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W
hat m

akes a m
ethod, tool or 

technique participatory.



A
genda

1. W
hat are w

e trying to achieve w
ith Participatory

D
esign?

W
hat m

akes it participatory, and w
hy em

phasize participation? 
E

xercise: W
hat do the w

ords m
ean?

2. W
ays of seeing the Participatory D

esign process
G

eneral notion of the participatory practice (B
ratteteig et al., 2012)

The ‘pd-m
indset’ (S

anders and S
tappers, 2008); 

H
aving a say, m

utual learning and co-creation (B
ratteteig et al., 2012);

Tell, m
ake and enact (B

randt et al., 2012);
E

xplorative, generative and evaluative (S
anders and S

tappers, 2014);
3. C

oncrete exam
ples of tools and techniques.

Future W
orkshop (H

andbook of P
D

, p. 145-146 &
 152-153);

C
ollaging (Visseret al., 2005);

P
robes (G

averet al., 1999);

P
age 3



P
art 1

W
hat are w

e trying to achieve in
P

articipatory D
esign?

P
age 4



Learning outcom
e from

 lecture:
W

hy the P
articipatory D

esign field
em

phasize ‘techniques’



W
hat is your current perception of m

ethods?

«.. data gathering is a central part of establishing requirem
ents,

and of evaluation. W
ithin the requirem

ents activity, the purpose of data
gathering is to collect sufficient, accurate, and relevant data so that
a set of stable requirem

ents can be produced, w
ithin evaluation,

data gathering is needed in order to capture users’ reactions and
perform

ance w
ith a system

 or prototype»

(P
reece, S

harp and R
ogers, 2015, p 226).

P
age 6



W
hy em

phasize participation?
“The heart of Participatory D

esign is participation” (Brandt 
et al., 2012)

The book (S
im

onsen
and R

obertson, 2012) em
phasize a 

“participatory m
ind-set” (Sanders and S

tappers, 2008), 
dem

ocratization, em
pow

erm
ent; the 

S
candinavian/N

orw
egian/institute(ifi) heritage.



A
nd under-em

phasized reason:
It is practical to have a P

D
-m

indset



Inform
ation aboutthe

m
aster program

 Inform
atics: design, use

and interaction
–

fall 2019
DESIGN, DIGENT and IS research

groups, August 13th, 2019
9

Exam
ple: oil-rig

Contact person:
Åsm

und Dæ
hlen

aasm
unkd@

uio.no orteam
s

�
Interviews

�
O

bservations of work practice
�

Follow-up interviews
�

Ideation session

.
“YO

U
 G

ET O
N

E D
AY”



Inform
ation aboutthe

m
aster program

 Inform
atics: design, use

and interaction
–

fall 2019
DESIGN, DIGENT and IS research

groups, August 13th, 2019
10

Back to the exam
ple: oil-rig

Contact person:
Åsm

und Dæ
hlen

aasm
unkd@

uio.no orteam
s

�
Interviews

�
O

bservations of work practice
�

Follow-up interviews
�

Ideation session

.

�
Probes

�
Cam

era
�

Flowcharts
�

Future workshop / collage
�

W
hat-ever you deem

 right to 
this context

.



C
ovid

Q
: O

ther?



E
xercise in thinking about the 

m
eaning of w

ords



Q
: W

hat is a m
ethod?



Q
: W

hat is a technique?



Q
: W

hat is a tool?



B
ring out your m

eans of paym
ent!



M
ethod

A Fram
ew

ork

Page 17

Tool
Technique

How
 you apply the tool and 

the m
ethod

W
hy do w

e em
phasize 

techniques in PD?

O
bject



TH
IS

 IS
 O

N
LY O

N
E

 W
AY O

F 
S

E
E

IN
G

 IT (m
y w

ay)

Throughout your degree, you are going to see m
any different uses of the w

ords, and 

other w
ords w

ith sim
ilar m

eaning:
such as…

 tools, techniques, m
ethods, m

ethodology, theory, epistem
ology, ontology…

 etc.



P
art 2

W
ays of seeing the

P
articipatory D

esign process

P
age 19



G
eneral notion of the participatory 

practice



W
e are m

oving beyond inquiry to inform
 designers (m

eta-design)

em
pow

erm
ent and dem

ocratization (Com
puters Dividing M

an and W
ork 

(Sandberg, 1979) if you are interested PDs history)

Having a say, M
utual Learning and Co-creation (Bratteteig et al., 2012)

Enabling participation of end-users into design-decisions (Bratteteig and 
W

agner, 2014)

Bratteteig et al., (2012) view
 the m

ethod as a “set of principles of m
ethod w

hich 
in any particular situation has to be reduced to a m

ethod of uniquely suitable to 
that particular situation” (from

, Checkland
1981, p. 161).



(p. 128, Handbook of PD)



“There is still a reluctance to have the contribution of the PD 
com

m
unity reduced to stand-alone tools and techniques if these are 

not accom
panied by w

hat Sanders and Stappers[Sanders and Stappers, 
2008] have called a participatory m

ind-set” (Brandt et al., 2012).



W
hat is the participatory m

ind-set?



Bratteteig et al., (2012) sais, “this basic w
orldview

 leads us to the three core 
perspectives: having a say, m

utual learning and co-realization”.

In chapter 6 (Bratteteig et al., 2012) the authors describe the general notional 
understanding of a m

ethod: “M
ethod, as a general concept, is often interpreted 

as a ‘recipe’ for how
 to carry out a set of activities –

Like a cookbook recipe.” 
(Bratteteig et al., 2012), and further, that this is not how

 the tradition view
s the 

use of m
ethods.

(Ignore chapter 6’s em
phasis on the exam

ple m
ethods: M

U
ST, CESD, STEPS. Read them

, 
and try to understand w

hy, but don’t em
phasise

these m
ethods. It is a bit outdated.) 



W
hat m

akes a P
D

 use of m
ethods, 

tools, and techniques different to 
other kinds of design processes?



N
ot a black-and-w

hite w
orld, U

CD
and PD are based on the sam

e principles of engaging users. There is overlap.



(Sanders and Stappers, 2014)



D
ifferent w

ays to think about the 
participatory design process



Telling: w
ays of introducing the 

designer to the context, but also a 
m

eans for participants to articulate 
their contexts and explore challenges 
and problem

s.

Enacting possible futures: 
lets participants experience and 
explore w

hat the future could 
look like.

M
aking: co-design, an im

portant part of m
aking decisions 

(see Bratteteig and W
agner, 2014), happens in the m

aking of 
design-artefacts.



Telling: w
ays of introducing the 

designer to the context, but also a 
m

eans for participants to articulate 
their contexts and explore challenges 
and problem

s.

Enacting possible futures: 
lets participants experience and 
explore w

hat the future could 
look like.

M
aking: co-design, an im

portant part of m
aking decisions 

(see Bratteteig and W
agner, 2014), happens in the m

aking of 
design-artefacts.

N
ot m

utually exclusive activities: 
in the act of m

aking som
ething, 

you can ask participants to tell 
stories about their artefacts, or 
enact possible use.



People are different: som
e like telling, 

som
e like acting, som

e like m
aking. 

O
ur responsibility as designers in 

know
ing the right w

ay of engaging.



“Things-to-think w
ith” (Brandt, 2007) 

Brandt (2007) used high fidelity m
ock-ups to 

engage the participants into co-design. 

Low
er fidelity = broader conversation topics, 

Higher fidelity =m
ore specific topics. 

N
ote that such discussions require deep 

professional know
ledge on the subject of these 

specific valves. 



This kind of prototyping, letting the hands on objects 
of future use lets the user tell stories of the context 
of use, enact futures on how

 they w
ould w

ork and, if 
know

ledgeable enough about the topic, be a part of 
m

aking future iterations (co-creation). 



From
 the later w

ork of Sanders 
and Stappers, (2014), and how

 
m

aking can happen across 
tim

e, w
ithin different tim

e 
fram

es, for different reasons.



(Sanders and Stappers, 2014) 



(Sanders and Stappers, 2014)



P
art 3

E
xam

ples from
 practice

P
age 38



P
robes

(G
averet al., 1999

& Visseret al., 2005);

P
age 39



“Gaveret al. (1999) uses the probes for gaining insight into the context as inspirational data to stim
ulate 

designer’s im
agination, w

hile the generative technique of Visseret al. (2005) seek “a m
ore deliberate 

and steered process of facilitation, participation, reflection, delving for deeper layers in the past, m
aking 

understanding explicit, discussing these, and bridging visions, ideas and concepts [scenarios] for the 
future.”

P
age 40

The difference is in w
hether you see the subject as subject or partner (Sanders and Stappers, 2008).

The goal of (Gaveret al., 1999): “[..] increase the presence of the elderly in their local 
com

m
unities” (p. 22).



P
age 41

W
hy Gaveret al., (1999) used probes.

¨G
enerational gap

Get access to the deep generational know
ledge of the com

m
unities that 

elderly people has experience and accum
ulated throughout their life.

Com
bat distance

Physical
Research-researched divide: avoid feeling of being researched.



P
age 42

Postcards
Inform

al, friendly and suited 
to people w

ho are fam
iliar 

w
ith this sort of activity.

This can be seen as an 
alternative to a 
questionnaire.



P
age 43

Photography/cam
era/diary

Asked to photograph their 
hom

e, w
hat they w

ill w
ear…

 
casual topics—

w
hich they 

w
ere asked to collect into a 

diary, telling ‘their story’.



P
age 44

M
aps

Inquiry into elderly’s use of 
their local com

m
unity. 

W
here they m

eet people, 
daydream

, to be alone, 
w

here they can’t go. 
Ranging from

 specific 
inquiries to poetic.



P
age 45

“Sensitizing is a process w
here participants are triggered, encouraged and 

m
otivated to thing, reflect, w

onder and explore aspects of their personal 
contexts in their ow

n tim
e and environm

ent.” (Visseret al., 2005, p. 123)

A different use of probes: probes to sensitize participants(Visseret al., 2005)

Article discusses the advantages and disadvantages of group, pair, and 
individual sessions.



C
ollaging

(Visseret al., 2005);

P
age 46



P
age 47

Collaging (and toolkits) are created to better understand day-to-day 
experience, expore

future possibilities, and speculate (think: tell, m
ake, 

enact) (Sanders and Stappers, 2014).

Participants capabilities, experience, skill, are the lim
it!



P
age 48

Toolkits can also specifically be crafted to enable co-creation—
as physical 

prototyping kits for the participants to have hands-on experience w
ith 

future m
aterials: https://sphero.com

/collections/all/fam
ily_littlebits



Future W
orkshop

(H
andbook of P

D
, p. 145-146 &

 152-153);

P
age 49



P
age 50

M
ethod to put all kinds of tools and techniques into.

Sense of how
 m

uch tim
e it takes to do co-design.

Flexible m
ethod for any stage of design (think generative, evaluative, explorative)

E.g. Concretizing plans for change, 
or realizing concrete artefacts.



E
xam

ple from
 practice:

Facilitating for capabilities of people 
w

ith Intellectual D
isabilities

P
age 51



P
age 52

N
ot to elicit inform

ation, but to sensitize healthw
orkers to becom

e 
designers on behalf of users. I had already done ethnography to 
fam

iliarize w
ith the context, and the possibilities for design.



P
age 53

N
ot to elicit inform

ation, but to sensitize healthw
orkers to becom

e 
designers on behalf of users. I had already done ethnography to 
fam

iliarize w
ith the context, and the possibilities for design.



P
age 54



P
age 55



Learning outcom
e from

 lecture:
W

hy the P
articipatory D

esign field
em

phasize ‘techniques’



C
hallenge: create/adapt other 

m
ethods, tools and techniques

(W
ith reflections, w

ill look good in report and exam
)

E
xam

ple from
 m

aster thesis (U
niversal M

ethods of D
esign 2018)


