-material co-designing 
characteristics, rather than the situated (Suchman 2007) 
power relations in the collaborative (game-playing) 
situation. The aim of this paper is therefore to add and 
start a discussion within the PD community about 
situated power issues and relations and how these relate 
to participation and specific PD tools and techniques. 
Herein we will address two critical points made recently 
by Blomberg and Karasti (2013) and Bødker (2009). 
Blomberg and Karasti argue that “Participatory Design 

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for 
personal or classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are 
not made or distributed for profit or commercial advantage and that 
copies bear this notice and the full citation on the first page. To copy 
otherwise, or republish, to post on servers, or to redistribute to lists, 
requires prior specific permission and/or a fee. 
PDC’14, 06-OCT-2014, Windhoek, Namibia. 
Copyright 2014 ACM ISBN 978-1-4503-2256-0…$10.00. 
 



The little “co-” makes it a different practice… 
Basic Views of Co-designing / Participatory Design  
 
 
My view: Participatory Design (PD) = Co-Designing 
- a co-designerly mindset, approach and practices 
 
 
 
As a starting point…my basic views, based on the work of many others… 
 
-  (Traditional) Designing and co-designing are different practices 

-  CoDesigning not for others – but with others  

-  Emphasis on long-term collaborations 

-  Reflective practice / Mutual learning  

-  In PD  / people from different ‘communities of practice’ (CoP) 
-  > PD projects as a temporary CoP in the making 

-  Power issues e.g. the socio-material power of event organizers (not only facilitators) 

-  Detailed materiality perspectives of “PD methods, tools and techniques” 

-  Understanding ‘PD activities/interventions’ as performative events – not only workshops 

-  Also understood as socio-material / situated actions and practices 



Exemplars of Material Matters in Co-designing 
 
Co-design events from five large co-design projects, teaching and workshop-series 
(selected from a large collection of workshop events during ten years)  
 

 
 

/ p. 84-93 

/ p. 94-101 

/ p. 156-165 

/ p. 166-175 

/ p. 256-267 

/ p. 268-275 

> > > 



Co-design Event/workshop ex. 
 
 
- In the ‘field’…‘lab’… 
 
 
 

/ p. 94-101 



½ day co-design workshop-event at Handsurgery Rehabilitation Department, UMAS   



½ day co-design workshop-event at Handsurgery Rehabilitation Department, UMAS   



Roleplaying / Discussing incremental changes of mock-up/scenario prototype / future practice 



Pre-designed scenarios explaining key ideas around mock-ups > for roleplaying future practice 

Both groups have print-outs of 
two scenarios

The local team preparing the event has pre-designed 
two detailed scenarios matching the intended use of 
both versions of the hard-foam mock-ups.

The first scenario explored is called ‘Recording a con-
sultation’ (what Group 1 is mainly roleplaying in 03).

In Group 2, the PhD student hands out a paper-copy of 
the scenarios to everyone. 

Before exploring both the scenarios through role-
playing, as we read through it, in detail he explains the 
intended uses.

The second scenario is called ‘Patient-to-Patient’ 
(what Group 2 is exploring in 03 and 05).

Exemplar 02        99

04



Roleplaying / Discussing incremental changes of mock-up/scenario prototype / future practice 



Collaboratively listing topics of identified issues and challenges  



Co-design Event/workshop ex. 
 
 
- In the ‘lab’… 
 
 
 

/ p. 156-165 



Example of Workshop agenda : ‘Kick Off’ / the first partner-workshop in the DAIM-project  



From ‘Things on their way’ > a ‘waste-cake-table’ with all group’s negotiated issues/insights  



Groupwork during ‘Things on their way’ –working with brought things, provoking anecdotes, etc 



Focus during 1-step of ‘Mapping a Landscape of Waste & Innovation’-co-design situation 



Groupwork during ‘Mapping a Landscape of Waste & Innovation’ – working with field-‐cards	  



All groups co-designing a Landscape – relating and highlighting situation overlaps and connections 
challenging	  issues/ideas	  	  



Schön’s understandings of design practice… 
 
 
Schön 1983, 1987, 1992 
 
 
 
 
Main views… 
 
-  Design as a Reflective Conversations with the  situation (Schön 1983) / Designing as 

Reflective Conversation with the Materials of a Design Situation (Schön 1992)  

-  Based on ideas of ‘learning-by-doing’ and ‘tacit knowledge’ (largely inspired by John Dewey) 

-  The materials ‘back-talk’ in the situation 

-  The material / media understood broadly as tangible, talk, etc. 

-  Problem-setting through ‘framing, naming, and reframing’ 

-  Future-oriented practice by asking “What if” 

-  Relationship between the ‘whole’ and the ‘parts’ 
 
-  ‘Reflection-in-Action’ / ‘Reflection-on-Action’ 

-  Single and double-loop learning 
 

 
 



My suggested additions to Schön > co-designing 
 
 
In Eriksen, 2012 Chapter 1 
 
 
 
 
 
Main additional arguments… 
of course partially based on the work of others… 
 
-  Co-Designing as Reflective Conversation with the Materials of a Co-Design Situation (p.125) 

-  Co-designing = socio-material situated practice (Part 1) 

-  Co-designing = materializing (e.g. different delegated roles of materials, processes of 
formatting and staging, rematerializing, etc.) (Part 2) 

-  Co-designing = relating (e.g. non-humans have agency too, action happens related to/within 
communities-of-practice, larger contexts) (Parts 1+ 2) 

-  Co-designing = performing (e.g. PD processes understood as performative structures, rituals 
and situated actions) (Part 3) 

 

 
 



Participatory Design, Methods & Materiality 
 
 
Different perspectives by different (PD) authors… 
 
 
 
- More or less specifically on understanding materiality as a part of PD practices 

                         + various others…  



‘From System Descriptions to Scripts for Action’ 
 
 
By Pelle Ehn & Dan Sjögren (1991) in Greenbaum & Kyng (eds.) ‘Design at Work’, p. 247-248 

‘As system designers we are familiar with making 
and using system descriptions (…) This was our 
approach in the initial analysis and design work in 
the UTOPIA project. As design experts we tried to 
capture the participating typographer’s views of 
work organization and technology (…) At first we 
thought that we were very successful with our many 
system descriptions. As designers we quite liked the 
systems we were designing, and we thought that the 
typographers were pleased with the descriptions as 
well.  
 
There came a day, however, that put an end to this 
idyllic form of designer-user cooperation. This was 
the day when we found out that the system 
descriptions only made sense to us, (…) The only 
sense our system descriptions made to the 
participating typographers was that they were made 
by us, that is, their own experts. There was no co-
design going on. (…)’	  
	  
	  



‘From System Descriptions to Scripts for Action’ 
 
 
By Pelle Ehn & Dan Sjögren (1991) in Greenbaum & Kyng (eds.) ‘Design at Work’, p. 247-248 

…and they started working with ‘Design Games’… 
 
E.g. called  ’The Layout Kit’, ’The Organizational Kit’, 
The Specification Game’ 
 
-  One of their points is that such ’language design 

games’ always are/must be understood as 
’situated’.  

 
-  Still, there is ’family resemblance’ across 

different situations. 
 
-  They are intended for stakeholders of different 

backgrounds (designers and non-designers) to be 
able to collaborate.  

 
 
 
(Initially inspired by this work, e.g. Eva Brandt and 
Kirsikka Vaajakallio have published widely on 
’Design Games’) 
	  
	  



Co-designing & ‘Communities of practice’ (CoP)/ 
 
 
Perspectives by Lave & Wenger (1991+1998), Brandt & Eriksen (2001, 2010, 2012), etc. 

CoP	  

CoP	  

CoP	  

Temporary 
project CoP  
in the making	  

HOW?	  WHAT?	  

CoP	  

Communities of practice is generally a concept or theory of learning CoP are ‘…groups of people 
who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their 
knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing basis’ (Wenger et al, 2002:4). (…) 
Reification or processes of reifying is viewed as ‘making into a thing’  As Wenger exemplifies, very 
practically reifications can take a variety of forms – for example; signatures on credit card slips, 
meeting minutes, evening news, national archives, lesson plans, text books, private address lists, 
sophisticated databases, small logos, huge info processing systems, formulas, a truck, etc. 



My proposed views / Also inspired by – but partially 
different from or dissecting ‘Boundary objects’ 
 
 
A widely referred theoretical concept for understanding relations with objects…e.g. in PD Literature 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As described by Star & Greismer (1989) / In Brandt et al. (2012) p. 148-149 
 
“..Boundary objects are objects which are both plastic enough to adapt to local needs and the 
constraints of the several parties employing them, yet robust enough to maintain a common identity 
across sites. (…) These objects might be abstract or concrete.  
 
They have different meanings in different social worlds but their structure is common enough to 
more than one world to make them recognizable, a means of translation. 
 
The creation and management of boundary objects is a key process in developing and maintaining 
coherence across intersecting social worlds” (Star & Greismer, 1989, p. 393 / In Brandt et al. p. 
148-149). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Materiality …Beyond Tools, techniques & methods 
 
 
Materiality & Design explorations – e.g. relates to ways to telling, making and enacting  
by Brandt, Binder & Sanders / Chapter 7 in Simonsen & Robertson, 2012, p. 145-181. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Main initial arguments 
 
-  Tools and techniques do not operate in isolation  
-  Tools and techniques cannot be directly replicated 

-  Tools and techniques rather framed as ‘various practices 
of participation among designers and non-designers’ 

-  Tools and techniques cannot stand alone – e.g. without a 
PD mindset (in their focus) 

-  There are a varied set of ‘toolboxes’ / a richness of 
practical tools and techniques to be combined, adapted 
and extended in the collaboration 

-  In other words, a need for sensitivity and appropriation 
to the (co-)design situation. 

-  A part of shaping and scaffolding the ‘temporary 
community of practice in the making’ 



Design Games – as a Tool, Mindset and Structure 
 
 
By Vaajakallio (PhD dissertation, Aalto Uni, 2012) & comprised in Vaajakallio & Mattelmäki (2014) 
 
 
 
 

a common language between designers and users and to involve users in discussions on
existing and future alternatives. This application area has historically also dealt with
improving democratisation of workplaces (Ehn and Sjögren 1991); and (4) for engaging
multiple stakeholders: to engage diverse stakeholders in expressing, negotiating and
generating a shared understanding of users, use contexts and technology in early concept
design (Brandt and Messeter 2004; Johansson 2005). In this paper, we focus on the last,
where design games are applied to orchestrate codesign with different stakeholders.

Besides purpose design, games also vary in their appearance, style and functions;
hence confusion can arise from application of the term. For instance, Brandt (2006)
describes a wide range of participatory workshop activities as ‘explorative design games’,
although those activities originally had different names such as future workshops (Jungk
and Müllert 1987) and acting out scenarios (e.g. Brandt and Grunnet 2000). By referring to
them as ‘explorative design games’, Brandt highlights the exploratory nature of these
activities. Her mapping underlines four functions of design games in relation to codesign:
(1) games to conceptualise design, including, for example, concept design games by
Habraken and Gross (1987), who build on highly abstracted and conceptual ‘game
universes’ to study design practice (Brandt 2006, 58); (2) games to exchange perspectives
in design, typically involving elements of chance which may come, for example, by
combining things that at first sight do not seem to fit together. In addition, these games may
build on the Surrealist movement of the 1920s, which gained inspiration from the
subconscious mind, chance, surprise and playful techniques (Brandt 2006, 58); (3) games
to understand the work context and practice through negotiation and workflow
orientation, highlighting negotiation and simulations of current situations, including, for

Table 1. Play framework illustrating the three distinct perspectives related to design games and the
qualities and functions typical for each category.

Design Games
Practical application context
with its objectives and
characteristics Play-qualities drawn from design and games, play and performance

Designer’s perspective:
design games as a tool

Player’s perspective: design
games as a mindset

Design game designer’s perspective:
design games as a structure

Organising dialogue –
combining purposes of
instrument, competence
and an agenda

Supporting empathic
understanding – combining
subjective and collective
interpretations

Gaining several
contributions – designing
with users and other stake-
holders building on direct
and indirect user involvement

Transporting participants into
another world – a magic
circle as physical and ideal
playground

Proceeding within its
own boundaries of time
and space – symbolic time
for moving between past,
current and future

Creating positive tension
by providing boundaries
while being open for new
interpretaions – action
governed by rules

Supporting idea generation, collab-
oration and interplay between now
and the future by game materials,
which work as: visual stimulus for
exploring alternatives, boundary
object, visual
reference for shared focus of
attention, documentation, reminder,
illustration of
progress and as visual
indicator of being in a
special game world

Utilising performance roles
appointed by the game
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[ill.: 2014 p. 79  

/ Table p. 65] 

The dynamic relationships between being a sourcer, a producer and a performer in the
Character Game are an illustration of the mixed roles typical to design games.

Whether participants are assigned a particular role at some point of the game or they
remain in their everyday role during the whole game, they need to make statements about
the world within the boundaries of the rules and the context of the design game. Travelling
between several roles may clearly be part of the game, but in practice it is often implicit
and unconscious. Understanding the meaning of the roles mentioned above allows the
design game designer to utilise them purposefully when designing design games and
during facilitation of codesign. Depending on the design game, the facilitator can stay
outside and take the role of a producer in building bridges and making connections without
being involved in the performance, as in the Character Game.

6. Discussion

In this paper, we have focused on design games in codesign as they appear to different
people experiencing them, as a tool for a designer, a mindset for a player and a structure
for a design game designer. Accordingly, design games are diverse in their purposes,

Figure 5. Examples of different game settings and materials from several design games that the
authors organised in various contexts and purposes.
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The dynamic relationships between being a sourcer, a producer and a performer in the
Character Game are an illustration of the mixed roles typical to design games.

Whether participants are assigned a particular role at some point of the game or they
remain in their everyday role during the whole game, they need to make statements about
the world within the boundaries of the rules and the context of the design game. Travelling
between several roles may clearly be part of the game, but in practice it is often implicit
and unconscious. Understanding the meaning of the roles mentioned above allows the
design game designer to utilise them purposefully when designing design games and
during facilitation of codesign. Depending on the design game, the facilitator can stay
outside and take the role of a producer in building bridges and making connections without
being involved in the performance, as in the Character Game.

6. Discussion

In this paper, we have focused on design games in codesign as they appear to different
people experiencing them, as a tool for a designer, a mindset for a player and a structure
for a design game designer. Accordingly, design games are diverse in their purposes,

Figure 5. Examples of different game settings and materials from several design games that the
authors organised in various contexts and purposes.
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Beyond (service) co-design..methods & tools focus… 
 
 
Rather -what sometimes is described e.g. as a “method”...becomes a part of the situated practice… 
 
 
 
Beyond or dissecting of “Journey” / “Service Blueprint” / “Design games” / “Prototypes”, etc. 

 
 

[“User / Customer Journeys” / 
ill.: www.enginegroup.co.uk] 

[“Service blueprinting” / ill.: www.1508.dk] [“3D & 2D front- & backstage mappings” / ill.: Interaction (service) 
design master students/K3  /  2008  / rel. ex. in Eriksen, 2012] 

E. Brandt et al. Formatting Design Dialogues – Games and Participation        p. 8 of 12 

 

 

 

Including and involving all players through turn-taking is a central rule also in this game. The example illustrate how the 

progression of the Landscape Game seems to run through a number of ‘stages’ which in short can be described as. Take the 

lead, Opennes, towards all moves, crises, and resolution.  

 

The Landscape Game in the Experimental Office project include 40 game pieces. It starts with a very open situation where 

each player choose two or three cards that he or she for some reason find interesting. Then players one by one take a lead by 

explaining what the images evoked and why they were chosen. Not surprisingly it appeared that everyone chose an image to 

represent a space for meetings and conversations. Three of the players showed images with a table and chairs while the fourth 

player chose the football game. They all talk about meetings that these various settings could augment. Everyone agree that 

face-to-face meetings are important also in the future. The other cards that were presented in the first round were in 

accordance with each company’s core competencies or interests in the market in general. For instance the representative from 

the office furniture company talked about the personal workspace, while the telecommunication network provider and the 

computer manufacturer voiced concerns about future technologies. We understand each player’s first expression as a lead 

game move; an invitation to play. Each presentation of a card conveys suggestions for issues for the other players to join in 

and explore further. 

 

Next the players choose one of the game boards to work with. Each player has views about the options. For instance, one 

suggests the game board with concentric circles since ‘the center could represent the central hub of a person’s workplace and 

then we could work outwards from there into the other circles’. Another player says that the one with four centers is better 

since it is always easier to work in smaller groups. Other interpretations are brought forward but after some time they end up 

choosing the game board with one center and concentric circles around it. In the center of the board they place images of two 

users from the field studies. Without further discussion they now place the game pieces from the first round on the game 

board. Then they take turns at choosing new game pieces, discussing a little about what the images represent and placing 

these on the board. There is a good flow in the sense that at a fairly high speed many different issues about future offices are 

voiced and placed on the board. As time passes a configuration of game pieces emerge on the game board. Everything is 

included. It resembles the game athmosphere with an openness towards all of the game moves.  

 
 

 
  

    

 

Figure 5. The Landscape game 

 

Suddenly the group realizes that they have placed almost all of the game pieces in the center. It is a configuration where one 

area on the game board is overcrowded and everything has equal importance. The players face a crisis. They realize that if 

everything has equal importance the game does not lead anywhere. Three players simultaneously begin moving game pieces 

to other areas of the game board. After a little while they slow down and begin discussing each game piece once more. At 

this point in the game all issues of concern have been voiced and are represented physically on the board, but they have 

barely considered how the issues relate to each other. They begin exploring various combinations of game pieces and 

constellations on the game board. New ideas take form and more nuances about various topics come forward. For some time 

game pieces are moved around. Their changing positions engender dialogue, views are put forward and challenged by other 

players. Slowly as time passes and many different constellations are explored the game pieces seem to find their place on the 

board. Game playing has reached a saturation point, which everybody seems to agree to. Agreement is found through 

common exploration and consensus-making (see figure 5).  

[“Design games” / ill.: from 
Brandt & Messeter, 2008 p.
7-8] 



Material Matters in Co-Designing / Key arguments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Design-based Research course / Mah – K3 / Seminar 2 / 25. Febr. 2014  
Lecture by Mette Agger Eriksen / 
 
 



One claim: Participating Materials 
 
 
In Co-designing processes and practices 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Main arguments (in Part B / Introduction) 
  
-  Focus not on (design) methods, techniques and tools – but socio-material co-

designing (first preliminary position) 

-  Meanings of materials are negotiated in the (co-design) situation (second 
preliminary position) 

-  Not only artefacts with affordances ‘in’ them (third preliminary position) 

-  Broad views of materiality and participating materials /  
-  Co-designing = materializing (fourth preliminary position) (Eriksen, 2012:177-191) 



/ p. 386 
      -387 



Participating Materials – in the situation 
 
 
Invited materials – as people 
 
 
 
An example / Situated negotiated meanings of disposable cups (In Eriksen 2012, p. 181-182) 
 
 

Part B / Introduction        181

Meanings of disposable cups
There are so many different versions of disposable cups. There are brown, 
silver, white, semi-transparent, and transparent soft plastic disposable 
cups. There are hard-plastic transparent ones, and there are tall ones and 
shorter ones also formed to create a handle while drinking. There are also 
others made of coated cardboard again with or without handles. Various 
kinds of disposable cups are (culturally established to be) very convenient 
for drinking hot chocolate, coffee, lemonade, wine, drinks, beers, etc. Gene-
rally, they are all designed to hold cold and/or hot liquids. Being able to hold 
liquids could be seen as one of the main affordances of disposable cups. 

Even though it is not very environmentally friendly, because it is easy to 
serve extra people and because it is easy to clean up, disposable cups are 
often (used) participating at parties. Likewise, at conferences and in office 
meeting rooms disposable cups are often also populating those spaces. Some-
times they are personalized and connected to one person by writing a name 
on the outside, so it can be used several times. Generally, they are designed 
for one time use – and being for one time use could be viewed as another ma-
terial affordance or property. Yet, in another view the way disposable cups 
are used depends on a complex network of factors, norms and cultural prac-
tices in the specific situation. For example, we can consider the attitude of the  
organizers and drinkers, the availability of different kinds of liquids and 
cups, the number of available cups in relation to the number of guests, etc.

A series of examples with disposable cups in co-design situations
While a student, I participated in a ‘Designing for User Experience’ work-
shop (spring 2000).67 There, I was initially inspired, by another group en-
gaging disposable cups in their collaborative work. 

67 Briefly described in P& A / ‘Modes of Design Inquiry'/ Figure 3e. 

Figure 9/
Disposable cups 

turned upside down 
and with sketched 

on faces, used to 
collaboratively play 

out future scenarios 
of possible uses – in 

this case for sup-
porting dialogues 

between taxi drivers 
and customers.
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a/

c/

e/

b/

d/

f/

Figure 10/ a-f/ Different examples of negotiated meanings of disposable cups  
in the co-design situation.



[ill: Eriksen, 2012, p. 223] 

The classic format of post-its – makes no sense alone 
 
 
The additional verbal, written etc. guides a part of staging and formatting participation… 
 
 
 
 
Written content is added in the situation of use 
 
 
 

Part B / Chapter 5        223

Figure 17/ a/ Post-it notes among various other office equipment – waiting to be ‘invited’ 
into a situation of personal use or co-designing. b/ From a DAIM event, a board was kept 
with post-its including annotated and collected ‘Ideas & Questions’ that came up during 
that event. c/ After another DAIM event, post-its were used to write reminders on a 
bulletin board of the wishes of a stakeholder (VF). d/ Lastly, in analysis of a DAIM co-design 
event, yet a classic use of post-its were used for highlighting insights as keywords.

a/

c/

b/

d/
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Actor-Network Theory (ANT) / ‘Making Things Public’  
 
 
A widely referred theoretical concept for understanding relations with non-humans…/also in PD 

32
View from above into the exhibition M aking Things Public at the ZKM |
Center for Art and M edia Karlsruhe 2005, photo: Franz Wamhof

Main arguments by Bruno Latour 
 
-  Agency both of ‘humans and 

non-humans’ 

-  ‘Transforming mediators’, 
making others act (and 
‘transporting intermediaries’) 

-  ‘Delegated roles’ e.g. to non-
humans 

-  Go for ‘Matters of Concern’ / 
not ‘Matters of Facts’… 

 
-  ‘Thing’ understood as a 

gathering 

-  Composing 
 



Part B/ Participating Materials 
 
 
In (Service) Co-designing 
 
 
 
 
 
Main arguments p. 192-204 
 
Co-designing as relating (Chapter 4) 
 
Inspired by Bruno Latour / ANT and Lucy Suchman’s perspectives: 
 
-  Relations as networks of ‘human and non-human actors’  / Situated assemblages 

-  ‘Delegated roles’ to non-humans (e.g. as what I suggest to view as ‘formats’ and ‘content 
material’ 

-  Roles of ‘mediators’ and ‘intermediaries’ / Actors as ‘mediators’ / Mediators are 
“making others do unexpected things” (Latour 2005, p. 59).  

 
 + their ‘well-attached attachments’ to other time, place, and agency (ibid, p166) 

-  Collaborative processes of transforming – as ‘circulating references’ 

-  Reconfiguring relations in the ‘situated actions’ (different from the ‘plans’ of action) 



/ p. 390 
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Chapter 6 / Formatting Processes of Materializing 
 
 
With participating materials at co-design events and situations / or in Design Explorations 
 
 
 
 
 
Main arguments… 
 
-  Formatting a part of staging and setting the scene for co-designing / design explorations 

-  An assemblage of materials participate in assisting event organizers in formatting & staging 
   
-  ‘Delegating roles’ to non-human materials a part of the practice / Tangible materials often 

not self-explanatory, do not do the job on their own 

-  Collaboratively Materializing in the situation: Transforming from materials – through 
materializing – to Materialized / A merging of tangible ‘format’ and ‘content material’ 

-  Collaboratively materializing depending on skills, available ‘having’ materials and doing 

-  Some material get the role as ‘intermediaries’ / others as ‘mediators’… 

-  Intertwine with situated negotiation of meanings (of ‘content material’) 

-  New ‘format’ materials assist in transforming between different processes of materializing 
  



[ill: PalCom-project / MAH - Malmö / 2004] [ill: PalCom-project / MAH - Malmö / 2004] 

Formatting…situations of materializing/exploring 
 
 
Mockups / Prototypes as ex. of different ways of staging participation / developing knowledge… 
 
 
 
 
What are the ’circulating references’ in a co-designing practice?  
/ Which non-humans are invited? 
 
 
 

Afterwards...

Day 1 has ended, some go home, some go out for 
dinner. Everyone, except me and one other resear-
cher, meets the following day at the university to 
continue working with related and new scenarios 
and issues e.g. related to the overall concept of 
‘explicit interaction’ (Day 2).

Further, based on the issues and feedback at the 
FAL, and partly in collaboration with another techni-
cal partner, the small local team of researchers 
make a technically functioning and physically re-
designed ‘vertical’ prototype for the use situation 
of ‘recording a consultation’. 

It is demoed with 4-5 other larger demonstators for 
other use-sites at the 2nd PalCom Review (March 
2006).  
 
As told by the physiotherapist present at the 
review, it s corresponding with the needs of the 
staff at the ward, while reviewers (unfortunately) 
found it less relevant to the main focus on palpable 
open software architecture in the PalCom project 
(Appendix 03). 

Issues discussed 
are annotated  
on paper
Everyone make their own 
notes of questions and 
issues e.g. on the paper-
scenarios, and a few sha-
red issues are captured 
by the PhD student.

Back in plenum 
– Day 1 ends with brief discus-
sion and shared summary
 
Some of the main issues are e.g.:

 – what if the phone rings in the middle of this?  
 > the phone transforms so no incoming calls.

 – visual feedback on the display seems important. 
 – maybe different for staff and patient?
 – remember patients have to do everything with  

 an injured hand.  

Issues are listed on paper by the project manager, 
to easily bring to the university for Day 2.

This Exemplar 02 is mainly intertwined in the thesis in the following places: 

P&A 
Part A / Introduction / Chapters 2, 3 
Part B / Introduction / Chapters 5, 6 

Part C / Introduction / Chapter 9 
Part D / Chapters 10, 12

Exemplar 02        101

06 07



[ill: PalCom-project / MAH - Malmö / 2004] [Example: storyboard scenario template] 

Formatting…situations of materializing/exploring 
 
 
Storyboard as another example of staging and formatting participation / exploration… 
Empty or filled out surely establish different situations  
 
 
 
 
With content or                                      simply a format of collaboration 
 
 
 



[ill: PalCom-project / MAH - Malmö / 2004] [Example: scenario template] 

Formatting…situations of materializing/exploring 
 
 
Storyboards as one example of different ways of staging participation / exploration… 
 
 
 
 
The ’frame(s)’ of collaboration also influences the situated co-designing / design exploration 
 
 
 

E.g. Opening up for critical reflection/dialogue or testing 



Overview of Emerging Material Landscape of Material Matters / This quite complex,  
Layered and constructed yet abstracted 3D-landscape is my suggested materializa- 
-tion of a landscape grasping core ‘materials’ of co-designing practices. / p. 343 

Part D - Chapter 10 / Emerging  
Material Landscape of Co-Designing 
 
A catalogue for understanding and staging co-designing (selected pages) 



/ p. 366 



Acknowledging material formats & content material  
as participating materials -by dissecting design games  
 
 
As proposed in Eriksen (2012) e.g. in the concluding “Emerging Material Landscape of Co-Designing” 

/ p. 359 
+ 364 



[ill: Eriksen, 2012, p. 222] 

No format of collaboration in the situation 
 
 
Often leads to (sometimes long) discussions of ‘how to collaborate’ … 
 
 
 
 
Co-design situation with a lot of ’fieldcard’ content material – but no format of how to engage 
 
 
 

Part B / Chapter 5        221

tween the two of us who had pre-designed the cards, we started combi-
ning different cards such as the ‘Group Training Session’-situation-card, 
the ‘Coffee-table in the Hallway’-place-card and the ‘Inger’-patient por-
trait-card, to assist us in telling stories and creating new possible relations 
about the insights we had gained from the field studies.

This sparked some questions and dialogue along the way also with the ot-
hers, but they never really engaged in exploring the cards. After lunch we 
really had to start generating and visualizing ideas for initial concepts, as 
we had plans of presenting these to a larger group in the project a few days 
later. The ‘Fieldcards’ stayed on the table where we had left them, while we 
collaboratively listed six (mainly previously identified) use-situations and 
ideas, which we would like to explore further through sketched scenarios. 

Figure 16/ A collection of ‘Fieldcards’ invited into a co-design situation in the PalCom pro-
ject of analyzing field insights and developing initial mixed-media ideas and concepts. They 
contained rich field-related data, but in the situation they were difficult to engage because 
there was no ‘format’ of collaborative exploration. 



What were the “formats” & “content materials” here: 
 
 
If the socio-material situated practice / the “co-design situation” is understood as such… 
 
 

Groupwork during ‘Things on their way’ –working with brought things, provoking anecdotes, etc 



What were the “formats” & “content materials” here: 
 
 
If the socio-material situated practice / the “co-design situation” is understood as such… 
 
 

Groupwork during ‘Mapping a Landscape of Waste & Innovation’ – working with fieldcards-‐cards	  



What were the “formats” & “content materials” here: 
 
 
If the socio-material situated practice / the “co-design situation” is understood as such… 
 
 

Groupwork during ‘Mapping a Landscape of Waste & Innovation’ – working with fieldcards-‐cards	  



[ill.: PalCom-project / MAH  -  Malmö] 

Pre-designed proposals  and / vs. Formats for co-designing proposals…  

- Who adds/decides about the content…? / Who invites – who/what is invited? 

[Example: scenario/journey template] 



/ p. 345 
 
+  
in Part C 

Part D / Chapter 10        345

B / 
Series of Performative Co-design Events

Practically, co-design (research) projects can be organized as ‘workshops’ or 
a series of co-design events (= the white boxes), as I recently have re-argued 
with Eva Brandt. With Joachim Halse, additionally co-design events can be 
viewed as (ritual) performative events, where diverse stakeholders (and ma-
terials) meet face to face to participate in co-designing (no. F).

In relation to the project program (no. A), each co-design event usually has 
its own additional focus and topic framings (= edges of each event-boxes). 
In the DAIM-project, e.g. we had the ‘Kick-off’-event several ‘Toolbox 
seminars’ and a ‘Heroes of Waste-workshop’. These different focuses are 
partly captured in the official invitation or call for participation (= white 
‘invitation/topic’-letter on top of each event-box). Co-design events create 
shared experiences and can help drive the co-design process forward by 
fostering shared ownership and engagement among stakeholders; yet, 
this needs staging and formatting, and various materials participate in do-
ing this, e.g. agendas, formats, content materials, guides and the physical 
location (no. L, N, P, Q, O, E).

Lastly, events can gather stakeholders in the ‘fuzzy front end’ as well as 
throughout the project process (= simplified by white threads). Normally, 
few people participate in the same process in between events; instead, 
smaller local teams focus on different issues and work in parallel pro-
cesses (= two parallel threads between two event-boxes), as was the case 
in the WorkSpace, Atelier and PalCom-projects, with people working all 
over Europe.

The differently 
shaped white boxes 

for example 
established with the 

little white papers 
on top of each box 
and with its unique 

edges and spatial 
qualities.

Furthermore, they 
are connected by 

white threads and fill 
out different areas 

of the underlying 
bubble wrap.

Foreword: Program 
Positions & Approaches 
Part A / Intro / Chapters 1, 2  

Part B / Chapters 5, 6 
Part C / Chapters 7, 8
Part D / Chapter 11, 12 - 

Challenge no. 1-3, 7-9, 11
Exemplar no. / All 
Appendix no. / 01-03, 05, 08

For more details: 

Performative perspectives for understanding 
 
 
..co-designing practices /  
 
 
 
 
 
 



/ p. 349 



/ p. 351 



/ p. 353 



/ p. 354 



/ p. 356 



/ p. 352 
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Chapter 6 / Formatting Processes of Rematerializing 
Chapter 9 / Rematerializing for Aftermath 
 
 
Processes from Material / Data / Materializing-Knowledge Developments / Contributions / Step 2 
partly overlaps with participating materials at/after co-design events / Design explorations 
 
 
 
 
Main arguments… 
 
-  Rematerializing in the situation or afterwards: Formatting processes of (collaborative) reflection-

on-action  

-  Explicitly staged and formatted ways of reflectively documenting insights, negotiations, issues, 
challenges, ideas, etc. / E.g. by critically relating, comparing, possibly further transforming or 
adding layers to previous Materialized outputs 

-  Not ‘just’ mere documentation  

-  With Materialized outputs (from preceding processes of materializing) – often with new 
material/formatting – Rematerialized outputs 

-  Time for this is important / when still in an explorative frame, when fresh? / weeks later? 

-  Non-human (Re)materialized outputs feed into event archives / Help refresh memories 
-  / often a mediating role in further transforming (co-)design /research processes 



/ p. 406 
      -407 



‘Circulating references’ 
 
 
Concept by Latour on how knowledge is produced / made (in scientific practices)…(1999) 
 
 
 
 
Summarized in Eriksen 2012 (p. 200-201) 
‘Circulating references’ captures observations of how (academic) insights and arguments develop 
through collaborative processes of transforming with the materials of the situation (to relate back 
to Schön (1983)) 
 
Exemplified in essay Sampling the soil in the Amazon forest in the book Pandora’s Hope / a 
detailed study of a research excursion by a multidisciplinary team of natural science researchers 
/ how academic data, references and evidence are produced. 
 
As researchers, the team-shared aims were to discover new academic insights with samples of soil 
and other data from the Amazon forest.  
Latour saw that the researcher’s practice was largely a combination of talking to each other, 
studying maps, investigations on site in the quite small selected area on the edge between the 
forest and savanna, collecting samples of soil, vegetation and worms in the area, making notes, 
making sketches, diagrams, new maps, transforming the samples into generic numbers − assisted 
by a cardboard with color codes and holes next to them to match sample colors (an intermediary 
non-human), etc.  
All this data was intertwined in their collaborative analysis and in the written report of the 
excursion, which again (when back in France) eventually was transformed into various academic 
publications.  
 
(…) This process is provoked by different mediators and assisted by different intermediaries.  
 
 



Some Ways of Rematerializing / Participating… 
 
 
To (collaboratively) reflect upon and negotiate what were important insights… 
/ New ways of doing this can surely be further explored, researched and developed 
 
 
 

[Exemplar 04 from Xlab in Eriksen, 2012 /  

A silent process of materializing / 
intertwined with moments of 
‘rematerializing’] 

8 of the 28 pro-
posals – all pho-
tographed and 
described sepa-
rately during 
the lunchbreak

As organizers we had 
prepared how we want 
to photograph each 
proposal with a black 
background. Additionally 
on the spot we also ask 
everyone to write down a 
few lines description for 
each their proposal (first 
shared afterwards).

Confession [13:40] by design researcher and XLab core 
team member (E):  
“We have been asked to write keywords on the various 
concepts. I think that things develop by doing that. It gene-
rates a lot of reflections. I’m a little anxious about how it will 
continue, how the collaboration will be. If we succeed, what 
can I contribute relative to the others?”.

1/ J: A ‘turn-taking’ device where the cloud in the 
middle represents the common unknown. The watch, 
the stone, the dice, and the weights represent various 
personalities or ways of viewing qualities in the deci-
sion process. 

2/ F: Four players can build the form, each with its 
own color plasticine. The tracks can be read and each 
actor’s action can be seen. 

3/ T: A turn game. A mechanism to create stories. The 
needles on the string are randomly put in the small 
pieces of paper on the board. The papers with a pin in 
are turned around and then (perhaps) a story occurs. 

4/ E: Cooperation. All have a different perspective 
(glasses) / contribution. Differences in the hierarchy, 
the angle of attack. Everyone gives bids for collabora-
tion about the same task. 

5/ A: Fishing. Upstairs, downstairs. Is there someone 
who takes the bait, and how does one move it from 
one side to the other? It may take time. 

6/ E: Ferris Wheels. Up/down, random. Black box. 
Large / small. 

7/J: Monopoly where one moves from space to space 
in order to work through one’s idea. Each space repre-
sents design conditions, limitations etc. 

8/ A: Loupe. Time for immersion. Use the magnifier 
and work with the details. Then a whole new world 
will open, which one can investigate.

1/

3/

6/

8/

5/

7/

2/

4/
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[Documenting by rematerializing / carefully arranged images with written 
down explanations of the main point captured] 



Some Ways of Rematerializing / Participating… 
 
 
To (collaboratively) reflect upon and negotiate what were important insights… 
/ New ways of doing this can surely be further explored, researched and developed 
 
 
 

[Individual video-refections, recorded by being one at a time in the room 
with the ‘Materialized’ outputs – some filmed details, others overview + 
with voiceover explanations] 

[Individual notes written down about the three 
main insights of the day / later digitalized by 
organizers] 

‘Individual video reflection of  
experiences’

Just after finalizing the shared proposal, as we please, 
one by one all of us are alone to record a max 5 min. 
‘video reflection’ story while filming in and around 
the final proposal. I also ask everyone to write down 
their three main issues of interest. The following are 
fragments from some of the videos:

‘Debriefing & Post Reflections in 
Plenum’

Now we can freely speak with each other. We start 
by reading out loud each our three main issues of in-
terest, before we watch all the reflective videos. Now 
we discuss what has just happened and what we can 
learn from this. The following are fragments from this 
mainly verbal discussion:  
 
T: “I’m the one to begin explaining what we have 
achieved. It is a decision machine that I think we finally 
ended up seeing as a landscape in which one could 
move. The basics are that we have a landscape, where 
one partly sees things that one can do something with, 
and partly things that have already been done. That 
which has already been done is the history. But all in 
all it is a collage-machine that has some interesting 
things inside. I also think that it was interesting to be 
on the sideline for quite some time, because I came into 
the process very late. It was interesting to see how one 
can think along the same lines as the others”.

A: “It is very special when one is used to work with pat-
terns and systems that this was so chaotic. I had to get 
used to that. I do not feel that we made any decisions 
concerning aesthetics. I forgot to say that during my 
timeout, but when I got used to that I actually found it 

very funny and instructive. It was especially instructive 
when one could see why the others were doing what 
they were doing. What was difficult was to stick to one 
idea. We have not committed ourselves on a continua-
tion. It might have changed the process (...)”

F: “As I said in the confession booth, I think it was quite 
frustrating with the many different paths. I would 
have preferred a more simple machine, but I also know 
that if one wants the straight highway then there are 
a lot of things that are lost. Still I would have liked a 
red string that guided you through the landscape and 
brought obstructions that one needed to consider 
in order to make decisions. Actually, this is what is 
happening in our machine too. So, on the one hand, I 
think that the project succeeded; on the other hand, it 
is so open that everything is possible, and that is very 
confusing”.

J: “Okay the big problem is that there are still no rules. 
This is a landscape. Then I think that the composition 
has lost its simplicity the simplicity that each of the 
early concepts had. I think that this is the result of too 
much consensus and too little clarity. My recommen-
dation is that we make a third step in which we clear 
the table and start all over. Concerning the process, I’m 
surprised that the individual objects contain so many 
possibilities. The objects refer both to something like 
toys and something with great symbolic value.  
I suddenly realize that physical objects have far more 
symbolic value than images”.

Fragment from video (E): “(...) I think the one with the  
many pipe cleaners was funny. It looked like something with  
something over and under the water (...) One can dive into 
the water but does not know what is happening. Something 
is unconscious, something is conscious”.

Fragment from video (T): “(...) Actually I think it was dif-
ficult to get into the process. It took me quite some time. 
(...) I think that the first timeout this time worked very well. 
It kind of gathered the group. I think that we agree upon 
the fact that it was a landscape, but also that there were 
various ways to move within the landscape symbolized by 
the threads. 
(...) In the end A. started to make some space. There should 
be some peace. There should be space for new things, and 
she moved the white plate in the centre. I replaced the plate 
with one that she had made earlier because I think it is 
important to be able to see the imprint from what happened 
earlier”.

Fragment from video (me): “(...) J. used his time-out and 
talked about how it looked a lot like a landscape and that 
it was difficult to see what rules guides one through the 
landscape. (...) Make a decision about if you were making 
some rules or a landscape. I could not see that anyone pur-
sued it further (...)”.

>

>
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This Exemplar 04 is mainly intertwined in the thesis in the following places: 
 
 

Afterwards...

The following day the two of us staging the event, 
made a log of what had happened in a word-docu-
ment with texts and images and on a DVD with 
selected video-clips. This was used when we met 
a few days later in the XLab core team to continue 
our reflective debriefling of this experimental event. 

We had decided from the beginning of the project 
to make a book about the insights from the project, 
so the two of us observing started working some 
on how this could become an intersting book 
chapter. The two others were soon busy preparing 
the third and last larger 1-day XLab experiment or 
workshop called ‘Intersections workshop’. 

At that event we were focusing on the exemplary 
and genealogy, intervention and arguments, some 
of the same and some new people were exploring 

together with us, and again we were working 
with hands-on materials (This time image & text 
cut outs from three different PhD dissertations 
we had read beforehand). 

January 2007 soon came and the project was 
officially over – without having finished the book. 
The four of us in the core team went in different 
directions. In 2008, the project manager applied 
for additional funding for engaging a graphic 
designer in experimenting with the publishing of 
the work – this was granted. Several conference 
papers have been published about this work, and 
in the fall 2011 the book XLab was published too 
(Brandt et al., 2011) (Appendix 04). 

(As described in ‘Positions & Approaches’ this 
work has influenced my PhD approach too).

E: “I was the only one who did not have a time-out. I 
almost made one close to the end because I felt that 
we were kind of finished. In the XLAB group we had 
talked about whether it is a feeling one gets about when 
something is finished. At first I wanted the machine to 
be relatively simple, not just something where a lot of 
things were thrown together. But I’m also happy about 
the result. It has a lot of different entrances. It is like a 
machine, which undergoes a time sequence. What I find 
important is ‘what if’. It is a proposal about what one 
could do. Let’s try to do this in common! There is a tape 
measure with a group of people on it. I like that they are 
doing something together. They met a challenge but suc-
ceeded. Here is something about various perspectives”. 

JR (observant): “I do not precisely know what was 
happening, but my reflections come as questions. Early 
in the process I though about if one always works with 
one proposal at a time? Does one always finish ones 
own proposal before possibly interacting with other 
people? It was also interesting to see that there were 
no time-outs during the brainstorming session and 
the sorting session. They first came when they started 
to collaborate. So the question is, does the need first 
come when collaborating? The last question is: What is 
it really that you have made? I find it difficult to see if it 

is a specific design suggestion or some kind of text, a 
description or maybe perhaps just something textual 
rather than a design”.

I (as observant): “(...) What I saw was (...) Many parts 
of the machine are taken from the early individual pro-
posals. Only very few of these are still intact. Instead, 
many elements have been combined. What happened 
was also that you made a base relatively quickly, the 
white board balancing on four plastic cups. You were 
somehow not able to change this later on”.

>

P&A 
Part A / Chapter 2 
Part B / Introduction / Chapters 4, 5, 6 

Part C / Introduction / Chapters 8, 9 
Part D / Chapters 10, 12
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Summary: Material of the (Service) co-designer… 
 
 
My proposed broad understanding of Materiality in (service) co-designing practices 
 
 
 
 
 
Related to an understanding of methods & tools, rather seen as situated “assemblages”… 
 
-  Yes, Digital, tangible, crafts, visual etc. material … 
-  + Fieldwork data 
-  Mock-ups, scenarios, full-scale enactments, etc. 
-  Concepts & prototypes at the core / but not only these! 

-  ..also paper-templates, post-its, whiteboards, etc… 
-  ..and schedules, plans, agendas, etc… 
-  ..collaboration guidelines,  
-  ..as well as talk (e.g. questions, stories, arguments, etc.) 

-  ..also physical location(s), sites, etc. 

-  …and other people’s work/examples, integrated theoretical perspectives/concepts, etc.  

> Generally – non-humans, or rather situated “assemblages” of humans and non-humans  
as actors for example setting the scene for / formatting the situated collaboration… 
 



Your current thoughts       Reflective exercise –part 2 

What do you now consider as “Material”  
in the last collaborative design-oriented session 

you hosted or participated in ? 
 

E.g.  
Which non-humans were involved in the assemblage(s) formatting 

the collaboration / setting the scene for collaboration – and the 
continual progress? 

 
Which non-humans played the main roles as “content material”,  

which were invited, which were actually explored and negotiated? 
 
  

(Possibly inspired by what is on the front table? 
Write down/sketch for 2 minutes) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The following last slides include examples from my 
recent research mostly with public sector actors: 
 
 
Publications and thorough insights in the making! 
 
 
These co-design-based research processes related to the following larger topics: 
 
-  Cross-country and cross-department municipal collaborations for sustainable urban transition 
-  (hands-on through a game co-design process lasting 8-12 months – 1.5 years (duration different 

for different stakeholders) 

-  “Urban labs” as new forms of governance / Labs (deisgn labs, living labs, city labs, innovation 
labs, etc.) are overall seen as (partially design-oriented) collaboration platforms semi-connected 
with the local municipality /  

Case / Experiment: Malmö InnovationArena – particularly focus on a collaborative reflective “co-
lab” process running alongside everyday practical activities to explore support structures of 
learning from local experiments/projects  
 
Case / Experiment: The future role of libraries and librarians in a citizen-centered perspective / 
“Co-lab” to explore experimental practices and gaps and relationships between local libraries and 
regional strategic officers 
 
Case/ Experiment: Pilot-project of developing “ReTuren” – a local wastehandling/ upcycling 
station also aimed to increase awareness of sustainability among the local citizens etc. / Also deals 
with cross-department and –sector models of collaborations and distribution of responsibilities 



Urban Transition through a game co-design process / 
exploring ways of collaboration around sustainability 



Ex. of CoDesigning a design game / 1. step 
  
- dissecting previous or ongoing planning projects/processes in the cities to identify  
challenges around cross-sector municipal ways of collaboration around sustainability 	  
	  

Reflec2ng	  back	  at	  previous	  experiences	  –	  iden2fying	  what	  would	  make	  a	  ’real’	  difference…	  



-‐	  Co-‐designing	  three	  different	  rough	  game	  /	  dialogue-‐tool	  prototypes	  –	  later	  one	  selected…	  

Ex. of CoDesigning a design game / 2. step 
  
	  
	  



-‐	  A	  proposal	  had	  been	  designed	  by	  professional	  game	  designers	  and	  researchers	  –	  Then	  a	  
session	  of	  collabora2vely	  exploring,	  evalua2ng	  and	  adjus2ng	  this	  early	  game	  prototype…	  

Ex. of CoDesigning a design game / 3. step 
  
- to address cross-sector municipal ways of collaboration around sustainability 	  
	  



5	  Different	  ”test”	  –around	  real-‐world	  cases,	  with	  municipal	  stakeholders	  >	  game	  refinements…	  

Iterative game co-designing  / Step 4 
 - to foster reflection around current (not) collaborative practices  
- and address cross-sector municipal ways of collaboration around sustainability 	  
	  



-‐	  Sharp	  use	  e.g.	  With	  working	  &	  steering	  groups,	  with	  local	  ci2zens,	  developers,	  etc.	  

”Implementing” practices with design game 
  
- to address cross-sector municipal ways of collaboration around sustainability 
in Malmö, Sweden & Roskilde, Denmark 	  
	  

>	  Inspired	  re-‐appropria2on	  of	  local	  sustainability	  tools…	  from	  Excel	  to	  a	  dialogue-‐tool/game…	  



Reflective (Co-lab) process as long-term experiment  
- with Malmö InnovationPlatform/Arena 
 
 
- with management team, steering group (2014-15 + 2016-) towards develop structures of learning… 
- Through various forms of mapping, previous > future experiments, roles, process models, etc. 
 

Förslag 5 – Symbol
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Long-term “Co-lab” Experiment / infrastructuring 
incl. small-scale experiments by librarians & regional 
officers / strategic & operational library developments 
 
Co-lab # 1: Process of 6 half-day seminars with library staff from 5 libraries and Region Skåne + 
library managers at one event (2015)  
/ Co-lab #2: With regional officers working with library issues, experimenting with their roles (2016) 



Collective infrastructuring process of co-producing or 
slowly materializing “ReTuren” in Lindängen 
 
 
Long-term process among VASYD, Mah researchers, STPLN, civil servants, local NGOs, citizens, etc. 
(during 2014-16 / However, Pilot closed by VASYD before schedule – continued by others / Evaluation 

Utkast	  utvärdering	  av	  kvartersnära	  återvinningscentraler	  
20150817	  

Beroende	  på	  budget	  och	  resurser	  i	  övrigt	  kan	  man	  utveckla	  eller	  minska	  djupet	  eller	  antal	  aspekter.	  

En	  lämplig	  2dsram	  kan	  vara	  enligt	  följande	  
T0	  	  innan	  arbete	  med	  KvÅC	  påbörjas	  och	  innan	  informa2on	  om	  denna	  går	  ut	  2ll	  boende	  

T1	  i	  samband	  med	  öppnandet	  av	  KvÅC	  

T2	  e^er	  6	  månader	  av	  verksamhet	  

T3	  e^er	  12	  månader	  av	  verksamhet	  

Comments	  below	  in	  red	  or	  white,	  English	  and	  Danish/Swedish!	  -‐	  made	  by	  Mece	  Agger	  Eriksen	  (MAE)	  Anna	  Seravalli's	  colleague	  at	  Mah.	  Mostly	  with	  focus	  on	  issues	  rela2ng	  to	  the	  URB@Exp	  project,	  
as	  KNÅVC	  is	  one	  of	  the	  cases	  in	  that	  project	  on	  urban	  labs	  as	  forms	  of	  governance	  etc.	  

	  	   T0	   Ansvar	  och	  leverans	  
Socialt,	  S1	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Ec	  år	  e^er	  öppnandet	  
fungerar	  den	  kvartersnära	  återbrukvinningscentralen	  som	  en	  
mötesplats	  för	  boende	  i	  Lindängen.	  

Göra	  en	  inventering	  av	  vilka	  mötesplatser	  som	  finns	  och	  vilka	  målgrupper	  
som	  de	  vänder	  sig	  2ll.	  Vilka	  förväntningar	  finns	  på	  kvartersnära	  åbc.	  MAE:	  
What	  are	  the	  criteria	  for	  judging	  if	  it	  is	  a	  "mee2ng	  place"?	  

Ansvar	  Anna	  Seravalli.	  Genomför	  inventering	  och	  
intervjuer	  kring	  förväntningar	  

Socialt,	  S2	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Ec	  år	  e^er	  öppnandet	  har	  de	  
närboendes	  syn	  på	  avfall	  blivit	  hållbarare	  MAE:	  Why	  is	  this	  ques2on	  
about	  something	  "socialt"?	  

Genom	  intervjuer	  kartlägga	  de	  närboendes	  syn	  på	  återbruk,	  hållbar	  
konsum2on	  och	  återvinning	  

Ansvar	  Anna	  Seravalli.	  Genomför	  inventering	  och	  
intervjuer.	  Är	  det	  ok?	  MAE:	  This	  is	  a	  large	  task	  -‐	  
through	  focusgroup	  too,	  or	  ques2onaires	  or	  what?	  
Doesn't	  VASYD	  have	  a	  department	  that	  is	  good	  at	  
making	  and	  handling	  ques2onaires?	  /	  Also	  what	  is	  
meant	  by	  "hållbarare"	  -‐	  this	  should	  be	  more	  
specified	  to	  make	  sense	  to	  the	  people	  being	  
ques2oned,	  I	  would	  say?	  

Socialt,	  S3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Ec	  år	  e^er	  öppnandet	  upplever	  de	  
boende	  ac	  Lindängen	  har	  en	  hållbarare	  profil	  MAE:	  again	  what	  is	  
meant	  by	  a	  "hållbarare"	  and	  I	  also	  suggests	  to	  include	  "delak2ghet"	  
here	  in	  the	  2tle	  -‐	  or	  make	  a	  special	  sec2on	  dealing	  with	  that?	  It	  
could	  for	  example	  be	  something	  along	  the	  lines	  of:	  	  Socialt,	  S3	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Ec	  år	  e^er	  öppnandet	  upplever	  de	  boende	  i	  Lindängen	  ac	  de	  har	  ec	  
störra	  utrymma	  ac	  vara	  delak2ga	  i	  utvecklingen	  av	  deras	  lokal	  
område	  -‐	  och	  har	  annat	  händt	  i	  området	  som	  också	  påverkat	  deca	  

Upplevd	  hållbarhet	  och	  delak2ghet	  i	  Lindängen.	  Röda	  korsets	  
trygghetsutredning	  skulle	  kunna	  vara	  nollläget	  

	  	  

Socialt,	  S4	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Ec	  år	  e^er	  öppnandet	  har	  de	  
boende	  involverats	  i	  verksamheten	  på	  den	  kv	  åbc.	  MAE:	  My	  
suggested	  extra	  ques2on	  above	  could	  maybe	  be	  this	  one	  slightly	  
reformulated?	  If	  the	  word(s)	  "Delak2ghet"	  /	  or	  maybe	  
"Engagemang"	  are	  included...	  (THis	  is	  par2cularly	  interes2ng	  in	  
rela2on	  to	  URB@Exp)	  

Hur	  upplever	  de	  boende	  i	  Lindängen	  deras	  möjlighet	  2ll	  ac	  påverka	  och	  få	  
inflytande	  över	  lokala	  offentliga	  verksamheter/utrymmen	  som	  finns	  på	  
Lindängen.	  

Genomföra	  fokusgrupp.	  Ansvar	  Vem?	  

Socialt,	  S5	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Ec	  år	  e^er	  öppnandet	  av	  den	  
kvartersnära	  återbrukvinningscentralen	  kommer	  närboende	  dit.	  (för	  
ac	  visa	  ac	  den	  är	  just	  kvartersnära	  och	  ac	  få	  en	  uppfacning	  om	  
upptagningsområdet	  som	  tros	  vara	  500m)	  

Fastställa	  teore2skt	  upptagningsområde.	  	  Upplåtelseform	  och	  ägande	   Deca	  är	  gjort.	  

Socialt,	  S6	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Servicen	  som	  erbjuds	  i	  den	  
kvartersnära	  återbruk	  vinningscentralen	  har	  bidragit	  2ll	  ac	  
avfallshanteringen	  upplevs	  som	  2llgängligare,	  tydligare	  och	  mer	  
omfacande	  /	  MAE:	  I	  am	  just	  curious	  what	  are	  considered	  to	  be	  the	  
"services"?	  I	  suggest	  this	  is	  specified	  -‐	  maybe	  as	  speperate	  
ques2ons?	  +	  What	  are	  their	  "sustainable"	  intensions...?	  e.g.	  
makerspace	  facili2es	  and	  support?	  or	  cargo-‐bikes	  for	  loan	  to	  ease	  
the	  transporta2on	  challenge	  maybe,	  or....?	  

enkät;	  hur	  bra	  fungerar	  återvinningen	  idag?	  2llgängligare,	  tydligare	  och	  mer	  
omfacning	  /	  MAE:	  Again	  be	  careful	  with	  words	  like	  "Bra"	  as	  it	  is	  very	  
subjec2ve?	  Again	  it	  depends	  on	  the	  expected	  outcome	  if	  you	  want	  to	  to	  
become	  qualita2ve	  or	  quan2ta2ve	  in	  its	  character/communica2on	  

	  	  

Socialt,	  S7	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Fas2ghetsägare	  upplever	  ac	  
mervärde	  har	  skapats	  på	  grund	  av	  etableringen	  av	  den	  kvartersnära	  
återbrukvinningscentralen.	  

	  	   MAE:	  Surely	  relevant	  and	  an	  important	  stakeholder	  
in	  this,	  I	  predict,	  but	  who	  is	  responsible?	  I	  guess	  this	  
is	  first	  needed	  a^er	  the	  opening,	  or?	  /	  An	  addi2onal	  
sub-‐ques2on	  for	  these	  "Fas2ghetsägare"	  
stakeholders	  could	  be:	  Har	  uppfacningen	  av	  er	  roll	  
som	  med-‐ansvariga	  för	  de	  lokala	  boendes	  /	  
medborgares	  syn	  på	  hållbarhet	  ändrats	  sedan	  
öppningen?	  Har	  det	  ändrat	  ert	  syn	  på	  
avfallshandtering	  inom	  er	  fas2ghet?	  	  



Thanks 
 

Comments? 
 

Questions? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 


